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Introduction

“Non-canonical” Religious Texts in Early Judaism 
and Early Christianity

Lee M. McDonald and James H. Charlesworth

Fordecadesbiblical scholarshave focusedattentionon the expanding
collectionoftheso-called“extra-canonical”documentsthatseveralearly
JewishandChristiancommunities initiallyacknowledgedas inspiredby
God.MostofthesescholarsarewellawareofthefluidityoftheearlyJewish
andChristianscripturecollections inantiquity.eventually,mostof these
sacredtextsceasedtohaveacontinuingauthoritativeroleineitherJudaism
orChristianity.someofthesetextsthatarenowidentifiedas“apocryphal”
by Protestant Christians or “deutero-canonical” by roman Catholics
continuetohavewidespreadacceptanceassacredscripturesinbothroman
Catholicandorthodoxchurchestoday.inthecaseoftheBooks of Enoch 
(=1 Enoch),theyconsiderablyinfluencedearlyChristianityuntilthethird
centuryce and theessene communityatQumran in the first centuries
bceandce.today,theBooks of Enochcontinuesasapartofthesacred
scripturecollectionofmanyethiopians.

scholarsofancientbiblicalliterature(broadlydefined)almostuniversally
recognizethattherejectedancientreligioussourcesarecriticallyimportant
forunderstandingthecontextofearlyJudaismaswellasearlyChristianity.
theyarecertainlyrequisitestudyforcarefulbiblicalinterpretation.these
writingsarealsofundamentalforunderstandingthedevelopmentsofboth
theJewishandChristianbiblicalcanons.Manyoftheseancientdocuments
arenowgiven careful attention invariousacademiesandeven in some
churches.For example, theOdes of Solomon has received considerable
attention recently in critical investigationsand commentaries aswell as
recenttranslations.Mostlikelythiscollectionofforty-twohymnsisoneof
theoldestcollectionsofChristianhymnsthatwehave,datingfromaround
theendofthefirstcenturyceorearlysecondcentury,andtheyhaverecently
beenputtocontemporarymusicforchurches(seetheOdes Project).

theprocessofrecognizingtheextendedimportanceofthesedocuments
involvesre-evaluatingtheirhistoricalimportance,eventhoughmostwere
judgedbytheancientrabbisandchurchleaderstobe“non-canonical”and
thereforecouldnolongerbedeterminativeforfaith,historicalinquiry,or
theological studies.Biblicalandtextcritical scholarsespeciallyhaveseen
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the importanceof reconsidering the functionof theseancientdocuments
within theancientcommunities.this researchrequiresnotonlya socio-
logicalanalysisofancientgroupsandsocieties,butalsoare-examination
ofthecanonicalprocessesthatledtothecurrentfixed(andclosed)scrip-
turaltraditionsinJudaismandChristianity.asociologicalstudy(although
reflectedonlysparinglyinthispresentcollection)willimproveconsiderably
oursensitivitytothephenomenathatwasearlierjudgedbyscholarstobe
ofmarginalimportance.suchinvestigativeresearchincludesaperceptionof
thesociologyofknowledgeandthesociologyofauthority.now,sufficeit
tostatethatwhatwasonceconsideredthebackgroundofbiblicaltextsis
perceivedbymoreandmorescholarsastheforeground.

scholarsmore recentlyhavebegun to agree that the shapingof the
biblicalcanonsofJudaismandChristianitywasnotcompletedorclosed
withinthefirstcenturiesbceandceaswaslargelyacceptedageneration
ago.indeed,itisobviousthatwithinJudaismandChristianitysuchcanons
wereinaconsiderablestateoffluidityforseveralcenturiesafterthetime
ofhillelandJesus.ithasbecomecleartoscholarsthatthebiblicalcanons
ofJudaismandChristianitywerestilltakingshapewellintothemedieval
periodswhenbothvarious JewishandChristian communitieswere still
citingthesesupposed“extra-canonical”textsasscriptureinvariousforms.
Consequently,somebiblicalscholarshavesensedtheneedtomovebeyond
focusingon“apocryphal” (or“spurious”) texts, toexploring the impor-
tanceofthesociologicalsettingofthosewritingsforbiblicalstudiesand,at
thesametime,re-examiningtheevolutionofthebiblicalcanons.allthree
disciplines (textual,biblical,andsociological)haveunfortunatelyandfar
toofrequentlybeenisolatedfromeachotherinmodernresearch.itisour
contentionthattheyneedtobebroughttogetherinthesearchforabetter
understandingofhow,andinwhatways,ancienttextsfunctionedinearly
JewishandChristiansocieties.

Manyoldquestionsnowappearinanewlightasaresultofrecentdiscov-
eriesandresearch.someoftheseincludethefollowing:

• whydidmanyof the so-called apocryphal or pseudepigraphical
works cease to functionauthoritatively inancient religious com-
munities?

• howhadtheyoncefunctionedinthosecommunitiesandwhatled
toachangeintheirfunction?

• whyweresuchwritingseventuallybrandedas“extra-canonical”
andwhatdidthatmeanthenandwhatdoesitmeannow?

• Further,towhatextentdidJewsandChristianscontinuetousethe
so-calledextra-canonicaldocumentsasauthoritativeeventhough
theyostensiblywerejudgedtobeoutsidethebiblicalcanons?

• howextensivelydidthedecisionsaboutauthoritativesacredtexts
byboth rabbisandchurch leaders influence the institutions they
represented?
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• what are the sociological and theological ramifications of the
observationthatforcenturiesafterchurchcouncilsbeganmaking
listsofauthoritativescriptures,numerousancientbiblicalcodices
were organized so as to include ancient books that the councils
hadearlierdeterminedtobeoutsideoftherecognizedsacredcol-
lectionsofthechurch?

Focusingonthehundredsofdeadseascrolls,aswellasnumerousother
manuscriptsrecoveredover the last twocenturies,scholarsarerightly
raisingmanyquestionsabouttheirfunctionsintheiroriginalandeven
latersettings.it isnolongerpossibletoconcludethatsuchtextswere
initiallyjudgedinantiquitytobeoutsideofafixedandclosedbiblical
canon.suchcanonswerenotyetdefinedeitherbyJewsorbyChristians
whenthesereligioustextsemergedandfunctionedinasacredfashionin
thecommunitiesthatwelcomed,read,andtransmittedthem.wemight
alsoask,bywayofexample,whyisitthatonlyinethiopiado1 Enoch 
andJubilees,aswellasotherso-callednon-canonicaltexts,continueto
functionasscripture?whodecidedandwhythatthescripturesofboth
JudaismandChristianitywere limitedtoa finitesetofancientsacred
texts?whydidtheGreekorthodoxChurchnotadmittheapocalypseof
Johntotheirbiblicalcanonuntilroughly1000ceandwhyhasthesyrian
orthodoxChurchnotincludedmanybooks,liketheapocalypseofJohn,
withinitscanon?willsuchquestionshelpusunderstandbetterthelater
needexpressedbybothJewsandChristiansforafixedbiblicalauthority?

oneoftheproblemsthatbiblicalscholarsregularlyencounterwhen
answering the above questions is the misleading nomenclature in our
disciplines.itisdifficulttofindingappropriatetermstodescribeancient
religioustextsandthesocialphenomenasurroundingtheshapingand
formationof theBible.terms like“Bible,”“biblical,”“non-biblical,”
“canonical,” “non-canonical,” “apocryphal,” “pseudepigraphical,”
“deutero-canonical,”and“de-canonization”areallanachronisticterms
thatdidnotexistintheformativestagesofeitherJudaismorChristianity.
shouldwecontinuetouse theminreferencetoancientreligious liter-
aturewhendescribingtheirinitialhistoryandreceptioninsubsequent
centuries? it may be convenient to use these terms today since they
identifyspecificallytheclassesofliteraturethatwearediscussing,butit
isdifficultnowadaystofindadequatelanguagetoidentifythisliterature.
asaresult,wecontinuetouse thesedesignationsbutwithawareness
oftheirlimitations,namelythattheyareprejudicialforcontemporary
researchsincetheydidnothavethosedesignationsintheirearlyhistory
andthedesignationsoftenmisrepresentbothearlyJudaismandearly
Christianity.

thisisthesecondvolumeinaseriesthatwilldrawattentiontothese
ancient religious texts, especially the so-called “non-canonical” texts,
byfocusingonhowtheywereusedorfunctionedinearlyJudaismand
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earlyChristianity.thecontributorstothepresentvolumearebiblical
scholarswhohavechosenoneormoreJewishorChristianapocryphalor
pseudepigraphicaltexts,withtheaimofdescribingtheirancientfunctions
intheiremergingsocialsettings.

thefirstofthesepapersisbyGerberns.oegemaofMcGilluniversity
who examines the challenging subject “early Judaism and Modern
Culture” and explores the literature and theology of early Judaism
(300bce–200ce)fromahermeneuticalpointofviewandidentifiesits
relevancefortoday.helooksfirstatwhatscholarshavesaidaboutthe
relevanceoftheapocrypha,Pseudepigrapha,deadseascrolls,Philo,and
Josephus.hedifferentiatesfourphasesofreflectiononthenon-canonical
writings:theearlychurch,thereformation,thenineteenthandtwentieth
century,andrecentscholarship.additionally,heaskswhattheologically
canbe saidabout thecontentsof thesewritings.howdo theancient
authorstreattopicssuchastheauthorityoftheBible,theimportanceof
philosophy,thequestforreligiousidentity,therelevanceoftheliterary
world,gender,ethics,theinter-religiousdialogue,andpolitics?thenhe
discusses the importanceof the early Jewish literature for today. Few
scholarshavefocusedontherelevanceofthisliteratureforthechurch,
thesynagogue,orsocietyasawhole.Canthesewritingsstillplayarole
inmodern-day reflectionson culture andbiblical theology?andhow
dotheyrelatetotheauthorityofthecanonicalBible?thesearecritical
questionsforthisrestofthisvolume,aswewillseebelow.

Craiga.evansofacadiadivinityCollege,inhispaperonChristian
literaturefoundatoxyrhynchus,focusesontheearlychurch’sfamiliarity
withnon-canonicalwritings.hemakesseveral importantpoints from
hissurveyofalloftheChristianliteraturethusfarfoundandpublished
fromthatlocation,includingtheapostolicFathersandnewtestament
Pseudepigrapha, the Jewish scriptures (including the old testament
apocryphaandPseudepigrapha),andalsotheChristianletters,ecclesias-
ticalletters,homilies,andbusinesspapers,prayers,andmagicaltexts.his
aimistoidentifythenatureandrangeofliteraturetowhichChristians
inandaroundancientoxyrhynchushadaccess,aswellastoinferwhat
writingsChristiansatoxyrhynchusregardedassacredandauthoritative.
healsobroacheshowtheseworksonthefringesofcanonmayhelpus
bettertocomprehendChristianpiety,worship,anddailylife.

thirdly,inherpaper,“thereceptionofthePseudepigraphainsyriac
traditions:theCaseof2 Baruch,”livingeborgliedoftheuniversity
ofBergendiscussestheinterpretationsandfunctionsofpseudepigraphical
writingsinthesyriactraditions.ofparticularinterest isthereception
history of the first- to second-century-ce Jewish work 2 Baruch in
westernsyriacChristianity,withaspecialregardfortherelationship2 
Baruchhadwithsyriacscriptureandliturgicaltexts.Partsof2 Baruch 
(44.9–15;72.1–73.2)areattestedinthreesyriaclectionarymanuscripts
andlieddiscusseshow2 Baruchmayhavebeenunderstoodandused



bysyriac-speakingChristians. issues related to theapparent inclusion
of2 Baruch,alongwith4 Ezra,andJosephus’Jewish War book6 in
thesyriacBibleinthesixthtoseventhcenturyarealsodiscussed.she
askswhether2 Baruchwasperceivedasanon-scriptural,Jewishwork,
orasamoreorlessintegratedpartoftheChristianoldtestamentat
thattime.sincetwosectionsof2 Baruchhavebeenfoundinlectionary
manuscripts,itislikelythatthesesectionsoftheworkmayhaveonce
beenpartoftheliturgyofthesyriacChurch.

next,MartinheideofMunichuniversity,inhisperceptivestudyof
“theCoptic,arabic,andethiopicVersionsoftheTestament of Abraham 
andtheemergenceoftheTestaments of Isaac and Jacob,”focuseson
The Testament of Abraham,oneofthemostimportantwritingsofthe
Testaments of the Three Patriarchs,writtenabout150bceinGreek.it
isan importantwitnessofa“universal”Judaismthat favoursgeneral
virtuessuchashospitalityandcharity,aswellastheavoidanceofsinful
attitudes. this paper includes insights into the arabic and ethiopic
manuscriptsthatpreservethebookandoffersapreliminarystudythat
willleadtoacriticaleditionofthearabicandethiopicversionsofthe
Testament of Abraham.

danny Zacharias of acadia divinity College presents an engaging
chapter on “the son of david in Psalms of Solomon 17.” he has
observedthatthePsalms of Solomon17providesanextensiveJewish
portrait of messianic expectation and constitutes the earliest example
of the title“sonofdavid” for the comingmessiah.though this text
isthedominantpsalmofthecollectioninwhichitisfound,itisoften
overlookedthattheportraitofthisanticipatedmessiahisaculmination
of the hopes expressed in the previous psalms. Zacharias argues that
Psalms of Solomon 17 is a vital text for understanding pre-Christian
messianichopes.Zachariasdrawsattentiontothesimilaritiesanddiffer-
encesbetweenthisandothermessianictextsattheturnoftheera,and
suggestspossibleconnectionswithvariousnewtestamenttexts.

eric Christopher rowe of the university of notre dame focuses
hispaperonthemanyscripturescitedbytheauthorof theEpistle of 
Barnabas.inhis“theenochiclibraryoftheauthoroftheEpistle of 
Barnabas,” he describes how the Epistle of Barnabas contains more
scripturalquotationsthananyotherbookofeithertheapostolicFathers
orthenewtestament.thecorpusofJewishliteraturefromwhichthese
quotationsaredrawn,he claims, includesanumberofbooks that lie
outsideofwhatisnowconsideredthehebrewBible,especiallytheenoch
writings.thispapersurveysthesequotationsandrevealsthattheauthor
oftheEpistle of Barnabasutilizeda“scripturalcorpus”similartowhat
wouldhavebeenusedwithintheenochandessenebranchesofJudaism
(andnotunlikethatwhichisevidencedinthedeadseascrolls).

James Charlesworth begins our section of the new testament
apocrypha and pseudepigrapha with a study of one of the oldest

Introduction 5
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ChristianhymnalsentitledtheOdes of Solomon.heaskswhowould
bringtogetherthefollowingtextsandforwhatreason:

Nativity of Mary(V),
Jude1–25(Vii),
1–2Peter(Viii),
Psalms33–34(ix),
3Corinthians(x),
Ode of Solomon11(xi),
aliturgicalfragment(xii),
Melitoofsardis’Peri Pascha(xiii),
andtheApology of Phileas(xx).

Charlesworthaskswhatwascommontoallthesetexts,ifanything?who
broughtthemtogether?whatfunctionsdidtheyserve?heconcludesby
askingaboutthefunctionsofsuchtextsfortheearlyChristians.

Jamesedwardshasanintriguingchapterofpivotalimportanceonthe
influenceoftheGospel of the Hebrews,orthe“hebrewGospel”inearly
Christianityandshowsitsusebytheebionites.hearguesthattherewas
noseparate“Gospeloftheebionites,”butratherthatthegospeltheyused
wastheHebrew Gospel. itmayalsobe identical totheancient“Gospel
ofMatthew,”which isnot aGreekversionof the canonicalGospelof
Matthew,buthasstrongaffinitieswiththecanonicalGospelofluke.to
be takenseriously for furtherdiscussion ishis claim that it is likely that
luke’sspecialsourcewastheHebrew Gospel.intheprologuetoluke,the
authorindicatesthatheknewmanynarratives.whatarethey?thereader
willfindedwards’thesisintriguingandwellsupported.thischapterisone
ofthestrongestargumentstodateonthesignificanceandinfluenceofthis
non-canonicaltextinearlyChristianity.

CalebwebsterofClaremontGraduateuniversity, inhis chapteron
“trappedinaForgerer’srhetoric,”arguesthattheauthorof3 Corinthians
“semi-successfully”passedoffhisworkasPauline,andsoitenjoyedalong
lifeof“canonicity”intheeast,andsomewhatinthewest.3 Corinthians
includesa letter fromCorinthianChristians toPaul that tellshimabout
heretical teachingsgoingon in that churchandPaul’s response to those
teachings.whatwastheheresybehindthetextandwhatwasthechurch’s
response?webster rightlyargues that scholarshipon3 Corinthians and
similardocumentsshouldstrivetotranscendtheinsiderversusoutsider,and
orthodoxyversusheresy,polemicofthesetexts.

davidnielsenofBrighamyounguniversityclarifiestheacceptanceof
The Shepherd of Hermas inearlyChristianity.thiswritingwasoneof
themostpopularnon-canonicalbooksinearlyChristianitythatwasnot
acceptedintothelaterchurch’sbiblicalcanon.theworkalsoappearsin
somecodicesthatindicateitsformativeinfluence.

George themelis Zervos of the university of north Carolina at
wilmingtonfocusesonaveryimportantearlyChristianapocryphonthathe



contendsneedsconsiderablere-evaluationbybiblicalscholarstoday.in“the
Protevangelium of James andtheCompositionoftheBodmerMiscellaneous
Codex:Chronology,theology,andliturgy,”heintroducesrecentcritical
evaluationsofthissecond-centurybookandmovesawayfromtheearlier
pessimisticassessmentofthethird-centurycopyoftheProtevangeliumin
theBodmerPapyrusV thathasbecomeknownas the“BodmerCodex
Miscellanea”andconcludesthatitheldaplaceofprimacyinthatcodexand
alsoinmanyearlyChristianchurches.thisnewunderstandingofPapyrus
BodmerV,andofthe“BodmerCodexMiscellanea,”heshowsprovidesus
witharareglimpseintotheinteractionbetweenscripture,canon,theology,
andliturgyastheydevelopedintheformativeChristiancenturies.

ContinuingafocusonthesameearlyChristianwork,MaryF.Foskettof
wakeForestuniversityexaminesthe“theChildMaryintheProtevangelium 
of James.”sheclaimsthatthenarrative’searlychapters,whichtellthestory
ofMaryandherchildhoodintermsthatstandquiteapartfromcanonical
portrayalsof Jesus’mother, canbe readas rhetorical recastingaimedat
elevatingMaryabovecriticismandbestowinguponherevengreaterpraise
andhonor.however,whenreadinthecontextofancientconstructionsof
childhoodandGreco-romanbiographicaldepictionoftheearlylivesofits
famoussubjects,theProtevangelium of James1–7emergesnotonlyasthe
idealizationofMary’schildhood,butasarepresentationofancientambiva-
lenceaboutchildrenandtherelationshipbetweenchildhoodandadulthood.

lilyVuongofMcMasteruniversity continues the focuson this same
documentinher“Purity,Piety,andthePurposesoftheProtevangelium of 
James.”sherecognizesthatinmodernresearch,non-canonicalgospels,acts,
letters,andapocalypseshavebeenunderstoodprimarilyintermsoftheir
relationshipstothenewtestamentwritingsandsotreatedassecondaryin
theirsignificanceforourunderstandingofChristianhistory.however,she
praisestheworkofscholarssuchasstephenshoemaker,whohaveinvesti-
gatedthediversityofMarianapocryphaandtheiruseinmedievalChristian
communities. in this paper, she considers the significance of Marian
apocrypha in theProtevangelium of James and focuseson itsgenreand
concernforritualpurity.sheconcludesthat,likethesimilarGreco-roman
encomiumgenre,itsoverarchingconcernistoelevateMaryasanexemplar
accessible tootherwomen.whenapproached from thisperspective, the
Protevangelium of James provides important evidence for the complex
relationshipsbetween“canonical”and“non-canonical”gospeltraditions
astheyrelatetoearlyChristianviewsofgenderandpiety.

BrianP.sowersoftheuniversityofCincinnatiwritesaboutthelegendary
figurethecla,popularforseveralcenturiesintheearlychurch.inhis“thecla
desexualized:thesaintJustinalegendandthereceptionoftheChristian
apocryphainlateantiquity,”heclaimsthatthislegendhadaprofound
impactontheroleofwomeninearlyChristianliterature.Centraltothecla’s
influencewasherunusualuseofmasculinedressandhairstyletojoinPaul’s
missionaryteam.subsequentfemaleprotagonistsinearlyChristianliterature

Introduction 7
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sometimes followed similarand sometimesbizarre sexualambiguities to
suchanextentthatsomescholarshaveseenintheclathebeginningofa
transvestitemotif.thisdisseminationofthetheclapersonawasprimarily
aliterateone;namely,womenreadtheActs of Paul and Theclawhileon
pilgrimageandthishadasignificanteffectonthespreadofthetheclacult
totheedgesoftheromanempire.sowers’paperexploreshowthisstory
andtextspreadthroughtheromanempireandvariouslyimpactednarra-
tivesaboutfemalesaints.laternarrativesinfluencedbytheActs of Paul and 
Thecla oftenmanipulatedthetheclalegendtomaintainthesocialmoresof
fourth-centuryurbanChristianity.

theabovepapersshowthefluidityofthenotionofscriptureintheearly
centuriesoftheChurchandinJudaismoflateantiquity,buttheyalsoshow
thevalueofexaminingtheancientreligioustextsthatwerenotincludedin
theJewishorChristianbiblicalcanons.astheabovescholarswhooffered
theirpapersforthispublicationshow,there ismuchthatcanbe learned
fromexamining and comparing these ancient textswith the canonical
literatureandevaluatingthemintheirsocialcontext.noneoftheancient
writingshappenedinavacuumandthenon-canonicalwritingsnotonlyaid
inourinterpretationofmanycanonicalwritings,but,asnotedabove,they
alsoshedconsiderablelightonthecontextofbothearlyJudaismandearly
Christianity.

the editors especiallywant to express appreciation todr.Kenneth
Penner,associateProfessorofoldtestamentstudiesatst.Francisxavier
universityinnovascotia,Canada,forhiscapableandvaluedassistance
inreceivingaswellasdoingtheinitialeditingandformattingofthepapers
inthisvolume.hehasablyservedassecretaryforthesocietyofBiblical
literature sectiononThe Function of Non-Canonical Writings in Early 
Judaism and Early Christianityfromitsbeginningin2007andhasmade
manyvaluablecontributionstothetextofthepapersinthisvolume.wealso
wanttoexpressappreciationtoMr.artBouletforhisconsiderablehelpin
gettingthismanuscriptpreparedfortheeditorsatt&tClark.
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Chapter 1

Early Judaism and Modern Culture:
Reflections on the Theological Relevance of Early 

Jewish Literature1

Gerbern S. Oegema

earlyJudaismcan,toalargeextent,bedefinedbyitsliteraryproduction
which,besidesthecanonicalscriptures,includestheso-callednon-canonical
books. non-canonical books can be defined as those writings which
originate fromantiquity,areJewishand/orChristian,andhavenotbeen
includedinthecanonsofeitherclassicChristianity2orrabbinicJudaism.
thesewritingsincludeallofthePseudepigraphaaswellastheapocrypha
(althoughthelatterhavebeenincludedinthecanonsoftheseptuagintand
theVulgate),thenon-biblicalwritingsfoundinQumran,andthebooksof
PhiloandJosephus.

inotherwords,oneof themost important common featuresof these
non-canonicalwritings isthattheyalloriginatefromtheperiodofearly
Judaismduring theGreco-romanperiod (300bce to200ce), aperiod
decisive for the formationof JudaismandChristianityaswenowknow
them,3 even though during this period there were a number of other
competingJewishandChristiangroupswithdifferentbiblicalcanonsand
hermeneuticsaswell.4

1  Paper read at the program unit “Function of apocryphal and Pseudepigraphal
writingsinearlyJudaismandearlyChristianity”ofthesocietyofBiblicalliteratureinBoston,
november2008.thepaperhasbeenconsiderablyexpanded forpublication in thisvolume.
see alsomy forthcomingbookEarly Judaism and Modern Culture: Essays on Early Jewish 
Literature and Theology(Grandrapids,Mi:eerdmans,forthcoming).ithankJimCharlesworth
andleeMcdonaldforinvitingmetoboththeseminarandthebookpublication.

2 withafewnotableexceptions,suchas1 Enoch,incertaincanons.
3 For thePseudepigrapha inenglish translationwith introductions, see James

h. Charlesworth (ed.), The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha (2 vols.; Garden City, ny:
doubleday, 1983–85). For an introduction to the Jewish writings from the Greco-
roman period, i.e., Philo, Josephus, the Qumran writings, the apocrypha, and the
Pseudepigrapha,seeemilschürer,The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus 
Christ: Revised and Edited by Geza Vermes, Fergus Millar, and Martin Goodman (Vol.
1–3.2;edinburgh:t&tClark,1973–87).

4  in thecaseof Judaism,“hellenistic Judaism”knewofmoreandothercanoni-
cal writings than nascent “rabbinic Judaism,” and so did “enochic Judaism”—if we
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1.1. Research on Literature on Early Judaism

ifonelooksattheperiodcoveredbyemilschürer’sfirstprintingofhis
History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ,andKraftand
nickelsburg’sEarly Judaism and Its Modern Interpreters,itisobvious
that the studyofearlyChristianitywithin its historical context, as it
waspracticedduring thenineteenthand twentieth centuries,has seen
akindofpendulumswingbetween interest in theJewishcontextand
the hellenistic context. Very roughly speaking and limiting oneself
to the twentieth century, one could say that in the first decades the
hellenistic contextprevailed,whileafter thesecondworldwar there
wasashifttotheJewishcontext(ashiftinwhichtheholocaustandits
aftermathwereundoubtedlyinfluential).attheendofthecentury,one
canperceivearenewedinterestinthehellenisticcontext,sometimesin
averyone-sidedform,asforinstanceineffortstointerpretentirenew
testamentbookssolelyfromtheperspectiveofresistanceagainstroman
imperial ideology.5throughall this, therehasalwaysbeen interest in
“hellenistic”orearlyJudaismasamediatingfactor.

andstill,inalloftheseviews,thereseemstobehardlyanywillingness
toaccept the fact that for severaldecadesearly Judaismhasbeenan
independent field that no longer needs the legitimization of Biblical
studies, Jewish studies, or new testament studies. one could even
arguethatthesefieldsareall,atleasttosomedegree,dependent onthe
fieldofearlyJudaism,as,chronologicallyspeaking,importantpartsof
thehebrewBibleandtheseptuagintaswellasthenewtestamentcan
demonstrablybesaidtohaveoriginatedintheperiodofearlyJudaism.
itwillthereforebeoftheutmostimportancetoaddresstheissueofthe
necessityofanindependencyofthefieldofearlyJudaism,reachclarity
onitsmethodology,andreflectonthehermeneuticalimplicationsithas
fortheneighboringfields.

examples of themost recent introductions to the field as awhole,
whichat the same timeare the very fewkeyworkswehave, include
Cohen’s From the Maccabees to the Mishnah, evans’ Noncanonical 
Writings and New Testament Interpretation, nickelsburg’s Jewish 
Literature between the Bible and the Mishnah, desilva’s Introducing 

allow ourselves to employ these three umbrella titles as arbitrary references to certain
contemporary currents and specific socio-religious settings during those days—whereas
the groupbehind themanuscript finds atQumranpossiblyhad (in some cases) totally
differentauthoritativewritingsfromallthree.inChristianity,onemayobserveasimilar
diversity. one need only mention—apart from the various traditions found within the
newtestamentitself,ofwhichsomeareclearlypseudepigraphic—theearlygnosticwrit-
ings(thenaghammadilibrary,forexample),earlyChristianapocrypha(includingthe
non-canonical gospels), the apostolic writings, and the various letters, documents, and
inscriptionsfromthefirsttwocenturiesoftheCommonera.

5 thishasespeciallybeenthecasewiththerevelationofJohn.



the Apocrypha, andVanderKam’sAn Introduction to Early Judaism.6
whilethesedoassumethefieldtobeanindependentareaofresearch
anddistinguishitfromBiblical,newtestament,Jewish,andreligious
studies,theyclearlyfailtoestablishitsplacewithintheircontext.none
givessufficientattentiontothehistoryofresearchinthefielditself,each
highlighting insteadonlyoneaspectorapproach,whether the literary,
political,religious,historical,orsometimeshermeneuticaldimensionof
theliteratureandhowitfitsintothehistoryofJudaismandChristianity
from300bceto200ce.7

none of these introductions reflects on the emergence of the field
itself, the adaptation of methodology from the neighboring fields, the
cross-fertilizationwiththeseneighboringfields,ortheimplicationsthat
thestudyofearlyJudaismhasfortheotherfields.thereisnoconcise
historyofresearchforthefieldasawhole,butonefindsonlyarticles
onspecificaspectsofit.8thereisnochronologicaloutlineofthemajor
scholarsandfindingsandthereisnosystematicoverviewofalltheherme-
neutical,methodological,andtheologicalconsequencestowhichallthese
introductionsrelate.9

Most,ifnotall,ofthepublicationsfromthepast150years,including
thepast20yearsupto2006notcoveredbyKraftandnickelsburg,can
befoundinditommaso’sA Bibliography of Pseudepigrapha Research
and inlehnardt’sBibliographie zu den jüdischen Schriften aus hellen-
istisch-römischer Zeit.10itgoesbeyondthepresentscopeeventotryto
dojusticetothenearly10,000publicationsthathaveappearedonthe
Pseudepigrapha alone, the vast majority since 1975. Qumran studies,
septuagintstudies,Philo,Josephus,andarchaeology,tomentionjusta
fewrelatedfieldsthathavebeenconsideredtoberelevanttothestudyof

6 seebelowformoredetails.
7 For ahistoryofearly Judaism researchup to1985one can still refer tor.

KraftandG.w.e.nickelsburg,Early Judaism and Its Modern Interpreters(atlanta,Ga:
scholars,1986). itwill sufficehere to refer to the entries, fields, and topics coveredby
thecontributorstothisbook,asitshowstheareasinwhichthestudyofearlyJudaism
progressedmostinthesecondhalfofthetwentiethcentury.ofparticularnoteherearethe
subfieldsof theQumranscrolls, thePseudepigrapha,Philo, Josephus, Jewishmysticism,
andJewishgnosis,aswellasmoresystematictopicssuchastemple,torah,andangelol-
ogy/demonology.

8 seelorenzoditommaso,A Bibliography of Pseudepigrapha Research 1850–
1999(JsPsup39;sheffield:sheffieldacademicPress,2001),105–25.

9 therearenowextensivetexteditionsandtranslationsofallthemajormanu-
scripts of the apocrypha, Pseudepigrapha, and Qumran writings (James Charlesworth,
emanueltovetal.),andseveralbibliographies(e.g.,lorenzoditommaso,Bibliography;
andreas lehnardt, Bibliographie zu den jüdischen Schriften aus hellenistisch-römischer 
Zeit [JshrZ supplementa 6/2; Gütersloh: Gütersloher Verlagshaus, 1999]), as well as
some fine introductions (John Collins, shaye Cohen, Craig evans, George nickelsburg,
JamesVanderKametal.),andnewcommentaryseries(suchasStudia in Veteris Testamenti 
PseudepigraphaandCommentaries on Early Jewish Literature).

10 ditommaso,Bibliography;lehnardt,Bibliographie.
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earlyJudaism,wouldaddatleastanother10,000.however,giventhe
factthatthereisnooverviewyetofwhatresearchhasactuallyachieved,
which methods have been used, and how the results have been made
relevantand fruitful forBiblical,Classical, and Jewishstudies, sucha
studyisarealdesideratum.11somebriefintroductorycommentsshould
thereforesufficehere.

1.2. Introductions to Early Judaism

evenintheplannedreprintofEarly Judaism and Its Modern Interpreters
editedbyKraftandnickelsburg, the contributorsgiveonlyverybrief
general introductions to the history of research, and then concentrate
onthe literaryandhistoricalaspectsof theearlyJewishwritingsfrom
theperiodbetween300bceand200ce.thus,theydodefinethefield
asan independentresearchfieldanddistinguish it fromoldandnew
testamentstudies,butclearlyfailtolegitimateitsplacewithinthecontext
ofthesefields.thispublicationaswellasotherintroductions(seea.M.
dénisandtheJshrZ)oftenfollowemilschürer’sHistory of the Jewish 
People in the Age of Jesus Christ,whichbetween1973and1987hasbeen
extensivelyrevisedandupdatedinanenglisheditionbyGezaVermes,
FergusMillar,andMartinGoodman,but,assuch,remainsahandbook
goingbacktoanineteenth-centuryGermanconceptofscholarship,first
publishedin1885.thosewhocriticizedschürer’sapproachorwhohave
offeredalternativesinclude,forexample,G.alon,G.Boccaccini,l.l.
Grabbe,J.neusneretal.,M.e.stone,aswellastheCambridge History 
of Judaism.

11  it will suffice here to mention just some of the more important works on
early Judaism: w. Burkert, Greek Religion: Archaic and Classical (oxford: Blackwell,
1985); w. d. davies, Christian Origins and Judaism (london: darton, longman &
todd,1962);troelsengberg-Pedersen (ed.),Paul Beyond the Judaism/Hellenism Divide 
(louisville,Ky:westminster/JohnKnoxPress,2001);l.h.Feldman,Jew and Gentile in 
the Ancient World: Attitudes and Interactions from Alexander to Justinian(Princeton,nJ:
PrincetonuniversityPress,1993).seenowalsohisJudaism and Hellenism Reconsidered
(supplementstotheJournalforthestudyofJudaism107;leiden:Brill,2006);lesterl.
Grabbe,Judaic Religion in the Second Temple Period: Belief and Practice from the Exile 
to Yavneh (london: routledge, 2000); Martin hengel, Judaism and Hellenism: Studies 
in their Encounter in Palestine during the Early Hellenistic Period (trans.JohnBowden;
london:sCM,1974), trans.ofJudentum und Hellenismus, Studien zu ihrer Begegnung 
unter besonderer Berücksichtigung Palästinas bis zur Mitte des 2 Jh.s v.Chr. (2nd edn.;
wunt10;tübingen:Mohrsiebeck,1973);r.Kraft andG.w.e.nickelsburg,Early 
Judaism; and P. schäfer, The Talmud Yerushalmi and Graeco-Roman Culture (3 vols.;
tübingen:Mohrsiebeck,1998).



Most,ifnotall, introductionstoearlyJudaismgiveonlyverybrief
generalintroductionstothehistoryofscholarship,andthenconcentrate
ononeormoreoftheliteraryandhistoricalaspectsofthewritingsfrom
theperiodbetween300bceand200ce.thus,theydoacceptthefield
tobeanindependentresearchfieldanddistinguishitfromBiblical,new
testament,Jewishandreligiousstudies.yettheyclearlyfailtomethodo-
logicallyestablishitsplacewithinthecontextofthesefields.examplesof
themostrecentintroductionstothefieldasawhole,whichatthesame
timearethefewkeyworkswehave,are:

alon,G.,Jews, Judaism, and the Classical World(Jerusalem,1977).
Boccaccini, G., Middle Judaism: Jewish Thought, 300 BCE to 200 CE

(Minneapolis,1991).
Cohen,shayeJ.d.,From the Maccabees to the Mishnah(Philadelphia,1987;

paperback1989),aswellasBeginnings of Jewishness: Boundaries, Varieties, 
Uncertainties(Berkeley,1999).

The Cambridge History of Judaism (from 200 bce to 200 ce) (Cambridge,
1984).

Grabbe,l.l.,Judaism from Cyrus to Hadrian(Minneapolis,1992).
Kraft,r.andG.w.e.nickelsburg,Early Judaism and Its Modern Interpreters

(atlanta,1986;reprint2008).
nickelsburg,Georgew.e., Jewish Literature between the Bible and the Mishnah

(Philadelphia,1981;2ndprint1987;revisedandexpanded,2005).
sanders, e. P., Paul and Palestinian Judaism (Philadelphia, 1977), as well as

Judaism: Practice and Belief, 63 BCE–66 CE(Philadelphia,1992).
stone,M.e., Scriptures, Sects, and Visions: A Profile of Judaism from Ezra to 

the Jewish Revolts(1980),aswellasJewish Writings of the Second Temple 
Period(assenandPhiladelphia,1984).

VanderKam,JamesC.,An Introduction to Early Judaism(Grandrapids,2001).

allofthese,aswellasotherintroductions,donotgivesufficientattention
tothehistoryofresearchonthefielditself.theyonlyhighlightmainlyone
aspectorapproach,whethertheliterary,political,religious,historical,or
sometimeshermeneuticaldimensionoftheearlyJewishliteratureandhow
itfitsintothehistoryofJudaismandChristianityfrom300bceto200ce.
however,noneoftheseintroductionsreflectsontheemergenceofthefield
assuch,theadaptationofmethodologiesfromtheneighboringfields,the
cross-fertilizationwiththeseneighboringfields,ortheimplicationsthestudy
ofearlyJudaismhasfortheotherfields.Forthefieldasawhole,thereis
noconcisehistoryofresearch,butonlyarticlesonspecificaspectsofit(see
ditommaso,Bibliography,pp.105–25);thereisnochronologicaloutline
of themost important scholarsand findings; and there isno systematic
overviewofallthehermeneutical,methodological,andtheologicalconse-
quencestowhichalltheseintroductionsrelate.inall,suchacriticalhistory
ofresearchonearlyJudaismisarealdesideratum.
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1.3. Context of Current Scholarship

oneofthemostimportantpublicationsofthepastthirtyyearshasbeen
hengel’s Judaism and Hellenism.12whether the paradigms set in this
impressiveworkwilldefinethediscussionforanotherthirtyyearsisdifficult
tosaybutthusfartheysurelyhavedoneso.inthefollowing,anattempthas
beenmadetolistanddistinguishbetweensomeapprovingvoiceswhocarry
onhiswork,andcriticaloneswhodisagreewith(orignore)him.13

amongthepro-hengelscholars(oratleastscholarswhoseworkbuilds
uponorresultsfromhengel’sscholarship),iincludethefollowingincom-
pletelist,arrangedalphabetically:

JohnBarclay’s Jews in the Mediterranean Diaspora notonly follows
inhengel’sfootsteps,butcritiquesmuchmoreforcefullythanhengelthe
useoftermslike“orthodox,”“deviant,”and“apostate”whenitcomesto
scholarlyvisionsofso-callednormativePalestinianJudaismversusso-called
hellenisticdiasporaJudaisms.14Barclaylaysasolid,explicit,andpractical
methodologicalfoundationforthestudyofearlyJudaismfromthispoint
forward.

Borgen’sBread from Heaven15andPhilo, John and Paul16alsoargue
againstasharpdistinctionbetween“normativeJudaism”and“hellenistic
Judaism.”

danielBoyarin’swork(tooprolifictolisthere)ispartofarecent,and
perhapsmost profoundly indicative, exampleofhengel’s success—the
growing number of scholars who self-identify as practicing Jews and
specializeinnewtestamenttexts(seealsoa.reinhartz,below).

J. J.Collins (invariouspublications) continues inhengel’shistorical-
criticalvein,workinginthetextsofthehellenistic/secondtempleera,often
addressingthequestionof“Palestinian”17versus“diaspora”Judaism.18

G.dellingarguesagainstasharpdistinctionbetween“normative”and
“hellenistic”Judaisms.19

t.engberg-PedersenisknownforhisworkonPaulandstoicism,but
healsoeditedtheproceedingsofaconferenceonPaulandhellenismin

12 hengel,Judaism and Hellenism.
13  For the following observations, i thank my research assistant sara Parks-

ricker.
14 JohnM.G.Barclay,Jews in the Mediterranean Diaspora: From Alexander to 

Trajan(Berkeley:universityofCalifornia,1996).
15 P.Borgen,Bread from Heaven(leiden:Brill,1965).
16 P.Borgen,Philo, John and Paul(atlanta,Ga:scholars,1987).
17 e.g.,Hellenism in the Land of Israel (ed.withG.e. sterling;notredame:

universityofnotredame,2001).
18 itshouldbenotedthatCollinsdoesnotalwaysreachhengel’sconclusionson

thePalestinian/diasporamatter,attimespositinggreaterdifferentiation.
19  G. delling, “Perspektiven der erforschung des hellenistischen Judentums,”

HUCA45(1974):133–76.



Copenhagen (June,1991),pertinent toourpurposehere.20asPedersen
writes in the introduction,an importantoutcomeof the conferencewas
a shift from lookingat“Paulandhishellenisticbackground” to“Paul
inhishellenisticcontext.”hewrites,“thelasttwodecades...haveseen
somenotableadvances,whichmayendupbyovercomingaltogetherthe
almostendemicpresuppositionthatthereisahellenisticPaultobeplayed
outagainstaJewishPaulorviceversa.”21healsolamentsthatscholars
“havebeen slow to shakeoff completely theoldprejudices tied to the
verytermsJudaismandhellenism,particularlyintheareaofspecifically
religiousmotifs.”22Followingthisconferencecameasecondoneinwhich
themethodologicalcategoriesof“Judaism”and“hellenism”vis-à-visPaul
werefurtherhammeredout.23

e.d.Freed,inThe Morality of Paul’s Converts, callsintoquestionwhat
hecallsthe“vaguedoctrineofjustificationbyfaith,”inlightofPaul’sJewish
identity.24FreedarguesthatPaul’scontinuingJewishidentitydeterminedhis
messagefortheGentiles,namely,amessageof“faithfulnesstowardGod”25
and“moralprobity,”26subjectinghis languagetoJesusas“lord”tohis
greaterpurposeofwinningGentileconvertsto“faithfulnesstowardGodand
moralprobity.”27Freed’semphasisonPaul’spost-“conversion”Jewishness
resultsinadrasticreinterpretationofPaul’s“primarymessage.”

a.Gerdmar’sRethinking the Judaism–Hellenism Dichotomy28isrelevant
hereaswell.theveryexistenceoftheword“dichotomy”inthetitle,despite
publicationin2001,showstheongoingandunsettlednatureofhengel’s
questionsinJudaism and Hellenism,asdoesthetitleofl.i.levine’sJudaism 
and Hellenism in Antiquity: Conflict or Confluence?29

J.Ma,inAntiochos III and the Cities of Western Asia Minor,follows
hengelonbreakingdownthehellenism-versus-Judaismdichotomy,andon
Jewishinvolvementin“hellenism”(includinginpersecutingotherJews),but
takesthismuchfurtherinelaboratingonJewishinfluence onhellenism.30

20 t. engberg-Pedersen, Paul in his Hellenistic Context (Minneapolis, Mn:
Fortress,1995).

21 engberg-Pedersen,Paul,xvi.
22 engberg-Pedersen,Paul,xviii.
23 t. engberg-Pedersen (ed.), Paul Beyond the Judaism/Hellenism Divide

(louisville,Ky:westminster/JohnKnoxPress,2001).
24 e.d.Freed,The Morality of Paul’s Converts(london:equinox,2005).
25 Freed,Morality.
26 Freed,Morality.
27 Freed,Morality.
28 a.Gerdmar,Rethinking the Judaism–Hellenism Dichotomy: A Historiographical 

Study of Second Peter and Jude(stockholm:almqvist&wiksell,2001).
29  l. i. levine, Judaism and Hellenism in Antiquity: Conflict or Confluence?

(seattle:universityofwashington,1998).
30 J.Ma,Antiochos III and the Cities of Western Asia Minor(newyork:oxford

university Press, 1999). on this matter, see also a. r. r. sheppard, “Pagan Cults of
angelsinromanasiaMinor,”Talanta(1980–81):12–13,77–101.
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h.Marshall argues against a sharpdistinctionbetween“normative
Judaism/Jewish Christianity” and “hellenistic Judaism/hellenistic
Christianity,”31justasr.Meyerarguesagainstasharpdistinctionbetween
“normativeJudaism”and“hellenisticJudaism.”32

said’s Orientalism33 must not be overlooked here; this classic (or
infamous)work,whichcriticizedwesternscholarship(and,indeed,western
cultureatlarge)for“orientalizing”(i.e.ostracizingthe“other”eithervia
idealizationorvilification) representsone logical conclusionofhengel’s
workintheancientworld:thatstereotypesdonottakeseriouslythepeoples/
textsunderconsideration.

Fora feminist twistonhengel’s groundwork, seel.schottroff,who
takesintoaccounttheself-identificationofmanyofthefemale“converts”in
Paul’slettersastorah-abidingJews,proselytes,andGod-fearers,attempting
to remedyanti-Judaic interpretation, especially the“myth”of“law-free
GentileChristianity”(Gesetzesfreies Heidenchristentum).34

Finally,a.reinhartz(invariouspublications)isheiresstohengel’slegacy
inthatshe,likeBoyarinandagrowingnumberofotherJewishscholars,
practicesJudaismandspecializesinChristianity,John’sGospelbeingoneof
herchiefresearchareas.

ontheotherhand,manyscholarsareworkingeitheragainstorwithout
hengel(eitherbydisputingorignrionghisfindings,orsimplyreworking
themusingnewerdataandmethods).amongthesearethefollowing:

Babut’sargument35thatphilosophicalscepticismwasnotnecessarilyover
andagainstreligion(althoughnotseeminglyamainstreamviewatthistime)
maynecessitateimportantmodificationofhengel’sconclusionsaboutthe
roleof“hellenistic”Jewsinthepersecutionof“traditional”Jews.Feldman
continues tocompartmentalize toanalarmingdegree, evenasheclaims
to tackle theboundariesof“Judaism,”“hellenism,”“paganism,”and
“Palestinian/hellenisticJudaism”head-on.healsodiscussessmallerpoints
ofhengel’sonwhichhediffers.36

31  h. Marshall, “Palestinian and hellenistic Christianity: some Critical
Comments,”NTS19(1973):217–75.

32  r. Meyer, Hellenistisches in der rabbinischen Anthropologie (stuttgart: w.
Kohlhammer,1973).

33 e.said,Orientalism(newyork:Pantheon,1978).
34  l. schottroff, “‘law-Free Gentile-Christianity’ – what about the women?

Feministanalysesandalternatives,”inA Feminist Companion to Paul(ed.a.-J.levine
withM.Blickenstaff;Cleveland,oh:Pilgrim,2004),183–94.

35 d.Babut,La religion des philosophes grecs: De Thales aux stoiciens (Paris:
PressesuniversitairesdeFrance,1974).

36 e.g.:“hengel’sJudaismandhellenisminretrospect,”JBL96(1977):371–82;
“howMuchhellenisminJewishPalestine?”HUCA57(1986):83–111;Jew and Gentile 
in the Ancient World: Attitudes and Interactions from Alexander to Justinian(Princeton,
nJ:Princetonuniversity,1993);and“howMuchhellenisminthelandofisrael?”JSJ
33(2002):290–313.



Goodenoughwritesasthough“hellenisticJudaism”isdistinctiveand
separablefrom“normal”Judaism.37

Moorelikewisechampions“normative”Judaism.38

aboutPrice’sReligions of the Ancient Greeks,39itcanonlybenotedthat
sociologyasitexiststodaywasnotathengel’sdisposalwhenJudaism and 
Hellenism waswritten,soPrice’ssociologicalfocus,ifappliedtohengel’s
data,mightsimplyenhanceandsupporthengel’sconclusions.ontheother
hand,itmightchallengethem.

Finally,stern, ina less thanaltogetherpositive review, listsnumerous
aspectsinhengel’sworkthatheconsidersworthdisputing.40

inconclusion,theaforementionedintroductionstoearlyJudaismhavenot
givensufficientattentiontothehistoryofthefield,norhavein-depthstudies
giventhenecessaryattentiontothetheologicaldimensionofearlyJudaism
anditsliterature,withpresentscholarshipfocusingmainlyonwhetherthey
agreeordisagreewithM.hengel’sopus magnum.thefollowingparagraph
explicitlydealswiththequestionofhowtheologicalscholarshiphasdealt
withthenon-canonicalwritings.hasBiblicaltheologyconfrontedearly
Jewishwritingswithreligiouslyortheologicallyrelevantquestions,which
arenormallyreservedfor“canonical”texts,andifyes,how?

2.1. Theological Approaches to Early Judaism

theologicalscholarshiponearlyJudaisminthepastonehundredyearshas
beenmarkedbyaradicalparadigmshift:awayfromapurelytheological
approachdealingwith theperiodasamere“background”of thenew
testamentandcharacterizedasaperiodofinferiorityanddeclinebetween
biblicalisraelandearlyChristianity,toanattemptatalessbiasedstudy
ofearlyJudaismasanindependentperiodinhistoryprecedingbothearly
ChristianityandrabbinicJudaismandatthesametimedefiningbothnew
religions(seeonthisl.Brown,l.l.Grabbe,G.F.Moore,J.neusnerand
e.P.sanders).sincetheenlightenment,ithasbecomecommonpracticeto
studyandtointerpretthevariousbiblicalbooksasdocumentsofthepast,in
thesamewaysandwiththesamemethodsasothernon-biblicaldocuments
ofthepastarestudiedandinterpreted.

inthisview,forexample,thebooksofthenewtestamentaresituatedin
thecontextofearlyJudaismandhellenism,andearlyChristianityisseenas

37 e.r.Goodenough,Jewish Symbols in the Greco-Roman Period(newyork:
Pantheon,1953).

38  G. F. Moore, Judaism (3 vols.; Cambridge, Ma: harvard university Press,
1927–30).

39  s.r.F.Price,Religions of the Ancient Greeks (Cambridge,uK:Cambridge
universityPress,1999).

40 M.s.stern,“reviewofhengel,Judentumundhellenismus,”KS46(1970–
71):94–99.
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oneofthereligiousmovementsthataroseanddevelopedintheearlyroman
empire.however,thenewlydiscoveredearlyJewishwritingsallpointto
amuchgreaterimportanceoftheperiodof300bceto200ceinJewish
historythanpreviouslythought,andthustheyquestionmanyacceptedviews
byaskingwhetherearlyJudaismhasnotbeentheactualcradleformany
religioustraditionsandphilosophicalthoughtsastheyhavelaterdeveloped
inwestern society (see, e.g.,G.Boccacciniande.P.sanders).however,
whatismostneededisasynthesisofourknowledge,abetterunderstanding,
andaboveall ahistorical and critical assessmentof thisnewemerging
researchfield.thisassessmentshouldclearlysituatethefieldinthewider
academiccontextofBiblicalandrelatedstudies,andgobeyondthebook
Early Judaism and Its Modern InterpreterseditedbyrobertKraftand
Georgenickelsburgtwentyyearsago.

2.2. An Unclaimed Legacy: Neglect in Biblical Theology

as for the expression “non-canonical,” it clearly derives from the
existenceofcanonicalliterature.Bothtermsrevealarathercomplexand
partlyartificialdividebetweencanonicaland“non-canonical,”official
and“sectarian,”acceptedand“rejected”collectionsofbooksthroughout
ahistoryofmorethantwothousandyears.Behindtheseliteratureswe
may assume socio-religious groups, developments, conflicts, in which
thedivisionsanddefinitionswererelevantandmadesense.Canonical
criticism,whichcanbeseenasachildofBiblicaltheology,dealswiththe
aforementionedissues.letusthereforebeginwithBiblicaltheologyand
itsview—orlackthereof—onnon-canonicalliteratureandearlyJudaism.

Biblical theology can be defined as the effort of modern critical
biblicalscholarshipsincethesixteenthcenturytoanalyzetheoldand
new(orFirstandsecond)testamentsasaunity.itseekstoreflectupon
theminatheologicalwaybysearchingforthetheologiesofindividual
booksand for the theologyof thewholeBibleorpartsof its various
canons froma systematic-theologicalpointof view.Biblicaltheology
as a discipline has only been differentiated into old testament and
newtestamenttheologysincethenineteenthcentury.untilthen,itwas
theologia biblica,whichwasconsideredaunityandorientedtowardsthe
doctrinalexegesisofscripture.thename“Biblicaltheology”itselfdates
totheseventeenthcentury.41

duetoitsnature,Biblicaltheologyis,firstofall,asystematicand
theologicaldiscipline,andforthisveryreasonshowsonlyasecondary
interest inhistoricalquestions.asa1970overviewanddiscussionby
Krausdemonstrates,biblical theologianshavehad little interest inthe

41  see hans-Joachim Kraus, Die Biblische Theologie. Ihre Geschichte und 
Problematik(neukirchen-Vluyn:neukirchener,1970).



originandhistoricalcontextofthedifferentbiblicalbooksingeneraland
thehistory and literaryproductionof the so-called“intertestamental”
period, with the exceptions of the history of biblical israel and, for
pedagogical purposes, theapocrypha.however, this started to change
attheendoftheeighteenthandthroughoutthenineteenthcentury,when
authors like semler, lessing, and many others began to differentiate
between thewordsof theBible and the“wordofGod”andbetween
theologyandreligion.42thistrendculminatedintwodifferentapproaches
tothebiblicalliterature:theReligionsgeschichtliche Schuleandtheriseof
interestinnon-canonicalliterature,andBarth’sdialectictheologyofthe
word,withitsemphasisonthetheologicalunityofbothtestaments.43

ifwearepermittedtohaveonemorelookintoGermanscholarshipbefore
webroadenourview,weshouldgiveattentiontothefirstandespecially
thethirdissueoftheAnnual of Biblical Theology(Jahrbuch für Biblische 
Theologie) (1986and1988),whichdealwith theproblemsofBiblical
theologyandthebiblicalcanon.44inthefirstthematiccollectionofessays,
we findanumberofmodernapproaches toBiblicaltheology,but the
non-canonicalwritingsarenowhereanissue.45thesecondgivesattention
tothehistoricalcontextoftheprocessofcanonization,aswellastoextra-
canonicalsources,althoughthefocusasawholeisstilloncanonizedtexts.in
thislatter,however,itisadmittedthatrecentscholarshiphasbeenpromoted
substantially through thediscussiononcanonandcanonical criticism in
northamerica.46

Forthisreason,itisusefultoconsultanarticlebyMiller47toseewhether
theinterestintherelationshipbetweennon-canonicalwritingsandBiblical
theologyhasalsobeengrowing.Millerhighlightsfourimportantpublica-
tionsbetween1958and1988: thoseofalbertC.sundberg,shnayerZ.
leiman,Jamesa.sanders,andBrevards.Childs.48sundbergandleiman,

42 seeKraus,Theologie,196ff.
43 Fortheformer,inter alia,seeCarstenColpe,Die religionsgeschichtliche Schule

(Göttingen:Vandenhoeck&ruprecht,1961);forthelatter,seeKraus,Theologie,282ff.
44 GünterstembergerandingoBaldermann, Zum Problem des biblischen Kanons

(JahrbuchsfürBiblischetheologie3;neukirchen-Vluyn:neukirchener,1988).
45  one may also look into Manfred oeming, Gesamtbiblische Theologien der 

Gegenwart(stuttgart:Kohlhammer,1985).
46 Manfredoeming,“text-Kontext-Kanon:einneuerwegalttestamentlicher

theologie?ZueinemneuenBuchvonBrevards.Childs,”instembergerandBaldermann, 
Zum Problem des biblischen Kanons, 241–51.

47  Patrick d. Miller, “der Kanon in der gegenwärtigen amerikanischen
diskussion,” in stemberger and Baldermann, Zum Problem des biblischen Kanons,
217–39.

48 seealbertC.sundberg,Jr.,The Old Testament of the Early Church (newyork:
KrausreprintCo.,1969);shnayerZ.leiman,“theCanonizationofhebrewscripture:
the talmudic and Midrashic evidence,” Transactions of the Connecticut Academy of 
Arts and Sciences47(1976):7–234;Jamesa.sanders,Torah and Canon(Philadelphia,
Pa:Fortress,1978);Brevards.Childs,Old Testament Theology in a Canonical Context 
(Philadelphia,Pa:Fortress,1986); seealsoCarolineschröder-Field,“derKanonbegriff
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especially,discusstherelevanceofpatristicandtalmudicliterature,asfar
as the reconstruction of the history of the canonization is concerned.
sandersandChildsalsotakeintoaccountthehermeneuticalquestions
ofwhen,how,andwhythecanoncameintobeing,thuspavingtheway
for canon criticism.49 it is necessary to emphasize the importance of
thesestudiesforestablishingtherelevanceofnon-canonicalwritingsfor
Biblicaltheology,sincetheytrytoreconstructboththebiblicalcanon
andthehermeneuticofcanonicalreflectioninantiquity.Fromapresent-
daypointofview,itisclearthatourreconstructionofthecanonsandthe
canonicaltheoriesinantiquityhavechangedtothedegreethatwenow
speakof“canons”inpluralandofcanonicaltheoriesthatdifferfrom
thoseofapost-reformationcontext.50

the canonsof thepre-Masoretictext, the septuagint, theQumran
library,theearlyChristianauthors,andrabbinicJudaismdifferinorder,
contents, and wording—in some cases considerably. one has only to
mentionthedifferentversionsofJeremiah,thedifferenttreatmentofthe
apocrypha, the rabbinic discussion aboutdaniel, songof songs, and
Qoheleth, thehigh esteemafforded someof thePseudepigrapha in the
ethiopicandslavicchurches,andtheabsenceofthebookofrevelation
fromthecanoninsomeeasternchurches,tobecomefullyawareofthe
importanceoftheoriginanddevelopmentofourcanons.51insomeofthe
morerecentbiblicaltheologies,onedoesfindreflectionsupontherelevance
ofthenon-canonicalwritingstoBiblicalstudies,52butsofartherehasbeen
nosystematicefforttoreflectuponthesewritingsinatheologicalway.

itisonlyaftersometimesincethereformationthatthedifferentiation
betweenthehebrewBibleandtheapocrypha(untilthenpartofthecanon
oftheVulgate)hashadfar-reachingconsequences.apartfromthequestion
ofwhether this isdue to the so-calledalexandrianhypothesis,a thesis

inBiblischertheologieundevangelischerdogmatik,”inDie Einheit der Schrift und die 
Vielfalt des Kanons: The Unity of Scripture and the Diversity of the Canon(BZNT118;
Berlin:deGruyter,2003),195–238.schröder-Fieldgiveslittleattentiontothequestionof
theplaceandrelevanceofnon-canonicalwritingsinBiblicaltheology.

49 thismaybeseenasparalleledbythereligion-historical introductionstothe
new testament by James robinson and helmut Koester and their introduction of the
expressionofdifferent“trajectories”inthetransmissionofearlyChristianthought.see
helmutKoester,Introduction to the New Testament(newyork:deGruyter,1982).

50  see the collectionof essays inleeMartinMcdonaldand Jamesa. sanders
(eds.),The Canon Debate: On the Origins and Formation of the Bible (Peabody,Ma:
hendrickson,2002).atalaterpoint,wewillalsohavetospeakaboutthemostrecent
effortstoincorporateQumranandseptuagintstudiesinthereconstructionofthetextof
thebiblicalbooksandtheirpossibleimpactonCanonicalCriticism.

51 thisproblemhasalwaysinterestedme,eveninmyfirstbook:De bijbel van 
toen: een boek voor nu? Een inleiding in de geschiedenis van de bijbel(Baarn:tenhave,
1990).

52 especiallyBrevards.Childs,Biblical Theology of the Old and New Testaments
(Minneapolis, Mn: Fortress, 1993); and Peter stuhlmacher, Biblische Theologie des 
Neuen Testaments (2vols.;Göttingen:Vandenhoeck&ruprecht,1992–2002).



whichitselforiginatesfromthetimeofthereformation,itisclearthat
themoveawayfromtheVulgatetothetextofthehebrewBibleledtoa
separationoftheapocryphafromthebiblicalcanon.theapocryphacould
noweitherbeaddedtotheendofBibleeditions,as inMartinluther’s
1534 translation,or removed from themaltogether, asoftenhappened
later.53however, fromareformed theological point of view, Judaism
anditsancientliteraturestilldidhavearelevance,evenmore,atheological
relevance, because the apocryphal literaturewas considered somehow 
important, andbecause Judaismand its historywere considered tobe
meaningful forthechurch,thoughneitherwasconsideredasimportantor
meaningfulasthecanonicalbooksofthehebrewBibleitself.

according to JohnCalvin, the apocryphal literaturehas anedifying
function,54 which means that Calvin gave it a pedagogical as well as
somesortof theological relevance.however,aswenowadaysknowof
moreliteraturethanonlytheapocryphalwritings,itisjustifiabletoask
whetherone shouldnot considerall writings from the so-called inter-
testamentalperiodinthesameway.Furthermore,accordingtovirtually
allthereformers,55bothisraelanditshistory,especiallythe“historyof
biblicalisrael,”havealwaysplayedaroleinChristiantheology,namelyto
vindicateandlendcredibilitytotheChristianfaith.

here twoquestions arise:whether one shouldnot also look at the
theological relevance ofpost-biblical Jewishhistory (includingGreco-
romanandrabbinic Judaism), andwhetherone shouldnot look for
modelsof explanation inwhich Judaism is not automaticallyopposed
toChristianity.howdomodernbiblicaltheologiestreatthequestionof
therelevanceofbiblicalandpost-biblicalisraeliteandJewishhistoryfor
Christian theology, specificallywhen referring tonon-canonical Jewish
sources?these andother questions canonly be answered after a full
theological interpretationofnon-canonical literaturehasbeendeveloped
andaftertheperiodofearlyJudaismhasreceivedtreatmentequaltothe
periodsofbiblicalisraelandtheearlyChurch(or,forthatmatter,including
rabbinicJudaism).Forthisweneedtolookintothehistoryofresearchon
earlyJudaism.

it is only rather recently that non-canonicalwritings have received
attention in commentary series—notably the“Commentaries onearly
Jewishliterature”—and there is as yet no such thing as a theological
commentaryon,forinstance,1 Enoch.sofar,onlyissuesrelevantforthe
historicalreconstructionofthereligiousworldviewofsuchwritingsareever
discussed inan introduction toa translationor commentary.onenever
findsaparagraphon“thetheology”ofsuchawritingitself.onegetsthe
impressionthatnon-canonicalwritingsmainlyserveaspartofthereligion-

53 seesundberg,The Old Testament of the Early Church,7–24.
54  seeG. s.oegema,Für Israel und die Völker: Studien zum alttestamentlich-

judischen Hintergrund der paulinischen Theologie(leiden:Brill,1999).
55 seeoegema,Für Israel,9–23.
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historicalbackgroundofareconstructionoftheparametersinwhichthe
theologiesofoneorbothtestamentscameintoexistence.56

one of the main advocates of a theoretical—that is, both herme-
neutical and theological—reflectionon the (useof the)apocryphaand
PseudepigraphainBiblicalstudies,especiallynewtestamentstudies,isthe
retiredprofessorofleidenuniversity,MarinusdeJonge.Forhim,mostof
thePseudepigraphaareclearlyChristianwritings,astheyhavecomeinto
beingintheearlyChristianChurch,eventhoughtheymakeuseofJewish
material.therefore,theiruseinBiblicalstudiesisclear:theyelucidatethe
earlytraditionhistoryofChristianthought.however,representativesofthe
tübingenschool,inwhichicountmyself,thinkforemostoftheapocrypha
andPseudepigraphaas Jewishwritings,which in later timeshavebeen
Christianized,andfindtheuseofthesewritingsinnewtestamentstudies
tobesomewhatproblematic.aneedforfurtherreflectionisevident,allthe
morebecause,inarecentpublication,MarinusdeJongeheavilycriticizesthe
tübingenschoolonexactlythispoint.57

deJonge’scontributionisasignificantone,notsomuchfortheabove-
mentionedreason(althoughalsoforthatreason),butbecauseitunderlines
the importanceof theapocryphaandPseudepigrapha for thehistoryof
earlyChristianity, and, therefore, implicitly also forBiblicaltheology.
althoughthebulkofthebookarguesfortheChristiancharacternotonly
ofthetransmission,butalsooftheoriginofmuchoftheapocryphaand
Pseudepigrapha,andisapologeticinitscritiqueofthosescholarswhoclaim
theJewishoriginofthePseudepigrapha,italsotriestoexplainwhythese
writingsweresoimportantforthefirstChristians.

theywere important, first,becauseallof the“oldtestament scrip-
tures”wereheldinhighesteem,and,second,becausethecanonizationof
theChristianoldtestamenthadnotyetcometoaclose.theChristians
themselveshadadecisivevoiceinthecanonizationof“their”oldtestament,
whichtheydidnotsimplyadoptfrom“hellenistic”Judaism,butwhichthey
themselvesdefined.58althoughdeJongethencontinueswithcasestudies
toargueforhisapproach,notablytheTestaments of the Twelve Patriarchs
andtheLife of Adam and Eve,hisargumentalsoimpliesnotonlythatthe
non-canonicalwritings are relevant forBiblicaltheology, as theywere
relevant for the firstChristian theologians,butalso that thishas conse-
quencesforwhatwedefineas“Jewish”and“Christian”.

56 Josepha.Fitzmyer’sTobit(CommentariesonearlyJewishliterature; Berlin:
deGruyter,2003)givesamerelistofreferencesinacanonlistfromtheMtandlxxto
theChurchFathers(pp.55–57),butnodiscussionofthecanonicityoftobit.

57  M. J. de Jonge, Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament as Part of Christian 
Literature(sVtP18;leiden:Brill,2003).

58 seemyZwischen Hoffnung und Gericht: Untersuchungen zur Rezeption der 
Apokalyptik im frühen Christentum und Judentum (neukirchen-Vluyn: neukirchener
Verlag,1999).



theapocryphaandPseudepigraphaforceustorethinktheJewishand/or
Christiancharacternotonlyofmuchoftheso-calledintertestamentalliter-
ature,butalsoofthebookswecallhebrewBible/septuagint/oldtestament.
thenon-canonicalliteratureaddressesthequestionofreligiousidentity,not
onlyinantiquity,butalsoinourownday,aquestionwhichtwothousand
yearsagoledtothecreationanddevelopmentofalternativereligioustradi-
tions,andwhichisstillofvitalrelevancetoday.

3.1. Early Judaism and Modern Culture

inorder topromote the investigationof the relevanceofnon-canonical
writingsformodernculture,wemustnowformulatethequestionstobe
asked.itishightimetoreflectonthesequestions,giventheadvancement
oftheacademicstudyofnon-canonicalwritingsinrecentdecades.though
itwouldmakesensetohavethequestionsdefinedbythetheologiesofthe
non-canonicalwritings,forthesakeofargumentweshallfocusonwhat
present-day theologywould like toask thenon-canonicalwritings.we
shalldothisinatheoreticalandsystematicwayratherthanbytakingone
particulartheologyasourstartingpoint.thequestionstobeaskedreferto
issuesofthewordofGodandcanon,itsrelationtobothtestamentsand
therelationbetweenbothtestaments,thedynamicsbetweenscriptureand
tradition,therelevanceofhistoricaltheology,theimpactonChristology,its
consequencesforreligiousethics,itsinfluencesonpolitics,andecumenical
andinter-religiousdialogue.Forthesakeoftheargumentandbrevityofthis
paper,ishallconcentrateonlyonthefirstexamples.59

Beforebeingmoreexplicitaboutthequestionsiconsidertoberelevant
tothepresentdiscussion,itisworthreferringtodanielharrington’sclassi-
ficationoftherelevanceoftheapocryphainthreecategories.theseare:
(1)literarycontributions,comprisingnarrative,instruction,discourse,and
apocalypse;(2)historicalcontributionsrelatingtothereturnfromexileand
theMaccabeanrevolt;and(3)theologicalcontributionsconcerningGod,
suffering,andwisdom.60as in recentyears sufficientattentionhasbeen
giventotheliterarycontributionsoftheapocrypha(andmostotherdeutero-
orextra-canonicalwritings),thetimehascometodothesamewiththeir
theologicalcontributions.wewillexpandharrington’sthreesub-categories
inthefollowing,withseveralmore.

59 Fortheotherexamples,seemyforthcomingbookEarly Judaism and Modern 
Culture.

60 harrington,“theoldtestamentapocrypha,”inMcdonaldandsanders,The 
Canon Debate, 206–10.
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3.2. Early Judaism and the Bible

tostartwiththemostimportantquestionforBiblicaltheologyinthesetting
ofmodernculture:dothenon-canonicalwritingscontainthewordofGod?
ifyes,thenwhydon’ttheybelongtothecanon?theanswersoftherabbis
andChurchFatherstothelatterquestionwerethatthesebookswerenot
inspired,prophecyhadceasedatthetimeoftheircomposition,theyhad
notbeenwrittenbyaprophet,apostle,orotherwiseinspiredorauthorized
person,theywerenotoldorauthenticenough,etc.,inshort,theylackedthe
criteriaforcanonicity.however,indefenseofthenon-canonicalwritings,
onecouldsaythatthesemaincharacteristicsofholywritingsarenotalways
foundinthecanonicalwritingseither,asforinstancein1–2Kingsand1–2
Chronicles,orhebrewsandJude,togivebutafewexamples.61

asfarasthewordofGodisconcerned,canitreallybearguedthatitis
foundineverycharacterofthebooksofthebiblicalcanon?whycouldone
notalsofindthewordofGodoutsideofthecanon?whataboutoraltradi-
tions?MightonenotalsofindthewordofGodintheapocryphalPsalms
151–55,intheHodayot,inthewisdomliterature,intheworksofPhiloof
alexandria,etc.?

tolimitourselvestojustoneexample,theGospel of Thomas—doesit
notsometimescontainwordsofJesusintheirmostauthenticform?atleast
itdoesinthereconstructionsofthetrajectoriesinwhichthewordsofJesus
aremostlikelytohavebeentransmittedfromoralutterancestooraltradition
towrittentraditions.weworkwiththeseassumptions,butwedonotdare
tosaythattheGospel of Thomascontainssomeoftheauthenticwordsof
Jesus—orsomeglimpsesofthewordofGod—andcallthemcanonical.

inmosthermeneutics,theoldtestament,whethertheseptuagintorthe
hebrewBibleandwhetherinterpretedinaChristianorJewishway,cannot
beunderstoodwithoutknowledgeofthetraditionsfollowingthebiblical
period.thenewtestament, according tomosthermeneutics,whether
romanCatholic,orthodox,orProtestant,cannotbeunderstoodwithout
theprecedingbiblicaltraditions,theculture,writings,andreligioustraditions
oftheperiodinbetween,formerlyknownastheintertestamentalperiod,
nowgenerallycalledthesecondtempleperiod,Greco-romanantiquity,or
earlyJudaism.yet,despitethesefacts,thiscrucialperiodhardlyplaysarole
inBiblicaltheology.

thisishistoricallyincorrectandhermeneuticallymisleading.evenmore,
Protestanttheology(morethanCatholictheology),whichisresponsiblefor
turningawayfromthisperiodinitsfocusonthehebrewBible,iswrongin

61 ForafulldiscussionofthecriteriaforcanonicityseeleeM.Mcdonald,The 
Biblical Canon: Its Origin, Transmission, and Authority (Peabody, Ma: hendrickson,
2007);BruceM.Metzger,The Canon of the New Testament: Its Origin, Development, 
and Significance (oxford: Clarendon, 1987); Peter Pilhofer, Presbyteron kreitton: der 
Altersbeweis, der, jüdischen und christlichen Apologeten, und seine Vorgeschichte
(tübingen:J.C.B.Mohr,1990).



itsneglectofthetraditionsofmainlyGreek-speakingJudaism,whichwere
soimportantfortheearlyChurchFathers.Biblicaltheologyhaslongexisted
against thebackgroundofhistorical-critical scholarship, andhistorical-
criticalscholarshipalsoinvolvesresearchintothehistorical,cultural,and
political contextandpre-andpost-historyof thebiblicalwritings,with
whichitisengagedinaconstanttheologicaldialogue.

arewenowinasituationwhereinwehavetochangeourtheological
thinking?inmyestimation,weareinsuchasituation.atleastwehaveto
integratescholarshiponGreco-romanantiquity—anditsenormousprogress
inthepasttwentyyears—inordertorethinkbiblical-theologicalquestions.
togiveanexample,inthepasttwenty-fiveyears,newtestamenttheology
hasbeenrethinkingtheteachingsofJesusinconversationwithhistorical
Jesusresearch,againstthebackgroundoftheculturalandreligiousmilieu
inwhichJesuslivedandtaught,andbyusingapocryphalwritingstorecover
theoriginalwordingsof Jesusand the sociological settingofhis earliest
followers.doesthisnowmeanthatthearchaeologyofGalileeinthetime
ofJesusChristandthestudiesintotheGospel of Thomasorintotextual
criticism, togivebut three recent examples, aremereauxiliaryor even
ancillarysciences?ifso,shouldwenotthenalsointerpretGalileeandthe
Gospel of Thomasinatheologicalway?

ifwewouldgiveatheologicalmeaningtotheJewishandChristiantradi-
tionsbefore,after,andoutsideofthebiblicalcanon,ourapproachtotheold
andnewtestamentswoulddramaticallychange.wewouldhavetotake
intoconsiderationthatGodcouldalsohavebeenrevealedoutsideofwhat
wouldonlylaterreceivecanonicalauthority.wewouldhaveacompletely
differentapproach to“scripture,”perhapsno longer lookingupon it as
somethingstatic.wemightwellbeforcedtoextendtheinterpretationof
“scripture”considerablyand includemanyof thepre-,post-andextra-
biblicalwritings.

Furthermore,wewouldhavetoredefine“scripture”bygivingitamore
dynamiccharacter.wewouldhavetotakeintoaccounttheimportanceof
traditionandthemanyformsittakesbylookinguponitasanadditional
locusofdivinerevelationapartfrom“scripture”(which,inthedaysofold,
wasitselfalsotradition,albeitanalready-fixedliterarytradition).Finally,we
wouldhavetochangeourevaluationoftherelationshipbetweenscripture
andtraditionassomethingprincipallyverydynamic.inshort,wewould
havetocreateaspaceinourtheologicalthinkingfortheconceptualuniverse
ofthenon-canonicalreligiousworldofearlyJudaism.Bydoingso,wemight
alsochangeourviewonthecanonitself.
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Chapter 2

Christians in Egypt:
A Preliminary Survey of Christian Literature found 

in Oxyrhynchus

Craig A. Evans

thepresentpaperispartofalargerprojectinwhichissurveyedallofthe
thus-farpublishedChristianliteraturefoundinoxyrhynchus,egypt,acity
sometwohundredmilessouthofthemuchbetter-knownalexandria.this
survey includes Jewishscripture (including the so-calledoldtestament
apocryphaandPseudepigrapha),Christianscripture(includingtheso-called
apostolicFathersandnewtestamentPseudepigrapha),Christianletters,
ecclesiasticalletters,homilies,liturgicaltexts,lectionaries,businesspapers,
prayers,andmagicaltexts.thepurposesofthissurveyareseveral:(1)to
identifythenatureandrangeofliteraturetowhichChristiansinandaround
ancientoxyrhynchushadaccess;(2)toinferfromthesampleofdocuments
thusfarpublishedwhatChristiansofoxyrhynchusregardedassacredand
authoritative; and (3) to infer from thesematerials aspectsofChristian
piety,worship,anddailylife.thispreliminarysurvey,whichmaygrowinto
amonograph,welcomescriticismandsuggestions.thepresentstudywill
focusonfivefragmentaryapocryphalbooksofacts.

twenty-fiveyearsagoe.a. Judgeremarked that the“papyriofferus
themostdirect accesswehave to the experienceofordinarypeople in
antiquity.”1inhis2003societyofBiblicalliteraturepresidentialaddress,
eldonJayeppappliedthisinsighttothepapyriofoxyrhynchus,inquiring
whatwemightlearnaboutChristiansinthategyptiancityinthesecond
throughfourthcenturies.2thedataassembledandtheplausibleinferences
drawnfromthemaretrulyfascinating.3wegaininsightintothefunction
ofChristianwritings,theiruseinstudy,preaching,andpropagationofthe

1  e. a. Judge, Rank and Status in the World of the Caesars and St. Paul
(Christchurch,nZ:universityofCanterbury,1982),7.

2  e. J. epp, “the oxyrhynchus new testament Papyri: ‘not without honor
exceptintheirhometown’?”JBL123(2004):5–55.

3  see also e. J. epp, “the Jews and the Jewish Community in oxyrhynchus:
socio-religiousContext for thenewtestamentPapyri,” int. J.Krausandt.nicklas
(eds.),New Testament Manuscripts: Their Texts and Their World(textsandeditionsfor
newtestamentstudy2;leiden:Brill,2006),13–52.



faith,andideasaboutemergingunderstandingsofauthorityandcanonicity.
inasense,weareabletoglimpseintothestudyandlibrary,sotospeak,of
theante-niceneegyptianchurch,toseewhatbookswereread,howthey
wereread(andmade),andhowtheycirculated.4

severalimportantstudieshaveappearedrecently.Firsttocometomind
iswilliamJohnson’sBookrolls and Scribes in Oxyrhynchus,whichwas
publishedin2004.5Johnsonrecountshowthe1895British-ledexcavation
revealedlittleinthewayofbuildingsandotherculturalartifacts,butinstead
yieldedahuge randommassof everydaypapyri,piled thirty feetdeep,
includingprivatelettersandshoppinglists,governmentcirculars,andcopies
ofancientliterature.thesurvivingbookrolls—thepapyrusrollswithliterary
texts—haveprovidedagreatdealofinformationonancientbooks,ancient
readers,andancientreading.Johnsonhasanalyzedover400bookrollsto
understand theproduction,use, andaestheticsof theancientbook.his
learnedanalysisofformalandconventionalfeaturesofthebookrollsnot
onlyprovidesdetailedinformationonthebookrollindustry—manufacture,
design,andformat—butalso,inturn,raisesintriguingquestionsandoffers
provisionalanswersaboutthewaysinwhichtheuseandfunctionofthe
bookroll among ancient readersmaydiffer frommodernormedieval
practice.

in2007,a.K.Bowmanand several colleaguesassembledand intro-
ducedaseriesofstudiesdevotedtotheexcavationsatoxyrhynchusand
thepapyrologicaltreasuresunearthedthere.6theseessayssurveyandassess
thematerialcultureandartobjects,includingsculptureanddraftsmanship,
againstthebackdropofthepapyrustexts.thereisalsostudyofthesiteitself
(cityplan,topography,monuments,artandarchitecture).

imightalsobrieflymentionthehighlyspecializedstudybyalexander
Jones,whoinvestigatestheastronomicalpapyrifromoxyrhynchus.7Jones
treatssome200astronomicaltextsandhoroscopes,providingreaderswith
anappreciationoftherangeofastronomicalactivity,chieflyintheservice
of astrology,during theromanempire.theastronomyof thisperiod
turnsouttohavebeenmuchmorevariedthanwepreviouslythought,with

4 especiallydelightful is theChristian letter (P.oxy.4365) thatmentions reci-
procity in the borrowing and lending of books. the author says, “to my dearest lady
sister,greetingsinthelord.lendtheezra,sinceilentyouthelittleGenesis[xrh=son to\n 
1Esdran, e0pei\ e1xrhsa/ soi th\n lepth\n Ge/nesin].FarewellinGodfromus.”“littleGenesis”
couldbeJubilees.onthevalueoftheartifactualevidenceofbooksandwritingsfromlate
antiquity,seel.w.hurtado,The Earliest Christian Artifacts: Manuscript and Christian 
Origins(Grandrapids,Mi:eerdmans,2006).

5 w.a.Johnson,Bookrolls and Scribes in Oxyrhynchus(toronto:universityof
torontoPress,2004).

6  a. K. Bowman et al., Oxyrhynchus: A City and Its Texts (london: egypt
explorationsociety,2007).

7  a. Jones, Astronomical Papyri from Oxyrhynchus (P.Oxy. 4133–4300a)
(Memoirs of the american Philosophical society 233; Philadelphia, Pa: american
Philosophicalsociety,1999).

Christians in Egypt 27



28 “Non-canonical” Religious Texts in Early Judaism and Early Christianity

Babylonianarithmeticalmethodsofpredictioncoexistingwithtablesbased
ongeometricalmodelsoforbits.

inmyview,however, themost excitingpublication inour topic is a
bookthathasjustappeared.anneMarieluijendijk’sGreetings in the Lord
carriesthediscussionforwardinmanyimportantways.8shetriestoshow
howChristians livedinthiscity indifferentcontextsandsituations.the
bookcomprisesthreemajorcomponents.inthefirstpart,luijendijkcreates
animageofthecity’smarketplacefunctions,inordertoaddressquestions
ofChristianidentityinthepublicsphere.thesecondpartfeaturesaman
calledsotas,bishopofoxyrhynchus in the third century, ashe isbusy
communicatingwithotherChristian communities, involved in teaching,
bookproduction,andfund-raising.thethirdpartfocusesonevidenceofthe
persecutionofChristians,revealingthefar-reachingpowerandpervasiveness
ofromanbureaucracy.we learn, amongother things, thatChristians
negotiatedtheiridentitythroughsmallactsofresistanceagainsttheimperial
decrees.thepapyruslettersanddocumentsdiscussedinluijendijk’sbook
offersometimessurprisinginsightsintotheeverydaylivesofChristiansinthe
thirdandearlyfourthcenturyandnuanceourunderstandingofChristianity
inthisperiod.imustagreewithluijendijkthatitisthemundaneaspectsof
everydaylifethatmakethesepapyrusdocumentssofascinating.

onthisoccasionthequestionathandaskswhatChristiansatoxyrhynchus
readandheardread.ihavereviewedthecontentsofthemorethanseventy
volumesthusfarpublishedinegyptexplorationsocietyseries(andthat,of
course,doesnotincludealloxyrhynchuspapyrithathavebeenpublished).
thesedocumentsincludesacredscripture,commentaries,letters,homilies,
prayers,lectionaries,liturgicaltexts,magicaltexts,amulets,andecclesiastical
documents. i thinkweeven should include fragmentsofPhilo’swritings
(P.oxy.1173,91356,2158,Psi1207,P.haun.8),10 for they toowere
readbyChristians.(ForaprovisionalcatalogueofChristianliteratureand
referencetoChristiansatoxyrhynchus,seetheappendix.)

The Sacred Books Read by Christians in Oxyrhynchus

tonarrowthequestionsomewhat,wemayinquireintowhatscriptureand
scripture-likewritingstheChristiansofoxyrhynchushadintheirposses-

8  anneMarie luijendijk, Greetings in the Lord: Christian Identity and the 
Oxyrhynchus Papyri (Cambridge, Ma: harvard university Press, 2009). i thank dr.
luijendijkformakinghermanuscriptavailabletomebeforeitspublication.

9 unlessotherwisenoted,theMsnumbersrefertooxyrhynchus.iacknowledge
my indebtedness to and express my appreciation for the leuven database of ancient
Books(ldaB).thisexcellentonlineresourceisveryhelpful.

10 allofthesemanuscripts(i.e.,1173,1356,2158,Psi1207,P.haun.8),though
discoveredonseparateoccasions,werepartofasinglecodex.



sion.11anumberofoldtestamentmanuscriptshavebeen found.with
regardtothelaw,Genesisiswellrepresented(P.oxy.656,121007,1073
[latin],1166,and1167),withabouthalfofthesepapyridatedtothethird
centuryce.13threethird-centurytexts(1074,1075,4442)andafourth-
centurytextofexodus(P.Milan22)arerepresented.therearetwotexts
ofleviticus(1225,1351),bothfromthefourthcentury.theprophetsare
surprisinglyunder-represented,withone textof Joshua (1168) from the
fourthcentury,onetextofJudges(Psi127)fromthefifthcentury,andone
ofamos(846)fromthesixthcentury.theabsenceofthebookofisaiahis
quitesurprising,givenitspopularityinearlyChristianityandinJudaismof
lateantiquity.

thereareseveraltextsrepresentingportionsofthePsalter(845,1226,
1352,1779,2065,2386,P.harris31), ranging from the third to sixth
centuries,plustwoamuletscontaininglxxPs90(1928,P.ryl.Gr.3);14two
ofJob,onedatingtothefirstcentury(P.oxy.3522),theothertothefourth
century(Psi1163);oneofesther(4443),perhapsdatingasearlyasthelate
firstcentury;andoneofQohelet(2066),datingfromthelatefifthcentury.
wehavetwoversionsoftobit,onefromthethirdcentury(1594)andthe
otherfromthesixthcentury(1076).Bothtextsarenoticeablydifferentfrom
thestandardtextoftheoldGreek.wehaveonefourth-centurymanuscript
ofthewisdomofsolomon(4444)andanothertextthatcouldbecalledthe
Judgment of Solomon(2944).wealsohaveatextpreservingtheopening
versesofsirach(1595);afewportionsof2 Baruch12–14(403),15datingto
thelatefourthorearlyfifthcentury,andwhatappeartobefourth-century

11 atthispoint,iamnotspecificallyaddressingthequestionofcanon;rather,my
interestismoreoneof“library,”thatis,whatChristiansread,howeverauthoritativethey
mayhaveunderstoodthematerials.Foraninterestingstudyonthepapyriasevidenceof
theprocessofcanonization,seed.s.Benezra,“Canonization–anon-linearProcess?
observing theProcessofCanonization through theChristian (andJewish)Papyri from
egypt,”Zeitschrift für Antikes Christentum12(2008)229–50.

12  For catalogues of themanuscripts, completewithbibliography anddescrip-
tions, seeK.aland (ed.),Repertorium der griechischen christlichen Papyri. I. Biblische 
Papyri: Altes Testament, Neues Testament, Varia, Apokryphen (Patristische texte und
studien18;Berlin andnewyork:deGruyter, 1976);P.w.Comfort andd.P.Barrett
(eds.),The Text of the Earliest New Testament Greek Manuscripts(wheaton,il:tyndale
house, 2001). one should bear in mind that there are many manuscripts from egypt
whoseplaceofdiscoveryisunknown.nodoubtsomeofthesemanuscripts(whichhave
notbeenincludedinmysurvey)camefromoxyrhynchus.

13 inoneofthelettersfromsotas(2785)thereisreferencetooneanos,a“cat-
echumeninGenesis”(kaqhxou/menon e0n th|= Gene/sei),implyingthatanosisengagedinthe
studyofthebookofGenesis.seeluijendijk,Greetings in the Lord,115–16,121–22.

14 lxxPsalm90 (MtPsalm91),whichpromisesprotectionagainstevil,was
understoodintermsofdemonologyandwasoftenemployedinexorcismandincharms
andincantations.

15 seeP.Bogaert,Apocalypse de Baruch(sourceschrétiennes144;Paris:Éditions
duCerf,1969),40–43.
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fragments of1 Enoch (2069), though this is disputed.16the reference
to“littleGenesis” (4365) suggests that a copyof Jubilees circulated in
oxyrhynchusinthefourthcentury.

inall,wehave someelevencopiesofbooksof thelaw, three copies
ofbooksoftheProphets,elevencopiesofthewritings(notcountingthe
twoamulets),17and,ifwecounteverything,wehavesomesevencopiesof
booksthat,intime,cametobethoughtofastheoldtestamentapocrypha
andrelatedliterature.addedup,wehavesomethirty-twocopiesofbooks
Christianswouldeventuallyregardasbelongingtotheoldtestamentand
relatedliterature.18

Christian scripture is very well represented, as we would expect.
oxyrhynchus has yielded copies of all four new testament Gospels,
includingseveraltextsofMatthew(2,401[=uncial071],1169[=uncial
0170],1170,1227,2384,2385,2683,4401,4402,4403,4404,4405,
4406,4494,Psi1),onesmall, latefragmentofMark(3[=uncial069]),
twofragmentsofluke(2383,4495),19andseveralfragmentsofJohn(208,
847 [=uncial0162],1228,1596,1780,1781,3523,4445,4446,4447,
4448,4803,4804,4805,4806,Psi3,andpossiblyP.ryl.Gr.457).20the
largenumberofMattheanandJohanninemanuscripts,insharpcontrastto
Markanandlukanmanuscripts,isstriking.21wehavethreemanuscriptsof
acts(1597,4496,Psi1165)andseveralapocryphalversionsofacts.iwill
returntothisinterestingfeatureshortly.

Paul’s lettersarenot thatwell attested,withonly fivemanuscriptsof
romans(209,1354,1355,4497,Psi4[=uncial0172]),twoof1Corinthians

16  see J. t. Milik, “Fragments grecs du livre d’henoch (P oxy xVii 2069),”
Chronique d’Egypte46(1971),321–43.ithasbeenobservedthatthefragmentresembles
atpoints,andmayevenalludeto,theApocalypse of Paul43.

17  Perhaps we could say “twelve,” if we count the “ezra” book mentioned in
P.oxy.4365.however,thisbookcouldwellbe4 Ezra.seethecommentaryonthisletter
inluijendijk,Greetings in the Lord,70–74.

18  luijendijk (Greetings in the Lord, 20, n. 95) identifies the following manu-
scripts as probably copied by Christian scribes: Genesis (1166), exodus (1074, 1075,
4442),leviticus(1351),Judges(Psi127),tobit(1594),esther(4443),andPsalms(1226,
1779).evenifweagreethatmostoftheotherbiblicalmanuscriptswerecopiedbyJews,
notChristians,weshouldstillassumethatGreek-speakingChristiansknewofthemand
couldhavehadaccesstothem.

19  luke 1.46–47, part of the Magnificat, is alluded to in 1592 (“i was much
exaltedandirejoiced”),aChristianletter.

20 P.ryl.Gr.457isthefamousP52,thefragmentofJohn18thatdatestotheearly
secondcentury.

21 inhisletterto“brotherPaul”(Psi1041),sotasreferstoone“leo,acatechu-
men in the beginning of the gospel” (Le/wna kaqhxou/menon e0n a0rxh|= tou= eu0aggeli/ou).
luijendijk (Greetings in the Lord,116–17) rightlydoubts that this isa reference to the
GospelofMark,whichbeginswiththewords,a0rxh_ tou~ eu)aggeli/ou.afterall,onlyone
manuscriptofMark,datingtothelatefifthcentury,perhapsearlysixthcentury,hasbeen
foundatoxyrhynchus.luijendijkwondersifthereferenceistothestudyofMatthewor
perhapsThomas.isuspectwhatisinmindiseitherthebeginningofthegospelstory,or
thebeginningelementsofChristianteaching.



(1008,4844),oneof2Corinthians(4845),threeofGalatians(2157,Psi118
[=uncial0174],Psi251[=uncial0176]),oneofPhilippians(1009),oneof
1–2thessalonians(1598),andoneoftitus(P.ryl.Gr.5).22

wealsohavethreemanuscriptsofhebrews(657[+Psi1292],1078,
4498), fourof James (1171 [+P.Princ.15],1229,4449,Psi5 [=uncial
0173]),oneof1Peter (1353[=uncial0206]),oneof1John(402),one
ofJude(2684),andsixofrevelation(848[=uncial0163],1079,1080[=
uncial0169],1230,4499,234500[=uncial0308]).

inall,oxyrhynchushasyieldedupsome thirty-sixcopiesof thenew
testamentGospels,almosthalfofwhichareof theGospelof John.we
havethreecopiesofthebooksofacts,fourteencopiesofthelettersofPaul
(includingtitus),andtencopiesoftheGeneralletters,almosthalfofwhich—
quitesurprisingly—areoftheletterofJames.Finally,wehavesixcopiesof
thebookofrevelation.addedup,wehavesomesixty-ninenewtestament
manuscripts (countingvellumaswellaspapyri) fromoxyrhynchus,more
thantwicethenumberofoldtestamentmanuscriptsandrelatedwritings.24

someof the so-calledapostolicFathersand relatedwritingsarealso
attestedatoxyrhynchus.theseincludetheDidache(1782)andasurprising
numberofcopiesoftheShepherd of Hermas,includingportionsofallthree
majorsectionsofthiswork,theVisions,Mandates,andSimilitudes(404,
1172,1599,1783,1828,3526,3527,3528,4705,4706,4707).25

several otherwell-knownworksofChristian fiction are attested at
oxyrhynchus.theseincludetheLetter of Abgar to Jesus,thoughonlyinthe
formofanamulet(4469),theProtevangelium of James(3524),theActs of 
Paul(1602),theActs of Paul and Thecla(6),theActs of Peter(849),andthe
Acts of John(850).thereisalsoasmallfragmentofanunknownacts(851).

wehavethreefragmentsoftheGospel of Thomas(1,654,655),whose
fulltextispreservedinCopticinthenaghammadifind(nhCii,2),26and
twofragmentsoftheGospel of Mary(3525,P.ryl.Gr.463).27wemayalso

22 itissurmised,butnotcertain,thatP.ryl.Gr.5camefromoxyrhynchus.
23 on this important text, seed.C.Parker,“anewoxyrhynchusPapyrusof

revelation:P115(P.oxy.4449),”NTS46(2000)159–74.
24  epp (“oxyrhynchus new testament Papyri,” 12) calculates that about 42

percentofallextantGreeknewtestamentpapyricomefromoxyrhynchus.oftheearly
papyri, that is, dating from the second to the fourth centuries, some 57 percent have
beenfoundinoxyrhynchus.seventeenofthetwenty-sevenbooksthatwouldeventually
constitutethenewtestamentcanonofscripturehavebeenfoundatoxyrhynchus.see
alsoe.J.epp,“newtestamentPapyriandthetransmissionofthenewtestament,”in
Bowmanetal.,Oxyrhynchus,315–31.iamgiventounderstandthatitisestimatedthat
all,oralmostall,ofthenewtestamentpapyrifromoxyrhynchushavebeenpublished.

25 Hermas iswellrepresentedinotheregyptiancities.
26 thereis,apparently,anotherpapyrusfragmentofThomas,usedasanamulet,

anddatingtothefifthorsixthcentury,thatisinprivatehandsinParis.seeh.-Ch.Puech,
“unlogiondeJesussurbandelettefunéraire,”Revue d’histoire des religions147(1955):
126–29.

27 seealsoBG8502,1.
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haveoneortwosmallfragmentsoftheGospel of Peter(2949,4009),though
this identificationis fraughtwithdifficulties.28Besidesthesetwogospels,
wehave four fragmentsof gospelsor gospel-likeworks,one thatmay
haveGnosticovertones(1081),29anotherthatrecountsanangryexchange
betweenJesusandapriestoverthequestionofritualpurity(840),athird
inwhichJesusdiscusseswhatisgoodandinwhatsenseheistheimageof
God(210),andafourthinwhichJesusappearsinavision(1224).longago,
J.V.Bartletwonderedifthislasttext,oratleastpartofit,mightbelongto
theGospel of Peter.30egertonPapyrus2shouldalsobementioned,forit
mayalsohavebeenfoundatoxyrhynchus.31

wealsohaveexamplesofChristianapocalypses.wehaveasmallportion
of6 Ezra (1010),aChristiansupplementthataddstwoconcludingchapters
totheolderJewishwork4 Ezra.and,wealsohaveapageofafifth-century
copyoftheApocalypse of Peter (P.Vind.G.39756[=vanhaelstno.0619]).

Comparedtothenumberofotherscripturalbooks,thenumberofextra-
canonicalgospelsandgospel-liketextsis,atfirstblush,surprising.whereas
weonlyhaveonecopyofMarkandtwocopiesofluke,wehaveatleastten
copiesofextra-canonicalgospels,evenifhalfofthemcannotbeidentified.
so,also,inthecaseofthevariousbooksofacts.wehavethreecopiesof
canonicalactsandatleastfivecopiesofvariousextra-canonicalbooksof
acts.indeed,theextra-canonicalgospels,acts,andotherwritings(suchas
theDidacheandHermas)adduptosometwenty-eightcopies,nearlythe
totalcountforthebooksoftheoldtestament.

allofthissuggeststhattheauthoritythateventuallywouldbeconferred
onthewritingsthatmakeuptheoldandnewtestamentswashardlyatplay

28 P.Foster,“arethereanyearlyFragmentsoftheso-CalledGospel of Peter?”
NTS52(2006):1–28.Fosterraisesseriousdoubtsabouttheidentificationoftheakhmîm
gospel fragmentwith theGospel of Peter, condemnedbyBishop serapion in the early
third century. in my opinion, Foster (“the disputed early Fragments of the so-Called
Gospel of Peter—once again,” NovT 49 [2007]: 402–06) convincingly rebuts the
objections against his study raised by d. lührmann, in “Kann es wirklich keine frühe
handschriftdesPetrusevangeliumsgeben?CorrigendazueinemaufsatzvonPaulFoster,”
NovT48 (2006):379–83.epp (“oxyrhynchusnewtestamentPapyri,”15)avers that
P.oxy.2949and4009are“doubtlessoftheGospel of Peter.”alas,thisidentificationis
doubtful.

29 itisthoughttobeafourth-centuryfragmentoftheSophia of Jesus Christ(cf.
nhCiii,4;BG8502,3).

30 asnotedinB.P.Grenfellanda.s.hunt(eds.),The Oxyrhynchus Papyri:Part
x(london:egyptexplorationFund,1914),4.iamskepticalofthissuggestion.

31  h. i. Bell and t. C. skeat, Fragments of an Unknown Gospel and Other 
Early Christian Papyri (london: British Museum, 1935). For transcriptions and plates of
the Greek extra-canonical Gospels, see d. lürhmann, with e. schlarb, Fragmente apok-
ryph gewordener Evangelien in griechischer und lateinischer Sprache (MTS 59; Marburg:
n.G.elwert,2000);a.e.Bernhard,Other Early Christian Gospels: A Critical Edition of the 
Surviving Greek Manuscripts (lnts315;londonandnewyork:t&tClarkinternational,
2006).



inthefirstfourorfivecenturiesofChristianlifeinthecityofoxyrhynchus.32
negatively,thisisseeninthecaseoftheoldtestamentwritings,inthat
thesmallnumberofextantmanuscriptssuggeststhattheywerenotwidely
copied,collected,andread.ontheotherhand,thesurprisingnumberof
writings that in timewouldnotberecognizedascanonicalsuggests that
Christiansinoxyrhynchusreadwidelyandinclusively,valuingworkssuch
astheGospel of ThomasandtheShepherd of Hermas,apparentlymorethan
theydidtheGospelsofMarkandluke.theyalsovaluedtheextra-canonical
booksofactsasmuchasorevenmorethantheydidthecanonicalbookof
acts.tothesewritingswenowturn.

A Review of the Extra-Canonical Acts of the Apostles at 
Oxyrhynchus

ofparticularinterestonthisoccasionarethefiveapocryphalactsthathave
beenfoundinoxyrhynchus:theActs of Paul(1602)andtherelatedActs 
of Paul and Thecla(6),theActs of Peter(849),theActs of John(850),and
theunidentifiedfragmentofanotherapocryphalbookofacts(851).ioffer
briefintroductions,translations,andafewcomments.33ishallbeginwith
theActs of Peter.

actsofPeter(P.Oxy. 849)

theActs of PeterwasoriginallycomposedinGreek.theGreektexttoday
isextantonlyintheMartyrdom,aspreservedintheninth-centuryPatmos
Msandthetenth-toeleventh-centuryMountathosMs,andinthesmall
oxyrhynchus fragmentunder consideration.a largeportionof the text
survivesinlatintranslationinCodexVercellensis158,whichdatestothe
latesixthorearlyseventhcentury,andintheCopticBerlinCodex8502,
aswellasotherMss inCoptic,syriac,arabic,armenian,ethiopic,and
Georgian.theoxyrhynchustext,whichdatestotheearlyfourthcentury,34
andcorrespondsto§25and§26of theActus Vercellensescodex,which
datestothesixthorseventhcentury,isthereforeanimportantwitnessto
theGreekformofthetext.35

32 epp(“oxyrhynchusnewtestamentPapyri,”17–18)makesthispoint.
33 Foraveryhelpfuloverviewof the extra-canonicalactsof theapostles, see

h.-J.Klauck,The Apocryphal Acts of the Apostles: An Introduction(waco,tx:Baylor
universityPress,2008).Mentionshouldalsobemadeoftheseveralvolumesontheextra-
canonicalbooksofacts,ed.JanBremmer,inthestudiesonearlyChristianapocrypha
series(publishedbyPeeters).

34  For the editio princeps, see B. P. Grenfell and a. s. hunt (eds.), The 
Oxyrhynchus Papyri,PartVi(london:egyptexplorationFund,1908),6–12.

35  For concise introductions, see w. schneemelcher, “the acts of Peter,” in w.
schneemelcher (ed.), New Testament Apocrypha; Volume Two – Writings Relating to 
the Apostles: Apocalypses and Related Subjects(rev.edn.,Cambridge,uK:JamesClarke;
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theearliesthistoricalreferencetotheActs of Peterisfoundineusebius,
whoclaimsthatnoscholaroftheChurch(e0kklhsiastiko\j suggrafeu/j)has
madeanyuseofit,orotherwritingsattributedtoPeter,suchastheGospel of 
Peter,thePreaching of Peter,andtheApocalypse of Peter(Hist. Eccl.3.3.2).
althoughnotmentionedbyname,eusebiusprobablyhasinmindtheActs 
of Peterwhenhelaterreferstospuriouswritingsputforwardbyhereticsin
thenamesofapostles(Hist. Eccl.3.25.6).

Muchofthescholarlydiscussionisquiteold,datingtotheearlytwentieth
century,thoughinrecentyearssomeexcellentworkhasbeenpublished.36
atonetime,scholarsbelievedthattheActs of Peterwasdependentuponthe
Acts of John.Fewholdtothisviewtoday.37theActs of Peterwasprobably
composednolaterthan250(andperhapsasearlyas200).inanycase,ithas
madeuseofearlierlegendsaboutPeter.38

thestoryrecountedhere,intheActs of Peter,involvesrevivingayoung
man,whomsimonMagusslew.toputPetertothetest,resuscitationmust
takeplaceintheverypresenceofaromancityprefectnamedagrippa.39
simonMagusiscommandedtokilltheman,whoisaservantoftheprefect.
Peteriscommandedtorevivehim.Maguswhisperssomethingintotheear
oftheservantandtheservantdropsdead.nowitisPeter’sturn.Butbefore
hecanact,awidowcomesforward,lamentingthedeathofheronlysonand
heronlysupport(cf.lk.7.12).

Peterhasyoungmenfetchthebodyofthewidow’sson.theyexaminethe
corpse’snose,toseeiftheladistrulydead.itisatthispointthatthestoryis
takenupbytheGreektextofP.oxy.849:

...whetherhewasreallydead,andseeingthathewastrulydead,comforted
theoldwoman,saying,“ifindeedyouwish,mother,andtrustintheGodof

louisville, Ky: westminster/John Knox Press, 1992), 271–321; J. K. elliott (ed.), The 
Apocryphal New Testament: A Collection of Apocryphal Christian Literature in an English 
Translation based on M. R. James(oxford:Clarendon,1993),390–96;andh.-J.Klauck,
The Apocryphal Acts of the Apostles,81–112.

36 Foraselectionofcurrentcriticalworks,seeG.Poupon,“les‘actesdePierre’et
leurremaniement,”ANRWii.25.6(1990)4363–83;J.n.Bremmer(ed.),The Apocryphal 
Acts of Peter: Magic, Miracles and Gnosticism (studieson theapocryphalactsof the
apostles3;leuven:Peeters,1998).inthiscollection,seeP.J.lalleman,“Bibliographyof
Acts of Peter,”200–02.alsoseeC.M.thomas,The Acts of Peter, Gospel Literature, and 
the Ancient Novel: Rewriting the Past(oxfordandnewyork:oxforduniversityPress,
2003);M.C.Baldwin,Whose Acts of Peter? Text and Historical Context of the Actus 
Vercellenses(wunt2/196;tübingen:Mohrsiebeck,2005);F.lapham,Peter, the Myth, 
the Man, and the Writings: A Study of Early Petrine Text and Tradition(Jsntsup239;
sheffield:sheffieldacademicPress,2003),34–70.

37 Fordiscussionofthispoint,seeP.J.lalleman,“therelationbetweentheActs 
of JohnandtheActs of Peter,”inBremmer(ed.),The Apocryphal Acts of Peter,161–77.

38 Klauck,The Apocryphal Acts of the Apostles,82–84.
39 thefictionalcityprefectagrippahasbeeninspiredbyagrippaiandagrippa

ii of the canonical book of acts. on this point, see i. Karasszon, “agrippa, King and
Prefect,”inBremmer(ed.),The Apocryphal Acts of Peter,21–28.



Peter,wewilllifthimupandcarryhimthere,inorderthatPetermayraise
him and restore him to you.” while they were thus speaking, the prefect
lookingintentlyatPeter(said),“Myservantliesdead,whoisafavoriteof
theking,andididnotsparehimalthoughihavewithmeotheryouths;but
becauseidesiredtotryyouandtheGodwhomyou(preach),whetheryou
areindeedtrue,iwishedhimtodie.”andPetersaid,“Godisnottobeput
tothetestorexamined,agrippa,butwhenheislovedandentreatedhegives
eartothosewhoareworthy.Butsincenow...”

theGreek textbreaksoff.thelatincontinues the story, tellingus that
PeterempowersagrippatoraisetheslaveandthenPeterhimselfrevives
thewidow’sson:“youngman,arise”(cf.lk.7.14).thecrowdcriesout:
“thereisonlyoneGod,theGodofPeter[Unus Deus, unus Deus Petri]!”40

iofferafewcomments.theGreektextofP.oxy.849isofpoorquality.
thereare several grammatical and syntactical errors that in somecases
obscurethesense(whichthelatintextusuallyremedies—thoughthelatin
texttoosometimeshasproblems).theGreeko9 prai/fektoj(lines12–13)
transliteratespraefectus,astheranknormallyisgiveninlatin.Butinline
16,theGreekreadso9 basileu/j,whichisanequivalent,butnotatranslit-
erationofthelatin’simperator.inlines20–22theGreekhastheprefect
say,“idesiredtotryyou[se...peira/sai qe/lwn]andtheGodwhomyou
(preach),whether youare indeed true.”thelatinmisunderstands the
Greek,rendering“itrustedinyou[confidens in te]andinyourlordwhom
youproclaim,ifindeedyouaresureandtruthful.”thelatterpartofthis
statement,“ifindeedyouaresureandtruthful,”doesnotsquarewiththe
firstpart,“itrustedinyouandinyourlord.”again,theGreek’s“butwhen
heislovedandentreated[a0lla_filou/menoj kai\ parakalou/menoj]”(lines
26–27)makesbettersensethanthelatin’s“butheistobereveredwiththe
soulbythoseheloves[sed dilectissimus ex animo colendus].”aspooras
theGreekis,itseemsclearthatGreekwastheoriginallanguageoftheActs 
of Peter.41thesloppyGreektextalsosuggeststhatP.oxy.849wasnotthe
workofawell-trained,professionalscribe.thispopularwritingevidently
wasproducedbyascribeofmodestskill.

Acts of John (P.Oxy. 850)

somethinktheActs of Johnoriginatedinthesecondcentury,butthereis
nocertainevidenceofitscirculationuntileusebius,whomentionsheretical
writingspublishedunderthenamesofapostles,includingvariousgospels
“oracts,suchasthoseofandrewandJohnandtheotherapostles”(Hist. 
Eccl.3.25.6).accordingtoepiphanius,theActs of Johnandotherbooksof

40  For english translation of the latin text (numbered 25–26), see elliott,
Apocryphal New Testament,417–18.

41 Grenfellandhunt(eds.),The Oxyrhynchus Papyri,PartVi,8:“thatourfrag-
mentrepresentstheGreektextfromwhichtheCodexVercellensiswastranslatedadmits
oflittledoubt.”
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actswereusedbyencratitegroups(Haer.2.47.1).42augustinealsoknew
ofthework,alludingtoahymnfromActs of John94–96(cf.Ep.237.5–9).

theentiretextoftheActs of Johnprobablyapproximatedthatofthe
GospelofMatthew.todayabouttwo-thirdsofthetextisextant,surviving
inGreek,syriac,Coptic,andseveralotherlanguages.itissurmisedthatthe
texthasnotsurvivedfullybecauseofitshereticaltendencies.theActs of 
Johnprobablyoriginatedinsyria.43

theextantGreek fragment fromoxyrhynchusdoesnotoverlapwith
therestoftheextantMstraditionoftheActs of John.44whatmakesus
think thatP.oxy.850 ispartof themissingone-third is thereference to
andronicus,whointhemoreextensiveextantmaterialsisidentifiedasa
captain,andmakesmanyappearances(cf.Acts of John31,46,59,61,62,
72,73,74,76,79,105).attheveryleast,P.oxy.850isimportantbecause
itpreservesafragmentofanotherwiselostportionoftheActs of John.

in the fragmentary text fromoxyrhynchus,partsof two remarkable
talesarepreserved.inthefirst(theverso),Johnsavesthelifeofamanwho
attemptedtohanghimself.inthesecond(therecto),Johncrossesabridge
andencountersademonintheformofasoldier,whochallengestheapostle
tocombat.thetextreadsasfollows:

Verso 
...forhim[
]groaningsand[
]butJohn[spoke(?)
toZeuxishavingarisenandtaken[
]whocompelledme[
]thinkingtostranglehimself,whothedesperate
]convertstoyourself;youwhotonomanareknown
]makesknown;whoweepsfortheoppressed
]whoraisesupthedead[
]ofthehelpless:Jesusthecomforter[
]wepraiseyouandworshipandgive
thanksforallyourgiftsandforyourpresentdispensation
]andservice.andtoZeuxisonlyattheeucharist

42  For recent critical study, see J. n. Bremmer (ed.), The Apocryphal Acts of 
John (studies on theapocryphalacts of theapostles 1;Kampen:KokPharos, 1995);
P. J. lalleman, The Acts of John: A Two-Stage Initiation into Johannine Gnosticism
(studiesontheapocryphalactsoftheapostles4;leuven:Peeters,1998);e.Plümacher,
Geschichte und Geschichten: Aufsätze zur Apostelgeschichte und zu den Johannesakten
(ed.J.schröterandr.Brucker;wunt170;tübingen:Mohrsiebeck,2004).Forbib-
liography, see P. J. lalleman, “Bibliography of acts of John,” in Bremmer (ed.), The 
Apocryphal Acts of John,231–35.

43  For introduction and survey of contents, see Klauck, The Apocryphal Acts 
of the Apostles,15–45.Klauck(p.18)proposesadateof150–60.Forcommentaryon
P.oxy.850,seep.39.

44 For editioprinceps, seeGrenfell andhunt (eds.),The Oxyrhynchus Papyri,
PartVi,12–18.



]hegavetothosewhowishedtoreceive[
]lookingonhimtheydidnotdare,buttheproconsul[
]themidstofthecongregationtoJohn
]said,“servantoftheunnameable[
]hasbroughtlettersfromCaes[ar
]andwith...
Recto 
...departure[
]andronicusandhis[wife:
whenafew[days]hadpassed,[John
went]withmanybrothersto[
]passoverabridgeunderwhichariverran[
]Johnwenttothebrothers[
]onecametohiminsoldier’sclothing
andstoodinhispresenceandsaid,“Johnif[
myhandsyoushallshortlycome.”andJohn[
said,“thelordshallquenchyourthreateningandyourwrathand
transgression.”andbehold,themanvanished.whenJohncame
tothosehewasvisitingandfound
themgatheredtogether,hesaid,“riseup,mybrothers,
andletusbowourkneestothelordwhothegreat
enemy’sunseenactivityhasbroughttonothing
]bowedtheirkneestogetherwiththem
]God...

thenarratives recounted in theversoandrectoareunrelated.theverso
preservestheconclusionofastoryconcerningoneZeuxis,theprevention
ofanattemptedsuicide,thecelebrationoftheeucharist,aproconsul,and
referencetolettersfromCaesar.theimpressiononegainsisthatJohnand
histestimonytoChristhavebeenvindicatedintheeyesofromanofficials.
therectopreservesthebeginningofanewstoryfeaturingandronicusand
theapostleJohn,whoareconfrontedbyanenemy.

the“soldier”whoopposedJohnonthebridgeshouldbeunderstood
asanevilspirit,demon,orsatanhimself.45this isprobable,notonly
because he “vanished” from view (recto, line 30), but because of the
closeparallelwiththeMartyrium Matthaei.intheoxyrhynchusfragment
(line 26), the threatening being came to John “in soldier’s clothing”
(sxh/mati stratiwtikw|~).intheMartyrium Matthaeiweread:“nowthe
demonwasseen inasoldier’sform[o9 de\ dai/mwn o9 e0n tw|~ stratiwtikw|~ 
sxh/mati].”46inJohn’sprayer,wearetoldthat“thelordhasbroughtto
nothing thegreat enemy’sunseenactivity [tou= mega/lou e0xqrou= a0o/raton 
e0ne/rghma katargh/santa]” (lines33–34). inoneof theparablesof the

45 Klauck(The Apocryphal Acts of the Apostles,39)believesthesoldierissatan,
thegreatadversaryofGodandhispeople.

46 M.Bonnet,Acta Apostolorum Apocrypha (2vols.;leipzig:h.Mendelssohn,
1891–1903)2:232(lines15–16).
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dominicaltradition,thedevilisdefinedasthe“enemy”(Matt13.39:“o( de\ 
e0xqro_j o9 spei/raj au0ta& e0stin o( dia&boloj”).onethinksofthedominical
assurancegiventheapostles:“Behold,ihavegivenyouauthoritytotread
uponserpentsandscorpions,andoverallthepoweroftheenemy[e0pi\ pa~san 
th_n du&namin tou~ e0xqrou~];andnothingshallhurtyou”(lk.10.19;cf.acts
13.10;T. Dan.6:2–4:“thekingdomoftheenemywillbebroughttoanend
[suntelesqh&setai h9 basilei/a tou~ e0xqrou~]”;T. Job47:10;Life of Adam and 
Eve[Greek]:2:4;7:2;15:1;25:4;28:3;3 Bar.13:2).

actsofPaulandthecla (P.Oxy. 6) and actsofPaul(P.Oxy. 1602)

tertullian(c.160–225)referredtotheActs of Paul,sayingthattheman
whocomposedthepseudepigraphalwork(“outoflovefortheapostle”)
confessedandresignedhisoffice(de Baptismo17.5).origen(c.185–254)
alsoreferstotheActs of Paulbyname(de Principiis1.2.3;Comm. Joh. 
12.12).thefullandcompleteworkmusthavebeenquitelengthy,probably
longerthanthecanonicalbookofacts.PartsoftheActs of Paulcirculated
independently,suchas(1)theActs of (Paul and) Thecla,(2)3 Corinthians,
and (3) theMartyrdom of Paul.the sixth-century Copticheidelberg
papyruscodex,editedbyCarlschmidt,47demonstratesthatatonetimeall
oftheseelementsmadeupasinglecoherentnarrative.Portionsofthework
areextantinlatin,48inGreek,49insyriac,50andinethiopic.51theearliest
publishedformoftheworkprobablydatesto180.52

twofragmentsof theActs of Paulhavebeen foundatoxyrhynchus.
P.oxy.6parallelstheActs of (Paul and) Thecla8–9.P.oxy.1602,which
theeditorsdidnotrecognize,butdubbeda“homilytoMonks,”parallels

47 C.schmidt(ed.),Acta Pauli: aus der Heidelberger koptischer Papyrushandschrift
(VeröffentlichungenausderheidelbergerPapyrus-sammlung2;leipzig:hinrichs,1904).

48 o.vonGebhardt(ed.),Passio S. Theclae Virginis: die lateinischen Übersetzungen 
der Acta Pauli et Theclae(tu22/2;leipzig:hinrichs,1902).

49  l. Vouaux, Les Actes de Paul et ses lettres apocryphes: Introduction, texts, 
traduction et commentaire(Paris:letouzeyetané,1913);G.dagron,withM.d.latour
(eds.),Vie et miracles de Sainte Thècla: texte grec, traduction et commentaire (subsidia
hagiographica62;Brussels:sociétédesbollandistes,1978).

50 w.wright,Apocryphal Acts of the Apostles: Edited from Syriac Manuscripts 
in the British Museum and Other Libraries(2vols.;london:williamsandnorgate,1871;
repr.hildesheim:G.olms,1990),1:128–69(syriactext);2:116–45(englishtranslation).

51  e. J. Goodspeed (ed.), Acts of Paul and Thecla (Chicago, il: university of
ChicagoPress,1901).

52 For introduction,bibliography, and translation, seew.schneemelcher,“The 
Acts of Paul,” in schneemelcher (ed.), The New Testament Apocrypha, Volume two,
213–70;elliott,The Apocryphal New Testament,350–89.Foraconciseintroduction,see
Klauck,The Apocryphal Acts of the Apostles,47–79.Forarecentlypublishedcollection
of scholarly studies, see J.n.Bremmer (ed.),The Apocryphal Acts of Paul and Thecla
(studiesontheApocryphal Acts of the Apostles2;Kampen:KokPharos,1996).Forbib-
liography,seeP.J.lallemanandM.Misset-vandeweg,“BibliographyofActs of Paul,”
inBremmer(ed.),The Apocryphal Acts of Paul and Thecla,191–98.



thehamburgpapyruscodex(P.hamb.,p.8,lines9–26)andthefirstpartof
P.Mich.1317,thatpartthatnarratesPaul’sarrivalinitaly.thetranslation
belowbeginswithP.oxy.6,wheretheoclia tellsthamyris (whohopes
tomarrythecla)thattheclahasfallenundertheinfluenceofthestranger
Paul,53andthencontinueswithP.oxy.1602,wherePaulgiveshisspeechto
Christiansinitaly.54

P.oxy.6
Recto 
“tha]myris,ihaveanewtaletotellyou:Foralreadyforthreedaysandthree
nightstheclahasnotrisenfromthiswindow,eithertoeatortodrink.(But)
gazingintently,asthoughuponajoyfulspectacle,shethusdevotesherselfto
astrangemanwhoteachesspuriousandvarious
Verso 
andemptywords,sothatiamamazedthatsuchavirginissogrievously
troubled.thisman,thamyris,isstirringupthecityoftheiconians,andyour
theclaalso.Forallthewomenandtheyoungmenwiththem[gotohim...”

iofferafewcomments.qew/rhma(lit.“asight”or“principle”),whichi
havetranslated“tale,”isanoddchoiceofword.onewouldhaveexpected
dih/ghma(“narrative”or“story”).

thedescriptionofPaul’spreachingas“spurious...andempty[orvain]
words[a0pathlouj...kai\ kenouj lo/gouj]”recallstheapostolicwarningin
eph.5.6: “Mhdei\j u(ma~j a)pata&tw kenoi=j lo&goij[letnoonedeceiveyou
withemptywords].”oneshouldalsocompareCol.2.8:“Ble/pete mh& tij 
u(ma~j e1stai o( sulagwgw~n dia_ th~j filosofi/aj kai\ kenh~j a)pa&thj kata_ th_n 
para&dosin tw~n a)nqrw&pwn[seetoitthatnoonemakesapreyofyouby
philosophyandemptydeceit,accordingtohumantradition].”

thecladoesnoteatordrink,whichremindsusofPaul,whenhewas
converted:“andforthreedayshewaswithoutsight,andneitheratenor
drank[kai\ h}n h(me/raj trei=j mh_ ble/pwn kai\ ou)k e1fagen ou)de\ e1pien]”(acts
9.9).oneisalsoremindedoftheconversionexperienceofaseneth:“and
behold,forsevendaysandsevennightsihaveneithereatenbreadnordrunk
water[e9pta_ h(me/raj kai\ e9pta_ nu&ktaj ou!te a!rton e1fagon ou!te u#dwr e1pion]”
(Jos. Asen.13:8).wearealso told thattheclawas troubled(xalepw~j),
perhaps in fulfillmentof the apostolicutterance: “Butunderstand this,
thatinthelastdaystherewillcometroubledtimes[e0n e0sxa&taij h(me/raij 
e0nsth&sontai kairoi\ xalepoi/]”(2tim.3.1).

53  the relevant part will be found in schneemelcher, “the acts of Paul,” 240
(bottomofthepage);elliott,The Apocryphal New Testament,366(topofthepage).For
theeditioprinceps,seeB.P.Grenfellanda.s.hunt(eds.),The Oxyrhynchus Papyri,Part
i(london:egyptexplorationFund,1898),9–10.

54  the relevant part will be found in schneemelcher, “The Acts of Paul,” 259
(middleofthepage);elliott,The Apocryphal New Testament,384(middleofthepage).
Fortheeditioprinceps,seeB.P.Grenfellanda.s.hunt(eds.),The Oxyrhynchus Papyri,
Partxiii(london:egyptexplorationFund,1919),23–25.
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theaccusations thatPaul is“disturbing thecityof the iconians”and
that“allthewomenandtheyoungmen”gotohim,recallstoriesinacts.
we thinkof theoccasionwhenPaulandhis companionswerebrought
beforecitymagistratesandwereaccused:“thesemenareJewsandthey
aredisturbingourcity”(acts16.20).onealsoisremindedofthecomplaint
ofdemetriusthesilversmith:“Men,youknowthatfromthisbusinesswe
haveourwealth.andyouseeandhearthatnotonlyatephesusbutalmost
throughoutallasiathisPaulhaspersuadedandturnedawayaconsiderable
companyofpeople,sayingthatgodsmadewithhandsarenotgods”(acts
19.25b–26).

P.oxy.1602
Recto
soldiersofChrist,hearhowoftenfromthehandofthelawlessGodrescued
israel.andaslongastheykeptthethingsthatpertaintothelordhedidnot
withdrawfromhim[israel].ForfromthehandofPharaoh,whoislawless,
hesavedhim[israel],andfromog,amoreunholyking;andfromarad,with
thoseofothertribes.andsincetheykeptthethingsthatpertaintoGodhe
stillgavetothemfromthefruitofstrength,havingpromisedtothemtheland
oftheCanaanites.andhesubjectedtothemthoseofothertribes;andafter
thesethingsinthewildernessandwaterlessplacesheprovisioned[them].in
additiontothesethingshesentforthprophetstoproclaimourlord

Verso
ChristJesus,menwhoaccordingtoorder,lot,andportionreceivingthespirit
ofChristandsufferingills fromthepeoplewereputtodeath.they[those
whoopposedtheprophets]werekilledbecausetheywithdrewfromtheliving
spiritaccordingtotheirlawlessdeeds.theylosttheeternalinheritance.and
now,brothers, remain conquerors.remainuntilhaving enduredweattain
theentrytothelord,andreceiveasnaturalandasshieldofwell-pleasing
ChristJesus—himwhoplantedhimselfonearthonourbehalf,[even]ashe
is;andreceivetheword,becauseaspiritofpowerinthelastofthetimes...

Paul’sopeningwords,“soldiersofChrist[stratiw~tai X(risto)u~]”(recto,
line1),isprobablymodeledaftertheexhortationinthePastorals:“sharein
sufferingasagoodsoldierofChristJesus[stratiw&thj Xristou~ 0Ihsou~]”(2
tim.2.3).thereminderofdeliverance“fromthehandoflawless(men)[e0k 
xeiro_j a)no&mwn]”(line2)probablyechoesthelanguageofcanonicalacts:
“thisJesus...youcrucifiedandkilledbythehandsoflawless(men)[dia_ 
xeiro_j a)no&mwn]”(acts2.23).thespeechthatfollowsisreminiscentofPaul’s
speechatantiochofPisidia(acts13.16b–41).

Paul’s judgmentthathis fellowJews“lost theeternal inheritance[th=j 
klhronomi/aj th=j ai0wni/ou]” (verso, lines28–29) is reminiscentofPaul’s
speechtotheephesianeldersinacts20.32(“icommendyoutoGodand
tothewordofhisgrace,whichisabletobuildyouupandtogiveyouthe
inheritance[dou~nai th_n klhronomi/an]”)andexhortationsinhisletters(Gal.



3.18;eph.1.14,18;5.4;Col.3.24;andheb.9.15,whichspeaksof the
“promisedeternalinheritance[th~j ai0wni/ou klhronomi/aj],”aletterbelieved
bymanyChristiansinantiquitytohavebeenwrittenbyPaul).

Paul’s exhortation that fellowbelievers“remain conquerors [mei/nate 
nikh/tai]”(line30)probablyechoestheapostle’striumphantassertion:“in
allthesethingswearemorethanconquerors[u(pernikw~men]”(rom.8.37).
thecuriousphrase“shieldofwell-pleasing[o#plon eu)doki/aj]”(lines34–35)
isreminiscentofPaul’suseofthewordso#plon(rom.6.13;13.12;2Cor.
6.7;10.4)andeu)doki/a(Phil.2.13;2thess.1.11).thephrase“aspiritof
power[pn[eu=m]a duna/mewj]”(line39)combineswordsoftenfoundtogether
inPaul’sletters,thoughnormallyinthereverseorder“powerofthespirit”
(e.g.,rom.1.4;15.13,19;1Cor.2.4;5.4;12.10;Gal.3.5;1thess.1.5;
2tim.1.7).

Finally,thephrase“inthelastoftimes[e0p 0 e0sxa/tw| tw~n kairw~n)”also
echoesPaulinelanguage,asin“inthelastdays[e0n e0sxa&taij h(me/raij)there
willcometroubledtimes[kairoi\ xalepoi/)”(2tim.3.1),aswellasPetrine
language,asin“byGod’spower...throughfaith...toberevealedin
thelasttime[e0n kairw|~ e0sxa&tw|)”(2Pet.1.5).however,ineschatological
contexts,thislanguageiscommonplace(cf.T. Issach.6:1:“inthelasttimes
yoursonswillforsakegenerosity”;T. Naph.8:1:“ihaveshowntoyouthe
lasttimes”;T. Jos.19:10:“thesethingswillcometopassintheirtime,inthe
lastdays”;Life Adam and Eve[Greek]13:2:“intheendoftimes”).

Unidentified Apocryphal Acts (P.Oxy. 851)

onlyafewlinessurviveontwosidesofasmallpapyrusfragment,which
atonetimewasapageinacodex.55ifthisfragmentisanyindication,we
haveanotherapocryphalbookofactsthatinvolvesanencounterbetween
aromanprefect(h9gemw&n)andaChristianapostle,whoisinitiallyregarded
aslittlemorethanamagician(ma/goj).thetextreads:

Recto 
]said,“doasyouwish.”theprefectsaidtothechiefhuntsmen,“Bringto
mehere(?)alive”[
Verso 
]“olordprefect,thismanisnotamagician,butperhapshisgodisgreat”[

“Prefect”translatesh9gemw&n (inbothrecto, lines4–5,andverso, line5),a
wordusedinthenewtestamentandotherliteratureofthisperiodforeither
aprefect(suchasPontiusPilate,cf.Mt.27.2)oraprocurator(suchasFelix,cf.
acts23.24).above,itwasnotedthattheGreektransliteration,prai/fektoj,
appearsintheActs of Peter.intheActs of John,a0nqu/patojisused.

55 For editioprinceps, seeGrenfell andhunt (eds.),The Oxyrhynchus Papyri,
PartVi,18–19.

Christians in Egypt 41



42 “Non-canonical” Religious Texts in Early Judaism and Early Christianity

theprefectcommandsthe“chiefhuntsmen”(a0rxikunh/gouj) tobring
tohimalivinganimal(eitherzw~nqanorsw~san).thisstrangerequest is
probablypartofatestthatwillbeputtoaChristianapostle.intheverso
(lines5–6),someoneassurestheprefectthat“thismanisnotamagician”
(ou0k e0sti\n ma/goj) and that his ability (todefendhimself? todefeat a
dangerousanimal?)wasbecause“hisgod isgreat”(o9 qeo\j au0tou= me/ga/j 
e0stin). in theActs of Paul themuch-malignedapostle is compared toa
ma/goj(cf.thetheclasection,§20:“heisasorcerer.awaywithhim!”).

Klauck wonders if P.oxy. 851 might be a fragment of the Acts of 
Andrew.56 in section§18ofGregoryoftours’epitomeof theActs of 
Andrew,57theproconsulhasandrewdraggedtothestadium,andorders
wildanimalstobebroughttothestadium.amongtheanimalswasabull
ledby“thirtysoldiersandincitedbytwohunters.”theapostleandrew
notonlysuccessfullydefendshimselfagainsttheanimalsandcontinuesto
proclaimthegospel;healsoraisesuptheproconsul’ssonwhohadbeen
killedbyoneof thewildanimals.theapostle isvindicatedand finds it
necessarytoprotecttheproconsulfromtheangrycrowd.thecoherence
betweentheepitomeandtheGreekfragmentisquitesuggestive.P.oxy.851
maywellbeapagefromacopyoftheActs of Andrew.

Concluding Comments

iofferafewcommentsrelatingtothefivefragmentsofapocryphalbooks
ofacts.First,thereisamarkedinterestinapologetic,chieflyintheformof
impressivepublicdemonstrationsbeforeromanofficials.this literature,
whichproliferatedduringtheearlycenturiesof theChristianmovement,
servedChristianapologeticinterestsinitsattempttoshowthatChristian
faithandChristianleaders,ifgivenafairhearing,canacquitthemselves.

second, i am struckby the emphasisonhowclosely themiraculous
elementapproachesmagic(and,therefore,thereistheneedtoaffirmthatthe
apostlesarenotmagiciansandsorcerers).nodoubtthisreflectsthepopular
cultureofthetime,includingitsfearsofdeath,demons,andsickness.For
a culture seekingprotection from illness, and fromevil spiritsbelieved
tocausemostformsofillness,assurancethattheChristianfaithbrought
withitasupernaturalpowerthatcouldprotectthefaithfulfrommalignant
forceswouldgoalongwayincommendingthisfaith.thewidespreaduse
ofcharmsandincantationsbyChristians(andpagans,too,whoinvokethe
nameofJesusandotherChristianelements)isconsistentwiththisobser-
vation.

third,ithinkearlyChristianssimplyenjoyedgoodstories.embroidering
andembellishingthestoriesofJesus,includinghisinfancyandboyhood,and

56 Klauck,The Apocryphal Acts of the Apostles,120.
57 seeelliott,The Apocryphal New Testament,277–78.



thestoriesoftheapostles,astheyspreadthefaith,wasirresistible.Christians
ofthefirstfewcenturieswantedtohearmore,tofillinthegaps,tofind
answerstoquestionsthattheearlyChristianliterature(thatis,theliterature
thatinduecoursewouldcomprisethenewtestament),didnotaddress.

Fourthandfinally,writerswhodidnotfindtheirviewsexpressedinthe
olderwritingsof theapostles found itnecessary to createnewwritings,
writingsthatadvancedtheirideasanddidsowithapostolicauthority.these
newliterarycreationsincorporatedvocabularyandthemesfromtheolder,
first-centurybookofactsandapostolicletters.ofcourse,thenewerworks
introducednewideas.someofthesenewideasevokedchargesofheresyand
contributedtotheneedfeltbymanyleadersoftheearlychurchtoidentify
anddefendarecognizedsetofwritingsthatwouldfunctionastheChurch’s
authoritativebodyofliterature,asitsholyscripture,fromwhich“orthodox”
faithandpracticemightbederived.

theChristiancommunitiesofoxyrhynchusreadwidelyandeclectically,
at least fromourmuch later, post-canonicalperspective.the literature
thattheycastintothedump58hasgivenusanunprecedentedopportunity
to investigatewhat individualsandcongregations read, studied, copied,
revised,andcollected.researchintotheliteratureofoxyrhynchusinvolves
muchmorethanmerelyinquiringintothecanonicalstatusofthisorthat
writing; it involvesawhole seriesof investigations intobook-collecting,
librarybuilding, readinghabits, storytelling,preaching,worship,prayer,
andmore.59

58 onethinksofJ.h.Moulton’saptlytitledbookFrom Egyptian Rubbish Heaps
(london:Charlesh.Kelly,1916),whichoffersanearlysurveyofthepapyri.

59  i thank Ms Courtney Bacon, a doctoral student at Fuller seminary, for her
assistance.
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aPPendix

Christian and Christian-related documents published by the egypt
explorationFund/society:60

Vol. 1

1sayingsofJesus(=Gospel of Thomas§§26–33)C2/C3
2Mt.1.1–9,12,14–20(pl.1)C3
3Mk10.50–51;11.11–12C5/C6
4theologicalfragmentC3/C4
5earlyChristianfragmentC3/C4
6Acts of Paul and TheclaC5
43documentthatmentionstwochurchesC4

Vol. 2

208Jn1.23–31,33–41;20.11–17,19–25C3
209rom.1.1–7“schoolboy’sexercise”(pl.ii)C4
210earlyChristianfragment;withanallusiontoPhil.2.6C3

Vol. 3

401Mt.1.21–2.2C5/C6
4021Jn4.11–17lateC4/C5
403 Apocalypse of Baruch (= 2 Baruch) 12:1–5; 13:1–2, 11–12;

14:1–2(pl.1)lateC4/C5
404hermas,Similitudesx.3.3–4.3(pl.4)lateC3/C4
405theologicalfragment(probablyirenaeus),withquotationofMt.

3.16–17(pl.1)C3
406 theological fragment, with quotations of Mt. 13.15 and acts

28.27(pl.1)C3
407Christianprayer,withallusiontothelongendingofthelord’s

PrayerlateC3/C4
412Juliusafricanus,KestoiC3

Vol. 4

654newsayingsofJesus(=Gospel of ThomasPrologue+§§1–7)
(pl.1)C3

655Fragmentofalostgospel(=Gospel of Thomas§24,§§36–39,
§77)(pl.2)C3

656Gen.14,15,19,24,27(pl.2)lateC2/earlyC3
657heb.2–5,10–12earlyC4

60 theabbreviation“C”referstocentury(e.g.,C3means“thirdcentury”).some
ofthedocumentsprovidedates,whicharecited.
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Vol. 9

1166Gen.16.8–12C3
1167Gen.31.42–46,47–54C4
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1357Calendarofchurchservices(pl.1)535–36
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1492ChristianletterlateC3/C4
1493Christianletter,inwhichanomen sacrumoccurslateC3/C4
1494ChristianletterearlyC4
1495ChristianletterC4
1592 Christian letter, in which nomina sacra and allusion to luke

1.46–47occurlateC3/C4
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1594newrecensionoftobit12:14–19(vellum;pl.1)lateC3
1595sirach1:1–9C6
1596Jn6.8–12,17–22C4
1597acts26.7–8,20(pl.1)lateC3/C4
15981thess.4.13–2thess.1.2lateC3/C4
1599hermas,SimilitudesViii.6.4–8.3C4
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Chapter 3

The Reception of the Pseudepigrapha in Syriac 
Traditions: The Case of 2 Baruch

Liv Ingeborg Lied

ithaslongbeenestablishedthatseveralofthetextswecommonlyrefertoas
“Pseudepigrapha”wereknowninthesyriac-speakingrealm.Jubilees, The 
Testament of Adam, 4 Ezra, Joseph and Asenath, The Testaments of the 
Twelve Patriarchs and Odes of Solomon aswellas2 Baruchareamongthe
textsthathavecomedowntousinthesyriancontext.1

VariousaspectsofthetransmissionandroleofthePseudepigraphainthe
syriancontexthavebeenstudiedby,amongothers,sebastianBrock,william
adler, Jamesh.Charlesworth anddavidBundy.2 inhis classic article
“Pseudepigraphainsyriacliterature,”Bundyshowsthatpseudepigraphal
textswerepartofsyriacBibles,thatpseudepigraphalmaterialenteredinto
liturgy,andthatsomeworksweretransmittedinwholeorinpartinsyriac
churchchroniclesandotherliterature.3hence,itiswellestablishedthatthese
textswerekept,copiedandread,and,sometimes,referredtoandusedin
textswrittenbysyriac-speakingChristians.4

using theworkof these scholars as a fruitful pointofdeparture, it
becomesclear thatourknowledgeof the functions, statusand formsof
pseudepigraphaltextsandmaterialinsyriantraditionsremainslimited.this

1  the following works are also attested: The Cave of Treasures, Ahiqar, Bel 
and the Dragon, Apocalypse of Daniel, Apocalypse of Enoch, Jannes and Jambres, The 
Testament of Ephrem, Prayer of Manasseh, Apocryphal Psalms, The History of the 
Rechabites. Cf.davidBundy,“Pseudepigraphainsyriacliterature,”inSociety of Biblical 
Literature 1991 Seminar Papers (ed. Kent h. richards; atlanta, Ga: scholars Press,
1991),748–58.

2  w. adler, “Jacob of edessa and the Jewish Pseudepigrapha in syriac
Chronography,” in Tracing the Threads: Studies in the Vitality of the Jewish 
Pseudepigrapha (ed. JohnC.reeves;sBleJl06;atlanta:scholarsPress,1994),143–71;
s.P.Brock,“abrahamandtheravens:asyriacCounterparttoJubilees11–12andits
implications,”JSJ 9(1978):135–52;J.h.Charlesworthetal.,The Pseudepigrapha and 
Modern Research, with a Supplement (septuagint and Cognate studies 7; Chico, Ca:
scholarsPress,1981);Bundy,“Pseudepigrapha,”745–65.

3 Bundy“Pseudepigrapha,”745–65.
4  i apply the term “syrian Christians/Church/tradition” to refer to Christians

whosenativetonguewassyriacand/orwhousedsyriacasaliturgicallanguage.



isunfortunate,asthehistoryofthereceptionofthesetextsinthesyrian
traditionsoffersnew insight into the relationshipsbetweenbiblical and
pseudepigraphic literature,particularly theoverlapsand interconnections
betweenthem.

in thisarticle i firstoutline theknownhistoryof the receptionof the
Jewish, apocalyptic text,2 Baruch, in thesyrian context, and idiscuss
whatmaybededuced from theknownmaterial. second, i pose some
methodologicalquestions invokedby thisknownreceptionhistoryof2 
Baruch insyrian traditions, suggestinghowrobertKraft’s insistenceon
treatingseriouslythehistorical,culturalandlinguisticcontextoftheactual
manuscriptsofthePseudepigraphacanbehelpfultofuturestudies.5

The Known History of 2Baruch in Syrian Christianity

inthenineteenthcentury,asixth-orearlyseventh-centurycopyofasyriac
Bible—theCodex Ambrosianus—wasfoundintheBibliothecaambrosiana
inMilan.inadditiontothecommonbiblicalbooksoftheoldtestament,
thisBibleincluded2 Baruch, 4 Ezra andthesixthbookofJosephus’Jewish 
War(referredtoas5 Maccabees,atitlealsogiventothearabicMaccabees).
asfarasweknow,2 Baruch, aswellasJewish War6and4 Ezra,were
omittedfromlaterversionsofsyriacBibles.atleast,thecodexreferredto
asThe AmbrosianusremainstheonlyknownsyriacBiblemanuscriptthat
includesthework.6

sebastianBrock,robertMurray,Jamesh.Charlesworth,andMatthias
henzehaveallsuggestedthatsyrianwritersmusthaveknown2 Baruch,in
oneformortheother.thesescholarshavepointedoutthat,forinstance,
theHistory of the Rechabites(first–fourthcentury),theSyriac Apocalypse of 
Daniel (sixth–seventhcentury),aswellastheworksofaphrahatandephrem
(fourthcentury),referand/oralludetomaterialattestedin2 Baruch.7these

5  r. a. Kraft, “the Pseudepigrapha in Christianity,” in Tracing the Threads: 
Studies in the Vitality of the Jewish Pseudepigrapha (ed. John C. reeves; sBleJl 06;
atlanta,Ga:scholarsPress,1994),55–86;idem,“thePseudepigraphaandChristianity,
revisited: setting the stage and Framing some Central Questions,” JSJ 32.4 (2001):
371–95.

6  Bibliotheca ambrosiana B. 21 inf., fols. 267a–276b. a. Ceriani’s photo-
lithographicalversionisavailable(“translatiosyrapescittoVeteristestamentiexcodice
ambrosiano sec. fere Vi photolithographice edita,” in Monumenta sacra et profana 6 
(Milan,1876),533–53.

7  Cf. e.g. aphrahat, Dem. 23, ephrem, Hymns on Virginity 6.8; Hist. Rech.
1.1;8.3;Syr. Apoc. Dan.8.Cf.s.P.Brock,“Jewishtraditions insyriacsources,” JJS 
30(1979):212–32;idem,“ephremandthesyriactradition,”inThe Cambridge History 
of Early Christian Literature (ed. F. young, l. ayres, and a. louth; Cambridge, uK:
CambridgeuniversityPress,2004),371;r.Murray,Symbols of Church and Kingdom: A 
Study in Early Syriac Tradition(london:CambridgeuniversityPress,1975),113ff;284ff;
284–86;297ff;310ff; J.h.Charlesworth,“historyof therechabites,” inOTP 2:446;
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connectionshave,however,generallybeennotedinpassing,andthenature
oftheconnectionswasnotthemainfocusoftheseformerstudies.

thetranslationhistoryof2 Baruchmayalsoprovidesomeinformationas
tothereceptionoftheworkinthesyriantraditions.weknow,forinstance,
that2 Baruchwastranslatedintoarabicinthetenthoreleventhcentury.
scholarshavenoted that thisarabic translationprobablydoesnothave
theAmbrosianusasitsVorlage.8likewise,ithasbeensuggestedthatthe
versionof2 BaruchfoundintheAmbrosianusisnottheoldesttranslation
intosyriac,butareworkedversionofanoldertranslation.9iftheseassump-
tionsarecorrect,wemayassumethatmoreversionsof2 Baruch werein 
circulation,andthattheworkcontinuedtobereadandtranslatedinthe
syriac-speakingrealm—atleastbysomeeducated,literate,groups.

additionally,excerpts from2 Baruchhavebeenfound inwestsyrian
lectionarymanuscripts.three lectionarymanuscripts, dating from the
thirteenthandfifteenthcentury,include2 Bar. 44:9–15and72:1–73:1.10

thisbriefsummaryoftheknownhistoryof2 Baruch insyriactradi-
tionssuggeststhatthiswork,ormaterialsattestedinit,wereknowninthe
syriac-speakingrealmfromaroundthethirdtothefifteenthcentury,maybe
continuously—ormaybeit,attimes,wasforgotten,onlytoberediscovered
later.11

2Baruch in the Context of the Codexambrosianus

still, there remains more to be learned by scrutinizing two of these
knowncontextsof2 Baruch.First,whatcanwelearnfromstudyingthe
Ambrosianus, the sixth- to seventh-centuryBible codexwhere2 Baruch 
wasfirstdiscovered?theCodex Ambrosianusisuniqueinmanyregards.
theAmbrosianusisamongtheoldestcompleteversionsofthesyriacold

M.henze,The Syriac Apocalypse of Daniel (studienundtextezuantikeundChristentum
11;tübingen:Mohrsiebeck,2001),25.

8 Cf.F.leemhuis,a.F.J.Klijn,andG.J.h.vanGelder,The Arabic Text of the 
Apocalypse of Baruch(leiden:Brill,1986).Cf.furtherF.leemhuis,“thearabicVersion
oftheapocalypseofBaruch:aChristiantext?”JSP4(1989):19–26.

9 P.-M.Bogaert,Apocalypse de Baruch, Introduction, Traduction du Syriaque et 
Commentaire(2vols.;sC144–45;Paris:Éditionsducerf,1969),1:38–39.

10 lectionary1312,Msadd.14,686andlectionary1313,Msadd.14,687inthe
BritishMuseum,andlectionary1515,Ms77inKonathlibrary,Kerala.Cf.w.Baars,
“neuetextzeugender syrischenBaruchapokalypse,”VT 13 (1963): 476–78;C.Moss,
Catalogue of Syriac Printed Books and Related Literature in the British Museum (Gorgias
historicalCatalogues2;Piscataway:Gorgias, forthcoming).

11  this paper does not deal with the history of transmission of the so-called
epistolaBaruch(2 Bar. 78–87).thisepistlecirculatedindependentlyandhasaseparate
historyoftransmission.Cf.M.whitters,The Epistle of Second Baruch: A Study of Form 
and Message(libraryofsecondtemplestudies42;sheffield:sheffieldacademicPress,
2003).



testamentknown.itcontainsallthebookswecommonlyexpecttofindin
aBible—andafewmore.12

acloserlookatthestructureoftheAmbrosianussuggeststhat2 Baruch
was,inallprobability,consideredanintegralpartofthisparticularversion
of theBible.2 Baruch is situated towards theendof the codex,after2
Chronicles,butbefore4 Ezra, ezra-nehemiahand1–5Maccabees.inother
words,2 BaruchdoesnotappearasanappendixtotheBible,something
merelyaddedattheend.rather,itseemsreasonabletoassumethat2 Baruch
wasdeliberatelyplacedamongstthehistoricalbooksoftheoldtestament.

whywas2 Baruch includedintheAmbrosianus?Markwhittersand
Pierre-MarieBogaertsuggestthat2 Baruch, 4 Ezra and5 Maccabees/Jewish 
War6wereincludedinthecodexduetotheirsharedthematicfocusonthe
fallofthetemple.Martinleuenbergerfurthersuggestedthat2 Baruchis
situatedafter2Chronicles,butbefore4 Ezra,becauseitfillsalacunainthe
biblicalstoryaboutthefallofthefirsttemple.thissuggestionagreeswith
Brock’sobservationthatthebooksareinhistoricalorder.13

ifindthesesuggestionsveryreasonable.asBrockhasnoted,theprecise
contentsandorderofbooksinsyriacBibleswereneverentirelyfixeduntil
thesixteenthtoseventeenthcentury.14assuch,therewasroomtoinserta
textlike2 Baruch.Perhaps2 Baruch,togetherwith4 EzraandJewish War
6,wereincludedintheAmbrosianusbecausetheymeldnicelyintothegrand
biblicalnarrative?Maybetheydidfillalacunainthesensethattheytold
theirreaderssomepartsofthestorythattheydidnotknowbeforeand,in
thisway,improvedthebiblicalstory?

thereremainsonemorethingthatexaminingtheCodex Ambrosianus 
maytellus.antonioCeriani,theformercuratorofthelibraryinMilanand
themanwhorediscoveredtheAmbrosianus,suggeststhatitappearsthatthe
codexmayhavebeendetachedfromordinaryecclesiasticallife.15Ceriani,
andotherscholarsafterhim,haveremarkedthatthereareveryfewlitur-
gicalnotesinthiscodex.Ceriani’sphotolithographicalcopyofthecodex,
publishedin1876,showsveryfewliturgicalnotesinthemarginsofcentral
texts,ascomparedtoothersyriacBiblemanuscriptsofthetime.thefolios
containing2 Baruch are—ascouldbeexpected—completely clean:here,
therearenonotesatall.

asBrockhasnoted,manysyriacBibleswereonlyrarelyusedinliturgy
andduringservices.CodicescontainingcompleteversionsoftheBiblewere
precious,aswellaslargeandbulky.Codicescontainingsmallergroupsof

12 inaddition,thiscodexisspecialtoPseudepigraphascholars,sinceitcontains
theonlyknowncompleteversionof2 Baruch.

13  Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch 1:161; whitters, Epistle of Second Baruch,
21–22;M.leuenberger,“ortundFunktionderwolkenvisionundihrerdeutunginder
syrischenBaruchapokalypse,” JSJ 36 (2005): 210; s. P.Brock,The Bible in the Syriac 
Tradition(Gorgiashandbooks7;Piscataway;Gorgias,2006),44.

14 Brock,Bible in the Syriac Tradition,17.
15 Ceriani,Monumenta sacra et profana, 8.
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biblicalbooksweremoreoftenusedduringmass.severalcongregationsmay
notevenhavehadBibles;theymayhavehadlectionariesonly.16Ceriani’s
suggestionthatthe Ambrosianus lookslikeitwasdetachedfromregular
ecclesiasticallifeshouldprobablybeinterpretedonthisbackground.itis
possiblethatthisparticularBiblecodexwasseldomused—evenlessthan
othersyriacBibles—that,maybe,itwasmoreofanartifactthanatextin
regularuse.anyhow,tothemodernreaderofCeriani’spublicationofthe
Ambrosianus,2 BaruchlookslikeanuntouchedtextinaBiblecodexthat
islesstouchedthanusual.

whatdothesepiecesofinformationtellusaboutthehistoryof2 Baruch
inthesyriantradition?Clearly,noconclusionscanbedrawn,butitseems
reasonabletobelievethat,inthesixthorseventhcentury,somecirclesofthe
syrianchurchfound2 BaruchimportantenoughtoincludeinaBiblecodex.
at thesametime, it seemsclear that thosewhoweresomehowengaged
withthecodexdidnotconsider2 Baruchtobeamongtheimportanttexts
ofthisBible.

2Baruch in the Context of the Lectionary Manuscripts

asmentionedabove,threelectionarymanuscripts—twomanuscriptsdating
from the thirteenthcenturyandone from the fifteenthcentury—include
passageswerecognizeasexcerptsof2 Baruch.thetwomanuscriptsdating
fromthethirteenthcenturyarekeptintheBritishMuseum.theirexistence
wasmadeknowntothescholarlycommunitybyw.Baarsin1963.17one
ofthesemanuscripts,add.14.686,records44:9–15.theothermanuscript,
add.14.687,records72:1–73:1,and,infact,recordsthispassagetwice,in
twodifferentlections.18

towhatextentcantheselectionarymanuscriptstellusanythingaboutthe
use,thefunction,orthestatusof2 Baruchinthesyriac-speakingrealmat
thisrelativelylatepointintime?add.14.686(lectionary1312),recording
44:9–15,identifiestheexcerptas“FromBaruch,theprophet”(ܡܡܡܡ ܡܡ 
whereasadd.14.687,(ܡܡܡܡ (lectionary1313)presents72.1–73.2as
“FromBaruch” ,thus.(ܡܡܡܡ ܡܡ) bothmanuscripts associate these
passageswith“Baruch.”itisnotobvious,however,whattheyreferto.the
passages in themanuscriptsmayrefer to thebookofBaruch, since that
bookwascountedamongthepropheticbooks.likewise,theymayreferto
2 Baruch,orpossiblytheyrefertothebiblicalfigure“Baruch,theProphet.”
thismeansthatthepassagesaregivenlegitimationbyreferenceseitherto
theexemplarybiblicalfigure,ortoabookofBaruch.

16 Brock,Bible in the Syriac Tradition,17.
17 Baars,“neuetextzeugen,”476–78.
18  the third manuscript dating from 1423 (Ms 77 at the Konath library in

Kerala) transmitsbothpassages together.thedetailsof thesemanuscriptsneed further
study.



nonetheless,itistheimmediatecontextofthepassagesinthelectionary
manuscriptsthemselvesthatprovidesthemostimportantinformationforthe
presentstudy.Bothpassagesarepartsofpericopes,andtheircontextsinthe
lectionsareotherexcerptsfromscripture.thepassagewewouldrecognize
as2 Bar.44:9–15ispartofthelection“thesundayofthedeparted,”i.e.,
thesundaybeforelent.thepassage2 Bar.72.1–73.1,whichisrecorded
twice, belongs to the lection“theholy sundayof theresurrection,”
possiblyeastersunday,aswellastothe“lectionfortheeighthsunday
aftereaster.”19hence,iftheselectionarymanuscriptswereindeedinregular
use somewhere, it is reasonable toassume that thepassages couldhave
beenconsideredpartofscripture.thepassageswerereadandperformedin
public,possiblyduringmass,inthecontextofotherexcerptsfromscripture.
thisassumedperformativecontextundoubtedlyenhancedtheaudience’s
perceptionthatthesepassageswereauthoritativereading.

what is thehistoryof thesemanuscripts,andwhat is therelationship
betweenthelectionarymanuscriptsand2 Baruch?ourknowledgeabout
thehistoryofthesemanuscriptsis,unfortunately,sparse.however,wedo
knowthatthesemanuscriptswerekeptforawhileatamonasteryinthe
sketisdesertinthenorthernpartofegypt.20itisinterestingtonotethatthe
Ambrosianus, thecodexcontaining theonlyknowncompleteversionof
2 Baruch,waskeptatthatverysamemonasterybeforeitwasbroughtto
europeandendedupinthelibraryinMilan.

Baarshasnotedthat,eventhoughthetextsoftheAmbrosianus andthe
lectionariesarequitesimilar,theversionsofthelectionarymanuscriptsdo
notseemtohavetheAmbrosianusasVorlage.theyomitsomewords,and
displayalternatespellingsofsomewords.21thismayindicatethatother
syriacversionsof2 Baruchcirculatedatthetime.Maybeitsuggeststhatthe
passageswerememorized,ormaybeverbatimcitationwasnotunderstood
asanendinitsownright.

anotherpossibleoption is that there isnoobvious linkbetween the
work2 Baruch andthepassagesassociatedwithBaruchinthelectionary
manuscripts,andthattheselatterpassageshavehadtheirownautonomous
historyoftransmissionapartfrom2 Baruch.inthearticle“Jacobofedessa
and the JewishPseudepigrapha insyriacChronography,”williamadler
pointsout that somepassagesofpseudepigraphal textshave survived in
collectionsofexcerptsduetotheirthematicfocus.22thethematicfocusof
both2 Bar.44.9–15and72.1–73.1istheotherworld:thecontrastbetween
thisworldandtheother,andbetweenthosewhowaitforthatotherworld

19 Folios157b–158a;175a–176a(Baars,“neuetextzeugen,”477).
20 thismonasteryiseithertheMonasteryoftheholyVirginMaryorthedeir

el-suryanmonastery.Bothnamesoccurinthesecondaryliterature.notethatthechurch
indeirel-suryanisdedicatedtotheVirgin,causingpotentialconfusion.

21 Baars,“neuetextzeugen,”478.
22 adler,“Jacobofedessa,”143–71.
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andthosewhosimplyarepartofthepresentworld.23thisthematicfocus,
ofcourse,correspondswellwiththe“thesundayofthedeparted”and
“theholysundayoftheresurrection,”andwouldenhanceotherexcerpts
fromscripturedescribingthesameevents.hence,itispossiblethatpassages
wewouldidentifyas2 Bar.44.9–15and72.1–73.1werenotnecessarily
identifiedas“partsofthework2 Baruch”bythosewhohistoricallyengaged
withthelectionaries,aswetendtoassume,butratherasintegralpartsofthe
collectionofscripturewheretheyare,infact,found.

Bible and Lectionary—Contexts of 2Baruch

thesetwoexamplesofthecontextsof2 Baruchinsyriantraditionsshow,
firstly,thatthework2 Baruchwasanintegralpartofone syriacBiblecodex.
itseemsproductivetoadoptahypothesisthatassumesthattheworkisthere
forthematicreasons.however,eventhough2 Baruchisindeedfoundina
Biblecodex,thereisnoreasontobelievethat2 Baruchwascountedamong
themostimportantbooksofthatBible,northat2 Baruchnecessarilywas
partofthestandardrepertoireofcontemporaneousBibles.

secondly, excerpts from2 Baruchwerepartof lectionaries,andwere
mostlikelyreadandperformedduringmass.thisfactisinterestinginits
ownright!davidBundywrote:“althoughthepseudepigraphawerenot
normallyincludedinliturgicaltexts,specificallylectionaries,thelargerpart
ofcanonicaltextswerealsoexcluded.”24however,2 Baruch,ormaterial
werecognizeaspartofthiswork,evidentlywasincluded!thesuggestion
thattheexcerptswereidentifiedaspartsof2 Baruch remainsapossibility,
butthehistoryoftransmissionandtheversionsofthesyriactextsthathave
comedowntoussuggestthattheywereprimarilyconceivedofaspartof
thecollectionsinwhichtheyarefound.thesepassageswereprobablyread
aspartofscriptureand,inalllikelihood,blendedintothatcontext,atleast
tothosewholistenedtothereadingsduringmass.

thispresentationoftheknown historyof2 Baruchattwoselectpointsin
timesuggestsacomplexsituationofreception,familiarity,andnegotiation,
aswell as theuseand interpretationof2 Baruch atdifferent timesand
settingsinthesyriantraditions.thissituationindicatesthatrobertKraft’s
insistenceontreatingthedateandthesettingofactualmanuscriptsasthe
pointofdeparturewhenstudyingthePseudepigraphawouldbefruitfulto
furtherstudiesof2 Baruch.ifwestudy2 Baruchasanintegralpartofthe
historical,cultural,and linguisticcontexts inwhich itoccurs—insteadof
studyingthereceptionof2 BaruchinsyrianChristianityasthetransmission
ofafixed,foreigntextpassivelyintroducedintoanovelspace—weallow
forthepossibilitythat2 Baruch(andmaterialwehaveidentifiedaspartof

23 notethat72.1–73.1alsomentionsthemessiah.
24 Bundy,“Pseudepigrapha,”764.



thistext)wasathomeamongsyrianChristians,athomeinmanyways,in
differentformsandtodifferentdegrees.nonetheless,itwasathomeamong
thesegroupsatdifferenttimesandcircumstances.25

thisperspectivewouldbringavaluable contribution to, for instance,
thestudyofthelectionaries.themainagendaofBaars’1963articlewas
primarilytocomparethetextualvariantsoftheselectionarymanuscripts
with the Ambrosianus, and to assess the value of the manuscripts as
witnessesto2 Baruch.26thisisclearlyanimportantandrelevantcontri-
bution.however, toBaars, thesepassageswere“excerptsof2 Baruch”
only—nomatterhowtheywereperceivedbytheirreadersandaudiencesif
andwhentheywerereadduringmass.Maybethereismoretobelearnedby
studyingthesepassagesaspartsofthelectionsinwhichtheyoccur—texts
whichwereevidentlycollectedandputtogetherinordertoberecitedand
performed.

The Reception of 2Baruch in the Syrian Traditions: Some Further 
Questions

theaboveconsiderationsdisplaythatthreesetsofquestionsdeservefurther
attention.Firstly,whatwasthestatusof2 Baruch inthesyrianChurches?
davidBundyhas suggested that a text like2 Baruch enjoyeda“semi-
canonical” status in thewestsyrianChurch, and that these textswere
ratherwidespreadandmayhavefunctionedasaformof“folkliterature”
insyrianmilieus.27hissuggestions,however,areincomplete,promptingus
toaskwhether2 Baruchwasassumedtobecanonicalbysome,ormaybe
thenarrativewas“justfamiliar.”didsomeoneconsiderittobelongtothe
category“usefulreading,”orcoulditpossiblyhavebeentreasuredbecause
itwas“old,biblicalinstyleandvaluable?”

second,inwhatform(s)was2 Baruchathomeinthesyriancontexts?
theabovediscussionsillustratesomeofthevariouswaysandformsmaterial
weassociatewith2 Baruchmayhavebeenincirculationinsyriac-speaking
milieus. in lightof recent researchon literacyandbook culture in late
antiquity,weshouldaskourselves:inwhatwayswere2 Baruchandmaterial
weidentifywiththisworkknownamongsyrianChristians?28didsyrian
Christiansknowthetextasawrittenwork,ordidtheyknowstorylines,

25 iamnotsuggestingthat2 BaruchwasoriginallyaChristianwork,butthat
2 BaruchandmaterialweassociatewithitwasfamiliartoChristiansinsyriac-speaking
milieus.inthissense, 2 Baruch—asithascomedowntous—isChristianmaterial.

26 Baars,“neuetextzeugen,”477–78.
27 Bundy,“Pseudepigrapha,”745–65,747.
28 Cf.h.y.Gamble, Books and Readers in the Early Church (newhavenand

london:yaleuniversityPress,1995);M.s.Jaffee,Torah in the Mouth(newyorkand
oxford:oxforduniversityPress,2001);C.h.robertsandt.C.skeat, The Birth of the 
Codex(london:oxforduniversityPress,1985).
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interpretative solutions,ormotifs andmetaphors transmittedorally, in
publicreadings,orincollectionsofexcerpts?andiftheyeveridentifiedthe
material,howdidtheyidentifyanduseit?didtheyseepassagesweidentify
aspartof2 Baruchaspartof“aJewishsemi-canonicalwork”orasinter-
pretative solutionsandstories seamlesslyconnected to thegrandbiblical
narrative?

third,howdowerecognizeallusionstoPseudepigrapha?whensyriac
exegeticaltextsreferoralludetomotifs,narratives,andmetaphorsthatare
commonbothtobiblicalandpseudepigraphaltexts,itissometimeshardto
tellwhetherthesetextsalludetobiblicalorpseudepigraphalmaterial.we
mayaskourselves:ifitisdifficulttoassesswhetherareferenceismadetoa
biblicaltextortoPseudepigrapha,towhatextentisthatdivide,then,histori-
callyrelevant,andtowhatextentisthedivideinferredbythemodernreader
assumingthatthetextalludedtomustbebiblical?

thisbriefdiscussionoftheknownhistoryof2 Baruchinthesyriantradi-
tionssuggeststhatthereisgoodreasontopaymoreattentiontothereception
of2 Baruchinthisculturalcontext.largechunksofsyriacliteraturehave
neverbeenexaminedcarefullyfromthepointofviewthattheymayinclude
referencesor allusions to2 Baruch, or tomaterialweassociatewith2 
Baruch.thisholdstrue,forinstance,forbiblicalcommentaries,homiletic
literature,andotherliturgicalpoetry.thisinterpretativeliterature,which
oftentakesexemplaryfiguresandbiblicalstoriesasitspointofdeparture,
therefore,deservesmorestudy.



Chapter 4

The Coptic, Arabic, and Ethiopic Versions of the 
TesTamenT of aBraham and the Emergence of the 

TesTamenTs of Isaac and JacoB1

K. Martin Heide

wellknownamong thepseudepigraphaof theot isThe Testament of 
Abraham (T. Ab.).theGreekversionof theT. Ab.hasbeeneditedby
F.schmidtunderthetitleLe Testament grec d’Abraham.2inaddition,the
year2003sawthepublicationofanextensivecommentaryontheT. Ab.
byd.C.allison.3

uptotoday,theeditionoftheGreektextbyschmidtremainsvirtually
theonlytextualsourceforthetranslationsintomodernlanguagesandfor
commentariesontheT. Ab.Francisschmidt,however,didnotaimatastrict
criticaleditionoftheGreektext.accordingly,hebasedhistextprimarily
onafourteenth-centurycodexfromtheBibliothèquenationale(fondsgrec
770) for the long recension,andonaneleventh-centurycodex from the
Bibliotecaambrosiana (Grec405) for the short recension.4 inaddition,
schmidtpublishedasub-groupoftheshortrecension.5

unfortunately,wedonotpossess anyGreekmanuscript earlier than
theeleventhcentury.withtheCopticversionsoftheT. Ab.,however,itis
possibleforustotakeastepbeyondtheeleventhcenturyandtakealookat
thetextofthefirstmillennium.theCopticversionsofthefirstmillennium
seemtohavebeenprimarilybasedontheshortGreekrecensionB,butshow,
nevertheless,influencesfromthelongrecensiona.6schmidtobservedthat

1  this article is a revised and enlarged version of my paper, “the testament
ofabraham:towardsaneditionoftheethiopicandarabicVersions,”readatthesBl
annualconference,2008.

2 F.schmidt,Le Testament grec d’Abraham: Introduction, édition critique des 
deux recensions grecques, traduction (tsaJ11;tübingen:J.C.B.Mohr,1986).

3  d. C. allison, Jr., Testament of Abraham (Commentaries on early Jewish
literature;Berlin:walterdeGruyter,2003).

4 schmidt,Testament,10,46–82;allison,Testament,4–5.
5 schmidt,Testament,10,83–95;cf.allison,Testament,6–7.
6 G.w.e.nickelsburg,“eschatologyintheTestament of Abraham:astudyofthe

Judgmentsceneinthetworecensions,”inStudies on the Testament of Abraham(ed.G.w.e.
nickelsburg;Septuagint and Cognate Studies 6;Missoula,Mt:scholarsPress,1986),49–64.
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thetextofthemanuscriptwhichhepreferredforhiseditionoftheshort
recensioncomesveryneartotheBohairictext.7

in1968,theexistenceofasahidicversionoftheT. Ab.becameknown,
whichwasthendatedtothefifthcenturyce.8 thissahidicversion,albeit
inafragmentalcondition,isownedbytheInstitut für Altertumskundein
Cologne,Germany. it seems that, in1968,M.weber,amemberof the
Seminar für ÄgyptologieinCologne,preparedaneditionandtranslationof
thesefragments(Philonenko1968:61),but,exceptforsomeprivatecommu-
nication,nothing leakedoutabout the textand its implications. in the
meantime,drGesaschenkeoftheInstitut für AltertumskundeinCologne
haspreparedaneditionofthesahidicTestament of Job,whichiswritten
onthesamemanuscriptas thesahidicT. Ab.accordingtodrschenke,
forpaleographicreasonsthispapyruscannolongerbeassignedtothefifth
century,butshouldbedatedtothefourthcenturyinstead.dr.schenkeis
nowpreparinganeditionofthesahidicT. Ab.Besidesthesefragmentsofthe
sahidicT. Ab.,acompletecopyofthesahidicTestament of Isaac,datingto
894/895 ce,waspublishedbyKuhnin1957andtranslatedin1967.

thetextoftheBohairicversionsurvivedinonlyonemanuscript,which
waswrittenin962ce,andwhichwasalreadyeditedmorethan100years
ago.9translationsfromtheBohairichavebeenmadeintoGerman,French,
english,andspanish.

itisimportanttokeepinmindthatthearabicversionisadirect(and
literal)translationoftheBohairic,andthattheethiopicinturnisadirect
translationof thearabicversion.Consequently, a critical editionof the
arabic andethiopic versionswill serve as importantwitnesses to the
Bohairicversionand,viatheBohairic,oftheshortrecensionoftheGreek
textoftheT. Ab.asitwasavailableattheendofthefirstmillennium.in
addition,ifthesahidicversionturnsouttobevirtuallyofthesamequality
astheBohairictext,itpointstothefactthatwehaveanunbrokentradition
andtransmissionoftheT. Ab.intheeasternChurchfromatleastthefourth
centuryonwards.

7 schmidt,Testament,12.
8  M. Philonenko, “une nouvelle version copte du testament de Job,” Sem

18 (1968):61;schmidt,Testament,40;C.römerandh.J.thissen,“P.Köln inv.nr.
3221:dastestamentdeshiobinkoptischersprache.einVorbericht,”inStudies on the 
Testament of Job(ed.M.a.KnibbandP.w.vanderhorst;stnsMs;Cambridge,uK:
CambridgeuniversityPress,1989),33–45.

9 Guidi,i.,“iltestocoptodeltestamentodiabramo”;“iltestamentodiisacco
eiltestamentodiGiacobbe,”inRendiconti della Reale Accademia dei Lincei(Classedi
scienzemorali,storicheefilologiche,series5;rome,1900),9:157–80,224–64.



thearabicversionhascomedowntous infivemanuscripts.10well
known is anarabicmanuscriptof theBibliothèquenationale inParis
(Msarabe132),datedto1629ce,whichhasalreadybeentranslatedinto
FrenchbyMariusChaine.11Besidesthistextualwitnessofegyptianprove-
nance,wehavefouradditionalmanuscripts.one,datingtothenineteenth
century, is in theBibliothèquenationale (Msarabe4785).thearabic
textofthismanuscript,however,isfarfromtrustworthyandseemstobe
alateandfreetranslationfromtheCoptic.then,wehaveanimportant
arabicwitnessfromthefifteenthcentury,writtenintheCarshuniscript.
the scribeof thismanuscript (housed in theVatican library)used the
syriacsertoscript towrite thearabiccharacters (Mssyr.299).as the
sertocharactersaremoredistinguishedthanthoseofthearabicscript,this
manuscriptpromisestobeofgreatavailindecipheringdifficultpassages
intheotherarabicmanuscripts,whichsometimeslackdiacriticalpoints.
anotherarabicmanuscriptishousedintheCopticMuseuminCairo(Ms
729).itisdatedtotheeighteenthcenturyandispartlywater-damaged.
theMonasteryofst.Macariusatscetis(inthewadinatrun)possesses
animportanttextualwitnessofthefifteenthcenturyforthearabicversion
(Mshag.38). From thismanuscript about two-thirdsofour texthas
survived.

sofar,noneofthesearabictextualwitnesseshasbeenedited(exceptfor
theT. IsaacandT. Jacob12).acriticaleditionofthearabicandethiopic
versionsoftheTestament of Abraham isnowinprocessbythepresent
author.sofar,translationsofthearabichaveonlybeenmadefromone
manuscriptoftheBibliothèquenationale,namelyMsarabe132.aprelim-
inary collationmadewith theegyptianmanuscriptsmentioned above
indicates thismanuscripthas a text suffering frommany substitutions,
misreading,andorthodoxcorruptions.Mostreferencesto“abraham,”for
example,arewritteninMs132as“ourfatherabraham.”

thesituationbecomesmorecomplicatedifwemoveontotheethiopic
version,thatis,theClassicalethiopicorGe’ezversion.allison’sremarks
ontheethiopicversionsinhissplendidcommentaryontheT. Ab.that
wehave twoversionsof theT. Ab., oneFalashaandoneChristian, is
misleading.asipointedoutalreadyinmycriticaleditionofthearabic
andethiopicversionsoftheT. IsaacandT. Jacob,13whichwereusually

10 J.-C.haelewyck.Clavis apocryphorum veteris testamenti(turnhout:Brepols,
1998),56–61.

11 M.delcor,Le Testament d’Abraham: Introduction, traduction du texte grec 
et commentaire de la recension grecque longue, suivie de la traduction des Testaments 
d’Abraham, d’Isaac et de Jacob d’après les versions orientales (sVtP 2; leiden: Brill,
1973),242–52.

12 M.heide,Die Testamente Isaaks und Jakobs: Edition und Übersetzung der 
arabischen und äthiopischen Versionen (aethiopistische Forschungen 56; wiesbaden:
harrassowitz,2000).

13 heide,Testamente Isaaks und Jakobs,38–44.
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transmittedtogetherwiththeT. Ab.,wehavetoreckonwithtwodifferent
ethiopicrecensions(notversions).BothrecensionsareofChristianorigin.

the first recension, labeled recension i, is averbal translationof the
arabic. it isknownfromat least threemanuscripts. inaddition, there is
amodern,non-criticalbilingualeditionoftheethiopicversionavailable,
writteninGe’ezinparallelwithanamharictranslation.14theGe’eztext
ofthismodernedition,whichwassolelypublishedfortheedificationofthe
membersoftheethiopicorthodoxChurch,isbasedonthesametypeof
manuscriptsmentionedabove,thatis,ontheverbaltranslationfromthe
arabic.

theFalashaversion,namedafter theFalashaor theBeta Israel from
ethiopia, is alsobasedon this verbal translation. it is a sub-groupof
recensioni.onlyafewomissions,additions,andtranspositionshavebeen
madetoadaptthisversiontothecreedoffaithoftheBeta Israel.thetextof
thesemanuscriptswasalreadyeditedbyM.Gaguinein1965.15thisedition,
basedonsixmanuscriptsfortheT. Ab.,hasneverbeenpublished.

The other recension, namely recension II, resembles a relatively free trans-
lation from the Arabic. The text of this free translation has been partially 
transmitted, in one manuscript only, from the Bibliothèque Nationale (Ms 
134). For the T. Ab., this text was edited in 1954 by A. Z. Aešcoly.16

The Textual Form of the Coptic, Arabic, and Ethiopic Versions of 
the t.ab.

still today, scholarsarguewhichshouldbeviewedas theoriginalGreek
version:thelongGreekrecension,alsocalledrecensiona,ortheshorter
GreekrecensionB,fromwhich,aswesaw,theCopticversionderives,and,
viatheCoptic,thearabic,andethiopicversions.

asallisonpointedout,oneneednotregardeitherrecensionasprior.17
itisconceivablethatanearlierT. Ab.wasshorterthanthelongrecension,
and longer thantheshortrecension. inaddition,wehave torealize that
theT. Ab.didnotbecomeacanonical text,butbelongs to theso-called
Pseudepigrapha.textsofthisgenretendtoexistinawiderangeoftextual
shapes.thesetextswereusuallynotcreatedtoproclaimcertaindogmas,
buttoedify.Paradoxically,toviewtheT. Ab.asatestamentisamisnomer
(ashasbeenpointedout timeandagain); it should ratherbe labeleda

14 a.t.Mika’el,The Life of Abraham, The Life of Isaac, The Life of Jacob, The 
Life of Sarah (Homily on Ephraim)(addisababa,1986).

15 M.Gaguine,“theFalashaVersionofthetestamentsofabraham,isaacand
Jacob: a Critical study of Five unpublished Ms., with introduction, translation and
notes”(Ph.d.diss.,Manchester,1965).

16 a.Z.aešcoly,Recueil de textes falachas: introduction, textes éthiopiens (édi-
tion critique et traduction), Index (Paris:institutd’ethnologie,1951).

17 allison,Testament,15.



“narrative”orevena“humoresque.”
ithasbeenarguedthatthetworecensionsaretranslationsofahebrew

work,towhichtheshortrecensionismorefaithful.thisargumenthasbeen
criticized,largelyforthereasonthatitismuchmoreplausiblethataredactor
introducedsemitismsintotheT. Ab.becausehegrewupspeakinghebrew
oraramaic,orbecauseheknewtheseptuagintbyheart.

someargumentsseemtoindicatethatthe longrecensionis laterthan
theshortrecension.thatmeansthatnotonlythemanuscriptsofthelong
recension themselvesare later—which isamatterof fact,andwhichwe
realizedalready,sincethereisnotextualwitnesstothelongrecensionin
theGreekorinanyversionbeforetheeleventhcentury—butalso,thetext 
itself seemstobelaterthanthetextoftheshortrecension.thereasonis
thatwefind,inthelongrecension,over100Greekexpressionsoridiomsof
Christianand/ormedievalorigin.

ontheotherside,theshorterrecensionalsocontainssomelatewords
and ecclesiastical expressions. the main fact, however, that the long
recension—despiteaconsiderablenumberoflateGreekexpressions—should
beseenassuperiortotheshortrecension,istobefoundinthetendencyof
mostmanuscriptstoabridgethetext.ifthelongrecensionhasalreadyfour
differentsubtypes,eachof themomittingdifferentverses,orevenwhole
paragraphs, it is easily conceivable that the so-called short recension is
simplyaspecialversionofthelongrecension,abridgedintelligently,and,
later, frozen through transmission.as someof this curtailing tookaway
importantsubtletiesandartfulimplicationsofthetext,thosepartsofthe
textwhichhavebeenpurgedcannotbeseenasadditionsthatwereadded
toanearlier,moreprimitivestratumofthetext.rather,theyfunctionedas
moreorlessimportantdetailsofthetext,which,whenremoved,domore
damagetothetextthantheywouldassuperfluousadditions.intheabsence
ofanytextualwitnesstothelongrecensionfromthefirstmillenniumce 
andinthelightofthesahidicversionoftheT. Ab.whichisnowdatedto
thefourthcenturyce, itisdifficulttoarguethatthelongGreekrecension
shouldbeviewedasoriginal.

ifweturntotheorientalversions,wewillseethattheBohairic,arabic,
andethiopic versions,whichare themselvesbasedon the shortGreek
recension,attachedaforewordandanepiloguetotheirbasictext.these
additionshavethreefunctions:(1)theytelltheirreadersthattheT. Ab.
has ahighly authoritative status (foreword); (2) theyget the reader to
acknowledgea specificholiday,wherein thedayof thepassingawayof
abrahamhastoberemembered(forewordandepilogue);and(3)theypoint
thereadertotheT. IsaacandT. Jacob(foreword).

inlightofthisforeword,whichtransformstheT. Ab.fromanarrative
intoanauthoritative(ifnotquasi-canonical)writing,itisinterestingthatthe
T. IsaacandT. JacobareonlyextantinCoptic,arabic,andethiopic.Both
testamentsaremodeledaftertheT. Ab.,but,insteadofpresentinguswitha
humoresque-likenarrativewhichrecommendsgoodworks(asdoesthelong
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recensionoftheT. Ab.),theauthor(s)ofbothtestamentsstronglyemphasizes
asceticismandgoodworks,inthethreatofthetorturesofhellandinastrict
obeisanceoftheholidayofthepatriarchs,whichistoberememberedonthe
28thoftheegyptianmonthofMesore(Coptic),Misra(arabic)ornahase
(ethiopic)respectively.inotherwords,theauthoroftheCoptic,arabic,and
ethiopicversionsoftheT. Ab.tookthematerialhefoundintheGreekand
adaptedittohisconceptofsalvationbygoodworksandbytheveneration
ofthepatriarchs.themeansforreachingthisgoalweretheannexationsof
theT. IsaacandT. Jac.andthepropositioningofaforeword,whichpoints
tothepurposeofthethreetestaments.

theGreekT. Ab.(longrecension)commenceswiththesewords(1:1–4):

abraham lived themeasureofhis life,ninehundredandninety-fiveyears,
andalltheyearsofhislifehepassedinquietness,meekness,andrighteous-
ness.thejustmanwasaltogetherverykindtostrangers.Forhepitchedhis
tentatthecrossroadsoftheoakofMamre,wherehewelcomedall–richand
poor,kingsandrulers, thecrippledandthehelpless, friendsandstrangers,
neighborsandtravelers.thesethepiousandall-holy,righteous,andhospi-
tableabrahamwelcomedequally.Butevenuponthisonecamethecommon
andinexorablebittercupofdeathandtheuncertainendoflife.sothelord
God,summoninghisarchangelMichael,saidtohim:Godown,chief-captain
Michael,toabrahamandspeaktohimconcerninghisdeath...18

intheshortrecension,wereadthefollowingveryshortintroduction:

itcametopass,whenthedaysofabraham’sdeathdrewnear,thelordsaid
toMichael:ariseandgotoabrahammyservantandsaytohim,“youshall
departfromlife...”19

theBohairicversion (and thearabicandethiopicversionswithminor
adaptations),however,prefersthisintroduction:

thisisthedeparturefromthebodyofourholyfathers,thethreepatriarchs
abrahamandisaacandJacobisrael.abrahamleftthebodyonthe28thof
themonthofMesore,isaacalsoonthe28th,andJacobtooonthe28thofthis
samemonthofMesore[...]thisiswhatourholyfatherabbaathanasius,
archbishopofalexandriaandapostolic successor inalexandria,declared.
thisiswhathefoundintheancientbooksofourholyfatherstheapostles.20

18 allison,Testament,63.
19 allisonTestament,63.
20 G.Macrae,“theCoptictestamentofabraham,”inStudies on the Testament 

of Abraham (ed.G.w.e.nickelsburg;septuagintandCognatestudies6;Missoula,Mt:
scholarsPress),328.



thenitcontinues:

listen to me attentively, o people who love Christ, and i will tell you of
the lifeandthedeparturefromthebodyofourholyfathersthepatriarchs
abrahamandisaacandJacob.thisiswhatifoundintheancientbooksof
ourholyfatherstheapostles,i,yourfatherathanasius...

onlyafterthisintroductiondoesthetextcontinuewiththewordsthatare
slightlydifferent fromtheGreekshort recension:“itcame topasswhen
thedaysofourfatherabrahamdrawnear,GodsenttohimMichael,”etc.
untilnow, itwasgenerallybelievedthatthefragmentarysahidicversion
hada lacunaat thebeginning,21 and it hasnotbeenpossible tomake
definitestatementsaboutthesahidicintroduction.now,dr.schenkehas
kindlyinformedmethatthecommencementofthesahidicT. Ab.isclearly
visible,asitfollowscloselyontheendoftheTestament of Job inthesame
manuscript.accordingtodr.schenke,thesahidicversiondoesnothavethe
forewordknownfromtheBohairicversion,andstartsimmediatelywith,
“whenthenumberofthedayswerecompletedforabrahamtogoforth
fromthebody,”etc.

ifwenowtakeacloserlookattheT. IsaacandT. Jac.,itbecomesvery
probablethatbothtestamentswerecreatedandmodeledaftertheCoptic
T. Ab.theT. Isaacbeginswithaveryshortintroduction,reminiscentofthe
CopticintroductionoftheT. Ab.:“thisisthegoingforthfromthebodyof
isaacthepatriarch:hediedonthetwenty-eighth22ofMesore,inthepeace
ofGod,amen.”23

after some further exhortations, thenarrativeproper startswith the
formula,“nowitcametopass,whenthetimehadcomeforthepatriarch
isaactogoforthfromthebody.. .”24thearchangelMichaelissentto
isaactotellhimthatheshouldmakehiswillandsethishouseinorder.
afterMichaeldeparts,isaacinformsJacobofhisneardeath.Jacobwants
toaccompanyhisfather,butisaacencourageshimtostay,andtellsJacobof
hisancestryfromadamonandleading,ultimately,toJesus,themessiah.an
importantpartoftheT. Isaacisisaac’sspeechonthestrictobligationsonall
priests.afterthat,isaacisrapturedtotheeternalworld.First,anangeltakes
himonatourthroughhell,whereheseesthetorturesinflictedonsinners.
afterwards,heistakentoheaven,whereheseeshisfatherabraham.isaac
returnsbacktohisbed,wherehedies.hissoulistakenuptoheavenina
holychariot,cherubimandseraphimsingingbeforeit.

21 schmidt,Testament,39.
22 only thesahidicversionreads“the twenty-fourth”; theCoptic,arabic,and

ethiopicversionsallhave“thetwenty-eighth.”
23 K.h.Kuhn,“The Testament of Isaac,”inThe Apocryphal Old Testament(ed.

h.F.d.sparks;oxford:Clarendon,1984),427.
24 T. Isaacii.1;Kuhn,“Testament of Isaac,”427.
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neitheroftheGreekrecensionsoftheT. Ab.mentionsthememorialday
ofthethreePatriarchs.theBohairic,arabic,andethiopicversionsofthe
T. Ab.alludetothiscommemorationdayintheirspecificintroductionsonly.
intheT. Isaac,however,itisfoundinallversionsaspartofisaac’stour
throughheaven,wherehemeetsabraham.aconversationbetweenGodand
abrahamensurescompassionandforgivenessforeverybelieverwhoisdoing
goodworks,especiallyforthosewhokeepthememorialdayofisaac,the
28thofMesore.thisconversationchangesslightlywiththeBohairic,arabic,
andethiopicversions,butitsforcecanalreadybeseeninthesahidicversion:

“asforallthosewhoaregiventhenameofmybelovedisaac,letthemwrite
his testament (ΔΙΑΘΗΚΗ)andhonour it” [. . .]abrahamsaid,“Mylord,
almighty[...]ifhehasnotbeenabletowritehistestament,canstthouin
thymercyaccepthim?”[. . .]thelordsaidtoabraham,“lethimfeeda
poormanwithbread.”[...]abrahamsaid,“supposeheispoorandhasnot
foundbread?”thelordsaid,“lethimspendthenightofmybelovedisaac’s
[commemoration]withoutsleep.[. . .] ifhehasnotfoundincense, lethim
seekout[acopyof]histestamentandreaditonmybelovedisaac’sday.”25

Furtherintercessionsofabrahampatternedafterthesefollow.inthearabic
andethiopicversions,God finally exhortsabraham that everybeliever
should“aboveandbeyondallthisbringanofferingonthememorialday
ofmybeloved isaac.”26theepilogueof theT. Isaac, likewise,points to
theimportanceofisaac’smemorialday,andimplicitlyembracesallthree
testaments:“everyonewhoshalldoanactofmercyon thedayof their
commemoration shallbegiven to themasa son in thekingdomof the
heavensforever.”27

similarly,thereferencestothecommemorationdayofJacobintheT. Jac.
arefoundnotonlyinitsintroductionandepilogue,butalsoincorporatedin
thenarrativeitself.asthedeathofJacobapproaches,thearchangelMichael
issenttoJacobtotellhimthatheshouldmakehiswillandsethishousein
order.Jacobisreadytodie,becausehehasbeenabletoseehissonJoseph
onceagainafterhecamedowntoegypt.afterthat,anotherangelclosely
resemblingisaacappearstohim.hetellshimthatheishisguardianangel
andthathehadalreadysavedhimfromlabanandfromhisbrotheresau.
heannouncesseveralblessingstohimandtothosewhokeepthememorial
dayofthepatriarchs:

“Blessedareyou[...]foryoushallbecalled“patriarchs.”[...]Blessedbe
themanwhocommemoratesyouonyourhonoredfestival.[. . .]whoever
writesanaccountofyourlifewithitslabors,orwhoevermakesacopyofit

25 T. Isaacx.8–15,Kuhn,“Testament of Isaac,”436.
26 T. Isaac 6.19;heide,Testamente Isaaks und Jakobs,234,263,290;cf.x.18

Kuhn,“Testament of Isaac,”437.
27 T. Isaac xiii.6;Kuhn,“Testament of Isaac,”439.



withhishands,orwhoeverreadsitattentively,andwhoeverlistenstoitwith
faithandaresoluteheart,andwhoeveremulatesyourmanneroflife–they
willbeforgivenalltheirsins...”28

inlightoftheBohairic(aswellasthearabicandethiopic)introductory
formulaoftheT. Ab.pointingtothememorialdayofabraham,isaac,and
Jacob,whichismissingfromtheGreekversions,andin lightofthefact
thatthisdevicehasbeenincorporatedintotheCoptic,arabic,andethiopic
T. Isaac andT. Jac., it is veryprobable thatboth testamentswerenot
composedbeforetheCopticversionoftheT. Ab.becameavailable.this
viewhasbeenputforwardbyi.Guidi,whoarguedthattheT. Isaacand
theT. Jac.are imitationsof theT. Ab.,andthat theywerecomposed in
Coptic.29theintroductionknownfromtheBohairicT. Ab.andfromthe
T. Isaac andT. Jacobmusthavebeencomposed sometimebetween the
fourthcentury(thesahidicT. Ab.stilllackstheintroduction)andtheninth
century(whenthesahidicT. Isaac,withitsimplicitreferencetotheT. Ab.,
was alreadyavailable).nevertheless, the commemorationdevicenever
enteredthenarrativeproperoftheCopticT. Ab.

theoretically,thereisthepossibilityofaGreekVorlageoftheBohairic
T. Ab.withitsspecificintroduction.ButnoGreekmanuscriptknownso
farevenhintsatthememorialdayofabraham,isaacandJacob.neitheris
athanasiusmentionedintheintroductionofanyGreekmanuscript,noris
thereanyreferencetotheT. IsaacandT. Jacob.

theonlysourcewhichmaypointtotheexistenceofaGreekversionof
allthreetestamentsisapassagefromtheConstitutio apostolorum(Vi16:3),
fromthelatterquarterofthefourthcentury:“andamongtheancientsalso
somehavewrittenapocryphalbooksofMoses,andenoch,andadam,and
isaiah,anddavid,andelijah,andofthethreePatriarchs,perniciousand
repugnanttothetruth.”30

itisgenerallyheldthatthesethreepatriarchs“mustbeabraham,isaac
andJacob.”31Butwhyaretheynamedlast,afterMoses,enoch,andadam,
and evenafterdavidandelijah?and inwhat languagedid thewriter
knowthem?thephrase“threepatriarchs”isonlyknownfromtheintro-
ductionoftheBohairicT. Ab.Butthere,itisnotusedabsolutely;rather,the
namesofthepatriarchsaregiveninaddition:“thisisthedeparturefrom
thebodyofourholyfathers,thethreepatriarchsabrahamandisaacand
Jacob.”Besides,thearabicandethiopicversionsneverutilizeinanytextual
witnessthetitle,“theBookofthethreePatriarchs,”or“thetestaments

28  T. Jac. iii.15–21; Kuhn “Testament of Jacob,” in sparks, Apocryphal Old 
Testament,444–45.

29 Guidi,“testocopto,”223;cf.Kuhn,“Testament of Isaac,”423.
30  Καi ἐν τοῖ͂ς παλαιοῖς δε τινες συνεγραψαν βιβλια ἀποκρυφα Μωσεως καi Ἐνὼχ καi 

Ἀδὰμ Ἠσαΐου τε καi Δαβiδ καi Ἡλια καi τῶν τριῶν πατριαρχῶν φθοροποιὰ καi τῆς ἀληθειας 
ἐχθρα.

31 allison,Testament,34.
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ofthethreePatriarchs.”andwhydononeofthemorethanthirtyGreek
manuscriptsoftheT. Ab.,neithertheslavonicnortheromanianversion,
transmittheothertwotestaments,oratleastpointtothem(seethecritical
apparatusofschmidt32)?asJamesstatedearlier,“theevidenceof[...]the
apostolicConstitutionspointstotheexistenceofsomebooksuchasthe
onebeforeus;butitisvague.”33asawitnesstoaGreekversionofallthree
testaments,itisuseless.

even further from being a witness to the “testament of the three
Patriarchs”arethefewremarksknownfromPriscillian.34Priscillianstates
that,accordingtotobit,“wearesonsoftheprophets:noahwasaprophet,
abraham, isaacand Jacobandallour fatherswhoprophesied fromthe
beginningoftheworld.”35thenheputsforthsomerhetoricalquestions:
“whenhasabookof theprophetnoahbeen read in the canon?who
readsamongtheprophetsabookofabrahamasarrangedinthecanon?
whohastaughtthatisaacdidutterprophecieslongago?whohasheard
thattheprophecyofJacobhasbeenreceivedinthecanon?”Priscillian’s
mainargument inhis tractate“liberde fide etde apocryphis” runs as
follows:wecannotrejectnoah,abraham,isaac,andJacobasprophets
ofGodonlybecausetherearenobooksofnoah,abraham,isaac,and
Jacobinthecanon.thisisillustratedbyseveralquotesfromtheoldand
newtestament,asforexamplebyluke11:50–51,onwhichPriscillian
comments,“whoisthisprophetabel,withwhomthebloodoftheprophets
took itsbeginning . . .?”36 inotherwords,withabel,wehaveagaina
prophetwhosurelywasrecognizedassuch,butofwhomnopropheticbook
hasbeenreceivedinthecanon.thesameapplies,accordingtoPriscillian,
toseveralhistoricalbookswhichareknownfromtheoldtestament,but
whichwereneverreceivedinthecanon,as,e.g.,the“bookofJehuthesonof
hanani”(2Chron.20.34;cf.schepss1889:50).whatPriscillianemphasizes

32 schmidt,Testament,46.83.96
33 M.r.James,The Testament of Abraham: The Greek Text Now First Edited 

with an Introduction and Notes (texts and studies 2/2; Cambridge, uK: Cambridge
universityPress,1892),12.

34 tract.iii;G.schepss,Priscilliani quae supersunt(Pragae/Vindobonae/lipisiae:
BibliopolaacademiaelitterarumCaesareaeVindobonensis,1889),45–46.

35  Priscillian quotes, in his third tractate, which is entitled Liber de fide et de 
apocryphis, from thebookoftobit:“nos filiprophetarumsumus:noeprofeta fuit et
abrahametisacetiacobetomnespatresnostriquiabinitiosaeculiprofetaverunt”(cf.
tobit4.13).Priscillianelaboratesonthisverseandasks:“Quandoincanoneprofetaenoe
liberlectusest?Quisinterprofetasdispositicanonisabrahaelibrumlegit?Quisquodali-
quandoisacprofetassetedocuit?Quisprofetiamiacobquodincanoneponereturaudivit?
Quos si tobia legit et testimonium prophetiae in canone promeruit, qualiter, quod illi
adtestimoniumemeritaevirtutisdatur,alterisadoccasionemiustaedamnationisadscri-
bitur?” (schepss, Priscilliani, 45–46; for a modern translation see a. B. J. M. Goosen,
“achtergrondenvanhetPriscillianus’christelijkeascese”(Proefschriftterverkriegvande
graadvandoctorindeGodgeleerdheid;nijmegen,1976),305.

36 “Quisestisteabelprofeta,exquosanguisprofetarumsumpsitexordium,cuius
principiuminZacchariamfinit?”(schepss,Priscilliani,47).



isthefactassuch,and,fromthisgeneralfact,hedrawstheconclusionthat
extra-canonicalbookscannotberejected inprinciple.hedoesnotpoint
directlytoanybooksofnoah,abraham,isaac,Jacob,abel,orhananiwith
whichhemighthavebeenfamiliar.neitherdothefewallusionstothelives
ofabraham,isaac,andJacobpointtotheTestaments,37nordoPriscillian’s
argumentsimplythatheknewofpropheticbookswritteninthenameof
abraham,isaac,andJacob.38toarguethatPriscillianmighthaveknown“a
latinversionofallthreetestaments”39isspeculativeatbest.

P.nageltriedtoprovethattheremustbeaGreekVorlagetothesahidic
T. Isaac,40but, asKuhnhaspointedout,nagel’s linguistic evidence in
supportofhis conclusion isnot convincing.41on theavailable evidence
alone,i.e.,thesahidicversionitselfwithitslinguisticfeatures,itisimpossible
toreachcertainty.

thereremainsonefurtherpointtobedealtwith.theintroductionofthe
Coptic,arabic,andethiopicversionsmentionsathanasiusofalexandria.
wouldathanasius (c.298–373ce),who labeled suchwritings simplyas
“fables,”42haverecommendedtheT. Ab.anditssatellitesascomingfrom“the
ancientbooksofourholyfatherstheapostles,”i.e.,asauthoritative?43inhis
39thFestaloreasterletter(367ce)athanasiuslistedthesametwenty-seven
booksofthenewtestamentthatareinusetoday,butaddedafterthat:

Butforgreaterexactnessiaddthisalso,writingofnecessity;thatthereare
otherbooksbesidesthesenotindeedincludedintheCanon,butappointedby
theFatherstobereadbythosewhonewlyjoinus,andwhowishforinstruc-
tion in the word of godliness. the wisdom of solomon, and the wisdom
of sirach, and esther, and Judith, and tobit, and that which is called the
teachingoftheapostles,andtheshepherd.Buttheformer,mybrethren,are
includedintheCanon,thelatterbeing[merely]read;noristhereinanyplace
amentionofapocryphalwritings.Buttheyareaninventionofheretics,who
writethemwhentheychoose,bestowinguponthemtheirapprobation,and
assigningtothemadate,thatso,usingthemasancientwritings,theymay
findoccasiontoleadastraythesimple.44

37  “Quis abrahae profetae sinum ad quietis testimonium non requirat? Quis
reputariinisacsemennolit?QuisiacobdictumadeoFaraonisdeumnonamet?”(schepss,
Priscilliani,46).

38  r. d. Chesnutt, “isaac, testament of,” in Encyclopedia of Religious and 
Philosophical Writings in Late Antiquity (ed. J.neusner anda. J.avery-Peck;leiden:
Brill,2007),179.

39 Kuhn,“Testament of Isaac,”423.
40 P.nagel,“ZursahidischenVersiondestestamentesisaak,”inWissenschaftliche 

Zeitschrift der Martin-Luther-Universität Halle-Wittenberg 12.3–4(1963):259–63.
41 K.h.Kuhn,“anenglishtranslationofthesahidicVersionoftheTestament 

of Isaac,”JTS18(1967):325.
42 schmidt,Testament,39.
43  Cf. w. schneemelcher, Neutestamentliche Apokryphen. I. Band: Evangelien

(tübingen:J.C.B.Mohr,1990),25.
44 P.schaffandh.wace,St. Athanasius(vol.4ofA Select Library of the Nicene 
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attributing theTestaments of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob toathanasius,
and,viaathanasius, to the“ancientbooksof theholy fathers, theholy
apostles”wasasomewhatshrewdwayoftellingthereaderthatwhathehas
beforehimissanctifiedbyoneofthemostholyguardsofthebiblicalcanon.
severalworksascribedtoathanasius(suchastheathanasianCreed)arenot
generallyacceptedasbeinghisownwork.thisappliesespeciallytoCoptic
writingswithoutanyGreekVorlage.45

taking all these facts together: the pseudepigraphical reference to
athanasiusintheBohairicT. Ab.,togetherwiththeearliestknownfragments
ofthesahidicversionfromthefourthcenturywhichlackthisintroduction,
andtheearliesttextualwitnessoftheT. Isaac,pointtoadateofcomposition
of theCoptic testamentswith their specific introductionafter the fourth
andbeforetheninthcentury.infaceofthesahidicT. Isaac,thefirsttextual
witnesstohavethepseudo-athanasianintroductionmusthavebeenasahidic
T. Ab.itistruethattheearliesttextualwitnessoftheCopticT. Isaacwas
transmittedwithouttheT. Ab.ortheT. Jac.,butinitsepilogue,thenormal
modeoftransmissioninconnectionwiththeothertwotestamentsiseasily
perceived:“Blessediseverymanwhoshalldoanactofmercyinthename
ofthesepatriarchs[...]everyonewhoshalldoanactofmercyontheday
oftheircommemorationshallbegiventothemasasoninthekingdomof
heaven.”46

and Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church; 1891; repr. edinburgh: t&t Clark,
1987),552.

45  o. Bardenhewer, Geschichte der altkirchlichen Literatur, Band 3: Das vierte 
Jahrhundert mit Ausschluß der Schriftsteller syrischer Zunge (Freiburg: herder Verlag,
1923),68.

46 Kuhn,“englishtranslation,”336; cf.heide,Testamente Isaaks und Jakobs,
237,265.



Chapter 5

The Son of David in Psalms of solomon 17

Danny Zacharias

Psalms of Solomon 17 represents, in my estimation, one of the most
importantandunder-appreciatedpre-Christianmessianic texts.this text,
whichisthefirsttousethetitle“sonofdavid”forthemessiah,isalmost
certainly apre-Christian Jewish text inwhich there is no traceof later
Christianinterpolation.1inthistext,scholarspossessaremarkablydetailed
discussionofthesocialclimatewhichgivesrisetothemessiah’sentrance,the
descriptionofhiskingdom,andtheportrayalofthemessiah’scharacter.For
understandingpre-ChristianJewishmessianism,Pss. Sol.17(–18)isrivaled
inimportanceonlybythedeadseascrolls.

Psalms of Solomon17hasbeendiscussed,oftenatlength,intreatments
surroundingmessianicexpectationordavidictradition.2however,because
oftheprominenceofthisparticularpsalm,ithasoftenbeendivorcedfrom
itscontext.yet,thereisnoevidenceofthispsalmapartfromthecollection
ofeighteenworksknownasthePsalms of Solomon;ithasalwaysbeenread
andunderstoodwithinaliteraryunitwiththeotherpsalms.aproperappre-
ciationofthisworkcomeswhenisisunderstoodwithinitsliterarycontext.
atthesametime,thecollectionrepresentsaspanofJewishhistorythatalso
needstobeproperlyassessed,asthehistoricalcontextisvitalforitsunder-
standing.thisiswherecontentionliesforPsalms of Solomonscholars:what
isthehistoricalsettingforthispsalm,andcanacommunitybeidentifiedto
whichwecanattributeitsauthorship?iwillstartbypresentingbrieflysome
preliminary,butimportant,issuesregardingdating,andauthorship,atwhich
pointiwillmoveontodiscussPss. Sol.17initsliterarycontext,itsportrayal
ofthemessiah,and,finally,makesomesuggestionsforpointsofcontactin
thenewtestament.

1 evenJamesdavila,ascholarwhoarguesformoreChristianinfluenceinthe
provenanceoftheso-calledPseudepigrapha,concludes:“thePsalmsofsolomonisclearly
acollectionofJewishpoeticworks. . .it is likelythattheworkwaswrittenbeforethe
advent of Christianity.” see James r. davila, The Provenance of the Pseudepigrapha: 
Jewish, Christian, or Other?(JsJsup105;Boston:Brill,2005),161,163.

2 theliteratureonearlyJewishmessianismisenormous.seemydiscussionsin
h. daniel Zacharias, “Raise up to them their King”: Psalms of Solomon 17–18 in the 
Context of Early Jewish Messianism(tübingen:VdM,2008).
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Prolegomena

the traditionalhistorical setting for thePsalms of Solomon hasbeena
Pompeian setting in themid-first centurybce.thisdate isgleaned from
severalof thepsalms thatareofamore localizednature—mostnotably,
psalms2,4,7,8,15,and17.ratherrecently,Kennethatkinsonhasargued
foraherodiandatingforpsalm17.3afterarguingforthisdate,atkinson
revertedtoaPompeiandatinginalaterbook.4inpersonalcorrespondence,
dr.atkinsonhas stated thathenowviewspsalm17asoriginating ina
Pompeian settingand laterappropriatedduring the timeofherod.this
seemstomakegoodsenseoftheevidencethathasbeenbroughtforthprevi-
ously,aswellasthelightatkinsonhasshedonthecomposition.Psalm17,
then,isacompositionreflectingthetimewhenherodandhisgeneralsosius
had laid siege to Jerusalemand, subsequently,hadbegun toexterminate
theremaininghasmoneanfamilyintheyearsthatfollowed.accordingto
atkinson,thispsalmistnamesherodasthe“lawlessone”(17.11),andthe
one“foreigntoourrace”(17.7).5atkinsonbelievesPss. Sol.17wasappro-
priated6betweenherod’ssiegeofJerusalemin37bceandherod’smurder
ofhyracanusiiin30bce.theterminus ad quemcanpossiblybepusheda
littlefurthertoafter25bce,theyearwhenthesonsofBabas,thelastmale
representativesofthehasmoneandynasty,died.7thisispossiblebecause
thesehasmoneanheirsenjoyedthefavourofsomeJews,andherodhunted
downandexecutedthem(Ant.15.253–66).Pss. Sol.17.9indicatesthatGod
“didnotletoneofthemescape,”whichmayintimatethattheauthorknew
allthepotentialhasmoneanrulershadbeenkilledbyherod.8

the Psalms of Solomon, most likely written in hebrew but now
only existing inGreek and syriac, has traditionally been attributed to
the Pharisees.9 other suggestions have included an essene or proto-

3 Kennethatkinson,“herodtheGreat,sosius,andthesiegeof Jerusalem(37
BCe)inPsalm of Solomon 17,”NovT 38(1996):313–22;Kennethatkinson,“toward
aredatingofthePsalms of Solomon:implicationsforunderstandingtheSitz im Leben
of an unknown Jewish sect,” JSP 17 (1998): 95–112; Kenneth atkinson, “on the
herodianoriginofMilitantdavidicMessianismatQumran:newlightfromPsalm of 
Solomon 17,”JBL 118(1999):435–60;Kennethatkinson,“ontheuseofscripturein
thedevelopmentofMilitantdavidicMessianismatQumran:newlightfromPsalm of 
Solomon17,”inInterpretation of Scripture in Early Judaism and Christianity (sheffield:
sheffieldacademicPress,2000),106–23.

4 Kennethatkinson,I Cried to the Lord: A Study of the Psalms of Solomon’s 
Historical Background and Social Setting (JsJsup84;Boston:Brill,2004),129–44.

5 herod’sancestrywasbelievedtobeidumean.seeJosephus,Ant.14.403.
6 seebelow.
7  Craig a. evans, stanley e. Porter, and harold w. hoehner, “herodian

dynasty,”Dictionary of New Testament Background (accordanceelectronicedn.),n.p.
8 thePompeiandatingofPss. Sol.17continues toholdswayover significant

studies on Jewish messianism and eschatology. see, for example, Brant Pitre, Jesus, the 
Tribulation, and the End of the Exile (Grandrapids,Mi:Baker,2006),78–84.

9  see atkinson, “toward a redating,” 96, n.3 and n.4, as well as Joseph l.



essenegroup,10andthehasidimoranotherunknownsectariangroup.11
however,thegrowingconsensusisthatscholarscannotproperlyidentify
thecommunitythatproducedthepsalmsbecausethereis,asJosephtrafton
states, a“growing skepticism regarding thepossibilityof reconstructing
first-centurybcePharisaismfromsourcessuchasJosephus,andagrowing
awarenessofthediversitywithinJudaismbeyondtheclassiccategories.”12

despitethediversityofopinion,wecangleansomeinformationabout
thiscommunityfromthepsalmsthemselves,evenifatidylabelcannotbe
applied:

1. Manyofthepsalmsarereflectiveofacommunityoutlook,thoughthey
maybewrittenbyanindividualorseveralindividuals.Pss. Sol.2,4,5,
7,8,9,13,17,and18allemployfirst-person-pluralpronounsorfirst-
person-plural verb forms. robert wright states: “Clearly the writer
speaksofandforacommunitythatisboundtogetherbypersecution
andhopeforthefuture.theconcernsexpressedarenotindividualbut
communal.”13

2. thecommunitylikelyresidedinJerusalem.thecommunitydescribes
Pompey’sJerusalemsiege(especiallyinPss. Sol.8),concernsitselfwith
the temple (1.8, 2.3, 8.12), andopposes the establishmentof anon-
davidicruler(17.6).

3. whether or not scholars want to label the community as a sect, it
seemstohavehadasectarianoutlookandafractiousbeginning.14the

trafton,“ThePsalms of Solomon inrecentresearch,”JSP12 (1994):7, for the large
numberofscholarssupportingPharisaicauthorship.

10  debra rosen and alison salvesen, “a note on the Qumran Temple Scroll
56:15–18andPsalm of Solomon 17:33,”JJS38(1987):98–101;Pauln.Franklyn,“the
CulticandPiousClimaxofeschatologyinthePsalms of Solomon,”JSJ18(1987):1–17;
robert r. hann, “the Community of the Pious: the social setting of the Psalms of 
Solomon,”SR17(1988):169–89;P.Prigent,“Psaumesdesalomon,”inLa Bible, Ecrits 
Intertestamentaires(ed.a.dupont-sommer;Paris:Gallimard,1987),945–92.atkinson
pointsout thatanessenedesignationappearedevenbefore theQumrandiscoveries, in
J.Girbal,Essai sur les Psaumes de Salomon(toulouse:a.Chauvin,1887).seeKenneth
atkinson,An Intertextual Study of thePsalms of Solomon(studiesintheBibleandearly
Christianity49;lewiston,ny:e.MellenPress,2001),422–23.

11 P.Brock,“ThePsalms of Solomon,” inThe Apocryphal Old Testament (ed.
h. F. d. sparks; oxford: Clarendon, 1984), 649–82; d. Flusser, “Psalms, hymns and
Prayers,”inJewish Writings of the Second Temple Period: Apocrypha, Pseudepigrapha, 
Qumran Writings, Philo, Josephus(ed.M.stone;Crint2;assen:VanGorcum,1984),
573–74;e.P.sanders,Judaism: Practice and Belief 63 BCE–66 CE(london:sCMPress,
1992),452–57.

12  Joseph l. trafton, “solomon, Psalms of,” ABD 6: 116. see also the even-
handedjudgmentofJamesh.Charlesworthinaneditorialinsertion,robertB.wright,
“Psalms of Solomon: a new translation and introduction,” in The Old Testament 
Pseudepigrapha(ed.JamesCharlesworth;2vols.;newyork:doubleday,1985),642.

13 ibid.,641.
14 onthebeginningsofthiscommunity,seehann,“CommunityofthePious.”

whilehannprovidesexcellentinsight,hisconclusionsgotoofarandaretoospeculative.
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community refers to itself as the pious15 and the righteous.16 others,
however,arelabeledunrighteous,17sinners,18transgressors,19lawless,20
hypocrites,21 and wicked.22 this mentality is not simply contrasting
JewsversusGentiles,butreflects“aperceiveddichotomywithin israel
itself.”23

4. the community was anti-hasmonean, or at least against the current
hasmoneanleaderofthetime.Pss. Sol.17.4–6reflectsthisattitude,and
itisthisusurpingofthemonarchyfromthedavidiclinethatspurnsthe
longing for the davidic messiah in Pss. Sol. 17. these verses possibly
suggest a sectarian community, in that thehasmoneans enjoyed some
popularfavorduringtheirtime—somuchsothatherodhadtokillmost
ofthemtoconsolidatepower.24

5. thecommunityiscriticalofthetemplecult.25ifwecanproperlyspeak
ofsadduceesduringthisera,thenthecommunitywasanti-sadducee(cf.
4.1).onemightgosofarastosuggestthatthiscommunitymayhave
withdrawnfromtempleworshipaltogether,because theybelieved that
the“holythingsofthelord”hadbeendefiled(2.3).thecommunityalso
believedthatatonementcomesthroughfasting(3.8),and,evidently,con-
gregated ingatherings/synagogues (17.16). inaddition, thecommunity
mayhaveconsidereditselfthe“houseofisrael”(10.8).

Literary Setting

The Redactor

Psalm17hasalwaysbeen found,andpresumably read,alongwith the
previouspsalmsaswellasthefollowing,final,psalm18.theliterarysetting
ofpsalm17comesfromtheredactorofthework.Kennethatkinsonsays,
“recognitionoftherolethattheredactorplaysinselectingourpresentcorpus
...hasconsiderableimpactupontheirinterpretation.”26abouttheredactor,
robertwrightsays:

15 2.36;4.6,8;8.23,34;9.3;10.6;12.4,6;13.10,12;14.3;15.7.
16 2.34–35;3.3–7,11;4.8;8.8;9.3,7;10.3;13.5–9;13.11;14.9;15.6–7;16.15.
17 12.5;15.4.
18 2.16,34;12.6;14.6;17.5.
19 4.9;12.4;14.6.
20 4.19;4.23;12.1;17.18.
21 4.20.
22 12.1–2;16.7.
23 trafton,“solomon,Psalmsof,”6:116.
24 recently,richardBauckhamhasshownthatthehasmoneans,oratleastthe

hasmoneanperiod,continuedtobepopular,asevidencedbythemostpopularnamesin
Palestine.seerichardBauckham,Jesus and the Eyewitnesses: The Gospels as Eyewitness 
Testimony(Grandrapids,Mi:eerdmans,2006),74–78.itseemsthatnotallwerecritical
ofthehasmoneansinthewaythePss. Sol.communityandtheQumrancommunitywere.

25 1.8;2.3;8.12.
26 atkinson,“towardaredating,”108–09.



heappendedthefirstandeighteenthPsalms of Solomon,providinganintro-
ductionandconclusion,andperhapsaddedthesuperscriptionsandliturgical
markers.the redactorwouldhave added the remaining“generic”psalms,
fromanexistingpoolofculticpoetry.hearrangedthepsalms,addedliturgi-
calheadingsinemulationofthebiblicalPsalter,andattributedthewholeto
Kingsolomon.27

theredactorwasnotonlyresponsibleforbringingtheseworkstogether
inaspecificorder;he/theyalsospecificallychosethesepsalmsoverothers,
sincetherewere,presumably,otherpsalmsinexistenceatthetime.28the
collectionhas thematicpatternsandsimilarities thatbringaboutaunity
preciselybecause the redactor chose them tobe together.Moreover, the
redactorpresumablyaddedanintroductionofhisown(Pss. Sol.1)aswell
asaconclusion(Pss. Sol.18).Pss. Sol.1ismodeledafter8.1–13,andisthe
onlypsalmnot tocontainaheading—understandable if it is, indeed,an
introduction.Pss. Sol.18seemstoofferreflectionontheprecedingpsalms,
especiallyPss. Sol.17.29theredactor,then,sawfitthatreadersshouldnot
onlyreadthesecompositionstogether,butseetheculminationofthemin
theovertlymessianicpsalms,17and18.asBradembryhasstated,“[B]y
notsettingthemessianicsectionsintothethematicandconceptualwholeof
thedocument,newtestamentscholarsoftenmisstheissueoftheMessiah’s
functionwithin the document itself.”30scholars cannot imposeany sort
ofmessianicoutlookonPss. Sol.2–16;nonetheless, the redactor seems
toassumesomesortoforganiclinkbetweentheearlierpsalmscomposed
duringthetimeofPompey,andtheovertlymessianicPss. Sol.17appro-
priatedduringthehasmoneanperiod,31andappendsorauthorsPss. Sol.
18aswell.

Themes

The Nations: thenations/Gentiles(τὰ ἔθνη)appearat2.6;8.13,23,9.9,
17.3,14,34.in8.23,Godisalsospecifiedasthejudgeofthenations.within
Pss. Sol.17,themessiahwillhavealltheGentilesfearfullystandingbefore
him(v.34).themessiahwillalso“bemerciful”totheseGentiles.inthis
section,itissaidthatthe“mercyofourGodwilllastforever.”thisdraws

27 robertB.wright(ed.),ThePsalms of Solomon: A Critical Edition of the Greek 
Text(textsandstudiesinlateJudaismandearlyChristianity;newyork:t&tClark,
2007),7.

28 4Q380,4Q381,11Q11,andfiveapocryphalsyriacPsalms.
29 atkinson,Intertextual Study,397.
30 Bradleyembry,“ThePsalms of Solomonandthenewtestament:intertextuality

andtheneedforare-evaluation,”JSP13(2002):100,italicshis.
31 Kennethatkinsonhasconvincinglyarguedthatdavidicmessianismarosedur-

ingtheendofthehasmoneanperiodandbecamewidespreadduringtheherodianperiod.
seeatkinson,“MilitantdavidicMessianism,”435–60.
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anotherimportantconnectionbetweenGodandhismessiah.themessiah
seemstobethepresenceofGodonearth,hisrepresentative.thatthenations
stand“fearfully”beforehim,impliesjudgment,andlikeGod,themessiah
extendsmercytothem.

The Sinners:thelabelof“sinners”isconsistentlyemployedtoreferto
thosewhoopposethepiouscommunity.Godwillrepaythesinnersfortheir
deeds:“[s]innersshallperishforeverinthedayofthelord’sjudgment,when
Godvisitstheearthwithhisjudgment”(15.12).thetitleofsinnersisnot
appliedonlytoGentiles,but,infact,isprimarilyappliedtoJews.32Pss. Sol.
17,then,unfoldsaportraitofamessiahwhowillnotonlypurgethecountry
ofGentiles,butofthe“sinners”withintheJewishranksaswell.themessiah
will“driveoutthesinnersfromtheinheritance,tosmashthearroganceof
sinnerslikeapotter’sjar;condemnsinnersbytheirownconsciences;hewill
exposeofficialsanddriveoutsinnersbythestrengthofhisword”(17.23,25,
36).itisclearthatthemessiahisbringingaboutthejudgmentofthesinners
thattheearlierpsalmssaidthelordwouldmeteout(2.16,34;3.12;4.8;
12.6;13.11;and15.5,10,12–13).

Rulers:rulersarenotdiscussedprominentlyinthePss. Sol.inPss. Sol.
8.16,20,therulersaredescribedas,first,greetingPompeywithjoy,but,
subsequently,beingdestroyed. inPss. Sol.17.20, therulersaresinful; in
17.22, themessiahdestroys the“unrighteous rulers”;and, inv.36, the
messiahexposes/rebukesrulers.theuseofthiswordinPss. Sol.17again
showsthecloseconnectionbetweenthefunctionsofthemessiahandGod
himself.here,Goddoesnotsparetherulersfromridiculeand,later,the
messiahdestroysunrighteousrulersandconvictsrulers.JustasGodisthe
judgeofnationalrulers,soisthemessiah.

Pride:Pride(ὑπερηφανία)isacharacteristicof“sinners”in2.1,offoreign
nationsin2.2,ofthe“dragon”(probablyPompey)in2.25,and,in17.6,the
hasmoneanslaywastetothethroneofdavidinpride.Godbringsdown
theproud“toeternaldestruction”in2.31;Goddestroysthosewhoproudly
“workallunrighteousness” in4.24. in17.23, it is themessiahwhowill
“smashtheprideofsinnerslikeapotter’sjar.”33onceagain,themessiah
isdoingwhatGodhasdoneinthepreviouspsalms.inaddition,underthe
messiah’skingship,“therewillbenoprideamongthem.”

Assemblies:Pss. Sol.10.7saysthe“assembliesofisraelwillglorifythe
nameofthelord.”themessiahin17.43isactivewithintheassemblies:
“intheassemblieshewilljudgethetribesofasanctifiedpeople.”although
assembliesarementioned,thetemplecontinuestobeabsentinthepsalm.
thismaybea subtlepolemic: theking isnot tobe thehighpriest,and
thehighpriest shouldnotbe theking.thispolemicmaybeagainst the
hasmoneanrulingpriests,whoeventuallybeganapplyingthelabel“king”

32 ContraJoelwillitts,Matthew’s Messianic Shepherd-King (BZnw147;new
york:walterdeGruyter,2007),89.

33 robertwright’s translation,Critical Edition,197.all furthertranslationsof
Pss. Sol.,unlessotherwisenoted,arefromwright.



tothemselvesinadditiontothatofhighpriest(JosephusJ.W.1.3.1§70;
Ant.13.11.1§301;20.10.3§§240–41).however,themessiahdoeshave
somepriestlyfunctionswithinthepsalm.itispossiblethatthetempleand
priesthoodareabsent fromthemessianickingdombecause theyareno
longerviewedasnecessary.

Cleansing:thesonofdavidcleanses (καθαρίζω) Jerusalemfromthe
Gentiles,who trample it. inpreviouspsalms,Godpurges“everypious
man”(3.8)fromsins(Pss. Sol.9.6;10.1–2).itisnowforthemessiah,as
God’srepresentative,todotheworkofGod.thisverbκαθαρίζωisusedin
lev.13:6,23and14:7torefertothecleansingthepriestperforms.this
actofcleansingisthefirstindicationthatthemessiahhassomepriestly
function.

Trampling:incontinuitywithPss. Sol.2,theforeignnationsarealso
depictedhereas“trampling”Jerusalem.seePss. Sol.2.2,19.

Judging:inthissection,themessiahistwicedescribedasjudging(κρίνω)
thetribes(v.26),aswellasjudgingpeoplesandnations(v.29).inearlier
passagesof thePss. Sol.,God isdescribedas judgingkings,kingdoms,
andprincesof theearth(2.30,32),and judgingthewholeearth(8.24)
andisrael(8.26).onceagain,themessiahisportrayedasperformingthe
worksofGodhimself.

Righteousness:Closelytiedtohisroleasjudgeisthemessiah’scharacter
ofrighteousness(δικαιοσύνη).inv.26heleadsinrighteousnessandwill
judgethetribes.inv.29hewilljudgethenationsinthe“wisdomofhis
righteousness.”in2.15,God’srighteousnessisdisplayedinhisjudgments.
Verse4.24declares,“agreatandmighty judge is thelordourGod in
righteousness.”in8.24and26,Godjudgesinrighteousness.themessiah,
then,isportrayedashavingthesamecharacterofrighteousnessthatGod
does,whichqualifieshimasajudgeoverisraelandthenations.

Unrighteousness:Verse27ofthissectiondeclaresthatthemessiahwill
nottolerateunrighteoussness(ἀδικία)to“dwellamongthem.”earlierin
thePss. Sol.,God isasked todestroy thosewhoworkunrighteousness
(4.24), and, in9.5, thosewhodounrighteousness give their livesover
todestruction.Beyondthissection,17.32declaresthattherewillbeno
unrighteousness in theirmidst.the semantic rangeof ἀδικία primarily
extendstotheideaofinjusticeorwrongdoing—themessiahcorrectsthis
inthemidstofthepeople.

Hope:thethemeofhopehasbeenastrongemphasisthroughthelatter
halfofthepsalm.themessiahdoesnotplacehishopeinwar(17.33).the
lordishishope;heisdescribedasonewhohopesinGod(17.34);andhis
hopeinGodmeansthatnonecanprevailagainsthim(17.39).hope(ἐλπίς)
alsooccurselsewhereinthecorpus(5.11,14;6.0;8.31;and15.1).Pss. Sol.
6issuperscripted“inhope,”andgoesontodescribethelifeofaperson
whosehopeisinGod.itmaywellprovidethebestcontextualbackground
forunderstandingwhythemessiah’shopeinGodissoimportant:theways
ofpeoplewhosehopeisinGodaredirectedbythelord,theworkoftheir
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handsareguardedbythelord,theirspiritswillnotbetroubled,theyseek
thelordforeveryoneintheirhousehold,andthelordhearstheirprayers
andfulfillseveryrequest(Pss. Sol.6.2–6).

Instruction:earlier,itwasobservedthattherelationshipbetweenisrael
andthemessiahisspokenofintermsofinstruction(παιδεύω),notdestruc-
tion.34Verse42confirmsthisroleofthemessiahinrelationtoisrael.theuse
ofthetermπαιδεύωdrawstomindaparent–childrelationship,andisused
inthehebrewBibleandtheapocryphatodescribetherelationshipbetween
Godandhispeople(deut.8.5;21.18;and32.10;Pss.6.1;38.1;and94.12;
hos.7.12;and10.10;isa.28.26;Jer.46.28;and31.18;2Macc.6:16;10:4;
wis.11:9;and12:22;sir.18:13).asintheearlierPss. Sol.,instructionis
used,here, todescribe the relationshipbetween thelordandhispeople
(3.4;7.3;13.8;16.11;and18.4,7).asintheprevioussection,thatwhich
Goddoesforhispeople,themessiahalsodoesforGod’speople,namely,
shepherdingandparenting.theseacts,again,closelytiethemessiahtoGod
andshowsthattheactsofthemessiaharetheactsofGodtohispeople.

The Messiah in Pss.sol.17

theabovesurveyofthemeswithinthecorpushassoughttoshowthatthe
messiah’sentranceinthispenultimatepsalmconnectsitselfwithnumerous
aspectsoftheearlierpsalms.thefinalredactorshapedthecorpussothat
thehopeforthedavidicmessiahwaspresentedasthesolutiontothetrouble
andtribulationenvisagedintheearlierpsalms,andpsalm17notonlybrings
togetherthehopesoftheearlierpsalms,butalsoincorporatespopularescha-
tologicaltypology.Brieflystated,herearesomeinterestingcharacteristics:

1. hecleansesJerusalem(v.22).
2. hebreakstheunrighteousrulersandsmashestheirarrogance.heacts

asadisciplinerofisrael(vv.22–24).
3. hedrivesouttheGentilesfromJerusalem(v.25).
4. hehasauniversalfunction.Gentilesservehimandstandbeforehim.

healsoglorifiesthelordthroughouttheworld(vv.30–31).
5. heplaceshishopeinGodalone,whomheacknowledgesashisking

(v.34).
6. hispower is not inmilitarymight, butonlyhiswords: “[t]hemes-

siah’swordshavesuchpowerfuleffectbecausetheyarespirit-imbued
words”35(v.33).

7. he is righteous and sinless and makes the people presentable before
God(vv.27,32,36,and40).

8. thereisnohintthatthereisanyneedforapriesthoodorthetemple.

34 seecommentsonvv.21–25.
35 CorneliusBennema,“theswordoftheMessiahandtheConceptofliberation

intheFourthGospel,”Bib86(2005):40.



rather,themessiahhassomepriestlyfunctions.
9. hegathersthosewhohavebeenscattered(theeschatologicalingathering

ofisrael)anddividesthelandamongthetribesofisrael(vv.28and31).
10. heactsasajudgeoftheworldandthetribesofisrael(vv.26,29,and

35).
11. hevindicatesthedevout(vv.32,40,43,and45).

The Non-Militant Warrior

outofthesepoints,muchcouldbediscussed,butiwillconfinemyselfto
twopointsofinterest.First,istheviolentaspectofthemessiah.thereisa
popularconceptionofthemessiahinthePss. Sol.thatismisleading,namely,
thathe is amilitantwarrior.unlike the israelitemonarchy, andunlike
foreignnations,theeschatologicalrestoredisraelitenationhasyhwhas
itskingonceagain.thisiswhythemessiahacknowledgesthelordas“his
king”(17.34),andhasnoneedtodependonanarmy:thelordisthetrue
kingandtheonewhofightsforisrael(throughthewordsofhismessiah).
inprecedingverses,aswellasinthefollowingverses,hisstrengthresides
inhiswordsalone.thebreakingofrulers,thepurgingofJerusalem,the
drivingoutofsinners,thesmashingofsinners’pride,andthedestruction
oflawbreakingGentileswithinJerusalemallhappen,notbymilitarymight,
butbythe“wordofhismouth”(17.21–24,35).thereisnodoubtthatthe
messiahpurgesJerusalemanddestroystheGentilesinJerusalem,butitis
alsoclearthatthisviolenceisdistinctlynon-military;heisnotawarrior.this
importantdistinctionhasbeennotedbyJ.Klausner,36J.h.Charlesworth,37
andK.Pomykala.38there isnohintofwar,andno indication that the

36  Joseph Klausner, The Messianic Idea in Israel, from its Beginning to the 
Completion of the Mishnah(newyork:Macmillan,1955),323.Klausnerstates,“thereis
nosuggestionofwarsandbloodshedinhistime”(323).atkinsondisagreeswithKlausner
on this point, stating that, “Klausner’s belief that there is nowarorbloodshed in this
textisalsountenable”(atkinson,I Cried to the Lord,142,n.24).iagreewithKlausner;
there isnobloodshed,nor is thereawardepicted in thispsalm.Klausner’sassertion is
alsofollowedbyBrianJ.Capper,“thenewCovenantinsouthernPalestineatthearrest
of Jesus,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls as Background to Postbiblical Judaism and Early 
Christianity(ed.Jamesr.davila;STDJ46;Boston:Brill,2003),113.

37  Jamesh.Charlesworth,“FromMessianology toChristology:someCaveats
and Perspectives,” in Judaisms and their Messiahs at the Turn of the Christian Era
(ed. Jacob neusner et al.; Cambridge, uK: Cambridge university Press, 1987); James
Charlesworth, “the Concept of the Messiah in the Pseudepigrapha,” ANRW 19.1:
188–218;andJamesh.Charlesworth,“MessianologyintheBiblicalPseudepigrapha,”in
Qumran-Messianism: Studies on the Messianic Expectations in the Dead Sea Scrolls(ed.
James Charlesworth et al.; tübingen: Mohr siebeck, 1998), 30–31. atkinson misreads
Charlesworth’s comparison with Tg. Ps.-J. Gen 49:11 and Pss. Sol. 17, assuming that
Charlesworthisarguingthatbothtextsportrayanon-militantmessiah.Charlesworthis
actuallycontrastingthetwotexts:whereasthetargumdistinctlyportraysamilitantand
bloodymessiah,Pss. Sol.17doesnot.

38 Kennethe.Pomykala,The Davidic Dynasty Tradition in Early Judaism: Its 
History and Significance for Messianism(atlanta,Ga:scholarsPress,1995),162.
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messiahisleadinganytypeofarmyatall:“[t]hesonofdavidtowhomthe
poetofPsalm of Solomon17looksforwardexercisespowerbyhiswordand
notbyforce.”39eventhoughKennethatkinsonarguesforamilitantunder-
standingofthemessiahinPss. Sol.17,40healsoconcedes:“[t]hemessiah’s
victoriesarenotdependentuponmilitarymightbutupontheauthorityof
hiswordandhispositionasthelegitimatedavidicking.”41

itishischaracterandrighteousnessbeforeGod,and,mostimportantly,
hishopeinGod,thatenablesthemessiahtousesimplythewordsofhis
mouthtodisciplinetheunrighteousrulersofisrael,tovindicatethedevout,
andtodestroytheGentileoccupiers.Furthermore,themessiahisnotestab-
lishedasa“righteouscounterparttoherodtheGreat.”42indeed,thelawless
oneallbutdisappearsaftertheappearanceofthemessiahin17.21andis,
seemingly, lumped inwith the restof theGentiles thatarepurged from
Jerusalem.thishighlightsavery importantdifferencebetweenmessianic
expectationsthathasnotbeenfullyappreciatedbyPss. Sol.scholars:ithas
todowiththerelationshipbetweeneschatologyandmessianism.asiwill
showinthenextchapter,theQumrancommunityexpectedafinal,escha-
tologicalbattle,ofwhichtheywouldbeapart.Consequently,themessiah
wasintegratedintothatbelief.Bycontrast,thePss. Sol.didnotexpectan
eschatologicalbattle,and,therefore,itsmessiahisnotamilitarywarrior.

Priestly Functions

thecommunitywascertainlyconcernedwithpurity.allthemorestriking,
then,istheabsenceofpriestortempleinthispsalm,especiallygiventhe
levelof itsdetailof themessianic reign.withinmuchmore fragmented
messianictextsinthedeadseascrolls,thepriestsandtheeschatological
priestarementioned.inthispsalm,wehaveanalternativeportraitofthe
messiah:onenotcoupledwithaneschatologicalpriestorpriesthood,but,
rather,akinglymessiahthathassomepriestlyfunctions.heregulatesthe
holinessof thepeople (v.27).heaccepts thegiftsof theexiles fromthe
Gentilenations(v.31).hisactioncleansesJerusalem(vv.22,30)andmakes
thelandholy,and,presumably,hispresencecontinuestokeepitholy.he
pronounces“Jerusalemclean,consecratingitasitwasinthebeginning”(v.
30).althoughheisnotafull-blownpriestinthesamesenseastheeschato-
logicalpriestatQumran,someofhisactionsarepriestly.43

39 h.J.deJonge,“thehistoricalJesus’ViewofhimselfandofhisMission,”
inFrom Jesus to John: Essays on Jesus and New Testament Christology in Honour of 
Marinus de Jonge(ed.MartinusC.deBoer;Jsntsup84;sheffield:JsotPress,1993),
26.

40 Kennethatkinson,“herodianorigin”;Kennethatkinson,“herodtheGreat,
sosius.”

41 atkinson,I Cried to the Lord,143.
42 atkinson,“MilitantdavidicMessianism,”435.
43 inhisPh.d.dissertation,Bradleyembrysummarizeshisunderstandingofthe

priestlymotifinpsalm17:“[t]heMessiahinPssSol17,byundertakingtheestablishment



although thismay seemunexpected, the historical context for this
hopecanhelpustounderstandthedesireforamessiahwhohaspriestly
functions.afterall,anumberoftheMaccabeanrulersfunctionedasboth
kingandpriest.scholarshave,inPss. Sol.17,then,thedesirefortherenewed
monarchy,athroneoccupiedbyGod’smessiah;but,hisrulershipisframed
withinthethen-currentkingship,asdisplayedbytheMaccabeanrulers.the
hopewasnotfortherestructuringofisrael,asitwasinthedaysofdavid,
but,rather,anewrestructuringofisrael,withGodasKing,representedby
hismessiahproxy.44

Points of Contact with the New Testament

havinghighlighted, inparticular, thepriestly functionandnon-militant
characterof themessiah, iwill choose these twopoints todraw some
possibleconnectionswiththenewtestament’sportraitofJesus.

Priestly Messianism

discussionofpriestlymotifsandthehistoricalJesusisminimalorabsent
frommostdiscussionsonJesusandmessianism,whichfocus,rather,on
thepropheticandkinglytypologies.instead,culticsimilaritieshavebeen
confinedtotheoppositionbetweenJesusandthetemple.45however,a
recenttwo-partessaybyCrispinh.t.Fletcher-louishasarguedthatthe
GospelofMarkportraysJesuswithapriestlymotif,andmayportray
Jesusastheeschatologicalpriest-kingintheorderofMelchizedek.46a

ofthekingdomofGodonearth,isactivelyfinalizingisrael’sredemption,theworld’srec-
ognitionofGod’ssovereignty,andthestasisofpurityenvisionedintheidealworldofthe
israelitepriesthood”(“Psalmsofassurance:ananalysisoftheFormationandFunction
ofPsalms of Solomon insecondtemple Judaism”[Ph.d.diss.,universityofdurham,
2004],267).

44  if this isa correctway tounderstand the trajectoryofmessianic thought, it
represents an interesting strand of early Jewish reflection. it has been noted in several
studiesthatthepost-exilicperiodsawthewaningofthehopeinthepromisetodavidon
theonehand,and,ontheotherhand,therise intheimportanceofthepriesthood.we
have,perhaps,inthePsalms of Solomon,amoveawayfromthefocusonpriesthoodback
towardsthehopeinanewdavid.seed.C.duling,“traditionsofthePromisestodavid
andhissonsinearlyJudaismandPrimitiveChristianity,”253;Pomykala,The Davidic 
Dynasty,42–222.

45 BruceChilton,The Temple of Jesus: His Sacrificial Program within a Cultural 
History of Sacrifice (university Park: Pennsylvania state university Press, 1992); n. t.
wright, Jesus and the Victory of God (Christian origins and the Question of God 2;
Minneapolis,Mn:Fortress,1992).

46 Crispinh.t.Fletcher-louis,“JesusasthehighPriestlyMessiah:Part1,”JSHJ
4(2006):155–75;Crispinh.t.Fletcher-louis,“JesusasthehighPriestlyMessiah:Part
2,”JSHJ5(2007):57–79.
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fullsummaryandcritiqueofFletcher-louis’argumentsarenotnecessary
here,butthefollowingisasummaryofsomeofthefundamentalpoints:

• Fletcher-louis believes that the son of Man in dan. 7.13 was
viewed in certain circles as the (perhaps, eschatological) high
priest.thishelpsexplainwhyJesusdeclares“thesonofManis
lordofthesabbath”(Mk2.28),andwhyJesussaysthat“theson
ofManhasauthorityonearthtoforgivesins”(Mk2.10).

• three miracles within the first six chapters of Mark show that
Jesus’purityis,effectively,“contagious.”ratherthancontracting
theimpurityoftheleper(Mk1.40–45),thehemorrhagingwoman
(Mk5.25–34),orJairus’daughter(Mk5.35–43),Jesuspasseshis
ownpurityontothem.thisissimilartosomeottextswhichsug-
gestthatthehighpriestand,especially,thehighpriest’sgarb,were
chargedwithholiness(exod.30.29;lev.21.10–12;ezek.44.19;
wis.18:20–25;cf.Mk5.28;6.56).47

• thedemonsrecognizeJesusasthe“holyoneofGod”(Mk1.24).
theonlyprecedent for thesingular“holyoneofGod” isaaron
(Ps.106.16;num.16.7).

• Jesus, as the holy one of God, imparts holiness and, therefore,
“creates” sacred space. this is why the disciples are allowed to
pluck grain on the sabbath. it also may help explain how the
“kingdomofGodhascomenear”(Mk1.15)inJesus’ministry.

• Jesusanswersthehighpriest’squestion,“areyouthemessiah?”,
intheaffirmative,andhegoesontoalludetodan.7.13andPs.
110.1. apart from his appearance in Genesis, Melchizedek only
appearsinPs.110,whichMarksurelyrealized,sinceMelchizedek
was a mysterious and much-discussed figure. in Ps. 110, the
one sitting at the right hand of God is a priest in the order of
Melchizedek(MelchizedekisbothpriestandkinginGen.14.18).
thisrecognitionthatMelchizedekistheprimarycharacterinPs.
110alsoinformsJesus’otherdiscussiononPs.110,inMk12.35–
37.

Fletcher-louis’articleisanengagingreadthathasilluminatedmanyexcellent
points—though,inhisattemptstosupporthisthesis,hevirtuallyignoresthe
obvious royalanddavidicmessianism in theGospels.unfortunately,he
dismissesthePss. Sol.as“theonestrikingexampleofahopeforasingle

47  in this, Fletcher-louis follows and modifies the arguments of both Bruce
ChiltonandCraigevans.seeBruced.Chilton,Jesus’ Baptism and Jesus’ Healing: His 
Personal Practice of Spirituality (harrisburg, Pa: trinity Press international, 1998),
58–71;Craiga.evans,“‘whotouchedMe?’ Jesusand theritually impure,” in Jesus 
in Context: Temple, Purity and Restoration (eds.Bruced.ChiltonandCraiga.evans;
aGJu39;leiden:Brill,1997),368–69.



royalmessiah . . . [which is]highly situational inoutlook.”48while the
messiahinPss. Sol.17is,indeed,theroyal,davidicmessiah,somepriestly
functionsarealsopartofhisreign.thisrecognitionwouldhavestrengthened
Fletcher-louis’ thesis, insofaras it showsanother exampleofamessiah-
kinghavingapriestlyfunction,thoughonethatdoesnotmakeuseofthe
Melchizedekfigure.

whileFletcher-louis focusedonMark, theGospelofMatthewmay
provideanother exampleof Jesusportrayed inapriestlymotif inaway
reminiscentofthePsalms of Solomon17.inaseriesofrapid-firemiracles,
Mt.8–9describes thehealingsofa leper (8.1–4), thecenturion’s servant
(8.5–13), andPeter’smother-in-law (8.14–16); the stillingof the storm
(8.23–27);andthehealingoftwodemoniacs(8.28–34)andtheparalytic
(9.2–8).thefirstthingtonoteregardingthesehealingsisawell-recognized
characteristicofJesusasahealer:unlikeotherknownJewishhealers,Jesus
doesnotrelyonprayer,incantations,orotherpopularmethodsofhealing.
rather,thehealingcomessimplyathiscommand.althoughnotconnected
tohealing, themessiah inPss. Sol. 17alsodoes thingsbywordalone.
Furthermore,anumberof thesehealings (withparallels in the synoptics)
havebeenhighlightedbyFletcher-louis,arguingthatJesusisportrayedwith
apriestlymotif.49inMt.8–9’sstringofmiracles,notonlydoesJesusperform
afewmerelyathisword,but,also,heforgivestheparalytichissins.Perhaps
mostsuggestiveisthehealingoftheleper.notonlydoesJesusconfrontthe
socialstigmaofleprosybytouchingtheman,buthetellsthecleansedman
toshowhimselftothepriestandofferthegift.this,nodoubt,wouldbring
socialhealingtothisstigmatizedman.50But,thefactthattheman’sactions
wouldbea“testimonytothem”mayindicatesomethingmoreatstake:not
onlythefullre-entryofthismanintosociety,butalsoastrongmessagethat
healing,totheman,hascomeapart from thetempleanditspriests.this,i
suggest,isnotunliketheroleofthemessiahinthePsalms of Solomon.while
themessiahinPss. Sol.17is,indeed,theroyal,davidicmessiah,somepriestly
functionsarealsoattributedtohim.thisnotonlytestifies,onceagain,to
thediversityofmessianisminearlyJudaism;italsooffersarichercontext
forunderstandinghowtheearlychurchcouldhaveconceivedofJesus,their
messiah,asbothkingandpriest.

48 Fletcher-louis,“highPriestlyMessiah,”168.Fletcher-louisdoesmakeminor
mentionofsomeofthepriestlydutiesofthemessiahinthePss. Sol.,buttheydonotfactor
intohismainarguments.

49 Crispinh.t.Fletcher-louis,“JesusasthehighPriestlyMessiah:Part1,”JSHJ
4(2006):155–75;Crispinh.t.Fletcher-louis,“JesusasthehighPriestlyMessiah:Part
2,”JSHJ5(2007):57–79.

50 r.t.France,The Gospel of Matthew (NICNT;Grandrapids,Mi:eerdmans,
2007),308.
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Further Indications of Non-Militant Royal Messianism

whileit isclear,fromthesummariesabove,thatJesusactivelydistanced
himselffromuprisingorconflict,sayingsalsocanbeadducedwhichindicate
that Jesushad thepower to exercise violence,but that thispowerwas
non-military.inMt.26.53,aftertheslaveofthehighpriestisstruckwitha
swordandJesusrebukeshisfollower,Jesussays,“doyouthinkthaticannot
appealtomyFather,andhewillatoncesendmemorethantwelvelegions
ofangels?”Jesusindicatesherethat,withasimplecommand,hisaccusers
couldbedestroyed.ulrichluzstates:“Jesusisseenasanall-powerfulperson
whothroughhisheavenlyfather‘can’doeverything.”51itiscuriousthatJesus
doesnotappealtohismanyfollowersasameansofprotectionagainstthe
arrestingsquad.thisnon-militarymightisalsosupportedbyJesus’words
toPilateinJn18.36:“Mykingdomisnotofthisworld.ifmykingdomwere
ofthisworld,myfollowerswouldbefightingtokeepmefrombeinghanded
overtotheJews.Butasitis,mykingdomisnotfromhere.”whetherornot
thesesayingscanbetracedtothehistoricalJesusneednotconcernus.what
isimportantisthatatleasttwooftheevangelistsportrayJesusashaving
thenecessarypowerathisdisposaltodoashechose,butthatpowerwas
neitherinhismilitarymight,nor,even,inthesupportofhisanxious-for-
revoltfollowers.whilethisisnotanexactcorrelationwiththepowerful,
non-militarymessiahofthePss. Sol.,therearepointsofcoherencewithit.

onelastpieceofevidencethatmayfurtherhintatthenon-militarymight
ofJesusshouldbementioned.asdiscussedabove,acts1.6indicatesthat,
evenafter the resurrectionappearances,his followerswere expectinga
geo-politicalrestorationofisrael.iwouldsuggestthatthePss. Sol.,again,
canshedsomelightonthisverse.throughoutthegospelstory,thedisciples
havenotunderstoodhisteachingthathemustdieandriseagain(Mk9.32;
lk.9.45).Jesus’followersmayhaveexpectedthebeginningofarevoltin
Mk6/Jn6,and,perhaps,evenencouragedthetriumphalentry(lk.19.35;
Jn12.16).itseemsthattheyalsowerealsoexpectingafightinGethsemane.
hisdeathandresurrectionreorientedthemtothenewworkofsalvationthat
Godwasdoing.Buttheystillexpectedaconcreteandrealpoliticalupheaval
whereinthekingdomwouldberestoredtoisrael.acts1.6mayindicatethat
thediscipleshadcometobelievethattherestorationofthekingdomwould
bedonebyJesusalone:“whenyouwillrestorethekingdom,”not“whenwe
willrestore...”thereiscertainlynoindicationintheeasternarratives,or
inthebeginningofacts,thatJesus’followersarestillreadyforanuprising.
theyarepassivewatchersintheearlyversesofacts.theyfollowJesusto
theMountofolives,notunlikethefollowersoftheudas(Ant.20.97–98),
theegyptianProphet(Ant.20.169–72),andthesamaritanProphet(Ant.
18.85–87).withoutweapons, theynowexpect that Jesus, simplybyhis
command,willrestorethekingdomtoJerusalem.

51  ulrich luz, Matthew: A Commentary (3 vols., hermeneia; trans. by w. C.
linnsandJamese.Crouch;Minneapolis,Mn:augsburg,1989–2005),3:420.



Equating Jesus with God

theliterarycontextofPss. Sol.17hasilluminatedthecloseconnectionof
themessiahwithGodhimself:themessiahisperformingtheworkofGod
inaverycloseassociationwithhim.themessiahisthejudgeofpeoplesand
nations,aswellasofthetribesofisrael(17.26,29;cf.2.30,32;8.24,26).
hisjudgmentsarerighteous,asareGod’s(17.26,29;cf.2.15;4.24;8.24,
26).he is their shepherd (17.40);he instructs israel (17.42); andglory,
whichissoughtoutbynations(17.30–31),isascribedtohim.thisportrait
ofthemessiahmaycontributeanimportantpointofcoherenceforearly
ChristianportraitsofJesus. insomeof theearliestChristiandocuments,
writtenbyPaul,Jesuswasalreadyspokenofinexaltedtermsandequated,
insomesense,withGodhimself.thesynopticGospels,whilenotbeingas
overt,nonethelesscontributetothisdevelopingviewofJesusaswell.ihope
mystudyhasshedlightonthehistoricalplausibilityoftheGospelauthors
speakingofJesusinsuchexaltedterms.theunderstandingofPss. Sol.17
supportsitsplausibilityinaJewishcontext.

in the Gospels, Jesus plays these same types of roles, roles usually
performedbyGod.Jesuslongstogatherisraelasahengathersherbrood
(Mt.23.37;lk.13.34).Jesusisdescribedasajudge(Jn5.22,27;8.16);he
istheshepherd(Jn10.1–18);andgloryisascribedtohim(Mt.16.27,19.28,
24.30,and25.31;Mk8.38;10.37;and13.26;lk.9.26;21.27;and24.26;
Mk9.2–10par.).52ifweacceptPss. Sol.17asanimportantrepresentationof
earlyJewishmessianism,thishighviewofJesus,asportrayedintheGospels,
isathomeinearlyJewishthinking.

52 theGospelsgotoevengreaterlengthsthanthisinportrayingJesusinexalted
terms.thesonofManisclearlyunderstoodasJesusandisequatedwithGod,particularly
inMatthew;likewise,also,hisroleofjudgingintheeschaton(Mt.25:31–46).
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Chapter 6

The Enochic Library of the Author of 
the ePIsTle of BarnaBas

Eric Rowe

Beforeaddressingthedetailsof“theenochiclibraryoftheauthorofthe
Epistle of Barnabas”itwillbehelpfultoclarifysomeofthetermsinthat
title.apersonmightinferfromittheideaofasingleauthorwhocomposed
theEpistle of Barnabashavingimmediateaccessinsomelibrarytoallofthe
fifteen-plussourcesforitshundred-plusquotations.however,suchasimple
model isnot intendedby the title.the reigningviewof thecomposition
ofBarnabasisthatitisapatchworkofahandfulofconstituentpartsput
togethereitherbysomelengthyprocesswithinaschoolcommunityorby
somefinaleditor.1ifthatiscorrect,thenitfollowsthatmostofthecitations
existedalreadyinthesepartsandthatwhoeverputthemtogetherdidnotuse
continuous-textcopiesofthebookscitedinthem.

thecontentionof thispaperdoesnot require theoverturningof that
modeloftheepistle’scomposition.however,despiteitspatchworkstructure,
Barnabasexhibitsagreatdealofhomogeneityinitspurpose,theology,and
style.2thisimpliesthateitherthefinalworkanditsconstituentparts(orat
leastmanyofthem)comefromaschooloflikemindedChristians,orthey
comefromasingleauthorwhomightpossiblyhavemadetheepistleoutof
shorterjottingshehadcomposedatearliertimes,includinganthologiesof
noteshewouldhavetakenfrombookshehadaccessedatvariousoppor-
tunities.3thus, for thepurposesof thispaper, thetermauthor isused in

1 robertKraft,“Barnabasandthedidache,”inThe Apostolic Fathers: A New 
Translation and Commentary(ed.robertGrant;nashville,tn:thomasnelson,1965),
1–3,19–22;reidarhvalvik,The Struggle for Scripture and Covenant: The Purpose of the 
Epistle of Barnabas and Jewish–Christian Competition in the Second Century(tübingen:
Mohr,1996),1–5.

2  Cf. James Carlton Paget, The Epistle of Barnabas (tübingen: Mohr, 1994),
183–85.

3 Muchof theevidence that isadduced in favorof thehypothesis that thecita-
tionsinBarnabascamefrompublishedtestimonycollectionscouldaseasilybeexplainedby
thehypothesisthattheauthorusedhisownprivateexcerptcollections,apracticethatwas
employed widely in the Greco-roman world (xenophon, Memorabilia 1.6.14; aristotle,
Topics1.14;Moralia464F,457d–e;Cicero,On Invention2.4;seneca,Ep.84.2;Plinythe
younger,Ep.3.5;6.20).seeMartinC.albl,“And Scripture Cannot be Broken”: The Form 
and Function of Early Christian Testimonia Collections(leiden:Brill,1999),80.



abroadsense to includeanauthor, redactor,or schoolwithout implying
acommitmenttowhichofthoseisthemostaccurateterminthecaseof
Barnabas.likewise, theterm library refers totheuniverseofbooksused
bothbythefinalauthororredactoroftheepistleandbypriorauthorswho
composedanylargeblocksoftextthatconstitutetheepistle.

therangeofbookstheepistlecitesprovidesuswithsomeevidencethat
this schoolorauthorhad somebackgroundor close relationshipwitha
particularstreamofJudaism,namely,theEnochic.4thistermalsorequires
clarification.Forthepurposeofthispaper,Enochicmeansthatbroadstream
ofJudaismthatincludedthecommunitiesthatproducedthebooksattributed
toenoch,alongwithother communities, suchas theQumran sect, that
reveredthosebooksandotherbookslikethem;astreamofJudaismthatwas
distinguishedfromthemaintempleauthoritiesinthatitheldtoasolarrather
thanlunarcalendar,amongotherthings.Boccaccinihasarguedthatenochic
JudaismwastheverysameasthebroaderessenebranchofJudaism,ofwhich
theQumransectwasanoffshoot.5Forthepurposesofthispaperitisnot
necessarytoaccepthisview.itsufficessimplytoacknowledgethatessene
JudaismandenochicJudaismwerecloselyrelated,6inwhichcasetheword
Enochicishereintendedtoincludebothofthem,alongwithanyotherclosely
relatedgroupsaboutwhichwehavelessknowledge,possiblyincludingthe
theraputaedescribedbyPhiloinDe Vita Contemplativa.

Boccaccini isprobablycorrect that4 Ezracomesfromwithinenochic
Judaismandthatitreflectsthatbackgroundin14:45–48wheretheMost
hightellsezratomakepublicthetwenty-fourbookshehadwrittenfirst,to
bereadbyboththeworthyandtheunworthy,buttohidetheseventybooks
hehadwrittenlast,andonlygivethemtothewise,forwhomtheywouldbe
afountainofknowledge.7itisfromthisbroadrangeofscripture,including
thetwenty-fourbooksofthetanach,andthemuchwiderrangeofspecial
sectarianliterature,thatthecitationsinBarnabaswereoriginallytaken.

thesourcesofthreeparticularquotationsinBarnabascanbeidentified
withbooksfromtheenochicstreamofJudaism.additionally,severalmore
generic featuresof the epistle support the contention that its scriptural
corpuswasenochic.thethreeparticularpassagesareBarn.4:3–5,12:1,
and16:3–6.someofthespecificJewishwritingsthatcontainpassagesthat

4 thissuggestionisinlinewiththeconclusionofKraft,whichhereachedwith-
outaccesstotheevidenceof4Q383–91.seerobertKraft,“theepistleofBarnabas:its
Quotationsandtheirsources”(Ph.d.diss.,harvard,1961),287–90.

5 GabrieleBoccaccini,Beyond the Essene Hypothesis: The Parting of the Ways 
between Qumran and Enochic Judaism (Grandrapids,Mi:eerdmans,1998).

6  see especially John Collins, “enoch, the dead sea scrolls, and the essenes:
Groups and Movements in Judaism in the early second Century B.C.e.,” and James
VanderKam,“tooFarBeyond theessenehypothesis,” inEnoch and Qumran Origins: 
New Light on a Forgotten Connection (ed. Gabriele Boccaccini; Grand rapids, Mi:
eerdmans,2005),345–50and388–93.

7 Boccaccini,Beyond the Essene Hypothesis,168.
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resemblethesequotationsinclude:threedifferentbookspreservedinwhat
is currentlyknownas1 Enoch,namelyThe Astronomical Treatise,The 
Book of Dreams, andThe Apocalypse of Weeks; a reworkedprophetic
apocryphonfoundinseveralcopiesatQumranin4Q383–91;and4 Ezra.
thefollowingsurveyoftextualaffinitiesbetweentheseworksandBarnabas
willrevealcertainsimilaritiesthatsuggesttheuseofeithertheseveryworks,
recensionsortranslationsofthem,orotherunknowncloselyrelatedworks.

Barnabas 4:3–4, and 12:1

the first reference topropheticauthority froma sourceoutsideofwhat
mostChristiansrecognizeastheoldtestamentisoneexplicitlyattributed
toenochinBarn.4:3–4,whichreadsasfollows:

thelaststumblingblockisathand,concerningwhichthescripturesspeak,
asenochsays.Forthemasterhascutshortthetimesandthedaysforthis
reason,sothathisbelovedmightmakehasteandcomeintohisinheritance.4
andsoalsosaystheprophet:“tenkingdomswillreignovertheearth,and
afterthemalittlekingwillarise,whowillsubduethreeofthekingswitha
singleblow.”

Kraftappliestheenochicattributiontothephrase“thelaststumblingblock
isathand,”whichheviewsasareferenceto“thegeneralthemeofthe‘final
scandal’,”aboutwhichheclaims,“ifPseudo-Barnabashadapreciseenoch
passageinmind,itisapparentlynolongerpreservedinextantenochliter-
ature(thebestcandidatesare1 Enoch89:61–64;90:17f.;2 Enoch34:1–3,
buttheyarenotverysatisfactory).”8

theastronomicaltreatise

Kraftmighthavefoundamoresatisfactoryparallelifhehadunderstood
theenochicattributioninreferencetothewordsthatfollowitratherthan
thosethatprecedeit.asreevesnotes,“ifwecomparethestructureofthe
wordingofv.3withtheothereighty-sixdirectcitationsfromsourcesfound
inBarnabas,wediscoverthattheactualcitationalwaysfollowsthenamed
authority.”9 in fact, the ideaof shorteningunitsof timemeasurement is
foundinThe Astronomical Treatise(1 Enoch72–82),whichreads:

8 robertKraft,Barnabas and the Didache,89.
9  John C. reeves, “an enochic Citation in Barnabas 4:3 and the Oracles of 

Hystaspes,” in Pursuing the Text: Studies in Honor of Ben Zion Wacholder on the 
Occasion of his Seventieth Birthday(ed.JohnC.reevesandJohnKampen;Jsotsup184;
sheffield:sheffieldacademicPress:1994),263.



inrespecttotheirdays,thesinnersandthewinterarecutshort.theirseed(s)
shalllagbehindintheirlandsandintheirfertilefields,andalltheiractivities
upon the earth.hewill turnandappear in their time, andwithhold rain;
andtheskyshallstandstillatthattime.thenthevegetableshallslackenand
notgrowinitsseason,andthefruitshallnotbeborninits(proper)season.
themoonshallalteritsorder,andwillnotbeseenaccordingtoits(normal)
cycles.(1 Enoch80:2–4)

althoughtheolivetdiscoursereferstoGodshorteningdaysforthesake
oftheelect(Mt.24.22),theconceptthereseemstobeshorteningthelength
of someperiodof tribulation.The Astronomical Treatise describes the
shorteningoftheveryunitsbywhichtimeismeasured.10sinceBarnabas
mentionstheshorteningofbothtimesanddays,thissuggeststheuseofa
sourcewheretheenochicideaofshorteningtimeunitsisinview.Milikhas
proposedthatthispassageinThe Astronomical Treatiseisthesourcebehind
Barnabas4:3.11

anotherpassageinBarnabasthatmaysupportthisparallelisBarn.15:5:
“‘andherestedontheseventhday.’thismeans:whenhissoncomes,he
willdestroythetimeofthelawlessoneandwilljudgetheungodlyandwill
changethesunandthemoonandthestars,andthenhewilltrulyrestonthe
seventhday.”althoughchangesinthesun,moon,andstarsareacommon
apocalyptic theme in JewishandChristian literature, these changes are
usuallyconfinedtocertainspecifics,suchasthesunbeingdarkened.the
useofthegenerictermἀλλάσσωinBarn.15:5mayreflectdependenceona
sourcelike1 Enoch80,whereseveralchangesintheseasonsandthecyclesof
heavenlybodiesaredescribedusingsuchwordsaserrandalter.12Moreover,
theentirecontextofBarn.15pertainstomeasuresoftime;andevenv.5
usestime-relatedwords(ἡμέραandκαιρός)inrelationtothesechangesinthe
heavenlybodies.theuseofasourcethatdescribeschangesinthecourses
ofthesebodies,particularlyintheirrolesastimemarkers,mayexplainthe
mentionofthissignatthispointintheepistle.

10  as Beckwith has observed, the signs described in 1 Enoch 80 fit well what
wouldbeobservedbyagroupfollowinga364-daycalendarwithoutthenecessaryinterca-
lations(“theearliestenochliteratureanditsCalendar:Marksoftheirorigin,date,and
Motivation,”RevQ39[1981],387).thefactthatBarnabasshowsnoconcernforthis
ideawithinthepassagehequotesdoesnotweighagainstthelikelihoodofhisusingsuch
asource,ashewouldappealtothispassageaccordingtohisownspiritualhermeneutic.

11  J. t. Milik, The Books of Enoch: Aramaic Fragments of Qumran Cave 4
(oxford:Clarendon,1976),73–74.

12 accordingtothetranslationofe.isaacinThe Old Testament Pseudepigrapha
(2vols.;ed.Jamesh.Charlesworth;newyork:doubleday,1983),1:58–59.
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4Q383–391

althoughthesourceofBarn.4:3isattributedtoenoch,twootherwritings
thatspeakoftimecompression,whichmakenointernalclaimofenochic
authorship,havebeenproposedasthesource.Kisterhasproposedasource
thathasbeenpreservedinascrollatQumranhecalls4Qsecondezekiel.13
thisscrollcontainsapassagewhichreads,“andthedayswillpassrapidly
until[allthesonsof]mansay:arenotthedayshasteningonsothatthe
childrenofisraelcaninherit[theirland?]”(4Q3853,2–3).14notonlydoes
thispassagedescribeobservable compressionof the lengthsofdays,but
also,likeBarnabas,itgivesthereasonthatitisforsomeoneto“inherittheir
land.”in4Q385,itisforisrael,whereasinBarnabasitisforthe Beloved.

this parallel becomesmore significant in light of a secondparallel
between4Q385andBarn.12:1,which reads,“similarly,heonceagain
givesanexplanationaboutthecrossinanotherprophet,whosays:‘and
whenshallthesethingsbeaccomplished?thelordsays,“whenatreefalls
overandrisesagain,andwhenblooddripsfromatree.”onceagain,you
haveareferenceaboutthecrossandabouttheonewhowasdestinedtobe
crucified.’”Portionsofthispassageresemble4 Ezra,whichatonepoint
asks,“howlong?whenwillthesethingsbe?”(4 Ezra4:33),andshortly
thereaftersays,“Bloodshalldripfromwood”(4 Ezra5:5).however,4 Ezra
doesnotmentionatreebendingandrisingbackup,aholewhichisneatly
filledinby4Q385,“[and]isaid:o,yhwh,whenwillthesethingshappen?
andyhwhsaidtome...]10[...and]atreewillbendoverandstraighten
up[...]”(4Q3852,9–10).

oneargumentagainstBarnabasusingthesamesource(inGreektrans-
lation)asthatpreservedin4Q385isthat,accordingtoBarnabas,thewords
belongtoenoch,whereas4Q385placestheminthemouthofezekiel.as
Kisterobserves,anapparentquotationfromanotherPseudo-ezekielwriting
inBarn.11:10makes it somewhatunlikely that theauthorbelieved the
words inBarn12:1camefromthesameprophet.15Kisterproposesthat
themistakenattributiontoenochmayresultfromtheuseofacollectionof
testimonia.16thissuggestionisnotimplausible.however,itshouldbenoted
thatBarnabas,apparently,usesatleastonecontinuoustextenochicsource,
theBook of Dreams,fromwhichBarnabasalludestoseveraldetailsspread
throughout1 Enoch89–90,requiringknowledgeoftheentiresection(Barn.
16:3–6).17Furthermore,theauthorofBarnabasusuallydoesnotattribute

13  Menahem Kister, “Barnabas 12:1; 4:3 and 4Q second ezekiel,” RB 97.1
(1990),63–67.

14 allquotations fromthedss in thispaperare taken fromFlorentinoGarcía
MartínezandeibertJ.C.tigchelaar,The Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edition(2vols.;Grand
rapids,Mi:eerdmans,2000).

15 Kister,“Barnabas12:1;4:3and4Qsecondezekiel,”66.
16 ibid.
17 seediscussionbelow.



quotationstoaspecificauthor,speaker,orbook,butintheotherinstances,
whenhedoes,theattributionisalwaysaccurate.18

The oraclesofhystaspes

reeveshasmadeaproposal thatattempts to improveon thatofKister,
saying,“whileKister’sproposalisadmittedlyattractive,therenevertheless
remain certainproblemswithhisproposed identification, chief among
whicharetheenochicascriptionandthethematiccomplexofmotifslinking
Barn.4:3and4:4.”19hisproposedsourceistheOracles of Hystaspes,a
workpreserved,inpart,intheDivine Institutesoflactantius.20thiswork
containsapredictionoftimeunitsshortening,“theyearwillshorten,the
monthwilllessen,andthedaywillbesqueezedintoasmallspan,andstars
willfallingreatfrequency,sothatthewholeskywilllookblind,withno
lights in it” (lactantius, Div. Inst. 7.16.10).Moreover, this prediction
accompaniespredictionsofotherastronomical anomalies, including the
darkeningofheavenlybodiesand irregularityoforbits (lactantius,Div. 
Inst.7.16.8–9),perhapssupportingtheexpectedchangesinthesun,moon,
andstarsinBarn.15:5.

reevesdrawsfurtherparallelsbynotingthattheOracles of Hystapses
alsoparallelsthepredictionofBarn.4:4,whereintenkingdomswillarise,
followedbyalittlekingwhowilldeposethreeotherkings.lactantiusrelates
this samepredictionwithinhis textofOracles of Hystaspes (Div. Inst.
7.16.1–3).itistruethatthisexactschemeisfoundindaniel7.Butthewords
ofBarn.4:4donotmatchanythingineitherdanielorlactantius.and,as
reevesobserves,“Barnabasdoesnotidentifythisquotationascomingfrom
daniel,butratherascribesthequotationtoanunnamedprophet.”21reeves,
finally,appealstothetermBeloved,foundinBarn.4:3,notingthatlater
Manicheanliteraturementionedbyatenth-centuryMuslimscholartalks
abouthystaspesusingtheepithetbeloved.Butsuchacircuitouspathtothe
originalwordingoftheOracles of Hystaspescannotovercomethefactthat,
inthequotationoflactantius, theOracles of Hystaspesneitherusesthe
epithetbeloved,norcontainsanywordsthatmatchthequotefromBarnabas
asnearlyasdoes4Q385.reevesalsobelieveshisproposalbetterexplains

18 seeBarn.4:5;6:8;10:1,2,10,11;12:6,11;13:4;14:3.to these,couldbe
addedseveralplaceswhereBarnabas indicatesthatthequotationtofollowcomesfrom
adifferentsourcethantheonejustprior,bysayingitisfrom“anotherprophet,”includ-
ingBarn.6:14;11:6,9;12:1,4.tobesure,thisargumentismitigatedbythelikelihood
that some of these attributions were added to the text in its transmission (so Kraft,
“Quotations,”46).nevertheless, evengranting thispossibility, it remains the case that
theevidencesuggeststheauthorgaveattributionsofquotationsonlyrarelyandwithcare
foraccuracy.

19 reeves,“anenochicCitation,”265.
20 ibid.,265.
21 ibid.,268.
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theenochicascription,as itwaspossiblethatanassimilationofculture-
heroesoccurredbetweenZoroasterandenoch,bothofwhom,allegedly,
discoveredastrology.22thiscomplicatedexplanationoftheascriptiondoes
notlessenthemainproblemwithreeves’proposal,whichislackofclear
verbalcorrespondence.

of the possible sources behind Barn. 4:3 surveyed, themost likely
candidateisthepropheticapocryphonattestedin4Q383–391,bothbecause
of its similarwording, andbecauseof its relationship toBarn. 12:1a.
theproblemthatremainsforthissuggestionistheattributiontoenoch.
however,itmustalsobenotedthatenochicliteratureinthefirstcentury
wasnotcontainedinasimplediscretecorpus,suchastheextantethiopic
(1 Enoch)orslavonic(2 Enoch)booksofenoch.ethiopicenochisacompi-
lationoffiveseparateenochictracts,fourofwhichareattestedatQumran,
inscrollsthatgroupedthemtogetherinvaryingways.23thefifthportion
ofethiopicenochmaybeof lateroriginthanthese,as is theentiretyof
slavonicenoch.Buttheseenochiccollectionsarenotlikelytopreserveallof
theenochicliteraturethatcirculatedinearlyJudaismandChristianity.the
majorityofcitationsfromenochinearlyChristianliteraturedonotclosely
matchthewordsofanyknownbookofenoch,thoughtheyfrequentlyfit
theideologyofenochicJudaism.24thesameistrueofenochiccitationsin
Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs.25also, ifBradyandwacholderare
correctthat4Q383–391representsfragmentsofseveralcopiesofasingle
prophetic apocryphon that includespseudonymous sayingsofezekiel,
Jeremiah,and,possibly,Moses,thenthepresumedauthoroftheworkasa
wholeremainsunknown.26itsideologicalaffinitiesliecloselywithenochic
Jewishliterature.27itisplausiblethatthiswork,orarecensionofit,suchas

22 ibid.,274.
23 Georgew.e.nicklesburg,1 Enoch1(Minneapolis,Mn:Fortress,2001),7–8.
24 seethelengthysurveyofenochcitationsinh.J.lawlor,“earlyCitationsfrom

theBookofenoch,”Journal of Philology25(1897):164–225.
25 thedifferenttextualfamiliesofTestament of the Twelve Patriarchsdisagree

inattributingcertainsayingstoenoch.robertKrafttheorizesthatlaterscribessometimes
removed the attribution due to a saying being unattested in their book of enoch. see
“enochandwrittenauthoritiesinTestament of the Twelve Patriarchs”(paperpresented
atthesBlPseudepigraphasymposium,washington,d.C.,1993).Citedapril22,2006.
online: http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/gopher/other/journals/kraftpub/Judaism/testaments of
12Patriarchsonenochandscriptures.

26 seeMonicalynwalshBrady,“ProphetictraditionsatQumran:astudyof
4Q383–391”(2vols.;Ph.d.diss.,theuniversityofnotredame,2000);ibid.,“Biblical
interpretation in the ‘Pseudo-ezekiel’ Fragments (4Q383–391) from Cave Four,” in
Biblical Interpretation at Qumran (ed.Matthiashenze;Grandrapids,Mi:eerdmans,
2005); and Ben Zion wacholder, “deutero ezekiel and Jeremiah (4Q384–4Q391):
identifying thedryBonesofezekiel37as theessenes,” inThe Dead Sea Scrolls: Fifty 
Years After Their Discovery – Proceedings of the Jerusalem Congress, July 20–25, 1997
(ed.l.schiffman,e.tov,J.C.VanderKam,andG.Marquis;israelexplorationsociety,
incollaborationwiththeshrineoftheBook,israelMuseum,2000),445–61.

27  Brady identifies the closest textual affinities of 4Q383–391 with 2 Baruch,



theGreekversionusedinTheEpistle of Barnabas,wasattributedtoenoch.
thus,Kister’suseofthetitle4Qsecondezekielmaybeinappropriatefor
4Q385,despitetheinclusionofezekiel’swordswithinit.

Barnabas 16:3–6

the last specificcitation inBarnabas thatappears tocome fromknown
enochicliteratureisBarn.16:3–6,whereaseriesofexpressionsandideas
fromtheBook of Dreams(1 Enoch83–90)andtheApocalypse of Weeks
(1 Enoch91–107)arewoventogether:

Furthermore,againhesays:“Behold, theywhotoredownthis templewill
builditthemselves.”4thisishappeningnow.Forbecausetheywenttowar,
itwastorndownbytheirenemies,andnowtheveryservantsoftheirenemies
willrebuildit.5again,itwasrevealedthatthecityandthetempleandthe
people of israel were destined to be handed over. For the scripture says:
“anditwillhappeninthelastdays,thatthelordwillhandoverthesheep
ofthepasture,andthesheepfoldandtheirwatchtowertodestruction.”and
ithappenedjustasthelordsaid.6Butletusinquirewhetherthereisinfacta
templeofGod.thereis—wherehehimselfsaysheisbuildingandcompleting
it!Foritiswritten:“anditwillcometopass,whentheweekcomestoan
end,God’stemplewillbebuiltgloriouslyinthenameofthelord.”

The Book of Dreamscontainsalongparableencompassingmostof1 Enoch
89–90whereinthehistoryofthenationofisraelisdescribedfromthetime
ofabrahamuntil the eschaton. in thisparable, thepeopleof israel are
consistentlydepictedassheep,Jerusalemasasheepfold,andthetempleasa
tower.thenearestparallelinthisparabletothedescriptionofaneschato-
logicaldestructionofthesheep,thefoldandthetower,asinBarn.16:5,is
apassageactuallydescribingtheBabylonianconquest(1 Enoch89:55–56,
66–67).later,theBook of Dreams describesaneschatologicaljudgmentat
whichsheeparedestroyedandthehouse(Jerusalem)rebuiltwithoutmention
ofa tower (1 Enoch90:26–29).The Apocalypse of Weeksprovides the
lastneededparallels,saying,“atits[thelastweek’s]completion,theyshall
acquiregreatthingsthroughtheirrighteousness.ahouseshallbebuiltfor
theGreatKingingloryforevermore”(1 Enoch91:12–13).asthispassage
isnotaparable, thehouse ishereatemple(cf.4Qeng,“aroyaltemple
of theGreatone inhisglorious splendor, forall generations, forever”).
VanderKamsummarizesthesituationofBarn.16:3–6saying,“thereisno

4 Ezra, the Animal Apocalypse, the Book of Jubilees, and the Damascus Document 
(“Prophetic traditions at Qumran,” 2:539). Boccaccini identifies all of these, except 2 
Baruch,ascoreworksofenochicJudaism(Beyond the Essene Hypothesis,11–17).such
anoverlapof literaryaffiliationsuggeststhattheattributioninBarn.4:3maynotbea
mistake.
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doubtthatinthesetwoplacesinchap.16theauthorisalludingto,though
notcitingfrom1 Enoch.”28

VanderKam isprobably correct that these citations inBarnabas are
paraphrasesofthepassagesabovefromtheenochicBook of the Dreams
andtheApocalypse of Weeks.Butevenifnot,andthesourcewassome
otherbook,thesimilaritiesthatexistareenoughtosuggestthatwhatever
thatotherbookwas, itmusthavebeenclosely related to theseenochic
books,andwasprobablyanotherrepresentativeofenochicJudaism.this
issupportedbythepopularityofchronologiesofweekswithinthatbrand
ofJudaism.althoughtheoriginofthatliterarymotifseemstohavebeen
daniel,whichisnot,itself,representativeofenochicJudaism,otherbooks
imitatedanielwiththeirownchronologiesofweeks,andthisphenomenon
isparticularlycommonintheliteratureofenochicJudaism.The Apocalypse 
of Weeks is,of course,oneexample.other examples include: theBook 
of the Watchers, the Animal Apocalypse, the Testament of Levi, the
Damascus Document,4Q180,4Q181,4Q247,4Q390,11QMelch,andthe
Assumption of Moses.anotherworkthatcontainsachronologyofweeks
thatwasnotbornedirectlyoutofenochicJudaism,butthat,likeBarnabas,
seemstobesomehowrelatedtootherbooksthatwere,is2 Baruch.

Generic Comparisons

inadditiontotheseparticularpassagesinBarnabasthat,apparently,quote
fromenochicJewishsources,somegenericobservationsabouttheepistle’s
useofauthoritativesourcescorroborateitsaffinitytothatstreamofJudaism.
theseincludeafavoritismforasimilargroupofbooksofthehebrewscrip-
tures,apropensityforapocalypticisminBarnabasanditssources,auseof
alternativePentateuch-likesources,andaparticularhermeneuticalapproach.

Favorite Books of Scripture

while neitherBarnabas nor any extant source fromenochic Judaism
containsasystematicdelimitationofwhichbooksarescripturalalongthe
linesofwhatlatersourcesmightcallacanon,certainfeaturesoftheavailable
literatureprovidecluesastowhichbooksgarneredthemostattentionin
theircommunities.inBarnabas,thesecluesareinthenumberoftimeseach
bookiscited.inenochicJudaism,theyareinthenumberofmanuscriptsof
eachbookfoundatQumran,andfromthecitationsofbooksasscripturein
thesectariandocuments.

28 JamesC.VanderKam,“1 Enoch,enochicMotifs,andenochinearlyChristian
literature,” in The Jewish Apocalyptic Heritage in Early Christianity (ed. James C.
VanderKamandwilliamadler;Minneapolis,Mn:Fortress,1996),40.



inthedeadseascrolls,thefavoritebookswerethePsalms,preservedin
thirty-sixscrolls,andquotedfifty-onetimesinsectariantexts,andisaiah,
preservedintwenty-onescrolls,andquotedeightytimesinsectariantexts.29
afterthese,thenextmostfrequentlyquotedandcopiedbooksatQumran
weredeuteronomy(thirtyscrolls,twenty-sevenquotations),Genesis(twenty
scrolls, three quotations), exodus (seventeen scrolls, four quotations),
leviticus (fourteen scrolls, twenty-threequotations), and Jubilees (fifteen
scrolls,twotofourquotations).30afterthese,numbers,Jeremiah,ezekiel,
daniel,thetwelveMinorProphets(countedasonebook),and1 Enoch
(alsocountedasonebook)wererepresentedinafewquotationsandsix
totwelvescrollseach.31Finally,almostalloftherestofthetanach(except
esther),plusBensira,tobit,andtheReworked Pentateuchwererepresented
withatotalfifteenquotationsand/orscrollseach.32

thequotationsinBarnabasbetrayasimilarhierarchyoffavoritebooks.
isaiahand thePsalmsareagain the clear favorites,with twenty-five to
twenty-sevenandnineteento twenty-twoquotationsrespectively.33the
nextmostattestedbook isGenesis,withninequotations.34thencome
Jeremiahanddeuteronomy,withfourtosixandtwotofivequotations
respectively.35there are a few scatteredandquestionable references to
Zechariah,ezekiel, Proverbs,daniel, andleviticus.36Finally, there are
a largenumberofquotationswhose sourceshavenot yetbeen clearly
identified and which probably come from books outside the tanach,
includingthepassagestreatedabove.37

severalparallelsbetweenthedssandBarnabasemergefromthissurvey
thatprovidecircumstantialevidenceforthetheorythatsomerelationship
shouldbesoughtbetweentheauthorofBarnabasandagroupofJews
thatwassimilartotheessenes.Barnabasandthedssbothreflectaclear
favoritism for isaiahand thePsalms.Genesis comes thirdor fourth in
bothlists.deuteronomyandJeremiaharealsorelativelyhighinbothlists.
lastly,bothtreatcertainbooksasscripturethatwerenotrecognizedin

29 JamesVanderKamandPeterFlint,The Meaning of the Dead Sea Scrolls(new
york:harperCollins,2002),178–80.Cf.GeorgeJ.Brooke,The Dead Sea Scrolls and the 
New Testament(Minneapolis,Mn:Fortress,2005),27–51.

30 VanderKamandFlint,Meaning,178–80.
31 ibid.
32 ibid.
33 thenumbersofquotationsfromvariousbooksinBarnabasusedinthispara-

grapharetakenfromKraft,“Quotations,”54–56.whenarangeofnumbersisusedfora
book,thelowernumberisthenumberofquotationsthatclearlyreflectspecificpassages
ofthelxx,thehighernumberincludesquotationsthat,accordingtoKraft,“reflectpar-
ticularotpassagesandevenhavesomeseptuagintalwording,butwhichalsodeviateto
suchanextentfromthelxxthattheymustbeconsideredseparately”(56).

34 Kraft,“Quotations,”54–56.
35 ibid.
36 ibid.
37 ibid.
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thelaterJewishandChristiancanons,especiallyincludingbooksfromthe
enochicstreamofJudaismandalternativeversionsofthePentateuch(see
below).38

Apocalyptic

anaspectofBarnabas that isalreadyapparent from the specificquota-
tions treated above is its apocalyptic emphasis. enochic Judaism was
noteworthy for itspropensity touseapocalyptic literature.39tobe sure,
apocalypticthemesarecommoninotherearlyChristianworksthatdonot
havethesamerelationshiptoenochicJudaismthatBarnabasapparently
has.nevertheless,itisworthnoting,ifonlyascorroboratingevidence,that
apocalypticideasaboundinBarnabasanditssources.40Forexample,Barn.
6containsananthologyofversesthat,takenontheirown,wouldseemto
beorientedaroundtheideaoftherestoringofanedenicstateonearthin
theeschaton.inBarnabas,theseversesareinterpretedtorefer,nottoactual
land,buttothenewcreationofChristianconverts.thisanthologyincludes
thequotation,“Behold, imakethe last thingsasthefirst,”whichnicely
encapsulatesathemethatrunsthroughoutapocalypticeschatology,butthat
comesfromasourcethatis,asyet,unidentified.

thesame ideaofGodbringingback theedenic state in theeschaton
emergesinBarnabas’owneschatologyinchapter15,whereheplaceson
themouthofGodthewords,“iwillcreatethebeginningofaneighthday,
which is thebeginningofanotherworld.”similar ideas seempresent in
thesourcesofBarn.11:9–10,whichBarnabas,again,reinterpretsinways
immediatelyrelevanttohisaudience.in11:9, itquotesthewords,“and
thelandofJacobwaspraisedmorethananyotherland,”whichBarnabas
applies to Jesus’ physical body.the source is unknown,but it is very
similartoapassageintheapocalyptic2 Baruch.thispassageinBarnabas
isfollowedbyaquotationthatdescribesariverflowingbytreesthatbear
fruitthatgiveeternallife.this,also,isnotaclearquotationfromaknown
source,thoughitmightbejustanabbreviatedparaphrasefromezek.47.
toBarnabas,itisaprophecyaboutbaptism.thefactthatseveralofthese
quotations,oranthologiesofquotations,betrayanoriginalmeaningthat
seemsmoreapocalypticthantheuseBarnabasmakesofthemmaysupport
theideathattheauthorofBarnabashadaccesstoalibraryofenochicJewish
literature,evenwhilenotembracingthebeliefsthatdistinguishedthatstream
ofJudaismfromotherJews.

38 Jubilees,inadditiontobeinganexampleofanalternativePentateuch,belongs
totheliteratureofaformofJudaismthatcanrightlybecalledEnochic.seeBoccaccini,
Beyondthe Essene Hypothesis,86–96.

39 Boccaccini,Beyondthe Essene Hypothesis,14–16.
40 soKraft,“Quotations,”284–90.



Alternative Pentateuchal Material

anotherpeculiarityof the sourcesofBarnabas is thewaypentateuchal
material consistentlydiffersmarkedly from thebiblicalPentateuch.For
example,astheepistletellsthestoryoftheisraelitesfightingtheamalekites,
andwinningwheneverMoses’handswereraisedandlosingwhentheywere
lowered,itincludesthestrangedetailthatMoseswasstandingonapileof
shields(Barn.12:2).initstreatmentofleviticaldietarylaws,itmentions
animalsthatdonotappearintheBibleatall(Barn.10:5,7).similar,strange
detailsappearinBarnabas’accountofrebecca’sconceptionofJacoband
esau(Barn.13:1–4),Jacob’sblessingofJoseph’ssons(Barn.13:5),andthe
ritualsofthedayofatonement(Barn.7:4–8).Finally,Barnabasgivesan
abbreviatedparaphraseofthestoryofthegoldencalfthatwecanreasonably
concludecomesnotfromtheauthoroftheepistlebutfromhissource,for
thesameparaphraseisusedinbothchapters4and14,andthetwoaccounts
differfromeachotherjustenoughtoruleoutthatonechapterisacopyof
theother.41

retelling of the Pentateuch iswidely attested in early Judaism and
Christianity.PhiloandJosephusbothdoit,asdoChurchFathers,suchas
GregoryofnyssainhisLife of Moses.thesamaritanshadtheirownedition
ofthePentateuch.thelatertargummimandmidrashimtookmanyliberties
withthePentateuchsimilartothoseevidencedinBarnabas.oneneedonly
skimGinzberg’sThe Legends of the JewsorKugel’sThe Bible as it Wasto
seesuchthingsgoingoninallquartersofJudaism.42

despite its presence in all strands of Judaism, the phenomenon of
rewrittenpentateuchalmaterialcropsupsofrequentlyintheliteratureof
enochicJudaismthatitdeservesspecialnote.Jubilees,theTemple Scroll,
The Genesis Apocryphon,The Reworked Pentateuch,andthereworking
ofGenesisinboth1and2 Enochareallexamples.43asKraftpointsout,in
discussingthissamepoint,“Perhapsitisalsosignificantthataccordingto
Philothetheraputaecommemoratedtheexoduseventswithhymns,etc.”44
thoughtheevidenceofrevisedpentateuchalsourcesinBarnabasislimited
inwhatitrevealsaboutthebackgroundoftheepistle,itisnotablyconsistent
withthehypothesisofenochictiesfortheauthororhislibrary,oncethat
hypothesishasbeensupportedonthebasisofotherevidence.

41 Kraft,“theepistleofBarnabas:itsQuotationsandtheirsources,”130–39.
42  James l. Kugel, The Bible as it Was (Cambridge, Ma: harvard university

Press,1997);louisGinzberg,The Legends of the Jews (7vols.;Philadelphia,Pa:Jewish
Publicationsociety,1946–64).

43 tosee that this list couldprobablybe lengthened,oneneedonlyperuse the
tableofcontentsinParabiblical Texts(The Dead Sea Scrolls Reader, Part3;ed.donald
w.Parryandemanueltov;leiden:Brill,2005).

44 Kraft,“Quotations,”290.
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Essene Hermeneutics

Finally, not only do the variety of sources used inBarnabas betray a
relationship to enochic Judaism, but so does the way it appropriates
thesewritings.repeatedly inBarnabas, theauthor insists thatancient
scriptureswerewrittenforhisownday(Barn.1:7;2:4;3:6;5:3;7:1).
when this conviction requires unexpected meanings of the text, he
accommodatesthesemeaningsbyclaimingthattheywereonlyrevealed
(φανερά)toinsidersandobscure(σκοτεινά)tooutsiders(Barn.8:7),that
theymustbesoughtout(ζητεῖν—Barn.2:9;21:6,8),thattheycanonly
beunderstoodbysomeonewhohasknowledge(γνῶσις—Barn.1:5;2:3;
9:8;10:10;13:7),andthatthisknowledgemustbegottenfromateacher,
namely,theauthor(Barn.1:5,8;4:9;9:9;13:7).thosewhohavethis
knowledgearedistinguishedfromthosewhodonotbytheirobservance
ofGod’sordinances(δικαιώματα—Barn.1:2;2:1;4:11;10:2,11;16:9;
21:1,5).alistofsuchordinancesappearsattheendoftheepistleina
tractatethatdistinguishesthebehavioroftheknowledgeablesonsoflight
fromtheignorantsonsofdarkness(Barn.18–21).

allofthatisveryreminiscentofthedistinctiveapproachtothescrip-
turesoftheQumransect.45thesectariansalsobelievedthattheancient
scriptureswerewrittenforthedaysofthesect,46andthatthecorrect
meaningsofthescriptureswerehidden(נסתר)tooutsidersandrevealed
tothem(1Qs5:7–14;8:1–2,11;Cd3:12–16).47specialknowledge(נגלה)
(דעת) was a prerequisite to understanding those meanings (1Qs 5:11;
6:9;9:17–18;1Qphab10:14–11:2;4Qse3:16–18).48asinBarnabas,
thisknowledgewas tobesought 49and,(1Qs5:11;Cd20:6–7—דרשׁ)
required the aid of a teacher (1Qs 9:17–18; 4Qse 3:16–18). Finally,
justas inBarnabas, thosewhohave thisknowledgearedistinguished
by theirobservanceofGod’sordinances ;Cd16:1—מדוקדק) Cd—פרושׁ
;1Qs9:14;Cd12:19–20—משׁפטים;19–14:17;7–13:4;20–6:18;10–4:7
20:27–30),50whichare,atonepoint,presentedinatwo-waystractate

45  Cf. Maryanne dacy, “The Epistle of Barnabas and the dead sea scrolls,”
inThe Dead Sea Scrolls Fifty Years After their Discovery: Proceedings of the Jerusalem 
Congress, July 20–25, 1997 (ed. lawrence schiffman, emanuel tov, and James C.
VanderKam; Jerusalem: israel exploration society, 2000), 139–47; and l. w. Barnard,
Studies in the Apostolic Fathers and Their Background (oxford:BasilBlackwell,1966),
87–92.

46 seeJosephFitzmyer,Essays on the Semitic Background of the New Testament
(london:scholarsPress,1974),22–23;Craigevans,“BiblicalinterpretationatQumran,”
inWorld View, Comparing Judaisms (Judaism in Late Antiquity, Part5,section2; ed.
Jacob neusner, alan J. avery-Peck, and Bruce Chilton; Boston: Brill, 2001), 105–24;
VanderKamandFlint,Meaning,303–06.

47  lawrence h. schiffman, The Halakhah at Qumran (leiden: Brill, 1975),
22–32.

48 dacy,“Barnabasandthedeadseascrolls,”140–42;Barnard,Studies,90–92.
49 schiffman,Halakhah,54–60.
50 ibid.,32–49.



thatdistinguishesthebehavioroftheknowledgeablesonsoflightfrom
theignorantsonsofdarkness(1Qs3:13–4:26).51

Furthermore, Barnabas has a pattern of quoting a passage and
followingthatquotewithanexplanationintroducedbythewordsτοῦτο 
λέγει or τοῦτο λέγει ὅτι(5:4;10:3;11:8–11;15:4–5).theseformulaevery
closelyresemblethehebrewphrasesפשׁרוand פשׁרו אשׁר,whichappearin
thesectarianpesharimjustafterthequotationofascripturalpassage,
andbeforegivingitsinterpretation(1Qphab3:4;4:5;5:7;6:3;7:7,15;
10:3). itmaywellbe thecase that these formulae inBarnabasmatch
thoseinthepesharimbothinwordingandintheirplacementafter,and
notbefore,scripturalquotations,morethananyotherformulaeinthe
ntorapostolicFathers.52

thus, in many respects, the similarity between Barnabas and the
Qumransectariansinthebookstheyusedasscriptureismatchedbya
similarity in theways their respective teachersmediated themeanings
of thosescriptures to theirdisciples.this lastpointmaybeofspecial
significanceinthatitcouldimplythattheauthorofBarnabasnotonly
hadaccesstoalibraryofbooksfromanenochicJewishprovenance,but
thathehimselfhadsomebackgroundinthemovement.

Conclusion

the accumulation of evidence from several specific quotations in
Barnabas, from Jewish works that align with the second temple
movementofenochicJudaism,alongwithevidencefromseveralgeneral
features about the epistle, suggests that the author, or his ideological
forebears,hadcloseinteractionwiththelatterremnantsofthatstreamof
Judaism,Jewswhopreservednotjustthewidelyheldtwenty-fourbooks
ofscripture,buttheadditionalcorpusofseventysecretbooks(4 Ezra 
14:45–48).ifBarnabaswascomposedinalexandria,assuggestedbythe
favoritenjoyedbyClement,anditspenchantforallegory,thenperhaps
theseJewswerethetheraputaeknowntoPhilo(Vita Contemplativa),53
perhaps,also,thesourceoftheDamascus DocumentintheCairoGeniza.
Furtherresearchonthistopicmayshedlightonthedissolutionofthe
enochic movement, the rise of alexandrian Christianity, varieties of

51 Fora thorough treatmentof the relationshipbetween the two-ways tractate
found in 1Qs and that found in the Didache and Barnabas, see huub van de sandt
anddavidFlusser,The Didache: Its Jewish Sources and Its Place in Early Judaism and 
Christianity(Minneapolis,Mn:Fortress,2002),47–55.

52 Cf.Brooke,Dead Sea Scrolls,60.Contrastthiswiththeexamplesofapesher
citation in thentadducedbyrichardn.longenecker, includingacts1.20; 2.17–21,
25–36;4.11;1Pet.1.24–25;inBiblical Exegesis in the Apostolic Period(2ndedn.;Grand
rapids,Mi:eerdmans,1999),83–84.

53 Cf.Kraft,“Quotations,”288–90.
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Christianand Jewishhermeneutics, early canonconsciousness, affilia-
tionsofyet-unprovenancedJewish literature,andJewishandChristian
waysofdispensingwiththetemplecult.



Chapter 7

Ruminating on the Canonical Process in Light of a 
Bodmer Papyrus Anthology (P72)

James H. Charlesworth

scholarshaveshownkeeninterestinathird-centurycodexintheBibliotheca
Bodmeriana inCologne-Geneva,switzerland.1thepapyrusisananthology.
studying this collectionprompts aquestion: “what functionsdid this
collectionofsacra scripturaserveandhowdoesthispapyrusinformusof
the canonicalprocess?”Byexamining thepapyri collected intoBodmer
PapyriV,x,xi,Vii,xiii,xii,xx,ix,andViii,orP72,weapproachan
appreciationofthelivesofancientbelievers.e.a.Judgewiselystated:“the
papyriofferusthemostdirectaccesswehavetotheexperienceofordinary
peopleinantiquity.”2theirexperiencesandbeliefsproducecorrectionsand
variants,andthesehelpusponderwhydocumentswerecollectedtogether.

i offer nowonly someprovisional reflections.Mymainpoint is to
emphasizethatwhatarecalledtoday“non-canonical”writings,oftencircu-
latedwithinthesamecodexorcollectionasso-called“canonical”writings.
thatmeansweshouldexaminesuchcodicesormiscellanytodiscernhow
JewsorChristiansweredefiningsacra scriptura.

at theoutset, letme stress that in theVaticanlibrary,under“sacra 
scriptura,”areassemblednotonlythebiblicalbooksbutalsoallthealleged
deutero-canonicalbooks,andtheso-calledexcluded(orpseudepigraphical
andapocryphal) compositions.this categorizationdoesnot appear in
otherlibraries,inwhichihavefoundtheancientwritingsscholarsnoware
considering“scripture”shelvedaccordingtothosewhoproducedandread
thembefore325ce.

BodmerPapyrus(V–xx)constitutesanancientmiscellany;itispopularly
knownasP72.thepapyrusisacollectionofapparentlydiversedocuments.

1 iamgratefultothetrusteesoftheBibliothecaBodmerianaforpermissionto
studythiscodexandtopublishafacsimileofode11;cf.Charlesworth(ed.),The Odes 
of Solomon: Papyri and Leather Manuscripts of the Odes of Solomon (dickersonseries
ofFacsimilesvol.1;winston-salem,nC:hunterPublishingCo.,1981),8–12.also,see
Bibliotheca Bodmeriana: La collection des papyrus Bodmer (Munich:K.G.saur,2000).

2 e.a.Judge,Rank and Status in the World of the Caesars and St Paul (Broadhead
Memorial lecture 1981; university of Canterbury Publications 29; Christchurch, new
Zealand;universityofCanterbury,1982),7.
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e.J.eppjudgesP72tobe“themostancientexample”ofacollectionof
unexpectedBooksin“newtestament”Manuscripts.3ifirstbecameinter-
estedinthecollectionbecauseitcontainstheonlyGreekcopyoftheOdes 
of Solomon,whichisatextthathaselicitedthemostincredibleassessments,
rangingfromanessenecompositiontoaPatristiccreation.who,andfor
whatreason,wouldbringtogetherthefollowingtexts(andmostlikelyin
thisorder):

Protevangelium Iacobi (BodPapV)
theCorinthiancorrespondencewithPaulin3 Corinthians(BodPapx)
Odes of Solomon 11(BodPapxi)
Jude1–25(BodPapVii)
Melitoofsardis’Peri Pascha (BodPapxiii)
ahymnthatcelebrates“Christthebridegroom”(BodPapxii)
theApology of Phileas (BodPapxx)
Pss.33–34(BodPapix)
1–2Pet.(BodPapViii).

theorderoftheseninewritingsseemsclear,exceptfortheplacingofthe
Apology of Phileas and1–2Peter.4thepreciseoriginalorderofthesetexts
isunclear.thehymn,whichhas“page64”atthetop,mostlikelyfollowed
Melito’swork,whichcontainssixty-threepages.Becauseof thepresence
ofJude,1and2Peterandtheliturgicalhymn,aswellastheChristological
hymn,weshouldimaginethatsomeChristian(definedbythecollection)
decidedtoorganizethediversetextstogether.

thecodexisattractive.debateshaveragedoverhowmanyscribescopied
themanuscripts; thenumber ranges fromsix scribes toone scribe.5 it is
conceivable that thesamescribecopied theelevendocuments;hisuncial
lettersareoftencarefullyandregularlypenned.t.wassermanclaims(ina
correctivetohaines-eitzen)thattheforms“shifttowardsanincreasingly
cursivehand.”6

wecannotbecertainhowmanyscribescopiedthesevariousmanuscripts.
Paleographyisbothascienceandanart.oftenifindwidedivergencebythe

3 e.J.epp,“issuesintheinterrelationofnewtestamenttextualCriticismand
Canon,” inThe Canon Debate,ed.l.M.McdonaldandJ.a.sanders (Peabody,Ma:
hendrickson,2002),491.

4  i am indebted here to t. wasserman, “Papyrus 72 and the Bodmer 
Miscellaneous Codex,”New Testament Studies 51(2005),137–54;seeesp.140.

5  e. G. turner discerned six hands; see his The Typology of the Codex 
(Philadelphia,Pa:theuniversityofPennsylvania,1977),esp.79–80.

6 wasserman,NTS51(2005),149.seeK.haines-eitzen,Guardians of Letters: 
Literary, Power, and the Transmitters of Early Christian Literature (oxford: oxford
universityPress,2000),98–99.



samehandinonemanuscript.ascribedoesnotconsistentlymakeletters
asifheisusingacookiecutter.ifP72representsonehand,thenthescribe
formslettersirregularly.

one scribedidnot copyall thesemanuscripts.themiscellanydates
somewherebetween the secondand the fourth centuryce. i agreewith
e.J.epp,whojudgesthatdocumentscopiedindifferentperiodsbyvarious
scribeswere collected together intoone codexandbound in the fourth
century.7

ofspecialinteresttothosefocusedontheOdes of Solomonistheobser-
vationthatonescribecopiedtheCorinthiancorrespondencewithPauland
3 Corinthians (BodPapx),theeleventhOde of Solomon (BodPapxi),Jude
(BodPapVii),aswellas1and2Peter.thatobservationraisestwoquestions:
whywerethefirsttwonotincludedinthecanonandwhywerethelastthree
includedinthecanon?

threeor fourdifferentpaginationsare representedby thecollection.8
onethuscandiscernthatsomeofthedocumentsoncebelongedtoanother
manuscriptandperhapstoothercollections.doesthepaginationerrorin
the eleventhodeofsolomon intimate that itoncebelonged toaGreek
manuscriptthatcontainedallforty-two Odes of Solomon?thescribalerrors
on the finalpageof thepapyrusclarifies that theodehadbeencopied;
mistakesarecorrectedinthemargins.thus,theterminus ad quem forthe
compositionoftheOdes of Solomon isnotthisthird-centurypapyrusbut
onemuchearlier.eppsuggests:“[P]artsoffourcodices...wereutilizedto
constructthepresentninety-sheetcompositeBodmervolume.”9

we shouldobserve that the fourth-centurydate for theanthology is
crucialforunderstandingthecanonicalprocess.Bythefourthcentury,itwas
technologicallyrathereasytocombineintoonecodexnumerouswritingsor
books.10r.aKraftrightlypointsoutthat,withtheinventionofthecodex,a
scribeorcommunityhadtodecidewhatwritingstoinclude.sometimesthat
decisioninvolvedreflectionsontheshapeofacanon.11duringthefourth
century,nocouncilwascalledtodefineacanonbutcanondiscussionswere
energeticwithin someareasofChristianity. inparticular,whenP72was
created,the“canonicity”ofsomewritings,includingthecatholicepistles,
weredebated.12whydidsomeoneseparateJudefrom1–2Peterbyfour
documents(orfivetexts)?

7 e.J.epp,inThe Canon Debate,491–92.
8 seewasserman,NTS51(2005),141,n.14.
9 seeepp,The Canon Debate,491.
10 seeC.h.robertsandt.C.skeat,The Birth of the Codex (london:oxford

universityPress,1983).
11 r.a.Kraft,“theCodexandCanonConsciousness,”inThe Canon Debate,

229–33.
12  see J. h. Charlesworth, “reflections on the Canon, its origins, and new

testamentinterpretation,”forthcoming.
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thepresentstudyonlyseekstodrawattentiontoaneglectedsideof
canoncriticism,orthestudyofthehistoricalprocessbywhichourcanon
appeared.inthepast,thisdisciplineproceeded,withastoundingease,to
usetheterms“canonical”and“extra-canonical,”whichareanachronistic,
asl.M.Mcdonaldhasdemonstrated.13othermisleadingandequally
anachronistictermsobscuredperception;amongthese,themostmisleading
were“orthodoxy”and“heresy;”but these areunacceptable terms, as
w.Bauerproved longago.14 indiscerning the formationof thecanon,
focuswasusuallyonmoderneditionsoftheBibleandearlierunexamined
(indeed fallacious) assumptions; themost important of thesewere the
beliefsthattheoldtestamentcanonwassetatJamnia(yavneh)andthe
newtestamentcanonatnicaeaorChalcedon.15theseassumptionsare
misleading,evenfalse.16

whatweneedtoincludenowincanoncriticismisastudyofwhatworks
werecollectedtogetherinacodexoranthology.whatdoesamiscellany
reveal tous?whydid someone collect documents together, andwhat
thoughtsor theologydoes it reflect?ast.wassermanpointsout,new
testamentexpertshavebeenmoreinterestedinthetextofP72thaninthe
documentsthatwerebroughttogether.17

itiswellknownthatsomeuncialsincludeworksthatwereeventually
canonizedalongwithdocumentsthatwere laterexcludedfromacanon.
Codex Sinaiticus, of the fourth century, included in “the Bible” such
so-calledoldtestamentapocryphaasTobit,Judith,wisdomofsolomon,
Sirach,aswellas1 and 2 Maccabees.Codex Vaticanus,alsoofthefourth
century, containsBaruch, theEpistle of Jeremiah,wisdomofsolomon,
Sirach,Judith,andTobit.Codex Alexandrinus,ofthefifthcentury,presents
forthereadertheoldtestamentapocrypha,thePsalms of Solomon,as
wellas3 and 4 Maccabees.18obviously,asK.alandargued,intermsofthe
so-calledcanonicaloldtestament,aswellastheoldtestamentapocrypha

13 seethedefinitiveworkofl.M.Mcdonald,The Biblical Canon: Its Origin, 
Transmission, and Authority (Peabody,Ma:hendrickson,2007).

14 w.Bauer,Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christianity,ed.r.a.Kraftand
G.Krodel(Philadelphia,Pa:Fortress,1979).

15  despite the superb presentation of sexual values in the Bible, J. h. ellens
incorrectly continues a misunderstanding when he states: “at the Council of nicaea,
in 325 C.e., when the Christian bishops met to determine, among other things, what
shouldbethecontentsoftheChristianscriptures...”ellens,Sex in the Bible(london
and westport, Ct: Praeger, 2006), 40. today, it is widely recognized that, at nicaea,
Christology,andnotcanonicity,wasinfocus.

16  see, esp., the insights and publications cited by me in “reflections on the
Canon,itsorigins,andnewtestamentinterpretation,”forthcoming.

17 wasserman,NTS51(2005),137.
18 seel.M.Mcdonald,The Formation of the Christian Biblical Canon,115;he

alsoaddsreflectionsonthetruncatedCodex Ephraemi Syri Rescriptusof thefifthcen-
tury.now,seeMcdonald,“listsandCataloguesofoldtestamentCollections,”inThe 
Biblical Canon,439–44.



andPseudepigrapha,thereisnodistinctionbetweenwhatwillbelabeled
canonicalandwhatwillbeconsideredapocryphal.19

Codex SinaiticusalsoincludesBarnabas andtheShepherd of Hermas.
theinclusionoftheShepherd of Hermas inoneoftheoldestuncialsrequires
aspecialnote.athanasius(c. 296–373)considereditanimportantsourcefor
piety.Jerome(342–420)judgedtheShepherdtobeanedifyingdocument.
yet,theauthoroftheShepherd doesnotquotefromtheso-calledcanonical
books;heexplicitlyquotesonlyfromthelostpseudepigraphonattributed
toEldad and Modad (seeotP2.63–65).thecollectionofsacredtextsin
Codex SinaiticuselicitsthiscommentfromleeMcdonald:“[t]heShepherd 
of HermasandtheLetter of Barnabaseventuallydroppedawayfromthe
church’ssacredscripturesafterhavingbeen includedbysomeChristians
forcenturies.”20

the fourth-centuryBodmeranthology containswritings thatwill be
judgedcanonicalor extra-canonical.Psalms33and34alongwith Jude
andFirstandsecondPeterarecollectedwiththeProtevangelium Iacobi,
3 Corinthians,Odes of Solomon11,aportionofaliturgicalhymn,21the
Peri Pascha ofMelito,andtheApology of Phileas.Clearly, thecollector
andthosewhocopiedthesewritingsonthepapyrusdidnotdistinguish,
nor separate,“canonical” from“extra-canonical” texts.a studyof this
papyruswarnsusthatthesecategoriesaremisleadingconceptsandterms
fornavigatingantiquityinsearchofinsightsregardingtheprocesstowards
canonization.

sermonstodayweavetogetherJn1.1–18withcitationsfromKierkegaard
andC.s.lewis.itdoesnotseemstrange,therefore,thatanancientscribe
chose to collect texts that spoke tohim.the textsare theological, even
Christological,sowearesafetoconcludethattheauthorwasaChristian
whoread,evenpreferred,Greek.yet,whatwouldthatmean?ontheone
hand,Odes11hasnothing intrinsicallyChristianabout it;on theother

19 K.aland,The Problem of the New Testament Canon(oxford:a.r.Mowbray
&Co.,1962),8.iamindebtedtol.M.Mcdonaldfordrawingmyattentiontothispas-
sageinaland.inmanyofmyreflections,iassumesomefamiliaritywiththecontributions
totheSNTSseminars:G.s.oegemaandJ.h.Charlesworth(eds.),The Pseudepigrapha 
and Christian Origins(JewishandChristiantextsseries4;newyorkandlondon:t&t
Clark,2008).

20 l.M.Mcdonald,The Biblical Canon,67.
21 whyisonlyaportionofthishymnincluded?wasthistheonlysectionascribe

appreciated anddid theotherparts containoffensiveChristology?did the copyist not
finishhiswork?wereleaves lostfromtheUntertextwhenthehymnwasgatheredinto
thepresent collection?was thehymnnever completedand thereforeall thatwas com-
posedhassurvived?onlysubsequentdiscoverieswillshinelightonpossibleanswersto
thesequestions.notethecommentsbytestuz:“surcettepage,onacommencédecopier
unnouveautexte,quenousdonnonsici.Mailsilestrestéincomplet:aprèssixlignes,le
scribes’estinterrompu.”seeM.testuz(ed.),Papyrus Bodmer X–XII (Cologny–Geneva:
BibliothecaBodmeriana,1959),73.testuzassumedthatthescribewasinterruptedand
hadafullhymntocopy.whatistheevidenceforthatsuggestion?
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hand,itisastoundinglyreminiscentofmanypassagesintheHodayot (for
example,theHodayotformulaappearsinOdes5).Micheltestuzofthe
sorbonneandaprofessorintheuniversitédeGenèveconcludedthatOdes
11wascomposedinthefirstcenturybyanessene.22hisinsightsandobser-
vationsareimpressive,butthefullcollectionoftheOdes of Solomonreflects
earliestChristianity.Odes11wasmostlikelyreadfromaChristianpoint
ofviewbythecomplierofthismiscellany,sinceheincludeditwithJude,3 
Corinthians,theProtevangelium Iacobi,Melito’sPeri Pascha,andahymn
thatsalutesChristasourbridegroom(ton numphion hymōn Chrn).

what,then,mightbesaidaboutthismiscellanyanditsimportancefor
comprehendingthecanonicalprocess?worthyofnoteisanothercomment
byM.testuz.itintroducestheunknownhymninBodmerPapyrus12:

theabsenceofanyGnosticelementintheothertextsofthecollectionwhich
wenowarepublishing furnishes apresumption in favorof thehypothesis
thatthishymnwascomposedinanorthodoxmilieu(dans un milieu ortho-
doxe)andthatithadbeenchantedinthegreatchurch.23

testuz’s judgment that the collection shouldnotbe considered gnostic
receivessupportfromtwoobservations.First,astudyofMelito,thebishop
ofsardis,whocomposedPeri Paschaformanyreasons.onewastocombat
theGnosticsbystressingtheunityofthehumananddivineinChrist,and
toarguefortheunityoftheoldandnewcovenants.second,as iswell
known,ihavearguedthattheOdes of Solomonshouldnotbebrandedas
gnostic,despitetheargumentsoropinionsofGunkel,Gressmann,Clemen,
abramowski,ehlers,andrudolf.24

astudyofthemiscellanyindicatesChristologicalemphasesoftheGreat
Church.inJude5b,P72readstheos Christos,“GodChrist,”inplaceof
theusual“thelord.”in1Pet.5.1,P72reads“thesufferingsofGod”in
placeofthe“sufferingsofChrist.”in1Pet.2.3,Christosissubstitutedwith
Chrēstos,“kindness;”thisreflectstheChristianreadingoftheseptuagint
whereby the“kindness” (Chrēstos) ofGod includes awordplay that
identifiesChrist(Christos)withGod.25 M.a.Kingrightlycommentsthat
P72provides evidenceof“the fullest acceptanceof thedeityofChrist
bythescribe(oroneofhispredecessors)andthechurchinhisarea.”26

22 M.testuz(ed.),Papyrus Bodmer X–XII,58.
23 M.testuz(ed.),Papyrus Bodmer X–XII,74.
24  see Charlesworth, “the Odes of Solomon—not Gnostic,” CBQ 31 (1969)

357–69;Charlesworth,OTP2.725–71;Charlesworth,Critical Reflections on the Odes 
of Solomon: Volume 1 – Literary Setting, Textual Studies, Gnosticism, the Dead Sea 
Scrolls and the Gospel of John (JsPss22;thedistinguishedscholarsCollection;sheffield:
sheffieldacademicPress,1998).Bibliographicalreferencestothosecitedareclarifiedin
thesepublications.

25 seewasserman,NTS51(2005),153.
26 M.a.King,“notesontheBodmerManuscript,”BSAC121(1964),54–57;

thequotationison57.



B.ehrmandescribesreadingsinP72as“anti-adoptionisticcorruptions.”27
there isenoughevidence toconclude that thiscollection ismotivated

bytheologicalandChristologicalagendas.Clearly,thereadingsinP72are
variants;scribeshavechangedtheGreektextof“thenewtestament”to
insertChristologyanddogmaperspectivesthattheoriginalauthorsmay
nothaveendorsed.

whilethecompositionalsohasaliturgicalconnection,thereisnoreason
to assume, let alone conclude, that the anthologywasused in church
services.28ihavearguedthattheOdes of Solomon weremostlikelyused
liturgicallyinchurchservices,butthatisnotalwaysthecase,asweknow
fromtheexcerptsfoundinthePistis Sophia;moreover,theChristological
hymnmayhavebeenintendedforprivatedevotion,andtheotherworks
werenotcomposedforliturgicaluse.withtheseinsights,wemaydeepenour
reflectionsontheimportanceofthismiscellanyforthedevelopingconcept
ofcanonbeforethefourthorfifthcenturies.

whatseemsfundamentally“common”toallthesetexts?whobrought
thetextstogetherandwhatisthepurposeoftheanthology?whatcollections
oftextsantecede—andweremined—forthepresentmiscellany,andinwhat
waysmighttheyinformusofothercollectionsthatantedatetheselectionof
sacredscripturesintoacanon?

does themiscellanyhelpusperceive theneed for texts to studyand
meditateupon?isitmerelyaselectionformeditationanddevotion?does
ithelpuscomprehendmoreclearlytheprocessestowardaliturgicalcanon?
howdowedevelopreliablecriteriatomakesuggestiveanswers,andarethe
categories—privatedevotionorpublicworship—sodistinct?

ishallofferonlyafewreflectionsasastimulustomoredetailedexplo-
rationofthepurposeofthemiscellany.thecollectorincludedJude:why?
as iswellknown, Judequotes from1 Enoch, explaining that thelord
executesjudgmentonalltheungodly.29thatauthoralsoseemstoknow
aversionoftheTestament of MosesinwhichMichaelcontendedwiththe
deviloverthebodyofMoses.30thus,theauthorofJudeconsiderssacred,
andspirituallyimportant,documentsthat,eventually,werenotincludedin
thecanon.Jude’sclaimthatthosewho“walkinthewayofCain”arelike

27  B. ehrman, The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture: The Effect of Early 
Christological Controversies on the Text of the New Testament(newyorkandoxford:
oxforduniversityPress,1993),85.

28 here,iagreewithwasserman,NTS51(2005),154.
29  see Charlesworth, “secundus (Jude and 1 Enoch),” in The Old Testament 

Pseudepigrapha & the New Testament: Prolegomena for the Study of Christian Origins
(harrisburg, Pa: tPi, 1995, 1998), 72–74. also see J. hultin, “Jude’s Citation of 1 
Enoch,”inJewish and Christian Scriptures,ed.CharlesworthandMcdonald(t&tClark
JewishandChristiantextsseries7;newyorkandlondon:t&tClark,2010),113–28.

30 seer.Bauckham,“excursus:theBackgroundandsourceofJude9,”inJude, 
2 Peter (dallas:wordPublishers,1990),65–76.alsoseeCharlesworth,“Quintus(Jude
andthedeathofMoses),”inThe Old Testament Pseudepigrapha & the New Testament,
75–77.
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“barrenautumnaltrees”or“fruitlessautumnaltrees”(dendra phthinopōrina 
akarpa in v.12)mayhaveremindedtheunknowncomplierofthismiscellany
oftheOdes of Solomon11,inwhichwearegivenanapocalypticviewof
ParadisethatisheavilyinfluencedbyJewishthought:31

indeed,thereismuchroominthyParadise.
andthereisnothinginitwhichisbarren,
Buteverythingisfilledwithfruit.
Glorybetothee,oGod,thedelightofParadiseforever.
hallelujah.32

astheauthorofJudeknewthatautumnwasthetimewhensomefruittrees
arefilledwithfruit,andportrayedthesebarrentreesasthoseinfluencedby
theevilCain,sotheodistknewthatGod’sParadiseboaststreesfilledwith
fruitatalltimes,andtherighteousarethefruitfultrees.thecompilerof
ourmiscellanyobviouslywantedbothJudeandOdes11neatlycollected
together.

wecan imaginebetter thecompiler’s thought.hebeginswithMary’s
youth,whichclimaxesinthemiraculousbirthofJesus(thisemphasisspeaks
tothe“heretical”claimsofthosetargetedbythe“apocryphal”Corinthian
correspondence).hechooses3 Corinthians toexpresshishopeinafuture
life.thenhemovestotheeschatologicalhopeofParadiseclearlystatedin
Odes11andasimilarthoughthemayhavefoundinJude.thenheproceeds
totheeucharistandMelito’sPeri Pascha.nextheshareswithusahymn
thatcelebratesChristasthebridegroom.

thecompiler’seschatologicalhopeisgroundedinJesus’resurrectionand
thehopeoftheresurrectionforthosewhobelievethatJesusistheChrist.33
notonly3 Corinthians andOdes11,butalsoothertextsinthemiscellany,
like1Peter,wouldhaveevokedinthereaderabeliefinresurrectionand
afuturelife.thefutureseemsimaginedideally,usingwell-knownimages
foundinGreekandsemitictexts:theholyonesareperceivedtobeliketrees
plantedinthelord’sparadise(paradison autou inOdes11); the“righteous”

31 seeCharlesworth,“theodesofsolomonandtheJewishwisdomtexts,”in
The Wisdom Texts from Qumran and the Development of Sapiential Thought, ed. C.
hempel,a.lange,andh.lichtenberger(Betl159;leuven:university,2002),323–49.
also,seeCharlesworth,“thenamingofthesonofMan,thelight,thesonofGod:how
theParables of EnochMayhaveinfluencedtheOdes of Solomon,”in“I Sowed Fruits 
into Hearts” (Odes Sol. 17:13): Festschrift for Professor Michael Lattke,ed.P.allen,M.
Franzmann, and r. strelan (early Christian studies 12; strathfield, australia: st Pauls
Publications,2007),31–43.

32 Charlesworth,The Odes of Solomon(oxford:Clarendon,1973),53.
33  For reflections on resurrection beliefs, see Charlesworth, “Prolegomenous

reflections towards a taxonomy of resurrection texts (1Qha, 1en, 4Q521, Paul,
luke,theFourthGospel,andPsalm30),”inThe Changing Face of Judaism, Christianity, 
and Other Greco-Roman Religions in Antiquity,ed.i.h.hendersonandG.s.oegema
(JshtZstudien2;Gütersloh:GütersloherVerlagshaus,2006),vol.2,237–64.



(33:1;34:16,22),andthosewho“fear”thelord(33:8,18;34:10),inPsalms
33and34,arethosewhoshallsurelybehappy(34.9)andseetheendof
thosewhohatetherighteous(34.22).indeed,thecloseofPsalms33and
34isappropriatefortheanthology:“thelordshallredeemthelifeofhis
servants”(34.23).Mostlikely,thecompilerimagined“thelord”wasthe
lordJesusChrist.aneschatologicaljudgmentandresurrectionhopeseems
tohavemotivatedthecompilerofP72.

it ismisleading to conclude that theOdes of Solomon areheretical
anddocetic.34themainreasonsagainstclaimingtheOdes ashavingan
unacceptableChristologyarethethoughtrepresentedinthem,theirstrong
tieswiththeGospelofJohn,and,mostimportantly,theinappropriateness
ofjudginganywork“heretical”atsoearlyadate(theOdessurelyantedate
125ce).35

it is enlightening toobserve that the collectorbrought togetherOdes
11andtheapocryphalcorrespondenceofPaulandtheCorinthians.the
lattercontainsthedogmaticclaimsofthelatesecond-centurychurchinits
strugglefororthodoxy(whichisalsoananachronistictermatthistime).the
CorinthiansinformPaulthatthosewhoare“godless”(anomou),whoare
misledbysimonandCleobius,teachthat“Christhasneithercomeinthe
flesh,norwashebornofMary,andtheworldisnottheworkofGodbut
ofangels.”36inhislettertotheCorinthians,Paulrefersto“thedogmatics
oftheevilone”(ta tou ponērou . . . dogmata),andemphasizesthatGod
hasmadeheavenandearth,thattheprophetsproclaimedthetrueworship
ofGod,thatGod“senthisspiritintoMarytheGalilean,”andthatallwho
believeinChristwillberaisedashewasraised.thepolemicalnatureof3 
Corinthians isobvious.theauthorarguesfortheteachingofthe“Great
Church”defendedbyJustinMartyrandirenaeus.

itisnowevidentthattheauthorofthemiscellanyalignshimselfwiththe
emerging“GreatChurch.”heobviouslyassumedthatallinhiscollection
representedthecorrectteaching(andananti-gnosticslantseemsevident).

thecanonicityofsomeofthesetextsnowjudged“non-canonical”was
assumedbysomeinantiquity.Forexample,boththesyriacandarmenian
churchesonceconsideredauthenticthecorrespondencebetweenPauland
thoseinCorinth.Moreover,thisepistleisoftenincludedwithintheActs of 
Paul.theappearanceof3 Corinthians inBodmerPapyrusxremindsusthat
theepistleoriginallycirculatedindependentoftheActs of Paul.

thestudyofmiscellany is informative.scribesand thosewhocould
affordtoobtaincollectionsofsacredwritingsjudged,orreflected,their

34 seeCharlesworth’scritiqueofr.Batiffol’sclaimthattheOdesaredoceticin
Critical Reflections on the Odes of Solomon.

35 seeCharlesworth,Critical Reflections on the Odes of Solomon, and M. Lattke, 
Odes of Solomon: A Commentary (trans.M.ehrhardt,ed.h.w.attridge;hermeneia;
Minneapolis,Mn:Fortress,2009)onthedateoftheOdes.

36  i cite theGreekaccording totestuz, anduse theenglish renderingof J.K.
elliott(ed.),The Apocryphal New Testament (oxford:Clarendon,1993),380–82.
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communities’judgmentofwhatshouldbeinacollection;eachcollection
couldhavebeenassumed tobea canon.theneedsof individuals and
communities,andnottheedictsofecumenicalcouncils,definedwhatwas
collectedtogetherandassumed“canonical.”sometimes,astoday,collec-
tionsbroughttogetherdocumentsthatareusuallyseparated.Forexample,
theargumentthattheFourthevangelistwasdeeplyinfluencedbyGenesis
receivesunexpected supportby the recognition thatBodmerPapyrus3
containstheGospelofJohnandGenesis(andinthatorder).Chronology
takesabackseattoChristology.

Mostlikely,mostoftheBodmerPapyriandsomeoftheChesterBeatty
Papyricomefromthesamearea;thislocationwouldbeslightlynorthwest
ofdishna,whichisbetweenPanopolis(achmim)andthebes,inegypt.37
thisproveniencewouldhelpexplaintheinclusionoftheApology of Phileas,
thebishopofthmuis,inloweregyptonthecanaleastofthenile.ifthe
BodmerandBeattyPapyrirepresentworkscollectedtogetherbymonksina
monastery,conceivablyPachomianmonks,38thenwehaveveryimportant
datatoaidusaswestudythedevelopmentofChristiantheologyandthe
genesisofthebiblicalcanon.

is it not important to observe that the Iliad often appears in early
Christian collections—specifically inPapyrusBodmerxlViii?likewise,
anotherBodmerpapyrus (xlV,xlVi,xxVii)brought together, inone
collection, susanna,daniel,thucydides and somemoralmaxims.the
inclusionofclassicaltextswithso-called“canonicaltexts”remindsusthat
thecanonwasnotalwaysdefinedtoexcludedocuments.inmanyChristian
communities,thefaithfulwereencouragedtoread“theGreekandroman
Classics.”Greekandromanworks,toooftenbrandedas“pagan”compo-
sitions,arealludedto,andevencited,bynewtestamentauthors,notably
aratus’Phaenomena 5inacts17.28,epimenides’De oraculis intit.1.12,
euripides’Bacchae 794ff inacts26.14,heraclitus in2Pet. 2.22, and
Menanderin1Cor.15.33.

ByfocusingtoomuchontheimportanceofMarcianandGnosticismin
thedevelopmentofthecanon,sometimeswescholarshaveimaginedthe
canonwascreatedtoexcludeothertexts.Byfocusingoncollectionsofsacred
texts,wemightperceivethecanonasarulebywhichtoincludeothertexts.
Formillennia,Christiansperceivedbeacons toGod’swill inmany texts
nevercoveredbythecategoriesofcanonicalandextra-canonical.

whatisthefunctionofthisanthology?isthisapreciseoranimprecise
question?istheconceptof“function”appropriate,orhaveweproceeded
obliviousoftheproblemsinherentinfunctionalism?Mostlikely,theancient
scribesdidnotchooseworksaccordingtoafunctionbutaccordingtoa

37  Contrast the earlier opinion of a. Pietersma, “Bodmer Papyri,” in ABD
1.766–67.

38  J. M. robinson, The Pachomian Monastic Library at the Chester Beatty 
Library and the Bibliothèque Bodmer (occasionalPapersof the institute forantiquity
andChristianity19;Claremont:instituteforantiquityandChristianity,1990).



setofamorphousbeliefs.howdoobservationsofworks included inan
ancientanthologyofsacredtextshelpusimproveourperceptionsofthelong
processesofcanonization?

thestudyofthecanonisbecomingamajorconcernofmanybiblical
scholarssincethepioneeringmonographsofK.aland(1962),J.Barr(1983),
r.t.Beckwith(1993),J.Blenkinsopp(1977),F.F.Bruce(1993),h.von
Campenhausen (1972),P. J.Cunningham (1992),w.r.Farmer (1982),
F.V.Filson(1957),h.y.Gamble(1985),e.J.Goodspeed(1926),r.M.
Grant(1965),r.Gnuse(1948),J.-d.Kaestli(1984),e.Käsemann(1970),
s.Z.leiman(1974,1976), J.t.lienhard (1995),d.G.Meade (1986),
B.M.Metzger(1987),K.h.ohlig(1972),e.w.reuss(1891),h.e.ryle
(1892),a.souter(1917),a.C.sundberg(1964),andt.Zahn(1929).in
additiontotheseleadinglights,B.s.Childs,J.d.G.dunn,l.M.Mcdonald,
andJ.a.sandershavepublishedbrilliantworksoncanoncriticismthat
makethefieldofresearchbothfundamentalandpopular.39

wehavebeenstudyingonecollectionofdocumentsfromegypt;most
likely,itrepresentsthelifeandthoughtofPachomianmonksneardishna.
this seemsa reasonabledeductionwhenone studiesPachomius’ letters,
foundamongthemanuscripts,andthefactthatthewritingswerehidden
ina jarnear thePachomianheadquarters.surveyingwhatwascollected
intothemiscellany,weseenocleardivisionofwritingsintocanonicaland
non-canonical.ourconclusionisinlinewithe.J.epp’sinsightregarding
oxyrhrynchus:

...asweassessthisabundanceofearlyChristianwritingsatoxyrhynchus
through the fourth century, including thosewe call“newtestament”and
thosewedesignate“apocrypha,” there isnobasis forassigningpreference
toonegroupover theother,orevenforclaimingthat theywereseparable
groups, nor –with available evidence – canwediscern varyingdegreesof
canonicalauthorityamongthewritings.40

these same conclusions fitmyassessmentofP72:Christians collected
togetherliturgicaltextsanddocumentsdeemedtobefundamentalforcorrect
beliefaccording to their standards thatareonlyreflected inacollection.
theseworks,oftenwithrevealingvariants,wereevidentlysacra scriptura 
forthecompiler.alldocumentsrepresentedGod’swordforthereaderand
probablyforhiscommunity.itissurprisingthatnohistoricalworksandno
GospelswerecollectedorexcerptedinP72.why?

itshouldalsobeobviousthatthecompilerprobablyimaginedthatPaul
wrote3 Corinthians, solomoncomposed theOdes of Solomon,david

39 Canoncriticismisevidentinrelatedareas,as,forexample,inJensschröter’s
Von Jesus zum Neuen Testament: Studien zur urchristlichen Theologiegeschichte und zur 
Entstehung des neutestamentlichen Kanons(wunt204;tübingen:Mohrsiebeck,2007).

40  e. J. epp, “the oxyrhynchus new testament Papyri: ‘not without honor
exceptintheirhometown,’”JBL123(2004),54–55.
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authoredPsalms33and34,andPeterissuedthetwoepistlesthatbearhis
name.Pseudepigraphicalattributiondefinesworksbothwithinandwithout
thecanon;falseattributionwasnotadimensionofthecompilerorcopyist’s
perceptionandcategories.Forhim,forexample,Peterdescribedwhathehad
experienced.thestudyofpseudepigraphicalcompositions,withinandon
thefringesofourcanon,goeshandinglovewiththestudyoftheevolution
ofthecanon.

Summary and Conclusion

whatisthemostimportantlessonwehavelearnedbyexaminingtheBodmer
Papyrusanthology (P72)? it is the following:Fourth-centuryChristians
sometimeshadacollectionofsacredtextsthatdidnotrecognizeborders
betweenwhatisinsideandwhatisoutsideawidelyacceptedcollectionof
sacra scriptura ortheholyBible.Manyquestionsarenowraisedinanew
light;forexample:hasthecomplierofourmiscellanyproducedhisown
canon,acollectionoftextsthathedeemedimportantforspiritualguidance?
wehavemerelyaddedanotetoB.M.Metzger’sclaimthatthehistoryof
theformationofthecanonwasalongandacontinuousprocess.listento
Metzger’swords:

insteadofbeingtheresultofadeliberatedecreebyanindividualoracouncil
near the beginning of the Christian era, the collection of new testament
bookstookplacegraduallyovermanyyearsbythepressureofvariouskinds
ofcircumstancesandinfluences,someexternal...andothersinternaltothe
lifeofcongregations...41

wehaveseenthatastudyofcollectionsofsacreddocumentsshedsnewlight
ontheprocessesthatshapedanddefinedthecanon.

r.a.Kraftcorrectlyindicated,aswemovefromJesustoeusebiusand
fromPaul toathanasius, that it is“verydifficult forus torecapture the
perspectivesofearliertimes.”42studyingcollectionsofdocumentsprovides
oneneglectedavenueforabetterperceptionof“earliertimes”andofcanon
formation.

studies like thepresentonedisclosemanyanachronisms inadvanced
research. ifwe converseabout theOdes of Solomon asan exampleof
“unexpected”works in“newtestament”or“Patristic” collections,we
areusinganomalies suchas“unexpected.”43whatwemight expect is
certainly notwhat early JewsorChristians expected. Moreover, even

41 B.M.Metzger,The Canon of the New Testament(oxford:Clarendon,1987),
7.

42 r.a.Kraft,“theCodexandCanonConsciousness,”inThe Canon Debate,
233.

43 iamindebtedtoe.J.epp’scommentsinThe Canon Debate,486.



thoughathanasius, in367, listed the twenty-sevenbooks in the“new
testament,”we shouldbemorecircumspectabout referring toa“new
testament”beforeweconcurthatthecollectionisdefinedandclosed.of
theconventionalgroupingsoftextsinancientmanuscripts,amongthe2,361
andmoreso-callednewtestamentmanuscripts,onlythreemajuscules(א,
a,C5)andabout56minusculescontainthe27newtestamentbooks.44
likewise,ofthe116“newtestament”papyri,whichrepresent112different
manuscripts,only14papyriincludemorethanonewriting.onlyP45hasthe
fourGospels.ifyoudismissthesefiguresbecauseofthefragmentarynature
ofpapyri,itiswisetohearthejudgmentofepp:“obviously,theunitsin
whichtheearlymanuscriptscirculatedhavesignificanceforcanon;yet,itis
onlyoccasionallypossibletoofferstrongevidencethatfragmentarypapyri
containing,forexample,portionsonlyofMatthewandluke(P64+P67+
P4)oronlyoflukeandJohn(P75)camefromcodicescontainingthefour
Gospels...”45

in contemporary research, errors in perception and judgment sometimes
are caused by misleading nomenclatures and habits that mirror a stage of
studyleftlongbehindus.46Forexample,wescholarsunwittinglycontinueto
positanddrawattention toadistinctionbetween“canonical”and“extra-
canonical.”wealsounwittinglyperpetuatethatfalsedistinctionbyplacing
only the latterdocumentswithin italics.whatotheranachronismsare still
unseenandhowdotheyimpairourperceptionoftheprocessesthatshaped
ourcanon,ourBible?47

44 Forthefulldiscussion,seeeppinThe Canon Debate,486–87.
45 epp,inThe Canon Debate,489.
46 seemyreflectionsregardingnomenclatureandalso“theCanon,inspiration

andthePseudepigrapha,”inThe Old Testament Pseudepigrapha & the New Testament,
25.

47 Foradditionalreflections,seeCharlesworth,“writingsostensiblyoutsidethe
Canon,”inExploring the Origins of the Bible: Canon Formation in Historical Literary, 
and Theological Perspective, ed. C. a. evans and e. tov (Grand rapids, Mi: Baker
academic,2008),57–85.
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Chapter 8

The heBrew GosPel in Early Christianity

James R. Edwards

theliteratureproducedbytheearlyChurchfarexceedsthetwenty-seven
booksof thenewtestament. inOn Illustrious Men, Jeromeproduces
135biographical sketchesof leadersof theearlychurch,beginningwith
simonPeter,andendingwithhimselfintheearlyfifthcentury.although
biographicalinformat,Illustrious Menis,inreality,abibliographyofnearly
800authorsandworks inearlyChristianity, testifying to the impressive
literaryactivityofearlyChristians,andtoitspreservationintheearlychurch.

intheearlyfourthcentury,eusebiusofCaesareatackledthequestionof
identifyinganddelimitingtheChristiancanonfromthisplethoraofliter-
ature.writingacenturybeforeJerome,eusebiusconsideredalessextensive,
though still very considerable, bodyof literature.his taskwasnot to
determinetheprecisecontentsandlimitsofthenewtestamentcanon,but,
rather,toprovideahistoricalsummaryofthematteruptohisday.eusebius
seemedawarethattheactualdeterminationofthecanonwasnottherespon-
sibilityofaparticularchurchleader,but,rather,adogmaticconcernofthe
entirechurch.inhiscanonicaldiscussion,eusebiusfollowedthepioneering
workoforigen,who,inthefirsthalfofthethirdcentury,positedathreefold
systemofclassifyingbooksthat,withreferencetothenewtestamentcanon,
wererecognized(ὁμολογούμενα),disputed(ἀντιλεγόμενα),andrejected(νόθα)
bythechurchesoftheMediterraneanworld.summarizingthestatus quaes-
tionis inEcclesiastical History3.25,eusebiusmentions, in the following
order,theFourGospels,theactsoftheapostles,theepistlesofPaul,the
FirstepistleofJohn,andtheepistleofPeter.thebrevityandassurancewith
whichheliststheseroughlytwentycoredocumentsofthenewtestament
indicatesthattheywerefirmlyanchoredinchurchtradition.

with regard to disputed documents, eusebius’ discussion is more
equivocal,probablyoutofdeferencetothewidevarietyofopinionsheld
byhisreaders.eusebiusmentionsthatboththebookofrevelationandthe
Gospelaccordingtothehebrews“belongtothedisputedbooks,”andthat
bothwere“knowntomostofthewritersoftheChurch.”1eusebius’desig-

1  theodor Zahn, Geschichte des neutestamentlichen Kanons (erlangen: a.
deichert,1888),2:643–48,andadolfharnack,Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur 



nationofrejectedbooksasνόθαoffersafurthercluetohisoveralljudgment
ofthecanon.Νόθαmeans“illegitimate,”“bastard,”i.e.,thesewerebooks
that lackedecclesiasticalpaternity.Books in therejectedcategoryneither
derivefrom,nortransmit,authorizedtradition.2thisimpliesthatbooksin
thedisputedcategoryhave,atleast,someclaimtothekindofecclesiastical
paternitythatcharacterizesbooksintherecognizedcategory.

thestatusoftheHebrew Gospelinthecanonicaldebateatthebeginning
of the fourthcenturyoffersa fittingpointofdeparture foradiscussion
ofitssignificanceinearlyChristianity.3ineusebius’celebratedcanonical
discussion, theHebrew Gospeloccupiedaselectcategoryofsix toeight
books, allofwhich enjoyedwide circulationandgeneral esteem in the
earlyChristianperiod,someofwhich,liketheapocalypse,wereeventually
received into thecanon.theHebrew Gospelwasnotamong them,nor,
sofarasweknow,wasthereanyattempttomake itpartof thecanon.
nevertheless, theHebrew Gospel is citedmore frequentlyand favorably
in theearlychurch,alongsidecanonical texts, than isanynon-canonical
documentofwhich i amaware. it is also citedmoreoften andmore
positivelyinPatristicprooftextsthanisanyothernon-canonicaltext.the
Hebrew Gospel enjoyedtheuniquedistinctioninearlyChristianityofbeing
themostauthoritativenon-canonicaltext.4

thechiefpurposeofthisstudyistosurveythevariousreferencesto,and
quotationsfrom,theHebrew GospelinearlyChristiansources.Following
the surveyof thewitnesses to theHebrew Gospel, iwish to consider,
first, the relationshipof theHebrew Gospel toother“Jewish-Christian”
gospels,particularlytotheso-called“Gospeloftheebionites”;second,the
overallstatusoftheHebrew GospelinearlyChristianity;and,finally,the
relationshipoftheHebrew Gospel tothecanonicalGospels.

bis Eusebius (2nd edn.; leipzig: J. C. hinrichs Verlag, 1958), 1:7, rightly understand
eusebius to assign the Hebrew Gospel to the “disputed” category. likewise, note the
conclusionofM.-J.lagrange,“l’Évangileselonleshébreux,”RB31(1922):175:“the
Hebrew Gospel wasfarfrombeingconsideredheretical,andalthoughitwasnotconsid-
eredequaltotheFourGospels,itwasaccordedanhonorableplaceamongthebooksof
thechurch.”

2  also noted by Gilles dorival, “un Groupe Judéo-Chrétien Méconnu: les
hébreux,”Apocrypha11(2000):9.

3 thesubstanceofthisarticle,itstheses,anditsconclusionsareelaboratedand
supportedmorefullyinJamesr.edwards,The Hebrew Gospel and the Formation of the 
Synoptic Tradition(Grandrapids,Mi:eerdmans,2009).

4 ontherecognitionandacceptanceoftheGospel of the Hebrewsintheancient
church, see C.-B. amphoux, “l’evangile selon les hebreux: source de l’evangile de
luc,”Apocypha6(1995):67–77.
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References to, and Quotations from, the hebrewGospelin Early 
Christianity

Ignatius (c. 35–c. 107)

theearliestostensiblequotationoftheHebrew Gospel occursinignatius’
Letter to the Smyrnaeans3:1–2.

Foriknowandbelievethathewasinthefleshevenaftertheresurrection.
andwhenhe[Jesus]cametothosewithPeterhesaidtothem,“take,touch
me and see that i am not a disembodied ghost.” and immediately they
touchedhimandbelieved.5

ignatiusissilentaboutthesourceofthequotation,attributingitneitherto
theHebrew Gospelnortoanyothersource.thequotationisalsocitedby
origen,eusebius,andJerome.origenattributesittoatractatecirculating
inPeter’snameratherthantotheHebrew Gospel.6thequotationisalso
citedbyeusebiusinhisEcclesiastical History,but,otherthanattributingit
toignatius,eusebiusadmitsignoranceofitssource.7explicitconnectionof
Smyrnaeans3:1–2withtheHebrew GospelfirstcomesfromJerome,who,
inhischapteronignatiusinIllustrious Men 16,quotestheabovepassage,
notingthatitisatestimonyaboutthepersonofChrist“fromthegospel
thathasrecentlybeentranslatedbyme.”“thegospel”thatJeromerefersto
herecanonlybetheHebrew Gospel,whichonfouroccasionshetestifiesto
havingtranslatedfromhebrewintoGreekand/orlatin.8

5 ἐγὼ γὰρ καὶ μετὰ τὴν ἀνάστασιν ἐν σαρκὶ αὐτὸν οἶδα καὶ πιστεύω ὄντα. καὶ ὅτε πρὸς 
τοὺς περὶ Πέτρον ἦλθεν, ἔφη αὐτοῖς· λάβετε, ψηλαφήσατέ με καὶ ἴδετε, ὅτι οὐκ εἰμὶ δαιμόνιον 
ἀσώματον. καὶ εὐθὺς αὐτοῦ ἥψαντο καὶ ἐπίστευσαν(ign.,Smyrn. 3.1–2).

6 thesourceoforigen’sversionremainsanunsolvedmystery. itmaybe that
thepresenceofPeter’snameinSmyrn.3.2causedorigentoassociateitwithatractate
circulatinginPeter’sname,ratherthaninMatthew’s.thetitleoftheworkhecites,Petri 
doctrina,couldconceivablybeeitherThe Gospel of Peter orThe Kerygma of Peter,but
thesaying,“iamnotabodilessdemon,”appearsinneitherwork.thefactthatorigen
associatesthesayingwithaheretoforeunknownworksuggeststhatthesayingwasmore
widelyknownanddisseminatedthantheworktowhichheattributesit.iamnotinclined
toassociatetheHebrew Gospel witheitheroftheaboveworksbearingthenameofPeter,
primarily because both are typified by fanciful and embellished legends, which do not
typify(sofarasweknow)theHebrew Gospel(seehanswaitz,“neueuntersuchungen
über die sog. Judenchristlichen evangelien,” ZNW 36 [1937]: 69). on the source of
origen’s quotation, see wilhelm schneemelcher, “the Kerygma Petri,” New Testament 
Apocyrpha, rev. and ed. w. schneemelcher, trans. r. Mcl. wilson (Cambridge, uK:
JamesClarke&Co.;louisville,Ky:westminster/JohnKnoxPress,1991),2:36–37;P.F.
Beatrice,“‘theGospelaccordingtothehebrews’intheapostolicFathers,”NovT48/2
(2006):149–50.

7  “[ignatius]wrote to the smyrnaeansquotingwords froma source i donot
know” (Hist. eccl..3.36.11).apart from twominor changes (γάρ andἦλθεν inSmyrn.
3.1–2becomeδέandἐλήλυθεν),eusebiusagreesverbatimwithignatius.

8 Comm. Mich.(7:6);Comm. Matt.12:13;Vir. ill.2;Vir. ill.16.



thisdominicalsayingechoesthecommandoftheresurrectedJesustothe
bewildereddisciplesinlk.24.39:“touchmeandsee,foraghostdoesnot
havefleshandbonesasyouseemehaving.”thesaying—writtennolater
than107,whenignatiusmethisdeathinromead bestias—occursneither
inMatthew,norinMark,butonlyinluke.9sincethesayingissharedby
ignatiusandluke,itispossible—andoftenassumed—thatignatiusquotes
it fromluke.this isunlikely,however.although thereareallusions to
thecanonicalGospelsinignatius,heneverquotesdirectlyfromthem,and
“explicitreferencestoluke’sGospelneverappearinignatius,andnowhere
inhislettersdoesherevealhisknowledgeanduseofluke.”10Smyrnaeans
3.2appearstocomefromasourceearlierthan,andindependentof,luke.

thepersonaltestimonyandthesayingoftheresurrectedlordareused
by ignatius to chastiseunbelievers fordenying thephysical sufferingof
Jesusinthecrucifixion.immediatelybeforethetextunderconsideration,
ignatiusdescribesunbelievers as“bodiless anddemonic” (ἀσώματοι καὶ 
δαιμονικοί,Smyrn.2.1).incontrasttothem(andinanunmistakableword
play),ignatiuscitestheresurrectedJesus,whoexpresslyrefutesthe“demonic
andbodiless”docetistsbydeclaring,“take,touchmeandseethatiamnot
abodilessdemon”(ὄτι ούκ είμι. δαιμόνιον ἀσώματον).thisappearstobea
personaltestimony,presumablyoftheapostleMatthew,totheresurrected
lordJesusChrist,employedby ignatius formaximumeffectagainst the
heresyofdocetism.

theepistletosmyrna,likeignatius’lettersasawhole,protestsvigor-
ouslyagainsthereticalteachers,particularlydoceticteacherswhodeniedthe
completeincarnationofJesusChrist.thephrase“intheflesh”(ἐν σαρκί)
appearswithredundantregularityintheepistletosmyrnawithreferenceto
theearthlymanifestationofJesus.althoughignatiusneverdirectlyquotes
thecanonicalGospels,hequotestheHebrew GospelinSmyrn.3:2insuch
awaythatitbecomesthehermeneuticalkeytotheepistle.thequotation
refutesa rampantheresyof ignatius’day,withadominical saying that
claimedthehighestdegreeofauthorityintheearlychurch.indeed,ignatius
enhancestheauthorityoftheJesus-saying,accordingtotheinterpretation
ofJerome,byplacingitwithinthecontextofthefirst-persontestimonyof

9 λάβετε, ψηλαφήσατέ με καὶ ἴδετε(ign.Smyrn.3.2);ψηλαφήσατέ με καὶ ἵδετε(luke
24.39).C.-B.amphoux,“l’Évangile selondeshébreux:sourcedel’Évangiledeluc,”
68,rightlynotesthat“lesdeuxplusanciennesmentionsdecelivresemblentlerattacher
àlatraditiondeLucplutotqu’àcelledeMatthieu.”

10  P. F. Beatrice, “the ‘Gospel according to the hebrews’ in the apostolic
Fathers,”148.Fora full discussionof citations fromlukeup to the timeof irenaeus,
seea.Gregory,The Reception of Luke and Acts in the Period before Irenaeus: Looking 
for Luke in the Second Century (wunt2/169;tübingen:Mohrsiebeck,2003),69–75,
113.e.B.nicholson,inThe Gospel according to the Hebrews: Its Fragments Translated 
and Annotated with a Critical Analysis of the External and Internal Evidence Relating to 
It (london:C.KeganPaul,1879),72, furthernotes“thatof ignatius’12references to
aMatthean text there isnotonewhich isanunmistakeablyexactquotation,while the
wordsuseddifferseveraltimesverymarkedlyfromourMatthew.”
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theapostleMatthew.11thus,alreadyinignatius’daytheHebrew Gospel 
ofMatthewwasrecognizedasanauthoritypreservinganauthenticsaying
oftheresurrectedlord,12whichcorrespondswiththeGospelofluke,but
doesnot,apparently,derivefromit.

Papias (c. 60–130)

theearliestexplicitreferencetotheHebrew Gospeloccurs inPapias,
bishopofhierapolis.eusebiusrecordsPapias’relevanttestimonythus:
“Mattheworganizedtheoracles(ofJesus)inthehebrewlanguage,and
eachinterpretedthemashewasable.”13theprimaryintentofPapias
seemstohavebeentoemphasizethehebrewcompositionofthework
asasourceforlaterinterpreters.schleiermacher’scelebratedtreatment
of this text,14 however, shifted emphasis to the meaning of τὰ λόγιά,
whichheunderstoodtosignifyanon-narrativecompilationofsayings
or“oracles”ofJesus.asusedinearlyChristianliterature,however,τὰ 
λόγια referstoanorganicwhole,avolume,ratherthantoacollection
ofsayings.15inthenewtestament,τὰ λόγιαsignifiesaunifiedbodyof
materialratherthanacollectionofsayings(acts7.38;rom.3.2;heb.
5.12;1Pet.4.11).Clementofromeusedτὰ λόγια withreferencetothe
revealedwordofGodineitherthe“gospel”(1 Clem.13:6;2 Clem.13:3)
orintheoldandnewtestaments(1 Clem. 53:1).Bothirenaeus(Preface
Haer. 1.8.1)andorigen(Hom. Jer.10:1)usethetermlikewise.Polycarp,
acontemporaryofPapias,likewiseusedτὰ λόγια foracompletegospel,
containingthecross,resurrection,andlastjudgment.16especiallywhen
usedinconjunctionwithσυντάσσω,17asitisinthePapiasreference,τὰ 

11 seeP.F.Beatrice,“theGospelaccordingtothehebrews,”160–61.Beatrice
citesw.r. inge,M.-J.lagrange,a.Baumstark, J.waitz,G.Quispel,andJ.daniélou,
who,likewise,attributeignatius’quotationtotheHebrew Gospel—and,byimplication,
totheapostleMatthew(163).

12 C.-B.amphoux,“l’Évangileselonleshébreux,”71.
13 Ματθαῖος μὲν οὖν Ἑβραΐδι διαλέκτῳ τὰ λόγια συνετάξατο, ἡρμήνευσεν δ’ αὐτὰ ὡς 

ἦν δυνατὸς ἕκαστος(Hist. eccl.3.39.16).
14 “ueberdieZeugnissedesPapiasvonunserenbeidenerstenevangelien,”TSK

5(1832):735–68.
15  J. Kürzinger, “Papias von hierapolis: Zu titel und art seines werkes,” in

Papias von Hierapolis und die Evangelien des Neuen Testaments (regensburg:F.Pustet,
1983), 69–89; C. e. hill, “what Papias said about John (and luke). a ‘new’ Papian
Fragment,”JTSns49/2(1998):623.

16 ὃς ἄν μεθοδεύηͺ τὰ λόγια τοῦ κυρίου πρὸς τὰς ἰδίας ἐπιθυμίας(Polycarp,Phil.1.7:
“whoeverperverts theaccountof thelordforhisownends”).seeP.F.Beatrice,“the
Gospelaccordingtothehebrews,”182:“itseemstomequitereasonabletoclaimthat
Polycarp is speakinghereabout thearamaicGospel of the Hebrews,and that the two
textsofPapiasandPolycarpshedlightoneachotherreciprocally.”

17 “συντάσσω,”lsJ1725.a.F.J.Klijn,Jewish-Christian Gospel Tradition(VC
supplements17;leiden:Brill,1992),11:“wemaysafelyassume . . . that thepassage
referstotheentireGospel.”



λόγιαconnotesabodyofrevelation,asopposedtoaspecializedcollection
ofsayings.18althoughthePapiastestimonydoesnotspecificallyidentify
theworkofMatthewastheHebrew Gospel,itisreasonabletoequate
thetwo.19

asecondtestimonyofPapiastoaHebrew Gospelalsocomesfrom
eusebius:“thesamewriter[Papias]hasusedtestimoniesfromthefirst
epistleofJohnandlikewisefromPeter,andhehasalsosetforthanother
accountaboutawomanwhowasaccusedbeforethelordofmanysins,
which is found in the Gospel according to the hebrews.”20 eusebius
places this citation immediately after the Papias testimonies to Mark
andMatthew,which implies that theHebrew Gospel, likeMarkand
Matthew,wasabona fidegospelandnotasayingsanthology.theabove
citation isoftenthought torefer to thestoryof thewomancaught in
adulteryinJn7.53–8.12.21onaformallexicallevel,Papias’description
seemsclosertothedescriptionofthewomanwhowasforgivenbyJesus
of“manysins”inlk.7:36–50.22whateverthehistoryoftransmission

18 dietrichGla,Die Originalsprache des Matthäusevangeliums (Paderbornand
Münster:schöningh,1887),29–35;G.Kittel,“λόγιον,”TWNT4:140–45;w.l.schmidt,
TDOT3:111–25,demonstratethat τὰ λόγια shouldnotberestrictedtoacollectionof,דבר
sayings.rather,itsignifiesasummary,historicalpresentationofdivinerevelationoran
essentialaccountofbothwordandevent.

19  a. s. Barnes, “the Gospel according to the hebrews,” JTS 6 (1905): 361,
observes:“is itpossible seriously tomaintain that therewere two separatedocuments,
eachof themwrittenatJerusalemduring theapostolicageand in thehebrewtongue,
eachof themassigned to theapostleMatthew,andeachof themdealing in someway
withtheGospelstory?orarewenotratherforcedtotheconclusionthatthesetwodocu-
ments,whosedescriptionsaresostrangelysimilar,mustreallybeidentical,andthatthe
lostGospelaccordingtothehebrews,initsearliestanduninterpolatedstate,wasindeed
noneotherthantheBookofthelogia,thediscoursesofChrist,drawnupbystMatthew
atJerusalemaboutad40,andcarriedwiththemintoexilebythefugitiveChristianswhen
theyleftJerusalemforever,alittlebeforeitsfinaldestructionintheyear71?”

20  κέχρηται δ ̓ ὁ αὐτὸς [ὁ Παπίας] μαρτυρίαις ἀπὸ τῆς Ἰωάννου προτέρας ἐπιστολῆς καὶ 
ἀπὸ τῆς Πέτρου ὁμοίως, ἐκτέθειται δὲ κακ’ ἄλλην ἱστορίαν περὶ γυναικὸς ἐπὶ πολλαῖς ἁμαρτίαις 
διαβληθείσης ἐπὶ τοῦ κυρίου, ἣν τὸ καθ’ ̔Εβραίους εὐαγγέλιον περιέχει(Hist. eccl.3.39.17).

21  Both nicholson, The Gospel according to the Hebrews, 54, and rudolf
handmann, Das Hebräer-Evangelium. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte und Kritik des 
hebräischen Matthäus (vol.5ofTexte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristli-
chen Literatur;ed.o.vonGebhardtanda.harnack;leipzig:J.C.hinrichs,1889),94,
make the reasonable suggestion that the account, thoughoriginally independentof the
FourthGospel,waseventuallyplacedintheGospelofJohnbecauseofaconfusioninHist. 
eccl.3.39.14ofJohn the PresbyterwithJohn the Apostle.

22  ἀφέωνται αἱ ἁμαρτίαι αὐτῆς αἱ πολλαί(lk.7.47).d.lührmann,Die apokryph gewor-
denen Evangelien. Studien zu neuen Texten und zu neuen Fragen(novtsup112;leiden/Boston:
Brill, 2004), 212, concludes: “Mitrechtwird allgemein ausgeschlossen, dasseusebhierlk
7,36–50imsinnehat.”sotooalfredresch,Agrapha. Aussercanonische Evangelienfragmente
(vol.5ofTexte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur;ed.o.von
Gebhardtanda.harnack;leipzig:hinrichs,1889),341–42.lagrange,“l’Évangileselonles
hébreux,”173–74,argues,however,thateusebius’referenceto“another”storysetsthePapias
accountsufficientlyapartfromthewell-knownaccountsinJohn8andluke7.
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behindEcclesiastical History3.39.17,theincidentrecordedthereappears
originallytohavederivedfromtheHebrew Gospel.23

Irenaeus (c. 130–200)

also in the second century, irenaeus references the Hebrew Gospel:
“Matthewpublishedamongthehebrewsawrittengospelalsointheir
own language,whilePeterandPaulwerepreachingandfounding the
churchinrome.”24irenaeus,again,writesthattheebionites“usethe
Gospel according to Matthew only, and repudiate the apostle Paul,
maintaining that he was an apostate from the law.”25 the Hebrew 
Gospelisnotmentionedinthesecondquotation,butitseemsplausible
totakeitassuch,sinceotherreferencesineusebiusmentiontheHebrew 
Gospelsimilarly.26inAgainst All Heresies1.26.1,irenaeusfurtherwrites
thattheebionitesusedonlytheHebrew GospelofMatthew.irenaeus’
testimonyto theHebrew Gospelprovidesanumberofnewdata that
mayderivefromtraditioncurrentinromeinhisday,forheexpressly
mentionstheHebrew Gospel inrelationshiptothepreachingofPeter
andPaulinrome.27

Pantaenus († c. 190)

athirdnameassociatedwiththeHebrew Gospelinthesecondcenturyis
Pantaenus,teacherofClementofalexandriaandheadoftheCatechetical
school inalexandria.according toeusebius, theGospel according to
Matthew had been taken to india by the apostle Bartholomew. this
Gospel,eusebiusfurthernotes,waswritten“inhebrewscript”(Ἑβραίων 

23 Klijn,Jewish-Christian Gospel Tradition,116–19,affirmsthatthestory“was
present in some Jewish-ChristianGospelorother,maybe theGospel of the Hebrews.”
evenlührmann,Die apokryph gewordenen Evangelien,191–215,whorejectsanoriginin
theHebrew Gospelfinds(a)thatdidymuscitesthestorynotfromJohn’sGospelbutfrom
certainapocryphalgospels;(b)thatdidymussharessimilaritieswiththePapiascitationin
Hist. eccl.3.39.17,andmaywellbeidenticalwithit;(c)thatdidymusclearlydifferenti-
atesbetweencanonicalandapocryphalgospels;and(d)thattheHebrew Gospel,though
notcanonical,occupiesanespeciallypositivecategory.

24 ὁ μὲν δὴ Ματθαῖος ἐν τοῖς Ἑβραίοις τῇ ἰδίᾳ αὐτῶν διαλέκτῳ καὶ γραφὴν ἐξήνεγκεν 
εὐαγγελίου, τοῦ Πέτρου καὶ τοῦ Παύλου ἐν Ῥώμηͺ εὐαγγελιζομένων καὶ θεμελιούντων τὴν 
ἐκκλησίαν(eusebius,Hist. eccl.5.8.2;irenaeus,Haer.3.1.1).

25  solo autemeoquod est secundumMatthaeumevangelioutuntur (ebionaei)
et apostolum Paulum recusant apostatam eum legis dicentes (Haer. 1.26.2). in 3.11.7
irenaeusrepeatsthat“theebionitesuseonlytheGospelofMatthew.”Foranotherrefer-
encetotheebioniterejectionoftheapostlePaul,seeHaer.3.15.1.

26 Hist. eccl.3.27.4;6.17.1.
27 ineusebius,Hist. eccl.5.8.2,andirenaeus,Haer.3.1.1,notetheappendedgen-

itiveabsolute,“whilePeterandPaulwerepreachinginrome.”sotooC.J.thornton,Der 
Zeuge des Zeugen (wunt56;tübingen:Mohrsiebeck,1991),10–54;Martinhengel,
The Four Gospels and the One Gospel of Jesus Christ (trans.J.Bowden;harrisburg,Pa:
trinityPressinternational,2000),35–38.



γράμμασι)andwaspreservedinindiauntilthevisitofPantaenus,whodied
atthecloseofthesecondcentury.28

Clement of Alexandria (c. 150–215)

afourthwitnesstotheHebrew Gospelinthesecondcenturycomesfrom
Clementofalexandria,whotwicequotesfromtheGospel to the Hebrews 
intheStromata.“andintheGospelaccordingtothehebrewsitiswritten,
‘theonewhowonderswill reign,andreigninghewill rest.’”29Clement
cannotgiveunequivocalsupporttotheHebrew Gospelbecause it isnot
oneofthefourcanonicalGospelsandbecauseitisinvokedbyGnostics.
nevertheless, theauthoritative formulaγέγραπταί,“it iswritten,” signals
Clement’sdeference to the traditionpreserved in theHebrew Gospel.30
Moreover,thecitationaboutwonderingandrestisintendedtoshowthe
superiorityofChristianrevelationtoPlato’sTheaetetusandTimaeus,which
Clementreferencesimmediatelybefore.ForClementtocounteraluminary
suchasPlatowithacitationoftheHebrew Gospelisaremarkabletestimony
toitsstatureinthesecondcentury.

Hegesippus (late second century)

thefinalnameassociatedwiththeHebrew Gospelinthesecondcentury
ishegesippus,whomade extracts “from theGospel according to the
hebrewsandfromthesyriac,andespeciallyfromthehebrewlanguage.”31
thesyntaxofthestatementsuggeststhatthehebrewandsyriacweretwo
separatedocuments,ratherthanoneandthesamedocument.32thesyriac
documentmaybethesameas,orsimilarto,the“Chaldeanandsyriac”
documentthatJeromementionsinAgainst the Pelagians3.2.handmann

28 ὁ Πάνταινος, καὶ εἰς ̓Ινδοὺς ἐλθεῖν λέγεται . . . οἷς Βαρθολομαῖον τῶν ἀποστόλων 
ἕνα κηρῦξαι αὐτοῖς τε Ἑβραίων γράμμασι τὴν τοῦ Ματθαίου καταλεῖψαι γραφήν (Hist. eccl.
5.10.3).this tradition is repeatedbyhippolytus (De duodecim Apostolis) and Jerome
(Vir. ill.36.2).

29  κἀν τῷ καθ’ Ἑβραίους εὐαγγελίῳ ὁ θαυμάσας βασιλεύσει γέγραπται καὶ ὁ 
βασιλεύσας ἀναπαήσεται(Strom.2.9.45).FurtherpossiblereferencestotheHebrew Gospel 
arefoundinStrom.3.9.63;5.14.96.

30 BruceM.Metzger,The Canon of the New Testament: Its Origin, Development, 
and Significance (oxford: Clarendon, 1997), 132. lagrange, “l’Évangile selon les
hébreux,”172,drawsattentiontoevidenceofasemiticoriginalbehindClement’squota-
tion.

31 ἔκ τε τοῦ καθ’ Ἑβραίους εὐαγγελίου καὶ τοῦ Συριακοῦ καὶ ἰδίως ἐκ τῆς Ἑβραΐδος 
διαλέκτου(eusebius,Hist. eccl.4.22.8).thispassageisquotedverbatimathousandyears
later by the fourteenth-century priest of hagia sophia in Constantinople, nicephorus
Callistusxanthopulus,inhisHistoria ecclesiastica4.7(PG145.992).

32  so Philipp Vielhauer and Georg strecker, “Jewish-Christian Gospels,” in
New Testament Apocrypha (rev. and ed. w. schneemelcher, trans. r. Mcl. wilson;
Cambridge, uK: James Clarke; louisville, Ky: westminister/John Knox Press, 1991),
1.138,whounderstandthewordingtomeantwogospels,“bothfromtheGospelaccord-
ingtothehebrewsandfromthesyriac(Gospel).”
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recognizestheimportanceofhegesippus’testimony:“itisthereforeobvious
thatinadditiontotheothergospels[hegesippus]usedtheonewritteninhis
mothertongueandwithwhichhewasbestacquainted;forthisreasonhe
mustalwaysremainforusanimportantwitnessfortheantiquityandstatus
ofthisgospel.”33

Hippolytus (c. 170–c. 236)

inthethirdcentury,hippolytuspreservesareferencetotheHebrew Gospel
thatprobablycomesfrom“onthetwelveapostles”:“Matthew,having
writtentheGospelinhebrew,publisheditinJerusalem,andsleptinhierae
ofParthia.”34theGreek spellingof“Jerusalem” is a transliterationof
hebrew,andthusarguesfortheantiquityofthisquotation.

Origen (185–254)

thesecondthird-centurywitnesstotheHebrew Gospelisorigen,whose
reputationasa textual critic andexegete, andwhoseworkon the four
canonicalGospels,wasunsurpassedintheancientchurch.origen’srefer-
encestotheHebrew Gospelindicateitswidespreadrecognitionintheearly
churchanditsenduringstatusintheemergentcanon.accordingtoeusebius,
origenfollowedthefourfoldcanonicalorder indiscussingtheoriginsof
theGospelsinhisCommentaries on the Gospel according to Matthew.the
FirstGospel,saysorigen,“waswrittenbyMatthew,whooncehadbeena
taxcollectorbutlaterbecameanapostleofJesusChrist,havingpublished
itforbelieversfromJudaism,composedinhebrewscript.”35origenhere
attributesthe“firstgospel”toJesus’disciplewhohadbeenataxcollector,
andwhocomposeditinhebrewlettersorscript(γράμασσιν Ἑβραΐκοις)for
thebenefitofconvertsfromJudaism.

origen refers to theHebrew Gospel five times, threeofwhich give
quotationsfromit.36twooforigen’sthreequotationsareslightlydifferent

33 r.handmann,Das Hebräer-Evangelium,34.
34 Ματθαῖος δὲ, τὸ εὐαγγέλιον Ἑβραιστὶ γράψας, δέδωκεν ἐν ̔Ιερουσαλήμ, καὶ ἐκοιμήθη 

ἐν Ἰερέει τῆς Παρθείας (De Duodecim Apostolis;Pl10.952).uncertaintyovertheauthen-
ticityof“thetwelveapostles”isduetothefactthatitnotattributedtohippolytusby
JeromeinVir ill.61.Mostscholars,however,attributeittohippolytus.

35  πρῶτον μὲν γέγραπται τὸ κατὰ τόν ποτε τελώνην ὕστερον δὲ ἀπόστολον Ἰησοῦ 
Χριστοῦ Ματθαῖον, ἐκδεδωκότα αὐτὸ τοῖς ἀπὸ Ἰουδαϊσμοῦ πιστεύσασιν, γράμμασιν Ἑβραϊκοῖς 
συντεταγμένον (Hist. eccl.6.25.4).

36 Comm. Jo.2:12;Comm. Matt.15:14;16:12;Hom. Jer.15:4;eusebius,Hist. 
eccl. 6.25.4.dorival,“unGroupe Judéo-ChrétienMéconnu,”21–26, suggests that the
referenceto“thehebrews”immediatelyinHist. eccl.6.25.1–2shouldalsobetakenasa
referencetothehebrew-Christians.hearguesthatthecanonadvancedbyorigeninHist. 
eccl.6.25.1–2doesnotconformtotheMt,butrathertoarabbiniccanonprobablyinuse
byhebrew-Christiansinegypt.dorival’sargumentisweakenedbythefactthatthecon-
textofHist. eccl.6.25.1–2clearlyreferstothehebrewotandnottohebrew-Christian
believers. Further, origen’s canonical proposals are among the earliest in the Christian
tradition.itishardlysurprisingthattheywouldvaryslightly(andthevariationsarevery



versionsofthesamequotation.thelongerofthetwoversionsispreserved
inhisCommentary on John(1:3):

whoever accepts the Gospel according to the hebrews, where the savior
himself says,“Justnowmymother, theholyspirit, tookmebya lockof
hairandliftedmeuptogreatMounttabor,”raisesanewquestionhowthe
holyspiritcomingthroughthewordisabletobethemotherofChrist.37

ashorterversionofthesameappearsinorigen’sHomilies on Jeremiah 
(15:4):“ifanyonereceivesthe[word],‘Justnowmymother,theholy
spirit,tookmeandboremetogreatMounttabor,’etc.,hecanseehis
mother.”38thereference to theholyspiritas“mother”may initially
seem apocryphal and/or gnostic. if this were the case, however, it is
unlikely thatorigen and Jerome, bothofwhomweredecidedly anti-
gnostic,wouldeachcite thispassage twice and thrice, respectively. in
bothpassagescitedbyorigen,thespeakerisJesus,whoreportsbeing
seized by the holy spirit and transported to Mt. tabor. although
mostscholarssuspectthatthisaccountwasoriginallyrelatedtoJesus’
temptation,thereferenceto“liftedup”seemstomemoresuitedtothe
transfiguration.39thissametextisthricequotedbyJeromeinlatin.40
allfiveversionsofthesayingbyorigenandJeromepreservethefirst-
persontestimonyofChrist tohis seizureby thematernalholyspirit.

slightinorigen’slist)fromtheeventualcanonadoptedbythechurch,whichinorigen’s
daywasnotestablished.

37 ἐὰν δὲ προσιῆταί τις τὸ καθ’ Ἑβραίους εὐαγγέλιον, ἔνθα αὐτὸς ὁ σωτήρ φησιν; Ἄρτι 
ἔλαβέ με ἡ μήτηρ μου, τὸ ἅγιον πνεῦμα, ἐν μιᾷ τῶν τριχῶν μου καὶ ἀπήνεγκέ με εἰς τὸ ὄρος τὸ 
μέγα Θαβώρ, ἐπαπορήσει πῶς μήτηρ Χριστοῦ τὸ διὰ τοῦ λόγου γεγενημένον πνεῦμα ἅγιον εἶναι 
δύναται. ταῦτα δὲ καὶ τούτῳ οὐ χαλεπὸν ἑρμηνεῦσαι (Comm. Jo. 2.12.87).

38  εἰ δέ τις παραδέχεται τὸΑρτι ἔλαβέ με ἡ μήτηρ μου, τὸ ἅγιον πνεῦμα, καὶ ἀπήνεγκέ 
με εἰς τὸ ὄρος τὸ μέγα Θαβώρ καὶ τὰ ἐξῆς, δύναται αὐτοῦ ἰδεῖν τὴν μητέρα (Hom. Jer.15:4).

39 sotooadolphushilgenfeld,Novum Testamentum Extra Canonem Receptum

(2ndedn.;leipzig:weigel,1866),16;nicholson,The Gospel according to the Hebrews,
75–76, however, suspects the episode to refer to the temptation, the “lifted up” being
softenedto“ledup”inlatertradition.

40 sedquilegeritCanticumcanticorum,etsponsumanimae,deisermonemintel-
lexerit, credideritque evangelio, quod secundum hebraeos editum nuper transtulimus,
inquoexpersonasalvatorisdicitur:“Modotulitmematermea,sanctusspiritusinuno
capillorummeorum”(Butwhoevermakesthesongofsongsthespouseofhissoulwill
cometoknowthewordofGodandbelievetheGospel,thehebreweditionofwhichwe
recentlytranslatedinwhichitissaidofthepersonofthesavior,‘Mymother,theholy
spirit,oncetookmebyalockofhair,’”Comm. Mich.7:7).sedetinevangelioquodiuxta
hebraeos scriptum nazaraei lectitant, dominus loquitur: “Modo me tulit mater mea,
sanctusspiritus” (“But in theGospelwrittenaccording to thehebrews thenazarenes
read, the lord says, ‘My mother, the holy spirit, once took me,’” Comm. Isa. 40:9).
inevangelioquoquehebraeorum,quod lectitantnazaraei, salvator inducitur loquens:
“Modomearripuitmatermea,spiritussanctus”(“alsointheGospel of the Hebrewsthat
thenazarenesread,thesaviorintroducesthesaying,‘Mymother,theholyspirit,once
seizedme,’”Comm. Ezech.16:13).
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Minorvariationsinthecitationsareprobablyduetomnemonicrecall
onthepartsoforigenandJerome.

origenpreservesa secondand lengthierquotation from theHebrew 
GospelinhiscommentaryontherichmaninMt.19.16–22,inwhichhe
speculateswhytheparallelaccountsinMk10.17–22andlk.18.18–23omit
thecommandmentto“loveyourneighborasyourself.”

itiswritteninthatGospel,whichiscalled“accordingtothehebrews”(if
it pleases one to receive it, not as an authority, but as an example of the
proposedquestion):“another richman,” it says,“inquired, ‘Master,what
goodmustidotolive?’”hesaidtohim,“Man,dothelawandprophets.”
herespondedtohim,“ihavedone(so).”hesaidtohim,“Go,sellallyou
possessanddistribute it among thepoor, andcome, followme.”the rich
manbegantoscratchhisheadindispleasure.thelordsaidtohim,“how
canyousay,‘ihavedonethelawandprophets,’sinceitiswritteninthelaw:
loveyourneighborasyourself;andbehold,yourmanybrothers,whoare
sonsofabraham,arecoveredindung,dyingfromhunger,whileyourhouse
isfilledwithmanygoodthings,andnotoneofthegoodthingsgoesoutto
them.”and[Jesus] turnedtosimon,hisdisciplesittingwithhim,“simon,
sonofJohn,itiseasierforacameltogothroughtheeyeofaneedle,than
forarichmantoenterthekingdomofheaven.”41

theHebrew Gospel, inorigen’s judgment,preserves themostoriginal
versionofthestorywithoutthecommandmentto“loveyourneighboras
yourself.”despiteorigen’sopeningdisclaimerthattheHebrew Gospelisnot
anauthority,hisexegesisinvestsitwithauthorityovercanonicalMatthew.

41 scriptumestinevangelioquodam,quoddicitursecundumhebraeos(sittamen
placetsuscipereillud,nonadauctoritatem,sedadmanifestationempropositaequaestio-
nis):dixit,“inquitadeumalterdivitum:magister,quidbonumfaciensvivam?dixitei:
homo,legemetprophetasfac.responditadeum:feci.dixitei:vade,vendeomniaquae
possides et divide pauperibus, et veni, sequere me. coepit autem dives scalpere caput
suum,etnonplacuitei.etdixitadeumdominus,Quomododicis‘legemfecietprophe-
tas’?quoniamscriptumest inlege:diligesproximumtuumsicutteipsum,eteccemulti
fraters tui filiiabrahaeamicti sunt stercore,morientesprae fame, etdomus tuaplena
estmultisbonis,etnonegredituromninoaliquidexeaadeos.etconversusdixitsimoni
discipulosuosedentiapudse:simon,filiJonae,faciliusestcamelumintrareperforamen
acusquamdiviteminregnumcoelorum”(Comm. Matt.15:14).thefactthatthiscita-
tionexistsonlyinalatintranslationofalostGreekoriginalhascausedsomescholars
todoubtitsauthenticity.dorival,“unGroupeJudéo-ChrétienMéconnu:leshébreux,”
16–19, defends its authenticity by noting that origen does not introduce the passage
fromtheHebrew Gospelasanauthority,butonlyasanillustration,similartotheway
he introduces it inhisCommentarii in evangelium Joannis andHomiliae in Jeremiam.
Moreimportantly,thecommentarythatfollowsthequotationexhibitsorigen’sstyleand
manner.



Eusebius (c. 260–c. 340)

theexistenceofaHebrew Gospel isacknowledgedbyeusebiusthroughout
theEcclesiastical History,whichwascomposedearlyinthefourthcentury.
eusebiusremindshisreadersthat“theGospelaccordingtothehebrews”
(τὸ καθ’ Ἑβραίους εὐαγγἐλιον)was always and everywherepreferredby
JewishconvertstoChristianity.”42amongthosewhoacceptedtheHebrew 
Gospel were theebionites,who“useonly the saidGospelaccording to
thehebrews.”43eusebius furthernotes that theapostlesMatthewand
Johnbothwrotedown their recollections (ὑπομνήματα).whenMatthew
firstbeganpreachingtohebrews(πρότερον Ἑβραίοις κηρύξας),butfound
itnecessary to leaveandgoelsewhere,hecommitted thegospel intohis
nativetongue(πατρίῳ γλώττῃ γραφῇ παραδοὺς τὸ κατ’ αὐτὸν εὐαγγἐλιον)asa
substituteforhispersonalpresenceandpreaching.44eusebiusdoesnothere
expresslysaythatMatthewwroteinhebrew,butwritingtohebrewsin
theirnativetongueclearlyimplieseitherhebreworaramaic.

eusebius’classificationoftheHebrew Gospelinthe“disputed”category,
mentioned in the introduction, is echoed in theChronographia Brevis
ofnicephorus. in his early ninth-century catalogof canonical books,
nicephorus,bishopofConstantinoplefrom806–815,listsfourbooksas
disputed(ἀντιλέγονται):therevelationofJohn,theapocalypseofPeter,the
Epistle of Barnabas,andtheGospel of the Hebrews.afullfivecenturies
aftereusebius,theHebrew Gospelwasstillasingle,identifiableentity,and
stillheld in favorable repute.45nicephorus is theonlyChurchFather to
reportthelengthoftheGospel of the Hebrewsas2,200lines.46

twopassagesineusebius’Theophaniapreservequotationsfromwhat
appearstobetheHebrew Gospel.thefirst,inTheophania4.12,isextant
onlyinsyriac,theenglishtranslationofwhichreads:

thecausethereforeofthedivisionsofsoulsthattakeplaceinhousesChrist
himselftaught,aswehavefoundinaplaceintheGospelexistingamongthe
Jewsinthehebrewlanguage,inwhichitissaid:“iwillchooseformyselfthe
bestwhichmyFatherinheavenhasgivenme.”47

42 Hist. eccl.3.25.5;alsoinTheoph.4.12eusebiusrefersto“theGospelthatis
amongtheJewsinthehebrewlanguage.”

43 εὐαγγελίῳ δὲ μόνῳ τῷ καθ’ Ἑβραίους λεγομένῳ χρώμενοι(Hist. eccl.3.27.4).
44  Ματθαῖός τε γὰρ πρότερον Ἑβραίοις κηρύξας, ὡς ἤμελλεν καὶ ἐφ ̓ ἑτέρους ἰέναι, 

πατρίῳ γλώττηͺ γραφῇ παραδοὺς τὸ κατ’ αὐτὸν εὐαγγέλιον, τὸ λεῖπον τῇ αὐτοῦ παρουσίᾳ τούτοις 
ἀφ’ ὧν ἐστέλλετο, διὰ τῆς γραφῆς ἀπεπλήρου(Hist. eccl.3.24.5–6).

45 notethejudgmentoflagrange,“l’Évangileselonleshébreux,”180,onthe
significanceofnicephorus’Chronographia Brevis,“l’importancedecetteattestationest
vraimentimpressionnante.Cetévangile[deshébreux]existaitdoncalorsengrecetilétait
assezconnupourqu’onpuisseendéterminerexactementl’étendue,troiscents lignesde
moinsqueleMt.canonique;oubienilfautdirequec’estuneaffirmationenl’air!”

46 Bycomparison,Matthew:2,500 lines;Mark:2,000 lines;luke:2,600 lines,
John:2,300lines.

47  Cited from harnack, Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur, 7; and J. K.
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thethemeofdividinghouseholdsagainstthemselvesisreminiscentofMt.
10.34–36andlk.12.51–53,butthethemeof“choosing”showsaspecial
affinitywithluke.whenlk.6.13istransposedfromthethirdtothefirst
person,theresultisveryclosetotheabovequotation(cf.Jn6.37).

thesecondquotationfromeusebius’Theophania4:22islonger:

For the Gospel that has come to us in hebrew characters does not bring
condemnationonthemanwhohid[themoney],butonthemanwholived
dissolutely.Forhehadthreeservants:theonewhosquanderedthewealthof
themasterwithprostitutesandflute-players;theonewhogreatlyincreased
theprincipalsum;andtheonewhohidthetalent.oneofthemwaspraised;
anotherwasmerelyrebuked;theotherwaslockedupinprison.asforthe
lastcondemnationoftheservantwhoearnednothing,iwonderifMatthew
repeateditnotwithhiminmindbutratherwithreferencetotheservantwho
carousedwiththedrunks.48

lagrangetakesthefirstelevenwordstomeanthateusebiusreceivedthe
Hebrew GospelintohislibraryinCaesarea.49thispassageisvaguelyrelated
totheParableofthetalentsaspreservedinMt.25.14–30andlk.19.11–27
(seealsoGos. Thom.41).theHebrew Gospelquiteplausiblyrepresents
“theearliest,simplest,andmostnaturalformoftheparable.”50eusebius
mayalsohave regarded theversionof theHebrew Gospel as themore
primitive,forherecountsitwithoutqualificationandexplainsMatthean
differencesintheparableonthebasisoftheversionintheHebrew Gospel.
Muchinthequotationisspecialoruniquetoluke,however,especiallythe
servantwho“livesdissolutely”(ἀσώτως ἐζηκότος),aphraseoccurringonly
intheparableoftheProdigalson(lk.15.13).

Ephrem the Syrian (c. 306–373)

ayoungercontemporaryofeusebius,ephremthesyrianalsorecordsthe
traditionofanoriginalHebrew Gospel inhisCommentary on Tatian’s 
Diatessaron,preservedonly inlatin.Commentingon theauthorshipof
thefourcanonicalGospels,ephremsaysthat“MatthewwrotehisGospel

elliott,The Apocryphal New Testament: A Collection of Apocryphal Christian Literature 
in an English Translation (oxford:Clarendon,2004),11.Fortranslationaldetailsrelated
tothesyriac,seeKlijn,Jewish-Christian Gospel Tradition,63–64.

48 ἐπὶ δὲ τὸ εἰς ἡμᾶς ἧκον ἑβραι?κοῖς χαρακτῆρσιν εὐαγγέλιον τὴν ἀπειλὴν οὐ κατὰ τοῦ 
ἀποκρύψαντος ἐπῆγεν, ἀλλὰ κατὰ τοῦ ἀσώτως ἐζηκότος· τρεῖς γὰρ δούλους περιεῖχε, τὸν μὲν 
καταφαγόντα τὴν ὕπαρξιν τοῦ δεσπότου μετὰ πορνῶν καὶ αὐλητρίδων, τὸν δὲ πολλαπλασιάσαντα 
τὴν ἐργασίαν, τὸν δὲ κατακρύψαντα τὸ τάλαντον· εἶτα τὸν μὲν ἀποδεχθῆναι, τὸν δὲ μεμφθῆναι 
μόνον, τὸν δὲ συγκλεισθῆναι δεσμωτηρίῳ· ἐφίστημι μήποτε κατὰ τὸν Ματθαῖον, μετὰ τὴν 
συμπλήρωσιν τοῦ λόγου τοῦ κατὰ τοῦ μηδὲν ἐργασαμένου, ἡ ἑξῆς ἐπιλεγομένη ἀπειλή, οὐ περὶ 
αὐτοῦ ἀλλὰ περὶ τοῦ προτέρου κατ’ ἐπανάληψιν λέλεκται τοῦ ἐσθίοντος καὶ πίνοντος μετὰ τῶν 
μεθυόντων (eusebius,Theoph.4.22).

49 lagrange,“l’Évangileselonleshébreux,”177.
50 handmann,Das Hebräer-Evangelium,103.



inhebrew, and itwas then translated intoGreek.”51ephrem’suseof
“hebrew”shouldbefullyappreciated,forhewroteinsyriacanddidnot
knowGreek.heobviouslyknewhowtorecognizehebrew,andespecially
thedifferencebetweenhebrewandaramaic,thelatterofwhichwasasister
languagetohisnativesyriac.

Didymus of Alexandria (c. 310–398)

inanexpositionofPs.34.1(lxx33.1),didymusofalexandria,alsoknown
asdidymustheBlind,seekstoexplainwhytheBiblesometimesrefersto
thesamepersonbytwodifferentnames.inreferencetothenamechangeof
Matthew/levi,didymuswrites:

therearemanysuchnamechanges.Matthewappearsinthe[Gospel]accord-
ingtolukeunderthenameoflevi.heisnotthesameperson,butrather
theMatthewwhowasappointed[apostle]inplaceofJudas;heandleviare
the same person under two different names. this is made apparent in the
hebrewGospel.52

likeothersbeforehim,didymusattributesanauthority to theHebrew 
GospeloverthecanonicalGospels.aslateasthethefourthcentury,and
asfarawayasegypt,thestatusoftheHebrew Gospel wassuchthatitwas
enlistedtoresolveexegeticaldifficultiesincanonicaltexts.53

Epiphanius (c. 315–403)

alongwithJerome,epiphanius,bishopofsalamis,isthemostimportant
witnesstotheHebrew Gospelinthelatefourthcentury.ineightinstances
epiphanius ascribes authorship of the Hebrew Gospel to the apostle
Matthew,infiveofwhichheidentifiesitslanguageashebrew.54epiphanius
mentionstheHebrew Gospelonlyinrelationtothesectsofthenazarenes
andtheebionites.alonereferencetotheformerreads:“[thenazarenes]

51 “Matthaeushebraicescripsitid(i.e.,evangelium),etdeindetranslatumestin
graecum.”epiphaniusknowsa tradition linkingthediatessaronandtheGospel of the 
Hebrews:“it is said that from[tatian]comes thediatessaron,which isalsocalled the
Gospelaccordingtothehebrews”(Pan.46.1).itisdifficulttoknowwhatrelationship,if
any,ephremandepiphaniusshareonthisdatum.

52  καὶ πολλαὶ γέ εἰσιν τοιαῦται ὁμωνυμίαι. τὸν Μαθθαῖον δοκεῖ ἐν τῷ κατὰ Λουκᾶν 
Λευὶν ὀνομάζειν. οὔκ ἐστιν δὲ αὐτός, ἀλλὰ ὁ κατασταθεὶς ἀντὶ τοῦ Ἰούδα ὁ Μαθθίας καὶ ὁ Λευίς 
εἶς διώνυμός εἰσιν` ἐν τῷ καθ’ Ἑβραίους εὐαγγελίῳ τοῦτο φαίνεται (from sebastian Brock,
“anewtestimoniumtothe‘Gospelaccordingtothehebrews’,”NTS18[1971],220;
d. lührmann, Die apokryph gewordenen Evangelien, 184). in the original manuscript
διώνυμός ἐστιν hasbeenalteredto διώνυμός εἰσιν.thechangetothepluralverbhas led
sometextualeditorstoemendthetextto διώνυμοί εἰσιν.

53 sotoo,dorival,“unGroupeJudéo-ChrétienMéconnu:leshébreux,”11–21,
whofurtherarguesforthesignificanceoftheexistenceofahebrew-Christiancommunity
inegyptanditsuseoftheHebrew Gospel.

54 Pan.29.9.4;30.3.7;30.6.9;30.13.1;30.13.2;30.14.2;30.14.3;51.5.3.

The hebrewGospelin Early Christianity 129



130 “Non-canonical” Religious Texts in Early Judaism and Early Christianity

havetheGospelaccordingtoMatthewcompleteinhebrew.Foritisstill
distinctlypreservedamongthem,as itwasoriginallywritten, inhebrew
script.”55epiphanius’ other references to theHebrew Gospel occur in
relationshiptotheebionites.alongwiththeCerinthiansandMerinthians,
saysepiphanius,theebionitesusedonlytheGospelofMatthew.“theycall
it,however,accordingtothehebrews,whichittrulyis,foronlyMatthew
put the exposition andproclamationof theGospel inhebrewand in
hebrewscriptinthenewtestament.”56itseemsunwarrantedtoconclude
withsomescholarsthatepiphaniusisreferringtoseveraldistinctandself-
containedHebrew Gospeltraditions.57rather,especiallyinrelationtowhat
hegesippus,ephrem,and Jeromesayon thematter, it seems reasonable
tounderstandepiphanius tobe referring toanoriginalHebrew Gospel
thatwaslateraltered—or“mutilated”ashesays—inaccordancewiththe
interestsofdifferentJewish-Christiansects.

epiphaniuspreserveseightquotationsfromtheHebrew Gospel.although
fewerinnumberthanJerome’sreferencesandquotations,epiphanius’are
ofgreatervaluebecausetheyarelongerandaffordgreatercomparisonwith
thesynopticnarratives.all eightquotationsoccur inhis chapteron the
“ebionite”heresyinPanarion30.thesequotationsconfirmthetwoconclu-
sionsthathaveemergedsofar:namely,thatquotationsfromtheHebrew 
Gospel correspondmorecloselywithlukethanwithMatthewand/orMark;
and,second,thatquotationsfromtheHebrew Gospelarenotabridgements
orharmoniesofthesynoptictraditioningeneral,butapparentlyquotations
fromanoriginalHebrew GospelauthoredbytheapostleMatthew.58

thefirstquotationinPanarion30.13.1–2reads:

inwhatthey(i.e.,theebionites)thencalltheGospelaccordingtoMatthew,
which however is not complete but forged and mutilated—they call it the
hebrew Gospel—it is reported: “there appeared a certain man by the
nameofJesus,aboutthirtyyearsofage,whochoseus.andhavingcometo

55  ἔχουσι δὲ τὸ κατὰ Ματθαῖον εὐαγγέλιον πληρέστατον Ἑβραιστί. παρ’ αὐτοῖς γὰρ 
σαφῶς τοῦτο, καθὼς ἐξ ἀρχῆς ἐγράφη, Ἑβραικοῖς γράμμασιν ἔτι σῴζεται (Pan.29.9.4).

56  καλοῦσι δὲ αὐτὸ κατὰ Ἑβραίους, ὡς τὰ ἀληθῆ ἔστιν εἰπεῖν, ὅτι Ματθαῖος μόνος 
Ἑβραιστὶ καὶ Ἑβραικοῖς γράμμασιν ἐν τῇ καινῇ διαθήκηͺ ἐποιήσατο τὴν τοῦ εὐαγγελίου ἔκθεσίν 
τε καὶ κήρυγμα (Pan.30.3.7).epiphaniusagainreferstoMatthew’swriting“inthehebrew
script”(Ἑβραικοῖς γράμμασιν)inPan.51.5.3.Further,seePan.30.6.9;30.13.2.

57 soVielhauerandstrecker,“Jewish-ChristianGospels,”139–41.
58  For a detailed linguistic analysis of all the Greek texts in Pan. 30 in which

theHebrew Gospel ismentioned,seeJamesr.edwards,“theGospel of the Ebionites
andtheGospelofluke,”NTS48(2002):568–586.inresponsetomyarticle,andrew
Gregory,“PriororPosterior?theGospel of the Ebionites andtheGospelofluke,”NTS
51(2005):344–60,seemstoconcede(1)thatallbuttwooftheexcerptsoftheGospel of 
the Ebionitesthatarefoundinepiphaniusaremorecloselyrelatedtolukethantoany
otherGospel, and (2) that thelucanparallelsusuallyappear inluke’s single tradition
(349).Gregorydismissestheweightofthisevidence,however,andinachainofreason-
ingthatisneitherentirelyclearnorcompellingconcludesthattheHebrew Gospelwasa
compilationfromlukeandthesynopticGospels.



Capernaum,heenteredthehouseofsimonwhowascalledPeter,andhaving
openedhismouth,said,‘asipassedbesidethelakeoftiberias,ichoseJohn
andJamesthesonsofZebedee,andsimonandandrewandthaddaeusand
simontheZealotandJudas the iscariot,andyou,Matthew, icalledwhile
youweresittingatthetaxtable,andyoufollowedme.youthereforeidesire
tobetwelveapostlesforawitnesstoisrael.’”59

thispassageisconclusivelylinkedtotheGospeloflukeinseveralpartic-
ulars.First,mentionofJesusbeing“aboutthirtyyearsofage”parallelslk.
3.23,who,aloneoftheevangelists,preservesJesus’age.second,reference
to“thelakeoftiberias”isexclusivetoluke.third,mentionofenteringthe
houseofsimon(εἰσῆλθεν εἰς τὴν οἰκίαν Σίμωνος)isverbatimwithlk.4.38
ratherthanMatthew’sandMark’swordingofthesameepisode.Fourth,the
referenceto“simontheZealot,”isuniquetoluke(6.15),andtheorderof
“JohnandJames,”asopposedto“JamesandJohn,”isfoundintheapostolic
listsinthentonlyinacts1.13,again,fromluke.Fifth,thephrase“there
appearedacertainmanbythenameofJesus”ispracticallyverbatimwith
lk.1.5.60Finally,thesourceofthispassagepurportstobeaneyewitness
testimonyoftheapostleMatthew,whohere,asinignatius’Smyrn.3.1–2,
speaksinthefirstperson.

theabovequotationisimmediatelyfollowedbytwomoreinPanarion
30.13.4–6pertainingtoJohntheBaptist:thefirstaboutJohnhimself,and
thesecondabouthisbaptismofJesus.Combined,theyread:

andJohncamebaptizing,andPhariseeswentouttohim,andtheyandall
Jerusalemwerebaptized.andJohnhadclothingmadeofcamelhairanda
leatherbelt aroundhiswaist; andhis food, it is said,waswildhoney, the
tasteofwhichwasthatofmanna,asacakedippedinoil.thustheywere
resolvedtopervertthewordoftruthtoalie,andtheyreplacegrasshoppers
withahoneycake.thebeginningoftheirGospelhasthis,“inthedayswhen
herod was king of Judaea <when Caiaphas was high priest>, <a certain>
John<byname>camebaptizingabaptismofrepentanceintheJordanriver.
John,itwassaid,wasofthelineofaaronthepriest,achildofZechariahand
elisabeth,andallweregoingouttohim.”61

59  ἐν τῷ γοῦν παρ’ αὐτοῖς εὐαγγελίῳ κατὰ Ματθαῖον ὀνομαζομένῳ, οὐχ ὅλῳ 
δὲ πληρεστάτῳ, ἀλλὰ νενοθευμένῳ καὶ ἠκρωτηριασμένῳͺ (Ἑβραικὸν δὲ τοῦτο καλοῦσιν) 
ἐμφέρεται ὅτι “ἐγένετό τις ἀνὴρ ὀνόματι ‘Ιησοῦς, καὶ αὐτὸς ὡς ἐτῶν τριάκοντα, ὃς ἐξελέξατο 
ἡμᾶς. καὶ ἐλθὼν εἰς Καφαρναούμ εἰσῆλθεν εἰς τὴν οἰκίαν Σίμωνος τοῦ ἐπικληθέντος Πέτρου καὶ 
ἀνοίξας τὸ στόμα αὐτοῦ εἶπεν· παρερχόμενος παρὰ τὴν λίμνην Τιβεριάδος ἐξελεξάμην Ἰωάννην 
και Ἰάκωβον, υἱοὺς Ζεβεδαίου, καὶ Σίμωνα καὶ ‘Ανδρέαν καὶ Θαδδαῖον καὶ Σίμωνα τὸν ζηλωτὴν 
καὶ Ἰούδαν τὸν Ἰσκαριώτην, καὶ σὲ τὸν Ματθαῖον καθεζόμενον ἐπὶ τοῦ τελωνίου ἐκάλεσα καὶ 
ἠκολούθησάς μοι. ὑμᾶς οὖν βούλομαι εἶναι δεκαδύο ἀποστόλους εἰς μαρτύριον τοῦ Ἰσραήλ 
(Pan.30.13.2–3).

60 luke1:5: ἐγένετο . . . τις ὀνόματι Ζαχαρίας; Epiphanius: ἐγένετό τις ἀνήρ ὀνόματι.
61 καὶ “ἐγένετο Ἰωάννης βαπτίζων, καὶ ἐξῆλθον πρὸς αὐτὸν φαρισσαῖοι καὶ ἐβαπτίσθησαν 

καὶ πᾶσα Ἱεροσόλυμα. καὶ εἶχεν ὁ Ἰωάννης ἔνδυμα ἀπὸ τριχῶν καμήλου καὶ ζώνην δερματίνην 
περὶ τὴν ὀσφὺν αὐτοῦ. καὶ τὸ βρῶμα αὐτοῦ, φησί, μέλι ἄγριον, οὗ ἡ γεῦσις ἡ τοῦ μάννα, ὡς 
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Panarion30.13.4agreesgenerallywithMt.3:4,butmorespecificallywith
luke—andonlyluke.epiphaniusrecordsthattheGospeloftheebionites
beganwiththewords,ἐγένετο ἐν ταις ἡμέραις Ἡρῷδου βασιλέως τῆς Ἰουδαίας. 
Τhiseight-wordphraseisverbatimwiththeinfancynarrativeoflk.1.5.62
the statement that Johnappearedwhen“Caiaphaswashighpriest” is
practicallyverbatimwithlk.3.2.likewise,thereferencetoJohn’sdescent
from the lineofaaron reflectslk.1.5,asdo thenamesofhisparents,
Zechariahandelisabeth.

a fourth citation fromepiphanius, againwith reference to John the
Baptist,occursinPanarion30.13.7–8.

aftermanythingshadbeensaid, itcontinues,“whenthepeoplehadbeen
baptized,JesusalsocameandwasbaptizedbyJohn.andashearosefrom
thewater, theheavenswereopened,andhesawtheholyspiritofGodin
theformofadovedescendingandenteringintohim.andavoicecamefrom
heaven, saying ‘youaremybelovedson, inyou iampleased’; andagain,
‘today i have begotten you.’ and immediately a great light shone on the
place.whenJohnsawit,itisrecordedthathesaidto[Jesus],‘whoareyou,
lord?’andagainavoicefromheavencametohim,‘thisismybelovedson,
onwhommypleasurerests.’andthen, it isreported,Johnfellbeforehim
saying,‘ibegyou,lord,tobaptizeme.’Buthepreventeditsaying,‘letitbe,
forinthiswayitisnecessaryforallthingstobefulfilled.’”63

thispassageappearstobeaharmonyofthesynoptics,thoughwithless
materialfromMarkthanfromMatthewandluke.But,again,thereare
uniquecorrespondenceswithluke,especiallythereferencetoJesusbeing
baptizedwiththepeople(lk.3.21),andtothe“holyspirit”intheformof
adove(lk.3.22).thepassageconcludes,however,incorrespondencewith
Matthew,specificallythedivineaddresstoJesusinthethirdpersonsingular

ἐγκρὶς ἐν ἐλαίῷ.” ἵνα δῆθεν μεταστρέψωσι τὸν τῆς ἀληθείας λόγον εἰς ψεῦδος καὶ ἀντὶ ἀκρίδων 
ποιήσωσιν ἐγκρίδα ἐν μέλιτι. ἡ δὲ ἀρχὴ τοῦ παρ’ αὐτοῖς εὐαγγελίου ἔχει ὅτι “ἐγένετο ἐν ταῖς 
ἡμέραις Ἡρῴδου βασιλέως τῆς Ἰουδαίας <ἐπὶ ἀρχιερέως Και?άφα>, ἦλθεν <τις> Ἰωάννης 
<ὀνόματι> βαπτίζων βάπτισμα μετανοίας ἐν τῷ Ἰορδάνῃ ποταμῷ, ὃς ἐλέγετο εἶναι ἐκ γένους 
‘Ααρὼν τοῦ ἱερέως παῖς Ζαχαρίου καὶ Ἐλισάβετ, καὶ ἐξήρχοντο πρὸς αὐτόν πάντες” (Pan.
30.13.4–6).

62 hughJ.schonfield,According to the Hebrews (london:duckworth,1937),
232,isoneofthefewscholarstorecognizethismanifestparallelbetweenlukeandthe
Hebrew Gospel,aswellastheparallelinJesus’ageofthirtyyears.

63  καὶ μετὰ τὸ εἰπεῖν πολλὰ ἐπιφέρει ὅτι “τοῦ λαοῦ βαπτισθέντος ἦλθεν καὶ Ἰησοῦς 
καὶ ἐβαπτίσθη ὑπὸ τοῦ Ἰωάννου. καὶ ὡς ἀνῆλθεν ἀπὸ τοῦ ὕδατος, ἠνοίγησαν οἱ οὐρανοὶ καὶ 
εἶδεν τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον ἐν εἴδει περιστερᾶς, κατελθούσης καὶ εἰσελθούσης εἰς αὐτόν. καὶ 
φωνὴ ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ λέγουσα· σύ μου εἶ ὁ υἱὸς ὁ ἀγαπητός, ἐν σοὶ ηὐδόκησα, καὶ πάλιν· ἐγὼ 
σήμερονγεγέννηκά σε. καὶ εὐθὺς περιέλαμψε τὸν τόπον φῶς μέγα. ὃ ἰδών, φησίν, ὁ Ἰωάννης 
λέγει αὐτῷ· σὺ τίς εἶ, κύριε; καὶ πάλιν φωνὴ ἐξ οὐρανοῦ πρὸς αὐτόν· οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ υἱός μου ὁ 
ἀγαπητός, ἐφ’ ὅν ηὐδόκησα. καὶ τότε, φησίν, ὁ Ἰωάννης προσπεσὼν αὐτῷ ἔλεγεν· δέομαί σου, 
κύριε, σύ με βάπτισον. ὁ δὲ ἐκώλυσεν αὐτὸν λἐγων· ἄφες, ὅτι οὕτως ἐστὶ πρέπον πληρωθῆναι 
πάντα”(Pan.30.13.7–8).



inaccordancewithMatthew’sbaptismalnarrative,plusthereferencetoJesus
overridingJohn’squalmsaboutbaptizinghim(οὕτως ἐστὶ πρέπον πληρωθῆναι 
πάντα; Mt. 3.15, οὕτως γὰρ πρέπον ἐστὶν ἡμῖν πληρῶσαι πᾶσαν δικαιοσύνην).
the latter reference is reversed,however, for inMatthew it is Johnwho
attemptstopreventJesusfrombeingbaptized,whereasaccordingtothetext
quotedbyepiphaniusitisJesuswhopreventsJohn.Jerome’sAgainst the 
Pelagians3.2willlikewisetestifythat,intheHebrew Gospel,itwasJesus
whoattemptedtopreventJohnfromthebaptism.

epiphanius’ fifthcitation fromaHebrew Gospel inPanarion30.14.3
repeatsandamplifiesthethirdcitationaboutJohn’sbaptism.

ForhavingremovedthegenealogiesofMatthew,theybegin,asisaidearlier,
bysayingthat“itcametopassinthedaysofherodkingofJudaea,when
Caiaphaswaschiefpriest,acertainmannamedJohncamebaptizingabap-
tismofrepentanceintheJordanriver,”etc.64

thisquotationrepeatsPanarion30.13.6quotedabove,and,likeit,isrelated
moredistinctlytolukethantothesynopticparallelsinMt.3.1–2andMk
1.4.thewordingἐγένετο ἐν ταῖς ἡμέραις Ἡρώδου βασιλέως τῆς Ἰουδαίαςagain
repeatsverbatimtheopeninglineoftheinfancynarrativeinlk.1.5.the
additionofthehighpriesthoodofCaiaphasisalsofoundonlyinlk.3.2,and
thereferenceto“thebaptismofrepentanceintheJordanriver”iscloserto
lk.3.3thantoitsparallelsineitherMt.3.1orMk1.4.therepetitionofthis
passageissignificant,for,accordingtoitsintroductionbyepiphanius,the
bodyoftheHebrew GospelbegannotwiththebirthofJesus(soMt.1.18),
butwiththestoryofelizabethandZechariah(solk.1.5).

a sixth snippet from theHebrew Gospel inPanarion 30.14.5 refers
toJesus’rebuffofhismotherandbrothers.notonlyweretheebionites
guiltyofcompromisingthedeityofJesus,accordingtothetestimoniesof
epiphaniusandirenaeus,buttheyalsocompromisedhishumanity,asthe
followingpassageindicates.

again,theydenythat[Jesus]wasatrueman,surelyfromthewordspoken
bythesaviorwhenitwasannouncedtohim,“Behold,yourmotherandyour
brothersarestandingoutside.”thesavior’swordwas,“whoismymother
andwhoaremybrothers?”andhaving stretchedouthishand to thedis-
ciples,hesaid,“thesearemybrothersandmymother,thosewhoaredoing
thedesiresofmyFather.”65

64 παρακόψαντες γὰρ τὰς παρὰ τῷ Ματθαίῳ γενεαλογίας ἄρχονται τὴν ἀρχὴν ποιεῖσθαι 
ὡς προείπομεν, λέγοντες ὅτι “ἐγένετο,” φησίν, “ἐν ταῖς ἡμέραις Ἡρῴδου βασιλέωςτῆς Ἰουδαίας 
ἐπὶ ἀρχιερέως Και?άφα, ἦλθέν τις Ἰωάννης ὀνόματι βαπτίζων βάπτισμα μετανοίας ἐν τῷ 
Ἰορδάνηͺ ποταμῷ” καὶ τὰ ἑξῆς (Pan.30.14.3).

65 πάλιν δὲ ἀρνοῦνται εἶναι αὐτὸν ἄνθρωπον, δῆθεν ἀπὸ τοῦ λόγου οὗ εἴρηκεν ὁ σωτὴρ 
ἐν τῷ ἀναγγελῆναι αὐτῷ ὅτι “ἰδοὺ ἡ μήτηρ σου καὶ οἱ ἀδελφοί σου ἔξω ἑστήκασιν,” ὅτι “τίς μού 
ἐστι μήτηρ καὶ ἀδελφοί; καὶ ἐκτείνας τὴν χεῖρα ἐπὶ τοὺς μαθητὰς ἔφη· οὗτοί εἰσιν οἱ ἀδελφοί μου 
καὶ ἡ μήτηρ καὶ ἀδελφαὶ οἱ ποιοῦντες τὰ θελήματα τοῦ πατρός μου”(Pan.30.14.5).
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thisisthesecondofepiphanius’quotationsoftheHebrew Gospelthatisa
harmonyofthesynoptics,thoughagainwithpreferenceforMatthewand
lukeoverMark.

aseventhpassagefromepiphaniusinPanarion30.16.4–5isamaverick
textwithonlyonepossibleallusiontoMatthew.

Buttheyclaimthat[Jesus]wasnotbegottenfromGodtheFather,butrather
thathewascreatedasoneofthearchangels,althoughgreaterthanthem.he
rulesoverbothangelsandallthingsmadebythealmighty,andhecameand
instructed,astheirso-calledGospelrelates,“icametoabolishthesacrifices,
andunlessyouceasefromsacrificing,thewrath[ofGod]willnotceasefrom
you.”66

“icametoabolishthesacrifices”(ἦλθον καταλῦσαι τὰς θυσίας)maysuggest,
“ididnotcometoabolishthelaw”(οὐκ ἦλθον καταλῦσαι τὸν νόμον)ofMt.
5.17. i should like toargue,however, that thephrase ismoreprobably
relatedtoasatiricalstoryfromb. Shabbat 116a–binthetalmudinvolving
immashalom,wifeofrabbieliezer,andsisterofrabbanGamalielii.a
certain“philosopher”ofhighmoralstandinglivesintheirneighborhood.
shalomandGamalielhatchaplottoattempttobribehimbypresentinghim
withagoldenlampinordertosecureafavorableverdictfromhim,andthus
tarnishhisreputation.

imma shalom, r. eliezer’s wife, was r. Gamaliel’s sister. now a certain
philosopher lived in his vicinity, and he bore a reputation that he did not
acceptbribes.theywishedtoexposehim,soshebroughthimagoldlamp,
wentbeforehim,andsaidtohim,“idesirethatasharebegivenmeinmy
[deceased]father’sestate.”“divide,”orderedhe.[r.Gamaliel]saidtohim,
“itisdecreedforus,wherethereisason,adaughterdoesnotinherit.”[the
philosopherreplied],“sincethedaythatyouwereexiledfromyourlandthe
lawofMoseshasbeen supersededandanotherbook [=gospel, [ןוע ןוילג
given,where it iswritten, ‘a sonanddaughter inherit equally.’”thenext
day[r.Gamaliel]broughthimalibyanass.[thephilosopher]saidtothem,
“lookattheendofthebook,whereinitiswritten,‘icamenottodiminish
thelawofMosesnortoaddtothelawofMoses,anditiswrittentherein,
‘adaughterdoesnotinheritwherethereisason.’”[immashalom]saidto
him,“letthylightshineforthlikealamp.”[r.Gamaliel]tohim,“anass
cameandknockedthelampover.”67

66  οὐ φάσκουσι δὲ ἐκ θεοῦ πατρὸς αὐτὸν γεγεννῆσθαι, ἀλλὰ κεκτίσθαι ὡς ἕνα τῶν 
ἀρχαγγέλων [καὶ ἔτι περισσοτέρως], αὐτὸν δὲ κυριεύειν καὶ ἀγγέλων καὶ πάντων <τῶν> ὑπὸ 
τοῦ παντοκράτορος πεποιημένων, καὶ ἐλθόντα καὶ ὑφηγησάμενον, ὡς τὸ παρ’ αὐτοῖς εὐαγγέλιον 
καλούμενον περιέχει, ὅτι “ἦλθον καταλῦσαι τὰς θυσίας, καὶ ἐὰν μὴ παύσησθε τοῦ θύειν, οὐ 
παύσεται ἀφ’ ὑμῶν ἡ ὀργή”(Pan.30.16.4–5).

67 thearamaictextreads:
אימא שׁלום דביתהו דרבי אליעזר אחתיה דרבן גמליאל הואי הוה ההוא פילוספא בשׁבבותיה דהוהּ 
שׁקיל שׁמא דלא מקבל שׁוחדא בעו לאחוכי ביה אעיילא ליה שׁרגא דדהבא ואזול לקמיה אמרה ליהּ 

בעינא דניפלגי לי בנכסי דבי נשׁי אמר להו פלוגו אמר ליה כתיב לן במקום ברא ברתא לא תירות אמרּ 



rabbieliezerwasoneof themost famous rabbisofhisday.according
tothetalmud,hewaschargedbeforearomangovernorwithChristian
leanings.inordertocounteracteliezer’sChristiansympathies,hiswifeand
brother-in-lawconspiretobribethe“philosopher”inthestory.thestory
isacleveranti-Christianparody,beginningwiththereferencetothegospel
asןוילגןוע.thephrasetechnicallymeans“sinpages,”butitsvocalization,
awen gilyon, is anunmistakablehomophone for theGreekeuaggelion,
“gospel.”68B. Shabbat116doesnotmentionthenameofJesusChrist,but
substitutesinsteadthe“gospel”asapersonificationofJesus.BothJewish
andChristianinterpretersarecorrectintakingthe“philosopher”tobea
Christian(spokesman),sinceherendersadecisionbasedonthegospel.the
lampoonendswiththelight(=gospel)overturnedbyadonkeyandplaced
underabushel,whichappearstobeamockeryofthemotifofthelamp/
lightinMt.5.14–16.theimageofadonkeyoverturningalampbecamea
laterrabbinicproverb.69thepointofthesatireistoprovidealegitimate
JewishresponsetotheclaimsofChristians,asiftosay:whateverJesusdid,
heneitheraddedtonorsubtractedfromthetorah.70

the satireof the immashalom storyobviously restsonan intimate
acquaintancewithChristianity.71Butwhat is the“gospel” alluded to?
immediatelybefore the immashalomsatire,Shabbat116addresses the

להו מן יומא דגליתון מארעכון איתנטלית אורייתא דמשׁה ואיתיהיבת עון גליון וכתיב ביה ברא וברתא 
ירתון למחר הדר עייל ליה איהו חמרא לובא אמר להו שׁפילית לסיפיה דעון גליון וכתיב ביה אנא עון 
גליון לא למיפחת מן אורייתא דמשׁה אתיתי אלא אוספי על אורייתא דמשׁה אתיתי וכתב ביה במקום 

ברא ברתא לא תירות אמרה ליה נהור נהוריך כשׁרגא אמר ליה רבן גמליאל אתא חמרא ובטשׁ לשׁרגא 
(b. Šabb.116a–b)

Cited (with slight changes) from to the Hebrew-English Edition of the Babylonian 
Talmud (ed. i. epstein; london: soncino, 1972). on this particular text, see especially
B.l.Visotzky,Fathers of the World: Essay in Rabbinic and Patristic Literature (tübingen:
Mohrsiebeck,1995),81;andw.d.daviesandd.allison,Jr.,The Gospel According to 
Saint Matthew(iCC;londonandnewyork:t&tClark,1988),485.

68 rightlyperceivedbyP.Billerbeck,str-B1:241.
69 str-B1:242.
70 seetheinsightfuldiscussionofthepassageinluitpoldwallach,“thetextual

historyofanaramaicProverb(tracesof theebioneanGospel),”JBL60(1941):408.
likewise,r.t.herford,Christianity in Talmud and Midrash (newyork:KtaV,1903),
154–55:“the rectitudeof the Jewhasbeencorruptedby the spiritofChristianity, the
light of the true religion had been extinguished by a mischievous heresy.” the editors
of the Hebrew-English Edition of the Babylonian Talmud (ed. i. epstein; new york:
soncino,1972),Sabb.116b,fn.B,maintainwithoutjustificationthat“[herford’s]con-
jecturethatthestoryendswithacovertjibeatChristianityishardlysubstantiated.”

71 thevariousversionsofthesayinghavebeenattributedtomutationsresulting
fromtheprocessoforaltransmission,ortoinaccuraciesofmemory.Gustafdalman,Jesus 
Christ in the Talmud, Midrash, Zohar, and the Liturgy of the Synagogue (trans.anded.
a.w.streane;newyork:arno,1973),66–70,attributesthechangestotheformer;and
wallach,“thetextualhistoryofanaramaicProverb,”407–09,suspectsaninterpola-
tiononthebasisthatMt.5.17interruptstheteachingsoninheritanceindeut.27.36and
num.27.1–8thatprecedeandfollowit.
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problemofthebooksreadbytheMinim,whichisusuallyanallusionto
Christianliterature.B. Shabbat116appearstogivecluestotheidentification
ofthisChristianliterature,forthereferencesto“theBooksofBe Abedan”
and“Be Nizrefe”seemtoreferencetheebionitesandnazarenes,respec-
tively.ifso,thenthe“gospel”referencedinthesubsequentimmashalom
storywouldappeartobetheHebrew Gospel.noothergospelisintroduced,
andthecontextleadsonetoconcludethatthegospelofthe“Abedan”and
“Nizrefe,”mentioned immediatelybefore, is thegospel referenced inb. 
Shabbat116,andthesourceofthecitationfromit.thesecluessuggestthat
b. Shabbat116isnotgenericanti-Christianpolemic,butdirectedratherto
twoJewish-Christiansects,theebionitesandnazarenes,andtotheSifre 
Minim,theHebrew Gospeltheyread.

r.t.herfordarguesforthehistoricityofthetalmudicstory,atleastin
substance,byplacingitintheearly70s.72ifthisdateiscorrect—andthe
datesofrabbiseliezer,Gamalielii,andthereferencetothefallofJerusalem
in70ceallcorroborateit—thenthesaying,“icamenottodiminishthe
lawofMoses,”coulddate to the late first century.73whetherornot it
predatescanonicalMatthewisnotclear,butifitdoes,thenthe“gospel”
referred towoulddoubtlesslybe theHebrew Gospel—thesameHebrew 
Gospelmentionedjustpriortothesatiricalstory.ifthisisthecase,then
thequotationinb. Shabbat116istheearliestindependentwitnesstothe
Hebrew Gospel.

aneighthandfinalcitationinPanarion30.22.4alsocorrelatesdistinctly
withluke.accordingtoepiphanius,theebionitesattemptedtojustifytheir
refusaltoeatmeatbyfalsifyingasayingofJesusfromthelastsupper(see
alsoPan.30.15.3–4),“ihavetrulydesiredtoeatthisPassoverwithyou”
(Ἐπιθυμί ἐπεθύμησα τοῦτο τὸ πάσχα φαγεῖν μεθ’ ὑμῶν).epiphaniusquotes
the falsifiedclaimof theebionitesas follows:“[theebionites] changed
thesaying...andmadethedisciplestosay,‘wheredoyouwishforusto
preparethePassoverfeastforyou?”andlookwhattheymakethelordsay,
“ihavenotdesiredtoeatmeatinthisPassoverwithyou.’”74

the statement about “earnestly desiring [to eat] this Passoverwith
you”occursonlyintheeucharisticwordsofinstitutioninlk.22.15.the
referenceto“earnestlydesiring”(Ἐπιθυμίᾳ ἐπεθύμησα)isaliteralrendering

72 Christianity in Talmud and Midrash,149.nicholson,The Gospel according 
to the Hebrews,147,offersfurtherevidenceofitsessentialhistoricityonthegroundsthat
(1)from82ceuntilhisdeathin123,rabbanGamalielwaspresidentofthesynagogue,
anditseemsunlikelythathewouldcompromisethedignityofthatofficebytheunseemly
behaviorreportedinthesatire;and(2)hedidnotsucceedhisfatheruntilthelatter’sdeath
in70ce;nicholsonthusconcludes(3)thattheeventmostplausiblyfallsinthetimeframe
between70–82ce,immediatelyfollowingthefallofJerusalem.

73 seeJoachimJeremias,New Testament Theology(trans.J.Bowden;newyork:
Charlesscribner’ssons,1971),83.

74  ἤλλαξαν τὸ ῥητόν . . . καὶ ἐποίησαν τοὺς μαθητὰς μὲν λέγοντας “ποῦ θέλεις 
ἑτοιμάσωμέν σοι τὸ Πάσχα φαγεῖν,” καὶ αὐτον δῆθεν λέγοντα “μη ἐπιθυμίᾳ ἐπεθύμησα κρέας 
τοῦτο τὸ Πάσχα φαγεῖν μεθ’ ὑμῶν”(Pan.30.22.4).



inGreekofthehebrewinfinitiveabsoluteִּנכִסְףֹ נכִסְפַתְי (e.g.,Gen.31.30).
itisaclassicsemitism.75neitherGreeknoraramaicshowsemphasisin
thisway,or,ifso,onlyrarely,whereastheuseoftheinfinitiveabsolute
beforeafiniteverbofthesameroottoshowemphasisordecisivenessis
typicalinhebrewandubiquitousintheMt.76thisconstructionisfurther
evidence that anoriginalhebrew expression laybehindluke’s literal
Greekrendering.77

John Chrysostom (c. 347–407)

in his Homilies on Matthew, John Chrysostom includes notes on the
occasionsof thewritingof theGospelsoflukeand John, towhichhe
appendsanotethatthecompositionofhebrewMatthewwasrequested
byJewish-Christians:“andofMatthewitissaid,whenJewswhobelieved
approachedhimandaskedhimtoreducehisspokenwordsintowritingfor
them,hebroughtforththeGospelinthelanguageofthehebrews.”78

Jerome (c. 345–419)

themostnumerous, specific, andalsomost contested references to the
Hebrew Gospel come from thepenof Jerome,whopreserves at least
twenty-fourreferencestoandquotationsfromit.79Jerome’sreferencescan
bedividedintothreegeneralcategories.thefirstisaseriesofpassingrefer-
encestotheHebrew Gospelwithoutfurtherdescription,80someofwhich
attributeitsusespecificallytothesectofthenazarenes.81asecondgroup
ofreferencesemphasizesthehebrewcharacteroftheGospel,oftenwiththe

75 elsewhereinlucanwritings,acts4.17(ψ);5.28;23.14.
76 thecustomofemphasizingthefiniteverbbytheadditionofitsinfinitiveisfre-

quentandcharacteristicofhebrew,butrareinaramaic.seeGustafdalman,The Words 
of Jesus (trans.d.M.Kay;edinburgh:t&tClark,1909),34–35; J.h.Moultonand
w.F.howard,A Grammar of New Testament Greek (edinburgh:t&tClark, 1930),
2:443;C.F.d.Moule,An Idiom-Book of New Testament Greek (Cambridge,uK:the
universityPress,1960),178.

77 nicholson,The Gospel according to the Hebrews,98:“theverse inluke’s
form may have been contained in the Gospel according to the hebrews before the
ebionitescorruptedit.”

78  λέγεται δὲ καὶ Ματθαῖος, τῶν ἐξ Ἰουδαίων πιστευσάντων προσελθόντων αὐτῷ καὶ 
παρακαλεσάντων, ἄπερ εἶπε διὰ ῥημάτων, ταῦτα ἀφεῖναι συνθεῖναι διὰ γραμμάτων αὐτοῖς, καὶ τῇ 
τῶν Ἑβραίων φωνῇ συνθεῖναιτὸ εὐαγγέλιον(Hom. Matt.1.3).Chrysostom’stestimonymay
beindebtedtoeusebius,Hist. eccl.3.24.5–6.

79 inGeschichte der altchristlichen Literatur,ii/18–10,harnacklistsonlynine-
teen.

80 e.g.,Comm. Matt.6:11,“Ínevangelioquodappellatursecundumhebraeos.”
alsoComm. Matt.27:16;27:51;Comm. Eph.5:4.

81 Comm. Matt.23:35,“ineuangelioquoutunturnazaraeni.”alsoComm. Isa.
praef. (18); Comm. Isa. 11:1; Comm. Isa. 40:9; Comm. Ezech. 16:13; Comm. Ezech.
18:7.
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addednotethattheUrtextwascomposedbytheapostleMatthew.82ina
thirdsetofstatements,Jerometestifiesinfourinstancesthathetranslated
theHebrew GospelintoGreekand/orlatin.83

amongJerome’smoresignificantreferencestoandquotationsfromthe
Hebrew Gospelarethefollowing:

Matthew,alsoknownaslevi,a tax-collectorwhobecameanapostle,was
thefirstinJudeatocomposeaGospelofChristinhebrewlettersandwords,
onwhoseaccountthoseofthecircumcisionbelieved,althoughitisnotcer-
tainwho later translated theGospel intoGreek. indeed, thehebrew itself
wasdiligentlybroughtoutbyPamphilustheMartyrandisstilltothisdayin
thelibraryofCaesarea.ihaveactuallyhadopportunitytohavethevolume
describedtomebypeoplewhouseit,thenazarenesofBeroea,acityinsyria.
itshouldbenotedthatwherevertheevangelist,whetherbyhisownperson
orbythelordoursavior,quotestestimoniesfromtheoldtestamentthathe
doesnotfollowtheauthorityofthetranslatorsoftheseptuagint,butrather
thehebrew,fromwhichthesetwoformsexist:“outofegyptihavecalled
myson,”and“Forheshallbecalledanazarene.”84

thisisnotabiographicalsketchofMatthew,asweshouldexpect,but
ratherabibliographicalnoteabouttheHebrew Gospel—itscomposition,
transmission, translation, and use. in addition, one-third of Jerome’s
secondchapteronJamesisalsodevotedtotheHebrew Gospel.thepromi-

82  Epist. 20, 5 ad Damasum, “denique Matthaeus, qui evangelium hebraeo
sermoneconscripsit”;


Epist.120,8ad Hedybiam;Comm. Isa.11:2;“thefirstevangelist

wasMatthew,atax-collector,surnamedlevi,whoeditedaGospelinJudeainthehebrew
languagechieflyforthesakeofJewswhobelievedinJesusbutwereservinginvainthe
shadowofthelawafterthetrueGospelhadcome”(PrimusomniumMattheusestpub-
licanuscognomentolevi,quievangeliuminJudaeahebreosermoneedidit,obeorumvel
maximecausamquiiniesumcrediderantexiudaeisetnequaquamlegisumbrasuccedente
evangeliiveritatemservabant,Comm. Matt.Praefatio).

83 “theGospelthatiscalled‘accordingtothehebrews’wasrecentlytranslatedby
meintotheGreekandlatin”(evangeliumquoque,quodappellatursecundumhebraeoset
amenuperinGraecumlatinumquesermonemtranslatumest,Vir. ill.2);“intheGospel
usedbythenazarenesandebionitesthatwerecentlytranslatedfromthehebrewlanguage
intoGreekandthatiscalledbymanytheauthenticMatthew”(ineuangelioquoutuntur
nazareniethebionitaequodnuperingraecumdehebraeosermonetranstulimusetquod
uocaturaplerisqueMatheiauthenticum,Comm. Matt.12:13);“theGospelaccordingto
thehebrews thatwehave recently translated” (Credideritqueevangelio,quodsecundum
hebraeoseditumnupertranstulimus,Comm. Mich.7:57);also,Vir ill.16.

84  Matthaeus qui et levi, ex publicano apostolus, primus in iudaea, propter
eos qui ex circumcisione crediderunt, evangelium Christi hebraeis litteris verbisque
composuit,quodquisposteainGraecumtranstulerit,nonsatiscertumest.Porroipsum
hebraicumhabeturusquehodieinCaesariensibibliotheca,quamPamphilusmartyrstu-
diosissimeconfecit.Mihiquoqueanazaraeisqui inBeroea,urbesyriae,hocvolumine
utuntur,describendi facultas fuit. inquoanimadvertendumquoubicumqueevangelista,
siveexpersonasuasiveexdominisalvatorisveterisscripturaetestimoniisabutitur,non
sequaturseptuagintatranslatorumauctoritatem,sedhebraicam.equibusilladuosunt:
“exaegyptovocaviFiliummeum,”et“Quoniamnazaraeusvocabitur”(Vir. ill.3).



nenceoftheHebrew GospelintheimportantearlychaptersofIllustrious 
MentestifiestoitssignificanceforJerome.

Jerome’s most puzzling reference to the Hebrew Gospel occurs in
Adversus Pelagianos.

intheGospelaccordingtothehebrews,whichiswrittenintheChaldeanand
syrianlanguage,butinhebrewcharacters,andwhichisusedtothisdayby
thenazarenes,whichisofapostolictradition,orasmanyassert‘according
toMatthew,’whichalsoisfoundinthelibraryinCaesarea.”85

thisreference,writtenabout415ce,lateinJerome’slife,shouldperhapsbe
understoodasevidencethat,earlyinthefifthcentury,Jeromewasawareof
theuseoftheHebrew Gospel inadifferentformorversionbythesectofthe
nazarenes.BythelatePatristicperiodtheHebrew Gospelevidentlycirculated
amongvariousJewish-Christiansectsintwoormoreforms.alreadyinthe
nineteenthcenturyadolphushilgenfeldconsideredtheGospeloftheebionites
asalaterrecensionandcorruptionofanolder,andostensiblyoriginal,Hebrew 
Gospel.86likeepiphanius,JeromedoesnotcorrelatethisHebrew Gospelof
MatthewwithcanonicalGreekMatthew.BothepiphaniusandJeromeimply
anentirelyseparatehebrewdocument(whichinAgainst the Pelagians3.2was
latertranslatedintoeitheraramaicorsyriac).

withregardtospecificquotationsfromtheHebrew Gospel,severalof
thosepreservedbyJeromeareratherinsignificantandcannotbeconsidered
inthespaceofthisarticle.87Jerome’smostsignificantquotationsinclude,

85  ineuangelio iuxtahebraeos,quodChaldaicoquidemsyroquesermone,sed
hebraicis litteris scriptumest,quoutunturusquehodienazareni, secundumapostolos,
siue, ut plerique autumant, iuxta Matthaeum, quod et in Caesariensi habetur biblio-
theca (Pelag. 3.2). the phrase “secundum apostolos, siue, ut plerique autumant, iuxta
Matthaeum”isproblematic.Majorityopinionrendersit“[theGospel]accordingtothe
apostles,”butifJeromeintendedaseparatedocumentweshouldexpect“iuxtaaposto-
los”(inconformitywith“iuxtahebraeos”and“iuxtaMatthaeum”inthesamesentence)
rather than “secundum apostolos.” i am inclined to take “secundum apostolos” as a
parentheticalreferencetotheHebrew Gospel,i.e.,thatthelatterderivesfromapostolic 
tradition.themeaningseemstobethattheGospelaccordingtothehebrewsisapostolic,
orbetterknownastheGospelofMatthew.

86  Novum Testamentum Extra Canonem Receptum 6–12; also lagrange,
“l’Évangile selon les hébreux,” 162. similarly, Zahn, Geschichte des neutestamentli-
chen Kanons1/2:776–77,heldthattheHebrew Gospelknowntolaterchurchtradition
wasanexpansionofanoriginalaramaicGospelthatwasaVorlageofcanonicalGreek
Matthew.inPraefatio in Quatuor Evangelia,Jeromefurtheralludestoafragmentation
oftheHebrew Gospel into“variouschannels.”

87 areferenceto“hosannainthehighest”(Epist.20);“neverbejoyousunless
you observe charity with your brother” (Comm. Eph. 5:4); the spelling of “Judah”
(Comm. Matt.2:5);meaningofmaharinlord’sPrayer(Comm. Matt.6:11);occupation
of the man with the withered hand (Comm. Matt. 12:13); “son of Jehoiada” (Comm. 
Matt.23:35);onthenameof“Barabbas”(Comm. Matt.17:16);threeinstancesinwhich
Jeromepreservesatraditionofthebreakingofthetemplelintelratherthantearingofthe
templecurtain(Comm. Matt.27:51;Epist.120.8.2;Hist. pass. Com.f.65).
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firstofall,De viris illustribus2,whereherecountsanappearanceofthe
risenChristtoJames.

theGospelalsoentitled“accordingtothehebrews”whichilatelytranslated
intoGreekandlatin,andwhichorigenoftenquotes,containsthefollowing
narrativeaftertheresurrection:“nowthelord,whenhehadgiventhecloth
totheservantofthepriest,wenttoJamesandappearedtohim.”ForJames
hadtakenanoaththathewouldnoteatbreadfromthathouronwhichhe
haddrunkthecupofthelordtillhesawhimrisenfromthedead.againa
littlelaterthelordsaid,“Bringatableandbread,”andforthwithitisadded:
“hetookbreadandblessedandbrokeitandgavetoJamestheJustandsaid
tohim,‘Mybrother,eatyourbread,forthesonofManisrisenfromthose
whosleep.’”88

thisquotationbeginswith Jerome’s testimony,made in severaldifferent
epistlesandcontexts,ofhavingtranslatedtheHebrew GospelintoGreek
and/orlatin.thementionofJames,withoutdistinguishinghimfromJames
thesonofZebedeeandbrotherofJohnwhodiedin44ce,suggeststhatthis
accountwascomposedafterthatdate.Jamesthe Justalsorecallsthebrother
ofJesusratherthanthesonofZebedee.89theJamesherementionedmust
thereforebethebishopofJerusalem(Gal.2.9,13),alsocalledthelord’s
brother (Gal.1.19).theasceticismascribed to James is typicalofother
storiesinearlychurchtraditioninwhichthelord’sbrotherabstainsfrom
wine,meat,shaving,andsoforth.90theresurrectionnarrativesareamong
themostdivergentnarrativespreservedintheGospels,andalthoughthey
donotmentionaresurrectionappearancetoJames,itdoesnotovertaxour

88 accordingtothetranslationinJ.K.elliott,The Apocryphal New Testament,
9–10.Jerome’soriginalreads:“evangeliumquoquequodappellatursecundumhebraeos
etamenuperinGraecumsermonemlatinumquetranslatumest,quoetorigenessaepe
utitur, post resurrectionem salvatoris refert: ‘dominus autem cum dedisset sindonem
servosacerdotis,ivitadiacobumetapparuitei,’iuraveratenimiacobussenoncomesu-
rumpanemab illahoraquabiberatcalicemdomini,donecvidereteumresurgentema
dormientibusrursusquepostpaululum, ‘adferte,aitdominus,mensametpanem,’stat-
imqueadditur;‘tulitpanemetbenedixitetfregitetdeditiacoboiustoetdixitet:“Frater
mi, comede panem tuum, quia resurrexit Filius hominis a dormientibus”‘” (Vir. ill. 2).
J.B.lightfoot,The Epistle of St. Paul to the Galatians (Grandrapids,Mi:Zondervan,
1971),274,emendsthetextto“quabiberatcalicemDominus,”i.e.,“onwhichthelord
hasdrunkthecup.”lightfootexplainstheresurrectionappearancetoJamesasfollows:
“it ischaracteristicofaJudaicwriterwhoseaimitwouldbetoglorifytheheadofthe
churchatallhazards,thatanappearance,whichseemsinrealitytohavebeenvouchsafed
tothisJamestowinhimoverfromhisunbelief,shouldberepresentedasarewardfor
his devotion.” For a positive assessment of “the cup” as a metaphor of death, see r.
handmann,Das Hebräer-Evangelium,79–82.

89 eusebius,Hist. eccl.2.23:Jameswas“namedbyallJustfromthetimesofthe
lorduntilourowntimes.”

90 seethemanyreferencesgatheredbynicholson,The Gospel according to the 
Hebrews,61–65;andhengel,The Four Gospels and the One Gospel of Jesus Christ,276,
n.454.



credibility—especially in lightof theresurrectionappearance toJames in
1Cor.15.7—to imagineanappearance like theone recordedhere.the
phrase“againalittlelater”(rursusquepostpaululum)mayinfactsplice
therecordofsuchanappearancetothisaccount.thementionofthe(chief)
priest(ratherthantheromanguard)seemstoanchorthisvignettetoan
earlysourcerelatedtothesanhedrin.91luke22.4(anditsseveraltextual
variants)istheonlysynoptictextsuggestingacollusionofthechiefpriest
and the (temple) guard in the arrestof Jesus.Matthew26.20andMk
14.17bothrecordthatonlythetwelveparticipatedinthelord’ssupper;
thiswouldseemtoexcludeJames,thebrotherofthelord,who(although
latercountedamongthe“apostles”)wasnotamongtheoriginaltwelve.
luke22.14,however,expandstheeucharisticguestlisttoincludethe“the
apostles,”whichcouldincludethebrotherofthelord.

thereisnospecificmentioninthecanonicalGospelsofapost-resurrection
appearanceofJesustoJames,althoughapassingreferenceofsuchoccursin1
Cor.15.7.Jerome’saccountofaspecialpost-resurrectionappearanceofJesus
toJamesapparentlyspawnedaseriesofsimilaraccountsinlateantiquity.92
intheGospelstherearepost-resurrectionappearancesofJesustoPeterand
John,MaryMagdaleneandtwoorthreewomen,thomas,andCleopasand
anotherdisciplewalkingtoemmaus.Jerome’sreferenceinIllustrious Men2
mayberelatedtothelastappearancetoCleopasandafellowdisciple.93in
bothstories,theresurrectedlordservesaeucharist-likemealof bread onlyto
disciples,andinthesamesequenceofwords:hetookbread,blessed,broke,
andgave.94thepresenceofbreadalonesuggestsaveryearlydate,which
latertraditionswouldhaveexpandedtobreadand wine.inbothstoriesthe
mealenlightenspreviouslynon-comprehendingdisciples.thetestimonyof
theHebrew Gospel iscloseenoughtothewordingoflk.24.30,infact,to
suggestthatthemysteriouscompanionofCleopasmayhavebeenJames,
thebrotherofthelord.95

91 sor.handmann,Das Hebräer-Evangelium,78.
92 Klijn,Jewish-Christian Gospel Tradition,80–83,citesalaterGreektranslation

ofVir. ill.2,aswellassimilarrenditionsinPseudoabdias,Gregoryoftours,theirish
referenceBible,seduliusscottus,andJacobusaVoragine.

93  also recognized by Pierson Parker, “a Proto-lukan Basis for the Gospel
accordingtothehebrews,”JBL59(1940):472–73.

94 lk.24.30(Vulg.):accepitpanemetbenedixitacfregitetporrigebatillis;Vir ill.
2:tulitpanemetbenedixitetfregitetdeditiacoboiusto.Bothreadingsfaithfullyrender
theGreekoflk.24.31:λαβὼν τὸν ἄρτον εὐλόγησεν καὶ κλάσας ἐπεδίδου αὐτοῖς.

95  hegesippus, as quoted by eusebius (Hist. eccl. 4.22.4), lists James, the
brotherof thelord,andsymeon,hiscousin, thesonofCleopas,as the first twobish-
ops of Jerusalem. nicephorus, Chronographia Brevis (6, Patriarchae hierosolymitani),
lists JamesandsymeonCleopas,bothbrothersof thelord,as the first twobishopsof
Jerusalem.
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Furtherquotationsoccur in Jerome’s commentaryon isa.11.1–2, in
whichhetwicementionstheHebrew Gospel.Jeromebeginstheexposition
withaplayonwords:the“root”(virga)ofJesseisintruththeholyvirgin
(virginem)Mary;andthefloweroftherootisourlordandsaviorJesus
Christ.Jeromecitesnofewerthansixteenbiblicalreferencesinhistwo-page
commentaryonthispassage.96theonlynon-canonicaltextcited—andcited
twice—isfromtheGospel of the Hebrews.thetextreads:

But according to the Gospel that is written in the hebrew language, the
nazarenes read: “the whole fountain of the holy spirit will descend on
him.” . . . Further, in theGospel thatwementioned above,we find these
wordswritten:“ithappenedthatwhenthelordcameupoutofthewater,
thewholefountainoftheholyspiritdescendedonhim,andrestedonhim,
andsaidtohim,‘Myson,inalltheprophetsiawaitedyou,thatyoumight
comeandthatimightrestinyou.Foryouaremyrest,youaremyfirstborn
son,whoreignseternally.’”97

this citation from theHebrew Gospeldoesnot correspondparticularly
closelywithanyonecanonicalGospelnarrative, for itcontainselements
foundinallofthemandinnoneofthem.“thewholefountainoftheholy
spiritdescendingon Jesus” isnotpresent in theGospels, although the
themewascharacteristicofJudaismandearlyChristianityingeneral.98the
Hebrew Gospelwasthusnotacompilationofthefourcanonicalbaptismal
narratives,butpreservedafullerbaptismalnarrativethananyofthem.in
theoldtestamentechoesandimageryintheHebrew Gospel,handmann
detectsevidenceofaveryearlybaptismalaccount.99overall,thenarrative
quotedby Jerome seems to combine the theologyof John’s baptismal

96 Pss.(2x),Prov.,Cant.,isa.,Zech.,Mal.,Mt.(2x),John(2x),rom.,Col.,1Cor.,
2Cor.,1Jn.

97  sed iuxta evangelium quod hebraeo sermone conscriptum legunt nazaraei:
“descendet supereumomnis fonsspiritus sancti.” . . .Porro inevangelio, cuius supra
fecimusmentionem,haecscriptareperimus:“Factumestautemcumascendissetdominus
de aqua, descendit fons omnis spiritus sancti, et requievit super eum, et dixit illi: ‘Fili
mi, inomnibusprophetis exspectabam te,utvenires, et requiescerem in te.tues enim
requies mea, tu es filius meus primogenitus, qui regnas in sempiternum’” (Comm. Isa.
11:1–3). Contra elliott, The Apocryphal New Testament, 10, and Synopsis Quattuor 
Evangeliorum27,itakethewordsfollowing“spiritussancti”(dominusautemspiritus
est,etubispiritusdomini,ibilibertas=thelordisthespirit,andwherethespiritofthe
lordis,thereis liberty)tobeaquotationof2Cor.3.17andnotpartofthequotation
from the Hebrew Gospel. harnack, Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur, 9, rightly
omitsthephrase.

98  Klijn, Jewish-Christian Gospel Tradition, 99–100, cites Ps. 36.10; Jer. 2.13;
17.13;rev.21.6;2 Bar.3:12,andpassagesinJustinMartyrandtertullian.

99 r.handmann,Das Hebräer-Evangelium,68–69:“diesetaufgeschichte . . .
stehtaberdenalttestamentlichenVorstellungenvielnäher . . . und trägtdesshalbauch
einenalterthümlicherenCharakterzurschau. . .dietaufeChristi istalsoimh.e.mit
derächtjüdischenanschauungderMessiasweiheverbunden.”



narrative(1.32–33)inthelanguageofisa.11.1–2.withgoodreason,Jerome
citedtheHebrew Gospel inrelationtoisa.11.1–2,for itsversionofthe
baptismisaveritableconsummationoftheprophetictext.

inJerome’sCommentary on Ezekiel,apassagefromtheHebrew Gospel
iscitedwithreferencetotheinjunctioninezek.18.7nottowronganyone.
“intheGospelaccordingtothehebrewsthatiscommontothenazarenes,
amongthegreatestofwrongsis‘togrievethespiritofone’sbrother.’”100
Jerome’s commentonezek.18.7 consistsofa catenaofproof textson
contristare,includingeph.4.30,“donotgrieve(lat.:contristare)theholy
spiritofGod,”who“dwellsinyou”(rom.8.9,11;1Cor.3.16).Jerome
concludesbyquotingtheabovepassagefromtheHebrew Gospel,which,in
thelatintranslation,againemployscontristare.theinclusionoftheHebrew 
Gospel—theonlynon-canonicaltextinhispoolofsources—atteststoits
statusnotonlyinJerome’sestimationbutalsoamonghisreadership.

thereferenceintheHebrew Gospeltothegreatestofwrongsbeinga
violationofone’sbrothermustberelatedtolk.17.1–2.there,Jesussays
thatsinisinevitable,butthatviolationsofone’sbrothermustbeavoided
atallcosts.indeed,hewarns,itwouldbebettertobethrownintothesea
withamillstonearoundone’sneckthantocause“yourbrother”tostumble.
theluke17passagepicksupthetwofocioftheHebrew Gospel citedby
Jerome—thegravestofwrongs,andgrievanceagainstabrother.lk.17.1–2
is immediately followedbyapassage inverses3–4about rebukingand
thenforgivingasinfulbrother.inJerome’sfinalquotationoftheHebrew 
Gospel inAgainst the Pelagians3.2,weshallseeasayingaboutforgiving
asinfulbrotherseventytimesseven.thepassageonthegravityofsinning
againstabrotherthatJeromeherecitesfromtheHebrew Gospelmusthave
immediatelyprecededtheonehecitesinAgainst the Pelagians onforgiving
abrotherseventytimesseven.thetwopassagesevidentlyformedaunitin
theHebrew Gospel,astheydoinlk.17.1–4.101

inadditiontothisreference,Jeromeimmediatelyappendsthefollowing
twocitationsfromtheHebrew Gospel:

andbehold, themotherof thelordandhisbrotherswere saying tohim,
“JohntheBaptistbaptizesfortheremissionofsins;letusgoandbebaptized
withhim.”he[Jesus]saidtothem,“whatsinhaveicommittedthatishould
goandbebaptizedbyhim?unlessinsayingthisiaminignorance.”102and

100 etinevangelioquodiuxtahebraeosnazaraeilegereconsuerunt,intermaxima
poniturcrimina:“quifratrissuispiritumcontristaverit”(Comm. Ezech.18:7).

101  r. handmann, Das Hebräer-Evangelium, 87, correctly notes the lucan
preservationoftheoriginalityoftheHebrew GospelandtheMattheanmutilationofit:
“dieursprünglichkeit[derlesungliegt]aufseitendesh.e.,wieunsauchluc.17,4den
ausspruchJesusvomsiebenmaligenVergebenaneinemtagerichtigerhaltenhat,freilich
zusammengearbeitetmitanderensprüchen,wesshalbbeiihmderdialogganzweggefallen
ist,währenderbeiMtth.verstümmelterscheint.”

102 thisstatementcouldalsoperhapsbetranslated:“unlessperhapsisaidsome-
thinginignorance.”
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inthesamevolume,he[Jesus]said:“ifyourbrotherwouldsininwordand
wouldmakerestitutiontoyouseventimesinoneday,receivehim.”hisdis-
ciplesimonsaidtohim,“seventimesinoneday?”thelordrespondedand
saidtohim,“even,isaytoyou,asmanyasseventytimesseven.Forevenin
theprophetsthiswordaboutsinwasfoundaftertheywereanointedbythe
holyspirit.”103

thisquotationcontainstwosin-textsfromtheHebrew Gospel,thefirstfrom
thebaptismofJesus,andthesecondsimilartothesayingonforgiveness
inMt.18.21–22andlk.17.3–4.asinMt.3.15,theHebrew Gospelalso
questionswhyJesus,whoissinless,shouldbebaptized.thesayingonthe
forgivenessof sinsdependsonlev.26.18–28, inwhich the israelitesare
instructedonasevenfoldchastisementfortheirsins.intheHebrew Gospel,
however,aswellasinMatthewandluke,thesevenfoldisappliednotto
chastisementbut to forgiveness.as in theprecedingbaptismal text, the
accountoftheforgivenessofthesinfulbrothersharesathematicrelationship
toMatthewandluke,althoughwithnoticeabledifferencesindetailsfrom
thecanonicalGospels.

Jerome’s citation of the Hebrew Gospel, however, reveals several
remarkableagreementswithlk.17.3–4.First,“remissionofsins”isdistinc-
tivelylucan.104Further,inboththeHebrew Gospelandlk.17.3–4,the
initialquestionisputbyJesus—andinthesameverbtense.theVulgate
translationoflukeandJerome’slatincitationoftheHebrew Gospelalso
preserve two, three-word sequences verbatim.105Moreover, the ideaof
sinning“inword”inJerome’squotationseemscuriouslyrestrictive.one
is tempted to seebehindverbo thehebrewדבר,whichwould result in
themoreplausiblerendering,“ifyourbrotherwouldsininanything . .
.”luke’svocabularyandsyntax(ἐὰν ἁμάρτῃ ὁ ἀδελφός σου)allowforthis
phrase,butMatthew’sdoesnot.thesamepointshouldbemadeaboutthe
finaluseofsermo;ifitrendersרבד,thepreferabletranslation“anymanner
ofsinwasfound”results.Finally,lukealoneoftheevangelistsreferstothe
anointingoftheholyspirit(e.g.,“Godanointedhimwiththeholyspirit,”
acts10.38;alsolk.4.18;acts4.27).thus,althoughluke’sversionofthe
sayingonforgivenessisshorterthanMatthew’s,itagreesinimportantdetails
morecloselywiththeformofthesayingcitedbyJeromefromtheHebrew 
Gospel.Perhapsmoreimportantthantheparticularsthemselvesisthefact

103 eteccematerdominietfratreseiusdicebantei:“iohannesBaptistabaptizat
inremissionempeccatorum;eamusetbaptizemurabeo.”dixitautemeis:“Quidpeccavi,
utvadametbaptizerabeo?nisifortehocipsumquoddixi,ignorantiaest.”etineodem
volumine:“sipeccaverit,”inquit,“fratertuusinverboetsatistibifecerit,septiesindie
suscipeeum.”dixit illisimondiscipuluseius:“septies indie?”responditdominus,et
dixit ei: “etiam, ego dico tibi, usque septuagies septies. etenim in Prophetis quoque,
postquamunctisuntspiritusancto,inventusestsermopeccati”(Pelag.3.2).

104 thephraseoccursonceinMt.26.28,twiceinMk1.4and3.29,butthricein
lk.1.77;3.3;24.47,andfivetimesinacts2.38;5.31;10.43;13.38;26.18.

105 “peccaveritfratertuus”;“septiesindie.”



thatthecommonalitiesbetweenlukeandtheHebrew Gospelareincidental,
i.e.,theyarenotanchordatathatwouldbeconsciouslyremembered.this
agreementofincidentalparticularswouldseemtoheightenthelikelihoodof
aliteraryrelationshipbetweentheHebrew Gospelandluke.

Theodoret of Cyrrhus (393–c. 460)

onlya remnantof the theological legacyoftheodoretofCyrrhushas
survived,buthisnameappears in relation to theHebrew Gospelwith
regardtoafive-volumeworkentitledHaereticarum Fabularum,wherehe
condemnstheebionitesasthose“whoaloneaccepttheGospelaccording
tothehebrews,andregardtheapostle[Paul]asapostate.”106theodoret’s
testimonymay echoeusebius’Ecclesiastical History 3.27.4 rather than
express his own personal acquaintance with the Hebrew Gospel.107
whateverthesource,theodoret’sstatementindicatestheenduringlegacy
oftheHebrew Gospelinthefifthcentury.

Marius Mercator (early fifth century)

alatinwriterwhowasprobablyfromitaly,108andwhowasafriendand
discipleofaugustine,MariusMercatorcommentedon theabove textof
theodoretandonareferencetotheHebrew GospelinJerome.“thefollowers
ofebion”—andhereMariusquotestheodoretofCyrrhus—“receiveonlythe
Gospelaccordingtothehebrews,theycalltheapostle(Paul)anapostate...
theymakeuseoftheGospelaccordingtoMatthewalone.”109

Philip Sidetes (early fifth century)

another early fifth-centuryhistorian,whoseworkalso survivesonly in
fragmentaryform,wasPhilipsidetes,anativeofsideinPamphylia.the
following reference to theHebrew Gospel is found inPhilip’s thirty-six-
volumeChristian History:“theGospelaccordingtothehebrewsandthe
Gospel attributed toPeterandthomaswerewholly repudiated (by the
ancients)whoassertedthattheywerejointlywrittenbyheretics.”110Philip’s

106  μόνον δὲ τὸ καθ’ Ἑβραίους εὐαγγέλιον δέχονται, τὸν δὲ ἀπόστολον ἀποστάτην 
καλοῦσι(Haer. fab. comp.2.1)asubsequentpassagenotesoftheebionites: εὐαγγελίῳ δὲ 
τῷ κατὰ Ματθαῖον κέχρηνται μόνῳ (ibid.).

107 BothmentionthattheebionitesacceptonlytheHebrew Gospelandconsider
theapostlePaulapostate;seelagrange,“l’Évangileselonleshébreux,”180.

108 Mercatorisoftensupposedtobeofafricanorigin,butthatmaybeamistake
duetohisassociationwithaugustine,whowasanorthafrican.

109 solumhi(theebionites)evangeliumsecundumhebraeosrecipient,apostolum
veroapostatamvocant...evangelioautemsecundumMatthaeiumsoloutuntur(Marius
Mercator,de Haeresi et Libris Nestorii,4.2[Pl48.1127–28]).

110  τὸ δὲ καθ’ Ἑβραίους εὐαγγέλιον καὶ τὸ λεγόμενον Πέτρου καὶ Θωμᾶ τελείως 
ἀπέβαλλον [the ancients] αἱρετικῶν ταῦτα συγγράμματα λέγοντες (cited from lagrange,
“l’Évangileselonleshébreux,”181).
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referenceindicatesthattheHebrew GospelwasknowninConstantinople
inthefifthcentury,butheistheonlyFathertoplacetheHebrew Gospelin
therejectedcategoryoftexts.

Venerable Bede (c. 673–735)

asinglereferencetotheHebrew Gospel appearsinthecommentaryonlk.
1.1–4oftheVenerableBede:

here it must be noted that the Gospel according to the hebrews, as it is
called, is not to be reckoned among apocryphal but among ecclesiastical
histories;foritseemedgoodeventothetranslatorofholyscripturehimself,
Jerome, tocitemany testimonies from it,and to translate it into thelatin
andGreeklanguage.111

havingquotedluke’s“magnificentprologue,”Bedequicklydenouncesthe
superstitionsofBasilidesandapellesandthemanypseudonymousgospels
circulatingunderthenamesofthetwelveapostles.amongthelatterhe
mentionstheGospelsofthomasandBartholomew.Bededeclaresthatthe
Gospelaccording to thehebrews,bycontrast,belongsnot todetestable
counterfeits, but to “ecclesiastical histories,” by which he means the
orthodoxtradition.

Scholia in Codex 566

inthemarginsoftheGospelsofMatthewincodex566,editedbyConstantin
vontischendorf,fourscholiaarepreservedthatareattributedtotheHebrew 
Gospel.theyappearatMt.4.5;16.7;18.22;and26.74,eachintroducedby
“theJewish[Gospel]”(to. ivoudai?ko,n),followedbyanemendedreading.112
that“theJewish[Gospel]”referstotheHebrew Gospelismadeprobable
bythefact that thethirdand longestscholiumtoMt.18.22preservesa
GreekreadingthatJeromepreservesinlatinandattributestothe“Gospel
accordingtothehebrews.”113Codex566isdatedtothetwelfthcentury
andthusbeyondthechronologicallimitofthisstudy,buttischendorf,who
claimstohavebroughtthemanuscripttost.Petersburg“fromtheeast,”
editedandpublished566inhiscriticaleditionofCodex Sinaiticuswiththe
followingenthusiasticendorsementof thefourmarginalscholia:“Butof

111 interquaenotandumquoddicitureuangeliumiuxtahebraeosnoninterapocri-
phassedinterecclesiasticasnumerandumhistorias.nametipsisacraescripturaeinterpreti
hieronimopleraqueexeotestimoniausurpare,etipsuminlatinumGraecumquevisum
esttransferresermonem(In Lucae Evangelium Expositio1.1–4;CCsl120,19–20).

112 a.harnack,Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur,i/1.10.
113  scholium to Mt. 18.22 of Cod. sinaiticus, τὸ ἰουδαι?κὸν ἑξῆς ἔχει μετὰ τὸ 

ἐβδομακοντάκις ἑπτά· καὶ γάρ ἐν τοῖς προφήταις μετὰ τὸ χρισθῆναι αὐτοὺς ἐν πνεύματι ἁγίῳ 
εὑρίσκετο ἐν αὐτοῖς λόγος ἁμαρτίας. Jerome,Pelag.3:2,ineuangelioiuxtahebraeos. . .
eteniminProphetisquoque,postquamunctisuntspiritusancto,inuentusestsermopec-
cati.



greatestimportancearefournotesinourcodex,writteninthemarginofthe
gospelaccordingtoMatthewonly.these,indeed,arosefromnoothersource
thantheGospel of the Hebrews,andwerearrangedsoastobringsome
lighttooneinquiringregardingwhatrelationthereisbetweentheGospelof
Matthewandthatcelebratedwriting.”114

Islamic Hadith (ninth to tenth century)

Finally, knowledge of the Hebrew Gospel extended into the islamic
hadith.“Khadijathenaccompanied[Muhammad]tohercousinwaraqa
ibnnaufalibnasadibn‘abdul‘uzza,who,duringthePre-islamicPeriod
becameaChristianandusedtowritethewritingwithhebrewletters.he
wouldwritefromtheGospelinhebrewasmuchasallahwishedhimto
write.”115sayingsinthehadithareundatedanddifficultpreciselytodate.
ForMuslims,however,hadithconnoteeyewitnesstestimony,andpredomi-
nantlyinoralform.Bydefinition,therefore,hadithconnoteearlytradition.
thisparticularhadith likelycomesfromtheearlyyearsofMuhammad’s
workontheQur’an,oratleastfromtheearlyislamicperiod,becausethere
isnoanti-Jewishoranti-Christianpolemicinthesaying,bothofwhichtend
tocharacterizelaterislamicreferencesto“thePeopleoftheBook.”this
extraneousreference,coupledwiththereferencetotheHebrew Gospelin
nicephorus’Chronographia Brevis,expandstheattestationtotheHebrew 
GospelfromignatiusandPapiasinthelatefirstcenturyandearlysecond
centurywellintotheByzantineandislamicworlds.

Summary and Evaluation of the hebrewGospelin Early 
Christianity

theforegoingsurveyoftheHebrew Gospel inearlyChristianityhasrevealed
threematters,aboveall, that require specialconsideration inconclusion.
one is theparticular relationshipof theHebrew Gospel to thevarious
Jewish-ChristiangospelsthatcirculatedinearlyChristianity.asecondand
broadermatteristheneedtoassesstheoverallstatusoftheHebrew Gospel 
inearlyChristianity.thirdandfinally,iwishtoconcludewithaparticular

114  aenoth. Frid. Const. tischendorf, Notitia Editionis Codicis Bibliorum 
Sinaitici, lipsiae:F.a.Brockhaus,1860.thedatingofcodex566tothetwelfthcentury
shouldnotoverlybiasreadersagainstthevalueofthemarginalnotations.thedatingitself
isveryprovisional,sincetischendorfregarded566asaseparatedpartofcodexl(039),
whichisdatedtotheninthcentury.whateverthedate,tischendorfbelievedthenotations
bothancientand important.tischendorf’soriginallatinquotationreads:“sedmaximi
momenti sunt notae quattuor in codice nostro eoque solo margini evangelii secundum
Matthaeumadscriptae,quippequaenonaliundenisiexevangeliohebraeorumfluxerunt
atqueitasuntcomparatae,utquaerenti,quaetandeminterMatthaeievangeliumetcele-
berrimamillamscripturamratiointercesserit,aliquidlucisafferrant”(58).

115 sahihal-Bukhari1.3.
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hypothesisregardingtherelationshipoftheHebrew GospeltotheGospel
ofluke.

The hebrewGospel and Jewish-Christian Gospels in General

theprecise relationshipof theHebrew Gospel to the so-called Jewish-
Christian gospels in earlyChristianity is, andwill doubtlessly remain,
problematic, but, two conclusions seem reasonably clear. First, “the
traditionsofMathias”andthe“teachings(oftheapostles),”twoJewish-
Christians texts that are sometimes equatedwith theHebrew Gospel,
shouldnotbeconfusedwiththeHebrew Gospel.the“traditions”andthe
“teachings”wereunanimouslyproscribedthroughoutthePatristicperiod,
whereastheFathersunanimouslyesteemedtheHebrew Gospel.

asecondconclusion,morequalified,butstillreasonablycertain,pertains
totherelationshipoftheHebrew Gospelto“theGospeloftheebionites”
and“theGospelofthenazarenes.”116theGospelaccordingtothehebrews
was widely attested in the early church, although it did not circulate
undera fixedepithet.117 it is important toclarifyherethat“theGospel
oftheebionites”wasalmostcertainlynotaseparatedocumentfromthe
Hebrew Gospel.indeed,“theGospeloftheebionites”isaneologismof
modernscholarship.thistitleiscommonlyassociatedwiththegospelthat

116 h.waitz,“neueuntersuchungenüberdiesogen.judenchristlichenevangelien,”
61–81, provides a list of the major German scholars who divide the Jewish-Christian
gospelsintothesetraditions,althoughwaitzhimselfarguesforonlytwotraditions—the
Hebrew Gospel (whichhebelieveswasidenticalwiththeso-calledGospel of the Ebionites
mentionedbyepiphanius) and theGospel of the Nazarenes. Prior towaitz,a.resch,
Agrapha. Aussercanonische Evangelienfragmente, 326–27, also limited the tradition to
tworecensionsbythenazarenesandebionites.thethreefoldtraditionisadvocatedand
expoundedbyVielhauerandstrecker,“Jewish-ChristianGospels,”134–78;andelliott,
The Apocryphal New Testament, 3–16. Klijn’s pronouncement on this matter is the
most dogmatic: es ist heute unbestritten, dass von kirchlichen schriftstellern mittelbar
oder unmittelbar drei verschiedene judenchristliche evangelien angeführt worden sind,
nämlichdashebräerevangelium,dasnazoräerevangeliumanddasebionitenevangelium”
(“dashebräer-unddasnazoräerevangelium,”ANRW ii25.5:3997;also,Klijn,Jewish-
Christian Gospel Tradition,29–36).

117  the Hebrew Gospel is referred to variously by the Fathers—and even vari-
ouslybyagivenFather—as“theGospelaccordingtothehebrews,”“theGospelexisting
amongtheJews inthehebrewlanguage,”“theGospel thathascometous inhebrew
characters,”“theGospelaccordingtoMatthew,”“thehebrewGospel,”“theGospelthat
iswritteninhebrewletters,”“theGospelaccordingtothehebrews...accordingtothe
apostles,or,asverymanyreckon,accordingtoMatthew,”“theGospelthatiswrittenin
hebrewandreadbythenazarenes,”“theGospelthatthenazarenesandebionitesuse,”
“theGospelthatthenazarenesuse.”Fornamesandreferences,seea.resch,Agrapha. 
Aussercanonische Evangelienfragmente, 322–23.the fact that theHebrew Gospel was
knownbydifferentnamesisscarcelyanargumentagainsteitheritsexistenceoritsidenti-
fiablecontentandtexttype.Criminologistsaswellassecretpoliceinoppressiveregimes
(e.g.,thestasiinformereastGermany)knowthattruth-tellersoftenvaryintheirdescrip-
tionof a factualmatter,whereas liars formulate a fixedalibi andadhere to itwithout
alteration.



epiphaniusmentionsinPanarion29and30.technicallyspeaking,however,
itisamisnomer,forthetitle“theGospeloftheebionites”neveroccurs
inepiphaniusorinanyotherancientsource.118epiphaniusspeaksof“the
hebrewGospelusedbytheebionites,”butneitherhenoranyChurchFather
specifiesa“Gospeloftheebionites.”theabsenceofthesupposedtitle“the
Gospelof theebionites” inPatristic literature isquitesignificant.hada
separate“Gospeloftheebionites”existedbeyondtheHebrew Gospel,we
canscarcelyimaginethatirenaeusorepiphanius—oranyoftheFathers—
wouldhaveleftitunmentioned.

asimilarconclusionmustalsobedrawnwithrespectto“theGospelof
thenazarenes.”119thevocabularyof theearlychurch implies that“the
Gospelof theebionites”and“theGospelof thenazarenes”werenot
differentdocuments,butrathertheHebrew Gospelasitwasusedbythe
ebioniteandnazarenecommunities. Jerome reinforces this equationby
referringtotheoneHebrew Gospel usedbytwoJewish-Christiansects,“the
Gospelusedbythenazarenesandebionites.”120“itwouldappear,”notes
Klijncorrectly,“thatJeromealwaysspeaksofonesingleGospelbutgives
itvariousnames.”121thisseemstohavebeentruethroughoutthePatristic
period.inhisearlyfourth-centurycanonicalclassifications,eusebiusspeaks
of“theGospelaccordingtothehebrews”asasingleentityratherthanasa
familyofJewish-Christiangospels.neverineusebius’severalreferencesto
theHebrew Gospeldoeshedesignateitas“theGospeloftheebionites”or
“theGospelofthenazarenes,”orusesuchtitles.122thetestimonyofthe
ancientsourcesimpliesthat“theGospeloftheebionites”and“theGospelof
thenazarenes”wereeitheridenticalwiththeHebrew Gospeloftheapostle
Matthew,orclearlywithinitstextualfamily.

The General Consensus of the Early Church Regarding the hebrew
Gospel
the survey of the Hebrew Gospel in Part i reveals a nearly univocal
consensus in earlyChristianity that theapostleMatthewpublishedan
originalgospelwritteninhebrewthatwasoccasionallycalled“theGospel

118  hilgenfeld, Novum Testamentum Extra Canonem Receptum, 10, mistakes
theodoret’stestimonyinHaer.Fab.2:1toread τὸ κατὰ Ἐβιωναίους εὐαγγέλιον(theGospel
accordingtotheebionites),whereastheodoret’soriginalinfactreadsτὸ κατὰ Ἑβραίους 
εὐαγγέλιον(theGospelaccordingtothehebrews).

119  lührmann, Die apokryph gewordenen Evangelien, 244–45, thinks the
“nazarenes”mentionedbyJeromehailedfromthe“sectofthenazarenes”mentionedin
acts24.5,14.thiscouldbetrue,butitisnotcertain.ParticularlyintheearlyPatristic
periodtheepithet“nazarene”wasusedgenericallyof followersofJesus. itcould (and
probablydid)refertoanynumberofgroupsintheinterveningthreeandahalfcenturies
betweenthewritingsoflukeandJerome.

120 Comm. Matt.12.13.
121 Klijn,Jewish-Christian Gospel Tradition,18,27.
122  dorival, “un groupe judéo-chrétien méconnu: les hébreux,” 7–36; d.

lührmann,Die apokryph gewordenen Evangelien,239.
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ofMatthew,”butwasmorefrequentlyknownas“theGospelaccording
tothehebrews”orsimply“thehebrewGospel.”FourChurchFathers—
eusebius,epiphanius,Jerome,andtheodoretofCyrrhus—attestthatthe
Hebrew Gospelwas identicalwith this “Gospel ofMatthew.”123this
hebrew“GospelofMatthew,”aswehaveseen,isnotahebrewversion
of canonicalGreekMatthew,nor closely related to canonicalMatthew.
theodoreofMopsuestia’saccusationthatJeromefabricated theHebrew 
Gospel isthelonechallengetothistraditionamongtheFathers;124otherwise,
theMattheanauthorshipoftheHebrew Gospelwasaffirmedbyadozen
Fathersandnotchallengedbyanyancientwriter.theaboveattestations
ofeusebius,epiphanius,Jerome,andtheodoretexplicitlystatewhatwas
generallyandwidelyaffirmedthroughouttheearlychurch,thattheGospel 
of the HebrewswasoriginallycomposedinhebrewbytheapostleMatthew.

thetraditionofanoriginalgospelwritteninhebrewwaswidespread
andenduringinearlyChristianity.125twentyChurchFathersattesttothis
tradition—ignatius,Papias, irenaeus,Clementofalexandria,Pantaenus,
hegesippus,hippolytus,origen,eusebiusofCaesarea,ephremofsyria,
didymusofalexandria,epiphanius,JohnChrysostom,Jerome,theodoret,
MariusMercator, Philip sidetes, theVenerableBede,nicephorus, and
seduliusscottus.referencestotheHebrew GospelbyPopedamasus,the
islamichadith,thescholiaoftischendorf,andtractateShabbat116inthe
Babyloniantalmudlengthenthelisttoovertwodozendifferentwitnesses.
eachsourcementionstheHebrew Gospelatleastonce,andmostmention
itseveraltimes.JeromereferencestheHebrew Gospeltwenty-fourtimes.
Combined,therearesomeseventy-fivedifferentattestationstotheHebrew 
Gospel, extending from the late first century to the early tenth century.
severalof these referencesappear inlatinauthorsof lateantiquityand
theearlyMiddleages,andthisissignificant,for“theperiodfromroughly
550to750wasoneofalmostunrelievedgloomforthelatinclassicson
thecontinent;theyvirtuallyceasedbeingcopied.”126itistruethatPatristic
andecclesiasticaltextsfaredbetterduringthiswintryinterludethandidthe

123  eusebius, Hist. eccl. 6.17.1; epiphanius, Pan. 30.3.7; Jerome, Pelag. 3.2;
theodoret,Haer. Fab.2.1.

124  Photius, Bibliotheca 177: τοῦτον (i.e., Jerome) δὲ πέμπτον εὐαγγέλιον 
προσαναπλάσαι λέγει (i.e., theodore of Mopsuestia), ἐν ταῖς Εὐσεβίου τοῦ Παλαιστίνου 
βιβλιοθήκαις ὑποπλαττόμενον εὑρεῖν (“[Jerome] ascribed an additional fifth gospel, he
[theodore]says,feigningtohavefounditinthelibraryofeusebiusofPalestine”).Photius
diedinthelateninthcentury(c. 890).

125  Contra resch, Agrapha. Aussercanonische Evangelienfragmente, 324–26,
who says the evidence for the Hebrew Gospel is “verhältnissmässig späte ausbildung
undengbegrenzteVerbreitung.”M.hengel,The Four Gospels and the One Gospel of 
Jesus Christ,73,correctlydeclaresthat“thetraceofaJewish-ChristianGospel(oreven
several)inaramaic(andafterwardsinGreek)runsthroughthewholeoftheearlychurch,
beginningwithPapias...”

126  l. d. reynolds and n. G. wilson, Scribes and Scholars: A Guide to the 
Transmission of Greek and Latin Literature(3rdedn.;oxford:Clarendon,1991),85.



latinclassics.nevertheless,repeatedreferencestotheHebrew Gospelfrom
latinauthorsoftheperiodattesttothedepthofitsrootsinancientchurch
tradition.

specific witnesses to the Hebrew Gospel come from lyons, rome,
Constantinople,Jerusalem,alexandria,andasfareastasindia.thosepoints
areroughlycoextensivewiththeromanempireinthesamecenturies,with
theexceptionofindia,whichwaswellbeyonditseasternfrontier.twelve
FathersattributetheHebrew GospeltotheapostleMatthew,andeleven
Fathers specify that itwaswritten inhebrew.noothernon-canonical
documentoccupiedthe“disputed”categoryincanonicaldeliberations in
theearlychurchas longandconsistentlyasdid theHebrew Gospel.to
myknowledgenoothernon-canonical textwas citedas frequentlyand
positivelyalongsidecanonicaltextsintheexegesisofearlyChristianity.More
important,witnessestotheHebrew GospelareasancientasarePatristic
witnesses toanyof the fourcanonicalGospels.127theplacementof the
Hebrew Gospelinthedisputedcategoryincanonicaldeliberationsattests
to theveryconsiderable status that itpossessed inwidespreadChristian
communitiesoverlongperiodsoftime.theHebrew Gospelwasthemost
highlyesteemednon-canonicaldocumentintheearlychurch.128

The hebrewGospel and the Gospel of Luke

Finally, i wish to concludewith a particular hypothesis regarding the
relationshipof theHebrew Gospel andtheGospelofluke.129acareful
analysisofthequotationsfromtheHebrew Gospelrevealsthatthree-fifths
of themexhibit strongeragreementwithluke thanwithMatthewand/
orMark.Contrarytomanyscholarlydiscussionsofthismatter,Patristic
citationsoftheHebrew Gospelarenot“generalsynoptictexttypes,”but

127  nicholson, The Gospel according to the Hebrews, 110: “the reader who
hasnotstudiedthehistoryoftheCanonwillneverthelessassumethatfarmoreancient
witnesscanbebrought for theauthorityandauthorshipof thecanonicalGospels than
fortheauthorityandauthorshipoftheGospelaccordingtothehebrews.hewillmake
a great mistake.” nicholson demonstrates that the second-century witness of irenaeus,
hegesippus,andPapiastotheHebrew Gospel isnotinferior,butisinsomecasessuperior,
totestimonytothefourcanonicalGospelsofthesameperiod.

128  Parker, “a Proto-lucan Basis for the Gospel according to the hebrews,”
471:“theGospelaccording to thehebrewswasby far themost importantaside from
the canonical four”; Gla, Die Originalsprache des Matthäusevangeliums, 109: “Kein
apocryphumgenossinderKirchesolchesansehen,wiediehebräerurkunde”;nicholson,
The Gospel according to the Hebrews,82:“theFathersoftheChurch,whiletheGospel
accordingtothehebrewswasyetextantinitsentirety,referredtoitalwayswithrespect,
often with reverence; some of them unhesitatingly accepted it as being what tradition
affirmedittobe—theworkofMatthew—andeventhosewhohavenotputonrecordtheir
expressionofthisopinionhavenotquestionedit.”

129  For a fuller statement and substantiation of the following thesis, see my
The Hebrew Gospel and the Formation of the Synoptic Tradition (Grand rapids, Mi:
eerdmans,2009).
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demonstrablyclosertothethirdGospelthantoanyother.itis,ofcourse,
possible—andoftenassumed—thatmaterial in theHebrew Gospelwas
derivedfromthesynoptics,orluke.noneoftheFatherswhoquotefrom
theHebrew Gospel,however,makethisclaim.rather,theFathersimply
thattheHebrew GospelisindependentofthecanonicalGospelsandprior
tothem.Moreover,theHebrew Gospel clearlycontainedmaterialnotfound
inthecanonicalGospels.thecompositeevidencepointsratherpersuasively,
infact,totheconclusionthattheHebrew Gospelisoneofthesources ofthe
Gospeloflukealludedtointheprologue(lk.1.1–4).Morespecifically,the
Hebrew Gospelappearstohavebeenluke’smajorsourceformaterialin
specialluke,i.e.,lucanmaterialnotparalleledineitherMattheworMark.
thissatisfactorilyaccountsforthedemonstrableincreaseinhebraismsin
lucanmaterialthatisnotderivedfromMarkorparalleledwithMatthew.
thisproposalfurtherexplainswhythequotationsoftheHebrew Gospel
correspondpredominantlytotheGreektextofluke,fortheHebrew Gospel
usedbytheebionitesornazareneswouldbeacopywithminorcorruptions
ofthesameGreektranslationoftheoriginalHebrew Gospel thatlukeused
asoneofthesourcesofhisGospel.thisGreektranslationobviouslycannot
havebeencanonicalGreekMatthew,forquotationsoftheHebrew Gospel
shownoparticularaffinitywithcanonicalGreekMatthew.Moreimpor-
tantly,theproposalexplainswhyquotationsfromtheHebrew Gospelcorre-
spondpredominantlywithmaterialuniquetoluke.thecorrespondenceis
duetothereasonableinferencethatluke’sprimarysourceforspecialluke
wastheoriginalHebrew Gospelitself.



Chapter 9

Trapped in a Forgerer’s Rhetoric:
3 corInThIans, Pseudepigraphy, and the Legacy of 

Ancient Polemics

Caleb Webster

Introduction

whetheronaccountofdate,style,orboth,3 Corinthiansneverattained
thewidespreadreveredstatusofotherearlyChristianor,morespecifically,
Paulinepseudepigrapha.thoughpreserved in several languages (Greek,
latin,armenian,andCoptic),itappearsthat,afterthethirdcentury,thetext
felloutofregularuse,exceptinthearmenianchurch,whereitcontinued
tobeusedforsometime.afewlikelyexplanationsforitsfailurestandout:
havingaletterfromCorinthinadditiontoaresponsefromPaulseemed
suspecttoanearlyaudience;3 Corinthians’associationwiththeActs of Paul
(aP)mayhavediminisheditschancesatcanonicity;1orthelettermerely
failed, stylistically, topersuadeenough readersof itsauthenticity.likely,
eachofthesecarriessomeweightinassessing3 Corinthians’failuretoobtain
long-lasting,far-reachingcanonicity.

still,iftheauthorshipof3 Corinthianshasbeengenerallyregardedas
suspect, its theologyhasbeenconsistently regardedas“orthodox.”For
example,inoneofthemostexhaustivetreatmentstodateon3 Corinthians,
Vahanhovhanessiandescribesthedocumentas,“apolemicaltoolusedby
theorthodoxChurchtorefutetheteachingsofherGnosticopponents.”2
Most scholarsof the twentieth century, sharinga similar regard for the
teachingsof the text,woulddescribe it as a forgery comingoutof the
burgeoningorthodoxyof the second-centurychurchagainstaparticular
heresyof theday.as such, it isharmless—problematic in itsdeception,
thoughpardonable,orevennoble,initsquest.

1 Foracurrentsynopsisontherelationshipof3 CorinthianstotheActs of Paul,
seeGerardluttikhuizen,“theapocryphalCorrespondencewiththeCorinthiansandthe
Acts of Paul,”The Apocryphal Acts of Paul and Thecla(ed.Jann.Bremmer;Kampen,
netherlands:KokPharos,1996),80–81.ibrieflydetailthisbelow.

2 Vahanhovhanessian,Third Corinthians: Reclaiming Paul for Christian Orthodoxy
(studiesinBiblicalliterature18;Frankfurt:lang,2000),136.
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asconsistentlyas scholarshave identified theauthoras“orthodox,”
theyhave varied in their identificationof the antagonists inspiring the
text. indeed, apart from theancientheresiologies, few texts canmatch
3 Corinthiansforitsexplicitnessindescribingthebeliefsofitsopponents.
thepseudepigrapherispartiallyabletoaccomplishthisthroughtheaddition
ofhis“Corinthian”letter,astheCorinthiansthemselvesareabletoexplain
theteachingsofacertainsimonandCleobius,thattheyfindproblematic,to
Paul,savingthepseudepigrapherfromhavingtomakehisherowritewith
moreconfinedstructurethanwouldseemfittingforthehistoricalPaul(as
itis,theletterisalreadysuspiciouslyfocusedononetopic).insharingwith
“Paul” the teachingsof these fictionalized first-century teachers,modern
scholarshaveassumedthatthe“Corinthians”preserveforusthespecific
teachingsofasecond-century“heresy.”

theendofthetwentiethcenturyandstartofthetwenty-firsthavebrought
usamorenuancedunderstandingofthedevelopmentoftheChristianchurch
inthefirsttwocenturiesce.3itiswiththisincreasedcomplexitythatiaimto
revisitthesupposed“heresy”behindthetextof3 Corinthians.icontendthat
thereliabilityofthe“Corinthian”listhasconsistentlybeenoverstretched
and,thatbyfallingintotheinsider–outsiderdualismofthetext,scholars
havetoooftenshownthemselvesstillentrappedinthepseudepigrapher’s
rhetoricalhold.toarguethis,iwillfirstexaminethetextanditsrhetorical
goals, and thenexplore theways that scholarshave tried to situate the
historicalgroupsbehindthetext.

The Text and its Work

havingbeenconsideredcanonicalforsometimeintheeast,anarmenian
manuscriptof3 Corinthianswas“rediscovered”byscholarsintheseven-
teenth century.4aboutadozenotherarmenianmanuscriptshave since
beenfound,alongwithsixlatinmanuscripts,oneCoptic,andoneGreek.5
theselasttwo,publishedin1904and1959respectively,haveprovento
beofparticular importance,notonlybecauseoftheirantiquity,butalso
onaccountoftheircluesto3 Corinthians’textualtradition.Becausesome
previouslyknownarmenianandlatinmanuscriptscontainedapieceof
narrativelinkingtheepistolaryportionsofthetext(i.e.thelettersfromthe
“Corinthians”and“Paul”),somenineteenth-centuryscholarssurmisedthat

3 itisnottheaimofthispapertorecountallthestepstakeninscholarshipto
nuancethisdiscussion.onadismantlingoftheoriginalityoforthodoxy,seewalterBauer,
Rechtgläubigkeit und Ketzerei im ältesten Christentum(tübingen:Mohrsiebeck,1934).
onasimilarlygroundbreakingtreatmentofheresy-makingintheearlychurch,seealain
leBoulluec,La notion d’hérésie dans la literature grecque, IIe-IIIe siècles (Paris:etudes
augustinienenes,1985).

4 Martinh.scharlemann,“Third Corinthians,”CTM26(1955):518.
5 hovhanessian,Third Corinthians,3–10.



3 CorinthianswasoriginallyapartoftheActs of Paul.6whentheCoptic
manuscript was discovered it seemingly confirmed this postulation,
as3 Corinthiansis,infact,containedintheActs of Paulinthatsixth-
centurycopy.however,themorerecentdiscoveryoftheGreekmanuscript
of3 CorinthiansintheBodmercollectionshiftedtheviewagain,itbeing
anearliermanuscriptandshowingnosignsofeverhavingbeenapartof
theActs.7thecurrentprevailingnotionof3 Corinthians’historyisthatit
waswritteninGreekinthemidtolatesecondcenturyasanindependent
text (best representedby theBodmerGreek),was incorporated into the
Acts of Paul,andthen,later,takenbackoutoftheActs(alongwithsome
narrativebetweenthetwoletters),whereitwasusedforsometimeinthe
east,primarilyinthearmenianchurch.8

the first sectionof theoriginaldocument, then,wasa“Corinthian”
letterto“Paul.”intheirletter,thepseudo-Corinthiansdescribeasituation
intheirchurch,inwhichtwomen—simon(Magusisperhapsintended)and
Cleobius—havecome,preaching something that the communityhasnot
heardbefore.theyurgePaultocometoCorinthtoinstructthemregarding
thissituation.Conveniently,thepseudo-Corinthiansdescribethecontentof
simonandCleobius’teachingfor“Paul.”the“teachings”ofthesetwomen,
accordingtothepseudo-Corinthianletterareasfollows:

• there is no need to make use of the prophets (οὐ δεῖν φησιÏν 
προφηÏταις χρῆσθαι).

• Godisnotalmighty(οὐδ’ εἶναι θεὸν παντοκραÏτορα).
• thereisnoresurrectionoftheflesh(οὐδεÏ ἀναÏστασιν εἶναι σαρκός).
• thecreationofhumanityisnotofGod(οὐδ’ εἶναι τὴν πλάσιν τὴν 

τῶν ἀνθρώπων τοῦ θεοῦ).
• the lord did not come in the flesh (οὐδ’ ὅτι εἰς σάρκα ἦλθεν ὁ 

κύριος).
• hewasnotbornofMary(οὐδ’ ὅτι ἐκ Μαρίας ἐγεννήθη).
• theworldisnotofGodbutofangels(οὐδ’ εἶναι τὸν κοÏσμον θεοῦ 

ἀλλὰ ἀγγεÏλων).

ifuponreadingthatlistofdoctrinesyourmindbeginstoreelaboutwhich
“Gnostic”groupbestfitsthemold,consideryourselfingoodcompany(see
below).

the second section of 3 Corinthians is pseudo-Paul’s reply to the
“Corinthians.”“Paul”remarksthatthespreadingofthisfalseteachingdoes

6 a.F.J.Klijndescribeshowearlyscholarssuchasth.Zahndeducedthispoint
in“theapocryphalCorrespondencebetweenPaulandtheCorinthians,”VC17(1963):
5.

7  Michel testuz, Papyrus Bodmer X–XII. X: Correspondance apocryphe des 
Corinthiens et de l’apôtre Paul. XI: Onzième Ode de Salomon. XII: Fragment d’un 
Hymne liturgique(Geneva:BibliothequeBodmer,1959):30–45.

8 luttikhuizen,“apocryphalCorrespondence,”80–81.
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notsurprisehimandgivesa“ruleoffaith,”thathesayshepreviouslypassed
on to theCorinthians.unsurprisingly, this statement contains elements
thatdirectlyrespondtothethreateningteachingoutlinedintheCorinthian
letter.next,pseudo-Paulcondemnstheproclaimersofthefalseteachings
andreaffirmstheactualityoftheresurrectionoftheflesh,usingafewresur-
rectionmetaphorsalongtheway.“Paul”defendshimselfbyremindinghis
audienceofhissufferings;heblessesthoseremainingintherules,andcurses
thosewhobreakthem.

eachoftheseelementshassomecorrelationintheauthentic lettersof
Paul,especiallyin1Corinthians,anditisherethatwemaybrieflyexamine
whatbenefitswereenjoyedbytheauthorinforgingaPaulineepistle,instead
ofwritingastraightforwardrefutationoftroublingdoctrinesintheveinof,
say,irenaeus.thereareafewreasonsthatthepseudepigraphermighthave
feltdrawntocraftingaCorinthianletterinparticular.Foronething,inthe
authenticCorinthiancorrespondences,wefindmentionofotherlettersfrom
theCorinthiancommunity(1Cor.7.1)andPaul(1Cor.5.9).thewriter
probablyalsousedtheCorinthiandebateontheresurrection(chiefly,1Cor.
15)asaninspirationforhisowndiscussion,evengoingsofarastouseaseed
metaphorsimilartoPaul’sin1Cor.15.35–44toexplaintherealityofthe
resurrection.still,todeterminetheadvantageofusingapseudepigraphical
letteratall,weneedtoobserveafewofthesimilarities3 Corinthianshas
with traditionalpolemicalwritingof the secondand thirdcenturies (i.e.
ignatius,irenaeus,Justin,tertullian,etc.).

oneofthesecommonattributesistheruleoffaith.the“ruleoffaith”
wouldbecomecriticalasameansofarguingforthehistoricalvalidityof
one’steachings.irenaeus,forinstance,usestheruleoffaithtoarguethatthe
teachingofthechurchisuniversalandunchanging,incontrasttothefalse
teachingsofthoseheconsidersoutsideofit.9whilethisissimilartowhat
takesplaceinthePastoralepistles(e.g.2tim.1.13:“holdtothestandard
ofsoundteachingthatyouhaveheardfromme,inthefaithandlovethat
areinChristJesus”),3 Corinthiansmoreresemblesiranaeusthanhisfellow
pseudepigrapher,evencallinghispreviousteachingtotheCorinthiansarule
(κανών),inwhatappearstobeatechnicalmanner.Butpseudo-Pauldoesnot
justsummarizehispriorteachingasifitwerehisown;heactuallystatesthat
hepassedontotheCorinthiansthetraditionhehimselfinheritedfromthe
apostles.10theeffectfortheletteristhesameastheworkoftheheresiolo-
gists:namely,“Paul”givesthecorrectexplicationofhisownteaching,which
itselfistobeunderstoodasanextensionofthepriormessageofJesusand
hisapostles.thisisnotfarfromtertullian’slaterassertionthatthebishops
ofeachof thechurchespreservea traditionofcorrectbelief in linewith
theteachingsofJesusandhisdisciples.hewrites,“Forthisisthemanner

9 irenaeus,Against Heresies,i.x.
10  it isdifficult to imaginePauldownplayinghisownauthorityasmuchashe

doesin3 Cor.



inwhich theapostolicchurches transmit their registers:as thechurchof
smyrna,whichrecordsthatPolycarpwasplacedthereinbyJohn;asalsothe
churchofrome,whichmakesClementtohavebeenordainedinlikemanner
byPeter.”11such“rulesoffaith”were(andstillare)usedtodemonstrate
that,inthefaceofcontroversyanddebate,thetruthsoftheChristianfaith
hadbeenfaithfullypreservedbythetraditionoftheoneadvocatingtherule
(nevermindthateachruleoffaithwas/isatleastslightlydifferentfromany
other).12

incontrasttoafaiththathasbeenpassedonbytraditionandsteadied
bya“ruleof faith,” theheresiologistsof the secondand thirdcenturies
consistentlyportraythebeliefsoftheiropponentsasnewandstrange.For
example,ignatiusdescribesheresyasapoisonthatis“mix[ed]up”with
JesusChrist,insinuatingthatsomethingnewandinferiorhasbeenaddedto
thetrueChristianfaith.13likewise,JustinMartyrinsistsonthesecondary
natureoftheteachingsofso-calledhereticsbyinsistingthatthesebeknown
by“thenameofthemenfromwhomeachdoctrineandopinionhadits
origin.”14Justin’spointisthatthesebeliefsstemfromthedifferentteachers
(Marcion,Valentinus,Basilides,saturnilusandothers),andnotfromChrist.
3 Corinthians does this samework rather cleverly.the“Corinthians”
comment that the teachingsofsimonandCleobiuswere foreign to the
teachingofPaul.Bylettingthe“Corinthians”notethestrangenessofthe
teachings,thepseudepigrapherhasallowedthecommunityitselftospeak
forthelimitsofPaul’steaching.Pseudo-Paulthenconfirmstheirsuspicions
bydescribingtheteachersofthedoctrinesas“falsifiers”(2.3).

thejuxtapositionbetweenacarefullypreserved,authenticteachingand
new,strangeonesismoreclearlydefinedin3 Corinthiansthananywhere
in thenewtestamentand, in this respect, itmoreclosely resembles the
thoughtofsecond-andthird-centuryheresiologiesthanitsfellowPauline
pseudepigrapha.however,bycraftinghisownpolemicsintheformofa
Paulineletter,theauthorisabletoemploycertainadvantagesofbothforms,
heresiology andpseudepigraphon.Byhaving“Paul” interprethis own
teachings,thereisadditionalweighttotheclaimofcontinuityofbelief,so
longastheruseoftheletterisaccepted.153 Corinthiansthuscondemnsits
opponentsaspervertersofPaul’steachings(1.4)andasrejectersofwritings
ofthehebrewBible(1.10).theblessingof“Paul,”attheend,isreserved

11 tertullian,Prescription against Heretics,xxxii.
12 everettFerguson,“ruleofFaith,”EEC2:1003–04.
13 ignatius,To theTrallians,Vi.
14 Justin,Dialogue with Trypho,xxxV.
15 Forthisreason,icontendthattheauthorwasdeliberativelyhopingtodeceive

hisaudienceandnot,assomewouldsuggest,writingforagroupthatwouldhaverec-
ognizedthefabrication.ForadiscussiononthepurposeofthePastoralepistlesbeingto
havePaulclarifyhimselfforasecond-centuryaudienceindebateoverhisteachings,see
elainePagels,The Gnostic Paul: Gnostic Exegesis of the Pauline Letters (Philadelphia,
Pa:Fortress,1975),1–10.
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forthosewhoadheretotheteachingsoftheprophetsandthegospel.we
canobserve in thisappeal somethingakin towhatdavidMeade labels
“canonconsciousness,”wherebythepseudepigrapherisawareofasenseof
canonicityofPaul’swritingandattemptstomodelthiswithhisownwork.16
3 Corinthians,beingslightly laterthanthePastorals,seemstohaveeven
greater,iflesseffective,“canonconsciousness.”

essentially,3 Corinthians is engaged in a set of rhetorical activities
aimedat“othering,” that is, creatinga strawmanopponent that serves
itsownpurposes.insimonandCleobius,theauthorisclearlycreatinga
fictional target forhispolemics.havingnoticed the similaritiesbetween
3 Corinthians’methodandthatofcontemporaryheresiologists,wecannow
examinetheextenttowhichscholarshaveobservedthestrongpolemicsand
takenthemintoconsiderationwhenanalyzing3 Corinthians.

The Legacy of Ancient Polemics

apartfromdescribingitsrelationshiptotheActs of Paul(brieflysummarized
above),themostdiscussedissueinmodernscholarshipon3 Corinthiansis
theidentityoftheparticular“heresy”behindthetext.theassumptionhas
beenthat,asasecond-centurypseudepigraphalwork,thetextmusthave
beenmotivatedbya second-century“heretical”group thatwas in some
proximitytothewriter.thepseudepigrapher,wantingtodeliveramajor
blowtothefoundationofthis“heresy,”placedarebukeofitonthelipsof
themostimportantletterwriterinthedevelopmentofChristianity:Paul.

overtime,peoplehaveputforthawidevarietyofheresiesasthepossible
targetof3 Corinthians.intheancientworld,ephremidentifiedhisfellow
edessene resident,Bardaisan, as the recipientof3 Corinthians’ rebuke.
ephrem’sconclusionwasacceptedevenintothenineteenthcentury,asthe
abundanceofarmeniantextssuggestedaneasternlocusofcomposition.
however,theCopticandGreekcopiessincediscovered,and3 Corinthians’
midtolatefirst-centurydating,precludethisexplanation.17

since the discovery of the Coptic and Greek manuscripts, modern
scholarship on 3 Corinthians has offered a number of interpretations
forthemotivationbehindtheauthor’sinvective.in1942(priortothe
publicationoftheGreekcopy),MartinristadvocatedforMarcionism
as the refuted heresy, seeing each of the criteria (save that of angelic
creation)fulfilledinMarcion.ristopinedthatMarcion’sdiscipleapelles
taughtadoctrineofangeliccreationoftheworldandthat3 Corinthians

16 davidG.Meade,Pseudonymity and Canon(tübingen:J.C.B.Mohr,1986),
181.

17 scharlemann,“Third Corinthians,”522.weshouldnotethatephrem’sattes-
tation to 3 Corinthians proves its use for some time in the wider eastern church, and
suggeststhat,eventhoughnosuchcopiessurvive,itwaslikelytranslatedintosyriac.



isperhapsworkingspecificallyagainstthisstrandofMarcionism.18rist
wrote not only prior to the publication of the Greek manuscript but
alsopriortothediscoveriesatnaghammadi,andhisunderstandingof
MarcionismwasheavilyindebtedtotheearlyChristianpolemicists.still,
hereaffirmedhisconclusionofaMarcionisttargetwithasecondarticle
in1969,statingplainly,“Marcionismwastheoneandonlytargetofthe
author.”19this secondarticlewaspartlya response toa.F. J.Klijn’s
assertion,sixyearsprior,thatthepseudepigrapheraimedhisrhetoricat
simonMagus,thecluebeingfoundinthepresenceofasimonamong
theteachersmentionedinthe“Corinthian”letter.yet,Klijncautioned,
“nevertheless it is hazardous to think that the correspondence was
writtenagainsthisideasonly.thismeansthatwearenotabletosaythat
thecorrespondencewaswrittenagainstoneparticularkindofheresy.the
correspondenceprobablydescribes a tendency in the early church.”20
unfortunately, as already seen in rist’s response, Klijn’s helpful call
toviewtherhetoricasatendencyofthechurch,andnotasapinpoint
descriptionofaparticularsect,hastendedtogounheeded.

Morerecently,willyrordorfhassuggestedsaturnilus(attestedalterna-
tivelyassaturninus)asthetarget,againpointingtotheapparentoverlaps
betweenwhat ispresented in the“Corinthian” letterandwhat is found
in irenaeus’ descriptionsof the teachingsof saturnilus (particularly an
angeliccreationoftheworld).21inhisrecentdissertation,mentionedabove,
Vahanhovhanessianhaspostulatedtheophitesasapotentialmark,citing
thephrase“faithof the serpent” from3 Corinthians2.20asapossible
connection to the supposed serpentine symbolof theophite tradition.22
hovhanessian thenbacks off of the assertion somewhat saying, “the
targetedheresywasnotaspecificGnosticsect,althoughtheauthormight
havehadsomeofthesesectsinhismind.”23

themethodeachscholaremployedtolocatethe“heresy”wastoexamine
thelistfrom3 Corinthians1.10–15andcheckoffwhichoftheseassertions
anyparticular“heresy”ofthesecondcenturywouldhavemade.thereason
thatmultiple“heresies”havebeenproposedisthatnoneclearlymeetsallthe
criteria(butseveralmeetmostofthem).Forinstance,Marcionismdoesnot
seemtohavecreditedthecreationoftheworldtoangels.ristarguedthat
Marcion’sdiscipleapellesdidhaveanangelasthecreatoroftheworld,24

18 M.rist,“PseudepigraphicrefutationsofMarcionism,”JR22(1942):46–50.
19 M.rist, “III Corinthians as a Pseudepigraphicrefutation ofMarcionism,”

Iliff Review26(1969):57.
20 Klijn,“apocryphalCorrespondence,”22.
21  willy rordorf, “hérésie et orthodoxie selon la correspondance apocryphe

entre lesCorinthienset l’apôtrePaul,” inOrthodoxie et Hérésie dans l’Eglise ancienne
(ed.h.d.altendorfetal.;lausanne:CahiersdelarevuedethéologieetdePhilosophie,
1993),57.

22 hovhanessian,Third Corinthians,130.
23 hovhanessian,Third Corinthians,131.
24 rist,“PseudepigraphicrefutationsofMarcionism,”49.
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andKlijnrespondedthatthesingularangelofapellessystemstilldoesnot
fittheplural“angels”mentionedin3 Corinthians.25

of course, such argumentation places a lot of faith in the sources
recordingthebeliefsofthesevariousgroups.Priortothediscoveryofthe
naghammadimanuscripts,mostoftheinformationaboutthebeliefsofthe
variousgroupscamefromthesecondaryinformationoftheheresiologists.
thediscoveryofthemanuscriptshas,insomeplaces,greatlyundercutthe
authorityoftheheresiologists’reports,astherearefewplacesofnotable
overlapbetweentextandsupposedsystem,andsometimestherearegreat
discrepancies.26weshouldnotbesurprisedbythisobservation,sincethe
heresiologists,liketheauthorof3 Corinthians,areengagedinpolemicsand
notobjectiveclassification.unfortunately,scholarshavetoooftenbought
into thepolemics,andassumed thedescriptionsaccuratelyportray these
groups.

what is clear is that theheresiologistswere engaged inbattleswith
variousoutsidegroupsandinternaldebatesinthesecondcentury.intuitively,
theyused these external groupsas“others”againstwhich theydefined
their internal theology.we,as scholars,unfortunately fall into the traps
oftheheresiologicalpolemicwhenweworkunderitsassertions:namely,
that“orthodoxy”representstheearlier,unadulteratedvoice,havingbeen
preservedthrougha“ruleoffaith”acrossthecenturiessincethetimeof
Jesus;that“heresies”sprangupintheChristianchurch’shistoryasdevia-
tionsfromthetruth;thatthe“heretics”havemisinterpretedthewritings
of thehebrewBibleandnewtestament;and that the“orthodox”and
“heretics”stoodatanygreatdistancefromoneanother.allofthismarsthe
historicalrealityoftheearlyChristianworldthatwasrichwithcomplexity,
andweneedtounderstandthiswhendealingwithourancienttexts.

Conclusion

3 Corinthians’rhetoriccallstomindachildhoodmemorywhen,walking
intoaChristianbookstore,ifoundatall,rotatingstandofChristiantracts
thathadbeenputoutbysomeChristianevangelizingpublication.amid
theinanewarningsagainstsuicide,druguse,homosexuality,evolutionand
islam, i cameacrossaparticularly frightening littlebookon theevilsof
Freemasonry,completewithademonic,red-eyedsatyronthecover.icould
notresistpickingitupandquicklyreadingtheextremistcartoonpropaganda
inwhichafamily’srecenttragedyisshowntobeadirectresultoftheirnaïve
involvementwiththeFreemasonsandeasternstar,andthesewereshown

25 Klijn,“apocryphalCorrespondence,”22.
26 F.wisse,“thenaghammadilibraryandtheheresiologists,”VC25(1971):

205–23. For an excellent discussion on the various techniques employed by the early
Christianpolemiciststocreate“others”againstwhichtodefinetheirowndoctrines,see
KarenKing,What is Gnosticism?(Cambridge,Ma:harvard,2003),20–54.



tobedrenchedinallthingsunholy:atheism,satanism,and(gasp!)islam.
asthegrandsonofproudlodgemembers,thistractrattledmypsyche,and
onlyaftermuchreassuringfrommymotherwasiabletoacceptthatmy
grandparentswerenotclosetsatanists,orvictimsofasatanicplot.indeed,
thistractgoesmuchfartherinshowingtheinsecurities,paranoia,andfear
ofaparticulargroupofevangelizingChristiansthaniteverwillinillumi-
natingtheteachingsandbehaviorofFreemasons(oranyothergroupforthat
matter),andweshouldhopefuturegenerationsfindbetterdatatoinform
themselvesofourworldandbeliefs.

likewise,somecautionisinorderonthepartofscholarstonotreadtoo
muchintothepropagandistictextsofearlyChristianity.true,thetextsdo
tellussomeoftheteachingsagainstwhichmanyecclesiasticalChristiansfelt
theneedtocontend.however,toassumethataspecific“heresy”liesbehind
thetextistooverstretchthesources.rather,ittellsuswhatbeliefstheauthor
of3 Corinthiansperceivedasbeingunderattack.Gerardluttikhuizenhas
arguedthat3 Corinthiansdoesnotspeakagainstanyparticulargroupbut
against,“the invasionofGnosticwaysof thinking intoChristianity.”27
i would argue that 3 Corinthians does not speak of a “gnosticizing”
tendency,but rather speaks to the“anti-gnosticizing,”ormore simply
the“othering”tendencyofthepolemicistsofthesecondcentury.inother
words,3 Corinthianscanneverbeusedasanaccuratesourceforbeliefsof
aChristiansectapartfromthepseudepigrapher’s.thus,untilweescapethe
polemicsofthepseudepigrapheraswellasotherheresiologistsofthistime,
earlyChristianpseudepigraphawillremainjustifiabledeceptionsandwewill
remainunderthespelloftheirinsider-outsiderrhetoric.

27 luttikhuizen,“apocryphalCorrespondence,”91.
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Chapter 10

The Place of the shePherd of hermas 
in the Canon Debate1

David Nielsen

Introduction

intheoverallstudyoftheearlyChristianchurch,oneofthemostvexing,
troublesome,andprovocativeareas,ashanslietzmannhasstated,isthat
ofthehistoryofitscanon.2Centralinthecanondebate,andoneofthe
hot-topicissues,hastodowiththedatingofa“final”canon.though
mostscholarsagreethattheendproducttookitsfinalform,moreorless,
duringthelatterhalfofthefourthcentury,thereare,however,scholars,
past and present, who either ignore or reject this position. theodor
Zahnadvocatedforthecanonbeingformedinthefirstcentury,certainly
theearliestpositiontakenbyanyscholartodate.3adolfvonharnack
andhansvonCampenhausenbotharguedthatthecanonwasformed
outofaresponsetoexternaltheologicalchallengesissuedbyMarcion,
Gnosticism, and Montanism in the second century.4 More recently,
therehavebeenmanyinfluentialstudiesthatgroundtheformationof

1 insuchahighlynuanceddiscussion,establishingcleardefinitionsisimportant.
i follow eugene ulrich by defining scripture as “a sacred authoritative work believed
tohaveGodas itsultimateauthor,which thecommunity,asagroupand individually,
recognizesandacceptsasdeterminativeforitsbeliefandpracticeforalltimeandinall
geographical areas” and canon as “[that]which constitutes scripture, the list of books
accepted as inspired scripture, the list that has been determined, the authoritative list
ofbookswhichhavebeenacceptedasscripture.”seeeugeneulrich,“thenotionand
definitionofCanon,”inThe Canon Debate(ed.l.McdonaldandJ.sanders;Peabody,
Ma:hendrickson,1992),28–29.

2 h.lietzmann,“wiewurdendieBücherdesneuentestamentsheiligeschrift?”in
Kleine Schriften(ed.K.aland;tu68;Berlin:akademie,1958),2:2.

3 theodorZahn,Geschichte des neutestamentlichen Kanons(2vols.;erlangen:
deichert,1888–92).

4 adolfvonharnack,The Origin of the New Testament and the Most Important 
Consequences of the New Creation (2nd edn.; london: williams and norgate, 1925);
hans von Campenhausen, The Formation of the Christian Bible (trans. J. a. Barker;
Philadelphia,Pa:Fortress,1972).



theChristianbiblicalcanon in the fourthcentury,5butaconsiderable
amountofdoubtremains.6

thecrucialissuecentersondating.itiscertainlytruethattheboundaries
ofthecanonwerefluidinthechurchpriortothelatefourthcentury;yet,
therearenuanceshere,aswell, for thosewhoadvocateasecond-century
date.anoft-neglectedpieceofimportantinformationinthecanondebateis
theuseoftheShepherd of HermasbyearlyChristians.thosewhoarguefor
asecond-centurydatingofthecanonoftenprovideacaveatwithregardto
sometexts,liketheShepherd of Hermas,sayingthatthechurchhadlevels
ofdistinctionfortheirtexts,somewithaninnate“higherauthority,”and
somethatedified,butwereofalowerstratum.7itwillbeshownherethat
theShepherd of Hermasfunctionedasauthoritativeinwayscomparableto
otherrespected,authoritative,andscripturaltexts,andshouldnotbeplaced
inalower,lessdignifiedrealm;attimes,insomelocales,itwasevenonapar
withacceptednewtestamentandoldtestamentwritings.thepurposeof
thispaperisnottogiveahistoryofresearchonthecanondebate,whichcan
befoundelsewhere.8herein,iintendtoanalyzethequestionofthedateofthe
canon,usingtheShepherd of Hermasasacasestudy,andshowthatanyidea
ofafixedcanonisnotviableuntilthefourthcentury.Mostofthearguments
themselves (and rightly so)havecenteredon traditionalnewtestament
writings.ByfocusingonHermas’roleduringtheancientprocessesofcanoni-
zation,iwilldotwothings.First,iwillshowtheoverarchinguseofHermas
allover theromanempire,andhowclosely italigns itselfwithvarious,
agreed-uponcanoncriteria.second,iwillconcludebyanalyzingsomeof
thecurrentassumptionsofcontemporaryscholarshipthat,asiseeit,have

5 amongothers,seealbertsundberg,“towardarevisedhistoryofthenew
testament Canon,” in Studia Evangelia IV (tu 89; Berlin: akademie-Verlag, 1964)
452–61,and“CanonMuratori:aFourth-Centurylist,”Harvard Theological Review66
(1973):1–41.

6 Forexample,seea.F.J.Klijn,“dieentstehungsgeschichtedesneuentestaments,”
ANRW 26.1:64–97, or t. heckel, Vom Evangelium des Markus zum viergestaltigen 
Evangelium(wunt120;tübingen:Mohrsiebeck,1999),340–42.Bartehrmansaysthatthe
argumentsforafourth-centurydatearenotcompelling(seeBartehrman, Lost Christianities: 
The Battles for Scripture and the Faiths We Never Knew[newyork:oxford,1998],241).
ihopethatbytheendofthispaperwecantalkaboutthedatingofthecanoninaffirmative,
definiteterms.seealso,amongothers,B.M.Metzger,The Canon of the New Testament: 
Its Origin, Development, and Significance (oxford, Clarendon, 1987), 193–94; G.
lüdemann,Heretics: The Other Side of Early Christianity(louisville,Ky:westminster/
JohnKnoxPress,1996),314.

7 PeterBalla,“evidenceforanearlyChristianCanon(secondandthirdCentury)”
inMcdonaldandsanders,Canon Debate,385.

8  For further reading on the subject, see l. Mcdonald, The Formation of the 
Christian Biblical Canon(rev.andenl.edn.;Peabody,Ma:hendrickson,1995);idem,The 
Biblical Canon: Its Origin, Transmission, and Authority (Peabody,Ma:hendrickson,2007);
h.Gamble,Books and Readers in the Early Church: A History of Early Christian Texts(new
haven,Ct:yaleuniversityPress,1995);idem,The New Testament Canon: Its Making and 
Meaning(Philadelphia,Pa:Fortress,1985).
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notsufficientlytakenintoaccountaclosestudyoftheShepherd of Hermas
withregardtotheformationofthenewtestamentcanon.Bylookingat
thecorpusoftextsfromthereceivednon-canonicalside,clearimplications
emergefordescribingthehistoryandformationofthenewtestamentcanon.

The shepherdofhermas and Canon Criteria

ofthethirty-fiveorsobooksthatwereconsideredforaplaceinthecanon
ofthenewtestament,theShepherd of Hermaswasbyfarthemostpopular,
both ingeographicalcirculationand inexegeticaluse.9nomatterwhich
modernparadigm isused toevaluatea text’s canonicity, theShepherd of 
Hermas fitsthemold,sotospeak,ofnearlyeverycategory.such,itshould
bestated,cannotbesaidofsomenewtestamentwritings.

of all the factors the church took into consideration, the use of a
certainworkwasoneofthemostimportantcriteriausedforestablishing
canonicity.10intermsofsurvivingmanuscripts,theShepherd of Hermas is
themostwell-attestedearlyChristianwriting,outsideofthePsalmsandthe
GospelsofMatthewandJohn.11inall,therearetwenty-eightextantGreek
manuscripts,andmanymorethatsurviveinotherlanguages.12itwaswidely
readinthewesternChurch,andwarmlyreceivedbyearlyChurchFathers.
that itwasanauthoritativedocument is seen in itswidepopularity, its
inclusionintosomeearlycanonlistsandintheCodex Sinaiticus,13andthe
rapidrateatwhichitspreadthroughouttheempire.14strikingevidenceof
thisphenomenoncanbeseenbycomparingittothemanuscripttradition
ofothernewtestamentbooks.ofthetwenty-sixpre-fifth-centuryHermas
manuscriptsknown, twelvearedated to the secondand thirdcenturies.
Matthewhastwelvefromthesameperiod,andJohnanastoundingsixteen.
inrandomcomparison,lukehasonlysevenmanuscriptsfromthesecondand
thirdcenturies,ephesiansthree,andGalatiansonlyone.15

9 Mcdonald,Biblical Canon,401–05.
10  For discussions on this, and other canon criteria, see Mcdonald, Biblical 

Canon,401–30,andMetzger,Canon,251–66.
11  l. hurtado, The Earliest Christian Artifacts: Manuscripts and Christian 

Origins(Grandrapids,Mi:eerdmans,2006),33.
12 theShepherd of Hermasisattestedinancienttranslationsintolatin,ethiopic,

Coptic(sahidic,Bohairic,akhmimic),MiddlePersian,andGeorgian.Foracompletehis-
toryofitsmanuscripttraditionandreceptionhistory,seeCarolynosiek,The Shepherd of 
Hermas: A Commentary(Minneapolis,Mn:Fortress,1999),1–7.

13 Hermasisthelastbookinthisgreat,fourth-centuryuncialwiththeEpistle of 
Barnabas afterthebookofrevelation.aboutone-quarterofHermas survivestherein.

14  Carolyn osiek, The “Shepherd of Hermas”: A Commentary (hermeneia;
Minneapolis, Mn: Fortress, 1999), 4. irenaeus, a late second-century Father in Gaul,
quotesHermasinhisAgainst Heresies,datedtoc.175ce.

15 Foracompletelistoftheearliestreferencestoallbiblicalbooks,seehurtado’s
chartinArtifacts,209–27;forHermas manuscripts,seemyowntableintheappendixat
theendofthispaper.



therearemanywitnessesto,andillustrationsof,thefactthat,atleastearly
on,Hermas was,almostuniversally,acceptedasscripture.theShepherd of 
Hermas, writtenveryearly in the secondcentury, spreadrapidly through
theempireandwaswellquotedfromGaultoegypt.16 itwasknownby
tertullianinCarthage(thoughhisopinionschangedafterhisconversionto
Montanism),origeninalexandria,andirenaeusinGaul.17BothClement
andorigenquotedfromallthreedivisionsofthework(Visions,Mandates,
similitudes),andtertullianfromtwo(VisionsandMandates).

irenaeusintroducesHermasasγραφῆ,aterm“ordinarilyunderstoodas
scripture[;]...theorderofreferences(Hermas,Malachi,Paul,Jesus)indicates
arecognitionofthetextasauthoritative...”osiekgoesontonotethat,
thoughwecannotbeexactlysurewhatirenaeusthoughtofthetext,eusebius
helpsusbyrelatingthatirenaeusdid,indeed,thinkitwasscripture,forthe
term“γραφῆ”wasmuchmoreconcretelydefinedbythemid-fourthcentury.18

PerhapstheoverwhelmingHermasmanuscripttraditioninegyptisaresult
oftheinfluenceexercisedbytwoearlyleadersinalexandria.origenspoke
highlyofthetextduringhisyearsinalexandria,hebeingtheonewhoorigi-
nallyconnectedthetext’sauthortothe“hermas”Pauladdressesinrom.
16.14.19themostenthusiasticadvocateofHermas,however,wasClement
ofalexandria,“whofrequentlyquotedthetextandexplicitlyreferredtoit
asdivinelyinspired.”20

it seems that theonlywriterswhoquoteor commentnegativelyon
Hermasdosooutofpersonaltheologicalagendasandnotnecessarilyfrom

16 thetraditionaldatesofHermasarebasedontheMuratorianCanon’smention
thatitwaswrittenduringthebishopricofPiusiofrome(140–54ce).however,Quasten
notesthatHermasreferencesClementofromeinthe“secondvision.”suchwasthought
tobeanerroneousinclusion.however,“thetwodatesareaccountedforbythewayin
whichthebookwascompiled.theolderportionswouldmostlikelygobacktoClement’s
daywhilethepresentredactionwouldbeofPius’time.”seeJohannesQuasten,Patrology 
(4vols.;notredame,in:aveMariaPress,1986),1:92.whilescholarlyconsensusdoes
not exist as to compositional dating or unity, it is possible that Hermas was written
aroundtheturnofthecentury,thusmakingitolderthanallotherapocryphaltexts,and,
dependingonhowonedates John’sapocalypseandothercontestedbooksof thenew
testament,wouldcertainlyqualifyittobeconsideredforcanonicalstatus.seeMcdonald,
Formation, 228–49.

17 seeosiek,Hermas,4.
18  osiek, Hermas, 5. see also G. w. h. lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon 

(oxford:oxforduniversityPress,1961),322–23;Frederickw.danker(ed.),A Greek-
English Lexicon of the New Testament and other Early Christian Literature (3rdedn.;
Chicago:universityofChicagoPress,2000),206–07;GerhardKittel (ed.),Theological 
Dictionary of the New Testament (10vols.;Grandrapids,Mi:eerdmans,1964),749–61.
r.M.Grantisalsoinfluentialinhisargumentthatthemillenniumaftertheperiodofthe
Fathers was highly influenced by these post-apostolic writers. see “the appeal to the
earlyFathers,”JTS n.s.11(1960)13–24.

19 osiek,Hermas,5.
20 osiek, Hermas,5.ForthemostcompletelistofClement’squotations,aswell

as other Patristic writers, see P. henne, L’unité du Pasteur d’ Hermas (Cahiers revue
Biblique31;Paris:Gabalda,1992),16–44.
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aninherentflawinthetext,orfromatheologicalpositionadvocatedby
themainstreamchurch.itstranslationintolatin,Coptic(sahidic,Bohairic,
andakhmimic),ethiopic,Georgian,andMiddlePersianfurtheratteststo
thewidespreadpopularityofHermasinthefirstcenturiesofChristianity.

theexistenceofthisabundantevidenceissomewhatperplexingwhen
putnexttotherealizationthatHermasisnotinourBiblestoday.though
itwouldbeaworthystudy,thepurposeofthispaperisnottodetermine
theexactreasonsforHermas’ultimaterejection.Becauseofitsastounding
popularityfromaveryearlytime,wecanbesurethatthetopicsoftheological
debatesoftheperiod,andthemovetoexcludecertainsects,motivatedthose
inpowernottoincludethetextintheBible.21theunderlyingfeelingsof
theinfluentialdecisionmakersaresignificant.athanasiusandeusebiusstill
recommended readingHermas, even to catechumens.surely theywould
nothaverecommendedsomethingdetrimental,offensive,orunworthyto
bereadnexttotraditional“scriptural”works.athanasius,whowasheavily
involvedinthetheologicaldebatesofthefourthcentury,andwhosethirty-
ninthfestalletterwasthefirsttorecognizetheorderofthenewtestament
wehavetoday,calledHermas“mosthelpful,”whileeusebiuswritesthat
“forsomeitisessential.”22didymustheBlindwasstillquotingitasscripture
inthefourthcentury,andJeromereportsthatitwasbeingreadpubliclyin
someGreekchurches.23lastly,itsinclusioninthegreatuncialfromsinai
atteststothehighopinionthosewhocompiledthecodexhadofthework.24

atext’sorthodoxyandinspirationwereheavilyweighedbythechurch.
oneof themainarguments (whichwillbediscussedmorebelow) fora
fourth-centurycanonisdeterminingwhetheratext,oragroup’steachings,
are in harmony with the regula fidei advocated by the bishops.25 as
numerousstudieshaveshown,theearlyChristianmovementwasanything
butmonolithicafterthefirstcentury.26Beforetheemergenceofa“catholic”
church,therewasalimitedamountofflexibilityforwhatwouldandwould

21 seeosiek, Hermas,6.irefertothedebateoverapocalypticrevelation,andthe
efforttostampoutthethreatposedbythesect.

22 heusedthewordὠφελιμωτάτης.Foramorefulldiscussionseeosiek, Hermas,
6;athanasiusInc. 3.1;eusebiusHist. eccl. 3.3.6.

23  Philippe henne, “Canonicité du ‘Pasteur’ d’ hermas,” Revue Thomiste 90
(1990):92.

24 thereadermustalsorealizethat,asalludedtointhetext,egyptwasnotthe
onlyplacewhereHermas washeldinhighesteem.Pseudo-CypriancitesSim. 9.15.5–6as
“scriptura divina.” along with the Codex sinaiticus, it was also included in the Codex
Claromontanus.inthelatter,however,itisthoughttobeaneasterninsertionintothecodex
ofthewesterntext-type.seeosiek, Hermas, 6;aswellasB.MetzgerandB.ehrman,The 
Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration (3rdedn.;new
york:oxforduniversityPress,1992),51.

25 C.allert,A High View of Scripture? (Grandrapids,Mi:Baker,2007),55.
26 seeespeciallyw.Bauer,Rechtgläubigkeit und Ketzerei im ältesten Christentum

(2nd edn.; london: sCM Press: 1971) and B. ehrman, The Orthodox Corruption of 
Scripture: The Effect of Early Christological Controversies on the Text of the New 
Testament(newyork:oxforduniversityPress,1993).



notbeallowedtobetaughtasChristiandoctrine.someofthemoreradical
movements,asmanyhavewritten,forcedthechurchtodecidewhatwas
andwasnot canon,and, then, touse theacceptedbooks in combating
thesemovements.innearlyeveryintroductionto,ordiscussionof,thenew
testamentcanon,threemajorhereticalmovementsarelistedtoshowthat
theyhadaverylargeeffectonthecanonicalconsciousnessofthechurch.lee
MartinMcdonald,amongothers,hasshownthattheregula fideiactedas
theguidebywhichChristiandoctrinewouldbemeasuredandcritiqued.27

oneverydistinctaspectof theShepherd of Hermas is its teachingof
thepossibilityofpost-baptismalrepentance,somethinguniqueforsuchan
earlywork.indeed,itclearlycontradictscoreelementsofreceivedcanonical
books,suchashebrewsand1John.28surelytheShepherd of Hermaswould
havebeenattackedbythebishopsifitscentraldoctrinewasoffensiveto
themorwasseenascontrarytopopularbelief.Coulditbe,basedonthe
receptionhistoryofShepherd of Hermasandthesetwobooks,thatHermas
wasamongtheauthoritativeones,andhebrewsand1Johnwereonthe
fringeofacceptance?thiswouldaccount for the extremely latedateof
thefinalacceptanceofthesetworeceived“biblical”books,andtheearly,
widespreaduseofShepherd of Hermasoverahugegeographicalarea.in
thisreading,Hermaswould,then,havefunctionedasscriptureinChristian
communitiesandwouldnothavebeenattackedbytheFathersforteaching
hereticaldoctrine.29

Moreover,whetherornot aworkwas somehowaffiliatedwith the
apostlesgreatlyinfluencedwhetheritwouldbeincludedinthecanon.From
theverybeginning,apostolicauthorityplayedacentral role inChristian
communities.even the apostle Paul had to affixhis own signature to
documentstoensuretherecipientsofitsvalidity.30naturally,theapostles
wereentrustedtoteachthecorrectgospelofChrist,so,inessence,theywere
thebearersofthefirstrealcanonoftheearlychurch.thoughsomenew
testamentwritings(e.g.,Mark,luke,etc.)arenotdirectlyapostolic,they
werebelievedtohaveasignificantenoughlinktooneoftheoriginaldisciples
forthechurchtoacceptit,thusgroundinganydocumentandteachinginthe
church’shistoricalroots.31

27 Mcdonald,The Biblical Canon,48–55.
28 seeheb.6.4;10.26–31;12.16;1Jn3.6;5.16.
29 asmentionedabove,tertullian’sopinionof thework turnedsouthafterhis

conversiontoMontanism.
30 F.F.Bruce,The Canon of Scripture(downersGrove,il:interVarsity,1988),

255–56.
31 r.Funk,“thenewtestamentastraditionandCanon,”inParables and Presence 

(Philadelphia,Pa:Fortress,1982),151–86.
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theproblemwith this criterion is that it is adouble-edged sword. it
successfullyweedsoutspuriouswritings,butalsocancelsafairportionof
thenewtestamentaswehavereceivedit.Mcdonald,however,carefully
notesthatitwasacriterionnotuniversallyandconsistentlyapplied.32thisis
seenwiththeShepherd of Hermas.itclearlyfitstheparametersoftheother
criteria,but falls shorthere.Hermasnevermentionsanapostolic tie; the
closestdirectlinkisitsreferencetoClement,anacceptedbishop,andheirof
apostolictradition.harryGambleshowsthatthiscategoryis,orshouldbe,
morebroadthanusuallyconceived.helistsfourwaysthatatextcouldhave
beenseenasapostolic:(1)authorshipbyanapostle,whetherrealorsupposed;
(2)authorshipbyastudentofanapostle;(3)originationinthegeneraltime
oftheapostles;and(4)agreementwithapostolicteaching.33ifthesesubcate-
goriesareaccepted,thenHermascanfulfilltheapostoliccriterionasperthe
thirdand fourthcategories.ultimately, theShepherd of Hermaswasnot
acceptedbecauseitlackedastrong,recognized,apostolictie.34

oneof themain reasons theShepherd of Hermaswasused somuch
wasduetoitsantiquity.havingbeenwritteninromeintheearliestdays
ofthepost-apostolicera,itisnowonderthatitspreadextremelyquickly,
thusenablinginfluentialbishopsandleadersofchurchestorecommendand
approveitfromthestart.thoughtherearemanytheoriesondatingand
compositionalissuesrelatingtotheShepherd of Hermas,wecanbefairly
surethatitwaswritten(oratleastbegantobecomposed)sometimearound
theturnofthefirstandsecondcenturies.

therearethreemaintheoriesaboutthecompositiondateoftheShepherd 
of Hermas.thefirst is thattheauthor is thesamepersonmentionedby
Paulinromans16:14,inwhichPaulasksthechurch“tosaluteasyncritus,
Phlegon,hermas,Patrobas,hermes,andthebrethrenwhicharewiththem.”
this ideawashighlypopularwith Jeromeandorigen,whowere trying
toattributeanapostolicassociation to thisverypopularbook that they
consideredinspired.35thattheauthoroftheShepherd isthesameasthe
personlistedbyPaul,ishighlyunlikely.themanwhowrotetheworkwas
somewhatwealthyandconnectedtotheecclesiasticalhierarchyinrome.if
itwerethesameperson,Paulwouldnothavementionedhiminpassingand
listedhimasthetwentiethinalonglistofpeopletogreet.

32 Mcdonald,Formation,231.
33 Gamble,New Testament Canon,68.
34 thiscriterion,perhapsmorethananyother,wasthemostdifficulttoestablish

inancienttimes.Manyofthenewtestamentbooksareanonymousandwereonlysecurely
attributed to their authorsmuch later.Koesterwrites that this criterion isuseless“when
Christianmovements thatwere latercondemnedashereticalcanclaimgenuineapostolic
origin”(h.Koester,“GnoMaidiaPhoroi:theoriginandnatureofdiversification
in the history of early Christianity,” in Trajectories Through Early Christianity [ed.
J.robinsonandh.Koester;Philadelphia,Pa:Fortress,1971],155;quotedinMcdonald,
Formation,231).

35 itisinterestingthateusebiusalsobelievesthatHermaswaswritteninthefirst
century,andthushasnoproblemswithregardstoitsdate.seeHist. eccl.3.3.6.



thesecondtheoryisthattheShepherd of Hermaswaswrittenattheend
ofthefirstorearlyinthesecondcentury.inVis.2.4.3,hermasisadmon-
ishedtowritethevisionsheisreceivingandtogivethemtoClement,inorder
thathemightdistributethemtothechurches.inadditiontothismention
ofClement,wecanaddthefactthatscholarsarequitesurethat,atleast,
twopapyri,P.Mich.130andP.iand.4,canbesecurelydated,paleographi-
cally,tothesecondcentury,and,thelatter,totheearlierpartofthesecond
century.36

thelasttheorydatestheShepherd of Hermastothemiddleofthesecond
century.thisargumentissolelybasedontheMuratorianfragment,which
statesthat“hermaswrotetheShepherdveryrecently,inourtimes,inthe
cityofrome,whilebishopPius,hisbrother,wasoccupyingthe[episcopal]
chairofthechurchofthecityofrome.”37anin-depthdiscussionofthe
Muratorianfragmentfollows,butweshouldnote,alongwithosiek,that
thereferencestoClementandPiusdonothavetohaveaneither/orrelation-
ship.38thoughadiscussionofthecompositionalissuesrelatedtoHermas
areoutsideofthescopeofthisstudy,itwouldbefeasibletosaythathermas
andClementwerebothyoungmenaround100ce,andthathermasandhis
brothercouldstillhavebeenaliveduringthemiddleofthesecondcentury.
itismostlikelythatHermaswaswrittenoveranumberofyears,beginning
in theopeningyearsof the secondcenturyandcoming to its final form
duringtheepiscopyofPius(140–54).itshouldalsobenotedthatifwe,even
conservatively,dateHermastoc.115ce,itcouldwellprecedesomeother
“canonical”bookslike2Peter,1and2timothy,andtitus.

GiventhisinformationaboutthedatingofHermas,wearenowprepared
toseehowitfitsintoscholarlyargumentsrelatingtoasecond-vs.fourth-
centurydatingofthecanon.

Evidence for a Second-century Date

to this point, we have seen why some early Christians accepted the
Shepherd of Hermasasscripture.Hermas satisfiesanymodernscholarly
paradigm;surelythingswerenotassystematicfortheearlyChristians.we
willnowbrieflysummarizecontemporaryargumentsforasecond-orfourth-
centurycanon,respectively,andwewillconcludewiththeimplicationsof
Hermasonthisdebate.

thesecondcenturyisheldbymanyChristianstodaytobethe“crucible”
inwhichthecanonwasfinalized.asCraigallerthasrecentlywritten,ahigh
viewofscripturewithoutrequisitehistoricalinvestigationwouldfacilitate

36 Metzger,Canon,63.theagreementofclassicalpapyrologistsonthematter,
ataconferenceindublinin1984,isreferredtobyP.J.Parsons,inaletteraddressedto
Prof.Metzger,dated28oct.1985.

37 translationbyMetzger,Canon,304–07,lines73–77.
38 osiek,Hermas,19.
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thisbelief.39asmentionedabove,seminalcanonscholarslikeZahn,von
harnack,andvonCampenhausenhavewonmanyconvertstothisview.

theMuratorianFragment(MF)isalsoregularlyusedinoneoftheother
mainargumentsforasecond-centurycanon.40osiekremarksthatthereis
acircularargumenthereinthatscholarsusetheMFtodatetheShepherd 
of HermasandtheShepherd of HermastodatetheMF.wewilldowell,
therefore,toanalyzethefragmentanditshistoricalreliability,andtoask
whetherornotitcanbeviablyusedtoplacethe“closed”canonattheend
ofthesecondcentury.41

Muratori’sinitialpublicationofthefragment,in1740,ledmosttoopt
forasecond-centurydateforthenewtestamentcanon,untilsundberg,in
particular,begantoargueforalaterdateforthedocument.42asmentioned,
theproblemliesintheparadoxofMF’smentionoftheShepherd of Hermas.
accordingtoMetzger’stranslationoflines73–80ofthefragment:

hermaswrotetheshepherdveryrecently,inourtimes,inthecityofrome,
while bishop Pius, his brother, was occupying the [episcopal] chair of the
churchofthecityofrome.andthereforeitoughtindeedtoberead;butit
cannotbereadpubliclytothepeopleinthechurcheitheramongtheproph-
ets,whosenumberiscomplete,oramongtheapostles,foritisafter[their]
time.43

thedebateoverthedatingofboththeShepherd of HermasandtheMF,
andeventheclosingofthecanonofthenewtestament,hangsonhowone
interpretsthephrase“veryrecently,inourtimes”(latinnuperrime tempo-
ribus nostris).scholarsagreethatlatinisnottheoriginallanguageofthe
text,andtheyhavecharacterizedthescribewhowrotethepoorlatininthe
fragmentas,“eitherunableorunwillingtounderstandtheworkwhichhe
wascopying,andyetgiventhearbitraryalterationofthetextbeforehim
fromregardsimplytothesupposedformofthewords.”44theuseofthe

39 ForafulldiscussiononevangelicalviewsoftheBibleandcanonformationsee,
especially,chapters1,2,and6inC.allert,A High View of Scripture?

40 seeMcdonald,Biblical Canon,369–78;G.M.hahneman,The Muratorian 
Fragment and the Development of the Canon (oxford:Clarendon,1992).

41 iamindebtedtohahneman’sbrilliantanalysisofhermasandtheMF.igener-
allyfollowhisargumentandwillonlyfootnotedirectquotesinordertoavoidrepetition.
Please seehisarticle“theMuratorianFragmentand theoriginof thenewtestament
Canon,” in Mcdonald and sanders, The Canon Debate, 405–15; and idem, “More
onredating theMuratorianFragment,” inStudia Patristica 19 (ed.e.a.livingstone;
leuven:Peeters,1988),359–65.

42  albert sundberg, Jr., “Canon Muratori: a Fourth-Century list,” HTR 66
(1973):1–41; idem,“towardarevisedhistoryof thenewtestamentCanon,”Studia 
Evangelica IV(texteunduntersuchungen89;Berlin:akademie-Verlag,1964).thereare
manyotherfactorsbesidestheShepherd of Hermasthatcallforafourth-centurydating
oftheMFthatcannotberelatedinthisarticle.

43 translationbyMetzger,Canon,304–07.
44  B. F. westcott, A General Survey of the History of the Canon of the New 



words temporibus nostrishasprecedence in irenaeusasdemarcating the
differencebetweenapostolicandpost-apostolic eras.45Furthermore, the
adverbnuperrime shouldbetranslatedasanabsolutesuperlative,“meaning
‘mostrecently’inreferencetotheprecedingbooksinthelist,meaningthat
theShepherdwasthemostrecentlywrittenofthebooksmentioned.”46

internalevidenceintheShepherd of Hermasalsocontradictstheclaims
oftheMF.hermaswas,nodoubt,acitizenofrome,andfamiliarwiththe
structureofthechurch.hementionsClementinaleadershiprole,andnot
Pius,hissupposedbrother.ifhermaswererelatedtothebishop,hesurely
wouldhavementionedthis,inordertomakehisclaimsofrevelationand
authoritymorebindingtootherChristiansreadingit.also,weknowthat
pseudonymitywasaveryrealpracticeintheearlyChurch.47wemustask
whyhermaswouldnothavewrittenhistreatiseinthenameofhisbrother,
inordertohaveitbemoreacceptabletootherChristians.itisalsoquiteclear
thattheauthorwasafreedmanwhohadmadeacomfortablelivingafterhis
release.48itishighlyunlikelythat,asthebiologicalbrotherofPius,hisname
wouldhavebeenGreekandthefuturebishop’slatin.

thedateof theShepherd of Hermas has alreadybeendiscussed. in
relationtotheMF,weshouldnotethatifhermasreallywasclosetoPiusthe
bishop,itwouldalsobelogicalthathewouldhaveknowntheotherfamous
second-century teachers inrome, includingValentinus,Cerdo,Marcion,
andJustin.hismentionofClement,alackofamonarchicalepiscopy,and
Christianpersecution,allsuggestadatesometimeduringthereignoftrajan,
whoruledduringtheheightofromanpowerfrom98–117ce.49allofthese
factorshave ledhahneman to say that, in“thedatingof thisparticular
fragment[theMF]oftheShepherd of Hermas,itseemsclearthattheMFis
simplymistakeninitsclaimthattheshepherdwaswrittenwhilePiuswas
bishopofrome.”50

 

Testament (6thedn.;repr.Grandrapids,Mi:eerdmans,1980),523.itspoorlatinhas
nowbeendatedtothefourthorfifthcenturybasedonphilologicalanalysis.

45  e. Ferguson, “Canon Muratori: date and Provenance,” stPatr 17/2 (1982):
677–83.

46 hahneman,“origins,”409;sundberg,“CanonMuratori,”11.
47 ForanexcellentdiscussionseeK.Clarke,“theProblemofPseudonymityin

BiblicalliteratureanditsimplicationsforCanonFormation,”inMcdonaldandsanders,
The Canon Debate,440–68.

48 thewholeworkispredicateduponhischanceencounterswithhisformermas-
terrhoda,whomhelustsafter;hereceivesthevisionsinstructinghimontherepentance
processafterexperiencinghislustfuldesires.

49 hahneman,“origin,”410.
50 hahneman,“origin,”410.
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The shepherdofhermas Among Evidence for a Fourth-Century 
Date

inrelationtotheMF,B.h.streeterhassaidthat“scholarsofthesharpest
criticalacumenhaveallowedthemselvestobeterrorized,sotospeak,into
theacceptanceofadate[fortheShepherd of Hermas]whichbringsinto
confusionthehistoryoftheChurchinrome,ontheevidenceofanauthority
nobetterthantheMuratorianum.”51ifthiskeywitness,asitwere,pointing
toasecond-centurycanon,iswrong,where,then,dowego?Mainstream
canonscholarshipisvirtuallyunitedonagreeingthatthecanonofthenew
testament came into its final formduring the secondhalfof the fourth
century.afterbrieflyreviewingtheevidenceforthisapproach,itwillbeseen
thattheShepherd of Hermasshouldberecognizedasprovidingevenmore
solidevidencetojustifythisclaim.

while studying the first four centuriesof theChristian era itquickly
becomes clear that therewasa voluminousoutputof“non-canonical”
Christiantexts.harryGamblenotesthat“theongoingproductionofthis
typeof literature throughout the secondandwell into the thirdcentury
requiresittobecorrelatedwiththehistoryofthecanon”andthat“supply
correspondstodemand,andiftherewasaprospectofreceptionanduse,the
scopeofputativelyauthoritativeliteraturecanhardlyhavebeendecided.”52
themerepresenceofthisentertainingliteraturedoesnotmeanthatthey,
too,werebeingusedbytheChurchFathersandcitedasscripture,butit
suggestsafluidityof,andrelaxedopiniontoward,someChristianwritings,
astanceinconsistentwithafixedsecond-centurycanon.

onewaywe can seehowa textwasbeingused is by analyzing its
survivingpapyri.Manystudies,oflate,haveshownthatthemanuscripts
themselvescanbeusedaswindowsintoearlyChristianfaithandthought.53
onceagain,weseeinthepapyrithatShepherd of Hermaswasbeingused
quiteoftenasaliturgicaltext.thelargestmanuscripts,Christianornot,
fromthesecondthroughfourthcenturiesarebetween25–35cmtall(about
10–14 inches).54no fewer than fourof the twenty-sixpre-fifth-century

51 B.h.streeter,The Primitive Church(london:Macmillan,1929),205.
52 harryGamble,“thenewtestamentCanon:recentresearchandthestatus

Quaestionis,”inMcdonaldandsanders,The Canon Debate,273.
53  see hurtado, Artifacts; B. ehrman, “the text as window: new testament

Manuscripts and the social history of early Christianity,” in The Text of the New 
Testament in Contemporary Research (ed. Michael holmes and B. ehrman; Grand
rapids, Mi: eerdmans, 1995), 361–79; e. epp, “the new testament Papyri at
oxyrhynchusintheirsocialandintellectualContext,”inSayings of Jesus: Canonical and 
Non-Canonical (ed.w.l.Petersen;leiden:Brill,1997); idem,“thesignificanceofthe
PapyrifordeterminingthenatureofthenewtestamenttextofthesecondCentury:a
dynamicViewoftextualtransmission,”inGospel Traditions in the Second Century (ed.
w.l.Petersen;notredame:universityofnotredamePress,1989).

54 hurtado,Artifacts,164.thesetextshaveageneraloblongshape,moreorless
twiceastallastheyarewide.



Hermastextsfittheseparameters.thesetextsbegtobelookedatinthe
lightoftheirpublicusage.theexistenceofclearlectionaryaids(ekthesis,
diereses,sensebreaks,accents,etc.)furtherillustratesthepoint.lastly,the
abundanceofnomina sacra inHermastextsshowthatthoseproducingthe
manuscriptstreatedthetextsthesameastheir“canonical”counterparts.the
Hermas fragmentspublishedintheoxyrhynchusvolumescontaineleven
differentinstancesofthenomina sacra,whichisquiteremarkableconsid-
eringthefragmentarynature,andtheunpredictabilityofthetextsthathave
survived.otherlargercodices,likesinaiticusandP.Bod.38,containscores
more.itisalsointerestingtonotethat,eachtimetheabbreviationisused,
itcorrespondstothepropercasegrammatically.55onceagain,weseethat
theHermastextscontainthesamecharacteristics,inthesameabundance,
asthosebiblicaltextsthatwouldlatercometobeseenascanonical.another
keydevelopmentthatledtotheclosingofthecanonwastheinventionof
thecodex.itiswellknownthat,fromveryearlyon,theGospelsandthe
Paulineepistlesbegancirculatingtogetherincodexform.Fromthis,wesee
thatthecanonwasdevelopingfromaveryearlyperiod,butcertainlywas
notclosedtoanydegree.

duringthefirstfourhundredyearsoftheChristianera,thetechnology
wasdevelopingthatwouldeventuallyallowallrecognizedcanonicaltexts
tobegatheredtogetherasone.Kraftnotesthat“onceitwaspossibleto
produceandview‘theBible’underonesetofphysicalcovers,theconcept
of‘canon’becameconcretizedinanewwaythatshapesourthinkingtothe
presentdayandmakesitverydifficultforustorecapturetheperspectives
ofearliertimes.the‘canon’inthissenseistheproductoffourth-century
technologicaldevelopments.”56 it seemsnocoincidence that,during that
sametime,Constantinecommandedfiftysetsofscripturestobemadefor
hisnewcapitalcity.

ofthemanyotherevidencesforafourth-centurycanonthatcouldbe
cited,wewillconcludewiththeemergenceofcanonlists.

authoritativecanonlistsonlybegintoemergeinthefourthcentury,and
morespecifically,thelatterhalfthereof.57inrelationtothedatingarguments
inthecanondebate,thosewhoadvocateasecond-centurycanonhavenot
yetbeenabletoreconcilethefactthattheselistsdonotbegintobefound
untilthefourthcentury.thisisnottosaythatargumentanddiscussionin
thechurchwasnotalivebeforethen,buttherewerenocatalogueswith“lists
ofscriptureswithdefinedandestablishedlimits.”58theselistsburstontothe
sceneinthefourthcentury,withnolessthanfifteenundisputedlistsbetween

55 Forexample,ifκύριος isusedasthesubjectofthesentence,itwouldbeabbre-
viatedΚΣ withasupralinearstroke.ifinagenitiveconstruction,thenΚΥ,andsoforth.

56 r.Kraft,“theCodexandCanonConsciousness,”inMcdonaldandsanders,
The Canon Debate,233.

57 allert,A High View of Scripture?131.
58 hahneman,“origins,”412.
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300and405ce.59theimportantthingtonoteisthat,thoughtheselistsare
evidence,inandofthemselves,oflocalopinionsaboutscripture(i.e.,thelists
arenotalwaysthesame),theyshowaconceptualshiftofconsciousnessin
themindsoftheleadersofthechurch.

theShepherd of Hermascan,again,beusedtosolidifytheargumentfor
afourth-centurycanon.aswasdiscussedabove,theMFdoesnotfitinany
wayinthesecondcentury.therearenootherlistslikeitduringthatperiod,
butthereisanabundanceofexamplesinthefourthcentury.Furthermore,
ashahnemannotes,“thefragment’sstatementsaboutthereceptionofthe
shepherd, encouraging theprivateuse,butnot thepublic reading in the
Church,caneasilybecorrelatedwithfourth-centuryeasterntraditions,butnot
withlatesecond-orearlythird-centuryreferences.”60theShepherd of Hermas
goestoshowthat,decidedly,therewasnoconsensusonanykindofnew
testamentcanonbeforethefourthcentury,andhardlyagreementthen,either.

Conclusion

wemustbecleartonotethat,eventhoughtherewasageneralcanonical
consensus in theaccountsof theCatholic church in the fourth century,
therewasneveroneunifying,settlingvotebyachurchcouncil.onlywith
thereformationdidCatholicscallthePseudepigraphadeutero-canonical.
MartinlutherdeniedJames,hebrews,Jude,andrevelationfullcanonical
status,andevencalledJames“anepistleofstraw.”61

wehaveseenthattheMFistraditionallyusedtodatetheShepherd of 
Hermas, aswellas to showa set canon.Closehistoricalanalysisof the
fragmentinthemilieuofearlysecond-centuryromeshowsthatthefacts
foundintheMFarenotfactsatall.theMFassignstheShepherd of Hermas
toasecondaryclassofbooksthatwerenottobeusedliturgically,butwere
stillapprovedforprivateuse.again,thissecond-classstatusdoesnotfitwith
asecond-centurydatefortheMF,butwithafourth-centurydate.irenaeus
andClementclearlyreveretheShepherd of Hermasasscriptureandcanon,
usingcommonintroductoryformulaeandcallingitsuch.62Jerome,rufinus,
and,even,eusebiusreportthattheShepherd of Hermaswasbeingusedin
thechurches,buttheybegintolookupontheShepherd of Hermaswith
uncertaintyand,attimes,disdain.eusebiusplacesit inhisfalsecategory
(ἀντιλεγόμενα),63whileathanasius,inhiswell-knownFestalletterof367ce,

59 hahneman,“origins,”412;seealsoMetzger,Canon,305–15.Mcdonaldlists
twentydifferentlistsinBiblical Canon,appendixC,445–51.

60 hahneman,“origins,”411–12.
61 Mcdonald,Biblical Canon,383.
62  irenaeus,Haer. 4.20.2;Clement,Strom. 1.1.1; 1.85.4; 6.131.2.Manyother

citationscouldbemade.
63  e. Kalin, “the new testament Canon of eusebius,” in Mcdonald and

sanders,The Canon Debate,386–404.



saysthatitisstillworthyreadingforcatecheticalinstruction,eventhough
hedidnotlistitwithscripture.64Fromthis,wecanconcludethat,eitherthe
FatherswerewrongintheirabundanttestimonyofShepherd of Hermas,or
thattheMFhadnoinfluenceuponanyonebecauseitwasnotwrittenuntil
thelatterhalfofthefourthcentury.

theShepherd of Hermaswasaveryancientdocumentthatplayedan
importantrole inthe livesofearlyChristians. indeed,asosiekremarks,
“thereisnodoubtthatatsometimesandplaces,Hermaswasconsidered
both scripture, that is, inspired, andcanonical,partof the ruleof faith
sanctionedforliturgicaluse.”65Furthermore,eldonepp,indiscussingthe
Christiancachediscoveredatoxyrhynchus, explains that, anywayyou
construethisdata,itisclearthat“theShepherd of Hermas wasverymuch
partofChristianliteratureinoxyrhynchusatanearlyperiod.”66

themanyexamplesusedabovearebynomeanscomprehensivebuthave
beenincludedtoillustratethat,nomatterwhichwayoneconstruesthedata,
orwhatparadigmofjudgingcanonicityoneuses,itisclearthattheShepherd 
of Hermas wasanimportantandinfluentialtextoftheearlychurch,and
isevidenceforthecanonofthenewtestamentsolidifyingitsforminthe
fourth,notthesecond,century.

thepurposeofthispaperhasbeentoattempttoshowthat“non-canonical”
bookshavebeenimportanttothechurchsincethetimeofChrist,and,for
scholarlypurposes,greatlyaidusinstudyingtheformationoftheChristian
biblical canon.Becauseof its earlypopularityanduse, theShepherd of 
Hermasmustbeproperlyunderstoodandreckonedwithbyanywhoseek
tofullyunderstandtheeraandtheprocessesthatledtothefinalcanonof
thenewtestament.

64 athanasius,Ep. fest.39.7.
65  osiek, Hermas, 4. henne, differing from Mcdonald’s criteria of canonicity,

advocates a three-point paradigmof judging canonicity: use in liturgical proclamation,
beliefthatthetextwasinspired,anduseofthetextintheologicaldiscussions.Hermasfits
allthreeperfectly.seehenne,“Canonicité,”81–100.

66 e.epp,Perspectives on New Testament Textual Criticism (leiden:Brill,2005),
757.hurtadomakesaninterestingpointthat“scribalhabitsarenotpolicedbyanysortof
authority,sotheverypresenceofthesetraitsinatext...ishighlysignificant”(Artifacts,
62).
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aPPendix1:THE SHEPHERD OF HERMAS:all
KnownGreeKManusCriPts

text date Provenance Material Form dimensions r/V?
selected

Bibliography

P.amh.190 5/6C egypt Papyrus Codex 12×14cm r/V aMC2,472–77

P.Ber.5104 5C Fayoum Papyrus Codex 3.2×9.7cm r/V
VigiliaeChr.24

(1970)

P.Ber.5513 3C Fayoum Papyrus roll 18×25cm r
sitzb.Berl.

akad.(1891)

P.Ber.6789 6C egypt Papyrus Codex r/V
BKt6.pp.

17–20

P.Ber.13272 4C hermopolis Parchment Codex 20×25cm r/V
aegyptus17

(1937)

P.Ber.21259 6C egypt Papyrus Codex r/V BKt9163

P.Bod.38 4C Panopolis Papyrus Codex 17.5×28.5cm r/V
Bibl.Bodm.5;

a.Carlini

P.ham.24 4/5C egypt Parchment Codex r/V
sitzb.Berl.

akad.(1909)

P.har.128 5C egypt Papyrus Codex 7.5×10cm r/V
Jts48(1947),

204–5

P.iand.14 1/2C hermopolis Papyrus Codex r/V
ZPe40(1980),

53–54

P.Mich.917 3C theadelphia Papyrus Codex 12×25cm r/V
C.Bonner,

1–126

P.Mich.130 3C Fayoum Papyrus roll 8.7×12.1cm V
htr20

(1927),105–116

P.Mich.6427 4C egypt Papyrus sheet r
ZPe14(1974),

193–6

P.oxy.5 3/4C oxyrhynchus Papyrus Codex 11.4×12cm r/V P.oxy.1

P.oxy.404 3/4C oxyrhynchus Papyrus Codex 5.3×7.8cm r/V P.oxy.3

P.oxy.1172 4C oxyrhynchus Papyrus Codex 12.9×19.2cm r/V P.oxy.9

P.oxy.1599 4C oxyrhynchus Papyrus Codex 19.8×24.5cm r/V P.oxy.13

P.oxy.1783 4C oxyrhynchus Parchment Codexmini 9.3×13cm r/V P.oxy.15

P.oxy.1828 3C oxyrhynchus Parchment Codex 2.9×4.9cm r/V P.oxy.15

P.oxy.3526 4C oxyrhynchus Papyrus Codex 11×18cm r/V P.oxy.50

P.oxy.3527 3C oxyrhynchus Papyrus Codex 10.5×19cm r/V P.oxy.50

P.oxy.3528 2/3C oxyrhynchus Papyrus Codex 2.9×9.6cm r/V P.oxy.50

P.oxy.4705 3C oxyrhynchus Papyrus roll 8×8cm r/V P.oxy.69

P.oxy.4706 2/3C oxyrhynchus Papyrus roll 5.1×10.2cm r P.oxy.69

P.oxy.4707 3C oxyrhynchus Papyrus Codex 6×17.5cm r/V P.oxy.69

P.Prague11 4/5C egypt Papyrus Codex r/V
P.Prag.1(a.

Carlini)

Codexathos 15C athos Parchment Codex r/V
K.lake,

Facsimileedn.

Codexsinaiticus 4C Palestine Parchment Codex r/V
K.lake,

Facsimileedn.



Chapter 11

The ProTevanGelIum of James and the Composition 
of the Bodmer Miscellaneous Codex: Chronology, 

Theology, and Liturgy

George T. Zervos

thedecadeofthe1940switnessedtheastoundingconsecutivediscoveryof
severalmajorcollectionsofancientJewishandChristianmanuscriptsinthe
Judeandesertandinegypt.sincethen,thesensationalismsurroundingthe
deadseascrollsandthenaghammadilibraryhasovershadowedathird
groupof thesenewly foundwritings that JamesM.robinson identified
as“thePachomianMonasticlibraryat theChesterBeattylibraryand
theBibliothèqueBodmer.”1thePachomian librarywasdiscoveredonly
twelvekilometerseastofthesiteatwhichthenaghammadicodiceshad
beenhidden, roughly the samedistancebetween themonasteryofsaint
PachomiusandChenoboskionwheretheCopticmanuscriptsmayoriginally
havebeenhoused.2thesetwogroupsofmanuscriptssurfacedinsuchclose
proximitytoeachother,intimeandplace,thatrobinsonfounditdifficult
todistinguishbetweentheminlocalreportsof“papers”thathadcometo
lightintheareaofdishna,thenextvillageupthenilefromnaghammadi,
abouttwenty-fivekilometersaway.3itwasduringhisinvestigationofthe
naghammadidiscoverythatrobinsonchanceduponatrailofevidence
that ledhim to theconclusion that the remarkableBodmerandChester
Beattymanuscripts,together,originallyformedthebulkofthelibraryofthe
ancientmonasteryofst.Pachomius.4

1 Manuscripts of the Middle East5(1990):26–40.themanuscriptsofthiscol-
lection,nowhousedattheChesterBeattylibrary,werediscoveredinthe1930sandonly
later determined to have constituted part of the Pachomian library. see a. Pietersma,
“BodmerPapyri,”ABD1:766–67,foraconvenientlistingoftheBodmermanuscripts.

2 ibid.,28.
3  ibid., 26–27.robinsonviewed thedishnaPlainas“an important centerof

egyptianChristianity.”
4 C.h.robertshadsurmisedthecommonoriginoftheBodmerandChesterBeatty

Papyriasearlyas1970:“itispossible,thoughnotproven,thattheChesterBeattyandBodmer
codicesmayhaveformedpartofasinglechurchlibrary,accumulatedovertwocenturiesor
more,andeventuallydeposited,intheJewishfashion,inaGenizah”(“BooksintheGraeco-
romanworldandinthenewtestament,”inThe Cambridge History of the Bible[ed.P.r.
ackroydandC.F.evans;Cambridge,uK:CambridgeuniversityPress,1970],1:56).
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thepresenceofP.Bodm.Vasoneof thebooksof the“Pachomian
Monasticlibrary”wasobscuredby the excitementproducedby such
sensationalfindsasthegreatQumranisaiahscroll,theCopticGospel of 
Thomas, and,among theBodmerpapyri themselves, the earliestknown
substantial copiesof theGospelof John—P.Bodm. ii (P66)andP.Bodm.
xiV–xV (P75). P.Bodm.V is an exceptionallywell-preservedpapyrus
codex,whoseforty-ninepagescontainacompletetextoftheearlyChristian
apocryphoncommonlyknownastheProtevangelium Jacobi(Prot. Jas.).5
thediplomaticeditio princeps ofP.Bodm.Vwaspublished in1958by
Micheltestuz,directoroftheBibliothèqueBodmer,whodatedthepapyrus
to the thirdcentury.testuzbased thisdate, first,onhisownassessment
oftheorthographyandgrammarofthetextoftheProt. Jas.containedin
thepapyrus,and,second,onthe“kinship”(parenté)ofthehandwritingof
P.Bodm.VwiththatofP.Bodm.ii(P66),whichwasassignedbyitseditor,
VictorMartin,paleographicallytothethirdcentury,and,morespecifically,
toaround200ce.6

intheintroductiontohis1959editionofpapyriVii,Viii,andixofthe
Bodmercollection,testuzmaintainedthat,inantiquity,thesethreebooks
hadbeenboundtogetherwithsixmoreoftheBodmerpapyriinacomposite
codexthathedescribedasa“véritable anthologie”ofdiverseearlyChristian
writings,firstamongwhichwastheProt. Jas.(P.Bodm.V).7testuzdescribed

5 anyonewhohasworkedwithoriginalGreekpapyriknowswhatanextreme
luxuryit istopossessacomplete,almostperfectlypreserved,literarypapyrusthatcon-
tainsthecompletetextofadocumentthatwasitselfcomposedonlyacenturybeforethe
papyrus was written. regarding the discovery of several “whole rolls and codices [on
papyrus]...miraculouslyleftoverfromtheancientworld,”e.G.turnereloquentlystat-
ed,“Butfindsofsuchrelativecompletenessarerare.timeisajealousgoddessandexacts
aheavypercentageonwhatispreserved”(The Papyrologist at Work[Greek,roman,and
ByzantineMonographs6;durham,nC:dukeuniversity,1973],1–2).

6  Papyrus Bodmer V: Nativité de Marie (Cologny-Genève: Bibliotheca
Bodmeriana,1958),10:“onpeutcependantpenserquenotremanuscriptaétééxecuté
danslecouranteduiiiesiécle;c’estuneévaluationquiparaîtprudente,etqueconfirment
les indices fournispar l’orthographe, la grammaire, et laparentéde cette écriture avec
celledel’evangiledeJeanéditéparleProfesseurV.Martinquel’ondatedesenvironsde
l’an200denotreère”;cf.V.Martin,Papyrus Bodmer II (Cologny-Genève:Bibliotheca
Bodmeriana,1956),17;KurtalandandBarbaraaland,The Text of the New Testament
(trans.errollF.rhodes;2ndedn.;Grandrapids,Mi:eerdmans1995),100;andBruce
M.Metzger,The Text of the New Testament (3rd edn.;newyork:oxforduniversity
Press,1992),39–40.

7  Papyrus Bodmer VII–IX: VII: L’Epître de Jude, VIII: Les deux Epîtres de 
Pierre, IX: Les Psaumes 33 et 34 (Cologny-Genève:BibliothecaBodmeriana,1959),8:
“lestextesquenouspublionsicinesontpasisolés,maisilsfontpartied’unmêmerecueil,
constituentunevéritableanthologie,avecdesouvragestrèsdivers.nousavonsdéjàpublié
lepremierd’entreeux: lanativitédeMarie (PapyrusBodmerV).”testuzaffirmed the
great significance of these manuscripts for the textual criticism of the new testament:
“avecnotrepapyrusdontlacopieremonteauiiiesiècle,nouspossédonsdoncmaintenant
laplusvénérablerecensiondesepîtresdeJudeetdePierre,etc’estlaseuleexistantsur
papyrus,”ibid.,7.



hisdifficultyindecidingwhichoftheBodmerpapyrioriginallyconstituted
what isnowreferred toas the“BodmerMiscellaneousCodex,”8buthe
wasconfidentthathehadascertaineditsoriginalcontentsandtheorder
inwhich the textshadappeared in the codex.9testuzprovideda chart
(seebelow)listingtheindividualdocumentsinwhathethoughttobetheir
originalorderinthecodexandindicatingwhichoffourscribes—a,B,C,
andd—copiedeachone;healsonotedthepaginationwrittenoneachtext,
thedegreeofcertaintyoftheirconnectiontothecodex,andthecondition
ofeachmanuscript.10

Papyrus scribe Content

P.Bodm.V a Prot. Jas.

P.Bodm.x B Apocryphal Correspondence(3rdCorinthians)

P.Bodm.xi B Odes of Solomon11

P.Bodm.Vii B epistleofJude

P.Bodm.xiii a MelitoOn the Passover

P.Bodm.xii a liturgicalhymnFragment

P.Bodm.xx C Apologyof Phileas

P.Bodm.ix d Psalms33–34

P.Bodm.Viii B 1and2Peter

Table 11.1: Testuz’s scribes

withinthecontextofourpresentinvestigation,weareverymuchconcerned
withtherelationshipbetweentwoofthesefourscribes(aandC),whichis
crucialtothedatingofbothP.Bodm.VandtheProt. Jas.itself.according
totestuz,threeoftheBodmerpapyri,includingP.Bodm.V,werewrittenby
scribeainthethirdcentury;scribeCwroteonlytheApology of Phileas after
thehistoricalmartyrdomofPhileasinthefirstdecadeofthefourthcentury.11

8 “lefildelareliureaengrandepartiedisparu,quiétablissaitlaliaisonmaté-
rielleentrelesdiverscahiersdepapyrusdontlecodexestconstitué;plusieursfeuilletsont
leurs bords abîmes et sont flottants; la numérotation des pages n’est pas continue; des
copistesdifférentsonttravailléalatranscriptiondesœuvres”(ibid.,8).

9 testuzstatedthereasonsthat ledhimtohisconclusionsontheorderofthe
texts:“Plusieursfois,unouvragecommencesurlapagemêmeoùunautrefinit...ouau
moinssurlemêmefeuilletauverso...leschiffresΡΛΕ(135)etΡΛΣΤ(136)quiselisent
surunfeuilletdel’apologiedePhiléasindiquentbienquelecodexétaittrèsépais,etils
correspondentaunombredepagesqu’onpeutcompterprécédemment”(ibid.,9).

10 ibid.,8.
11 VII–IX,8.testuzclaimedthat,inadditiontotheProt. Jas., scribeaalsowrote

Melito’son the Paschaandaone-pagefragmentofahymn.scribeBwrotetheapocryphal
Paul to the Corinthians, Odes of Solomon xi, the epistleofJude, andthe epistleofPeter.
scribeCwrotetheApology of Philéas,andscribedwrotePsalms 33and34.Concerning
thedatesofthepapyri,testuzwrote:“aumoyendescritèrespaléographiques,nousavons
établiquepresquetouslesouvragesdececodexontétécopiésauiiiesiècle.iln’yaque
l’apologiedePhileasetlesPsaumes33–34qu’onadûtranscrireplustard,probablement
audébutduiVesiècle.CelaestconfirméparladatetraditionnelledumartyredePhiléas
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it is at this point that theBelgian Jesuit scholar,Émile de strycker,
entered thediscussionwithhismonumental studyof theProt. Jas. that
wouldexerciseasignificantinfluenceonsubsequentscholarlyperceptions
ofthisimportantearlyChristianpseudepigraphon.12afterinitiallyhaving
beenrefusedaccesstothepapyrusitself,destryckerdidmanagetoobtaina
completesetofphotographsofP.Bodm.Vthroughthe“active obligeance”
oftestuz.13destryckerdeclaredthatheexaminedthephotographsofthe
papyrusandcommunicatedtotestuzhissuggestedcorrectionstotestuz’s
original transcription of the text of P.Bodm. V.14 de strycker further
claimed,inhis1961publication,thathehadreceivedaletterfromtestuz,
datedJanuary25,1960,whichstatedthattestuzandVictorMartinhad
reconsidered theposition thattestuzhadpublished in1959andwere
nowinclinedtodistinguishonlytwoscribesforfourofthedocumentsof
thecodex.15thus,accordingtodestrycker,testuznowthoughtthatthe
samescribewroteboththeProt. Jas.andtheApology of Phileas,effectively
movingthedateofthewritingofP.Bodm.Vtotheearlyfourthcentury,
necessarilyafterthemartyrdomofPhileas.

as faras iknow,testuzdidnotvalidatedestrycker’sallegation that
hehadchangedhisoriginalopiniondistinguishingthescribeswhowrote
P.Bodm.VandP.Bodm.xx.andVictorMartin,whofromthebeginning
hadbeeninvolved,atleastperipherally,withtestuz’sresearchonP.Bodm.
V,16didnotconfirmdestrycker’sclaimthatheandtestuzwere“inclined”
totheopinionthattheProt. Jas.andtheApology of Phileaswerewritten
bythesamescribeinthefourthcentury.inhisownpublicationofP.Bodm.
xx—theApology of Phileas—in1964,Martinnotonlydidnotadvancethat
position,but,onthecontrary,emphasizedtheuncertaintyoftheplaceofthe

(vers304–307).”
12 La forme la plus ancienne du Protévangile de Jacques(Subsidia Hagiographa

33;Brussels:sociétédesBollandistes,1961).
13 “nousavonsexpriméàladirectiondelaBibliothèqueBodmerledésird’exa-

minerpersonnellementlepapyrusàCologny.ellen’apasestimépouvoiraccéderànotre
demande.Maisgrâceal’activeobligeancedeM.testuz,laBibliothèquenousaenvoyéun
jeucompletd’excellentesphotographies,d’unformatidentiqueàl’original”(ibid.,24).de
stryckerexplained,inn.4,thattherefusaloftheBodmerlibrarytoallowhimtoseethe
originalpapyricame“àunmomentouM.testuzétaitabsentpourmaladie.”

14 ibid.,24–26.
15  ibid., 22, n. 4. after reproducing testuz’s chart of the Bodmer papyri and

theirscribes,destryckerwrote,“Cesrésultatsneparaissentpasassurésdanstousleurs
détails.Parunelettredatéedu25janvier1960,M.testuzveutbienmesignalerqu’après
un nouvel et attentif examen du papyrus, le Professeur Victor Martin et lui-même ont
conçudesdoutes sur l’identitédes copistesdes sectionsa e f etg. ilne leurparaîtpas
excluqu’il failleattribuercesdifférentespartiesàautantdecopistesdifférents;maisau
total ils inclineraientplutôtàendistinguerdeux, l’un(disonsa)pourlanativité(a)et
pourl’Apologie de Philéas(g),l’autre(disonsC)pourMéliton(e)etpourl’hymne(f).si
cettedernièreopinionétaitconfirmée,ilfaudraitabaisserladatedelanativitédeMarie,
puisquelemartyredesaintPhiléasn’eutlieuqu’en304ou305.”

16 destrycker,La Forme,22,n.4;cf.testuz,Nativité,10.



Apology of Phileaswithinthecodexasopposedtothe“assured”placeofthe
otherBodmertexts,amongwhichwastheProt. Jas.17Martinalsocontinued
toadvocatetestuz’soriginalassessmentthattheBodmerdocumentswere
“perhapsoriginallyseparate”beforetheywerejoinedtogetherintheBodmer
MiscellaneousCodexinthefirsthalfofthefourthcentury.18

ironically, this questionable communicationbetweentestuz andde
strycke, concerning the scribesof theApology and theProt. Jas. in the
BodmerMiscellan,seemstohavebeentheprimaryreasonthatdestrycker
datedP.Bodm.V to the fourth century, asopposed to the third,where
testuz,andevendestryckerhimself,hadplaceditonpaleographicgrounds.
destrycker readilyacknowledged that thepaleographic criteriaallowed
P.Bodm.Vtobeattributedtothethirdcentury,andspecificallyreferredto
thepapyrusas“datedtothethirdcentury.”19however,inafootnoteon
thesamepageasthesestatements,heforeshadowedhisfinalconclusionthat
P.Bodm.Vwas“ratherofthefirsthalfofthefourthcentury.”20laterinhis
book,destryckeragainreferredtohisperceptionofthe“latestnews”from
testuzthattheProt. Jas.waswrittenbythesamecopyistastheApology
of Phileas.21destryckeradmittedthatP.Bodm.Vmayhavebeenwritten
beforeP.Bodm.xx,butconcludedthatitwould“nolongerbeprudent”to
dateP.Bodm.Vtothethirdcentury.22Bytheendofthisinfluentialwork,
P.Bodm.Vhadbecomeawritingofthe“firsthalfofthefourth-century.”23

whatevertheconclusionsoftestuzandMartinactuallywereconcerning
theindividualscribeswhowrotethebooksoftheBodmerMiscellany,after
hisallegedcorrespondencewithtestuz,destryckerproceededunder the
assumptionthattheonlytwoscholarswho—uptothattime—wereknown
tohavephysicallyexaminedtheoriginalP.Bodm.Vwereleaningtowards
afourth-centurydateforthispapyrus.destryckerpublishedthisdubious
informationonP.Bodm.Vinhismonographthatwouldalterthecourseof

17  “la liaison de plusieurs d’entre eux est assurée par des indices physiques.
toutefois, précisément pour l’apologie de Philéas, cette certitude fait défaut” (Papyrus 
Bodmer XX: Apologie de Philéas évêque de Thmouis [Cologny-Genève: Bibliotheca
Bodmeriana,1964],9.

18 “Peut-êtreindépendentsàl’origine”(ibid.).Martinsuggestedthattheunifying
elementthatbroughtaboutthecollectionmayhavebeentheologicalinnature.

19  “les critères paléographiques permettraient d’attribuer le papyrus au iiie
siècle,” and “datant du iiie siècle” (La Forme, 14). this apparent development in de
strycker’s thought suggests that his original opinion—before the arrival of the “latest
news” from testuz—was that P.Bodm. V was written in the third century. the “latest
news”causedhimtochangehismind.

20 “PlutôtdelapremièremoitiéduiVesiècle”(ibid.,n.3).
21  “nous avons signale plus haut (p. 22, n. 4) qu’aux dernières nouvelles la

nativitédeMarieduP.Bodmerpourrait bien êtredumême copisteque l’apologiede
Philéas”(ibid.,196).

22 “C’estdirequecettepartieducodexBodmernesauraitdaterduiiiesiècleet
qu’ellen’estprobablementpasantérieureaurègnedeConstantin.sansdoute,lanativité
deMarieadeschancesd’avoirététranscriteavantl’apologie;maisilneseraitpluspru-
dentdeladaterduiiiesiècle”(ibid.)

23 “1emoitiéiVesiècle”(ibid.,396).
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thefuturestudyoftheProt. Jas.24thisconclusion,baseduponanapparent
misunderstanding,would contribute tode strycker’s generallynegative
posturevis-à-visthesignificanceofthetextualwitnessofP.Bodm.V,and
wouldbeafactorinhisopinionoftheProt. Jas.asalatersecondarycompo-
sition.25afterdestrycker,andtoalargeextentbecauseofhisinfluence,the
Prot. Jas.hasbeenwidelyviewedasaunitarycompositionofthesecondhalf
ofthesecondcenturythatusedthecanonicalGospelsoflukeandMatthew,
possiblyJohn,andevenJustinMartyrassources.26

ByassigningthewritingofP.Bodm.V—andbyimplicationthecompo-
sitionoftheProt. Jas.—toalatertimethanwaswarrantedbytheevidence,
destrycker reducedconsiderably theperceivedvalueof thisdocument in
thesearchfortheoriginsoftheearliestChristiantraditionsandnarratives.27
thegreaterthetimeintervalbetweenthecompositionoftheProt. Jas.and
thewritingofP.Bodm.V,themoreopportunitytherewouldhavebeenfor
substantialirregularitiestofindtheirwayintothetextofthepapyrus.and
thelatertheseirregularitiesarethoughttohavebeenincludedinthepapyrus
text,thelesssignificantistheirwitnessintheoverallevaluationofthecomposi-

24 althoughdestrycker’sworkwasprimarilyatextualstudy(La Forme la plus 
ancienne du Protévangile de Jacques: Recherches sur le Papyrus Bodmer 5, avec une édi-
tion critique du texte grec et une traduction annotée),healsopresentedhisopinionson
suchcriticalissuesasthedate,provenance,compositionalhistoryoftheProt. Jas.(ibid.,
377–423).

25  although de strycker’s work has every appearance of being an exhaustive
textual and linguistic study of the Prot. Jas., he referenced only a small percentage of
the extant Mss of the apocryphon—those found in C. von tischendorf’s 1876 critical
text,Evangelia apocrypha (leipzig,1876;2ndedn.;repr.hildesheim1966),1–50—and
did not take into account over 100 additional extant manuscripts, of which he was
aware:La Forme,5–6; cf. idem,“deGrieksehandschriftenvanhetProtevangelie van
Jacobus,”inMededelingen van de Koninklijke Vlaamse Academie voor Wetenschappen. 
Letteren en Schone Kunsten van Belgie, Klasse der letteren, Jaargang xxx, nr. 1
(Brussels:Paleisderacademien,1968),3–30,and“dieGriechischenhandschriftendes
Protevangeliums iacobi,” Griechische Kodikologie und Textuberlieferung (ed. dieter
harlfinger;darmstadt:wissenschaftlicheBuchgesellschaft,1980),577–612.Furthermore,
destrycker’sin-depthtreatmentofthetextofP.Bodm.Vwasnotparalleledbytherela-
tivelysmallappendixthathedevotedtohisopinionsonthecriticalissuesconcerningthis
apocryphonthatwouldbecomesoinfluentialinitsfuturetreatment,i.e.,theredactional
question,andthesourcesanddateoftheProt. Jas.

26 thiswriterhaspointedout,elsewhere,theinfluenceoftheworkofdestrycker
uponsubsequentscholarlyassessmentsoftheProt. Jas. Cf.,e.g.,G.t.Zervos,“dating
theProtevangeliumofJames:theJustinMartyrConnection,”SBL Seminar Papers, 1994
(sBlsP33;atlanta,Ga:scholarsPress,1994),415–34;“Caughtintheact:Maryand
theadulteress,”Apocrypha15(2004):57–114.

27 destryckerfurthermarginalizedtheProt. Jas.byofferingasimilarlypessimis-
ticappraisalofitstextcontainedintheBodmerpapyrus—itsearliestmanuscriptwitness.
afterpresentingadetailedcomparisonofthetextofP.Bodm.Vwitha limitednumber
ofthelatermanuscriptsoftheProt. Jas.,destryckerdecidedagainstthereliabilityofthe
papyrustext,characterizingitasa“hastyandunintelligentabridgement”oftheoriginal
textof theProt. Jas.:“la rédactiondupapyrusBodmerest le résultatd’unabrégement
hâtifetinintelligent”(La Forme,391).



tionalhistoryoftheProt. Jas. destryckermustproclaimthe150-yearinterval
betweenthecompositionoftheProt. Jas.andthewritingofP.Bodm.Vtobe
sufficienttimeforimportantfaultsto“slipintothetext.”28

subsequent researchersgenerallyhavenotbeenkind todestrycker’s
laterdatingofP.Bodm.V.on theonehand,Françoishalkin reiterated
destrycker’sposition, asdidoscarCullman inhis contributionon the
Prot. Jas.inthewidelyreadandveryinfluentialschneemelcherreference
collection,theNew Testament Apocrypha.29however,h.r.smid,whoin
1965republishedtheGreektextofP.Bodm.Vwithanaccompanyingfull
commentaryontheProt. Jas.,rejecteddestrycker’sreassignmentofP.Bodm.
Vtothefourthcentury,assertingthatthepapyrus“was,mostlikely,written
inthethirdcenturya.d.”30smidalsorejectedtheGreektextofdestrycker,
choosinginsteadthatoftestuz.31helmutKoesterincludedP.Bodm.Vin
hislistofthird-centurymanuscriptsalongwithsomeofthemostimportant
earlyChristianpapyri:P45(fourGospelsandacts),P75(lukeandJohn),
oxyrhynchuspapyri654and655(Greekthomas),andtherainerpapyrus
(unknownGospel).32Keithelliott,althoughfollowingdestrycker’sconclu-

28 La Forme,18.ConcerningPBV,destryckerwrote:“écritauiiieouiVesiècle,il
nepeutêtrepostérieuràl’originalquede100à150ans.Maiscetintervallesuffitpourque
desfautes,mêmesimportantes,puissents’yetreglisses.”seeabove,notes19–23,wherede
stryckerfinallydecideduponafourth-centurydateforP.Bodm.V,resultingina150-year
intervalbetweenthecompositionoftheProt. Jas.andthewritingofthepapyrus.

29 “L’’Apologie’ du Martyr Philéas de Thmuis (Papyrus Bodmer XX) et les Actes 
Latins de Philéas et Philoromus”(anBoll31;Bruxelles:sociétédesBollandistes,1963),7,
n.6,referstoLa Forme,14,22,and195–97,fortheopinionthat“lescritèrespaléogra-
phiquespermettraientd’assignerlepapyrusàlafinduiiiesiècle;maispuisques.Philéasn’a
étémartyriséqu’en306,ilfautreculerlacopiejusqu’àlapremièremoitiéduiVesiècle”;cf.
oscarCullman,“theProtevangeliumofJames,”inNew Testament Apocrypha (rev.edn.;
ed. wilhelm schneemelcher; eng. trans. ed. robert Mclachlan wilson; louisville, Ky:
westminster/JohnKnoxPress,1991),1:421.seetheexchangebetweenstephenshoemaker
andthiswriteratthe2007sessionoftheConsultationontheFunctionofapocryphaland
Pseudepigraphicalwritings inearly JudaismandearlyChristianity insandiego regard-
ing the disproportionate influence of such scholars as schneemelcher and de strycker in
the scholarly investigation of the Marian apocrypha, in J. h. Charlesworth and l. M.
Mcdonald(eds.),Jewish and Christian Scriptures: The Function of “Canonical” and “Non-
Canonical” Religious Texts(t&tClark,forthcoming).

30 Protevangelium Jacobi: A Commentary (apocryphanovitestamenti1; trans.
G.e.vanBaaren-Pape;assen:VanGorcum,1965),4.

31 “itseemedpreferablenottogivethetextasestablishedinthelastcriticaledi-
tionofP.J.,i.e.theeditionbye.destrycker...itwasdecidedtoprinttwomanuscripts
sidebyside . . .naturally theoldestmanuscript,whichwaspublished in1958,was to
beincluded”(ibid.,1–2).onp.5,smidcriticizeddestryckerfornotusing“aboutone
hundred”otherknownmanuscriptsoftheProt. Jas.text.

32 “apocryphalandCanonicalGospels,”HTR 73(1980):108.Koesterasserted
that theProt. Jas. predatesandwasusedbyJustinMartyr (ibid.,109–111),aposition
arguedalsobythiswriter,“dating”;KoesterincludedtheProt. Jas.inthesamecategory
withsomeoftheearliestandmostimportantChristianapocrypha:theunknownGospel,
and the Gospels of thomas, the egyptians, the hebrews, Proto-Mark, and infancy
thomas.
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sionsonmost critical aspectsof theProt. Jas., nevertheless alsoplaced
P.Bodm.Vinthethirdcenturyinhisown,morerecent,publishedcollection
ofthenewtestamentapocrypha.33

it is unfortunate that such crucial information on the single most
importantpieceofempiricalevidencerelatedtotheProt. Jas.wasrestricted
fordecadestotheambiguouscommunicationsbetweenthefewindividuals
whowereinitiallygrantedaccesstotheoriginalBodmerpapyriortophoto-
graphsofthem.scholarlydialogueregardingthedateofP.Bodm.V,from
thebeginningandupuntilonlyrecently,wasgenerallylimitedtotheorthog-
raphyandgrammarofthetextofthepapyrus;undernormalcircumstances,
theseconstitutesecondarymeansofdeterminingthedateofamanuscript—
normalcircumstancesbeingaccessbyexpertstotheoriginalpapyrusitself.
theprimaryfactorindatingamanuscript,itspaleography,whichideally
shouldhavebeenthefirstissueaddressed,wasleftlargelyunexaminedbythe
onlytwoscholarswhopublishedtheirconclusionsonthedateofthepapyrus
basedontheirpersonalstudyofeithertheoriginalmanuscript(testuz)orof
acompletesetofphotographs(destrycker).

neithertestuznordestrycker—byhisownadmission—wasequipped
toconductasystematiccriticalevaluationofthehandwritingofP.Bodm.
V.aswasnotedabove,34testuzstatedthathehadarrivedathisthird-
century-ce dateforthepapyrusasaresultofhisassessmentoftheorthog-
raphyandgrammarofitstextoftheProt. Jas.andthe“kinship”ofthe
handwritingofP.Bodm.VtothatofP.Bodm.ii.hetreatedthescriptof
P.Bodm.Vinlessthanapage,thenrecountedthedifficultyindatingtexts
written in“stylized”uncial letters.35destryckerhimselfconcededthat
hewasnot apaleographer, ashe expressly“abandoned to the trained
papyrologists thetaskofanalyzing indetail thecharactersofthescript
ofP.Bodm.V.”36referringtothehandofP.Bodm.Vingeneraltermsas
“Biblicaluncial,”37hedevotedbarelyonepageofhisbook38towhathe
characterizedas“paleography in the strict sense.”39nevertheless, even
heredestryckerbegged thequestionof thedateof thehandwritingof

33 The Apocryphal New Testament (oxford:Clarendon,1993),49–50.
34 note6.
35 testuz, Nativité,9–10,“ilest trèsdifficiled’évaluer ladatedecetteécriture

d’aprèslesélémentspaléographiques.defaçongénérale,onreconnaîtladifficultéqu’ily
aàdaterlesmanuscritsencapitales,etnousavonsicidescapitalesstylisées,dontl’usage
apusemaintenirpendantplusieurssiècles.”

36 “nousabandonnonsàdespapyrologuesexercéslatâched’analyserendétail
lescaractèresdel’écritureduP.Bodmer5”(La Forme,196).

37 destryckerapparentlybasedhisrelativelysuperficialassessmentofP.Bodm.
Vas“biblicaluncial”onthe“albumpaléographique”ofC.h.roberts, Greek Literary 
Hands 350 B.C. – 400 A.D.(oxford:Clarendon,1956);cf.La Forme,195,n.1.

38 La Forme,196–97.
39 “lapaléographieausensstrict”(ibid.,197).onpp.197–217,destryckergave

detailed information on the scribe’s treatment of the Nomina Sacra, numerals, syllabic
divisionofwordsattheendoflines,andthetitleandcolophon.



P.Bodm.Vbylimitinghispaleographicalassessmentofthepapyrustoa
comparisonof its scriptwith thoseof themajor fourth-centurycodices
sinaiticus andVaticanus.40 in the final analysis, de stryckerultimately
resortedtodatingP.Bodm.Vpurelyonthebasisofhisperceptionofits
codicologicalrelationshiptotheotherbooksintheMiscellaneousCodex,
especiallythefourth-century-ce Apologyof Phileas.

aftertheseinauspiciousbeginnings,thestudyoftheBodmerMiscellaneous
Codexwouldeventuallyfallintothehandsofmoreexperiencedpapyrol-
ogists,whomanagedtocontributevaluablepaleographicalandcodicological
informationonthecodexinspiteofbeingabletostudyonlythephotographs
ofafewindividualpagesofthemanuscriptsthathadbeenpublished.41the
eminentpapyrologistericturner,42writing in1977,didnotmentionde
stryckerwhenhediscussedP.Bodm.Vinhisextensivetechnicalstudyof
earlycodices.43onthecontrary,turnerupheldtestuz’soriginaldistinction
betweenthescribeswhowrotethe“Nativity of MaryVhand1”andthe
“Apology of Phileasxxhand4,”anddatedthe“nativity(V)”earlierthan
the“Phileas (xx),which isundoubtedlyof the fourthcentury.”44since
turnerwasnotallowedaccesstothepapyrithemselves,hewasobligedto
relyuponthe“inadequateinformation”providedbytestuzonthephysical
aspectsofthecodexinwhichtheyhadbeenbound.45turnerventured,but
qualified,theopinionthatP.Bodm.V“couldnotbedatedmuchearlierthan
thePhileas(xx).”46

turner’smostimportantcontributiontoourdiscussionwasinpresenting
theresultsofhisexhaustivecodicologicalinvestigationoftheseninepapyriin
atableentitled,“ContentsofBodmerCompositeCodex(Codices),”which,
asheasserted,“repeats,correctsandaddstothatgivenbyM.testuzin
P.Bodm.Vi-–ix,pp.8–9.”47accordingtothistable,turnerconcludedthat
atotalofsixscribes—asopposedtotestuz’sfour—hadwrittentheninetexts

40 ibid,196.
41 Photographsofpages1and26,respectively,appearedinthepublicationsof

testuz,Nativité,6,anddestrycker,La Forme,ii.
42  in his masterful essay on “the new testament Papyrus Manuscripts in

historicalPerspective,”publishedin1989,eldoneppreferredtoe.G.turneras“cur-
rentlytheleadingexpertonpapyri”(inTo Touch the Text: Biblical and Related Studies 
in Honor of Joseph A. Fitzmyer, S.J.[newyork:Crossroad,1989],264).

43  The Typology of the Early Codex (university of Pennsylvania Press, 1977),
79–80.turnervaluedhighlytheBodmerMiscellanyasarareexampleofa“composite
codex,thegrowthofwhichcanbeobserved.”

44 ibid.,80.
45 turnercomplainedthathewasdeniedaccesstotheoriginalpapyri,although

he“visitedtheBodmerlibrarymorethanonce”(ibid.).turnerclaimedalsotohavehad
accesstoaphotographofpage22ofP.Bodm.V,whichhefound“reproducedinasale
brochureforx–xii.”

46 ibid.turner’sdatingofP.Bodm.Vwasbaseduponhisowntheoryofthecom-
positionofthiscodex,whichheadmittedtobeuncertain.seebelow,n.58,andfurther
discussiononp.80.

47 ibid.,79–80.seetable1:testuz’sscribes,p.179.
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makinguptheBodmerCodex:scribe1wrotetheProt. Jas.(P.Bodm.V);
scribe2,theApocryphal Correspondence(P.Bodm.x),Odes of Solomon11
(P.Bodm.xi),andtheepistleofJude(P.Bodm.Vii);scribe3,Melito’sOn 
the Passover(P.Bodm.xiii)andtheliturgicalhymnFragment(P.Bodm.
xii);scribe4,theApologyof Phileas(P.Bodm.xx);scribe5,Psalms33and
34(P.Bodm.ix);andscribe6,1and2Peter(P.Bodm.Viii).

turnerpresentedinhistableameticulousnumberingofthequiresmaking
upeachofthetextsoftheMiscellany,togetherwiththecorrespondingpage
numbersoneachquire,andhecross-referencedthisinformationwiththe
“four seriesofancientpaginations” thatarevisibleamong thebooks in
thecodex.48turnerverifiedallthelinksbetweentheindividualbooksof
theMiscellany,exceptforthatbetweentheepistleofJude(P.Bodm.Vii)
andMelito’sOn the Passover(P.Bodm.xiii).49thefirstfourbooksofthe
Miscellany—theProt. Jas. (P.Bodm.V), theApocryphal Correspondence
(P.Bodm.x),Odes of Solomon11(P.Bodm.xi),andtheepistleofJude
(P.Bodm. Vii)—are securely linked to each other codicologically, as
witnessedbytheirconsecutiveenumerationaspages1–68.But,whilethe
Prot. Jas.waswrittenbyscribe1,turnerassignedthefollowingthreetexts
toscribe2.50

Kimhaines-eitzen,alsoatrainedpapyrologist/paleographer,addressed
the critical issues surrounding theBodmerMiscellaneousCodex inher
discussion of “private scribal networks and the transmission of early
Christianliterature.”51afterathoroughexaminationofthe“handwriting
andtextualcharacteristics”oftheBodmerpapyriinquestion,haines-eitzen
confirmed“turner’sidentificationofscribalhandsoverthatoftestuz.”52

48 ibid.aquireisasheetofpapyrusfoldedinhalfandboundtogetherwithother
quirestoformacodex.severalsheetscanbestackedontopofeachothertoformdouble,
triple,etc.quires.

49 “theonlylinkthatcannotsatisfactorilybeaccountedforonevidencederived
fromtestuzisthatofxiiiandVii”(ibid.,80).

50 Kurtalandandhans-udorosenbaumconfirmedturner’sdistinctionbetween
thescribeswhowrotetheProt. Jas.andMelito’shomily(Kirchenväter – Papyri;vol.2
ofRepertorium der Griechischen Christlichen Papyri;Pts42;Berlinandnewyork:de
Gruyter,1995),374,n.2.

51 Guardians of Letters: Literacy, Power, and the Transmitters of Early Christian 
Literature (oxford: oxford university Press, 2000), 96–104. haines-eitzen was fully
awareofthegreatsignificanceoftheBodmerCodexonmanydifferent levelsandhow
thiswasobscuredbythewaythecodexwashandledbyitsfirsteditors:“theimportance
ofthiscodexforthelightitbringstobearonearlyChristianscribes,modesoftransmis-
sionofliterature,andtheusesofearlyChristianliterature,nottomentionitsimportance
codicologically,isentirelydisproportionatetothescholarlyattentionithasreceived.itis
particularlyunfortunatethatwhenthetextsinthiscodexwerepublished,beginninginthe
late1950’s,byMicheltestuzandlaterVictorMartin,itwasonlyinapiecemealfashion
thatobscuredboththeintegrityofthecodexasawholeandthewealthofinformationit
offers”(ibid.,96).seen.43,above,forturner’ssimilarappreciationofthiscodex.

52 ibid.,98–99;cf.173,n.87:apparently,aswasthecasewithturnerbeforeher,
haines-eitzen’sstudywasalsolimitedtothefewplatesthathadappeareduptothattime



sheconvincingly citedanumberof specificpaleographic features in the
handwritingsofthevarioustextsthatenabledhertodistinguishonefrom
anotherand,ultimately,toverifyturner’sdivisionoftheninetextsamong
a total of six individual scribes.53haines-eitzen also corroborated the
positionofturnerthatP.Bodm.V—aloneamongthenine—waswrittenby
scribe1,andfurtherreinforcedturner’scontentionthatthethreetextsthat
followP.Bodm.V—theApocryphal Correspondence (P.Bodm.x),Odes 
of Solomon11(P.Bodm.xi),andtheepistleofJude(P.Bodm.Vii)—“are
quiteclearlywrittenbythesamescribe[turner’sscribe2],andeachofthe
endingsandbeginningsofthesetextsfallonthesamepage.”54thus,the
linksbetweenthesethreepapyriarecertain,asisthelinkbetweenthem,
collectively,andP.Bodm.V.

evenmoreimportantly,haines-eitzenadvancedthecriticaldialogueon
theprocessbywhich theBodmerMiscellanywasproduced.turnerhad
initiatedthisdialoguebyspeculatingonwhetherornotthiscodexwaswhat
hedescribedas“asinglecompositemanuscript.”55turnerhadstatedthat
hecouldnotresolvecertain“doubtfulquestions”abouthiscompositional
theoryof theBodmercompositecodexbecausehecouldnot inspect the
originals,concerningwhichtestuzhadprovidedinadequatecodicological
information.56turner’suncertaintywasdue, first, to thediscrepancy in
sizebetweenthepagescontainingMelito’sHomily(P.Bodm.xiii)andthe
hymnfragment (P.Bodm.xii),asopposed to thoseonwhich therestof
thebooksoftheMiscellanywerewritten,and,second,theabsenceofthe
firsttwopagesoftheMelito.57thesetwofactorsrenderitimpossibleto
determinedefinitivelywhetherMelito’sOn the Passoverbeganonthesame
pagewiththeendingoftheepistleofJude(P.Bodm.Vii).thebeginningof
anewpaginationintheMelitoandhymnfragment—incombinationwith
theabovetwofactors—indicatesthecontraryandmaysuggestadifferent
andseparateoriginforthesetwotextsfromthatoftherestofthebooksin

intheofficialpublicationsoftheBibliothèqueBodmer:“relianceonsuchplates,especial-
lywhentheyarenotcomplete,isparticularlyproblematicwhenargumentsconcernissues
ofpaleography.”aftercitingturner’s“unproductive”effortstogainaccesstotheBodmer
papyri,haines-eitzendescribedherownunsuccessfulattempttoobtainphotographsof
thepapyriintheBodmerMiscellany:“itoocontactedtheBodmerlibraryregardingthe
possibilityofobtainingmicrofilmofthetexts inthiscodexandwasinformedthatthat
wouldnotbepossible;theydidreport,however,thatafullphotographicreproductionof
thecodexwasplanned.”thiswouldbeBiblotheca Bodmeriana: La collection des papyrus 
Bodmer (Munich:K.G.saur,2000).

53 ibid.,98.
54 ibid.,99.Bracketsaremine.
55 Typology,80.
56 “M.testuzgivesinadequateinformation[abouttheoriginals],oftenkeeping

silenceaboutdimensionsandthefiber-alternationsofgatherings”(ibid.).
57 “againsttheviewthatasinglecompositemanuscriptisbeforeusisthelarger

sizeofP.Bodmerxiii(14.2x16)comparedwithwhatwouldhavetobeearlierandlater
gatherings.ihavechangedmymindmorethanonceastowhetherthisconsiderationis
finallydecisive...iinclinenowtothinkitisnot”(ibid.).
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theMiscellany.inthefinalanalysis,turnercouldnotverifyitas“demon-
stratedthatwehaveinthisseriesasinglecompositecodexthathas,asit
were,growninsizeandcontentinfrontofoureyes.”58

Butturnerdidlaythefoundationforanalternativesolutionbyclarifying
certainundoubtedlinksbetweenseveralgroupingsoftexts,amongthenine,
atimportantplacesintheseries:“suchlinksareindisputablewhenawork
beginsinthelaterleavesofonequireandcontinuesintothenext:(Vandx
inquire4;x,xiandViiinquire5;xxandixinquire11).theevidence
iscompatiblewithsuchlinksinquire9(joiningxiiiandxx)andinquire
11 (joining ixandViii).”59the firstof theundoubted links isofgreat
concernforourinvestigation—thatbetweentheProt. Jas.(P.Bodm.V)and
theApocryphal Correspondence(P.Bodm.x),which,inturn,isindisputably
connectedtotheOdes of Solomon11(P.Bodm.xi)andtheepistleofJude
(P.Bodm.Vii).thephysicalconnectionofthemanuscriptsinthiscomplex
(hereafterreferredtoasthe“Prot. Jas.complex”)isfurtherstrengthenedby
theircontinuouspaginationfrom1–68,and,evenmoreso,bythefactofthe
commonhandwriting(scribe2)ofthelastthreetexts.60

anothersecurelinkinthecodexisthatbetweentheApologyof Phileas
(P.Bodm.xx)andPsalms33and34 (P.Bodm. ix).61But sandwiched
inbetweenthesetwointernallyhomogeneousgroupingsofmanuscripts
withintheMiscellany—theProt. Jas.complexontheonehand,andthe
Phileas–Psalms complex on the other—is the Melito–hymn complex.
andthelinksthatphysicallyunitetheMelito–hymncomplexwiththe
twocomplexes thatprecedeand follow it in theMiscellanyarequite
insecure.62haines-eitzenstatedtheobvious:“thefactthattheMelito
andhymnfragmentislargerinsize.. .thanalltheothertextsinthe
codexmaywellsupportthenotionthatitmayhaveoriginallybeenpart
ofaseparatecompositeorindividualcodex.”63thecombinedevidence
oftheoversizedpagesoftheMelitoandhymnfragmentcomplex,and
thedoubtful linksbetween this complexand those thatprecededand
followedit,stronglyindicatesthattheBodmerMiscellanymayhavebeen

58 “ifitwerecertainthatthecodexhadgrowninthisway[asasinglecomposite
codex]itwouldbesurprisingifanylongintervaloftimeseparateditsconstituentparts.
thehandoftheMelito(xiii)orthenativity(V)couldnotbedatedmuchearlierthanthe
Phileas(xx),whichisundoubtedlyofthefourthcentury”(ibid.).

59 ibid.
60 Cf.haines-eitzen’scommentsaboveinsupportofturner’sinformation,p.99.
61 Typology,80;cf.Guardians,100,“Psalms33and34arelinkedsecurelytothe

Apology,fortheybegininthesamequireastheApologyconcludes.”
62  Guardians, 174, n. 95. haines-eitzen argued convincingly against turner’s

evaluation of the link between the hymn fragment (P.Bodm. xii) and the Apology of 
Phileasassecure,citingthe“defectivestateoftheopeningoftheApology,”“thefactthe
Apologybeginswithnewpagination,”and“thesizedifferential”betweenthetwomanu-
scripts.

63 ibid.,100.haines-eitzencontinued,“buteventhisisnotdefinite,”onthebasis
oftheuncertainconnectionbetweentheepistleofJudeandtheMelito.



“producedfromearliercollections.”64
it ismostsignificantforourdiscussiononthedateofP.Bodm.Vthat

theproblematic linkbetweentheepistleofJudeandtheMelitoHomily
increases the likelihood thatP.Bodm.V, alongwith the three texts that
followedit inthecodex,originallyconstitutedaseparate,self-contained,
pre-existingcodex.haines-eitzenaffirmedthisintheconclusiontoherstudy
oftheBodmerMiscellany,wheresheattemptedtorecreatetheprocessby
whichthiscodexwasconstituted.anchoringherchronologicalframework
forthecompositionofthecodexonthetwocertainearlyfourth-century
documentsinthecollection,thePhileas(P.Bodm.xx)andPss.33and34
(P.Bodm.ix)—whosecodicographicalconnectionwitheachother isalso
certain—haines-eitzenasserted:“tothesetexts,then,wereaddedaseries
ofolder papyri, some in composite form(such as the opening four textsand
theMelitoandhymnfragment)andsomeinindividualform(suchasthe
epistlesofPeter).65

More recent researchers haveproposedmodifications to the recon-
struction theoriesof theBodmerMiscellany,but these still support the
basicpremise thatP.Bodm.Vwasoriginallypartofa separate complex
ofmanuscriptsbefore itwas incorporated intotheMiscellanyand, thus,
joinedtothefourth-centuryApology of PhileasandPss.33and34.winfried
Grunewaldenvisionedthreehomogeneous“series”ofmanuscriptsinthe
codex,thefirstofwhichwasacombinationofthefirsttwo“complexes”of
testuz,turner,andhaines-eitzen.66Grunewald’spositionwasbasedupon
accepting,assecure,thelinkbetweentheepistleofJude(P.Bodm.Vii)and
theHomilyofMelito(P.Bodm.xiii),thuscombiningthe Prot. Jas.complex
withtheMelito–hymncomplex.67Grunewaldfurthercontributedtoour
discussionbycompletelydisassociatingthePhileas–Psalmscomplexfrom
theotherdocumentsoftheMiscellanybyemphasizingtheoddpagination
ofthisgroupfromthatoftheothersevenbooksinthecodex.68

64 ibid.,99–100.
65 Guardians,100.italicsaremine.seeVictorMartin’ssimilardiscussion,XX,9.
66 K.Junackandw.Grunewald,Die katholischen Briefe, Das Neue Testament 

auf Papyrus 1(Berlinandnewyork:deGruyter,1986),18;cf.J.Vanhaelst,Catalogue 
des papyrus litteraires juifs et chretiens (Paris: Publications de la sorbonne, 1976),nr.
138.

67 Briefe,19.
68 GrunewaldviewedthePhileas–Psalmscomplexasthenucleusof theunitary

BodmerCodextowhichtheothertextsofthecollectionwerelateraddedinthemiddleof
thefourthcentury,maintainingthatalltheremainingbooksofthecodex—fromtheProt. 
Jas.throughtheepistleofJude—werewrittenafterthePhileas:“dassessichhierumeinen
einzigenCodexhandelt,derindieserreihenfolgevomProtevangeliumiacobibiszum2.
PetrusbriefohnegrösserenzeitlichenVerzuggeschriebenwordenistundsoaufetwadie
Mittedes4.Jahrhundertsanzusetzenist ...”(ibid.,23–24).
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tommywassermanpresentedaseriesofargumentsthatcastdoubt
uponGrunewald’sreconstruction,and,especially,uponits foundation
stone,thecertaintyoftheJude–Melitolink.69wassermanalsorejected
turner’sgradualgrowthviewof theBodmerMiscellanyandregarded
as “established” the presence of three, or four, distinct “series” of
texts in the codex,70 thus, essentially, agreeing with haines-eitzen’s
collectionhypothesisfortheproductionoftheMiscellany.71addressing
thequestionofwhowasresponsiblefortheorderofthevariousseries,
especially given that the codex was in disarray when it passed into
the possession of the Bodmer library,72 wasserman cited a pertinent
statementbyVictorMartintotheeffectthatthePhileas–Psalmscomplex
“was combined by testuz with the other sections found among the
materialattheBodmerlibraryinthefirstplace,solelybecauseofthe
similarformatandbecauseofhistheoryconcerningthepagination.”73
in view of this information, wasserman justifiably advocated that,
originally,thePhileasandthePsalmsweresecondarytotherestofthe
collection.74thisinformationhassignificantimplicationsforthedateof
P.Bodm.V.aswasshownabove,turner’stenuousdatingofP.Bodm.V

69  “Τhe last gathering of series i [Prot. Jas. complex] concludes with a folio
containing the end of Jude (verso) and anunpaginatedpage (recto)withonly the title
Μελιτονος περι πασχα.theactualtextofthehomilybeginsinthenextgathering,ofwhich
thetwofirstpagesarenowlost.thereis,therefore,thepossibilitythatthehomilyonce
constitutedan independent section,which,ata later stage,wasplacedafter Jude– the
newpaginationand thedifferent size favour thispossibility” (t.wasserman,“Papyrus
72andtheBodmerMiscellaneousCodex,”NTS51[2005]:142–43).Cf.t.nicklasand
t.wasserman,“Theologische Linien im Codex Bodmer Miscellani,” inNew Testament 
Manuscripts: Their Texts and their World (texts and editions for new testament
study 2; leiden: Brill, 2006), 162–63. wasserman, initially, appears to have accepted
Grunewald’sthree-sectiontheory,but leftopenthepossibilitythattheJude–Melitolink
wastoberejected;ifthislinkisnotsecure,thecodexwouldbemadeupoffourcomplexes
ofpapyri,ratherthanthree.

70 “Papyrus72,”144.
71 ibid.,147.
72 “Papyrus72,”137–38;“Theologische,”161.
73 “Papyrus72,”145;XX,8–9.
74 “atsomepointthissectionwasprobablyaddedtoanothercollection(sections

iandiii),possiblyatthebeginningofthecodex”(“Papyrus72,”147).wasserman’sargu-
ments(ibid.,145)forthelinksbetweensectionsiandiiwere,(1)P72,whichstraddles
bothsections,(2)the“remarkablysimilarcolophonsinsomeofthewritings,”(3)testuz’s
statement thathe found“tracesof twodifferentbindings in theentirecodex,”and (4)
liturgicalconnectionsbetweencertaintexts.Cf.“Theologische,”165,wherewasserman
ultimatelyrejectedbothturner’s“singlecompositemanuscript”theoryofthecodexand
Grunewald’ssimilar theory (seen.68above), that thePhileas–Psalmscomplexwas the
nucleusaroundwhichtheentirecodexhadbeenconstructed,onthebasisofthediffer-
encesbetweenthecolophonsofthePhileas–Psalmscomplexandthoseinsectionsiand
iii:“diessprichtsowohlgegendietheseturners,dassderCodexalsGesamtineinem
Zugproduziertwurde,alsauchgegendenVorschlagGrunewalds,dasssektioniimitder
apologiedennukleusdergesamtenKollektiongebildethabe.”



tothelatethirdcenturywascontingentuponhistheoryoftheBodmer
Miscellanyasaunitarycompositecodex.Butturnerhimselfadmitted
thathiscompositionaltheorycouldnotbetakenasdemonstratedbecause
ofthelackofpositiveevidenceoflinkagebetweentheProt. Jas.complex
andtheMelito–hymncomplex.this,viewedagainst thebackdropof
thealmostuniversalscholarlyrejectionofturner’stheoryinfavorofthe
“collectionhypothesis,”rendershisassessmentofthedateofP.Bodm.
Vdefunct.75But,althoughturner’stheoryhasbeendiscreditedbyhis
owncriteria,hisdatingofP.Bodm.V—whichwaspredicateduponhis
theory—hascontinuedtoholdswayamongscholars.

wasserman, in spite of his firm rejection of turner’s composi-
tional theory,didacceptturner’sposition that theProt. Jas. complex
(wasserman’ssectioni),andthe1and2Petercomplex(P.Bodm.Viii;
wasserman’ssectioniii)“wereprobablyproducedoverashortperiodof
time,andincludedinsequenceinthefinalcodex(possiblyalsoinanearlier
collection).”76wassermanalsoechoedturner’s late-third-centurydate
forP.Bodm.V:“thehandsoftheotherscribeswhocopiedtheNativity
and Melito’s Homily cannot be dated much earlier than 300 Ce.”77
Butwasserman’sviewofthecompositionoftheBodmerMiscellanyis
basedprimarilyuponhisargumentthatP72—whichincludesboththe
epistleofJudeand1and2Peter—waswrittenbythesamescribe.78his
furthersuggestionof“anearlierdateforP72(3rdcentury)”79produces
an inconsistency in his entire position. how could wasserman assign
a third century date to P72—which contains the epistle of Jude and
1 and 2 Peter—and place P.Bodm. V in the late third century, when,
accordingtowasserman’sowncompositionaltheory,theepistleofJude
waswritteninaphysically,and,therefore,chronologically,laterpartof
thesecurely-linkedProt. Jas.complexofmanuscripts,fourthinlineafter
theProt. Jas.?

inconsistenciessuchasthesedemonstratethatscholarlystudyofthe
BodmerMiscellaneousCodex finds itself ina situationreminiscentof
thesuddenreleaseandpublicationofthedeadseascrolls.theBodmer
papyrisurfacedataboutthesametimeasthescrolls,butaccesstothe
Bodmer texts was restricted for even longer—until a complete set of
photographs was published in 2000.80 scholarly assimilation of such

75 seeabove,n.58.
76 “Papyrus72,”146.Cf.Typology,80.
77 “Papyrus72,”147.
78 wassermangoessofarastosuggestthatthescribeofP72(testuz’sscribeB)

mayhavebeenthepersonresponsibleforcollectingallthebooksoftheMiscellanyintoa
singlecodex(ibid.,148,154).Cf.haines-eitzen,Guardians,97–98,n.88:“alandcon-
firmsturner’sidentificationoftheMelitohandasdifferentfromthatoftheNativitybutis
reluctanttoascribetheepistlesofPeterandthatofJudetotwoseparatehands,”referring
toalandandrosenbaum,Repertorium,374,n.2,and377,n.14.Cf.n.50above.

79 ibid.,147.
80 seen.52above.
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literarywindfallsisslowandarduous,andthephysicalevaluationofthe
Bodmerpapyriisstillinitsearlystages.Fordecades,scholarshavebeen
forcedtodependuponwhateverinformationtheycouldgleanfromthe
insufficient,evenmisleading,publicationsofthefewwhoinitiallystudied
the documents, or from a few random photographs that appeared in
theofficialpublications.But,evenundertheseunfavorableconditions,
there has been marked progress in our understanding of the Bodmer
MiscellaneouscodexandofthepositionofP.Bodm.Vwithinit.

Conclusions

what,then,havewelearnedaboutthedateofP.Bodm.Vfromtherecent
re-examinationsof thepositionofourpapyruswithin theMiscellany
afterthedecades-longdistractionofthedestryckerepisode?thefirst
theorytofallvictimtotheseinvestigationswasdestrycker’sdatingof
P.Bodm.Vtothefirsthalfofthefourthcenturystrictlyonthebasisofhis
perceptionthatitwaswrittenbythesamescribewhowrotetheApology
of Phileas.now,contrarytodestrycker’sopinion,itistheplaceofthe
Phileaswithinthecodexthathasbeenallbutdiscreditedbecauseofits
lackofpaleographicalandcodicologicalconnectionstothecodexasa
whole.instead,thePhileas,togetherwithPss.33and34,constitutesits
owncomplex,or“series,”andisirrelevanttothedatingoftheProt. Jas.
thus,P.Bodm.Vhasbeencompletelydisassociatedfromthetwotextsin
theMiscellanythatareacknowledgedtobeofthefourthcentury.

thedemiseofde strycker’s speculation that the same scribewrote
boththeProt. Jas. andthePhileasbroughtthedateofP.Bodm.Vout
ofthefourthcenturyandbackintothethird,whereithadbeenplaced
originallybytestuz.thenextconjecturaldatingofP.Bodm.V to the
late thirdcenturywascontingent,also,uponuncertain compositional
theoriesof theMiscellany.turner’ssinglecompositecodexhypothesis
hasbeencompletelyabandoned.likewiseproblematicaretheproposed
viewsofthecodexasconsistingofalargeroriginalcomplex,possibly
includingalsotheMelito–hymncomplexand1and2Peter,allofwhich
hadbeenwrittenwithinashortperiodoftime.thestatusofP.Bodm.V
hasactuallybeenenhancedbytheseabortiveattemptstoaffirmthelink
betweentheHomilyofMelitoandtheProt. Jas. complex.thedoubt-
fulnessofthislinkimpliesthattheProt. Jas.complexhadanindependent
pre-existenceof itsown, thusreducing the likelihoodthat thevarious
complexesofmanuscriptsintheMiscellanywerewrittenwithinashort
periodoftimeattheendofthethirdcenturybeforetheirincorporation
intotheMiscellany.

P.Bodm.Vnowappearstobethepremierdocumentinthecollection
and,becauseofitspositionofprimacy,couldverywellalsobetheoldest.
Furthermore,P.Bodm.Vhasbeensecurelylinkedcodicologicallytothe



immediately following three texts in the Miscellany: the Apocryphal 
Correspondence,Odes of Solomon11,andtheepistleofJude.allofthe
threelatterbooksarealsosecurelylinkedtoeachothercodicologically,
andareconnectedtoeachotherpaleographicallyaswell. inaddition,
it seems that these four texts—the Prot. Jas. complex—constitute the
largest,andoldest,complexofmanuscriptsintheMiscellany,andform
thebasisofthecodex,towhichtheremainingtextsofthecollectionwere
appended.indeed,thisfirstcollectionofpapyri,amongwhichP.Bodm.V
holdstheprimacyofposition,isthemostsecureofthecomplexesmaking
uptheMiscellany.

ironically, P.Bodm. V, itself, is so basic to the Miscellany, and its
codicologicalpositionsosecure,thatresearchershaveexpendedfarless
effortinattemptingtoevaluateitincomparisontotheothercomplexes
of texts. this is evident from the lingering disputes among scholars
regarding the statusof theMelito–hymncomplexand1and2Peter.
discussion surrounding these two groups of texts—whose status still
remainsundecided—centersaroundtheirrelationshipeithertotheProt. 
Jas. complex, or to an individual documentwithin that complex (the
epistleofJude).therehasbeenmuchdebatecenteringontheMelito–
hymncomplexand itsproblematicconnection to theepistleof Jude,
and,thereby,totheentireProt. Jas. complex.so,also,1and2Peterhave
attractedmuch attention regarding their possible connectionwith the
epistleofJude,eitherthroughtheir,hypothetically,havingbeenwritten
byacommonscribe,orthroughtheircommondesignationas,together,
constitutingP72.

P.Bodm.V,itself,isgenerallybelievedtohavebeenwrittenexclusively
bythefirst,andprobablytheearliest,ofthefiveorsixscribestowhom
thenine textsareattributed. ifa secondscribewrote theApocryphal 
Correspondence,Odes of Solomon11,andtheepistleofJude,asisalso
generallyaccepted, then the scribewhowroteP.Bodm.Vhadalready
completedhisworkbeforetheotherthreetextsoftheProt. Jas. complex
werewritten,and,mostlikely,beforetheadditionoftheMelito–hymn,1
and2Peter,andPhileas–Psalmscomplexestothecodex.allthissupports
thefactthattheProt. Jas.waswrittenfirstandwas,therefore,theoldest
documentintheBodmerMiscellaneousCodex,whichwassubsequently
enlargedbylaterscribes.

theresearchcitedaboveregardingthedateofP.Bodm.Vhasbeen
baseduponacombinationoftextual,codicological,andpaleographical
studies that are partial and limited in nature. since researchers have
tended to focus on individual components of the Miscellany, which
theydeemedtobeimportantforilluminatingtheoverallcompositional
historyoftheentirecodex(Jude,Melito,Phileas,1and2Peter),there
hasyet tobeconducteda thoroughprofessionalpaleographical study
ofP.Bodm.Vtodetermineitsdate.asscholarscontinuetostruggleto
understandtheprocessbywhichtheBodmerMiscellaneousCodexwas
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compiled,themakeupofthecodexitself,and,especiallyforourtopic,
thenumber,extent,andoriginalorderofthepre-existinggroupingsthat
eventuallymadeupthecodex,thefirstorderofbusinessisathorough
paleographicalstudyofP.Bodm.V,aswellasareviewoftheremaining
papyriinthecodex.atthispointinthisongoinginvestigation,wemay
now return P.Bodm. V, tentatively, to its original place in the third
century,pendingfuturepaleographicalanalysis.81

81 thisstudyhasfocusedmostlyuponthecodicologicalaspectsoftheBodmer
MiscellaneousCodex; the significant associated theological and liturgical issueswill be
addressedinfutureinvestigations.itwasalsobeyondthescopeofthispapertodiscuss
thepaleographyofP.Bodm.Vwiththeamountofdetailthatthiscriticalissuewarrants.
however, it is appropriate to point out that, a priori, there is an inherent difficulty in
assessingthehandwritingofthetextsincludedintheMiscellany.G.Cavallowroteofa
historicalseam,around300ce,thatmarksaboundaryseparatingGreekpapyrithatlend
themselvestomoreaccuratedatingfromthosethatdonot(G.Cavalloandh.Maehler,
Greek Bookhands of the Early Byzantine Period, a.d. 300–800, Bulletin supplement
[london: institute of Classical studies, 1987]), 1. Quoting e. turner, “Ptolemaic
Bookhands and the lille stesichorus,”Scrittura e Civiltà 4 (1980): 21, on the hazards
of dating Greek literary papyri paleographically in the Ptolemaic period beginning in
thefourthcenturybce,Cavalloextendedtherangeofdifficultpaleographicassessment
alsototheGreekbookhandsofthepostfourth-century-ceperiod,from300–800.Greek
papyriwrittenduringtheromanperioduptothefourthcenturyce,unlikethosefalling
withintheprecedingandsucceedingperiods,canbeplacedwithinnarrowerparametersof
aboutahalf-century.thus,byhavingthetentativedateofP.Bodm.Vreturnedfromthe
fourthbacktothethirdcenturyce,ourpapyrushascrossedaborderintoanareathatis
moreconducivetoitsbeingassignedamoreprecisedate.



Chapter 12

The Child Mary in the ProTevanGelIum of James

Mary F. Foskett

aseveryreaderoftheProtevangelium of James(Prot. Jas.)quicklyrealizes,
themain focusof this earlyChristianapocryphal text rests squarelyon
Mary.oneofitskeyinterestsisthevalidationandvalorizationofMary’s
virginity,anextraordinaryconditionthatsurvivesnotonlyher‘marriage’
to thewidower Joseph,but evenchildbirth.theoverarchingconcernof
thisancientnarrativeisclearlynotMary’schildhood.however,insofaras
nearlyathirdofthenarrativechroniclesthebirth,infancy,andchildhoodof
itsfemaleprotagonist,itclearlydeemsthestoryofMary’sbirthandyouth
significant.Moreover,thevariantGreektitlesofthetext,Genesis Marias, 
Apokalypsis Jacob(destrycker)andGenesis Marias tēs Hagias Theotokou 
kai Hyperendoxou Metros Iesou Christou (tischendorf), aswell as the
inclusionofGenesis Marias(25:4)initsclosingverses,indicatetheimpor-
tanceofthestoryofMary’schildhood.theaimofthisessayistoexamine
howthestoryofMary’schildhoodfunctionsintheProtevangelium.

ronaldhockhasarguedthatProt. Jas.maybestbeunderstoodasan
encomiastichistoria (the term thenarratoruses in25:1; cf.1:1).Citing
lucian’schargethathistoriawasmorphingintoaformofegkomion,hock
sees,inProt. Jas.,evidenceofanencomiasticpurpose.itsextendedfocuson
Mary’sfamilybackground,particularlythetopoi ofrace(γένος),ancestors
(πρόγονοι),parents (πατέρες),upbringing (ἀνατροφή),her“adultpursuits,
skillsandhabits,”and,mostimportantly,herperformanceofvirtuousdeeds
(theexerciseofσωφροσύνη)followencomiasticconventionsandaims.1the
storyofMary’schildhood,with itsattendantencomiasticfeatures,setsa
rhetoricalagendathattheremainderofthenarrativemeets.Furthermore,
closeexaminationofthenarrativerevealsthattheearlychaptersofProt. Jas.
servetoestablishnotonlythatMaryispraiseworthy,butthatsheisaholy
child,onewhoselifehasbeendedicatedtothelordGod.theemphasison
Mary’spuritythatculminatesintherevelationofherunprecedentedvirginity
istiedearlyoninthenarrativetoheruniquevocation.Finally,althoughthe
storyoftheyoungMaryservestoportrayherasanextraordinaryfigure,it

1  ronald F. hock, The Infancy Gospels of James and Thomas (the scholars
Bible2;santarosa,Ca:Polebridge,1995),17–18.
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isnotwhollyunparalleledinitsaims.ByreadingProt. Jas.1–8inthecontext
ofancientchildhoodstoriesoffamousfigures,aswellasofotherevidence
thatspeakstotheidealizationofchildhood,readerscangainabetterappre-
ciationofthecentralrolethattheportrayaloftheyoungMaryplaysinthe
Protevangelium of James.

ProtoevangeliumofJames 1:1–8:2

Forreadersnewtothetext,abriefreviewofProt. Jas.1:1–8:2maybring
intoclearerviewsignificantdetailsinitsrecountingofMary’schildhood.
the Protevangelium focuses on Mary’s social background and family
history:itidentifiesthenamesandidentityofherparents,Joachimandanna,
tellsoftheiroccupationandcircumstances,narratestheannunciationsof
anna’spregnancy,andrecordsthestoryofMary’sbirthandearlyyears.
Joachim,afiguresignificantenoughtobeincluded“intherecords(Ἐν ταῖς 
ἱστορίαις)ofthetwelvetribesofisrael”isintroducedas“averyrichman”
(1:1–2).indeed,sogreatishiswealththathedoubleshisgiftstothelord,
offeringoneportiononbehalfofallthepeopleandtheotherasasin-offering
forhimself(1:2–3).theonly“blemish”inProt. Jas.’portayalofJoachim
andannaistheirinfertility.however,eachparentsoonreceivesanangelic
messageconcerninganna’spregnancy:“anna,anna,”saysthemessengerof
thelord,“thelordGodhasheardyourprayer.youwillconceiveandgive
birth,andyourchildwillbetalkedaboutallovertheworld”(Prot. Jas.4:1).
Joachim,too,istherecipientofadivineannunciation:“Joachim,Joachim,
thelordGodhasheardyourprayer.Getdownfromthere.look,yourwife,
anna,ispregnant”(Prot. Jas.4:4).withMarybeingborntoaJewishfamily
thatiswealthy,righteousandfavoredbythelordGod,Prot. Jas.portrays
itsprotagonistintermscompatiblewithencomiastichistoryandbiography.

as thenarrativeunfolds, it relatesMary’supbringing (ἀνατροφή).the
παῖςisextraordinary:daybydayshegrowsstronger,and,attheearlyage
ofsixmonths,shewalks!Maryisimmediatelysafeguardedinabedroom-
turned-sanctuary(ἁγιάσμα),wheresheiskeptfromcomingintocontactwith
anythingprofane (κοινός)orunclean (ἀκάθαρτος).here, the storyclearly
departs fromancientMediterranean imagesofyoungchildrenathome.
whetherplayingandmovingabout in theromanatrium—ahousehold
spacethatchildren,adults,family,servants,andfriendsregularlyshared—
orasmallerhome,childrentypicallyresidedinthemidstofabusyfamily
dwelling.asericMyersnotesofhousesinsyro-Palestine:

the interiorof thehousedoesnot representprivate spaceasdistinct from
workspace...thepublic/privatedichotomysimplycannotcharacterizethis
spacewhere allmannerofhousehold, family, and everydayactivitieswere
carriedon...thehouse,whetherinavillage,town,orcity,wasrarelyifever
isolated;ratheritwasaplaceof“dynamicarrangements,ofaccessandexclu-
sion,openingandclosing,enclosinganddisclosing,thatshiftedandvaried



withthetimeofday,theactivityundertaken,theseasonoftheyear,relations
betweenpersonsoccupyingorpassingthrough,mechanismsofexchangeand
commerce,andsoforth.”2

thus,intheProt. Jas.,Maryisdistinctlyremovedfromnormalhousehold
life.instead,sheenjoystheexclusivecompanyofthe“undefileddaughters
of thehebrews” (vs.6).as the text shifts its attention from the child’s
giftedness(herwalkingatsuchanearlyage)tothespacethatsheoccupies,
andthecompanyshekeepsthere,itunderscoresMary’spurity,amotifthat
theProt. Jas.,thereafter,sustains.

Keytounderstandingthenarrative’sinterestinMary’spurityisthevow
thatthechildlessannamakeswhenshelearnsthatshewillsoonconceive.
echoing thebiblicalhannah (1samuel1),annadeclares that shewill
dedicateherchildtoservingthelordGod.Justashannahpromisedofher
futureson,samuel,κἀγὼ κιχρῶ αὐτὸν τῷ κυρίῳ πάσας τὰς ἡμέρας, ἃς ζῇ αὐτός, 
χρῆσιν τῷ κυρίῳ(“andilendhimtothelordallthedaysthathelives,aloan
tothelord;”1sam.1.28lxx),annavows,inlanguagereminiscentof
culticritual, Ζῇ Κύριος ὁ Θεός . . . προσάξω αὐτὸ δῶρον αὐτὼ Κυρίῳ τῷ Θεῷ 
μου, καὶ ἔσται λειτουργῶν αὐτῷ πάσας τὰς ἡμέρας τῆς ζωῆς αὐτοῦ (“asthelord
Godlives,iwillpresentherasagifttothelordmyGod,andshewillbe
servinghimallthedaysofherlife,”Prot. Jas.4:2).3 asthestoryprogresses,
Mary’sremarkablephysicaldevelopmentpromptsannatoconfirmhervow:
“asthelordmyGodlives,youwillneverwalkonthisgroundagainuntil
itakeyouintothetempleofthelord”(41).Fromtheannunciationofher
birth,Maryissetapartasaholychildwhosetruevocationisthatofserving
andbelongingtothelordGod.theexpressionofsuchserviceonlylater
comesfullytolightintheannunciationscenewhereMarylearnsthatshe
willconceivebymeansofthedivinelogosandgivebirthtoJesus(Prot. Jas.

2 ericM.Myers,“theProblemsofGenderedspaceinsyro-Palestiniandomestic
architecture:theCaseofroman-PeriodGalilee,”inEarly Christian Families in Context: 
An Interdisciplinary Dialogue(eds.davidl.BalchandCarolynosiek(Grandrapids,Mi:
eerdmans,2003),59–60.here,MyerscitesC.M.Baker,Rebuilding the House of Israel: 
Architectures of Gender in Jewish Antiquity (stanford, Ca: stanford university Press,
2002),65.

3  Following h. r. smid, Protevangelium Jacobi: A Commentary (assen: Van
Gorcum, 1965) and others, willem s. Vorster, “the Protevangelium of James and
intertextuality,”inText and Testimony(eds.t.Baardaetal.;Kampen:J.h.Kok,1988),
273–74,notesthat“thereisaresemblancebetweenthefirstfewchaptersof PJand1sam
1and2...Joachimlikehannahisreproachedforchildlessness.healsorefusestoeat.
anne,themotherofMary,isreproachedbyawoman,andsoishannah.Beforethebirth
ofthechildbothhannahandannededicatetheirchildrentotheserviceofGod.there
isacomparisonbetweenthegrievingofhannahandthelamentofanne.BothMaryand
samuelarepresentedinthetempleandspendtheirlivesthere....thereaderisprompted
tofillinthestoryofMarywithhisknowledgeofthestoryofsamuel,butalsotocorrect
his versionby taking seriously thepoint of thenew story and thedifferenceswith the
pretext.whilesamuelispreparedfora‘ministry’,Maryispreparedtobecomethevirgin
motherofJesus.”
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11:5–8).whenMaryconsentstothemessage,identifyingherselfasἡ δούλη 
Κυρίου,theservantofthelord,sheconfirmswhatannafirstestablished,
namely,thatMaryiswhollydedicatedtoservingGod.

the sceneofMary’s first birthday celebration further illustrates the
Protevangelium’searlyinterestinMary’suniquevocation.Joachimthrows
a greatbanquet that is attendedby the“highpriests, priests, scholars,
councilofelders,andallthepeopleofisrael”(vs.6).thecelebrationof
Mary’sbirthday,portrayedasahugeeventatthefamilyhome(whichwould
betypicalforawealthyfamily),mayrecallasensibilityknowninrome
andotherancient contextswherein suchcelebrationwas seenas largely
one“between the individual and thedivine forceswhichprotected the
individual.”4here,Maryisblessedbythepriests,whopraythatshewillbe
granted“theultimate(ἔσχατος)blessing,onewhichcannotbesurpassed”(6).
thesceneplaysanobviousroleinconstructingMaryasachildofbothgreat
blessingandholiness.annabreastfeedsMaryandmakesherrestinἐν τῷ 
ἁγιάσματι τοῦ κοιτῶνος(“thesanctuaryofthebedroom,”Prot. Jas.6:10;ἐν 
τῷ κοιτῶνι τοῦ ἁγιάσματος,“thebedroomofthesanctuary,”Prot. Jas.6:14).

whenMaryistwo,Joachimisreadytobringtheyounggirltothetemple
tomakegoodonhisandanna’svow,butannaurgesthatthecouplewait
untilthechildisthree,theageatwhichchildrenwerecustomarilyweaned,
“soshewon’tmissherfatherormother”(Prot. Jas.7:2).whenthreeyear-
old-Maryislaterbroughttothetemple,sheisescortedbythe“undefiled
hebrewdaughters,”witheachcarryingalitlamp,inordertoshieldMary’s
eyesandheartfrombeing“captivatedbythingsoutsidethelord’stemple”
(Prot. Jas.7:5).atthetemple,sheiswelcomedbythepriest,whowelcomes
andblessesher:“thelordGodhasexaltedyournameamongallgenera-
tions.inyouthelordwilldisclosehisredemptiontothepeopleofisrael
duringthelastdays”(Prot. Jas.7:8).inarareinstanceofchildlikebehavior,
Marydancesonthestepofthealtar,tothedelightof“thewholehouse
of israel” (Prot. Jas.7:10).here, in the scene that closes thenarrative’s
depictionofthechildMary,thechild is“fedlikeadove,receivingherfood
fromthehandofaheavenlymessenger”(Prot. Jas.8:2).Mary’purityis
confirmed.atthetemple,nothinguncleanispermittedtopassherlips.

thusProt. Jas.1:1–8:2functions toshapeMary’sportrayalasaholy
child.itsetsthestageforthedramathatunfoldsasMaryapproachespuberty
andtakesonheridentityasthe“virgin(παρθένος)ofthelord”(Prot. Jas.
8:7),thecharacterizationthatdominatestheremainderofthenarrative.as
theProtevangeliumtracesthematurationofitsyoungprotagonist,itboth
recallsandstandsapartfromotherancientchildhoodtalesthatrecountthe
earlystoriesoffamousgodsandotherfigures.abriefcomparisonfurther
illuminesProt. Jas.1:1–8:2anditsroleinthenarrativeasawhole.

4  Beryl rawson, Children and Childhood in Roman Italy (oxford: oxford
universityPress,2003),135.



Storied Children

storiesof the early livesofgodsand famous individualsabound in the
Greekandromanworlds.asthomaswiedemannhasargued,inGreek
mythictradition,childgodandadultgoddidnotoccupychronologically
distinctstagesoflife.thiswasnotbecause“theancientworldwasunable
todistinguishbetweenadultsandchildren:rather,itisastatementthateven
fromtheverymomentofhisbirth,thegod...hadcertaincharacteristics
whichweretobehisthroughouthisdivine‘life.’”5therefore,oneaimof
suchancientchildhoodtalesofthegodswastoillustratetheconstancyof
theirdivinity.thesameheldtrueinstoriesrecordedinthevariouslivesof
theromanemperorsthatrecountedtheperformanceofchildhoodmiracles.
here,too,talesofbirthandinfancyplayedakeyroleinthepresentationof
character,especiallysincecharacterwasoftenconsideredinheritedorinnate
(althoughQuintillianallowedfortheinfluenceofeducationoncharacter
development).Moreoftenthannot,achild’sbehavior,whetheradmirable
ornot,wastreatedasevidenceofthesubject’scharacter.6itwasclearlythe
portrayalofadults,notchildrenfortheirownsake,whichlayatthecenter
of such literature.the resultwas thatoratorsandbiographers skillfully
sought“topushbackanyevidenceof(the)subject’svirtues–orviceversa–
asfarbackintochildhoodaspossible,sothatchildhoodsimplyfunctioned
to foreshadowherorhis futureaccomplishments,or failings,whichever
thecasemightbe.”7therefore,Menander’sdiscussionofhowtopraisean
emperoremphasizestheimportanceofdemonstratingthesubject’syouthful
intellectualqualitiesandvirtues.

in this regard,wiedemanndetects some tension inromandiscourse
about famous individuals. if they are exceedinglypraiseworthy,might
theyappearrathersuperhuman,thatis,tooexceptionaltofunctionasrole
models?whenPliny theyounger thankstrajan forhispromotion,he
includesnoreferencetotrajan’sbirthorchildhood,letaloneanymiracle
tales.however, suetonius’Lives of the Caesars and the laterAugustan 
Historydocontaintalesofchildhoodmiraclesandprodigiousachievement.
writtenthreecenturiesapartfromoneanother,theseexamplesdemonstrate
aninterestingconsistencyintheliteraryrecountingofthechildhoodtales
oftheemperors.Forexample,someofaugustus’biographersshowedno
hesitationindepictingtheirsubjectassuperhuman:

especiallyintheyearsfollowingtheconquestofegypt,octavian/augustus
waskeentobecomparedtoalexander.suetoniusnotesthatalreadyatthe
time of his birth there were omens “from which his future greatness and
eternal good fortune couldbe clearly seen.” . . .therewereother signs –

5 thomaswiedemann,Adults and Children in the Roman Empire(newhaven,
Ctandlondon:yaleuniversityPress,1989),51.

6 ibid.,54.
7 ibid.
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among them the story thathis father receiveda response fromathracian
oraclewhichonlyalexandertheGreathadreceivedbefore.augustushimself
revealedhisdivinenatureasachild:onenighthedisappearedfromhiscradle
andwas foundat the topofa tower, facing towards the rising sun.then,
whenhewasjustlearningtotalkanddisturbedbythecroakingofthefrogs
at his grandfather’s villa, he successfully ordered them to stop (the divine
childhaspoweroverallaspectsofnature).andhe(was)acclaimedbyawise
andgreatmanwhenstillonlyachild:noneotherthanCicerorecognizedhim
asafigurehehadseeninadream,sentbyJupitertorulerome.8

Marcus aurelius, too, is portrayed as one who exhibited adult-like
seriousness,intenseacademicinterest,andremarkableaptitude,evenasa
youngchild.

still, tony Chartrand-Burke has argued that, whereas “heroes and
gods perform wondrous deeds as children because they are not truly
human...thechildhoodtalesoftheGreekpoetsprovethatafigureneed
notbesuperhumantobeaffordedadultlikequalitiesinhisorheryouth.as
withthestoriesofthegods,thebiographiesofpoetsdepictchildhoodasa
timeinwhichfuturepromiseisrevealed.”9thus,Pindar,homer,sophocles,
euripides,andaeschylus each reveal evidenceof their considerablegifts
whentheyareyetchildren.however,childhoodstoriesofthephilosophers
arenotnumerous.rather,“themost importantpre-adulthoodevent for
the typicalphilosopher, it seems, comesasayoungadultatwhich time
hechoosesaparticularphilosophicalschool.”10intheseinstances,under-
standable emphasison the importanceof educationalandphilosophical
trainingappears tocounter theassumptionof fixedcharacter thatother
childhoodtalesdemonstrate.

inhisbriefsurveyofearlyChristiantalesofchildhood,Chartrand-Burke
confirms the similaritybetween theseand their literarycounterparts.he
reads,forinstance,theInfancy Gospel of Thomasasbefittingthepatternof
thechildhoodprodigy.Chartrand-Burkeconcludesthat

(t)heprimarypurposebehindthetalesappearstobetodemonstrateacon-
sistenceofcharacter;anesteemedfigure,therefore,wouldhaveascribedto
himorher storiesofbeneficence,or signsof intelligence,military skill,or
whateverqualityforwhichtheywereknowninadulthood,whilenotorious
figureswereportrayedascruel,calculating,orcoddled,evenaschildren.11

Moreover,whetherornot theyareportrayedas superhuman,“theone
commonquality in the childhoodsof all these figures is their youthful
promise.theyalldemonstratewisdomandmaturitythatbelietheirage.

8 ibid.,58.
9 tonyChartrand-Burke,“theinfancyGospelofthomas:thetext,itsorigins

anditstransmissions”(Ph.d.diss.,universityoftoronto,2001),383.
10 ibid.,387.
11 ibid.,392.



theyexcelatschool,sometimesurpassingeventheabilitiesoftheirteachers.
theyarepraisedfortheirseriousness.whentheyplay,itisonlyingames
thatprophesytheirfutureroles...”12theProtevangelium’srecountingof
itsprotagonist’s childhood, then,doesnot stand in isolation fromother
ancientliterature,norisitsinterestintellingchildhoodtalesuniqueinearly
Christianwriting.

Idealized Childhood 

Childhoodwisdomandmaturityisarecurringthemeinancientbiography.
however, asChartrand-Burke argues, it is also an ideal thatoccurs in
non-literary evidence, especially funerary epitaphs.13 the increasing
useof sarcophagi in the second centuryce providesuseful evidenceof
non-literaryrepresentationofchildren.14Funerarymonuments,specifically
the“biographical”or“lifecourse”sarcophagi,representedlifeasajourney.
withinsuchrepresentation,thedeathofachildwasseenasatragicinter-
ruption.

romanunderstandingofthelifecourseconceivedofchildhoodinvarious
stagesandinvaryingways.Varrodividedthelifespanintofivesegmentsof
fifteenyearseach,whereashoraceidentifiedfourstagesofthelifecourse.
rawsonarguesthatwhatismostclearisthat,

First,therewerefewrigidagebarrierstoanystageofdevelopment:children
moved according to their individual growth and talents and their parents’
wishesandresources.second,therewasconsiderablediscussionofandinter-
est in thedevelopmentofchildren, spawningdifferentviewsofagegroup-
ings,butallsharingthebasicessentialsofdevelopment,allowingforinfancy,
childhoodandadolescence.15

inparticular,“seneca(Letters 121)elaboratedinsomedetailontheprinciple
thateachage(suchasinfancy,boyhood)hasitsownconstitution(121/15);
theinfantistoothless,thenitsteethgrow,anditadaptstoeachcondition.”16
theageofsevenyearsappearstohavesignaledtheendofearlychildhood.
atageseven,childrenbeganschooland,atageten,malecitizenscouldbe
placedonthegrain-dole.atagestwelveandfourteen,girlsandboyswere
eligibleformarriage.andwhiletherewerecoming-of-ageceremoniesfor
boys(asinthedonningofthewhitetoga),ofkeyimportanceforgirlswas
thetransitionfromvirgintowife,anormthatProt. Jas.reproduces.

12 ibid.,394.
13 ibid.,371–80.
14 rawson,8.
15 ibid.,136.
16 ibid.,137.
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thus,parentswhoburiedtheirchildrenweredeprivedoftheexpectation
ofwatchingthemgrowandmature.Giventherealityofinfantmortality,
parents’ grief andmourning reflected theageof thedeceased child.as
rawsonnotes, “legal prescriptions formourningperiods indicate the
mortalityprobabilitiesatdifferentages. ifbabydied in its firstyear,no
formalmourningwasprescribed...between3and10themourningperiod
wasgraduallyincreased.theyoungchilddidnotqualifyforfullrecognition
ofitsexistenceandindividualityuntiltheageof10.”17Funeraryartifacts,
whoseepitaphsindicatethedeathofchild,showthatdeceasedchildrenwere
frequentlydepictedintermsofadults’hopesforthem.inotherwords,they
wererememberedastheyoungadultstheywouldneverbecome.18Besidethe
greatpathosthatsuchmaterialevidenceexpresses,itprovidesusaglimpse
ofhowadults viewed idealized childhood.Chartrand-Burke comments,
especially,ontwoinscriptionsthatattributetochildrenwisdomfarbeyond
theiryears:

aninscriptionfromromementionsKritieswhodiedatagetwoandahalf;
forhisintelligence,itissaid,heshouldbecomparedtosomeoneofgraywis-
dom.anotherinscriptionforafour-year-oldfromisauriadeclares,“...he
wasverybrightinlearning,cleverinunderstandingthings.hehasexercised
himselfinthefinessesofexcellence.thegodhadgivenallthesequalitiesto
himbecauseofhisshortlife.hehasbestoweduponamortalboyanimmor-
talmonument.”19

togetherwithliterarydepictionsofchildhood,theseexamplesoffunerary
artarepoignantexpressionsofanadultlongingtoidealizedeceasedchildren
inatleasttwoways:astheyoungadultstheywouldneverbecome,andas
childrenwhohad,indeed,transcendedchildhood,whowouldberemem-
bered,ineffect,assmalladults.

thus,Chartrand-Burkeconcludesthat,inthechildhoodtalesoffamous
persons,adult-likewisdomandexcellenceatlearningarequalitiesbefitting
idealizedchildhood,whereinthesubjectispraisedprecisely“fornotplaying,
actingorspeakinglikeachild.”20

The Child Mary

ourbriefoverviewofthefirstnearlyeightchaptersoftheProtevangelium
bothresonateswithanddepartsfromtheprotagonistsportrayedinother
ancientchildhoodtalesoffamousfigures.Maryisclearlyanextraordinary
child.as their long-awaited child, she is a greatblessing toannaand

17 ibid.,104.
18 Chartrand-Burke,“infancyGospelofthomas,”373.
19 ibid.,378.
20 ibid.,404.



Joachim,whocare for, andcelebrate, theirbeloved infant inways that
befittheimageofanidealfamily.yet,sheisclearlymorethansimplythe
answer toherparents’prayers.Mary’sbirth isprecededby twodivine
annunciations,shedemonstratesextraordinarystrengthandagilitywhileyet
aninfant,sheistherecipientofunsurpassedblessing,sheisbelovedbythe
priestsandallthehouseofisrael,andsheisraisedinanenvironmentofritual
purity.Mary’sspecialstatuscannotbeoverestimated.likeotherliterature
recounting the childhoodof its famous subjects,Prot. Jas.’narrationof
Mary’searlylifefunctionstoestablishhercharacter.thechildMarymirrors
theadultshewillbecome.

yet,unlikeherliterarycounterparts,Maryneitherperformschildhood
miraclesnorexhibitswisdombeyondheryears.rather,herelevatedstatus
islargelyascribed,derivingfromthecircumstancesintowhichsheisborn,
therituallypureconditionsinwhichsheisreared,andthewaysinwhich
sheisreceivedandregardedbythoseofheightenedritualstatusthemselves.
althoughMaryisclearlyamostspecialchild,sheisneitheranexemplarof
idealizedchildhoodnoraprodigyofwisdomandtalent.rather,thechild
Maryisasuniqueastheperpetualvirginshewillbecome.

whileProt. Jas. followsencomiastic convention in itspresentationof
Mary,itspurposeisnottopromotetheimagesofchildhoodevidencedin
otherliteratureandmaterialevidence.instead,itsearlyportrayalofMary
aims to establish, in the contextof childhood, thekindofunparalleled
puritythatthevirginexemplifies.inotherwords,thechildMarycannot
beportrayedinthesametermsasthevirgin.whereasthelaterportionof
thenarrativemakesuseofthepossibilityofsexualintercoursetoconvey
accessto,orexclusionfrom,interiorbodilyspace,andfocusesonvirginity
toillustratethepurityMarysustains,thestoryofMary’schildhooduses
imagesofinteriorhouseholdspaceandtightlycontrolledsocialinteraction
toillustratesimilarprinciplesofaccessandexclusion,andtoportrayMary’s
sacredpurity.inthissense,thevirginandthechildareoneandthesame;
thestoryofthechildfunctionsinawaythatisreminiscentofthechildhood
talesofotherfamouspersons.therealconcernofthenarrativeistheadult
Mary.Keydimensionsofherportrayalarereadbackintothestoryofher
originsandearlylife.

asihavenotedelsewhere,theProtevangeliumportraysthevirginMary
inamanner that is somewhatone-dimensional.21althoughsheconsents
tothedivineannunciationofherimpendingpregnancy,passestestsofher
virginity,exercisesvirtuousσωφροσύνη(prudence),anddemonstratesskills
befittinghergenderandstatus,thenarrativealsoportraysMaryasstrikingly
ignorantofhercircumstances(“ButMaryforgotthemysterieswhichthe
heavenlymessengerGabrielhadspoken,”Prot. Jas.12:6)and,frequently,
mute.shedemonstrateslittleofthewisdomthatareadermightcometo

21 MaryF.Foskett,A Virgin Conceived: Mary and Classical Representations of 
Virginity (Bloomington:indianauniversityPress,2002).
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expectinastorythatglorifiesitssubjectfromitsopeningchapters.Justas
sheiscalledagirlandachild(παῖς),butneveradaughter,inthefirsteight
chaptersofProt. Jas.,neitherisshecalledawoman(γυνή)inthenarrative’s
laterchapters.Maryisdeniedthenomenclaturetypicalofthelifecourse,as
wellasthewisdomandagency,attributedtootherchildprotagonists.the
ProtevangeliumportraysMaryas someonegreatly tobepraised,but its
overarchingconcernisnotthepromotionofMaryasanexemplartoimitate.

whetherpoisedasachildatthecuspofnormalcyandexceptionalism,or,
asavirgin(παρθένος),atthethresholdofsexualanddevelopmentalmaturity,
Maryremainsarather liminalcharacterthroughouttheProtevangelium.
ineachcase,sherequiresprotectiontomaintainherunusualstatus.thus,
thenarrativeexhibitsnotalittleanxietyaboutthelifeofthisMary.Both
normalchildhoodandthetypicalstagesofthelifecourseposeapotential
threattotheprotagonistwhoseextraordinarystorytheProtevangelium of 
Jamesrecounts.



Chapter 13

Purity, Piety, and the Purposes of the 
ProTevanGelIum of James

Lily Vuong

thepurityofMary,motherofJesus,isawell-knownthemeinChristian
literatureanddevotion.1likemanypopulartraditionsaboutMary’slifeand
character,however,thisthemeistreatedonlylightlyinthenewtestament
Gospels.2theGospelofMatthewnotesmerelythatMaryremainedavirgin
beforesheconceived(Mt.1.18,23;cf.lk.1.27,34).tothis,theGospel
oflukeaddsanadditionaldetail:itappearstodescribeMaryasactingin
accordancewiththeleviticallawsgoverningtheritualpurificationofthe
parturientandtheredemptionofthefirstborn(e.g.,exod.13.2;lev.12.2–8;
num.18.15). inlk.2.21–24,Mary’sactionsafterthebirthofJesusare
describedasfollows:

aftereightdayshadpassed,itwastimetocircumcisethechild;andhewas
called Jesus, the name given by the angel before he was conceived in the
womb.whenthetimecamefortheirpurificationaccordingtothe lawsof

1  see, e.g., Jaroslav Pelikan, Mary Through the Centuries: Her Place in the 
History of Culture (newhaven,Ct:yaleuniversityPress,1996),113–22.

2 raymonde.Brown,The Birth of the Messiah: A Commentary on the Infancy 
Narratives in the Gospels of Matthew and Luke(newyork:doubleday,1999),25–26.
ForaspecificlookatthevariouswaysMaryfunctionsinthent,seetheessayscollected
in raymond e. Brown (ed.), Mary in the New Testament (new york: Fortress, 1978)
and Bertrand Buby, Mary of Galilee: Mary in the New Testament (new york: alba
house,1994).seealsoC.t.davis,“theFulfillmentofCreation:astudyofMatthew’s
Genealogy,” JAAR 41 (1973): 520–35; M. d. Johnson, The Purpose of the Biblical 
Genealogies with Special Reference to the Setting of the Genealogies of Jesus(sntsMs
8;Cambridge,uK:CambridgeuniversityPress, 1969);x.léon-dufour,“l’annonce à
Joseph,”Etudes d’évangile(Paris:seuill,1965),65–81;K.stendahl,“Quisetunde?an
analysisofMt1–2,”inJudentum Urchristentum, Kirche: Festschrift für J, Jeremias(ed.
w.eltester;BZnw26;Berlin:töpelmann,1964),94–105;G.Graystone,Virgin of all 
Virgins: The Interpretation of Luke 1.34 (rome, Pio x, 1968); P. s. Minear, “luke’s
use of the Birth stories,” in Studies in Luke-Acts: Essays Presented in Honor of Paul 
Schubert(ed.l.e.KeckandJ.l.Martyn;nashville,tn:abingdon,1966),111–30;and
s.lyonnet,“lerécitdel’annonciationetlamaternitédivinedelasainteVierge,”Ami di 
Clergé66(1956):33–48.
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Moses [τοῦ καθαρισμοῦ οῦτῶν κατὰ τòν νόμον Μωϋσέως], they brought him
uptoJerusalemtopresenthimtothelord(asitiswritteninthelawofthe
lord,“every firstbornmale shallbedesignatedasholy to thelord’), and
theyofferedasacrificeaccordingtowhatisstatedinthelawofthelord,‘a
pairofturtledovesortwoyoungpigeons.’”3

nevertheless, beyond thesebrief references toMary’s virginity andher
maintenanceofpost-partumpurification, thentGospelsdisplay little
concernforasserting,defending,orcelebratingMary’spurity.

theimageofMaryasawomanandmotherwhoembodiedexceptional
purity,however, is found inoneofour earliest so-called“apocryphal”
writingsaboutthisfigure,namely,theProtevangelium of James(hereafter
Prot. Jas.).4thisworkdatesfromthesecondorearlythirdcenturyce,5and
itexhibitsasustainedconcernforaffirmingMary’spurity.theProt. Jas.
recounts,forinstance,howMary’svirginityistwicetestedpublicly(Prot. Jas.
15:9–13;20:1–4).sheissaidtoprovethatsheisavirginbefore,during,and
afterthebirthofJesus(Prot. Jas.11:5;12–19;20:1–4).Mary’slivingspaces
andarenasofsocialinteractionarealsodepictedasfreefromthecommon
andunclean,andaresaidtobemaintainedinthismannerthroughouther
life(e.g.,Prot. Jas.6:4–5;7:4–6):shelives,plays,eats,andassociatesonly
withthepure.accordingly,PeterBrownnotesthatthe“narrativealready
presentedMaryasahumancreature totally enclosed in sacred space.”6

3 Cf.lev.12.8JPs;“andifhermeanssufficenotforalamb,thensheshalltake
twoturtle-doves,ortwoyoungpigeons:theoneforaburnt-offering,andtheotherfora
sin-offering;andthepriestshallmakeatonementforher,andsheshallbeclean.”

4 FortheGreektextandenglishtranslations,seeÉmiledestrycker,La Forme la 
Plus Ancienne du Protévangile de Jacques: Recherches sur le Papyrus Bodmer 5 avec une 
Edition Critique du Texte Grec et une Traduction Annotée (subsidiahagiographica33;
Brussels:sociétédesBollandistes,1961),64–191;oscarCullmann,“theProtevangelium
of James,” in New Testament Apocrypha, vol. 1: Gospels and Related Writings (ed.
wilhelmschneemelcher;trans.r.Mcl.wilson;louisville,Ky:westminster/JohnKnox
Press,1991),426–37;ronaldhock,The Infancy Gospels of James and Thomas; with 
Introduction, Notes, and Original Text Featuring the New Scholars Version Translation 
(santarosa,Ca:PolebridgePress,1995),32–77.allcitationsoftheProt. Jas.belowfol-
lowhock’ssystemofsplittingthetextbychapterandverse,whichdiffersslightlyfrom
thedivisioninCullmann’stranslation.translationsinthisarticlereflectmyconsultation
withhock’srecentedition,whichdependsprimarilyondestrycker;whenalterationsare
madetohock’stranslation,theyaremyownandareindicatedinthenotes.

5  For discussions of dating, see de strycker,La Forme la Plus Ancienne, 6–12,
412–18; Cullmann, “Protevangelium of James,” 423; hock, Infancy Gospels, 11; P. a.
vanstempvoort,“theProtevangeliumJacobi:thesourcesofitsthemeandstyleandtheir
Bearingonitsdate,”inStudia Evangelica III(ed.F.l.Cross;texteunduntersuchungenzur
Geschichtedesaltchristlichenliteratur88;Berlin:akademieVerlag,1964),410,413–15;
GeorgeZervos,“datingtheProtevangeliumofJames:theJustinMartyrConnection,”in
Society of Biblical Literature Seminar Papers (ed.e.lovering;atlanta,Ga:scholarsPress,
1994),415–34;e.Cothenet,“leProtévangiledeJacques:origine,Genreetsignification
d’unPremierMidrashChrétiensurlanativitédeMarie,”ANRW 2.25.6(1998):4257.

6 PeterBrown, The Body and Society: Men, Women, and Sexual Renunciation 



likewise,BeverlyGaventaobservesthatthe“storyitselfaboundswiththe
languageofpurity,”andsheadoptsthephrase“sacredpurity”todescribe
howtheProt. Jas.characterizesMary.7theProt. Jas.’ special interest in
Mary’spurity,infact,hasbeenstressedbymostscholarswhohaveworked
onthetext,regardlessofthenatureoftheirinterestinit.8

evendespitethepersistentscholarlyemphasisontheimportanceofpurity
withintheProt. Jas., fewhavegonebeyondafocusonvirginity.rather,
researchhascenteredontheProt. Jas.’assertionofMary’spre-andpost-
partumvirginity(Prot. Jas.13:8and15:13;cf.20:1–2)anditsinfluenceon
late-antiqueandmedievalChristian traditions.9 ipropose,however, that
virginityisjustoneelementofthetext’sbroaderinterestinpurity.towards
exploringtheplaceofpuritywithinthetextasawhole,thepresentarticle
will focuson thebeginningof thenarrative (Prot. Jas. 1:1–8:2),which
describeseventspriortoMary’sdeparturefromtheJerusalemtemple(Prot. 
Jas.8:3–5)andtheangelicannouncementofhervirginalmotherhood(Prot. 
Jas.11:5–9).iwillsuggestthatthesechaptersdisplayapersistentconcern
withritualpurity,10whichmaybebestunderstoodwithreferencetothe
lawsaboutthetempleandsacrificelaidoutinthePentateuch(esp.lxx).11

in the Early Christianity(lecturesonthehistoryofreligions13;newyork:Columbia
universityPress,1988),273.

7 BeverlyGaventa,Mary: Glimpses of the Mother of Jesus(Minneapolis,Mn:
Fortress,1999),100–22,quoteon109–10.

8  Further examples include Cullmann, “Protevangelium of James,” 273–74,
425; hock, Infancy Gospels, 16; h. r. smid, Protevangelium Jacobi: A Commentary
(apocryphanovitestamenti1;assen:vanGorcum,1965),174;MaryFoskett,A Virgin 
Conceived: Mary and Classical Representations of Virginity (Bloomington: indiana
universityPress,2002),141–64.

9 see,e.g.,Foskett,Virgin Conceived,passim;MaryFoskett,“VirginityasPurity
intheProtevangelium of James,”inThe Feminist Companion to Mariology(ed.amy-Jill
levineandMariaMayorobbins;(Cleveland,oh:Pilgrim,2005),67–76;Johndominic
Crossan, “Virgin Mother or Bastard Child?” in Feminist Companion to Mariology,
37–55;Pieterw.vanderhorst,“sex,Birth,PurityandasceticismintheProtevangelium 
Jacobi,” inFeminist Companion to Mariology,56–66;andGeorgeZervos,“Christmas
withsalome,”inFeminist Companion to Mariology,77–98.

10 inmydissertation(McMasteruniversity,inprogress),ifurtherproposethat
thefirsthalfofthenarrativeoftheProt. Jas isgovernedbyaconcernforritualpurity,
inrelationtothetempleandsacrifice,whilethesecondhalf isshapedbyaconcernfor
sexualpurity, in relation tovirginityandchastity.thenarrativepivotbetween the two
halves—namely,Prot. Jas.8:4—focusesonthetransitionaldangerofmenstrualimpurity.

11  Van stempvoort, “Protevangelium Jacobi,” 415–19; ron Cameron (ed.),
The Other Gospels: Non-Canonical Gospel Texts (Philadelphia,Pa:westminsterPress,
1982),108;smid,Protevangelium Jacobi,esp.9–12.otherscholarswhohavealsonoted
theProt. Jas.’ use andknowledgeof thelxx includew.Pratscher,Der Herrenbruder 
Jakobus und die Jakobustradition (Frlant139;Göttingen:Vandenhoeck&ruprecht,
1987),224;Cullmann,“ProtevangeliumofJames,”423–24;J.K.elliott,The Apocryphal 
New Testament: A Collection of Apocryphal Christian Literature in English Translation 
(oxford:Clarendon,1993),49;hock,Infancy Gospels,21–25.
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Myanalysiswillprogressintwoparts,correspondingtothetwoways
inwhichthebeginningchaptersoftheProt. Jas.conveytheritualpurityof
Mary.First,iwillshowhowMary’spurityisnarrativelyexpressedthrough
thedescriptionofhowsheandherparentsinteractwiththetempleandits
priests.second,iwillconsiderhowherexceptionalpurityisevoked,lexically
ormetaphorically,bytheuseoftermsrelatedtosacrificetodescribeher.in
conclusion,iwillaskwhetherandhowthisinterestinritualpuritymight
shedlightontheaim(s)andpurpose(s)ofthisearlyMariologicalwriting.

1. Ritual Purity Communicated Narratively: Mary, her Parents, 
and the Temple

thenarrativedepictionofMary’sextremeritualpurityintheProt. Jas. starts
evenpriortoherbirth,andisinitiallyconveyedthroughdescriptionsofthe
actionsandconcernsofherparents.attheoutset,thenarrativeestablishes
the righteousnessof Joachim,Mary’s father,by laudinghisgenerosity in
offeringtemplesacrifices.inProt. Jas.1:1–3,heissaidtohaveprepared
twiceasmanyofferings(δῶρα)aswererequired—sometoatoneforhimself
andtheresttoatoneforthesinsofisrael.Joachim’sstrikingactofsacri-
ficialgenerositynotonlyevokestherighteousactsattributedtoJobinthe
beginningofthebookofJob(1.5),butisevendepictedastrumpingthem:
Joachim,afterall,seekstoensurethathissacrificesatonefortheuninten-
tionalsinsofthenationasawhole.

whenthereaderoftheProt. Jas.firstencountersthetemple,itisthus
astheproperplacefortheexpiationofsinanddisplayofrighteousness.
Joachim’splantooffersuchsacrifices,however,aresoonderailedbyone
of thepriests,reubel,12whomisinterprets Joachim’s childlessness as a
markofhislackofrighteousness(Prot. Jas.1:5).thethwartedattemptat
sacrificethensetsintomotionaseriesofevents—suchasJoachim’sfasting
inthedesert(Prot. Jas. 1:9–11)andhiswife’sprayersandmourninginhis
absence(Prot. Jas.2:1)—thatculminateswithangelicrevelationsaboutthe
impendingbirthofMarytoJoachim’swife,thepreviouslybarrenanna.

12  although some Mss ascribe the title of priest to reubel, some scholars
havesuggestedthat it isprobable thatreubelwassimplyafarmerwithmanychildren
(hock,Infancy Gospels,33,n.15;w.Michaelis,Die Apokryphen Schriften zum Neuen 
Testament [Bremen:Carlschunemann,1958],92).smidcontends that“ho archieereus
was[only]addedlater”forexplanationandclarification(Protevangelium Jacobi,37).in
myopinion,reubelismorelikelyapriest,givenhisacuteknowledgeofthelawoftheland
thatforbidsJoachimfromsacrificingfirstandtheemphasisplacedonthetempleinthe
beginningofthenarrative(esp.chs.1–8).assumingthatreubelisapriest,hisdismissal
of Joachimwould represent the firstnegative encounterwith thoseassociatedwith the
temple.GiventhatthepriesthoodandtempleareseeninapositivelightinProt. Jas.(see
discussionbelow),theauthor’somissionofreubel’spriestlyidentitymayserveasaway
topreventtarnishingtheviewofthepriestsasgood.



inlightofthenegativeattitudestowardstheJerusalemtempleandJewish
priesthoodinmanyearlyChristianwritingsofthetime,13onemightexpect
tofindacontrastbetweensacrificesinthetemple,ontheonehand,andthe
waytosalvationopenedbyMary’smotherhood,ontheother—acontrast
seemingly enabledby theProt. Jas.’ introductoryappeal toawayward
templepriest(i.e.,reubel)andJoachim’sthwartedsacrifice(Prot. Jas. 1:5).
thismakesitallthemorestrikingasthenarrativecontinuestoaffirmthe
importanceandefficacyoftemplesacrificeandpriesthood.

whenJoachimlearnsthatannaispregnant,heissaidtogo,nottohis
pregnantwife,butrathertopreparesacrificestoofferinthetemple(Prot. 
Jas. 4:5–7;5:1).inotherwords—accordingtotheProt. Jas.—assoonashe
becameawareofhisimpendingfatherhood,heimmediatelymadearrange-
mentstoengageinpreciselythepracticesfromwhichthepriestreubelhad
dissuadedhim(Prot. Jas.1:5;cf.4:5–7).aswiththepreviousreferenceto
hisintentionofofferingtwiceasmanysacrifices(Prot. Jas.1:2),thetext
againdescribeshimasdisplayingextraordinarygenerosity,ascenteredon
andmediatedbythetemple.heissaidtohavepreparedtenlambswithout
blemishforthelord,twelvecalvesforthepriestsandcouncilofelders,anda
hundredgoatsforthewholepeople(Prot. Jas. 4:5–7).hissacrificesare,thus,
describednotonlyasgiftstothelordingratitude,butalsoasofferingson
behalfofthepriests,elders,andpeople—includingthosewhohadmistaken
himforasinner.

thenextday,afterpreparing theofferingsand, then,greetinganna,
Joachim is said tohead to the temple topresenthisofferings (Prot. Jas.
5:1).Priortodoingso,however,heseekstoensurehisrighteousnessandto
confirmthemessagegiventohimbytheangel,byappealingtohigh-priestly
authority.todeterminewhetherhistransgressionshaveindeedbeenatoned,

13 Forinstance,theportrayalofJewishleadersinthentGospelsisoftennegative,
whichis,ofcourse,insharpcontrastwiththepositiveviewoftheJewishpriestsandthose
associatedwiththetempleintheProt. Jas.Forexamplesofthisnegativeview,seesjefvan
tilborg, The Jewish Leaders in Matthew(leiden:Brill,1972);MichaelJ.Cook,Mark’s 
Treatment of the Jewish Leaders (leiden:Brill, 1978);anthony J. saldarini,Pharisees, 
Scribes and Sadducees in Palestinian Society: A Sociological Approach(edinburgh:t&t
Clark,1989);donalda.Carson,“theJewishleaders inMatthew’sGospel,”JETS 25
(1982):161–74;JackdeanKingsbury,“thedevelopingConflictBetweenJesusandthe
JewishleadersinMatthew’sGospel:aliterary-Criticalstudy,”CBQ49(1987):57–73;
elizabeth struthers Malbon, “the Jewish leaders in the Gospel of Mark: a literary
studyofMarcanCharacterization,”JBL108(1989):259–81.theanimosityheldforthe
Jewishpriesthoodanditssacrificialcultcanalsobeseeninthepolemicalwritingsonthe
ChristianclaimofthesuperiorityoftheChristiancult(spiritualsacrifice)overtheJewish
cult(carnalsacrifice)bytheearlychurch.astheChristianinterpretationofthelxxbook
ofMalachiisoftenusedtosupportthesuperiorityoftheChristiancultvis-à-visJudaism,
JustinMartyrciteslxxMal.1.10–12inhisDialogue with Trypho (ca.160ce)toargue
forGod’srejectionofthesacrificesofferedbytheJewishpriestsandthesolevalidityof
sacrificesmadeexclusivelybyChristianpriests(esp.Dial.41).tertullian(c. 160–c.225)
alsomaintainstheChristianpolemicagainstthetemplecultandarguesforthereplace-
mentofcarnalsacrificeswithChristianspiritualsacrifices(Adv. Jud.,esp.ch.5).
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Joachimlooksintothehighpriest’sπέταλον(lit.“leaf”or“disk,”probably
aleafofmetalmadeofgold)toseewhetheritwilldiscloseanysin(Prot. 
Jas.5:1).14itis,thus,madeclearthattheinitialcharacterizationofreubel
wasnotmeanttoreflectnegativelyontheJewishpriesthoodasawhole;
rather,bymeansoftheactionsofJoachim,theefficacyandpowerofboth
thetempleanditspriesthoodareconfirmed.

thepositiveassessmentof thepriesthood is echoed in theProt. Jas.’
descriptionof the eventsdirectly following thebirthofMary.the text
describesabanquetheldinhonouroftheinfantMaryonherfirstbirthday,
atwhichthepriestsconfirmMary’sspecialstatusthroughtheirblessings
(Prot. Jas.6:6).15thepriests’acceptanceofMaryisunderlinedbythefact
thatsheisblessedtwice:first,bythepriestswhensheispresentedtothem
(Prot. Jas.6:7),16and, then,by thehighpriests,more specifically (Prot. 
Jas. 6:9).17reinforcingthereferencetothehighpriest’sπέταλον(Prot. Jas.

14 hockhassuggestedthatthepolisheddiscmayhaveservedasamirror,used
toobtaindivinerevelation;hespeculatesthatthemirrorwouldshoweitheradistorted
or unaltered image, depending on whether one was sinful or sinless (Infancy Gospels,
39). timothy horner, by contrast, proposes that this reference to the petalon alludes
totheoracularpowerofurimandthummim(“JewishaspectsoftheProtoevangelium
of James,” Journal of Early Christian Studies 12.3 [2004]: 319–20).on theurimand
thummim,moregenerally, seeexod.28.30;lev.8.8; Josephus,Ant.3.215–16; Joseph
Blenkinsopp, Sage, Priest, Prophet: Religious and Intellectual Leadership in Ancient 
Israel (louisville,Ky:westminster/JohnKnoxPress,1995),66–114;andersrunesson,
“Judgment,”NIDB 3:459.ontheconnectionofthehighpriestwithpropheticpowers,
seealsonum.27.2;Josh.6.6;1sam.14.41.

15  of course, the theme of Mary’s blessedness also occurs in the nt Gospels.
theGospeloflukeisthemostexplicitinthereferencetoMarybeingblessed:“Greetings
favouredone!thelordiswithyou”(lk.1.28);‘donotbeafraidMary,foryouhavefound
favourwithGod’(lk.1.30);“Blessedareyouamongwomenandblessedisthefruitofyour
womb”(lk.1.42);“surely,fromnowonallgenerationswillcallmeblessed”(lk.1.48).

16 thefirstblessing(Prot. Jas.6:7)asksGodto“giveheranamerenownedfor-
everamongallgenerations”(Prot. Jas.6:7;kai\ do\j au0th~| o!noma o0nomasto\n ai0w&nion e0n 
pa/saij tai~j geneai~j).thisblessingreceivesaresponsefromallthepeople(lao/j)of“so
be it,amen!”(Prot. Jas.6:8;contrastMt.27.25,where“all thepeople”(pa~j o9 lao/j)
aresaidtorejectJesus).initially,itmightstrikereadersasoddthatthefirstblessinghas
requestedGodto“giveheraname”whenannahasalreadychosenthenameMaryfor
herchild,butintheMtandlxx,“togiveanamerenowned”oftenrenderedsomething
differentthansimplytheselectionofaname—i.e.,theoneblessedwithanamerenowned
wasensuredfameandremembrance(as,e.g.,isa.56.5).additionally,thepriest’sblessing
maynotseemunusual,especially inthecontextofanarrativethatportraysthetemple
andthepriesthoodinapositiveway:onceagain,thehandsofthoseassociatedwiththe
templeperformthe“renaming”andblessingofMary.

17 thesecondblessing(Prot. Jas.6:9),asksGodto“lookonthischildandbless
herwiththeultimateblessing,onewhichcannotbesurpassed”(e0pi/bleyon e0pi\ th\n pai~da 
tau/thn kai\ eu0lo/ghson au0th\n e0sxa/thn eu0logi/an h#tij diadoxh\n ou0k e!xei).thisblessing
servestoforeshadowMary’sfutureroleasthemotherofJesus;significantly,thisroleis
heregrantedhigh-priestlyblessingandconsent.theresponseof“sobeit,amen!”byall
thepeoplereconfirmsthattheentireJewishnationstandsaswitnessestoMary’sspecial
blessedness.



5:1),thedescriptionofthisbanquetalsofunctionstoconfirmtheconnection
betweenpriestsandprophecy:thepriestsaredepictedasforetellingMary’s
specialroleinsalvation-history(Prot. Jas.7:7–8).thatMary’srolestands
incontinuity—ratherthancontrast—withthetemple isfurthersuggested
byherlaterentrance,asachild,intothetempleasherdwelling-place(Prot. 
Jas.7:9–8:2).

this concern for the temple,moreover, is pairedwith an interest in
assertinghermotheranna’spropermaintenanceofritualpurity.afterthe
birthofMary,anna is said toact inaccordancewith thelevitical laws
governingpost-partumpurification.according toProt. Jas. 5:9,when
theprescribeddayswerecompleted,annacleansedherselfoftheflowof
blood.18inparticular,sheappearstofollowthepreceptsoutlinedinlev.
12.5–7,whichstipulatethatawomanwho“bearsafemalechild...shall
beuncleantwoweeks,asinhermenstruation”(12.5)andthat“hertimeof
bloodpurificationshallbesixty-sixdays”(12.5),afterwhichshemusthave
sacrificesofferedonherbehalfinthetemplesoastobecome“cleanfrom
theflowofblood”(12.7).19

like Joachim,anna isdepictedasgoingbeyond the requirementsof
leviticallaw:sheevenwaitstobreast-feedMaryuntilafterherpost-partum
pollutionhascompletelypassed.20accordingtoProt. Jas.5:9,itwasonly
thenthatsheofferedherbreasttothechildεδωκε μαστòν τh~ παιδί)andgave
herthename“Mary.”21whenunderstoodagainstthebackgroundoflev.
12.5–7,theProt. Jas.’accountofthedecisionbyannatowaittheprescribed
daysbeforefeedingherchildsuggestsaperceivedneedtogobeyondwhat
isnormallynecessaryinordertoensurethepurityofthisparticularchild.22

18 Prot. Jas.5:9:(Plhrwqeisw~n de\ tw~n h9merw~n a0pesmh/cato h9 !Anna th~j a0fe/drou 
au0th~j).Comparelk.2.22(onwhich,seeabove).

19 Formoreontheselaws,seeJacobMilgrom,Leviticus 1–16(aB3;newyork:
doubleday, 1991), 742–68; tarja Philip, Menstruation and Childbirth in the Bible: 
Fertility and Impurity (studies inBiblicalliterature88;newyork:Peterlang,2006),
111–22.

20 Contrast,however, thedescriptionofMary’sactionsafter thebirthof Jesus
inProt. Jas.19:16:“andafterashorttime,thelightwithdrew,untilthebabyappeared;
and itcameandtookthebreastof itsmotherMary”;Kai\ pro\j o0ligon to_ fw~j e0kei~no 
u9peste/lleto, e3wj e0fa/nh bre/foj: kai\ h?}lqen kai\ e!labe masto\n e0k th~j mhtro_j au0tou~ Mari/aj.

21 GaventafurthernotesthattheProt. Jas.tellsthereadernothingofhowMary
wasfedpriortothecompletionofanna’spurificationrite(Mary,112).iftheimplication
isthatMarywasnotfedatallduringthisperiod,theinfantMarywouldhavedemon-
stratedamiraculousfeat.thetextmayleaveopenthispossibility,namely,thatMaryis
soexceptional thatshecansurvivewithout food.alternately, thereadermaybemeant
toassumethatMary,asachildofawealthyfamily,wouldhavebeenfedbyawet-nurse
duringthetimeofanna’spost-partumimpurity.

22 notably,therabbiniclawsconcerningpost-partumpurification—asdeveloped
bytannaim roughly contemporaneouswith the compositionof theProt. Jas.—also go
beyondtheleviticalprescriptions.accordingtom. Niddah3.1, for instance,awoman
whoisdeemeduncleanasaresultofpost-partumimpurities isdeemeduncleanfor the
prescribednumberofdays (sevenand thirty-three formales; fourteenand sixty-six for
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thespecialstatusofthischildisfurthersuggestedbytheresonanceofanna’s
actionswithlev.12.4,whichstatesthattheparturientcannottouchany
holythinguntilafterthecompletionofherpurification.

theProt. Jas.’descriptionoftheeventssurroundingthebirthofMary
isthusmarkedbyafocusonestablishingherparents’piety,whichiseven
upheldinthefaceofadversity.whatissignificant,forourpurposes,isthat
theirpietyisnarrativelyconveyedwithprimaryreferencetothetemple,its
priests,itslaws,andtheapparentassumptionoftheefficacyofsacrificeto
cleansesin:Joachimandannaaredepictedasfaithfullyparticipatinginthe
templecultandsacrifices,accordingtowhatarepresentedintheProt. Jas.
astheJewishlawsandcustomsoftheirtime.

2. Ritual Purity Communicated Metaphorically: Mary as Temple 
Sacrifice

evenasthenarrativeoftheProt. Jas.shiftsitsfocusfromMary’sparents
toMaryherself,thetemplecontinuestobeaprominenttheme,albeit
in adifferentmanner:Mary isdescribed in language resonantwitha
sacrificialoffering.thischaracterizationofMaryispresagedevenprior
toherbirth.accordingtoProt. Jas.4:2,whenannawasgivennewsof
herpregnancy,herfirstinstinctwastopromiseherchildtothelordasa
gift.23theuseofthetermδῶρονinthispassageservestodrawaparallel
withthesacrificialofferings(δῶρα)saidtobepreparedbyJoachimin
Prot. Jas.1:2and5:1;thepromiseis,thus,couchedintermsthatsuggest
thatthegivingofMaryisanna’sownsacrificetothelord.thatthis
sacrifice,too,isconnectedwiththetempleislatermadeexplicitwhen
Mary isdedicatedas a child to the temple (Prot. Jas. 7:1).24aswith
Joachim,then,anna’sfaithinGodisdescribedasinextricablylinkedto
thegivingofofferingstoGod,withthemediationofpriestsandinthe
settingofthetemple.inaddition,theimageofMaryasakintoasacri-

females),evenincasesofmiscarriagesorabortions,ifthereisblood.despitetheintensi-
fied concern for post-partum impurity, however, nothing is said—to my knowledge—
aboutanysituationinwhichamotherwouldbebannedfromfeedingherinfantduring
thisperiodofritualimpurity.

23 Prot. Jas.4:2:‘i’llofferitasagifttothelordmyGod,anditwillservehim
allthedaysofitslife’;prosa&cw au0to_ dw~ron kuri/w| tw~| qew~| mou, kai\ e!stai leitourgw~n 
au0tw~| pa/saj ta\j h9me/raj th~j zwh~j au0tou~.

24  it is, perhaps, not coincidental that this vow recalls the biblical stories of
samson(Judg.13.5)andsamuel(1sam.1.11)—bothofwhichfeature(male)childrenfor
whomthenaziritevowwasmadebytheirmothers,evenpriortotheirconception.the
parallelprovesespeciallyinteresting,sincenaziritevowswereopentowomen,aswellas
tomen(e.g.,1sam.1.11),andentailedmaintainingalevelofpuritybeyondnormalritual
purity:separationandabstentionfromwineandwineproducts,andregulationfromcut-
tingthehairforthelord(num.6.1–21).Comparealsolk.1.15,whichseemstodepict
JohntheBaptistasanaziritefrombirth.



ficialofferingserves to laythegroundworkfor thecelebrationof this
figureasuniquelypureandworthy.

theProt. Jas.’descriptionofthechildhoodofMary,moreover,ismarked
bytheassertionofanna’sextraordinaryconcernformaintainingherdaugh-
ter’sritualpurity.annaissaidtomakeeffortstopreventMaryfromeven
walkingoncommonground,byturningherbedroomintoa“sanctuary”
(ἁγίασμα) andbypreventinganything“common” (κοινός)or“‘impure”
(ἁκάθαρτος)topassthroughit(Prot. Jas.6:4).25accordingtotheProt. Jas.,
annathusensuredthatthenormal,ritualimpuritiesofeverydaylifedidnot
encroachuponMaryduringherchildhood.

althoughthispassage,Prot. Jas.6:4,representstheonlypointinthetext
wherethetermsκοινόςandα0κάθαρτος areused,thechoiceofterminology
maybesignificant.thetermκοινόςoccursabouttwentytimesinthelxx
andotapocrypha.significantly,forourpurposes,itisusedinthecontext
ofritualimpurityin1Macc.1:47and1:62,whereitdescribesthesacrifice
ofuncleanbeastsandtheeatingofuncleanfood.26inProt. Jas. 6:4,the
choiceofthistermmaybe,similarly,intendedtodenoteritualpollution,
particularlyinlightoftheappealtolawsconcerningpurificationalreadyin
Prot. Jas.5:9.

thisconnectionisevenclearerinthecaseofthetermἁκάθαρτος,which
occursoverahundredtimes in thelxxandotapocrypha—always in
referencetoritualimpurity.thetermoccurs,forinstance,incontextssuchas
theassertionofaneedtodistinguishbetweenthecleanandunclean,andthe
outliningoflawsconcerningpurificationofferings.27inthelxx,theGreek,
ἁκάθαρτος,usuallyrendersoneoffourhebrewterms:(1)(3),טהר(2),אלח
althoughitisusedonlyofuncleanspiritsordemonsin.תועבהand(4),טמא
thentGospels(Mt.10.1,12.43;Mk1.26,6.7;lk.4.33,6.18),itdoesrefer,

25 Prot. Jas.6:4:“andsosheturnedthebedroomintoasanctuaryanddidnot
permit anythingprofaneorunclean topass the child’s lips”;Kai\ e0poi/hsen a9gi/asma e0n 
tw~| koitw~ni au0th~j, kai\ pa~n koino\n kai\ a0ka/qarton ou0k ei!a die/rxesqai di’ au0th~j.hock
has taken the liberty of translating the pronoun au0th~j as “the child’s lips” based on
the feminine gender of the pronoun, which has proved problematic for the traditional
translation of “it” as a reference to her bedroom. his argument is also based on de
strycker’sobservation(“leProtévangile de Jacques:ProblèmesCritiquesetexégétiques,” 
inStudia Evangelica III [ed.F.l.Cross;texteunduntersuchungenzurGeschichtedes
altchristlichen literatur 88; Berlin: akademie Verlag, 1964], 91, n. 3), that anna was
closelymonitoringMary’sdiet.ihaveleftthetranslationofthepronounsimplyas“it”
because itrendersatranslationthat involvescarefulmonitoringofeverythingandany-
thingthatcameintocontactwithMary,notsimplywhatpassedthroughherlips.

26  Most times that the word koino/j is used in the lxx, it translates into the
hebrewtermsאחדorרחב(e.g.Prov.1.14;21.9,etc.).inthent,koino/jisusedeleventimes
intermsofritualimpurity(e.g.Mk7.2,7.5;acts10.14,10.15,10.28,11.8;rom.14.15
(×3);heb.10.29;rev.21.27).

27  in fact, in every instance that a0ka/qartoj occurs in the lxx (approx. 137
times),itisusedinreferencetothelawsofritualimpurity,i.e.,toqualifycertainfoods,
acts,diseases,bodilyflows,etc.,asrenderingoneimpure,unclean,ordefiled(seeesp.lev.
11–15).
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attimes,toritualpurityinotherntwritings,suchasthePaulineepistles
(1Cor.7.14;2Cor.6.17),thebookofacts(10.14,28;11.8),andrevelation
(18.2).itsuseinthisimportantpassagewithintheProt. Jas.may,thus,serve
toreinforcethedepictionofMary’spurityasencompassingtheavoidance
ofthetypesofritualimpurityoutlinedinleviticallaw.

if so, then the concern for ritualpuritymayalsoextend towhatare
depicted asanna’s choices regarding the companionsof herdaughter.
accordingtoProt. Jas.6:5,annaonlyallowsthe“undefileddaughtersofthe
hebrews”(θυγατέρας τῶν ̔Εβραίων τàς ἁμιάντους)tokeepMarycompanyand
amuseher.Consistentwiththetraditionalscholarlyemphasisonthetheme
ofvirginitywithintheProt. Jas.,scholarshavetypicallyassumedthatProt. 
Jas.6:5denotesthelimitationofMary’scompanionstovirgins.28attention
tothesemanticrangeofthetermandtothenarrativecontextofitsusein
theProt. Jas.,however,suggeststhatthisinterpretationmaynotcapturethe
fullmeaninghereintended.

unlike the termsκοινός andα0κάθαρτος, the termα‛μίαντος is usedat
multiple (and, arguably, significant)points in theProt. Jas.thephrase
“undefileddaughtersofthehebrews”appearsinProt. Jas.7:4.inaddition,
Prot. Jas.10:2 refers to“undefiledvirgins fromthe tribeofdavid” (τàς 
παρθένους τàς ἁμιάντους ἁπò τῆς φυλῆς τοῦ Δαυίδ),andMaryisdescribedas
“undefiled(ἁμίαντος)beforeGod”inProt. Jas.10:4.inonecase,thisterm
isusedtodescribeanobjectratherthanaperson:inProt. Jas.10:7,itissaid
that“undefiled(ἁμίαντον)threads”areusedfortheweavingofthetemple
veil.29

within theotapocryphaand thent literature, the term ἁμίαντος ιs
used in twoways: (1)withspecific reference tovirginsorvirginity (e.g.,
wis.3:13;8:20;heb.13.4)and(2)withreferencetothemaintenanceof
ritualpuritymorebroadly,particularlybyabstainingfromtheimpure(e.g.,
wis.4.2;2Macc.14.36;15.34;heb.7.26;1Pet.1.4).iproposethatthe
descriptionofMary’scompanionsinProt. Jas.6:5drawsonbothmeanings.
thereadermaybemeanttounderstandMary’scompanionsassexuallypure
inthesenseofbeingvirginal—thefeaturethatisassertedtobecomemost
characteristicofMaryherself (e.g.,Prot. Jas. 8:7).thenarrativecontext
ofProt. Jas.6:5,however,alsosuggestsanotherlayerofmeaning:justas
Mary’shomeissaidtobefreefromanythingκοινόςandα0κάθαρτοςinProt. 

28 e.g.hock,Infancy Gospels,43,n.65.thisassumptionisparticularlyevident
inhock’s translationofparqe/nouj ta\j a0mia/ntoujas“truevirgins”atProt. Jas.10:2.
there,hechoosestoemphasizetheimportanceoftruevirginityasthecriterionfordeter-
miningsuitablecompanionsforMary.seealso,destrycker,“Protévangile,”91,n.4,who
alsosuggeststhatthereferencetothe“undefileddaughters”referredsimplytoagroupof
virginswhowereprobablycontemporariesofMary.

29 inthehighpriest’sdescriptionofthekindofthreadsusedtoweavetheveil,
hock translates to\ a0mi/anton as “the white [threads]” (Infancy Gospels, 51); cf. de
strycker(La Forme la Plus Ancienne,112–13)andCullmann(“ProtevangeliumofJames,”
430)whobothleavethetranslationsimplyas“l’amiante[fils]”and“amiant[threads],”
respectively.thedecisiontotranslateto\ a0mi/antonas“undefiled[threads]”ismyown.



Jas. 6:4,sotheimplicationinProt. Jas.6:5maybethathercompanions
are“undefiled,”inthesenseofnotbeinginastateofritualpollution(e.g.,
menstrualimpurity),whentheyinteractwithMary.30

ifso, thenthereferencetotheundefiledstatusofMary’scompanions
extendsthetext’searlierconcernforassertingthatMarywasnotsubjectto
anyimpurityasaresultofanna’spost-partumstateofpollution(Prot. Jas.
5:9);here,too,theimplicationmaybethatMarywaskeptawayfromthe
impuritiesresultingfromtheblood-flowofwomen.whenwereadProt. Jas.
6:5intermsofthetext’spersistentconcernforthetempleandritualpurity—
ratherthanonlythroughthelensoflaterChristianviewsofMaryasvirgin
mother—itmaybemoreplausible tounderstandMary’s companionsas
“undefiled”bothbyvirtueofbeingvirginalandbyvirtueofnotassociating
withMaryduringtheperiodoftheirownmenstruation.31

theimageofMaryasapuretempleofferingisalsoevokedduringthe
text’sdescriptionofhersecondbirthday(Prot. Jas.7:1–3).here,annaand
Joachimdiscusswhetherornot they should takeMary to the temple in
fulfillmentofanna’svow(Prot. Jas.7:1;cf.4:2),andtheydecidetowait
untilshe is threeyearsold(Prot. Jas.7:2–3).32thisdiscussionoccasions
thereassertionofthereasonsfortheirspecialtreatmentofMary:fromthe
commentsattributedtothem,itisclearthatshehasbeenbroughtupinorder
tofulfillthepromisethatannamadetoGod.accordingly,Joachimfears
thatthe“lordwillbeangry”33andthattheir“giftwillbeunacceptable”
(καì ἁπρόσδεκτον ε)/σται τò δῶρον ἡμῶν; Prot. Jas. 7:1). inotherwords,
Mary’sparentsareagainportrayedasbeing concerned,aboveall,with
completingtheirvowand,thus,maintainingtheirpersonalrighteousness,as
wellascontributingtothemaintenanceofisrael’scovenantalobligations,as
centeredonthetemple.

30 thetext’sconcernformenstrualpurity, inparticular, isclearfromProt. Jas.
8:4,wheretherelatedverbmiai/nw isusedtodescribethereasonwhyMaryisaskedto
leavethetemple.

31 laterinthenarrative,when“truevirginsfromthetribeofdavid”aresummoned
bythehighpriesttoweaveaveilforthetemple,inProt. Jas.10:3,theterma0mi/antojis,
again,usedtodescribethegirlsallowedtoparticipateinthisimportanttask,aswellasthose
whoareallowedtobeincontactwithMary.ifiamcorrecttosuggestthattheProt. Jas. uses
theterma0mi/antojtodenoteritualpurity,ingeneral(i.e.,notjustvirginity),thismayhelp
toexplainwhythehighpriestisdepictedashavingsuchadifficulttimefindinggirlswho
meetthisrequirement—i.e.,toweavethetempleveil,thosechosenmustnotonlybevirgins
andbeardavidiclineage,but,also,notbemenstruatingatthatparticulartime.

32 hornerhasarguedforthesignificanceofthereferencetoMaryturningthreeyears
ofage,basedonhisanalysisoftheProt. Jas. inrelationtotheMishnah.heobservesthat
Mary’smovetothetempleisplacedattheageofthree,whichcorrespondstotheageatwhich,
accordingtom. Niddah,agirlisconsideredaKetannah and,therefore,vulnerabletosexual
defilement,sinceherhymencannolongerregenerate(horner,“Jewishaspects,”321).

33 inhistranslation,hockrendersmh/pwj a0postei/lh| o9 despo/thj e0f 0 h9ma~j kai\ 
a0pro/sdekton e!stai to_ dw~ron h9mwn~,inProt. Jas.7:1,as“orelsethelordwillbeangry
withusandourgiftwillbeunacceptable”(Prot. Jas.,45).theverse,translatedliterally,
reads:“lestthelordwillsenduponusandourgiftwillbeunacceptable.”
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thereference toMaryasa“gift” (δῶρον), inProt. Jas.7:1,picksup
onthesacrificialdiscoursethroughoutthebeginningchaptersoftheProt. 
Jas.,aswellasservingtoremindthereaderofanna’svowinProt. Jas.4:2,
inparticular.asnotedabove, thebeginningof the text twicedescribed
Joachim’sdesiretoofferpropersacrifices;inProt. Jas.1:2and5:1,moreover,
thetermusedfortheseofferingsisthesameterm—namely,δῶρον—thatis
usedtodescribeMary’sstatusasa“gift”inProt. Jas.4:2and7:1,alike.

asinthecaseofthelanguageofpurityintheProt. Jas.,thisword-choice
resonateswiththelegalterminologyofthelxx.thetermδῶρονoccurs
eighty-onetimesinlxxleviticusandnumbersalone—allinrelationto
sacrificialofferings.34whenprovidinginstructionsonhowtopreparethe
variouskindsofsacrificialofferings,bothlxxleviticusandnumbersmost
oftenusetheadjectiveα1μωμον(“unblemished”)todescribetherequiredstate
ofsacrificialofferings.significantly,forourpurposes,however,theadjective
καθαρός(“pure”)alsooccursinassociationwiththeproperstateofsacrificial
giftstobeofferedinthetemple.35ifwereadtheProt. Jas.’descriptionof
Mary’schildhoodinthiscontext,suchdiscourselendsalevelofsymbolic
meaningtothecarefulmannerinwhichMaryispreparedandprotected
beforesheisofferedtothetemple:Maryispure,andmusthavenoblemish
uponher,inordertobefitasanofferingtoGod.

the text’saccountofMary’sarrivalat the temple furtherenhances the
imageofthisfigureasakintoapureandworthysacrifice.inadditiontothe
twoblessingsgiventoheronherbirthday,Maryis,then,givenathirdblessing
bythehighpriest:“thelordGodhasexaltedyournameinallgenerations.
inyou,upontheendofdays,thelordwillrevealhisredemption(τò λύτρον)
tothechildrenofisrael”(Prot. Jas. 7:7–8).36itmaybesignificantthatthe
termusedfor“redemption”(i.e.,λύτρον)hereisthesameasthatusedinlxx
numbers(e.g.,3:12,46,48,49;18:15)torefertotheriteoftheredemptionof
thefirstborn.thiscorrespondencemayappear,atfirstsight,tobeincidental.
Closeranalysis,however,highlightsthewaysinwhichthenarrativeofthe
Prot. Jas. resonateswith thecomplexofbiblical, early Jewish,andearly
Christian traditions surroundingchild-sacrifice,as richlyexploredby Jon
levenson,withreferencetothebindingofisaac(Gen.22).37

34 i.e.,forty-twotimesinlxxleviticus,andthirty-ninetimesinlxxnumbers.
the termdw~ron is,also,used tomeansacrifice,or isassociatedwithsacrifice inlxx
Gen.4.4,deut.12.11,1Chron.16.29,neh.13.31,Job20.6,sir.7.9,isa.18.7,66.20,
andJer.40.1(33.1).inMt.5.23,5.24,8.4,23.18,and23.19,thetermdw~ronissimilarly
usedinthecontextofJesus’explanationsandreferencestothelawsconcerningsacrifices
andofferingsonthealtarforthelord.

35  see, e.g.,lxxGen.8.20 (onburntofferings involving cleanbirds andani-
mals);lxxnum.19.9(ontheredheiferrite);lxxlev.4.12(onpurificationofferings);
lxxlev.6.11(onburntofferings);lxxlev.14.4,49(onpurificationoflepers).

36  Prot. Jas. 7:7–8:  0Emega/lunen ku/rioj o9 qeo_j to_ o!noma/ sou e0n pa/saij tai~j 
geneai~j. e0pi\ soi\ e0p 0 e0sxa/twn tw~n h9merw~n fanerw&sei ku/rioj to\ lu/tron toi~j ui9oi~j 0Israh/l.

37  Jon levenson, The Death and Resurrection of the Beloved Son: The 
Transformation of Child-Sacrifice in Judaism and Christianity (new haven, Ct: yale
universityPress,1993),esp.174–75,218–19.



theaccountofMary’searlylifeintheProt. Jas.,infact,echoescertain
elementsofthebiblicalstoryofisaac.notonlydoesthetextbeginwith
theproblemofthebarrennessofarighteouscouple(Prot. Jas.1:5;cf.Gen.
16.1–2;18.11),butexplicitappealismade,inProt. Jas.1:8,toabraham
asan inspiration for Joachim’shope thatGodmightgranthima child.
Moreover,thedescriptionofthe“greatfeast”(δοχὴν μεγάλην)thatJoachim
gives inhonourofMary’s firstbirthday, inProt. Jas. 6:6,parallels the
description,inlxxGen.21.8,ofthegreatfeast”(δοχὴν μεγάλην)heldby
abrahamonthedayofisaac’sweaning.38inaddition,inProt. Jas.6:12,
annarejoicesoverthesuccessofherpregnancybyproclaimingthatMary
has come from the“fruitofhis [i.e., Joachim’s] righteousness” (καρπòν 
δικαιοσύνης αὐτοὐ;Prot. Jas.6:12):righteousnessbegetsrighteousness,and,
inreturnforJoachim’spiousparticipationinthetemplecult,andunshaken
devotiontoGod,annahasbeenblessedwithachild.inasmuchas“right-
eousness”(צדקה; δικαιοσύνη)isatermstronglyassociatedwithabrahamin
earlyJewishandChristiantradition,39theintentionmaybetodrawfurther
parallelsbetweenisaacandMary,particularlywithregardtotheirstatus
aschildrenmiraculouslyborntothebarrenwivesofrighteousmen.asthe
narrativeof theProt. Jas.unfolds, theparalleldeepens: itbecomesclear
thatGodhasgivenMarytoannaandJoachimasarewardfortheirright-
eousness,butthat,inturn,theymustbewilling—likeabraham—tooffer
theirchildasagiftbacktohim.itisperhapsnotcoincidental,then,thatthe
Prot. Jas.’ descriptionofthelifeofMaryrecallsthepatternofthe“beloved
son,”asexemplifiedbythelifeofisaac:shetooexperienceshumiliation(i.e.,
duetopublicaccusationandtesting;Prot. Jas.10:10–13;20:1–4;cf.Joseph’s
privateallegationat13:6–10)butalsoeventualexaltation(i.e.,asthemother
ofthemessiah;Prot. Jas.20:10).

aswehave seen,moreover, themesof sacrificeareprominentwithin
the narrative ofMary’s life, as told in theProt. Jas. Mary, herself, is
characterizedasagifttoGodanddescribedinlanguagethatisstrikingly
andpersistentlysacrificial.arguably,theassertionofMary’sstatusasher
mother’stempleofferingsimultaneouslyservestoforeshadowthesacrifice
ofherownson,Jesus.

38 infact,theparallelisalmostexact,exceptwithJoachim’snamereplacingthat
ofabraham.ComparelxxGen.21.8(kai\ e0poi/hsen 'Abraa\m doxh\n mega/lhn)withProt. 
Jas.6:6(kai\ e0poi/hsen 'Iwakei\m doxh\n mega/lhn).

39 r.w.l.Moberly,“abraham’srighteousness(Genesis15:6),”inStudies in the 
Pentateuch(ed.Johna.emerton;leiden:Brill,1990),103–30.
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Conclusion

asnotedabove,theinterestinMary’spurityintheProt. Jas.has,typically,
beeninterpretedintermsoflaterChristianunderstandingsoffemalepurity
ascenteredonvirginityandchastity.whatismissed,intheprocess,isthe
placeofritualpurityinitsaccountoftheconception,birth,andchildhood
ofMary,ontheonehand,anditsoverarchinginterestinthetempleand
sacrificialsystems,ontheother.arguably,infact,the Prot. Jas.’depiction
ofMarycannotbewhollyunderstoodapartfromsomeawarenessofbiblical
andearlyJewishideasaboutritualpurity.

aswehaveseen,theProt. Jas.isemphaticaboutMary’spurity,andit
goes togreatefforts todemonstrate theprecisenatureandscopeof this
purity. its accountof thebirth, infancy, and childhoodofMarymakes
clearhercloseconnectiontothetemple:shebelongsmoretoGodandthe
templethantoherownparents.itisasserted,moreover,thatMarylives,
plays,eats,andassociateswithnothingprofaneandwithnooneinastate
ofritualpollution.thetext’semphasisonMary’sritualpurityisevidentin
anna’svowtoofferherasa“gift”(Prot. Jas. 4:2),andthedescriptionofher
childhoodhomeasakintoasanctuary(Prot. Jas.6:4),aslaterextendedby
theaccountofhertimelivinginthetempleitself(Prot. Jas.8:2)andbeing
“fedthere,likeadove,receivingherfoodfromthehandofanangel”(Prot. 
Jas.8:2).40Multiplepriestlyblessings(Prot. Jas.6:7;6:9;7:7–8)furtherserve
tostrengthentheconnectionsbetweenMaryandthetemple,evenasthey
alsoforeshadowherroleoutsideofit,asthevirginmotherofthemessiah
(Prot. Jas. 7:7–8).

how,then,mightthisconcernforritualpurityshedlightontheaim(s)
andpurpose(s)of theProt. Jas.? inpast researchon this text, scholars
havespeculatedaboutarangeofpossible(andoverlapping)motivesforits
composition—specifically:(1)to“fillin”thegapsleftbythentGospels’
accountsofthelifeofMaryandbirthofJesus;41(2)tointerprettheinfancy
storiesofMatthewandluke;42(3)to interweaveoralandwrittentradi-

40 Prot. Jas.8:2:(w9sei\ peristera\ nemome/nh kai\ e0la/mbane trofh\n e0k xeiro\j a0gge/lou).
theimageryofthedovemaystrengthenthemetaphorofMaryasasacrificialgift,inasmuch
asturtledovesweretheonlybirdsallowedtobeofferedinsacrificeaccordingtoleviticallaw
(e.g.,lev.12.6,8;15.14,etc.).asiswellknown,thetermperistera/playsaspecialrolein
thentGospels,whereitisassociatedwithinnocence(e.g.,Mt.10.16)andwiththedescent
oftheholyspirit(e.g.,Mk1.10;lk.3.22;Jn1.32),orspiritofGod(e.g.,Mt.3.16),during
Jesus’baptism.itmaynotbecoincidentalthenthatthedovealsoserves,inProt. Jas.9:6,as
thesignthatGodusestodeterminethewidowerofisraelwhoisworthytoactasaguardian
forMaryafterherdeparturefromthetemple.

41 e.g., Cullmann, “Protevangelium of James,” 414, 416–18; hock, Infancy 
Gospels, 3; elliott, Apocryphal New Testament, 46; hans-Josef Klauck, Apocryphal 
Gospels: An Introduction(trans.BrianMcneil;newyork:t&tClark,2003),64.

42  e.g., Cothenet, “Protévangile,” 4260; w. s. Vorster, “the Protevangelium
of James and intertextuality,” in Text and Testimony: Essays on New Testament and 
Apocryphal Literature in Honour of A. F. J. Klijn(ed.t.Baardaetal.;Kampen:J.h.Kok,



tionsaboutMary;43(4)toprovideabiographyforMary;44(5)torespond
toJewishand/or“pagan”attacksonMary’scharacter;45and(6)topraise
Maryasanexemplaryfigure.46thosescholarswhohaveemphasizedMary’s
purityasadominantandunifyingthemeintheProt. Jas.havetendedto
favourthelasttwopossibilities(i.e.,#5and#6),suggestingthatthetextwas
composedprimarilyforapologeticand/orencomiasticaims.47

attentiontothetext’sconcernforritualpurityappearstoconfirmhock’s
contentionthattheprimarypurposeoftheProt. Jas.isencomiastic.48inmy
view,theemphasisonMary’sritualpurityfunctions,aboveall,tocontribute
tothepraiseofthisfigurebyexplainingwhatmadeherworthytobeselected
fortheroleofthemotherofthemessiah.intheGospelsofMatthewand
luke,Maryisdescribedasavirgin,andisdepictedasremaininginthisstate,
despitebeingwithchild(Mt.1.18–25;lk.1.26–35).theseearlyGospels,
however,offerverylittlebymeansofexplanationforwhyMarywaschosen
tobethevirginmotherofthemessiah;eventhereferencestoMary’svirginity
inMatthewandluke canbe interpreted as the result ofher selection
forthisrole,ratherthanthereasonper se.intheProt. Jas.,bycontrast,
Mary’sworthinessisestablishedthroughherparents’piety,hermiraculous

1988), 268–69; elliott, Apocryphal New Testament, 51. although some scholars (e.g.,
Cameron,Other Gospels,108–9)haveraisedthepossibilitythattheProt. Jas.drewon
gospelharmonies(e.g.tatian’sDiatessaron)ratherthan—ortogetherwith—theGospels
ofMatthewandluke,thispossibilityhasyettobeexploredinanysustainedfashion.

43 itseemsplausiblethatstorieswerebeingcirculatedaboutMaryandherchild-
hoodinthesecondcenturyce,inmuchthesamemannerasstoriesaboutJesus,concern-
ingaspectsofhis lifenotdescribedinwrittenaccountslikethecanonicalGospels,may
havecirculatedorally,at first,and,only later, inwrittenforms(e.g., Infancy Gospel of 
Thomas).seeKlauck,Apocryphal Gospels,64;hock, Infancy Gospels,3.

44  although the details provided in the Prot. Jas. concerning Mary cannot be
regarded as authentic historical records of her life, Klauck suggests that this text was
shaped by the biographical literature of late antiquity and probably sprung from the
needtoprovideMarywithherownbiography.seefurther,Klauck,Apocryphal Gospels,
64–72.

45 i.e.,toJewishand/or“pagan”polemicsagainstclaimsconcerningthespecial
circumstances surrounding Jesus’ birth, as well as Mary’s virginity and social status.
see further, smid, Protevangelium Jacobi, 15–17; Cothenet, “Protévangile,” 4268; van
stempvoort, “Protevangelium Jacobi,” 410, 413–15; Klauck, Apocryphal Gospels, 66;
elliott, Apocryphal New Testament, 49–50; horner, “Jewish aspects,” 330; John l.
allen,“theProtevangeliumofJamesasan ‘historia’:the insufficiencyof the ‘infancy
Gospel’ Category,” in Society of Biblical Literature Seminar Papers (ed. e. lovering;
atlanta,Ga:scholarsPress,1991),515–17.

46 hock,forinstance,acknowledgesthepolemicallymotivatednatureofthework
butsuggeststhatapologeticaimsdonotsufficetoexplainthewholenarrative.instead,he
suggestsanencomiasticpurposeastheprimaryreasonforthecreationofthenarrative,
pointingtoparallelswiththeGreco-romangenreoftheencomium(esp.withreferenceto
hermongenes’Progymnasmata).seefurther,hock,Infancy Gospels,16;alsoCullmann,
“ProtevangeliumofJames,”425.

47 e.g.,Gaventa,Mary,100–22;Foskett, Virgin Conceived,141–64.
48 hock,Infancy Gospels,16.
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conception,hermaintenanceofextremeritualpuritythroughoutinfancyand
childhood,andherspecialconnectiontothetemple.repeatedassertionsof
herspecialstatusandplaceinsalvation-history,moreover,areplacedinthe
mouthsofthepriestsofthetemple,and,particularly,thehighpriest.

atthesametime,thetext’semphasisonMary’sritualpuritymaypoint
toa secondaryaimof answeringdoubts and rumours (whether Jewish
and/or“pagan”and/or inner-Christian)about theunusual circumstances
surroundingthebirthofJesus(e.g.,origen,Against Celsus1.32).already,
intheGospelofluke,wefindhintsofaconcerntounderlinethepropriety
ofJesus’birth,byappealingtohismother’sfidelitytotheleviticalprescrip-
tionsforpost-partumpurificationandtheredemptionofthefirstborn(see
lk.2.21–24andabove).intheProt. Jas.,thisconcernistakenevenfurther,
anditisextendedfromJesusontoMary:here,aswehaveseen,ampleefforts
aremadetodemonstratethatMary’smotheractedinaccordancewiththe
leviticalpurity laws surroundingchildbirth (Prot. Jas.5:9)—to suchan
exaggerateddegree,infact,thatMaryherselfwaspureenoughtodwellin
thetempleasachild(Prot. Jas.8:2)and,even,tobeuniquelyexemptfrom
therequirementtoobservepost-partumpurificationafterthebirthofher
son(Prot. Jas.19:16).

lestanyonedoubtthepossibilitythatMarycouldconceiveasavirgin,
theProt. Jas.narrativelydemonstratesthatthiseventstandsincontinuity
withthemiraculousconceptionofchildrenfromthebarrenmatriarchsand
righteouspatriarchsofthebiblicalpast.above,wenotedthatthetaleof
Mary’sownconception,birth,andchildhoodresonateswiththetaleofthe
conception,birth,andchildhoodofisaacinlxxGen.21.1–7.inaddition,
theProt. Jas.makesanextended intertextualappeal to the storyof the
conception,birth,andchildhoodofsamuel,particularlyas told inlxx
1samuel.

ononelevel,suchparallelsmayhelptoaccountforthepreoccupation
withthetempleandsacrificesinthefirstchaptersoftheProt. Jas.in1sam.
1.1–2.11,forinstance,thetemplecultandsacrificesalsoplayanimportant
role.accordingto1sam.1.14,thepriesteliwasinitiallymistakenabout
thepietyof thebarrenhannah—much like thepriestreubel is said to
bemistakenabout thepietyof the childless Joachim inProt. Jas. 1:5.
nevertheless,bothhannahandelkannaharedescribedasactivelypartici-
patinginthetemplecultandasmakingthepropersacrifices;samuel’sfather,
elkannah,evenofferssacrificesbeyondwhatisrequired,byofferingdouble
portionsforhannah(1sam.1.3–5)—anactionthat,accordingtoProt. Jas.
1:2and4:5–6,waslaterparalleledandsurpassedbyMary’sfatherJoachim.
otherparallelsincludethosebetweenhannah’svowofsamueltothetemple
in1sam.1.11andanna’svowofMarytothetempleinProt. Jas.4:2,and
betweensamuelandMaryas,both,dwellinginthetemple(Prot. Jas.8:2;
1sam.1.27–28).takentogetherwiththeassertionoftheritualpurityof
annaandMary,alike,theseintertextualappealsfunctiontodefendMary
(and,byextension,Jesus)fromanychargesofimpurityandimpropriety.



eventhisseeminglyapologeticaim,however,contributestotheencomi-
asticpurposeof the textasawhole,wherein the Jerusalem templeand
Jewishpriesthood functionasmeansbywhich to expressMary’spure
andblessedstatus.referencesandallusionstoritualpurity,sacrifice,the
temple,andpriests,afterall,allcontributetotheelevationofMary,andto
theexplorationofherspecialroleinsalvation-history.thisisperhapsmost
explicitinthepriestlyblessingofMaryinProt. Jas.7:7–8,whichfunctions
toexpressthetext’sunderstandingofthenatureofsalvationthroughJesus.
ConsistentwiththerepeatedemphasisonthecontinuitiesbetweenMary,
israelitehistory,andJewish lawandpiety, thisblessing foretells that the
salvationthatcomesthroughMarywillresultintheredemptionofisraelas
awhole.49Preciselyduetoherexceptionalpietyandpurity,Maryis,thus,
saidtobecomeanactiveparticipantinbringingabouttheredemptionofher
ownpeople,bymeansofhermotherhoodofthemessiah.

49 thisviewthatJesuswouldmakesalvationpossible tothewholeof israel is
alsoexpressed,inthesecondcenturyce,byT. XII Patr.Forinstance,inT. Levi 18:1–11,
God’sanointedpriest,levi,istoldbyanangelthathewillbetheagentofredemptionby
“announcingtheonewhoisabouttoredeemisrael.”inT. Benj.9:2,Godissaidtohave
“sentforthhissalvationthroughtheministrationoftheuniqueprophet”;cf.T. Dan.5:10;
T. Gad.8:1;T. Benj.4:2.seefurther,M.deJonge,“theFutureofisraelinthetestament
of the twelve Patriarchs,” JSJ 17.2 (1986): 196–211; idem, “the transmission of the
testamentsofthetwelvePatriarchsbyChristians,”VC47.1(1993):1–28.
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Chapter 14

Thecla Desexualized: The Saint Justina Legend and 
the Reception of the Christian Apocrypha in Late 

Antiquity

Brian Sowers

inthethirdcentury,MethodiusofolympuschristianizedPlato’sSymposium
andwroteadialogueinwhichtenChristianvirginspraisechastityrather
thanlove.hiseighthspeaker,thecla,theproto-martyrofhersex,hasthe
followingtosayaboutwomenofherday,“wisemenhavesaidthatour
lifeisafestalassembly,andthatwehavecomeasthoughintoatheaterto
showthedramaoftruth,thatis,ofrighteousness.”weopenourdiscussion
ofancientChristianwomenwiththispassagebecauseitencapsulatestwo
challengesthescholarofantiquityfacesasheendeavorstobetterunder-
standnarrativesaboutancientwomeningeneralandChristianwomenin
particular.First,the“words”ofthesewomenareoftenpennedandnearly
alwaystransmittedbymenwhowerehighlyselectiveinthepassagesthey
discussedandcopied.narrativesofthistypeoftentellusmoreaboutthe
lives,perspectives, andagendasof theirmaleauthors than their female
subjects.1 second, modern readers risk merely staring at their ancient
subjects,usingthem,astheclasays,asfoilsfortruth—wemodernsmight
callthathistory—orforrighteousness,perhapstheequivalenttoourethics.
therareandoftenvagueglimpseswegetofancientwomencaneasilybe
reducedtofactoidsinourattemptstoreconstructbroadersocialhistoriesor
theconcernsofspecificreligiouscommunities;weriskspendingmoretime
analyzingoursubjectsasthoughunderamicroscopethanactuallylooking
with themat theworld inwhich they lived.Male-generatedaccountsof
women,ofwhichMethodius’Symposium is an ideal example, typically
focusonspecificfemalecharacteristics,suchasawoman’ssexualidentity,
with the result thatourunderstandingandappreciationof thediversity
ofearlyChristianwomenfrequentlybecomesdistorted.inourattemptto
contextualize,then,weoftenfirstdecontextualizethewomenwhoselives

1 therearesomeobviousexceptions,inparticularthevastamountofliterature
that has survived, often accidentally, in the sands of egypt. see roger s. Bagnall and
raffaellaCribiore,Women’s Letters from Ancient Egypt, 300 BC–AD 800(annarbor:
universityofMichiganPress,2006).
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andthoughtswewantsoverydearlytorecover.2recoveringancientwomen
isanarduoustask—themostcynicalofusmightevensayanimpossible
one—sincesomanyoftheiraffairsandopinionsareirrecoverablylostand
thelittlethatispreservedhasinevitablypassedthroughtheeditorialhands
ofothers.Forthisreason,thearchaeologicalrecordprovidesuswiththe
bestopportunitytoobserveanunbiaseddayinthelivesofearlyChristian
women,butrarelydoesthisevidencegiveusextendednarrativeswrittenby,
orabout,thosewomen.whilewemightbeabletowalkintheirshoesor
seesnapshotsoftheirdailylives,thestoriesofancientwomen—boththose
theytoldandthosetheylived—remainunheard.

itisfitting,then,thatwebeginwiththecla,awomanwho,secondonly
tothevirginmother,wassubjecttoendlessscrutinybyearlyChristianmen.3
tomakemattersmorecomplicated,theclamaynotevennotbeahistorical
figure.theearliestliteraryaccountofthecla’slifeandministrywrittenby
ananonymousauthor,perhapsawoman, freelymixes church tradition
andoral legendwoven intoacoherentnarrative suitable to theauthor’s
ideologicalagenda.4thecla,oneofthemostinfluentialwomeninthefirst
fourcenturiesofChristianhistory,resistshistoricalrecovery;asaproduct
ofthecollectiveimaginationsofChristianstorytellers,shehasnohistorical
storyand,therefore,nevervoicedstoriesofherown.yetitdefiesbeliefthata
voicelessfabricationsuchastheclacouldhavealmostsingle-handedlytrans-
formedtheliterarylandscapeofnarrativefictionduringChristianity’sdawn.
Generationsofreadersandwriters,thosesameindividualswhocrowdedthe
streetsofseleuciatocelebratethecultofsaintthecla,foundthestoryof
herlifesoinspiringthattheyremixedthecla’sintheirownwritings,likethe
dozensofalexandria’s,antioch’s,andseleucia’sdottedacrossalexander’s
molderingempire.5

in this sessionon the functionofapocryphal andPseudepigraphal
writings in early JudaismandChristianity, it ismy intent to introduce

2 thisdoesnotnecessarilyimplythereverse:thatthecommunitiesresponsible
forthegenerationandproliferationofthesewritingsareunrecoverable.

3 Gregoryofnazianzus famously includestheclaas thewoman inhis listof
earlyapostle-martyrs(Or.4.69),andhercultcouldbefoundfromrometosyria.

4 Forthecla’s legendaryandoralbeginnings, seedennisr.Macdonald,The 
Legend and the Apostle: The Battle for Paul in Story and Canon (Philadelphia, Pa:
westminster,1983)andVirginiaBurrus,Chastity as Autonomy: Women in the Stories of 
the Apocryphal Acts(studiesinwomenandreligion23;lewiston,nyandQueenstown,
Md:edwinMellenPress,1987).while it isbeyond the scopeof thispaper todiscuss
thegenderof theauthorof theActs of Paul and Thecla,Macdonald,The Legend and 
the Apostle, argues persuasively that the story itself promotes female interests. More
recently, stephen J. davis, The Cult of Saint Thecla: A Tradition of Women’s Piety in 
Late Antiquity(oxford:oxforduniversityPress,2001),extendsthispromotionoffemale
religiousexpressionwellintothefifthcentury.

5 ofcourse,thetheclalegendspreadbeyondtheGreekeast.themanuscript
tradition(lipsiusandBonnet’sMssa,B,C)containsavariantaccountplacingtheclaat
Paul’smartyriuminrome.seedavis,The Cult of Saint Thecla,46–47.
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onesuchliterarycolony,theConversion of Saint Cyprian,foundedinthe
streetsofsyrianantioch,perhapsbyananonymousreaderoftheActs 
of Paul and Thecla.home tolibaniusand JohnChrysostom,antioch
hadadeepandconvoluted literary, social,andreligioushistory, so the
Conversion of Saint Cyprian,ashorthagiographyontheconversionof
a localmagician, isoften leftunreadandunderappreciated in favorof
fourth-centuryantioch’smostprolificandprovocativeauthors.Because
themagicianCyprianisareconditefigure,despitethestory’scontribution
towesternliteratureasthesourcebehindtheFaust legend—vestigesof
CyprianpersistinGoethe,Marlowe,andCalderon—myinitialtaskwillbe
tointroduceandcontextualizethenarrative.next,ihopetodemonstrate
thattheCyprianaccountdependsupon,butinthesamestrokediverges
from, theActs of Paul and Thecla.this divergence, i suggest, reveals
socialanxietiesuniquetourbanChristianityingeneralandtoantiochin
particular.Finally,iwillprovideamodelwhichallowsustounderstand
bettertheprocesswherebythecreativeinspirationsoflate-antiqueauthors
weresotransfixedbythecultandlegendoftheclathathercharacterwas
revised,remixed,and,inthecaseoftheCyprianhagiography,desexualized
tofitfourth-centurycontextsquitedifferentfromthesecond-centuryones
behindtheActs of Paul and Thecla.

writtensometimeattheendofthefourthcentury,theConversion iscut
fromthesameclothasmostlate-antiquehagiographies.6anapparently
famousmagicianinhisday,Cyprianofantiochishiredtoseduceayoung
antiochenegirl, Justa.7when the threedemonsCyprian initially sends

6 this paper focuses on theConversion of Saint Cyprian, only a thirdof the
whole legend. in the fourth century, the Cyprian legends circulated in three accounts:
the Conversion, which contains the immediate events leading to and following from
Cyprian’s conversion; the Confession, in which Cyprian defends his conversion’s cred-
ibilityandgivesadetailedaccountofhowhebecameamagician;andtheMartyrdom,
whereCyprianandJustinaarearrested,triedbeforetheimperialgovernoreutolmius,and
beheadedinnicomedia.thelegendasawhole,whichunitestheConversion,Confession,
andMartyrdomaccounts, is frequentlyreferred toas theMartyrdom of Saint Cyprian,
makingiteasytoconfusethewholelegendandthethirdaccount.edgarGoodspeed,“the
MartyrdomofCyprianandJusta,”AJSL19.2(1903):65–82,referstothethreeaccounts
astheActs of Cyprian and Justina, theRepentance of Cyprian,andThe Martyrdom of 
Cyprian and Justina,whichhardly resolves thedifficulty.the compilationof the three
accountsmostlikelyoccurredinthefifthcentury.soonthereafter,aeliaeudocia,wifeof
theodosiusii,wroteahexameterparaphraseofthe legend.althoughonlypartsofher
Conversion and Confession survive, eudocia’s Martyrdom is one of the best surviving
ancientpoemsfromthehandofafemalepoet.Formoreoneudocia’sversion,seeBrian
P. sowers, “eudocia: the Making of a homeric Christian” (Ph.d. diss., university of
Cincinnati,2008),134–275,andClaudioBevegni (ed.),Storia di San Cipriano (Milan:
adelphi,2006).Bevegniandsowersprovidetheonlycompletetranslationsofeudocia’s
version,initalianandenglish,respectively.ausefulintroductionofthelegendingeneral
remainsP.tinoalbertosabattini,“s.Ciprianonella tradizioneagiografica”Revista di 
studi classici21(1973):181–204.

7  the standard edition of the Conversion is theodore Zahn, Cyprian von 



againstJustareturnrebuffedandhumiliated,Cyprianrecognizesthearrival
ofamorepowerfulpractice,Christianity,andsoconverts to thismore
efficaciouspractice.likemanylate-antiquehagiographies,theConversion
explains through a pro-Christian lens, to a presumably pro-Christian
audience,howthe localcommunitybecameChristian.thisaetiological
functionoflate-antiquenarrativesiswellknown;however,recently,Peter
vanMinnenhas suggested that late-antiquehagiography’s aetiological
functionshouldnotdebaseitshistoricalvalue.8ratherthanrevealthetrue
storyofantioch’sChristianization,forexample,theConversion of Saint 
Cyprianreflectsthesocialandreligiousconcernsofitsauthor,atthevery
least,and,possibly,alsohisorherintendedaudience.9theConversion,
similartomanyotherearlyhagiographies,suggeststhatantiochbecame
Christianasadirectresultoftheactionsofadynamicfigure,Cyprian,
whousedmiracles,andthe“massconversions”that followedthem,to
transformthecity.10withthenew-foundstability,inthewakeoftheedict
ofMilan,storiesaboutdynamicfigureslikeCyprian—typically,localor
itinerantholymenandwomen—becamesoinextricablywovenintothe
fabricofspecificfourth-andfifth-centurypopulations,urbanandrural
alike,thattheyweremademanifestinthecultsofthesaintsandmartyrs.11

Antiochien und die deutsche Faustsage(erlangen: a.deichert,1882),althoughMargaret
d.Gibson,An Arabic Version of the Acts of the Apostles and the Seven Catholic Epistles
(studia sinaitica, 7; london: C. J. Clay, 1899), 64–78, prints a Greek version of the
Conversionaswell.allpassagescitedinthisessaywillbetakenfromZahn’sedition.

8 PetervanMinnen,“savinghagiography?egyptianhagiographyinitsspace
andtime,”Church History and Religious Culture86(2006):57–91.

9 ofcourse,thesocial,religious,andpoliticalcontextofearlyChristiannarra-
tivesisacomplexandcontentioustopicamongscholarsofearlyandearliestChristianities.
itisnotmyintentionheretoattempttocutthismodernGordianknot,asitwere.sufficeit
tosay,ireadtheCyprianaccount(s)asawindowintoaparticularurbantraditionamong
late-antiqueChristianities.

10 thatreligiousmovementsdonotgenerallygrowasaresultofone-timemass
conversionsisathesisinitiallyarguedbysociologistrodneystark,The Rise of Christianity: 
A Sociologist Reconsiders History (Princeton,nJ:PrincetonuniversityPress,1996;repr.
as The Rise of Christianity: How the Obscure, Marginal Jesus Movement Became the 
Dominant Religious Force in the Western World in a Few Centuries, san Francisco:
harpersanFrancisco,1997), 3–27.todemonstrate that the growthofChristianitywas
steady,andnotunusual,starkcompares it to thegrowthofMormonism in theunited
states; compare also rodney stark, The Rise of Mormonism (new york: Columbia
universityPress,2005)and,asafollow-uptohisearlierargument,rodneystark,Cities 
of God: The Real Story of How Christianity Became an Urban Movement and Conquered 
Rome(sanFrancisco:harpersanFranciso,2006).althoughhisworkhasnotbeenwidely
acceptedbyancientorearlychurchhistorians,stark’sskepticismconcerningChristianity’s
growthechoesthatofmanyscholarsoftheGreco-romanMediterranean.

11 PeterBrown,The Cult of the Saints: Its Rise and Function in Latin Christianity
(Chicago:universityofChicagoPress,1981),providesamodelforthewesternhalfofthe
empire.similarmodelsobtainfortheeast;comparestephanJ.davis,The Cult of Saint 
TheclaandwendyMayer,St. John Chrysostom: The Cult of the Saints (newyork:st.
Vladimir’sseminaryPress,2006).
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antiochwasnoexception,andthecultofCyprianandJustasoonspread
beyondthecity’slimitsandreachedasfarastheeternalcityitself,rome.12

yetthestoryofCyprianandJusta,theirconversions,andtheensuing
transformationofantioch,hardlyreflectshistoricalreality;liketheclainthe
secondcentury,CyprianandJustaarefabricationsoffourth-centuryimagi-
nations.thecharacterofCyprianisconstructedoutofavarietyofhistorical
and legendary figures, including his namesake Cyprian of Carthage,
Pythagoras,andapolloniusoftyana,whoselifehadbeenpopularizedin
Philostratus’ third-centuryaccount.13howtheanonymousauthorof the
Conversionwovehisseeminglydisparatesourcesintoaconsistentwhole
isthetopicforanotherday.14Myintentioninthisessayistoexplorethe
sourcesbehindthefemaleprotagonistoftheConversion,Justa.themost
notablesourceforJusta’sdepictionisthefigureoftheclaherself.simply
put,Justamirrorstheclainatleasttwosubstantialways:inthedetailsof
herconversion,andinherencounterwithasuitor/rapist.todemonstrate
thisdependence,webeginwiththeActs of Paul and Thecla.

inamissionaryjourneytoasiaMinorafterhisexpulsionfromantioch,
Paulcomestothecityoficonium,wherealocalChristian,onesiphorus,
welcomestheapostleintohishome.here,thelocalChristiancommunity
comes together to celebrateameal, and tohearPaulpreach.Fromher
bedroom window, a young woman, thecla, hears Paul’s message, a

12 Mayer,St. John Chrysostom,providesageneralintroductiontothecultofthe
saintsinantioch.ontheroleoftheCypriancultinantioch,inparticularthechallenges
ofreconstructing it, seesowers,Eudocia,134–96.thebestsurvivingshrine to thecult
ofCyprianandJusta—oneoftheearliestexamplesofthecultofthesaints—comesfrom
rome.undertheChurchofss.GiovanniePaolo,asmallfourth-centuryconfessiodedi-
catedtoafemalesaintandtwomalesaints,isthought,basedontheevidenceofaninscrip-
tionatthesite,tohavebeenJusta,Cyprian,andtheoctist.seeCynthiahahn,“seeingand
Believing:theConstructionofsanctityinearly-Medievalsaints’shrines,”Speculum72.4
(1997):1093–95;hansBelting,Likeness and Presence: A History of the Image Before the 
Era of Art(Chicago,il:universityofChicagoPress,1994),80–83;andPioFranchide’
Cavallieri“dovefuronosepoltiiss.Cipriano,Giustinaeteoctisto?”Note hagiografiche
8(1935):335–54.noteveryoneisconvincedthattheconfessiowasdedicatedtoCyprian,
Justina,andtheoctist.Junehager,Pilgrimage:A Chronicle of Christianity through the 
Churches of Rome(london:CassellPaperbacks,2001),52–53,providesthemostrecent
argumenttothecontrary.

13 studentsoftheso-calledreligionsgeschichtliche Schule,mostnotablyarthurd.
nock,“hagiographicaii:Cyprianofantioch,”JTS28(1927):411–15;M.P.nilsson,
“GreekMysteriesintheConfessionofst.Cyprian,”HTR 40(1947):167–76;andM.P.
nilsson,“Mantiqueetmystèresantiquesd’apreslaConfessiondesaintCyprien,”Revue 
Archéologique35(1950):205–07,werethefirsttoexaminethevarioussourcesbehind
theCyprianlegend.h.M.Jackson,“aContributiontowardaneditionoftheConfession
ofCyprianofantioch:theSecreta Cypriani,”Le Muséon101(1988):33–41,providesa
fullaccountoftheadvancementstoCyprianstudiesbythereligionsgeschichtliche Schule.

14 seesowers,Eudocia,212–56.atalaterdate,iplantoexploretheinterrela-
tionshipamongthevarioussourcesbehindthecreationoftheCyprianlegendingreater
detailthandonockandnilsson.althoughinteresting,thatdiscussionhaslittlebearing
ontheConversion’sdependenceupontheapocryphalacts.



celibaterevisionofthesermonontheMount,anddesirestojointhenew
religion,adesirewhichsheexpressesbyalienatingherselffromherfamily
andbreakingoffherengagementwithaniconianelite,thamyris.Because
Paul’steachingwassocounter-cultural—hewas,afterall,encouraginglocal
womentorenouncethesocialinstitutionofmarriage—thamyrispersuades
theiconianstoarresthim.undaunted,andstilleager toconvert,thecla
visitsPaulinprisonand,asaresult,sharestheverdictmetedoutbythelocal
governor,whoexpelstheapostlefromthecity,andcondemnsthelca,ather
mother’sbehest,tothepyre.Godpreservesthecla’slifebysendingrainto
extinguishthefire,andtheclaleavesiconiuminsearchofPaul.whenshe
findstheapostle,theclacutsherhairinamasculinestyleandjoinsPaul’s
entourageontheirwaytoantioch,wheretheclacatchestheattentionofa
localaristocrat,alexander,inascenefrequentlyechoedinotherChristian
literature.atfirstalexanderassumesthattheclaiseitherPaul’sslave,or
thatheisherpimp,soheaskstheapostleabouther.Paul,however,denies
anyknowledgeofthecla,andalexanderattemptstorapeher.theclais,
presumably,caughtoffguard:shelooksaroundforPaul,onlytofindthat
hehasabandonedher.sheassertstoalexanderthatsheisawomanofsome
consequencefromiconium,and,whenshefindsthatherwordshavefallen
ondeafears,shetearsalexander’sclothes,andthrowshiscrown,themark
ofaGalatarch,totheground.15humiliated,alexanderdragstheclatocourt
onthechargeofsacrilege,whereuponsheiscondemnedtodeath.although
afemalecontingentofantiochenesledbytryphaena,amemberofCaesar’s
household,sideswiththecla,shenonethelessfindsherselfinthearenafacing
lions,bears,bulls,andman-eatingseals.reminiscentofherescapefromthe
burningpyre,theclaisagainrescuedfromdeath;inbothinstances,either
God’sdirectinterventionoracomparablymiraculouseventsavesthecla’s
life.inthiscase,tryphaenafaintsfromfear,andthecivicauthorities,fearing
imperialretribution,abandontheirattempts,andallowtheclatoremain
intryphaena’shouse,where shepreaches thegospel.eventually,thecla
rejoinsPaul’smissionaryteamandissentasamissionary,firsttoiconium
and,eventually,toseleucia,where,accordingtosomeversionsofthestory,
shespendstherestofherlife.

theConversion of Cyprian,also,openswiththestoryofayounggirl,
Justa,whooverhearsthegospelpreachedbyalocalChristian,Praulios,while
listeningatherwindow,anddesirestoseethemanandlearnmoreabout
thereligion.afterabriefexchangewithherpaganmother,Justaprayerfully
returns toherbedroomand takesup the lifeofaproto-anchorite.that
night,Justa’sparentsseeavisionofChrist,and,subsequently,convert.the
contemporaneousconversionofboth Justaandher familyalleviates the
possibilityfordomestictensionwhichsofrequentlydirectsthesocialdrama
withinearlyChristianfictions,includingtheActs of Paul and Theclaand

15 Macdonald,The Legend and the Apostle,41.
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theMartyrdom of Perpetua and Felicitas.16Furthermore, theconversion
ofJustaandherfamilyneverelicitscivicattention.theantiochdepicted
inthisnarrativeappearstobepredominantlyChristian,afactparticularly
striking,sincethestoryissetadecadeorsobeforetheGreatPersecution
underdiocletianandthetetrarchs.

Facingneither domestic nor civic scrutiny, Justamanifests her new
religiousfervorbytravelingregularlybetweenherhouseandthechurch.
thaturbanwomenattendedchurchservicesishardlyremarkable;itdoes,
however,put Justa, likemanywomen inearlyChristiannarratives, ina
vulnerableposition—she is susceptible to thegazeofmen.theobvious
parallelstoPaulandtheclabecomeevenmoreapparentatthispointinthe
narrative.duringoneofherfrequenttripsthroughthecity,Justacatches
theattentionofaglaidas,anantiochenearistocrat.whenJustarejectshis
marriageproposal,aglaidasattemptstorapeher,butsheisabletofight
offherassailantby throwinghimto theground,scratchinghim,pulling
outhisbeard,andtearinghisclothes.rebuffedandhumiliated,aglaidas
hires themagician,Cyprian, to seduceher.what follows, is a seriesof
spiritualattacksagainstJusta,duringwhichCypriansendsthree increas-
inglypowerfuldemonstotormenther.againsteachdemon,Justaperforms
thesignofthecrossand,thereby,thwartsCyprian’sattemptstoseduceher.
onasociallevel,Justacanhardlybecalledliminal;shemaintainsherties
withfamilyandchurch,whereasCyprianandaglaidas,ontheotherhand,
oftenfindthemselvesonthefringeofthegreaterantiochenecommunity,
whichappears tobe eitherChristianizedor, at least, sympathetic to the
Christians.asthestorydrawstoaclose,Cyprianrealizesthesupremacyof
God’spower,andfacesoffwithsatan,asthelattermakesonefinalplayfor
masteryofCyprian’ssoul.inthissense,Cyprianfollowsalongtradition,
beginningwithsimonMagus,of themagicianturnedconvert,and isan
archetypefortheFaustuslegend.17thatsatanintendstokillCyprianseems

16  the term “social drama” is borrowed from anthropologist Victor turner,
Dramas, Fields and Metaphors: Symbolic Action in Human Society(ithaca,ny:Cornell
universityPress,1974);Process, Performance and Pilgrimage: A Study in Comparative 
Symbology (newdelhi:Concept,1979);“socialdramasandstoriesaboutthem,” in
On Narrative (ed. w. J. t. Mitchell; Chicago, il: university of Chicago Press, 1981),
137–64;andVictorturnerandedithturner,Image and Pilgrimage in Christian Culture: 
Anthropological Perspectives (new york: Columbia university Press, 1978). Caroline
Bynum, “women’s stories, women’s symbols: a Critique of Victor turner’s theory
of liminality,” in Fragmentation and Redemption: Essays on Gender and the Human 
Body in Medieval Religion (ed.C.Bynum;newyork:ZoneBooks,1991),27–51,uses
turner’smodelofsocialdramatotracethenarrativetrajectoriesofhagiographiesinthe
Middleages.Bynum’sapproach—whichquestionswhetherwomen,ingeneral,tellstories
thatfollowturner’smodel—ifappliedtoanonymoustextsfromtheearlygenerationsof
Christianity,wouldcallintoquestionanysuggestionthattheywerewrittenbywomen.

17 theincipientstagesofthesimonMaguslegendcanbeobservedintheacts
oftheapostles(8:18–24),butthelegendreachesitszenithintheActs of Peter,inwhich
simonMagusandst.Peterfaceoff,inabattleofsupernaturalforces.ofcourse,simon
Magus’namewascloselyassociatedwithearlyheresies,particularlyGnosticism.thistra-
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certain,untilthemagicianremembersthepowerfulwayinwhichJustahad
repelledthedemons.Cyprianimmediatelyperformsthesignofthecross,the
sightofwhichcompelssatantofleeinfear.Cyprianisthenfreetoconvert.
oncehehasconvincedantioch’sChristiancommunitythathisconversion
isgenuine,Cyprianquicklyrisesthroughtheranksoftheekklesia,brings
manyofthecity’sunbelieversintothefold,and,soon,receivesthebishopric
ofthecity.asbishop,CyprianchangesJusta’snametoJustina,andputsher
inchargeofantioch’sgrowingranksofvirgins.

theanonymousauthoroftheConversionreliedupontheActs of Paul and 
Theclaforthedevelopmentoftwoscenes:Justa’sconversion,andherinitial,
violentencounterwithaglaidas.wewillbeginwithJusta’sconversionscene.
Fromherwindowsill,JustahearsPrauliospreachthegospel:

therewas a certainman there, Praulius, thebearerofChrist, a veryholy
man,awiseministerofGodwhowascrownedwithgoodcheerandfaith,
whostudiedthepropheticbooks,alwayssingingthegoodfaithandtheholy
voiceoftheprophets.thenoblemaidcontinuouslyheardhim—fortherewas
alight-bearingwindownearby—whileshelookedfromherchamberintothe
houseoftheminister.(Conversion1)18

likethecla,JustadesirestoseePrauliusandtolearnmoreaboutChristianity:
“thearrowofdivineloveput(all)thisintotheheartofthemaiden,andshe
wasnolongerabletohideherburningpassionwithinbutdesiredtoseethe
appearanceoftheverypiousmanaswellastolearnthewholetruthfrom
hismouth”(Conversion 1).19theparallelsherebetweentheConversion and
theActs of Paul and Thecla aretwofold.First,thedesignoftheconversion
scene in theCyprianaccountalmost exactlymirrors the corresponding
scenefromtheActs of Paul and Thecla:theclahearsPaul’smessagefrom
herbedroomwindowanddesiresbothtoseeandhearhimmore.second,

ditionisabsentintheActs of the Apostles,whichistobeexpectedfromafirst-orsecond-
centurynarrative, aswellasintheActs of Peter,butitcanbeobservedinJustinMartyr
(First Apology,26),irenaeus(Against Heresies,1.23.1–4),hippolytus(The Refutation of 
All Heresies,6.11.1–19),andtheClementineRecognitions2.5.26–29).a.tuzlak,“the
Magicianandtheheretic:theCaseofsimonMagus,”inMagic and Ritual in the Ancient 
World(ed.P.MireckiandM.Meyer;leiden:Brill,2002),416–26,andalbertoFerreiro,
Simon Magus in Patristic, Medieval and Early Modern Traditions (leiden:Brill,2005),
havesomeofthebest,andrecent,discussiononsimonMagus.

18 thecorrespondingscenefromtheActs of Paul and Theclaisasfollows:“and
whilePaulwasthusspeakinginthemidstoftheassemblyinthehouseofonesiphorus,a
virgin(named)thecla—hermotherwastheocleia—whowasbetrothedtoaman(named)
thamyris,satatanear-bywindowandlistenednightanddaytothewordofthevirgin
lifeasitwasspokenbyPaul”(Acts of Paul and Thecla7;trans.wilson).

19 thecorrespondingscenehereis:“shedidnotturnawayfromthewindowbut
pressedoninthefaithrejoicingexceedingly.Moreover,whenshesawmanywomenand
virginsgoingintoPaulshedesiredtobecountedworthyherselftostandinPaul’spresence
andhearthewordofChrist;forshehadnotyetseenPaulinperson,butonlyheardhis
word”(Acts of Paul and Thecla7).
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Justa’sresponsetothegospelparallelsthecla’s:afterspeakingbrieflywith
hermother,sheprayerfullyreturnstoherbedroomandtakesuptheascetic
lifestyle.theconversionnarrativeparallelsendhere,however.as ihave
already suggested,thecla’s conversion scene servesas amajormoment
ofcrisisinthesocialdramaunderlyingtheActs of Paul and Thecla.asa
resultofPaul’smessage,theclabreaksoffherengagementwiththamyris,
locksherself inher room,andembarksupona seriesofquasi-romantic
adventures.thecorrespondingsceneintheConversion,ontheotherhand,
followsaverydifferenttrajectory.Justa’sparentsconvertalongwithher,
therebyalleviatingany social tension.this scene is a centralone in the
Conversion—withtheexceptionofafewepisodesonthewayto,orat,the
antiochene ekklesia, Justa remainswithinherparents’house.although
Justa’sconversionparallelsthecla’s,theirensuing,post-conversionadven-
turesarequitedissimilar.

thesecondclearallusiontotheActs of Paul and Theclacomesduring
Justa’sencounterwithaglaidas:

there was a certain aglaidas a wealthy man, extremely well born, who
excelledincunningandwhoseheartwaspossessedbythelawlessdesirefor
idols. upon seeing the very lovely girl habitually rushing to the houses of
almightyGod,hewasdistractedinhisthoughts,andhesentmanymenand
women,beggingherparentsthathewouldmarrytheholymaidtosharehis
bedchamber.Butshewasaccustomedtosendawayall theyoungmenand
women,becauseshehadthelordChristasheronlysuitor...Butbecause
heheldonlylustinhisheartandwasstruckwithblindness,hehidhimself
totrytograbthegirl.Butsheimmediatelyperformedthepowerfulsignof
Christ,threwthewretchonhisback,andwithherhandstoreaglaidas’body
aswellashischeekswiththeircurlyfoam.sherenthisbeautifulclothesand
inallshecausedlaughter,sincesheranthesamecourseasgloriousthecla.
aftershedidthesethings,shereturnedtothehouseofGod.(Conversion3)20

theauthoroftheConversiondoubtlesshastheapocryphalactsinmind.
thefinalproductactuallyconflatestwodifferentepisodesfromtheActs 
of Paul and Thecla,withtheresultthataglaidastakesonahybridrole
ofthamyrisandalexander.heresortstoviolence,likealexander,but
hisangerariseswhenJustarejectshismarriageproposals,likethamyris.
interestingly,aglaidassendsanumberofantiochenecitizenstoadvance

20 thecorrespondingscenefromtheActs of Paul and Thecla isasfollows:“But
immediatelyas theyenteredasyrianby thenameofalexander,oneof the firstof the
antiochenes,seeingtheclafellinlovewithher,andsoughttowinoverPaulwithmoney
and gifts. But Paul said: ‘i do not know the woman of whom thou dost speak, nor is
shemine.’Buthe,beingapowerfulman,embracedherontheopenstreet;shehowever
wouldnotendureit,butlookedaboutforPaulandcriedoutbitterlysaying:‘Forcenot
thestranger,forcenotthehandmaidofGod!amongtheiconiansiamoneofthefirst,
andbecauseididnotwishtomarrythamyrisihavebeencastoutofthecity.’andtaking
holdofalexandersherippedhiscloak,tookoffthecrownonhishead,andmadehima
laughing-stock”(Acts of Paul and Thecla26).
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hiscausewithJusta’sparents.inasocietywherearrangedmarriageswere
thenorm,itisremarkablethattheauthornevermentionstheopinions
ofJusta’sparents.Justa,herself,rejectsaglaidas’offersofmarriage,and
assertsherpreferenceforthecelibatelife.21toguaranteethatareader
willrecognizethetheclaallusion,theauthorexplicitlytellsusthatJusta
imitatedthecla,whentheformerfoughtoffaglaidas.ratherthanresort
tothelocalauthorities,asboththamyrisandalexanderdo,aglaidas
turnstomorenefariousmeans:themagician,Cyprian.thisdevelopment
is,inpart,aproductoftheConversion’sanachronisticpresentationof
antioch:while thecityhardlyseemspagan, itsdepiction is, i suspect,
influencedbybroadersocialconcernsonthepartoftheauthorandhis/
heraudience.

it is my contention that the author of the Conversion follows a
centuries-long tradition of social conservatism regarding the role of
earlyChristianwomen,andthat thisconservatism isevidenced in the
differencesbetweenJusta’scharacterandherintertextualmodel,thecla.
essentially, Justa is nothing more than a desexualized thecla. this
mightseemproblematicatfirst.aswehavealreadyseen,eroticimagery
is hardly absent from the Conversion, particularly in scenes centered
aroundJusta.intheconversionepisode,forexample,Justa’sresponseto
thegospelisopenlyerotic:“thearrow of divine loveput(all)thisinto
theheartofthemaiden,andshewasnolongerabletohideherburning 
passionwithinbutdesiredtoseetheappearanceoftheverypiousman
as well as to learn the whole truth from his mouth (Conversion 1).”
ratherthanbeingfreeofsexuality,Justa’sconversionsceneaboundsin
it.inthisnarrative,theauthoruseseroticimagerytodescribethegospel
message, characterizing the gospel as “arrows of divine love” which
pierce Justa’s heart, instead of retelling the actual gospel message, an
abbreviatedversionofthelifeofJesus.thesepiercingarrowsleadJusta
tofeelovercomewithaburningpassion,onethatsheisunabletocontrol.
Moreover,thisburningpassion,althoughinrealitysparkedbytheloveof
Christ,burnsinitiallyforthepreacher,Praulios—Justadesirestoseewhat
helookslikeandtohearthegospelfromhisverymouth.Manyofthe
imagesusedhereareeitherdirectechoesfromtheActs of Paul and Thecla
orseemtobebasedheavilyonthem.22Justa’swindow-sideconversion
isnot theonlyovertly sexual scene in the story.aglaidas’ attempt to
rapeJustais,atitsbasestlevel,sexual,andthedemonicattemptsagainst
Justaalsocontainsexualimagery,although,inthelatterexamples,sexual

21 ayoungwoman’schoicebetweenmarriageorcelibacywasprotectedbylaw
under the theodosian emperors (Cod. theod. 9.25:2). Compare Geoffrey s. nathan,
The Family in Late Antiquity: The Rise of Christianity and the Endurance of Tradition
(london:routledge,2000),131.

22 theclearestconnectionistheemphasisonthephysicalpresenceoftheapostle.
thecla, the narrative emphasizes, had not seen Paul in the flesh, although she greatly
desiredit.inthesameway,JustadesirestoseePrauliosfacetoface.
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contentis,typically,limitedtoJusta’sprayerstoremainavirgin.inmany
ways,theseprayersparallelthecla’ssemi-eroticprayersintheActs of 
Paul and Thecla.23

whenwecomparetheuseofsexualityinthefourth-centuryConversion 
of Saint CypriantothereceptionoftheActs of Paul and Theclawithin
the first four centuries of Christianity, however, a few notable differ-
ences emerge. as early as tertullian, thecla’s story posed a threat to
theestablishedorderpromotedbymanyChristiancommunities.24this
threat centered around what we might call thecla’s tranvestism—she
dressesinmen’sclothing,andcutsherhairlikeaman.Bythestory’send,
thecla’ssexualtransformationiscomplete;shetravelsalone,preaches
the gospel, and, in later accounts, performs miracles. the influence
of thesemotifs in the fourthandfifthcenturieswassoprofoundthat
Johnansonandstephendavis see, in thethecla account, theorigin
of thefemale transvestite inearlyChristian literature.25that thiswas
a concern to, at least, a fewurban figures from the fourth century is
certain.Forexample,athanasiusofalexandriaencouragedtheyoung
women in his churches to follow thecla’s example only with respect
toherchastity.26allothertheclanactivities,includingcross-dressing,
masculine hairstyles, and masculine behaviors, were strongly discour-
aged.27alexandriaprovidesuswithauniqueglimpse into thedrastic
difference between the urban and rural use of thecla. if athanasius’
suggestionsregardingtheappropriateurbanemulationoftheclawere
theurbannorm,thenthealexandriancountrysidewasadifferentworld
altogether.28womenfrequentlytraveledalone,bothtothetheclacultin
theegyptianwilderness,andtothemaintheclacultinseleucia,andtheir
storiessurviveinacompilationoftheclamiracles,appendedinthefifth
centurytotheActs of Paul and Thecla.29themiraculous,thebizarre,
and,indeed,thetransvestiteincreasinglypersistinruralChristianity,the

23 seeActs of Paul and Thecla31.
24 themuch-discussedpassageistertullian,Baptism17.seedavis,The Cult of 

Saint Thecla,12–17;Macdonald,The Legend and the Apostle,17–21;Burrus,Chastity 
as Autonomy,67–72.

25 Johnanson,“theFemaletransvestiteinearlyMonasticism:theoriginand
developmentofaMotif,”Viator5(1974):1–32andstephenJ.davis,“Crossedtexts,
Crossed sex: intertextuality and Gender in early Christian legends of holy women
disguisedasMen”JECS10(2002):1–36.

26 thisconcernforfemaledecorumcontinuedafterathanasius’life.apseudepi-
graphicwork,theCanons of Athanasius,ed.w.riedelandw.e.Crum(london:text
andtranslationsociety,1904),teachesthat,ineveryChristianhouse,thereshouldbea
virgin(Canon98).

27  Virgins were often encouraged not to go out in public (athanasius, First 
[Coptic] Letter to Virgins 1.13;evagriusPonticus,Epistle7).

28 athanasius’useofthetheclastoryforhisteachingsonchastityisthoroughly
discussedbydavis,The Cult of Saint Thecla,83–112.

29 davis,Cult of Saint Thecla,andscottF. Johnson,The Life and Miracles of 
Thekla: A Literary Study(Cambridge,Ma:harvarduniversityPress,2006).
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mostfamousexampleofwhichisthatofst.Mary(orst.Marinos),who
livedmostofherlifeinamonasterydisguisedasaman.30

urbanChristianity,bywhichimeanthemorestructuredandcontrolled
institution that slowlyevolvedover the fourthand fifth centuries, could
hardly ignorethecla;herswas the second-mostpopular female cult in
theempire,next,only, to thatof theMotherofChrist.theConversion 
of Saint Cyprian, i suggest, evidencesmanyof the sameanxietiesabout
femaledecorumwhichathanasiusvoices.Justa,inthisregard,couldserve
asauseful teaching tool forantioch’sgrowingnumberofurbanvirgins
(numberingapproximately6,000inthelatefourthcentury).likethecla,
Justapreservesherchastity,but,unlikehermodel,sheremainswithinthe
protectionofherfatherhouse.Furthermore,deviantorovertlymasculine
behaviors,socommoninfemalecharactersinlate-antiquehagiographies,
areabsentfromtheConversion of Saint Cyprian.Justaneverdresseslikea
man,nevertravelsalone,neverperformsmiracles,andneverpreachesthe
gospel.inmanyways,then,Justaisathanasius’modelthecleanimitator.
shefollowsallofthegoodbehaviors,i.e.,thosebehaviorsinkeepingwith
themaleurbanideal,whilerejectingtransvestismandothersuchsocially
questionableactivities.

Conclusions

lateantiquitywasaperiodofintenseliterarydynamism.Christianauthors
experimentedwithnewandexcitinggenres,while,atthesametime,revising,
reworking,andinsomeinstances,rewritingnumerousprosefictionsfrom
earliergenerations.theActs of Paul and Thecla evidencesboth literary
developments.duringthefourthandfifthcenturies,ananonymouseditor
appendedaseriesofmiracleepisodestotheoriginalsecond-centuryaccount,
andtheauthoroftheConversion of Saint Cyprianborrowedheavilyfromthe
Acts of Paul and TheclainhisorhercreationofthesaintJustinacharacter.
atthesametime,thisselectiveliteraryborrowingindicatesanawareness
forbroadersocialconcerns,primarilythosewithintheurbancentersofthe
easternhalfof the, then,crumblingromanempire.wonderworkersand
anchoreticfigures,althoughappropriateforthecountrysideordesert,could
poseaseriousthreattothereligious,social,and,indeed,politicalprerogative
oftheurbanchurch.theclawascentraltothisdebate.whereasathanasius
directlyaddresseshowhiscommunityshouldappropriatelyemulatethefirst
femalemartyr,theConversion of Saint Cyprian,ontheotherhand,takes
alessdirectapproach,bycreatinganalternativerolemodel,Justina,who
imitatesthecla,butonlyinasmuchasherlifeconformstourban,specifically,
antiochene,values.theresultofthisprocessofintertextualassimilationwas
athecla,desexualized.

30 seedavis,“Crossedtexts,”andanson,“theFemaletransvestite.”

Thecla Desexualized
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