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} This wdrk atternpts to broaden our ~nOWle~ge. of ,tbe . Jewish 

gnost~c ph~nomenon ~f the ,first centuries B.e. a~d A.D., b; re~ 
éreàting this r~iigiàus -tende~cy' s exeges1s 'of, Ge!1es is~ 6 :1,-4\. 

An ans lys ts of the or,thodox "Ccounter-tradi \i~ns" st tached . 
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to the paspage inquestion allowe9 conclusions to be drawn as to 

o 1 
the content of the original Jewish gnostic:~xegesis a~d also . 

ass~ste~ i~ ex~laining certain anomalies in the orthodoy exeset-

1ca1 tradit~ons ~nd the re1ationship or these same _ anonia~i,,~ tcl 

the then current SOCiO-Polit~cal situation. , • 

The orthodox liteJ;'ature .consulted includes the MT, the 

LXX, the Apocryp~a and ps_eUdipigra~hS J ~hel Je-.. li,sh APOlOgeti? 

wri tings J the Targurnim J the latter Greek ·tr8~s lations,\ and the 

Midrashim. 

1 • 

/ 
1 

, \ 

jo.J / 
~ .-~- "-~"""""'-'_I ______________ ---,_, ---_____ _ 

• - "'1 

• 

" 



t 
1 

.. 
.. 

" . 

, . 
", 

• t , 
~ ~~ 

(~ 
, 

-' 
i; 

t r 
1 
t~ ...... , Fr " 

_ .... 
P .MW 

1 

• 
ABSTRACT 

Cet' ouvrage tente d'élargir nos conn~issa~ces du phéno-
.J' ... , 

mène juif gn~stique des,premiers ~iècles av~~t e~ après Jésus-. 
Christ, ~ travers une ~ecréation de l'6xégèse de la Genè~e 6:l~4 

de cette tendance religieuse. 

Cette recréation a ~té réalisée' au moyen:d'une analy~e 

çies "contre-traditions" ortnodoxes rattachées à ce passage, qui" 

nous permet de ti)er dIes c~nclusions quant ~ l l'exégèse gnost:1.,que 
! 0 

juive. tette analyse nous permèt aussi d'expliquer certaines 

h anomalies dans le~ traditions de l'exégèse orthoëroxe et d~ relier 

ces mêmes anomalies à la situation socia-politique de l '~poque. 

La littérature orthodoxe consultée inclue- 1& ~T, le LXX, 
'0 1 

les Apocryphes, et les Pseudéplgraphe~, les Ecrfts~ APologét1quEfJ> 

juifs', les Tàrgumim, les .traductions greques ultérieure~ et les 

Midrashim. 
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INTRODUCTION 
... 

The subject of .J\~iSh. gnosticis~ of the fir~t centuries 

1 B. C ./A. D. h~~ prompted muêh heated debate over the past century . 1
!. 

li' 

While it is almost certain that a Jewish gnostic phenomenon did 
• r 

exiS~, its ~xact character and currency rernain obscure, owing to 
. 

a paucity of source rnaterial .. Th~ conternpo~~ry sources are al~ 

most mute, save. the occasio~al cryptic reference. 2 The later 

sources do provide muth more .info~rnation.3 BUt while this in­
- \, 

formation is useful in broadening our unde,rstanding ,o,f the sys-

tem:tie gnosticism o~ a Valentinus or a Basilides, it Jan.hardlY 

'be applied.withour major qualification to the study of the Jewish , 
gnostics of the first century B.C./A.D.· The only sure avenue of 

" - ~ 
irovestigation is the analysis of the literature dated to that 

,period. .Although direct evidenee is sorely lacking, there i6 the 
\ . 
PQt~ntial of uneovering.useful i~formâtion from th~ more indirect 

. eVidenc1e. 1 For example, by selecting passages from scripture 
~ 

which mal rave· lent themselves ta a Jewish gnostic inter.pretation" 
. , 
and by i~vestigating the orthodox traditions, that have been at 7 

J 
tached to these pa~sages, it then becomes possible to see the 

/ 

.origin~l gnostic exegetical tradition reflected~in:the nuances of 

; tne orthodox. counter-traditions. One passage that can be ac-

.' comodated to sueh an enterpris,e i5 Genesis 6 :1-:-4 . 

Gen. 6:~~4 ;s a self-sufficient unit 'serving to int~oduce 
. , 

. "'--,.--- \ 1 ----------~--~~---- ....-~- . ·7--------------. 
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the events o't the r'D;lUge. The illus i-ve eh,aracte,r of these four 
, 0 , 

lines,'coupled with'their provocative sUbJect matten has given 
, , 

~ise to many Naried traditio~s ovet th; centuiies. 4 The mos~ 
striking feature of the eailiest body of traditiong is tha~ the1 

" ' 
, . 

are uniformly pol'~mical; a pole,mic that this study contends~an 

best be understobd ~s directed ~gainst lJewish g~ost1~~:m. 
The presence here ~f a sexual intercourse motif would 

~ have prompted gnostic interest, sinee th~ en~ient world' pp~eeived 
1 l ' 

the ~evelation of knowledge and the sexual aci as related." For 
" 

example, the Hebrew for cognitive knowledge, nYi, also'means 
~ ~ 

knowledge in the car~al sense. It is therefore not surprising 

"that these four lines woua.d '!'lave been Cl:selY studied byathose of 

" a gnostie predisposition. 

It 18 the intention of this thesis to reereate this early 
, 

Jewish gnostie exegesis through the analysis of its contemporane-
, é' 

ous Jewish of'thodox traditions. As shall be seen, the Jewi'sh 

~no's,tlc' exegesis ~o emerge from this investigation bears little 
-

~esemb~nce to the weil documented syst~matic gnosticisrn of the 

later centuries. Instead~ it ;ls better understood as an' in-

cipien~ gnosticism or a sympathy or flirtation w1th the gnost~c 

ethos of dualisrn, esoterie revelation and antinomianism. For 
....,... 

thls reason, it will be necèssary ta differentiate these enig-

matie gnost1c exegetes and savants from the latter gnostics. . 
. For the purposes of this work, the former will be termed pro~o-

gnostics and their movement or tendency proto-gnostlcl~m or 

gnosis. 

The traditions to be examined fall wJt,pin two broad cate-

? 

, . 

" 
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gorfes~ There are first the ~hegetical traditions of the MT, 

LXX, tge Targumim, and the later Greek translations (Aquila; 
r 

TheQdotion). The second maJor body ot information ls found in , . 

'" 
.? 

1 

the 

th1 rTîore dlscur.$ive works, such as the Apocrypha" Pseudip,igrapha" 
~ { P 1:> v 

Jewish Apologetics, and the Mldrashim. 

," 

'The structure of th~ investigation is admittedly awkward, 
l\ 
but 'no other te~able ·alternative.pre~nts· itsel'f. It' was ex- o \ r 

, 
pected that an, analysis of given themes or terms wi,thin this pas-

./ ' 

sage would be adequate. However, th1s ~e~h~â prove~muc~ too 

disjointed for an int~grated assessment of the pvss~e as a whole. 
e , 

A general overview J 'while the most desirable approach, again p.osed 

di~fieulties, in that it involved interminable cross-refereneing 

th~.t W~Uld serve to confuse rather than elucidate the dijcussion. 

Instead, the exeg~tîcal tra~ition~, will be traced in a chrono­

logieal text-by-text manner, beginning with the MT and concluding 

with ,Bere'shith ~abbah. ;he advantages of th1s approach are that 

,i t invol ve~ mi~mal c'ross-referenc ing in' comparison to a gene;al 
. 

overview, while read,ing as a more ,integrated whole than tl'le 
o 

thematic approaeh. Also" being c~ronolo~eal allows eonc~usions 

to be drawn as to t~~ evolution of both the gnosis ~xegesis and 

the orthodox counter~exegesis as weIl a~ the ~lationshiP '~f this 

same evolut~on to the religio-political currents of the d~ 

r K ,._ -~(. ---
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Footnotes 

lA discussion of this debate can be found in Gnostîc 
St.udies '1, ed. G.Dguisp~l (Istanbul: 1974), pp. 214ff., as well 
as G. G. Scholem, Jewish Gnosticism, Merkabah Mysticism and 
Talmudic T~adition (Ne~'York: Jewlsh Theo1ogica~ Seminary of 
America~ 1965), pp. 1-~. , 

2The most common word used to descrlbe Jewlsh neretics • 
in Rabbini literature ls minim. According to M. Friedlander, 
Der vorchr stliche Judische Gnostizismus (Gotting~n: 18g8), these. 

ere cs are gnos ~c. . . er or at acked this view in 
Christianitb in the Talmud and Midrash (Londop: Williams & 
Nàrgate, 19 3), a~flrming that the mlnim were Jewish Christlans. 
Scholarship in general accepts Herford's position as the' more 

d likely, although Scholem, p. 3, would seem more in favo~ of 
F..riedlander. 

[) . 3This latter materia'l includes the writings of the Church 
Fathers and the-recently discovered gnostic library of Nag 
Hammaddi. 

! 
. 4These traditions are convenient ly aS,semb led by L.

r 
.Ju(lg, 

"Fallen Angels," Jewish Quarterly Review n. s. 15 (1924-25): 467-
502; 16 (1925-26): 45-;,88, 171-205, 287-336, as weB .. as B. J .. ' 
Bamberger, Fal,len Angels (New York: The Jewi,sh Publication 
Society of ~erica, 195,2). 
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II. T-HE MT 
~ 0 

o 

Genesis 6:1-4 occupies an important positiop as a com-. , 
ponent of the DeQuge myth. T~ese four 1ines serve,to explain 

why the ea'rth b'ecame corrupt (6 :5-8; ]-1-:12) ,and why, as a con­

sequence, God felt obliged to destroy His creation. A second 
1 

-feature of this passage is iis uniiy. ·It ~s a self-sufficient 

myth 'that gives ~he impressionl of having' been forced into the 

texts of Chapters 5 and 6. II In aIl plrooab ili ty" we should be 

right in regard;i..ng these four verses as a fragmeot ,from sorne 
, 

quite independent source of early Hebrew tradition, most'cer-

tainly di~~inct from the ;egular materials r~presented in J and 
l' 1 P "1 . . 

1 . 

, 
..... 4 

, It cao. be assumed tnat these qua1ities of the text 

~. stimulated the curiosity of the aneients, an assumption that 18 
\ ' 

in fact born out by the disproportio~ate)number of'traditions_ 

that have been attaehed to it. But in attempting to interpret 

this text" these early sch61ars would pave met with the same 

6ifficu1tles that once eonfounded their modern eounterparts. 2 , 
,1 

~Qen. 6:1-4 15 ll1uslve andld~5jOinted, as weIl as eon-

taining many basic 1inguistlc qifficu1ties. The'flrst sueh 
J 

majo';' <ïifficulty is ';the appellation of the myth'5 major actors, 

1 the C~;"~:1 ~J:l. "C~;';l';' ~JJor O';'?K 'tJJ (Job 1:6; 2:1; 38:7) 

or c."i' 'J::l (Ps" 29:1; 89:7(6); è,om~. Dan. 3:25), never " ""'JJ 

" 

, 
~ ____ é 

l ' 

. ) 
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1s the name g1ven '1~ t~ament ta 

It is"not hard t(»O imagine the pro.blem this 
- " . eX,egetes, in that the subsequent narrâtive report.s, that these 

angels' had' intercourse with women and sired children. 

Verse 3 in its entirety i8 problematic. The intent of . 

th~ verse ls as follows. God passes ju~gement on mankind~ re-

sulting ln the shortening of lifet,J.me,p to 120 yea!rs. But this 

explanation suffers logieally. The narratives that follow 1n­

dicate that the post-deluvians lived mueh longer thah 120 years. 

Furthermore, the IjUdgement pa~sed on mankind appears excessive 

since·lt"1s the angels who in~t~ate ~e er~e (~. '2) but it ls 

mànk1nd . who ls punlshed. If the verse(?8 . ntent 18 uncl~'ar, 

exact me~~ing of muc~ of lts v?eabu~ar i8 even more SOr 
1 

the 

Il'' 18 variously t,aken as "abide rt
; "r~maln"; "rule in"· , 

"be abased ll
• , Il st r,i ve 11 ; none of whlch are without objection. 4 

Q 

C ll17:J 18 found nowhere, else in 8erlpture. It has been ~taken "as 
.. 

"5 a compound of three words, :J .l-ïT77l-\-J :;;: 0 l ït'"'!\ ïlJY::J, or as a 

aerivative of .11117;6 neither of whieh is whol~y satisfactory. 

The C';~J of V. 4 i8 usually translated as "giants ll wlth 
li" • 

1 • • 

reference to the term's appearance in rum. 13:38.' It ls a1so 

possible to derive O';~J from the radical '~J, whlch would tend 

to rcelate rhe C'.7~J.to the,::J';';x;, 'JJ.7 But as Ryie puts it, 

", •• these are merely'guesses; and we must be conte~t to le~ve 

the etymology of 'the Nephilim 7, like that of /the Rephaim', and 

'the Anakim', unexplained. ,,8 

7:1 'in!\ '011 ls likely a gloss "in order to shew that t'he 

Nephilirn existed not only in primit.i ve ages, but also st the, 

6 

~ , \ 
\ 
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' .< 
the Exod'us. from Egypt, as would be implied by Num .. 13: 

33.11~ But this gloss does not fit the narrative that 15 to 

fo1Io~. Wh~ the reS\,l.lts of the flood are that 11 all flesh died 

that moved upon~the earvh~ birds~ c~ttle, beasts, all swarrning 
.. 0 

creatures that ·swarrn up6n the earth and evéry man; 1110 ((;.en. 7: 

?I) ... It w~JUId then appear that the Nephilim were somehow out­

side this definition of living things. 

These tl';len are the major prob<lems 'of this passage and 

sorne ~holar1y attempts to 'solve these problems. 11 ,As- shali be , . 

seen as~this investigation develops, the early exegetes oftèn 

drew far different conclusions in attempting to hahdle these 

same tex'tual diff.iculties. These conclusions~ not only invested 

the terms treated sbove with d~epe:t' ~ignificance) but also did 

the"'same to the text 1 s less probl-ematic t,'rminOloe;y. 
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Footnot\es 
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, .. 
IH. E. Ryle, The Book'of Genests (Cambridg~: University 

Press, 1921),~. 92. ,~ 

2lModern" is used with qualification. Although modern 
Vgaritfe"studies are useful in understanding What specifie te~s 
may have meant to the originators of the Biblieal narratives, 
they are of little use in learning how these same terms were~ 
pereeived'by_the exegetes of ~he first eentury B.e./A.D. Thare­
fore, onlY'seholars of the turn of the century have been con­
s'ulted, as their approaeh to the text would' have. ,been mueh the 
same as that of their earlier confrères; that is, an approach 

~ witnout aceess ,t~ Ugaritie research tools. 

3A. Dillman, Genesis, Vol. l, trans. W. B. Stevenson 
(Edinbu:gh: T & T Clark, 1897), p. 233. 

. • ~ 4G • J. spurr.ell,; Book of Gene~:i..s. (Oxf9rd: Cl~rendot"! 
Press,' t896),. pp. 70-71. . 

5W:H. Wright, The B~Ok of Genesis in H~brew'(London: 
Williams & Norgate, 1859), p. 27. 

·6Ibid • 
,1 

,- 7se'~ LXX, P. 11. 

8R-yle, p.\ 96. , . 
9Ibid. 

" . 

,10Unless otherwise stated; aIl .Biblieal t.r,anslation will 
be taken from th'e RSV., 

11See n. 2, 
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III. THE SEPTUAGINT 

In Genesls 6 of the LXX) û' ;,'iI\:;T , J:1 is translated quite 
- ' 1 \ .~ 

literally as Q\oi ~oû 8EOÛ in v.erses 2 and 4. The only variant 
, \ 

\ ' 

occurs in the Codex Alexandrinus with Oy yëÀO t 1;015 EJ.:.ûv, in ~e;rse 2 
./ 

and "te; 1;0 Û ;8sot5 in verse 4. P. S. Alexander seems correct in 

asserting that th~ LXX "'originally rJad t:io"t 'r;01J t:120~ in both 

11aces. It was later altered, but inconsist~ntly.~l This a1-' ~ 
, 

teration must have occurred at a relativel~early dat~ since 
~ i). 

Philo Judaeos wa~awàre of it. 2 The Alexandrian version may 

have been influenced by a desire for' cO~fàrmity with ;he book 

of Job (1:6; 2:1) where the O';"! \n.;;"! , J J i5 unquestionably an ex­

pression for the angels of God.3 BÙt this does ndt account for 

the majority of the text~ translating o';,,!;~;' 'J~ literally in 

both verses • 

. OTh~S\iS even more curious if'one éonsiders the care with 

which the LXX removed 'ether antl}ropomorphisms. 4 Yet for no ob­

vious reason they allowe~ this anthro~omorPhism to stand as a~ 

lit~ral translation of the Hebrew. It can be suggested that 

this feature serves to indicate the problematic kosit1~I) this 
( 

text enjoyed in the minds of the ~XX translators. 

~here are a number of ~the~ curiosities ln the LXX Jf , ' 

Gen. 6 that invite comment. rhe term.o~'~J is translated ui 

A simple explanation cornes ta mind. This ident1-

fication is the resu~t\of an ~~egesis of Num. 13:33. The MT's 
\ 

, . 
• 1. 

\ 

. 
, . 



.-

0 , , 

,f 

, 

", 

~- -

r ' . \ -

-' -

, 
1 \ 

, 
,'7 

• 

.h.. description of the 0 ~ 7o~ J as o~'>'!)J;") 11:) j' JY ~ J :J, couplêd with tne 

~ntire context of Num. 13:22ff., suggests that the O'7!)J were in 

fact giants. 
, . , , 

However, as seerns'the case with any text connected 
( 

with Gen.·6:1ff., Num. 13 is not without its 01,offi unique diffi-
\ ' 

, 

CUltiJ,s. 

'An equi valent for O"'!) J;' 77J V J Y , J'J is absent from the 

LXX-. 5 The quest~on arises as to whether in this case the LXX 
o 

actually represents an earlier stratu~ of_t~e'Hebre~ text, or 
" 

whether the translators chose to omit this section. 
\ 

Morgenstern supports the fDrmer position: "this harmonls-

tic gloss merely \dr~w's the :l~cal conclusio.n from the mention ' 

of hanefilim in v. 33a and of oene haanak in vv. 22 and 28. 116 

But .it would seem that there was probâbly a more profound intent 

behind this interpol..atio~ than a simple desire to achiev:e a more 
1 

1 

harmonious ·text. 

There is no problem of harmony that' would compel the 
\ . 

emending of the text, since thelent~re context of the narrativè 
l, 

- argues thàt the use of 0 ,,,!) l alone wi thout the editorial gloss 

would have been in accordance with the literary intent of t~e ~ 
original authdrs. 7 ~ , ) 

During their mission, the spies do see the PlY"" , ' 

(v. ,22) • In their report' to the assembled people" they exhibit '" \" . , 
th~ gargantuan cluster of grapes with the aJcornpanying explana-, , 

tion: "Yet the people who dwell in the land are, strong, and the 

cities are fortified and very large: and besides we saw the 

des,ce'ndants of Anak ~hè're Il (v. 28). 

,r~spons~, Caleb is able-t?,~alm th~ 
10 

After the initial negative 

people by as~ùring them that 
, " 

...,-------'--

. , 
'1 -
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.. , 
• in faqt they will'oe capable of subduing'ûhe are? The spies, , 

obviously~intent on preventing this attack, are· then forcéd to 
• 1 

, ~ , ~ • l' 

enlarge on their " Il principal recollection: ~o the y brought to the 
r 

people of Israel an evil re~ort of the land /. ." (v. 32). "The . 
0' ~ 

land through which we have gone to spy out i5 a land which de-' ~ 

vour~ its inhabitants'; §lnd all the people that we saw in it are 

me~ ~f great stature 11\ (v. ?2). They then\ de~i ver the final c~up: 
"And there we saw the. Nephilim (the sons \6f Anak" who came f:r:om 

th~ Nep~ilim); and we seemed.to ourselves like grasshoppers, and 
1 

50 we seemed to them" (v. 33J. ,In short, if t~e'presence of tne 
1 

PlY ~'" (v. 28) was not sufficient to dissuade the Israelites 
~ .' 

c/' i , 

'from entèring the Promised Land~ perhaps the pre~ence of the , 
• O'?!:l J, obviously a group more terrifyïng still J might prove '{3. 

more effective deterrent •• It i8 therefore 11~ely that the 1n- \~. 

terpolation was motiva~ed by an .intent other than a ... d~eSire to 
, 

harmo~~~e the text. 
o 

1"'.. 

• This motivation might -relate to the LXX translat~on~ , An 
o tI _ 

anticipated translation of O"~l would be one stimulated by the 
;, 

'radical '!:lJ, suggesting'that th'e O'?!)) w.ere angelic "frllen' 

- oneê" . Instead, the LXX attempte.d to dissolve any posk ible 

relationship between the O"~J- 'apd the O~:1?Xi'1 ' J:I. This was 
1 

d achieved by turning to Num. 13 for assistance. Either from 

.i':Y:1., ~'"'' t.v.· 28) and/or n"i7.l-·"l]]Jx(v. 32)', the tJ7 prod~c'ed 
01. y1.yav't'€ç. It is possible that to further support th~s -poS"i-

, .. 
tion, the.MT e'di tors added the p,l:1rase 0' 7 ,.!) l ~ 17.) P J Y , J:f to the 

O"~J~ of v. 33, even thougn this interpolation was counter to 

the general intent of thè narrative. 

11 
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In examining 'the constituents of this L interpolation, 
~ ~ 

another elem~nt of the editors' ,motivation emerges. The phrase 
, / ,.' 

'o"'7"~J;' 10 i7JY 'J:l is manife'stly awkward in const,ruction. -'If 

.~he- editors had had in,"mind only an equatio~ 0/ tJ JY~': .. J ~ lith ~ 
0" '7 ~ J (50 Mor~enster~), a .somewhat less c~Qer,some' interpolation 

would haye been possible. Th~s would 1ave been aceomplished b~ 

simply setting these ph~ases in apposition; that is~ 'JJ ü"~J 
.. 

j:' l'Y;' J minus the p'repositional phrase, GC''7,'~ J;' 1~' . , . 
The significance of the prepositionar ~rase might be 

" j-
as Tollows·. Assuming an identi~cation of the ü"'~ l with the 

, , 
:angels, one may suggest that those re~~~nsible ~or the inter-

polation could not envisage angels~ irnagined or othe~wise, being '\'Olt, , 

assoc1ated 'with Çl land ""that devours 1ts inhab.it\ants", They \\ .'~ .:. 

were therefore att~mpt1ng to d€fuJonstrate that the O,'?' ~ J of 

ti,um. 13 were not in fact the true angelic n", ~ J of Gen" 6 1 b~t 

rather the "sons of Anak , who came from the Nephilim ll
• ·It 15 

also possible that the editors were combatlng the ~1ew that the .,. . 
0"" ~ l were eont1nulng their \aetivit~ on earth (Gen. 6':4), an 

opinion that wes common in many ,c1rcles .. 8 

This' int'erpolation was known to Origen , which' wé'Uld pro­

vide a terminus ~ quem somewhere -in th~ second cen~ry ~.D., ~nd 
~. \ ---

an equally vague ,terminus ~ quo in the second century B.c.9 One 

conclusion then seems sure. Rega:r""dles~ of the pree 1s,e ,tent 

behind this Interpolation, as early as the $econd century B.C.~ 

the term O"~l was viewed as being of sueh sensitivity, ~at it . / .' 

demanded special editorial treatment. 
1 

Returning to the LXX of Gen. 6, O"'~l 15 aiso translated 
'. 

\ ' 

12- .' 
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At least a partial motive can be ,established as oi yîya,V~EÇ. 

h~re. "::ll can mean "one who magnifies himself'; behaves prducÜy; 

a tyrant; who ::f.s bofd; aUdacious. rrl ; It'can also mean 1I~~tro~; 
~ / 

valiant man"ll which would have more, positive connota.tion;'. The 

results of-their titanic activity were anything but positive: 
, 

"the wickedness of menti inèreased (Gen. 6 :15) . By employing 
, )'., . 

0\ y\yav~Eç, t,e Posi:ive connotations of 0"1J1 were eliminated, 

thus harmonizing verses 4 and 5 and the subsequent, Deluge narra-
1 

tlve. 

'b, More important for this' discussion is the subs~ing of 
/ , c , 

O''7~l and 0,'-\1J1 as 0\ 'Y~'rav't"Eç. Although, t~e Heb~ir i5 

fused, it seems.unlikely, as Norgenstern ~as shawn, that 
, / 

o ,,~ l and the 0 ",:u a'I'e identical: , 

con-

the 

, 
By practieally all seholar~the term (~'7~J) ls identified 
with 0' '.1 J 1;'1 of v. 4b, on the ground that 0' '7 ~ J;' must be 
the antecedent of the pronoun fi1;,):1. • • • Far "more probably 
the antecedent of hemah is ~he'understood obJect of 1~'7'1; 
in other words, ~. 4b seems"to say that it was the children 

. who were born from the unioO of the D'~'7~:1 'JJ with the human 
women wh~ became the 0"1J1, the giants 'of old. 12 ~ . 

Besides, the 'linguis~ic questions, the LXX tran\slators 

.,; were like~y move~ b; theO/~giCal considerations' th~t preciPi~~ed 
their tra~siation. BY,J~~!ng t~e 0"'J1 and the O'~~] one and 

the seme, the posSibi1ity of relating the O"~J to the angelic 
1 

;' 

0' il' Nil ')::l was eliminated. , 
/ 

In summayy, the.most persistent feature tha~ has emerge~ 
/; . 

15 that the LXX' was adtiressing specifie problems wnich çoloured 
/ 

its handling'of the text. I~ we astume that at the time of the 

tr~nslat~cin there was a good ~eal of speculation abdut the role 
/ 

~of the ~ngeis in Gen. 6, a sp~culatiQn that was pe~ceived ~s 

, 
/ -

" , 

/ 
/ 

/ 

, 
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" . 
potentially dange~ous by the LXX circle, their handllng~of the 

text begins to assume a certain loglc. 

-By translatlng the ~'~,~~ 'J~ as Ct Y Y E 1.0 1. T. 0 \5 Ç:l 0 13 , 

the LXX would only hay~ 'served to eZ1;courage interest in IIfallen 

angels ll by provid,Ülg tacit approval for the identification of 
. 

the c ~;"I" I(~ ., l ~ with the angels ~ One possible r~course would 

have been to dernonstrate by ex.egetical means that 0,';'1?~;"I 'J::J was . ' 
.1 

in fact a hurnan appe~latlon. This was to'be the methodology em­

ployed' in the Targumlm :13 But the two texts trieh~~ have: 'r 

been aêcommodated in tlÙs enterprlse, Ex. 21:6 and Ex •. 2~:8-9,' 
,~.~-~ , 

seem to have been ne~lected.14 Instead, the translat~rs~adqpted 
a 1iteralist'ic aI'1th~opomorphism; ohe which they must h'ave f~und 
distasteful considering the spirit inlwhich t~eir ~ranslation 

was accomplished. In a sense, the LXX was simply "washing its 
1 

hânds Il oi the difficu1 ty 
'b 

by a110wing the readers to draw their 

own conclusions. \ 1. ~ 
Regarding the hand1ing of 0 "7~ J, the ~XX .seems te, have ~ 

achieved more positiv~ results.\ By using' the text of Hum. 13 J 

, the tTli'nslators were able to employ the! n, ,?;) ":!l J t\ ',and /:or the 
1 - ,/ l, 

PlY ~l.,,/, leading to oi. )'\)'a.V't'EÇ. Also by subsuming c.'·?~!hand 
, , .-

O":"Il::J.l 'as 0 1. )' 1.yav't'E:ç, the translators were able ta dissolve the ' . , 

Possil?le relationship between the C'7~l and the c'~,~~ 'l~ •• 

\ :rhere 1's a further text related to Gen. 6 that 0 provides 

useful linformation ~ ~ ~n Deut. 32:8, the LXX rèads:­

When the Most High ~ave'to the 
nations their inheritance, 
when he separated the sons of men, 

.. He fixed the bounds.of the peoples 
according to the number of th~ 
sons of God (uio i "(;01'3 tJ€ 0 \5 ) • 

14 

, i 
\ 
'i 
1 
! , 1 
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In ,place of uio~ '{;UÛ t1é:OÛ" the MT rea,ds 'n\lTJ]~ .. J:l. In 

this case, the' bulk of- t'he evidence ls in favor of -the view that 
, . ' 

here thé 'LXX represents an earlier stratum of the trad~tion which 

later changed ,b:~ the' MT ~i t,or~. ' was 

The later Greek transla~ions of Theodotlon, Aquila.and 
, 

Symmachus all agree witb' the M'l::~ploying 1..,1.0\. '~cpa;I(" It would 
1 
1 

. then seern that the;~ebrew texts already had a "Xï~ ~ ~ J:J readiI!g 
-, 
st the end of the first century A.D. 15 

. '-1 Dhpllcit in the LXX of Deu.t'. 32·:8 ls the concept- of the 

.. 

. . ~ , 
~ati~pal gUardianShi~ of the ~ngilS. Th~s concept is fOU~d in 

the book of ,Daniel (~O:13-1~), as well as being explicitly 
\ 

st'ated in Sirach: " II 
He appoint~d a .ruler for every nation, ' 
but- Israel is the Lord 1 S own POr\tio.n~:, _ (17:1~) 

The most logical ori~ln Zor this early trâdition of 

ange~ic gua;dianshlp is the LXX of ,Deut. 32,:8. ~-' ft: ls indeed of 

interest' that P?eudo-Jonathàn mentions angels (~~JX7D) as well 

as the children 'of Israel in his tr.eatment of Qt'he passage. , , 

It\WOUld then seem .that the M! edltors also eyidenced 

, sorne degree of se~sitivity to two important terms'in~Gen. 6:1-4; 

C~'!)J (Num. 13:32 ) and c";,"~ii (De~t. 32 :8'). \ ' -

in this invest 1,gat.ion -that There i5 nothing thus far 
\ 

th ~ proto-gnostic would point conclusii,elY 'to a sensitivity 
, 1 \ 

.. 
. exegesis on -the part of the LXX. As sh~ll be seen in examining 

• <, 

l Eno~h, \a work ro,:~lY contemporaneous with the LXX, proto",-
" -, gnostic speculation was common enough as to have left a large 

,màrk'on,th~s apoca1yptic work. 
. 1 

... 
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F60tnotes 

. l, S. Alexander, "Th~. Targumim 
'Sons of 'd'in GeQesis 6,~ Journal of 

p.' 63. ' ~. . 

-. 
> \ 

1 

and' Early Exege~is of 1 

~ew~Sh $tUd'i:S 24 (19.13 )),1 
,,>r. 1" ,J ~ _p: "'\'1-1'... , 

\, 20n the Giants, II :6 ff.; On tqe Uncnangeab i1i tyb of GQd, 
1:1 .. 4; QuE!stions on Genesis, 1:92. , '/ ~., 

3The LXX reads here''b\ cT.Y)'E.À~ 'toi GE: ü(l:6'; 2,:1~ anQ 
nav'tÊç ~)'l' 0,01. ïJ.0U (38 :7) . , '-

4Such as Gen. "5 ;22-24; Ex. 2 :1'O'ff .. , . 

5Th~ Dea<l Sea rnaterial provides no help here, while the' 
Samaritan text agrees with the MT. ' 

., ' ,6 J. ~orgenstern, "Tl1e Mythological Bac kground) o,f" Psalm' 
82," Hebrew Union, CoJ.lege (nnUal 1~4 (1939):' 84, ~. 3'.,- l' 

. ·,7 In verse 33, 0' '7!:) l ls found in the MT as 0 l" ~ J as v1ell 
aS·O''7flJ. To avo~d confusion, onlyo'?!:ll will be used. ! 

1 .j 1 

8See 'section ·on l Enoch J p. 19. J He,re, Enoch m~kes a" 
point of the continued',existence of the o":)J/o~"':J;', due in~ 
p~rt---,""to Gen; 6:4. See also Gen. Apoc . .I9apGen col. II. . 

~- 1 

"~ 90rigenis Hexaploruml. Vol. -l, ed.- F: Field (Oxf6rd! 
Clarendon Press, 1875), p.. 240. \ ,- \' . ~ . . 

10 . 
F~ Brown, S. R. Driver, C. A. Briggs, A HeQrew and 

En,lish Lexicon of the 01d Testamen~ (Oxfo~d: Clarendon Press,' 
19 1 J J p. 150. 1 

, \ 

llJung, pp. 191-2J n. 157.1 

12Morgenstern J p 85 contra: Spurrell, PP" 73-74; 
)Dillman, m>.' 240-1. l J 

13See S,ctions Targum Neofitl land Tar um Pseudo-
Jonathan. ' 

,14Ex . 2;1. :'6 ;tp l.'t'~P 1.0V 'to\5 80ü ; 'Ex. 22 :8-9 't'O~ 8EO{J 

three occasions. 

-', 15See sec~)on Theodotion.~ 
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( 

,Ethiopic Enoch, or -1 Enoch, as. ft: ls more' commonly called,' 
-- /" 

iS,.an apocalyptic work whose contents cO,uld span as many as thllee 

centuries. 1ts earliest' elements ~re .dated as pre-Maccébœan, "'5. 

that is, prior to~67 B.C., while the latë9t portions may have 

been compcsed just pri~r'to the adv~nt ~f Chr~stianity,l The 

.P importance of this particular wo k. cis weIl known: 
*, , 

The Apocalyptic Literature,. s distinct from the Apocalyptiç 
Movèment owing to which it to kits rise, b an to come into 
existence about the period 200 150 B,C.; at a rate, the 
earliest extant example of this iterature--t rlie~t 
portions of ttle Book of Enoch--belongs to th1s pel" ode _ 

o ,-

l Enoch provides evidence of a 

surrounding the o'~'Kn 'J~ of Gen. 6. This mythology 15 v ry 
l" 

relevant for the purp,oses of this investigation in t.l1at. the bull<. 

0t it ls located ~n th7 so-called Noachite section of the 

Apocalypse, ~hich R. H. Ch~rles dates as "pre-Maccabrean at the 

latest".3 Thus it skems' safe to assumè that in dealing with 
Pl 

these sections of Enoch,. one will be dealing ~lth traditions 
''l , 

about ~fallen angels" that go back to at least the secopd cen-
t 

tur,y B'. C • 

These narratives are comple~ and often contradictôry, 

and dealing wi~h these textual inconsistencies WiU1d take u~ far _ 

afiel~. Instead, a~ attempt will be made merely to portray the 
( 

. '~ narrative in its most basic forme ( 

-1 

r 
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~n 'Enoch, any dou'bt as to the aident ity of the 0':1, 1':;"1' , J:l 

ls removed: 

And it came to'pass when the children of 
men had multiplied that in those days were 
born unto t0em beautiful and comely daughters. 
And the angels, the children ~f heaven, saw 
and lus ted after them '. . . . . (VI :1- 5) 

There can be little doubt that the text of Gen. 6:1-2 ls 

plainly in the mind of' the author ~ The If angels" 18 a straight- , 

f~rward exeges i8 of 0 ";" !Gl ' J J • As Bamburger puts it: Il 'heaven 1 
- 0 , ,. 

is a 8ubstitut'e fof the name of God; the ph'rase [children of 

heave~J 18 ,equivalent to 1 sons of, G;d 1 ) , Gen. 6:2."5, Followil!g 

roughly the MT and the LXX, these angelic beings quit their 
-

abode as a resul t of the allure 0 f the II daughters of men" . 6, \ 

At this point, Enoch'leaves the convention~l narrative 

and supplies more abundant detiil. The author cari~actuallY 
j 

specify the time and the locale of the descent: they "descended 

(in the days) of Jared on the sùrr.m'i t of Mount Hermon" (VI:6). 
; U 

The angels, led by Se~j§za '('KTnoo), take an oath and 
.. 

descend to earth, their numper being two hundred (although the 

text lists only ni~eteen lead~rs of ten). Once on eartll, the 

celestials inexplicably take it upon themse'lves to teach their 

consorts numerous secrets, sueh as: "charms.1 enchantments . , • 

the cutt lng of 
~­

W'O-l'-k-lY1 l l : l) ; 
~ 

roots , .. plants (VII:2); all manner of metal-' 
l 

beautlficatlon (VII:2); --astrology (ViII :3-4) ; 

knowledge of tfre.- louds and the s igns. of, the earth (VIII:3) Il ; 

as weIl as other areas feels to be malignant 

knowledge. 

Enoch then returns to a more recognizable Biblical tradl-

) '. 
18 
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tion in attempting to explain the cause of the ensuins divine 

wrath. The "grea t ones ll
.1 the product of th'0 illicit union, 

1)" devoured m§nkind, sinned aga inst aIl li vi'ng thin~s; and drank '1 

blood ll (VII :5-6). This is certainly based on a reminiscence of 
" 
Num. 13:33, where the sons of Anak/Nephilim "lived in a land that 

devours its inhabitants, and all the peoEle that we saw in it are 
~},$ 

men of great stature." 

These Rabèlaisian o~fspriQ, are to engage in a civil war 
o 

in which they destroy each oth (X:12). But that is not to be 

the absolute end of these creatures. Being a product of spirit 

and matter (c f. Gen. 6:3), the ir phys ieal bodies alone will' per-

ish, wh~le their cele&tial component will contin~e on earth in 

the form of ev il spirits until the day of judc:emen~ (XV:8 ff.; 

cf. Gen. 6:5).7 

At first glance, there is little in tQis narrative that 

relates ta gnosis. A close study of'th~ text shows otherwise. 

To faseilitate this study, a proto-gnostie tradition will be 

postulated. 

It begins with existence of the Good God who is bey~nd 

the material world. A Demiurge w~s produced\W~o creates the -

material 'world. In his ignorance, the Demiurge thinks himself 

~~ the only true God and demands the absolute wors~iP of hi,s crea-. 

------------------L tures. 8 The Good God, or an angelic host from his presence, 

• • 

~p~-~amentable state which results in theZd~ ernt 
-------------- '-

of the 'angels to reve~l the~istence. Onc?, hese 
~/ 

spiri~ual bein~s enter the material, their wholly spiritual 

nature becomes contaminated, the~eby becoming subject ta the 
" 

" 19 
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power of the Demiurge; but not before they.have accomplis~ed 

their mission of revealing the ~xistence of the Good Gad. T~e 

'" now exposed Oz-like Demiurge attempts to redress this threat tô 
, < 

his absolute authority by 'destroying all those who nave become 

prlv~ to the knowledg~ of the primacy of the.Good God. 
\ 

Returnlng to the Enoch narrative, the first new detail 

supplied ls that the- ang~ls "descended (,in the da,Ys) of Jared on 
," , 

the summit of Mount Hermon" (VI:6). CM'arles has drawn attention 

to the two paronomas iae in ~his t~xt; J ared, from ,..., \, and 

The first paronomasia can be explained in two ways. As 

hqs al-Teady been- noted, the prohlematic D ~;~ J' can be interpreted 
~ 0 .. \ 

1 ~ 

as a construct of the radical ,!) J. . It i8 therefore pos'sible 
• 

tftat the author wished to combat the view that the angels were 
, , 

_- - - invol ved in a II fall". This would be consistent wi th the second 

paronomasia.' The angels, while in heaven, did orchestrate a 

premeditated rebellion, as the preceeding narrative (VI:2-5) 

l 
' ( 

indicates. In short, the angels took an oath to descend to 

earth. 

But Hiis concept of a des'cent rather than a Il fall" would 

be in general agreement wit? the hypothetical proto-gnostic myth 
o 

presented eariier, and as sha~1 be seen presently, Enoch is far 

from sympathetic to the proto-gnostic position. It is of course 
l ' 

possible that here EnoCh is evidence of the popularity ~njoyed 

by this myth and the author'sconsequent subjectivity to it. . . 
Ther~,is a possible second explanation. Enoch May have 

been confr~nting a dlfficulty lnherent in the term D';!)J itself. 

ç 
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A zeruf or "letter mysticism" was a cornmo'n exeeetical' 

. practice of the ~ay.10 Applying the rule of temu'rah to' O"~J, , . 

0' J::l, could be derived, which mesns "those in the presence of", 
'-

which was often used in terms of the Holy of Holies. l1 By 

"" equating the o';'J'l\i'! '~:J with C"!l), they could well have been 

seen as angels from the divine presence. This would praye sig-

nificant for the proto-gno~tic. The O';~) were not angels from 
, \ 

a ~ow qrder, whose proximity to earth prompted trieiT entry into 

the material, but rather the C')!l;, the very minis~ering angels 

of the ~OOd God. 12 ~ 
The mbst telling feature of the Enoch narrative relates 

" 

to the angels 1 ro le as disseminators oof wisdom. r, As noted ear­

lier, Enoch enume{ates th~ areas of ~nce divine knawledge that 
\ \ ,.r 

have been'revealed to ~ankind. This revelation i8 viewed as 

i~timately related to the.sins that occur on earth which provoke 

the divine wrath .. o 

The Archangels Michael, Uriel, Raphael, and Gabriel 

~~ooked down ~rom Heaven and ~aw much blood being shed upon the 
. \ 

earth ~nd ~l~ lawl~ssness bei~g wrought upon-the earth lJ (IX:~; 

cf. Gen. 6:5). These angels then took their report to the Most 

,High. 
, 

. It is here that the narr~tive takes a significant turn., 

Their initial charge is not, as might be expected, that lawless-
'-- ' ness has "increased, but rather that the angel Azazel (now pro-

" ~ - 0 ~ 

tagonist) "both taught, all unrighteoupness on ~arth and revealed 
, \ 

the eternal secrets whiéh were .(preserved) in ---------------------?r----- ~. 
Heaven which men .. ( , 

striving·to learn" (IX~7)~ 'The following €harge of for.ni- ' 

\ 
21 
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cation with the "daughters 'of men" also contains the theme of 

the revelation of secre'ts: ll And they have gone into the- daughters 
. 

of men upon the earth and s1ept with the-women, and defi1ed 

themselves, and reve~led to themall kinds of sin" (IX:9j cf. 

LXvIII :2)', 
/ 

" 
Furthermore, in the verdict passed o~ Azazel, the rev-

elation of secret information again emerges as of major sig-
. 

nific ance: • 

And heal the,earth which, the angels have 
corru~ted an~proc1aim the healing of the 
earth, that ~hey may heal the plague, a~d 
that ~ll the chil~ren of men may not perish 
through the secret ~hinBs that the watchers 
have disclosed and have taught their sons. 
And the whole ea,rth has been corrupted through 
the works that were taught by Atazel: to him \ 
asc ribe all sin. (X :6-8) 

- /" , ) 

It can be justly argued that the theme of the revelatioh 1 

- '''"', ,- of knowledga need not relate to the text- of Gen. 6. Indeed, the 

c 

,,--

~evelation of mysteries as the p~ice for a woman'g favors 1s a 

common mythic motif in the ancient world. 13 But it shou1d ~ê 

remembered that the proto-gnJstics under study are "Biblio­

centric" iri outlo'ok; that is ~ an ane ient myth ~xtraneous to thé 
" 

Bible, must invaMably'be hung' .on a scrip~ural "pegU, o"ften ,of 

the most tenu,ous nature, as a means or' integTating this a'ttrac-

tive foreign element into the tradition., ls ther'e, anything in 

Gen. 6 :1-,[[. that would provide sueh a tl peg"? 

The progeny of ~he o~~,~~- ~)~ are called the 

OIl7i1 ~1l7 3'1( (v. 4). The LXX translates this phrase as Qi aVe'pOTtOl. 

o i ôvOllUO":° i: '''the men oi!' renown", This is clearly the intent\1 
'OJ \ 

of the Hebrew. But one predisposed tow~a proto-gnostic v1ew 

22 1 

.. 



\ 
j, 

t 

1 

[ 

.,..,.., ,t 

might have found a much more profound sig~ificance in this pas-

sage. ' 0127;"l was aften understoad as the ineffable name of God. 14 

Thus a proto-gnos~ic exegete might have found here an indication 

that t~e entry of the aneels into the rnateriol world, an~ their 

consorting with tl)e "daughters of men" was at the 'pri'cè "Of re­

vealing the JDivin~ Name; tQat is, the revelation of the exfs-
\ 

tence of the Good God. The product of the physical union and 

consequent revelation, the O"'~lJ would have been introduced 

ta this mystery of IIthe eternal seçrets . '; . which rne.n were 
, 

strlving.to know, II hence their name II t he men of the Holy Narne ll
• ' 

There ls further evidence that this proto-gnostic exe-
., 1 

gesis is not as incredible as it migpt seern. The two an~els whb 

emerge as the protagon1sts are 'xTnbw and ~KTY. According to 

Ginzburg, ~~1~~127 is not this leadins angél's true nam~. Instead, 
\ 

as with all angelic names J ~ Xl nl.)t!7 shoulô be theophorous. The 

0127 of ' I\T nmu is seen as a substitute for i1 ~ or 1 i1' which was 

deemed inappropria~e to be attached to the narne of a II fa llen 

angel ll
• 

1 

," , 
"Hence the name Shemhazzai which diffe:rs only slightly , . 

from Jehouzai (y and n are often int'erchanged), goes back ta 

'Tn~127= '~Y1jJ,.1I15 This could well have::. been the origin of the 

leader's name. However, it ls probable! that a later exegete , . , 
·would not necessarily have taken this ~nto account in atternpting 

to derive a hidden meanlng from it, partlcularly',if this name 

had already becorne commonplace. Assumlng. that the cv of~ , l\ T n oro -

was under~t~od in much the', same way as the_ 0127 of 0127i1 ' 1j] J ~, what 

significance cauld _the ~ 10 n have had? ' 10 n can' mean "rêvea'led". 

'~Tn7.)127 CO~d then be taken to mean "the Holy N'arne is revealed" .16 
1 
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Also a'gematria of '~tn~w yields twenty-six which is equivalent 
';. 

to ~re hum~rical ~alue of the tetragrammaton. 17 . 
It might then 

be suggested that ' ~T n no "was seen as bearing the Divine Name. 

It i9 impossibl.e to know· what role the tetragrammaton played .in 

the p~oto-g;ostie "ystem". Suffiee i"t to say \~;'at "the relation 

of .. NT" nll'J' as weil 8S Dl!?:1 'Il'J J N to the Hory NÇ;lme is certainly 

striking in the eontext of a tlieme of revelation of imowledge. 

It i8 possible that this revE:Ùation can be. as easily 

explained in terlS of Wisdom speculation. This question proves 

difficult~ sinee Jewish »roto-gnostieism mos~ probably had it8 

roots in Wisdom.~ There are ~ however, a number of significant 

points that arg~e against thi~ criticism. 
, ~ 

\ 

It shouid be remembered that the Holy Name was supposed-

ly...,.evealed to Moses for the first t ime (Ex. 6:3) .. Therefore, / 

the name revealed by the aneels ~s much better und~rstood as . 
being different from that of the creator God of Israel; that ls, 

as the name of the Good ~od pf gnosis. \ 

Also, for Enoch, th~ kno'wledge is injurious rather than 

benefic ial to mankind. It ls this seme knowledge that brin~s 
about the Deluge. Further!1l0re J the. tone of Enoch i8 polemical J 

and ii i8 a pOle~c ~hat .ls di~e~ed 'against revealed wisdom 

~sOdistinct, it would seem~ from the wisdom acquired througb 

the proper study and Icontemplation of the Bible. 
,) ... 1\ 

. One such polemi~al text i$ found in Chapter XVI'. 

here announces to the 0";'1, X:1 "):J :. 

, 
You have been in heaven, but (all) the rnyster:tes 
had not been revealed to you, and you knew 
worth\ess ones~ and these in the hardness of 

, \ 
"t 1 24-
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you~ hearts you ~ave made ,known,to th~ women 
anctLthrough these mysteries women and lOer1 
work much ~vil 'orr earth. (v. 3) 

This passage would seem tO,be a direct attack oh the 

proto-gnostic poS1.tion that the knowledge cofntnunicatJ? py -the 
, , 

angéls_ was essential. lB 

. 
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01d' Testament, 
171. 1 

1 

q 1 

Footnates 

~ . 
2R. H. Charles, The Book of Enoch (London: S.P.C.K.,' 

1921), p. xiii. 6 

3Char~e s, The Book of .E10Ch" p. xi v . , 

4All quotations from l Enoch are taken \rom Charles, 
Apocrypha. ~ 

_5Bam~ergerJ p. 264, n~ 3'; also, The Genesis Alocrfthon 
of Qumran-Cave l, ed. J. A. Fitzmyer (Rome: Bib1icalnst~ute 
Press, 1971), p. 84. -

: 6This lust motif is found t-hroughout the "fa11en angels" . 
tradition: Test. of Reuben 5:6; II Enoch 18:3-8; II Baruch 56:10. 

, . . 
, 7It wOfld' then ap~ear, that for Enoch the ::J' ï"l J l = O'?;l J • 

8The Den1turge was often chJacterized 'as the "foo'l" . , 
saklas. SeellQuispel, p. 218 ff. and J. Doresse, The Secret 
Books of-the Egyptian Gnostics, transe P. Mairet (London:' 
Hollis & Carter, 19bO)t, p. 162 ff. and elsewhere.l A Biblic'al 
proof text 'often used as illustration i5 Isa. 45 :5-6 or 46 :9., 

9~arlès, AEocrqha, P.' 191. C;;'riou,s ,l, ;" was used 
technical1y to describe he Jewish mystic asc~t on the Merkabah. 
See ~c'ho_1ein, p. 20\\ - <f,r:;.") , !. _ _ c 

10E • Muller, History of J~wish Mysticism (Oxford: Phaidon 
l;>ress, 194'é5), p. 49. c The exact curllency of t\emurah is dif'fiçuI t 
to estab1ish. It is cer~ainly commoI} in late\r Kabbalistic specu­
lation and Muller might be supposing too much in ascribing it to 
thise early centuries. . _ 

ew 

12This ministe~ing quali ty is demonstrated by the Jobl 
texts. 

13For" examp1e, in the Poimandres: as cited by Ju~~, 
p._ 182., C ' \ 
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14Tn,ere is strong eVi\den'ce pOinting to the currency of 
cum in the first centuries B. C ./A.D. as a respective substltute 
fpr the common namesÇof God .. A. Marmorstein, The Old Rabbinic ' 
Doctrine of God: I. he Naffies & Attributes of God (London: " 

,oxtor,g University Press, 1927), pp. 54-107, ha,s docu'lhented :the 
frequency of O~~ in Talmudic and ~ore specifically in 'Tannaitic 
literature. Although "heaven 11 ~ .. 'DIJ) is the more common, the first 
two letters mean "narne", wh~ch would suggest th~t 00 might hav\:! 
been. used as an abbreviatiofl of Il-{" 'fYJ) • MOTe important is the ' 
fact that OID 15 found in the Qumran material (Covenant of . 
DamaSCU5 15:3). Also, the description of the Ci/7 of .. l\ T n Dt'] in 
,the fo11'owing paragraph would also ,ill'1strate the curre,ncy of 
the term at an early stàge. • 1 \ '0 

15L. Ginzberg, The Legends of the Jews'· (Philadelphia: 
',:rewish Publication Society of America, 1938), Vol. 5, .Pp., 152-3 . 

16 Jastrow , ,Vol. l, p. 443. 
.r-

17~~~1~ : ~~~ ~ ~ ~~~ ~ : ~;~ 1~ :~~~: 
18Unfortunately, M. Black's récently published work on 

the Enoch material from Qumran could not be secured in time te 
be incorporated in this wOFk. ~ 

1 ) 

. , 

\ 

1 . ... : - 1 / 
1 -

-c 
\ \ 

/ 
27 .. 

"QI -
~ 

" 



> 
,C 

\ 

C 

, 
28 

, ' 

1 

V. l BARUCH 

In l Baruch, a text contemporaneous with l Enoch, there 

is futther evidence of a,polemic against proto-gnosticism and 

its intetpretation of the myth fou,dp in Gen. 6:1 ff. °1 

~ Baruch begins his attack \by posing the questioh: "Whe has 

found her (:17:l:Jn') place ~nd has entered her storehouses" (3 :15) . 

This 18 fOlloweg by a lengthy description of those who have not 

found this wlsdom (3:16-23). The last named of those cla5sed 
\ 

b 

among the ignorant are the glants (0\ ~tyav~Eç): 

, ' 

~ 
~ 

o ael, how great ls the house of Godl 
And w vast the territorY,that he p~;sessesl 
It is great and has no bounds, i~ isiUigh and 
immeàsurable. ' The giants were born thefe who 
were J famous ofôid ,--great in stature) expert 
in war. God dld not c'hoose them, nor give ' 
them the way of knowlèdge; 50 ~hey perished 
through the1r folly. (3 :24-27) " 

There ls little doubt that Baruch has the O"l~~ of 
l ' Gen. 6 in view, since he e~ploy~ the exact L~X terminorogy:, 

1 

0\ )'î)'ctv't'eç ai ôvollaO''t'o~ (3:26). For the proto-gnosti,cs, 

thes~ giant8, the men of the~Holy Name; would have been Pdr-
1 : 

ceived as part of the initial link in the transmission of 
. .. , 

gnosis. "But according to Baruch, they never did receive such 

knowleQge: "God did not ehoose them, nor did he give them the 
i 

way·of knowledge." Contrary to l Enoch, it was not as a con­
\ 

seque~çe of treir knowledge (of the existence of t~e Good 

God) .~hat they perished, but rather due to their 8hsolute \ 

-, _._----------
1 

,\ 
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, It 1s remarkable that there is no men~1on of the 1niquity 

ini t iated by the tl"':J Jo • This w~s) to be the main focus of the 

later or;thodox eregetes and 1 ... 5 already reflected in the bo~k jOf 

. Enoch though secondarily in t~e context of the unfortunate end 

~re~ults of the angelic ~evelation.4 Yet Baruch makes no mention 

. of thesr ?ctivitles which were seen as preelpltatlng the Deluge. 

,Instead, his focus ls firmIy set on the question of ~nowledge, 

"-... ,1r in ·his view, the lack of it. 

In the explanation as to where true·knowledge can be 

found~ 'Baruch exhibits much !'at" would confirm a polemic agail'l*t 

proto-gnosticism: 
-

·This is our God: and there Jhali be none 
accounted of in eomparison to him. He hath 
found out aIl the way,of-knowledge and hath 
given lt unto Jacob hls servant and Israel 
his beloved. (3 :35-36) 

Baruch has made it clear that there is only ~ true God, 

the God of Israel, and it ls the Goli of Israel who is all-kn6wing . • 
~ 

This knowledge has beem given:to Israel by means of the revela.-

tion from Sinai: \ 
~ 

This 18 the book of the commandments. of God 
and the.~aw that endureth forever; aIl the y 
that keep it shall come to life, but sueh as 
leave it· sha!l die • . . give not th1ne honor to 
another nor the things that are profitable 
unto the'e to a strange nation., (4 :1-3) 

This last passage can bést be un'tlerstood as an attack 
" aga1nst proto-gnosticism. The, duplicat.e descrïpt ion of the . 

Torah as flth~ book of ~he commandments" and the "law that. en-: 

. dureth' forever" can be- expla1ned" as follows. It ls obvious that 

29 
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Jewish proto-gnostic~ ~eld that the written revelation was 

r1ghry judged the cdhtaîner of 011 trutlp, sinee they themselveS' 

drew important exegetical conclusions from it. They therefore 
-. 

would havë - been in agreement wi th Baruch th'at ,"the book of ~he 

commandments" contained great truths. Baruch therefore added 

"the law that endureth"; that 1 is, the much broader ~Ô)lOcl/ Torah. 

It 15 the Torah in its broadest traditional-sense that vivifie~, 

while Bn antinomtan, that is, proto-gnostic, study of thè phys-
. 

lcal book leads to death. , 

To thls 15 appended the strange 'warning: " give not 

thine honor to. aoother no{ the things that are profitab,le unto 

thee to a strange nation. Il The intent of the first part of the 

~arning i5 clear. Baruch is te~ling his audience not'to worship 

a god other th an ~he creator God of Israel. The second part"is 

more intriguing in th~ light of a pol~mic against proto-
.tJ 

gnosticism. 
, f)' 

In the passage 1 s context, "tBe th ings o!~ profit" can bOe 
1 

no~hing other than the Sinaitic revelation. In the mind of 
o 

~aruch, the Jewish proselytic zeal had created something of a 

theological Frankenstein. ~he Apologists nad tirelessly at­

tgmpted to demonstrate to the Gentile world the superiorJty of 
-

the Jewish r~velation over other supposed revelations. -This 
o \ 

stimulated ~ gaod deal of interest in thè stUdYi!Of th~ Jewish 
t,. l, 

literature amang the Gentile population. The author may here 
l ' , 

be alluding ta the possibility that the Gentiles lntrod~ced a 

gnostlclzing element into the Jewish community through the medium . 

of their scriPtrral study. For this resson, the au~hor adopts 

30 . 
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1 the position, uncharacteristic of the Judaism of 

the revelation, and by extension, the diSCluSSion 
,'-

tian, should not be shared with' the Gentiles. 
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Footnote 
/ 

., 1 .' , 
~ha;rleSJ APocrYPht, Vil .. 1" p .. 576. c. • 

2A11 quotations from l Baruch are.take~ from tne RSV 
,f with the Greek text from A •. Rahlfs, ed., ,Vol. 2· (Stuttgar~: 

p;iVilegier~e WurttembergiSC~e_ Bibel~. '~_~ 

, 3This is 'against l Enoch, but is found' elsewhere: 
Wisdom 14:6; Sir. 16:7~,III Mac. 2:4. . ' 

lJ.As found' in ,Bereshith,Rabbah, for example, 26 :5-7 . 
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VI. \ 
,JUBILEES \, 

~~ 

, 

• ------~~ 
In the Book oi' . . Jub1:-J:ee s , the ,myth of Gen. 6:1 ff .. 15 

stated 

, 

cl
r

early:1 

And it came to pass that. the ohil~ren of man 
began to multlply on the face of the earth 
and daughters were born unto them that the 
angels saw them at a certain year of this 
Jubilee ahd they were beautiful to look upon; 
and they took themselves of all they'chose, 

~ ànd they bore' unto them sons and they were 
giants. And lawlessness 1ncreased on t~e ea.rth, 
and all flesh corrupted its v/ay. (V:l) . 

Mo:re' than in the case of l Enoch (VI:l)" it i8 obvious 
$ , 1 

that tl1e author 1s repeating the myth a,s 1 t 1G fO'4nd in the book 

of Genesis. There are a number of signtficallt "inclusions and 
1 

1 

omissions. 
, 

The author makes it per.fectly clear that the 0':17 x;, , J:J 

~ 

( 
~ the angels and" that the product of their union with the 

Il----------

women, the g~ants, iniquity 

on earth. 

Jubilees dlùes omit· the problematic v. 3 wi~h it~ stat~­

ment df 1.20 yearlll~fe spana that. is clearly at varia,nce, ~ith the 

greater Genesis, narratives. Th~ significan~e of this verse to 
, , 

\ proto-gnosticism will be dealt with at 1ength in a later section. . 

The first half of v. 4 with its mention o~' the D"~J is a1so 

ignored. The'most important omission occurs in the second half 
, 

of v. 4. The giants are mentioned, but their epithet "the men 

\ . 

\ 
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of renown" is no"'-t recorded. As ,has aJ,.ready been noted., Ot777'1 "t!] Ù, 

Il ~ 

1 • 

was critical for the prqto-gnostic myth.These features poi~t 

towa'rd an anti-gnosis· prediSposition on the part of,.tHe auth6r 

'of Jubilees. > ----

,lIn Chapter IV, a tradition extraneou~ to the Bibli,cal 

account i8 recorded: . 

1 Q 

. . • for in his [Jared' sJ days the angels of 
t,he Lord descended on ea,rth" those who are 
named the Watchers, that tney should do judgement 
and right'eousness on "the earth. (v. 15) , ' 

As was the case with l'Enoch, there is a paranornasiT on 

" .. and Jared. It was noted earlie,r t'bat Enoch was likely at-
. 

tempting to neutrali,ze ,tfe exegetical concl~sion? that might be 

derived from the ;~l of O';~l, as weIl as a zeruf of the sarne 

term. It was also s~ggested that th~ use of a 'descent' motif 
, \ 

might have been due to the pressure of this myth's,popularity . 
• 

In the' case of Jubilees, "·all,th-ree positions~are possible, with 

the third being th~ mdst likely. 
, 

Jung sees this tradition ?s an orthbdox alteration: 
" 

•. tHe Jewish conceptiori ot'angels--as'ministering to 
God in heaven--ddes not admit to their indulbing in'gross 
sins. Hence angels of God in Jewish lore could never have 
go ne to :earth ~ecause they lusted after the d~ughters o~ 
men. 3 ~ . 

Jung ignores the fact shown in Chapter V, that the 
, f 

. Jewish author of the book of Jubilees made no attempt to deny 

that the angels descend as a result of their lust. The angels' 
. 

--

charge as emisl:lsries of, God -whose purpose it was "to aid mankind, 
1 

, "+ 
is the central theme of the proto-gnostic tradition that emerges 

from l Enoch. ,Thel exiFtence of this tradition in Jubilees would 

, 
,,-- -- -, - -, -~---,--------'-'. ~, 
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tion h~d 

\ -/ 
th~t this view as to the purpos~\~f the a~gelic visita-

become so commonplace that it was accepted hy the author ~~ 

even though it was proto-gnostic in origin as well as being in 
-

, (J • 

disagreement with the text Of Genesis: Of course) a further 

possible expianation is that this passage itself was motivated 

o.y a. proto-gnostic sympathy. Though a later proto-gnost.ic might 

have seen the text in this light, other sections indicate that 
" \ 

the author hel~ no such sympathy. 

_ teter in the same cSapter of Jubilees, the ~uthor does 
, <; 

deal with celest~al knowledge, but in a fashion that demonstrates . , 

, that'he has little afflnity with the gnosis-position: 

~nd he (Metbuselah) ~as moreover with ~he 
angel of God the se six Jubilee years. And 

.j , 

they showed him everything which is on the 
earth afid in tMe heavens, the rule of the 
sun .•.• And he wrote down everythi~g. And he 
testified to'the watchers who had sinned with 
the deughters of mE;n,; for these had begun tot 

_ un~t~ themselves 50 as to be d~filed ~yth the, 
daughters of men ... '. (IV:21) . 

According t~.Jubilees, the divine secrets were revealed 

to the m~!tals :erior ~o, the angels' descent . 

. Although an anti-gn'oSis pos_itio,n can be postulated for 
1 

. ------the" book of Jubilees,,-- in general the author shows littl'e 

with the question. As opposed to l Enoc~J no :menti<o 

the angels' sin relating to the betraya~secret knowledge. 
, 

The' angels are s inners only insofar as -t'hey 

daughters .. of men. 
a 

.1. Il 
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Footnotes 

lAccording to Charles, Apocrypha, Vol. II, p. 18, 
\JUbilee5 15, to be (iated 135-105 B.e. 

2A11 ~uotat1ons of the text will be take~ from Charles, 
Apocrypha. 0,-- --

3Jung , p. 186. .. 
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VII. TESTAMENTS OF TH~ XII PATRIARCHS 

The Testaments of the XII Patriarchs adds little of 

substance to the diSc~ssion.l It does, however, evidence ~rr \ 

attempt by the author ta rehabilitate the angels;. an attempt 

which was to be continued into the first and second centuries. 

Here ,the bizarre eve,nts of the myth are spiritualized. 

The angels never materially'consummate their illicit union with 

the !daughters of men". Instead, they simply: _ • 
. . . concei ved the act in their mind; for they 
changed thernselves into the shape of men, 
and appeared ta them when- they were \'!ith the;ir 
husbands. And the women lusting in their 
minds after forms, gave birth to eiants, for 
the Watehers appeared to thern as ~eaehin~ 
even unto heaven. (Test. of Reub. v:6-7) 

. 
One significant element emerges from this te~t. The 

sexual- aet 'is only conceptualized in the minds of the women and 

. the angels; that i8,' in the author' s _ view, i t was imposs ible 

that an angel could have indulged in an actuel physical rela­

tionship. Of course J the author :ils obllged to explarn-- the ~\ 
of thé giants. This is done by ingeniously suggest ing thar the \ 

women, during intercourse with ~heir natural husbands, witnesse~ 

the angels who had taken on gigantic shape. The lust which the . \ 

women entertained for these celest1al~ was translated 

bearing of children -c-f equally gigantic proportions. 
, .. 

:tnto the 

-Beh1nd this apparent rehabilitation attempt m1ght ~lso \ ,-

J 
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• lie a des ire by the author ta tr~at the proto-gnostic myth of 

Gen. 6. 

The crux of this myth was that an actual physical union 
o 

had occu,rred. In the pagan mythological stratum alre\'adY re­

ferred to~ the price ~f ~his physle~1 union was~the revelatian 

of knawledge. A phy'sieal union natura~ly lends itself to the 

passib.ility of a transmission of knowledge. In the' 'Testaments, 

there is no sueh physical union. The angels appear, but are 

only visible ta the women. By relating the myth in .this fashio.n, 

the~author was ~haps attempting to demonstrate that as there' 

was no physica1Çrelati,?nship, there was a1so no t'ransrpissiem of 
• 

know:1:.edge. 
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Footnotes 

~ 1This work is p1aced by Charles, Apocr~ha, Vol. II, 
pp: ~89-290, at approximately 110 B.C. RêcentlY, M. de Jonge 
has advanced the view that it was composed a,t the end of the 
second or the beginning of the third centuries A.D. See Albert~ 
Msrie Denis, Introductions Aux PseudépigraphesPGrecs D'Ancien 
Testament (1eiden: E. J. Bril1, 1970), pp. 58-9. 
,- " 2 All,quotations are taken from Charles, Apocrypha. 
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TARGUM PSEUDO-JONAœHAN 
..... \ 

• VIII . 

The Targum Pseudo-Jonathan 00ntains a good deal of 
Iii) 

~ material\~hat. is of value to this discussion. However, as ls 
J 

the cas; wi~h .all tfe TatgUmim'~ its degree of use.fulness as a 
, ~ . , 

witness to the circumstances of the first centuries remains a 

matter of contention. Pseudo-Jonathan was long considered a 
c 

very late Targum that was b 9sed largely on the supposedly ear-' ,. 
lier Targum Onkelos. Recently, in large measure due ta th~ 

èxcitement generated by the discov~ry of the Neofiti cotex, 
\ \ . 

Targumic ~tudies have teceived a good deal more critica'l attef-

tion. 1 As a resùlt of these new explorations, modern scholar-

ship is moving to~,rds the view that parts of Pse~do-Jonathan 

are in faf!t mfch~ older ,,~han had hitherto been aCknowledged,. 

Althoug~ it does contain material that ia undeniably posterior 

to the rise of ~slam, there is also much thrt.re~lects a very 

early Palestinian tradit10n. 2 The present investigation Will 

be pursued in the light o~ this change of opinion; 

For Pseudo- Jonathan, the 0' il' ~i'l :0 J:J are not angels. 

Instead, they are described as the very human ~':Jï~' 'J::I. 3 

'term }(":J\,:J', ls -~è;ue and c~n mean "big~ 1 oider, pre~ect ~nd 
l) , . 

4 '1 
priest". Spurrel SUggrsts that ,~''J':J' ls d.erived from Ex. 

and 22:7 4f" where tr c' i1? x is inot· to be taken as a divine 

.appellation.5 The curiOUS~oint is that the o"i'l?}(in these 
~ ft · · 

_';i 

- l, 

The 

) 
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pas.sages i8 not translated -K' :J 1) 1, ~rathèr l{']"', .,. jud{es Il J 

as the Hebrew co~text SUg'g~~ts, ~ A~exander.s view, IIthere is 

no substanti?l difference between these terms. 116 But there 

surely must be a substantive difference for thls Targwn not' to 

have employed' ~' J' , ï in ,both cases, as is the case in the Targum 
f 

Neofiti. The most plausible explanation is that the connotations 

of N'J~~' help to explain the b~rth of the 0'1':1), 

The union of angels andwortals would naturally be ex-

pected to produc~ exceptional offspring. But once the angels 
, 

are excised from the scene~ ~he birth of remarkable childr~n 

does not log~cally follow. The use Qf ~'J"', though exeget­

icall.Y defens ible (Ex. 21:6; 22 1:,7 ~.f . ), w8uld in no way, explain 

the ~~11::Jl, whereas ~':n:J1."may ~~'~n people b~dil'y strong ll ,7. 

which would better ?ierv1 to explain the super-human qualities' 

of the offspring. Assuming that this passage was an important \ 
,1 

dctect of proto-gnost ic speéulat'ion J it may also be assumed th,at 

any Targumic rend~ring ~ould ~ave had to reflect a sound exegesis 
~ 

capable of withstanding proto-gnostic criticism. Yet, the term 

~~'::J'::J1, u~like ~'l"', seems to have no credible basia of ~upport . ... 
elsewhere in scri'pt~re :,,\\ 

, 
There ,is good e:v'idence that this term reflects the addi-

. tion of a later redaction, which would h'elp ih explaining this 
- \ 

inc·onsistency. 1 

\ 

The text of Gen. 3:5 i8 of help in this discussion: 
" 

For God knows that vhen you eat of it 
your eyes will ',be o}hened, and you will 
l ike God (c" ;" lt :J) ~ knowing good and 
evil. . 

be 
- \1 
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. . Targum Onkelos transl"ates 0 ~ il '7 If as x' J 1J 1 , \'ihereas the 

older Palestinian tradition of Neo~iti has preserv~d' T'=K'~J 
"',c'P 1n.8 The credibility of Neofiti as 'an ancient witness 

i~ supported by both Josephus ,~d the LXX who als6 see these 

c' il? li: as s'uper-humàn individuals. Here Pseudo-Jonathan agrees 

with the older tradit ion rendering w ';'1" li: as J' ,)I\"~. - From these 

facts, it Js now possib~e to" reconstruct the '~ransmission of the 
c , 

Targumic tr~,dition of 0' :171::\;1 ' J J • 

'\ 

\ 

Onkelos was' perhaps c,omposed at a date posterlor t-o the 

polemical preoccupation with this passage. Therefore, this com~ ,\ 

pilation was not necessarily interested in a text 'that could be '\ 

defended exegetically as much as in attempting to prov~de a 

loglcal reading. Onkelos was intent on follm'l1ng the earlier 

humanizing tradition. The use of I\'J"ff though defensible exe­

getically, did not sufficiently accoudt for the birth of the 
fi ' • ~ 

C",'Jl .. For this reason, l\':nD'1 was employed in its stead. 

Once this was done, considerations of support forlthis trartsIa­

tio~, 6ouPle'd wi th the proximity of the passages in quest ion 

(Gen. 3:5; 6:1) demanded th)at the D';l,l\ (7:~l\,n) of Gen. 3:5 -be 

treated in an identic al manner, that is, Ii:' J l:n. -The likelihood 

of ihis is improved by the,context of Gen. 3:5, where the know­

ing of IIgood and evil" could have been more logically applied 

to the ~, J", than to the 1\':1'1J'. 

With régard to Ex. 21:6 and 22:7, there was never a 
\ ,,), 

~raditiona~ identifica~ion of the D'il7~' with the angels, nor 

were these passages I,?cated near the "fallen angels 11 narrative.-- - \ 

Therefqr,e, Onkelos was free to follo~ the more logical older / 

, • c _______________ _ 
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tradition ?nd employ ~'J"'. 1t can now be posited that the 

~':J1:1I of Pseudo--Jonathat;l does not reflect the original. Rad it 
~, 

been original, one ~ight have expected ~'~'Jl in Gen. 3;5. 1n-

stead, the text 'of Pseudo-Jonathan was changed in order to cor­

respond more closely with that of the Targum Onkelos. This 
---'=''--~ 

alteration was made in an inconsistent manner, as shown by the 

cont 1nued
c 
p'resence ôf l' :lK' 7.) in Gen.' 3:5 . The two 'IDost likely 

possibiliiies for the original text are l':lK'7.) ~s in the Neofiti 

margin or ~'l'" as in the Neofiti text. 9 An examination of 

versel 4 provides strong evidence for the likelihood of the 

second.~ 1t also manifests a sensitiviti to the proto-gnostic 

exegesis and a clever means of attacking it. In this polemic, 

Pseudo-Jonathan accomodates part of the proto-gnostic tradition 
-1 

and turns it to his 0if orthodox advant~ge. 

In verse 4 J 11 Shamhazai and AZBe-l fell from heaven and 
, 

were on the earth in those days and also after that . . . . Il 
~ \0 ..... ~ 

The 0' 7!l J are identified by the Targumist with the angels, an 
- 1 

exegesis based) on the radical ?!) J of D'''~' J. Bamburger, in ac,,;, 
\ . 1 

cepting the ~'~':J' as original, views the inclusion of '~Tn7.)'17 

'~TY' as of late edition. 10 Alexander_is surely correct in 

, seeing here an ancient st:ratum of the t;aditi\on, "since it'" me'n-
<'" IJ ~ , 

tians by mime the' traditional captains of the rebel angels. "11 

Itfs not surprising to find Sharnhazai and Azael singled 

'1 out, but it" is surprising ta find Azael employed in favor of 

Azazel, which ls t~e name that emerges more often in the Rabbinic 

litera1ure~12 It is possible that Pseudo-Jonathan was entertain-' 

ing apologetic consider~ti~ns regJrdin~ the scapegoat ceremony' \~ 
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with which Azaze1 was associated:13 This ceremony was 01 more 

than dubious origin and th~ Rabbis had difficu1tY,in explaining 

away that, superficia1ly at 1east, it cou1d be cbnstrued'1s al 

sa~rifice offe~ed to a demonic be~ng.14 Perhaps the text was 

merely attempting to avoid the identificatio1 of the 1iturgica1 

Azazel with the demonico "fa1len angel". 

It is a1so possible that here we have another e1ement of 

the original proto-gnostiq exegesis. A gematria o. f phernhazai , li 
(366) and Az~el (108) yields 474, which i8 equal to the num~rica1 

." ~ 

value of the Hebrew for Gnosis, nY1. l5 If this exegesis was 
\ , 

common and popu1ar at the time, it might well have influenced 

this Targumic version. But whi1e Pseudo-Jonathan may have ac-
1 

comodated this proto-gnostic tradition, he turns it to anti­

proto-gnostic"advantage. 
1 

In the Enochite myth, it is Azaze1 (Azael) who taught 
, 

mankind the manuf;ctur~ of "bracelets, and' ornaments, and :the 

~se of antimony, and t~l beautification of the eyelids, and all 
\ 

kinds oi' costly stones . . .11 (VIII :1). In Pseudo-Jonathan, the 

women are described as being "beautiful with eyes ,painted and 

hair curled •.. " (v. 2).. If the women h~d their "~yes 

painted", they must have be.~n visited by Azazel (Azael) pr.ior 

to the àe~c'ent of' the"c ';" 't"~ , J::1 .16 ,This is furthtr Ca(~oborat~d 

by the c "!ll being en "the earth in those da ys ". By'this use of 

the proto-g~osyc eXegeS,iS'] PSeUd"-JOnat~an was able to humanize 

thec'~,~;, 'l::1, without'denying that in faet there had been an ... 

angelic visitat~ori. By do~ng so, it is the human ~'P" "J:J who 

consort with the womèn and produce t'heo"'::1.l. These O"':l.l, 

44 
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the OW;'I had nothing ta do with 1 the 

.Ii ) 

did not reeeive the divine knawledge that 

to the proto-gnost1cs. 

angels and theref~re 
1 

their namj suggested 

\ 1 

Verse 3 provides further information regarding the proto-

gnostic exegesis of Gen. 6:1 ff. The difficult verb 7'" 15 

transiated by Pseudo-Johathan as 7"n' , indicating that it ls , 

derivative of T"', "to judge". This wOl,üd represent a new de-

parture in the ongoing exegetical tradition. The LXX translated 

the term as ~'.a'ta).ls \Vf'" "to remain" .17 Bowker notes that this 
• J 

'was "also the way in which Jub. v. 8 understoad it, despite 1ts 

long pJra~raPh on judgement. "18, 

With T'" as "judge", v. 3, can, now be read in the fol­

lowing way: "And Yahweh saiti: 'My spirit will not judge mank,ind 
'" 

" forever. For that he ,is flesh his years sha~l be one hundred 

and twenty. t" 
\ 

In proto-gnQs~ic terminology, this wduld serve 

to indicate th,t a~ ,a result ~f 'the deseent of the ang~ls, the 

~bsolute ~ominion ~f-the Demi~rge is broken. He can no longer 

judge the illUminated of mankind. He would of co~rse like,to . 

make an·end of these individuals, but sinee they have now become 

conscious of the existence of the Good God, they are both ma-
., 

te~ial and spiritual and ,as such, the Demiurge c an only take 

his reve~ge by shortening their lives. 
1 

,Aec'ording to Bowker J "The word din came increas1ngly to 

refer to regal decisions and judgements. "19' . To the Judaic mind, 

this din is an inevitable result of Torah. Thus this type of 
. 

exegesis, wîth its apparent neglect of jUdgement, would have 

been ~ factor tn the antinomianism that was so violently attacked 

1 

) \ 
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by the orthodoxy of both Judaism and Christianity. 

It 15 worth nC?ting that the most fàmous 91d Testament 

figure to live :120 years was Moses (Deut. 33:7). 
," 

It i5 difficult 

to establisn whether"'>or not Moses enjoyed an exalted position 
l 

"' 

among th~'proto-gnostics. On the one hand, as the recipient of 

the Torah, he May have' been despiseù as a cu1pable accessory ta 

the ma1ignant designs of the' De~furge. On the other hand, the 

proto-gnostic..s do not seem to' h"ave denied the relevance of th~ 

Sinaitic reve1ation ~f understood in its propei, that is proto­

gOOStiC
j 

seose; For. the.:prdto-goosticl, it i"5 'P~ssible that' 

,Moses' living 1?0 yeaTs Iwou1d scripturàlly prove what the-&, a1-

'ready be1ieved; Moses J as 'ine of t~e most illustriou~ of the 

i1lun'iinated, was party to Ji vine knowledge, and as sucQ., his 

life could not exceed' 120 'yea:r:s. " 1t is of interest that 
, . 

Bereshith Rabbah also links Moses with this same verse, a1though 
, 1 

in terms of 'a gematria on D l"!7:J \0 20 . 
J 

The motivation for Pseudo-Jonathan'a handling of v. 3 

appears c lear:. 1t is two:fold. The condemnation of mankind to 
\ . 

1 

a premature death is not corroborated by the Genesis narratives, . , 

as numeroup post-deluvians liveq mucn longer. Pseudo-Jonathan 

. attePlptis ~o redress thi~ difficulty by prq,viding the harm<?ni~ing 

expansion that has the evil generation of.the flood receiving a . '" \ 
120 reprieve "in" the hope that they wou1d work repentance . • ." 

, ~ , 
This tradition is also intimated in Josephus (Antt. 1 1;11 :1). 

Meanwhi1e, it would have been this" same incons1stency 

that attracted thé attentIon of the proto-gno~'tics. Rather than 
- . \ 

seeing any need for harmonization, they would have found here an 

i , 1 
l 
i 
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indication that theOil\ referred to was not manki~d in generaI~ 
//~ 

but rather those who~had been fortunate enough to have reQéived 
~/ 

/ 

the knowledge of the Good God's exiStence . 
• 

It
r 

w0;:1d/then havj:! 
,~ 

a1so been against this proto-gnostic view,that Pseudo-Jonathan's 

rendit ion ;was directed. 1 <d 

II. ,'0. .>1";-" .. 1 

It' was a1ready m~ntioned tiia~-ô~71 ''JJ J!o':' of Gen. 6:4 was 

'perceived iri proto-gnostie cird1es as an intimation that the 

reve1ation of the Divine Name related to the dèsc~nt of the 

ange1s 8111q their intetcourse with the "daughters 6'f men". The 
• 

Targum Onkelos translates DIL';"l quite 11ter?11,y as l\7.)~i. Pseudo-

'Jonathan is more cautious in emp10ying 1717.)~ which would point 

to his greater proximity and sensitivity to the proto-gnostic 

exegesis. 

1 
' There are two furtheJl texts in Genesis that demonstrate 

1 I~ 

-that 'IT!_~~ was 
, 
critical to the p'tot-o-gnostic understanding of ClJ7;"J 

Gen. 6:1 ffo', 
'-) 

to their understanding of certain ot as weIl as r 

p~ssages in Genesis. 

In Gen. 4 :26, we read: "Ta Seth 

he caI1ed his name Enosh. At t~at time men began to calI upon 
! 

the name of the Lorde" OlZ':J ~li';)." There is no explanation as 
, \ 

to how this hitherto unknown name of ~he'Lord was revealed to . -\ 

the ge~eration of gnosh. The prota-gnostic re~~~se would have 

been that this name was revealed by the de/seé~ding angèIs. IThe (. 
----: 1 -

Enoch tradition Iocates the deseent~~e angels in the t~ne of 
,--­. .. ... ~ 

Jared while Enoch had alre9.-dy- asc,endèd to take on his fune,tion 

as heavenly scribe .,~h;:~UId have mad.e Enosh 752 years old 
"\ 

(~'f 905) at the tra itional. time of t~e angelic visitat.±on. 21 
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Thus the text would ch:onologically confi~m ~te proto-gnosticl 

view that during the lifetimes of Jared and ~noCh, ind also 
\ ' 

during the contemporaneous l ifet ime' of Enosh, the angels de-

scen'ded and imparte'Cl. the mystery of the Divine Name. To counter ' 
. , 

the prevalence of this v:iew, ,Pseudo-Jonathan 13.- rendit ion of the 
-~------------l ' 

p!::lssage 15 a~ follows: , / 

<'~nd to Seth, to him also was born a son; and ~<, 
.': ~ call~d his name En05h. That was the generation l 

, in whose days they began to err and make idols 
fpr themselves, and to calI their 1dols by 
the name of the word of the Lord. 

Bowker explains this "radical alterat'ion" as an,a1:ftempt 
, , \ 

by this Targum tÇ>' r.econCile the passage with Ex. 6:3: "r appeared 
v 

unto Abrajlam, .. unto Isaac and unto Jacob as El Shaddai J but by my' 

• " Il narne l did not make myse1f known unto them,_ An investigation 
, 

o! a Midrashic text that Bowker himself marshalls as evidence 

supports th~ view that Pseudo-Jonathanls intent was more polem1~ 

ca~ than harmonistic : Il 
In three place~lthe word hu~al is taken t~ mean reb~llion: 
'Then t~ey rebe11ed by call1ng upon the name of the Lord' 
(Gen. 4 :26); 'when man rebe11ed on the face of the earth 1 

(Gen. 6:1) ~ 'He, N1mrod re~~11ed when he was a mighty man 
on the earth' (Gen. ,10:8). \ ' 

. 
,It will be shown that it iS\ not coinciçience that these 

N 

tèxts, and 1n particular pen. 4:26 and 6:1, ar~.11nked in this, 
1 

way. It 1s rather the fact that Gen. 4:26 and Gen. 10:8 were 
'. 

G ~ Il ~ 

used by the proto-gnost1cs to expand their exegesis of Gen. 

\, 6:1 ff. Against, the position of \thi{> midrash, ~hese texts were 

,1inked not by / the ward hubal l al though ,hub.al was used as support, 

but rather through the Ot!1:;;1 of Gen. 6:4. 

The MT of Gen. 6:1 reads: "When man began (hu.\;1al) to 

1 

" 
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mu1tiply on the face of the earth. Il The l>1idrJsh ie t?8:d.Jt ion is 
1 

certainly cOQtrived as it appears tO,be at odds with"both scrip-

ture ?nd'the very ethos of the orthodox Judaism of the time. In 

no way wauld an arthodox Jew accept that man rebelled (huDal) 

in reprad'fcing~ as suggested by t'heo midrash. Th,is view would 
.. f., .~, ~ 

"be' at variance"with Gen. 1:28 (cf. Gen. 9:1) where God b"lesses 

Adam and carru:li'~s. 1IBe ~ruitful ;nd multiply". This type of 

exegesis would have been more in keépine with a gnostiè­

ori.entat~on Whi~h was often rigidlY aseetie. ," . " 

Furthermoré, nowhere in the MT is rebellious activity 
\ 
\ 

related ta these three texts. The Tar8umim Pseudo-Jonathan and 
, 

N'èofiti do rènder, .two of the passages (Gen. 4 :26; 10 :8-9) in 

rebel1iaus term~ and this sugg~sts an agreement w1th tn1s 

midrash. But if the tr.eatment accorded the primary " 1 ink ward" 
-" 

\ . (hUba1) ~s examined! it becomes clear that these Targumim were 

\ - \ 

, 
not au courant with the recorded midrashic tradition. In aIl 

three cases~ these Targumim trans~ate hliOa1 in the Heb~aic 

sense of "to begin ll ~ rather than "to rebe11
'-. 

A more cre'dible eX~lanation' Jf these texts f relation-, 

ship can b~ offered. These texts were relate'Ci following the c, 

sixth rule of ~il1el' by which Il a difficoul ty in one text may be 

solved by comparing it with another which has points of genaral 

(though not necessarily verbal) similari ty . 1123 T,he difficul t 

text in 'question ls Gen'. 6 ::V. Gen. 6:1 ff. and Gen. -4 :26 are 

1inked through the common DW, supportèd by the, concurrent 

pre&en~e ~f'huàal .. The Talmud recognizes th1s relationship in 

a dif,'ferent cDntext. With regard to v
c
' ,4 of the B?be). narrat~ve', 

" f,~ 

j 

l , 

\ 
\ 
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(Gen. 11 L· it, 15 recorded: 
i , 

... but elsewhere it is written 'Make no! mention of 
'other gods' (Ex,. 23 :13). Just as the nam~( (Ot:7:1) means 
idolatry there, sa it does here as well. 

As was noted earlier, the protô-gnostics would have em-
o 

p10yed Gen. 4:26, ~ith its mention of the revelati?n of the Name, 

to further corroborate the'o~~' ~t:7lK O"l~l having received this 

same revelation~ - i , 

, . \ Gen. 10 :8-9 does not make" mentifn ot:, 00;'1. But lt too can 

be exp1ained in terms of tne proto-gnostic exegesis. The MT Gf 
~ 

this passage reads: \ 
\ 

Cush'became the father of Nimrod; h~ was 
the first (?n;,) to b~ a mighty man 
(,,:l.l). He was a migj1ty ('l ~ 1) 
hunter before ('J~') the Lord. 

Hul)al here ls' the secondary "·1irik word". The primary 
d' 

relationship 18 based on the word (0;)' 1 ~ l, a.lso common to Gen. 
~ 

6:4. It seems reasonable to assert that for the proto-gnostlcs, 

Nirnrod was the .first '1:11 of th~.O"':J1J~tthe men of the Holy 

Name ll
• There "'is 'yet another connective word. Nirnrod ls char-

acterized as bei~g ~ ~ ~ J ~,. As was no\ed earlier" D"!) J could 

be understood as O'J~? if a zeruf was applied. It has a1so been 

noted 'Chat in sorne circ les, the 0 ~ ;, J 1 were' ident Lf'ied wi th the 
• .l'\ 

C'?!:)). Nimrod thenJould be seen as the flrst 'lJ.l.17~!lJ. 
f 

, . 

This thesis i5 corrc~orated by the Chronicles of Jerahmeel,' 
; '-
\0" 1 \ 

where Nim-rod 18 'described as ~, 'J~' ;'110 "~J.25 Josephus also 
'7.t ' .. --, , 

implies a certain relationship between Nimrod and the 0"':11: 

They (the people that settled in Shumar) were invited te 
the insolent contempt of God by Nebrodes J 'a grands en of 
Ham, thè son of ~oah 1. a bo1d man of great strength 9f hand. 
He also said that he would be revenged of God, if he should 

, " 
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have in mind to drowd the world again; for ~hat he ~ould 
build a tower too hîgh for the 'waters to be able to reachl 
and that they would avengl? himself gn God for destroying \ ' 
theoir forefather~ (~. I:IV:2)2 

• 1 \ 

Ther~ ls a reference to the flood which shows an im-

plie it relationship between Nimrod and the 0' il J 1. The final 

line of this quotation appears even more efPlikit. Nimrod 

speak~ of avenging himself on "God for destroying their fore­

fathers. Il This is a rather curious statement" sinee it -t5 diffi­

cult to, ascert'ain exactly who these "forefathers" Viere. It i5 

assumed that all the ante-deluvians were destroyed in othe flood, 

leaving only Noah ~nd.his family. Thus, aCcording to the MT, 

those addressed by Nimrod should have been descendants of the 

flood 's refug~es, th<:tt is" \NO~ and~ fami,ly. So in f~ct, their' 
\ 

forefathers in the str'ictest sense did not perish. If Nimrod 

and thase he :Ls addr~ssing are se~~,as 0"':11 /O"~J" JosepflUs f 

account becomes understandable. The O',!) J ~Iwere on the earth 

in those days, and also afterwards" (Gen. 6:4)'. This would 

imply that these ind~Viduals survived the~lood, co~roborated 

by a proto-gn~stic 'und~~standing' of 1'" of v. 3~ N~rod would -

then be rèferring ta avenging the earthy nalf of their parent age 

who perished in the flood. -

Josephus 1 confla't\ion of the two t'raditions, that of 
~ 

\Ba\bel (Gen. l::lff.) and th~t of Nirnrod' (Gen. 1~:9) is perhaps 

due to the fact that Nimrod's first kingdom was Babel (Gen.' 

" lO :~O) . Another po"ss lble explanation i5 that' Nirnroq 's name can 

be derived from ,.,,,, "to reo-el", and 'the Babel ineld'ent ls viewed 
~ 0 \ 

as the f~rst rebellion of ma~ against QOd. 27 -But if wè turn to 

\ 
51 )' 
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the MT acçount of the Babel l~gend, it again seems, possible 

a proto-gnostic conflation lies behind that of I~.osephus. 
" 

The èritical verse fin tt;is narrative i5,' v. -4,' whare th,e 

intent oT the rebels_is explained in the-following fashion: 

Come let us build ourselves a city and 8 tower 
with its tops in the heavens, and let us 
make a name (tJo) for oursel ves, lest 

. we be scattefed abroad the face of the earth. 

pseudo-0on,athan, Neofiti' and the Fragmentary TargtVn all 

translate 0177 as "idol", followirfg the Talmudic tradition men­

tio.néd earlier, It is possiblJ that NfI1frod" being a ',:Il/ 7'~J 
and having received the'knowledge of the Name,' was then associ-

ated with this rebellion against the Demiurge, particularly 
..... 

Since this rebellion occurred in his kingdom. 

In summary, the following is suggested: The three huhal . 
texts wére linked by the proto-gnostics in thii wa~. Gen. 4:26 ~ 

and Gen,' 6:1 ff. were related by the concurrence of 0"77 supported 
, .. 

by the common hubai. Gen. 10:8-9 were related ta Gen. 6:4 

through the conunon "1Jl and 7'!JJ';'J~7J aga,in with further sup-

port from the common huQal, This allowect the Nimrod text 
! 

(Ge~. 10 :8-'9) in turn to be re-J.ated to the - Babe,l narra t ive 
l' 

(Gen. 11 :1) through the now corrunon Ot!] , 

\ rt 1s now possible to ,conclude that the midrash under 
\: 

study was intent on expurgating this proto-gnostic exegetical 

t.radition," and through the use of .hu.1;lal, demonstrated these 
1 

texts' relationship without making mention of the proto-gnostlc 

o~'_"~l and ~'~l. ~t 15 also ~oss1ble that under protoMgnostic 

pressure', these texts were accepted into the orthodox tf51diti~n 
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in the ir integrated form. In the course of t ime'\, the original 

~;7 , ' . 1 

significance of these ~t;x~s was lost, that i5, the primary 
, 

source of the relationship was forgotten, and only the secondary 

hUDal link was transmitted. 
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Footnotes 

, \ 
lFor a qiscussion of the Targumim, see J. Bowker, 'Th~ 

Targurn(1}nQ. Rabbf\1ic Literature (Cambridge: Univers-ity Press, 
1969)) pp. 3-28; G. J. Kuiper, The ~seudo-Jonathan Targum an 
its Relationshi 0 the Targum Onk~los (Rome: Instltutum 
ars ~cum 'Aug~ n~anum'J 7 ,pp. ~-44. 

2Three c~assiç anachronisms are Ish~ael's wiyes ha~ing 
the same names ~~ those of Muhammad; a,ment~on of Constant~nople; 
as w~ll as the ~~x orders of the Mishnah; as cited by B6wker, 
p. 26, n. l. 

3The tex ,15 taken from the edition of M. Ginsburger, 
(Berlin: S. Cal valY _& Co'., 19P3), wit,h the English translation 
fram' Bowker. 

p. 1446. 
4 ' \ Jung, p,. 191, n. 157. See also Jàstrow, Vol. II, 

, " 

5Spurrell,-p. 69. 

6 Alexande.r j}, p. 70. 

7 Jung, p. 191, ni. 157. 
8 . '-

Text from Neophyti 1, pd. A. Diez-Macho (Madrid-
Barcelona: Consejo Superor De Investigaciones Cietificas, 196~). 

9Al~xander, p .. 70, arrives at the same conclusion, but"­
for differeht reasons. 

l~Bamberger, p. 129, n. 3. 
/ 

11A1exander, p. 70. 
1 

l'2B• 'HelIer, "L,a Chute des' Anges, Il Revue ,des Etudes 
Juives 60 (1910): 205 .. 6. J 

13Interestingly, Pseudo-Jonathan renders 'T~TY Lev. 16:10 
as ,no y rather 'than ,}( T Y. 

• Ginzberg, ~Ol~ 5, pp. 170-1. -14 . \ 

. 15~127l300 + (~)40 + (n)8 + (r)7 + (~)1 + ('t), 10 = 366. 
\1 Y 70 + (T) '7 + (}( ) 1 + (,)30 = 108. 
\1 ' 4 + (y) 10 ,+ (Ii) 400 = 474. 

16Alexander, cp. 70, ap,proaches \ this posit'lon 1n notic1ng 
the re1ationshi,E between the l'painting of the~eyes Il and l Enoch.' 
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17The LXX sense wats used by Phi~o On the Giants- 1:5; 
and Josephus Antt. 1: 111:2. Pseudo-Philo employs the li judge­
mental" sense--or-the word (III :2). 

18Bowker, p. 154. 

19Ibid' J pp. 140r1. 

20Bereshith' Rabbhh' 26:6; also Pseudo-Philo 9:8 and Philo 
On the Giants 55. 

21The chronology. employed is taken" from Spurrell J p. 6.5. 

22Bere\hith Rabbaho 26:4; as cited by Bowker, p. "186 ~ ~ 
, 23Bowk~-r ~ Appendix II, p. 315. 

24b. San. 109a; as cited by Bowker, p. 141. 
1 \ ~ • 

" 25Chronicles 0; ,J~rahmeel, 27':4; The Hebre1'f Fragments 
of Pseudo-Philo, ed. D. J. Harrington (University of Montana:, 
Society of Biblical Literature, 1974). These Chronicles-cannot· 
of course be used as direct evidence, as they are of very late 
edition. • , 

\ 26T~aDslation of Josephus from The Works of Flavius 
Josephuls,. tr~ns. W. Whiston (Edinburgh: William P. Nimmo, n. d. ) . 

" r- 27 So !œereshith Rabbah 23:7; also Philo On the' Giants 
xV:66;'Questions on Gene~is II:82; and Pseudo-philo: VI!14. 
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IX. TARGUM NEOFITI l 

\ 
The recently discovered Targum Neofiti l has prompted 

much discussion among scholars as to its credibility as an 

ancient Palestinian Targum. Scholarship seems prepared to ac­

cept t~e antiquity of,much of the content of ,thls codex: 1 

\ . Th e tI';'1' l\;1. ., l:J 0 f Ge n. 6: 2 ;' 4 i s t r'a n s lat e d a S l\' J ., ." 3'" ):J • 

This ~s likely based on an exege~\s of Ex. ~1:6 and 22 :8' ff. , 

where Q.";'1' K is found as K" l ' " in _agreemeht wi th botn p,seudo­

Jonathan and Onkelos. There 1s ample evidence that, as-was the 

case wi th Pseudo-Jonathan, the rendi tion of ~, J ' ." "J:J ls of \ 
, 

later edition. In the marginal notes, ~')'1' i5 referred to ar 

K" :JK' 7.), the "ange'ls l'. G :'\ '(ermes has pointed out that the mar-
I 

ginal notes of Neofiti tentl to reflect an ear~ier tradition than 

tbat recorded in the text. 2 Although on first glance, --it would 
1 

seem that thls earlier translation is devold of polemic" a 

closer exam1nation of the text pr~ves otherwise. 

IfK':JK?o is understood as an equivalent for O';1'K rather 
<.l 

than O'iI'}(iI 'l:J, this marginal note as·sumes a pO'lemical tone. 

It was noted earlie·r that l" :J~' 7.), as oppo$ed to 0" il' K 

was baBed on Gen. 3:5. I\He1' O'",X 18 found, as· '" C~I ln \~'".'O: 
Thus" the O'iI?~;1 'J:J lof G~n; 6 would be translated as 1\':Jl\,O 't):l, 

"s'ons of the angels". 
, 
1 

In a discussion of the '!sons of the holy angels" of l 

--_.~. \-_-.-
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Enoch, C. Kaplan notes contra Charles that: 

, \ 

The term 'sons lof angels' stands for a1lower class (of 
angels), the dwellers of the flrst heaven, who carry the 
messages to earth; they are therefore sUbject to the pur,i­
fication process of fire baptism . . .. In the higher 
plane, the heaven of heavens, their superiors dwell, 71:7 
. • • . In 69 likewise, a lide ~s drawn b~tween the 'sons 
of the, angels' and the 'higherl angels,.3 

Kaplan also mentions ,that in the Old Testament, the term 

~ J:J also describes prophets who ate of lower ~ank. 

For the proto-gnostics, the angels that descended were 

far from being of-low rank. Instead, thtY were angels of the 

highest order, the O~J~', who ha~ access to the ~ost'privileged 

of information. It cân therefore be suggested that Neofiti's 
-

marginal notation reflects an'earlier and seemingly unsucce~sful 
1 

attempt to attack the proto-gnostic tradition. ~he reasôns for 
1 

this lack of success can bè explained in the following way. 

Although ingenious, Neofiti's translation ignores the Job telts, 

where the c ';"I;~;"1 ~ J::I are,>, obviously the ministering angels. It 

can be argUer that it is assuming too rUCh that the linkage of 

these texts .was 50 corrunon as .to render ineffective Neofiti 's 

earlier polemical translation. But Justin Martyr' s Dialogué 

w:1.th Trypho '! the Jew shows ot~erwisJ. 
The ehapter in question is LXXIX:1-2. This chapter must 

be approached with eare as it i8 either an "interpolation or at 

least .•• out of its proper Pl,ce ll4 , as- it seemingly has no 

relation to either what preceeds or follows it. 

Here Trypho becomes annoyed with his. adversary' S" "blas­

phemous" use of serlpture: "For you say that the angels have 

acted mal,iciously and have fallen away from God. "5 Alexander 
\ 

, \\ 
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sees ~this 'statement las a strong condemnation of those "who 

-equated the 0';'; l'il ' J::J with the angels."6 But Alexander has 

failed to consider this passage in the light of its broader 
/ 

! ' 

context. , 

Justin follows Trypho t s rebuke with a number 'of proof 

texts that demonstrate that the angels do have the1prapensity ta 

sin (naq. 7:13; LXX Isa. 30:1-5; Zach. 3:1;.Job ~:6; 2:1). 
1 

Justin reminds Trypho that he him$elf had employed Zach. 3:1 'as 

weIl as the Job texts elsewhere in the Dialogue. The signifi- " 
~ 

\cance of these latter texts for Justin t s argument is that Satan 

ls numbered among ~he angels~ thus by implication, the angels~ 

,as ~ell as the angelic Satan) have the ability to sin. There 
\ 
'is nothing in their discussion that would indicate that Trypho 

objected in any way·to the identification of the:::J';',l\;' ,'J::J and 

the angels. 

It is significant that Justin utilized the Job texts in 
~ \ 1-

the argument over the raIe of the 0';'71\;' 'J:! of Gen. 6. In Gen.6: 

1.. • ~ ~ ft' 1~'J the O';'/\~;' "J:l are translated literally as '0\0\ 't"Uu 8E;ou 

excepting v. 1 of eodex A, while the Job texts are translated as 

oi a)~EÀO\ 't"ou SeoU. 7 Thus, the linkage of the~ texts could 

onlt have been achieved through an àgreement f~und in the HebrAic 

texte But it must be rem~mber~d that Justin and Trypho knew'no 

\~ebrew and were cQnducting their scriptural battle ~hrOUgh the 

~ommon medium of the tXX. 8 This proves that the so-called 

Hellenistic tradition, as represented by Justin and Trypho, w8s 
\ 

subject to the influence of the Aramaic community with regards 

to the handling of Gen. 6. This would also serve to indicate 
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that this Hebr~ic" linKage was so weIl acc epted that ..it was 
-

capable of wi~ning a place for itself in the Hellenistic world 

ev;en whén the Gree'k text 'did not corroborate the textual as-

sociation. 
(j 

It wa~ this popular association that ~hwarted Neofiti's 

attempt to make the t:J';', X:1 ' l::J "angels of a low order" ~ 

Neofi~i would then sho~ two distinct stages of develop-
, \ 

ment in the attempt to counter the: proto-gnostic exegesis. It 

firsJ; attempted t~ reinove the "ministering" an~els from tl:1e-
1 

h l 1 

scene by t e use of Gen. 3:5 leading to the "sons of" the angels Il • " 

However,lthis exegesis proved ina~equate again~t the O~ViOUSlY 
"ministering" quality attributed to these same 0';' ~~;'l " l:J in the 

Book of Job ~ IJ was then fel't 'that the only ~eâ'~s available to 

handle this text would be to fully humanize the ~elestial actors. 

This was achieved through the aide of Ex. 21:6 and '"2'k :8 ff . , 

.which led to ~"J'" 'l:l. 
) 

In JeOfiti J the women are once again cast in the 
\ 

role of 

seductresses. In amp~ification of the MT version, this:Targum 
- ' 1 adds that the women were "beautiful", but without· taking the : 

1 

liberty of Pseudo-Jonathan in enumerating their charms. 

In.v. 4, the C'?~IJ, fOllO~~ng the LXX ~ra4ition, is 
l ' -

rendefed ~"::Jl. This i6 in oppositio~ to Pseudo-Jonathan's 
, 1 

excursus on '~lY' '1on7.)l!7. This in4i.c~te's that the ~'J'" 'l:l in 

Pseudo-Jonathan ~as earlier than that of Neofiti, sin~e Pseudo-
'1 " \ 

Jonathan does humanize the C'il'Xil 'il:J but still ifcludes a 
, ~, 1 

, 

descent of the angels (?KTYl '~T"~6) owing tp the pressure of 
1 

this exegesis 1 popularity.' Neofit~ also m~nifests evidence of 
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this pressup'e· by using X':JX'Hl 'J::l f,?r O';'1,';;K:1 'D. When ~':JX71) .-
was changed :tOI{' l ' , " no attempt was' made to make any reference 

'lt~, an a~gelic ,Visitati~n, of any kind. The desire of Neofit·i 

was to ftÙiy remove this element from the' narrative. It would 

appear that at the time this .was done, the climate had suffi-

'" '- c iently changed 50 as to allow this 
'" ~ . " 

more radical exegesis to 

\ 

, 
..... --~.............' / 
stan~It shall be demonstrated at 

'~ / ~ 

~hange can be;locatèd.~istoricall~. 

a later stage that this 

Neofïti also r,eflects the' alt'ered exegesis of the ob­
/1 

scurè T~h," which ,~is t'ianslated l' 'tn"~ from 1"', in· all l1keli-

hood under the pressure of the proto-gnostic exegesi.s. 
, . 
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Footnotes 1 

ISee section se~-JonathanJ ê 1. 

l' 2G. Vermès, Seri ture and Tr~tion in JJudaif?m, Studia 
Post-Biblica, Vol. 4 e en: .. , , p. 28. The 
text and ~ranslation are taken from Die~-Macho. 

3C• Kaplan, IIVers ions and Readlngs in the Book of flr noch ', If 

American Journal of Semitic Studies 50 (1933- 34): 174. ' 

_ ij.'J'Ust in Ma ho ,'- trans. A. L. 
Williams 0 

takpn from ,Williams. 
1 

6,A1e:xand 

~ee sec ion Septuagint, n. 3. 
~ 

8Wi~lia n. 1. 
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1 t!. Th~odot.ion 'wa~ 
the third c~ntury IA.D: 
,~.--

X~; THEODOT10N 

! ' 

formerly thought to have been produced in . 
Recently, this position has been con-

-
vinc ingly challenged by D. Barthélemy who\ would. place this work " 

"vers, la fih de la première motié du premier siècle, "1 that i5, 

~ prior to both Aquila and Symmachus. 

Barthélemy's position would seem ta be reinforced~y 
~ . , 

Th eê,-do t ion 's treatment of Gent. 6:J. ff. ,Theodot1on 's ti~rrs lation .' 
1 ( ~ • , 

As wi'tl1 tlre LXX, tne ~":1'~;'1 .~ JJ , 
. 

closely follows the LXX version. 

are rendered 0\ '\)\0\ 't"oû 6so\5 •. Sim11arly', the o'l'~J are trans­

latedj 0 i ô e: y îya.v'te: ç. These lnfortunatelY 'are the o,nly examples 

'of Theod~ti~n's translation of the "fallen angels ll narrative 

that have been preserVfd. 

Elsewhere., on six occasions, Theodotion translates o';;'1,~ 

or a cbnstruct thereof, in the plural. On' four of these in:-
i 

stances (Ps. 94-(95):3; 95(96):4;,lsa. 8:21; 37:19), the o.,~,~ 
~ 

1-,,*, 

in question are clearly pagan deities. The two excep'tional case's 

are Ex. 21:6 and '22:8 ff. passages which w.ere employed by the 
• 1 ~ 

Targum1m exeg.étioally to derive ~ .. J .. ., -1. Here., Theodotion em- l , 
. 1 

ploys the plural agains~ the singular treatment of the LXX, 

.} though in 21:6, the LXX was ~b~iOUSIY aw:re.of the judgemental 

context using the more human phrase ~P\~~P\OV 't"~D SEO~. ThiS 

pluralization suggests that here Theodption was wo!king within 

Il 

" ,the orthodox Aramaic Targumic tradi tiQn . But unlike 'the Targumim, 
\ 

.' 
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Thêodotion failed to make the exegetical leap of emp10ying these 

texts to humanize theD"~'~0 ')J • 

Thus far ~ Theodotion exhibits nothing" that 'Could be con­

strued as being anti-proto-gnostic in intent"\1 There ~s one pas­

sage that can be.related-t-o Gen. 6:1 ff. ,'which indjcates that 

T.heod~tion also was-not averse to pOlemicizi~g against ~~oto-

gnosticism. 

In Hos. 12:3-4, the MT reads as fol1ows: 

\, 

. 
. . . ~is (Jaeob's) manhood he strove 
with God (o'~'~). He strove with 
the angel (iK,n) and prevailed. 

\ 

\ 

This 1s Hosea's int.erpretat10n of the events found re-

\ eorded in Gen. 32 :25 ff. In the MT a~coJnt, there i5 no specifie 

mention of an~els, ~lthough the o'~,of v. 25. cou~d be understood 

as such. 2 This term reeme~ in :h~ plural in v. 29 in a, par­
~ 

allel construction with 'O'T1';>~~'''.:7~~'T1\n: :;)1 n'''o "J, which 

appr,oximat~s Hoseafs text. 
\ 

The pBrallelism of Hosea, with the use of the ide~~ical 
"-

verbs'(~,w;"w') could eBsily be turned to proto-gnos\ic ad-
" 

vantage. The '0" ~ '7 ~ of the Old Testament i5 c1eaorly not the God,o 
, ---.---

o 

but 1s rather to be seep as an angelic figure (Demiurge). To 

avoid' this diffieu1 ty.l Theodot ion~transl~t~s C '! 0? K~S "t1:~ye:~~oç 
(,K?O), thereby ag!eeing'with the Aramaic Targumim~s han~ling of 

Gen. 32 :25 -ft. 

In view of Theodotion' s s.imilar1 ty to the Targum1c ren-. 

ditions gf Ex. 21:6 and 22:8ff., as weli as the-liberty that 

was taken in changing-thè o'n,~ of Hosea to ayye::t..o ç , it is doubly 

6 7~ ~nsla~ed " cur-1ous that the O"~'K~ "l:J of,Gen. • • , 
;;o~ 01. U1.0'l. 
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8sou • \~h~ only 'plausible ,explanation 15 that." at, th1s point 

\ hHtoricallY, that" 15; "tO.wJd5 the end of the '~r5~ haH of 

the first century 2 11 the Aramaic tradition.s had t~em~elves not 

made this alteration. It would be sorne e~ghty years later with 
'1 

Aquila that the ~XX'8 literaI translation would be changed under 

the guiding- instruction of the 'Phar,isaic orthodoxy", 
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Footnotes 

Vetus 
ln. Barthélemy, Les 

Tes~amentum (Leide-n-:~~~~~~--~~~-'. 2~,~ 1s a1so understood as a 

to 

for God, Marmorste1n, 

pp. 65':7. 
-.: ----~-------JAs found in Pseudo-Jonathan and Neof1ti. 
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XI. AQUILA 

Aquila, traditionally under the guidance of R. Akiba 

(C:~20 A.D.),lbreaksrad:,l.cally from the LXX translation 

(Theodotion included), in his treatment of è~~,~~ ~JJ. As is 

.\\ often the case wi th Aquila, he translates the p'hr'ase quir-e li't-

erally as ~io{ ~wv eEWV Alexander notes that "in no case 
, -

. whereO'n7l\ clearly means the true God do we find it rendered 
, 

by the plural eto t. u2 Of the ten plur~ls that have been pre-

served, eight clearly deal with pagan gods, while the two ex­

ceptions, as \in the case of Thèodotion, are ?x. 21:; and 22 :9---! 
. , 

This would point to Aquila's ~eliance on both the Aramaic 
, 

Targumic tradition and Theodotion. Wherea$ Theodotion did nqt 
-u 

utilize the exegetical conclusions dra~ from the Exodus pas­

sages in his transl"ation of O'~7l\:1 '~:J, the Aram~ic Targumim 

did. It would \seem thBt Aqu~lB followed the Targumirn in this 
, 

instance. Origen likely hBd Aquila' in mind when he wrote wlth 
. 

reference to Ex. 22:8 ff. 

These men (the judges) were entrusted with the responsibility 
of giving judgements, ~nd because of their ptirity of char­
acter) surpassing human nature, tney were called 'gods l by 
traditional Jew1sh usage. 3 " , 

• # 1. ~ 

It c an be 0 suggested \that with Aquila' s ~ \ ~\.o \. 'tWV ÛE(3v, 

we once again see an attempt'to humanize the C~:1?~:1 'J:J~ ,\ 

In treating the balance of \en. 6:1'ff'J Aquila ~hows 

bot~ his individuallty·vis-à-vls the LXX translation and the 

1 
l ' 

. \ " 

\ 
-------'~-----------

\ 
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orthodoxy of h~s approach., Tne 0 '7~).o7 are .Aot equat~d with the 

·O'.1Jl, as was the case with the LXX, Theodotion, and the targum 

Neofiti. Instead, as in Pseudo-Jonathan, Aquila approaches the 

term o/ith regard to its root ,~). As seen eaSlie1J Pseupo-
"---' . ;. \ 

J,onathan used '~J to inCOI'\orate the 7XTYl 'l'Tnr."J myth ,into h~S \ 

narrative~ which he turned to polemical advantage. Aquila ap-

proaches the text in m~ch'"the same way' and wi th tt1e same intent. 

In Job 1 :15 ~nd Isa. 47:11'-~Aq.uilà''translates ;~J asl Én.1.n~'\.v •. 

In both thes,e cases,>{...,. the' '7 ~) can be taken to mean mueh the sam~ 
- 7' , 

as the En~l~S~ \'to fall .~pon"~ This then allows him to 'translate ' 

O',!)J as e:n1.n'\.n't'ov'te:ç , or "a\ssailants". Thi.s'translation 
\ . 

accomplishe$ two 'ends.. The -term 0" ~) which could be seen as 
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Footnotes 
D 

l Bowke~, p. 25, n. 1. 
1 

2Alexander, pp. 64-5.' 

3Contra Celsum I~:31, as cited by Ale~anderJ p. 65. 
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XII. qOSEPHUS .. 
, '. 

JO$ephus 1 testimQny, while appearing scant at first 

glBnce,\has in fact ffiBqy fratures that invite cowment. There 

s~ems little doubt that Josephus was au courant with the tradi-
4 

tion of the ange~ic 0';', 1':1 , ' J:J cons~rting ~ith the "d~Ughters of 

men r~ 1 and in his e ase more spec ifie~lly 1 the daughters of Seth., 

He be\~nS his description of the Sethite line in the fo11owing 

way: 

(Adam) had indeed m~ny other ehildren, but-Seth in partiè­
ular. As for the rest, it would be tedious to name them; 
l will therefore only ende&vor to give an account of those 
who proceeded from Seth. CAntt. l :II:3)1 . 

Josephu~ do.es not spare ;the reader the tedium of his 

panegyric on thk righteous line of Seth. Unfortunately, ac-
1 

cord1ng to the apologist,'the Sethites only remained righteous 

for seven generationS: 

But in the process of t1me they were perverted .... ' But 
for what degree of zeal the y had formerly shown for 'virtue, 
the y now showed by their actions a double cregree of\wicked­
ness, whereby they ~ade God their ~nemy; for many angels of 
God a?companied with women and begot sons that proved unjust 
and d~splsers of all that was gqod, on account~of th~ con­
fidence they had . . . for the tradition i5 th t these men 
di~ what resembled the aets of those,the ~reei ns calI 
gi'ants. ,(Antt. I:II:1) 

In Josephus' mind the C'n?Kn ']:J are clearly the ~ngel~. 

, He ~ISO implies the trad1~ion that ~t was the righteous line Of 

Seth that had intercourse with, t~e angels. This, could be tàken , ., 
to indicate a counter-tradition to'that found in l Enoch, where 

, 
) 
-, -'--\~----
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~t ls the Cainite line who were the consorts. 

In Chapter LXXXV of Enoch~ which is somewhat later than 
1 
\ 

the" Noachite fragments J the .. fallen angelS" narra,ti ve is repeated 

in a'dream v~sion. 
J 1 

In t~iS vision, the children of Cain are 

designated as black oxen, while those of Abel ànd later peth are 

designated as white oxen. The "falling angels" (stars) do not 

consort with a11 the chi1dren of man, but rather only with the 
\ 

Cainites who ': s~bsequently bore giants (elephants, c arnels s.nd 

asses) . It is perhaps of note that there\was a gnostic group 
\ 1 

which took the name of the Cainites. This could be a reflection 

on this p~ssage wher~ oq}y the ~ainite line would have h~d ac­

cess tO,ihe esoteric knowledge brought by,the angels. 2 

~ In Josephus' account, against that of Enoch, the iSethites 

sin prior to the descent o~the angels. Thislcan,be understood 

in an' apoiLogetic ~ight J. since \t is thi.$ sinf~l behavior which 
\ ~ , 

seduces the watche.rs. The product of the union is described in 

LXX terminology as 0\ )tyOV~EÇ. These giants, despite the ap­

peals Of\~Oah, continue in their sinfUl ways. IJ is due to their 

behavior that 'God decides ta take drarnatic action: 

. . • he not only condemned those ether men rgiantsl for, 
their wickedness, but determined ta pestrey the who~e race 
of rnankind ••. and cutting shor~ their lives, and rnaking 
their years not so mapy as they former1y 1ived, but Qne 
hundred and twenty only. (Antt. I:IV:2) 

It is ~ifficult te determ;ne whether the shartening of 
\ , ,1 life spans refers to the giants only, or te man~ind in general, 

though th~' lat te r s eems, the, more \ li~ely . 3 If so,' Josephus igi 

nores the longevity that was recorded of various post-deluvia~< 
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taken to refer to both the giants and mankind. This position 1s 

against that of l Enoch as well as showing no compulsion on the 

part of Josephus to strlke a narrative harmonious wlth both 
• 

Gen. 6:3 and Num. 13:33. 
\ Thus far, there is nothing that points to ~n anti-proto-

gnostic polemic. Returnipg to the Sethite panegyric, it becomes 
, 

evident that Josephus also was not without a certain anti-gnosis 

( ,preoccupation. 
\ ' \ 

. The childr-en of Seth: 

. were the inventors of that peculiar sort of wisdom 
which ls concerned with the heavenly bodies, an~ their or­
der • . . they made" two pillars, the one of bir<l:h, tne~ other 
of stone, they described their discoveries on them bot~ 
Now this remains in the land of Siriad to this day. 
(Antt,' l :I~:3) , 

The scientific discoveries which Enoch saw\ as evil­

inspiring revelations from the angels are now cast in a positive 
\ 

light. \T~iS ls not to be taken as a pro-gnosis position ori the 

part of IhosePhUS. Much of the knowledge ,rh1Ch Enorn sa roundly -

condernned, such ~s astrology J would have seemed attractive to an 
. ~ 

inqu~ring mind of that age. A religious group that claimed to . 

have ~ecei'ed ~ivine revelat!on t'about thes'e same sc iences would 

have of 'Course appeared doubly attractive.: 
, \ ' 

Josephus attempts to undercut this potential attraction 

by rearranging the myth. The Ca.inite line, of gnostic trans-
\ 

\ . 

mission is, den~ed and rep~aced with the ~ethite, in opposLtion ----

to the En\ch myth. ' The r~velaiory constituent of ~hiSIl:tnOWledge 
.is also denied w1th. the Sethites being termed "inventors Il The 

angels meanwhile, are removed entirely from the seene, as this 

\ . 

--------~---------------- .- -
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narrative antedates the descent. But Josephus is not content to 

alter this tranition without demonstrating to his .possible de-
1 

tracjtors '(proto-gnostic?) that this-tradition is based on "sci-

entific 11 fact. For thosrwhO mi~t question tfe histnric;ttY,of 

this account, Josephus points to the existence of the Sethite 

pillar "in the land of Siriad to this day". 
1 
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Footnotes " 

IText taken fro~ JoseEhus, Loeb' Classical Library (New 
York: G. P. Putnam's Sons, 1930). English tranjSlation from 
Whiston. 1 

_ 2The use of animaIs in thls allego~y might bé a ~prOduct 
of the view that the C~'~J were "aborti'ons' as in ~reshith 
Rabbah 26:7, that is, unnatural births. Another possibility 
presents itself. If a ~ were added to ~D~ of v. 4, the text 
would r.ead 11 and they bore animaIs (';, D~:l) to them". 

3So Whist07 _28, ,DQLè. 
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XIII. PSEUDO-PHILO 

Pseudo-Philo, or Ltber An~Ui tatum Bïblic arum (LAB) , ls ' 

a work with a ~~markably )CheCkered history. it was first pub-" 

lished in 1597 and at that time was accredited as a work of PhilO 

of Alexandria, hence Psehdo-Philo. 1 It, th en somehow was fort 

gotten to betresurrected for scholarly ~tt~ntion i, the pres~nt 
eentury. Th~S work has survived in the latin'and seholars argue 

, 1 

that this is a translation from the Greék whieh had in turn bee~ 

tran~lated from the Hebrew original. 2 This original is usually 

placed' iri ~he first century· A.D., sometime after the fall of 

Jeru,salem. 3 

Although its supposed trilingual history raises 'sus-, ' 

pic ions as to its trustwor1hiness, it is recognized as being 

potenti,ally of great utility. J. Bowker enFhus~astieallY ~rites: 

It is one qf the earliest exampl~s of eontinuous_haggadic 
interpretation and it is an important witness to the an­
tiquity, of many trad~tions and to the earl~ form of others. 4 

Although da~ed in the first century, Bowker feels that 

'.lius traditions and legënds may well go back mueh earlier. "5 " , , 

Pseudo-Philo' s vers ion of Gen. 6:1 ff. is brief enough 
1 

that it would perhaps~be useful to quote ~t at length: 

..... -
1 

And it happened when men had begun to multiply 
on the earth J that beautiful daughters, 
were born un~o them. And the sons of 
GQd saw the daughters of ~t'hat, they 
were, very beautifu!J_ the y took wi ves 
for themse1ves of all that they had chosen. 

\ 1 ~I 
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And God said: 'My spirit will not judge 
these men forever because they are flesh; 
but their years will be 120'; at which 
He set the limits of life~; and in their 
hands the law will not be extXnguished. 
And Go~ saw that among aIl the dwellers 
of the) earth evil works >,wgre .put into 

.effec~ ..... (111:1-3) , 

Pseudo-Philo's handling of the\Genesis text shows the . 
utmost care. He surprisingly translat'es the O~;"I'\;' 'JJ as '1 sons ' 

of Gad". Bowker explains this literalism in the fQllowing man-

ner: 

At the time when Pseudo-Philo was wrltten, it was still 
possible to write 'sons of God " bult the al teration [of 
the TargumimJ became standard ~nd expected.7 

Bowker's assessment suffers on a number of èounts., He 

assumes that the, T,argumic alteration was due to a more respect-, . 
, 

ful handlin~,of divine names. 1t has been demonstrated in this 

work that in this case at least} polemical priorities lay béhind 

the varied interpretations and renditions of the text.· Thel 

caut~on that Pseudo-Philo exhibits in regard te this text indi­

eates .that at thè t1me of its composition, the same dangerous 

eurrents were opèrative th.at necessitated the Targumists' al-
cr 

teration of the t.ext in the "s t,andard/expected Il ,manner. 

Also, it i5 quite possible, that' Pseudo-Philo was a 

Hellenistic product which would put it under the influence of 

the LXX tradition, a tradition which literally translated 
~ 

C'n?Kn 'l~. It should be remembered that, as ~as. the case of 

the LXX, a lisons of God" rendit ion need not point to the text's 

.being unprOble~1tie, but can bb taken to ~e an absqlution from 

involvement in the problem, qr a IIJashing the hands ll of resporl­
,/ 
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sibïlity as to the conclusions ,an individual ~lght draw. 

0-

In Pseudo-Philo, there i5 no mention of/the progeny' of 
, 1 

the an~els 

0' ';1 ~ J. It 

and t~ women, nor is there any menti~n made of the 

has c6nsistently been Sh10wn that thi~ l'ast mentioned , , 

term pose,d no end of difficulty for the orthodox exegetes. It 

should therefore come as no surprl~e that Pseudo-Philo chose to 

ignore i t. Pe:rmaps in deciding to avoid any re,ference to the 

o.,;!) J J pseudo~Ph110 opted to ignore' ~en. 6:4- in- i ts enti,rety,' 

Another possibility is that.the ,author fe~t the pmrase '~;~ O"'Jl 

ow~ too'dangerous for the reasons 'mentioned earlier. 
, ~ 1 J 

The~e is, ·however, one significant addition. Pseudo-
, , 

Philo adds to v. 3 lIin their hands the law will not ~e extin- 1 . 

guished 11 • It was noted earlier that a jUdgementa~ '~nderstanding 

of 1"" ,could be perce~ved by the, proto-gnostics as an inv1ta-

tion to antinomianism. 

judgemental sense, but 

not be extinguished Il • 

IPseudé~PhilO does translate 1'" in a 

a~ds by way of warning that "the law will 
1 

The~e is one furthèr text that ls of interest.' . In de-

sc.x:1b1ng th~ genealogy of Cain, and more specifically the birth 

of Tabel (Tubal'Cain), it reads: 

And thls 15 the Tabel who showed men ~kills 
in Iead' .and tin and Iron and c'opper an.d 5ilver 
and gold. And then the d~eIlers on earth began 
to make,images and worship them. (11:9) 

Here i5 an allusion to'two disparate biblical texts and 

traditions; Gen. 4:22 ançi~.th,e Targumic ~ersion of Gven. 14:26. 

The former deals with the Cainite line of desc:ent J while the 

latter deais with. ~he Séthite: By conflating these two texts J , , 
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Footnotes 

\ IBa~berger, p. 44. 

2M. R. James, The Biblical Ant\qU~ties' 'Of Philo (Ne~ _ 
York: S.P.C.K., Macmi~lan Co., 1917), pp. 27-8,' More recently~ 
see L. oH. Feldman, proleg., The' 'Bibliéal Antlquities,of Philo 
(New York: Ktav Publishlng, 1971), pp. xxviIi-xxxi. L 

4È'ovJker, p. 31. 

5Ibid. . - -\ .. 
6The t;anslation for Pseudo-Philo 

, . 
is taken from Bowker, 

• 'App"endix 1 .. ' \ 

-, 

7Bowlter, P " 61, n;. 
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XIV. BERESHITH ~BAH 
"'-, 

-- To conclude this discussion, a Midrashic statement at-

tributed to the noted tanna R. Simeon b. Yo~i will be investi-
,Ir 

~ gated: \ 
R. Simeon b'. \ Yohai called them (w';''' ~.::, ') J) the sons of 
nobles (~')'" 'JJ); R. Simeon b. Y~hai Iursed all those 
who called them sons o! God (K~~~N 'JJ). 

There are several difficulties in this highi~ pOlem1cal­

passage. The nature of ,the literary material is it5elf a prob-
'1 ...' 

lem in that the Midrashic materi,al, while admittedly containing 

mueh that ls of .p-rimit ive tradition, ,i5 a. late c ompf.lation. 
-

Thus, when presented with a statement of an ind~vidua~ active 

in t.l;1e midd·le of the secom century A.D., there are no absolute 
" . . 

assurances that its contents reflect a theologlcal perspect1ve~, 

anter10r ,to the final ~ditiO~ of the text in question. 

:In this particular cas~; an early tradition is reason­

ably certain. In treating the !argumim, it was noted that 
1 , 

K'J'" 'J~ wes employed. The l''J'''' rendition was known to 
6 ~ 

()r~~e~!1'lVn aIl probability',~influe"nced Aquila, while it seems 

to have .be'en unknown to Josephus. ,rt is then h'1ghly' 11k.e~J' that 
'\ 

this translatio\ was 1nit1ated in R: Simeon's t1me, that 1s~ tHe 

.. 

\ beg1nning of the second century A. D. 
" j 

:j 

l 
Bes1des these general problems, th1s text poses lin­

gu1st1c d1fficul ties. The terro employed' for c"~,:;:;' ~ J' 1'5 
1 \ 

. '1 Î 
~\\,I , 
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X';'I? x ~J~.2 As Alexa\der points out, the dl~1ne name, 'assuming 

that it is in fact ~';'1, x, 1s rather difficult ~to translate lit-
" 

erally. Instead, he suggests that it is used in a plural 

majestatis sense, similar to the Targum of Ps. l36:2.3 Even 

inlaceepting Alexander's Posi~ion as-~redible, one ls still 

\ obl~ged to ask why the, sage chose such a surprisinr;ly vague and 
'1 

diffieult term. Owing to the intent of 'the passage in question, 

one might have anticipated X~'~t!7 or a variant the·re~f. 4 

Alexander unfortunately does not ad~ress himself to thls 

question. Instea,d, he at\empts "tQ sh?w that R. Simeon' s desire 

was to criticize th~ prevailing Vie~_ that the O'~~X~ 'J~~re 

angels. This assertion further confuses the already o~cure 
mot ive beh).nd R., Simeon l'S heated remarks. If the' au thor had 

only intended ah identification with angels, why did he not eurse 

all those who called them rrangels" (N'JI\~~)-? \. 

From the broader investigation thu~ f~r, the fol1owing 

,solution can be proposed. R. Simeon did ~n faet have an identi-
'j 

fication wlth angels in view. But the focus of his attack was 

not the angelic nature of the 0';'171';'1 'JJ, but rather their origin. 

It has been demonstrated that the ;roto-gnostics believed 'hese' 

angels origin~ted from the presence of the Good God. It was 

~g8inst the hO~de~s of this latter position that R. Simeon's 

diatrib~ was directed. The employment of ~,~~ 'JJ or a variant 

would not have sufficed in this case, as K'~~ etc. are but re- f 
It 

spectful substitutes for the,name of the God of Israe~. 

\ 

-
) 

" 
N 

would,not have suffteed, sinee it dOls not,indieate that these 

ari'gels deseedded from a realm other th,an that 01' the God of 
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Is~ael. R. Simeon therefore used the plural ~'~,~, vhich was 
1 
\ 

not to b\ taken as a reference-to the ~reator God of Israel~ but 

rather to a god whose existence ,was perceived as other than the 

créBtor God. It is therefore difficult to accept Alexander's 
A'- 1 --' 

analysis. A pl.ural majestatis loses its 'maJ-esty' if it 1s ney 

precèded by a ·singular.5 It 1'~ the plurality of gods that R. 

Simeon is attacking; that 1s, the nl'1·:n'-"no o'r lItwo principles 

(powers)". In ~ffect, this midrash should be taken to read: 

~ "R. Simeon b. YOhk1 cursed aIl those that called them angels of 

the Good God of gnosis." 
./ 
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\ Footnotes 

IBereshith Rabbah, 26 :5, -2\. Text takeri {rom the edltion 
of J. Theodor, 2nd ed. (Jerusalem: Wahrmahn Bookr, 1965); 
translation i8 f~om Alexander. , 

2 ~, i17 x ls found in Oxford 10, Stuttgart 32,., 'and Vatican 
30; with Vatican 60, Veniee, Oxford 2335 ~"i17~ and Paris ~i17~. 

3Alexander, p. 61; n. 6. 

4See Marmorsteln, Names.· 
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~It ls of ~ote rthat Er \ plural 
admit the~ reali'ty of the plural. 
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xv. CONCLUSION 

This thesis has attempted to reconstruct the proto~ 

\ gnostic exegesis of ,Gen. 6:1 ff. through an analys i5 of t~e 
orthodox ~ounter-~xegetical traditions. '~ surnmary, the follow-

\ . 

, : 

\ 
') 

, . 

Il 

ing ~roto-gnostic exegesis can be postulated: 
- \ 

Angel~ (O~'~J/o~;"1\n{;., '3:1) from the Good God of gnosis 

descend (,,~) to earth to 'revea1 the eXiste~ce of their' divinity 

(OID;" 'WH:;" 'lOnnl17;~' 0t!7:J ~nj7') (Ge~: 4:26), thereby liberating , 

manki\d from the malevolept dOmi?idn of the Deiniu'r~t: Un,for .. 

tunately, for the recipients ~t!7;"1 'l17J~ 0"'::J;') of thi\",knowledge, 
. . / , ' 

their continued-presence on earth allows the Demiurge to avehge 

himself for his loss of a~solute authority by shortening their 
1 ~ \ 

lifetimes (Mo~ses). But at the same time, 11.' s power has in fact .~ 
il . \ 't' 

JJeen broken by the revelat ion. The' illumi no longer / 

subject to his judgem~nt--(l'" ~,) and by xtension to the 

rigors - \ \ of legal prescriptio~s. 

This investigation has proceeded n a chronologiea,l \ 

rnanner, which allo,ws further observations to be'made. i 
1 

For approximately four 
\ 

rs, the an~i-~nos~s 
1 .. 

~po1emic was conducted wtth d~e reference to'the exist~ng and 
_____ D '\ 1 / 

obviously P?pular gno~tic exegesis. Thi .si~uation Jhanged 

dramatically in the late f.;1.rst and earl second c'ejturies A .D. 

with Aquila, Simeon b."YOh~i, rgum N~Ofri. ~t th~'S 
\ ~~ 1 

" , 

\ 
-. 
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noint in tim~, the orthodox appear to have adopte9 ~ mucjmore sr \ 1 
, . 

aggressive posture by humanlzing the D'~'K~ 'J~. This change 
-,. " 

in attitude corresponds to the profound changes in the structure 

of Jew1sh life that accompanied t'rr fall of Jerusalern in 70 A.D. 

The 'defeat of the Jewish insurgents by the Romans her­

alded the victory of th~ Pharisees. Thè religio-polLtical centre 

\ of authority Sh~fted from Jerusalem to the newly constituted 

Jamnian communi ty, and i t was from Jarnnia that a much more agl 

\ '. 

\ 

gre:;;sive and monolithic judaism ernerged. T\e new leadership 

conSoli~~te its ranks by the of religi6us attempted to prunine 

dissidents, a poliey typified in the famous "BenedictiOf1 Against' 
r 

Heretics Il • It 18 beyond the bounds of this disc~ss1on to in-

vestigate whéther in ,fact the tl') D here referred to are Jewish 

Christians or rather Jewish0heretics (proto-gnostic?) in gen­

eral. 1 Suffice it to say that religious deviation was not to be 

tolerated by the Phar~saic authorlt~eSJ and it was due to these 

new circumstances that Q mo4e radica~licy w~s pursued 'vis-à-
1 

vis the proto-gnostic exegesis of Gen. 6:1-4. 
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