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y This wd@k at#empts to broaden our %nowledge of the Jewish

4
gnostic phenomenon of the first centuries B.C. and A.D., by re<

éresting this religlous'tendency's exegesis of\Genesis‘6:l-u.

An dnalysis of the orthodox “counter-tradl&ions" attached

<

= ¢

to the passage in question alfowed conclusions to be, drawn as to
o/
the content of the original Jewish gnostic exegesis and also.

- ass1sted in explaining certain anomalies in the orthodor exeget-

fcal traditijons and the relationship of these same anomalies t&

~

-

the then current socio- polithcal s1tuation ‘
The orthodox literature consulted includes the MT, the

LXX, the Apocrypha and Pseudipigranhs, the’ Jeaish Apologetic

writings, the Targumim, the 1atter Greek translations and the

Midrashim, ' _ ’ ‘ E N
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ABSTRACT

Cet ouvrage Egnte d'élargir nos connéissaéces du phéno-
méne Juif gnostique des premiers siécles avant et apres Jésus-

Christ., & travers une recréation de 1l'exégese de la Genese 6:1-4

¥

de cette tendance religieuse,

J Cette recréation a été réalisée au moyen d'une analyse

des "contre-traditions" orthodoxes rattachégs a4 ce passage qui s
fous permet de tirer des cénc}usions quant a l'exégése gnosﬁique
J;ivé. gette analyse nous permet aussi d'expliquer certaines
anomalles dans leé traditions de 1'exégése orthodoxe et dé relier
ces mémes anomalies & la situation socio-politique de 1'époque.

N \ La littérature orthodoxe consultée inglye»le=WT,rle LXX,
les Apocryphes, et les Pseudépigrapheé, les Ecrﬁts;Apologéthu%ﬁ

Juifs, les Targumim, les,traductidns greques ultérieures et les

¢

Midrashim, .
) di: ~ . ' -
|
. L. )
\
\ - ‘
% 1 4
A — »
- 5 - ! . P
!
‘ |
° ) o |
k]
’ h A ' j \\




T ¥

N der
-

,{ﬁ

%
- dx

i
£
7
2
5
i
%«
£

< _ l v
. y I '
B , ¢ . .
| ) , \ ;
- ) “ , )
. - ) X ' \‘ \
o Y 1 - ‘/\{ [
&,a o A / (
) ’ THE EXEGESIS- OF GENESIS 6 AND GNOSTICISM \
w N B ' \‘\v:‘
t hd i Y
[y | ° -)"’g‘ Lt
[ //’ N kn -
// *4:;
y . E:;r ,w" ’
. ’ , R \
‘ //V ‘ -
[ ' // -
Submitted to the Faculty- of Graduate Studies and
. ( . . Researéhjr n partial fulfillment of the requirements for
v ' the degree of Master of Arts. ,
. ‘ ; .
" A 4
‘ t, L
- @ N ) . N
¥ . ¢,
. ~ Martin Shukstér .
s i '
d"é\)' \ - ! A )
S A S ‘
o \ Department of Religiou;'Studies -
) ~ ,
| McGill ®rfiversity

! Montreal, Canada

4

*® ' Martin Shukster

1978

August 1977~




Cn
;
’L
"o
v” ‘/
} )
1]
)
|
;
;

e 3
. -

7

i .
,1(
X
B

1

*

2

i

i

’ j
/ ! /
/
/o
L
-
. @ )
& p ; /// /
lj ’
}/ * TABLE
ya—
I. INTRODYETION 3

II. THE MT . . . . .
;o
IIT. THE SEPTUAGINT . , . ,

a

v, I §§dCH S
V. I/BARUCH .

1

i o
VI. JUBILEES. . . . ,.jg

Py

-

VII. A TESTAMENTS OF THEF/XII PATRTARCHS .

VIII. TARGUM PSEUBO-JONATHAN :
%k( TARGUM NEOFITI I . .
' o T
4 X.. THEODOTION . -

/' XT. AQUILA . . . .i. ..
XII. JOSEPHUS .
XIII.  PSEUDO-PHILO . . . .

/. XIV. BERESHITH RABBAH .

XV. . CONCLUSION .
TEXTUAL REFERENCES -. .
GENERAL BIBLIOGRAPHY . . . .

Al

. . e
o
A}
.
. .
. ‘ ’. L

ii

. \’f 79

83

86
89



S ¢ 1. INTRODUCTION
The subject of Je?ish gnosticism of the first centuries
*B.C /A D. has prompted much heated debate over the past century. 1 )
While it is almost certain that a Jewish gnostic phenomenon did ‘
ex1st, its exact character and cu}rency remain obscure, owing to
a paucity of source material.l‘Thejcontemporary soufces are al-
most mute, save. the occasional cryptic reference.? The later
’ sources do provide mu¢h more information 3 But while this in-
' formation is useful in“troadening our understanding of the sys- L
temZtic gnosticism o{ a Valentinus or a Basilides, it éan,hardly
{- L ‘be appliedwwithoum major qualification EE the study of the Jewish |
_— gnostiés of the first century B.C./A.D.' The only sune avenue of
imveftigation ispthe analysis of the literature dated to that a) g
upemied. :Although direct evidence is sorely lacking, there is the '
potential of uncdverinéiuseful information from the more indirect
'evidencL.‘ For example, by selecting passages from scripture
which may have: lent themselves to a Jewish gnostic interpretation,,
. and by investigating the orthodox traditions. that have been at-
~tached to these passages, it then becomes possible to see the
) ,original gnostic exegetical tradition reflectedtin the nuances of
s : the orthodox counter-traditions One passage that can be ac-
AR comodated to such an enterprise 1s Genesis 6:1-4. : -

. 6: S 4 is & self-sufficient unit serving to intLoduce

T f “ »
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- ethos of duallsm, esoteric revelation and entinomianism., For

g, [y , ’ } . / ‘ @

thé events or the“D;luge. The illusive character Qf these four
liqes,’éoupled with‘ﬁhel; provocative éubgecﬁ ma%tenﬁhas ;iven
rise to many aried graditioﬁs over taheicentux"ies.l'L The most,
strixing feature of the earliest body of traditions is that thef’
are uniforml& polemical; & polepic that this study éontendsécan‘

<

best be understobd as directed againstﬁJeWish gnostiaism.

The presence here of a sexual intercourse motif would -~

@

- have prompted gnostic interest, since the ancient world'pgfceived

[ - .
the revelation of knowledgg and the sexual act as related.: For

example, the Hebrew for cognitive knowledge nbﬁ, aiso-meané
@

knowledge in the carnéi sense. It is therefore not surprising

4

‘that these four lines wou&d\Bave been closely studied by‘ghose of

a gnostic predisposition *

1

It is the intention of this thesis to recreate this early

Jewish gnostic exegesis thréugh the analysié of its contemporane- .

ous Jewish ofthodox traditions. As shall be seen, the Jewish
gnd&tlé exegesis to emerge from this investigation bears little
resembﬁance to the well documentedﬁsystematic gnostiéism of the
later centuries. Inséead, it is better understood as an in- ;

cipient gnosticism or a sympathy or flirtation with the gnostic
?

, hS W . °
thls reason, it will be necessary to differentiate these enig- -

matic gnostic exegetes and savants from the latter gnostics.

. For the purposes of this work, the former will be termed proﬂo-

gnostics and their movement or tendency proto-gnosticism or

gnosis.

The traditions to be examined fall within two broad cate-

\-
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gories. There are first the éxegetical traditions of the MT, the

LXX, the Targumim, and the later Greek transletions (Aquila;
&

Theqdotiog)ﬂ The second major tody of information is found in

th% more discurgive works, such as the“Apocryphaﬂ Pseﬁdigigraphag
Jewish Apologletics, and the Midrashim. ) \ ’
' The structure of @hé investigation is admittedl& awkward,

(v .

but'po other tenable'alternativenpresents-itseff. It was ex-, ~

‘pected that an angiysis of given themes or/terms within ?his pas-

s;ge would be adequate. However, th{s me%h56 proved/much too

disjointed for an integrated assgssment of the passzge qs\a whole,
A geﬁeral overview, ‘while éhe most desiratle approach, égain posed
difficulties, in that it involvéd interminable cross-referencing

> that w?uld serve to confuse rather than elucidate the d%%cussion.

Inétead, the exegetical traditions will be traced in e chrono-

loglcal text-by-text manper, beginning with the MT &and concluding

with,BereEnith{Babbah. The advantages of this approach are that

.t involves miﬁ%mal éross-referencing in‘cdmparison to a genefal
overview, while reading as a more integrated whole than tHe
thematic approéch: Also, being dhronolo%icél allows conc}usions
to be drawn as to the evolution of both the gnosis exegesis and
v‘ the orthodox counter-exegesis as well aé the lationshipigf this

same evolution to the religio-politibal currents of the diiy/’*“*

a §
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/ ' Footnotes -

‘ | o
/ 1p discussion of this debate can be found in Gnostic

Studies ‘I, ed. G..Quispel (Istanbul: 1974), pp. 214 fF " as well
as G, G. Scholem, Jewish Gnosticism, Merkatah Mysticism and
Talmudic Tradition (New, York: Jewlsh Theologicé% Seminary of
Amerlca, 1965), pp. 1-5. '

. °The most common word used to describe Jewlsh leretics
in Rabbinic literature is minim. According to M. Friedlander,
Der vorchrgstliche Judische Gnostizismus (Gottingen: 1898), these.

\
Y

-

- heretlics are gnostic. R. T. Herford attacked this view in

Christianity in the Talmud and Midrash (Londop: Williams &
Norgate, 1903), affirming that the minim were Jewish Christians.
Scholarship in general accepts Herford's position as the more
likely. slthough Scholem, p. 3, would seem more in favor of
Friedlander, ] '

o v ° 3'I’his latter materisal includes the writings of the Church
Fathers and the-recently discovered gnostic library of Nag °
Hammaddi. .
. - s }

uThese traditions are conveniently assembled by Lfgﬂung,
"Fallen Angels," Jewish Quarterly Review n.,s. 15 (1924-25): U67-
502; 16 (1925-26)7 =38, = R -336, as weld as B. J. . -
Bamberger, Fallen Angels (New York: The Jewish Publication
Society of America. 1952). ' -
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', . © U § . a ‘ ’

/ ‘ ' Genesis 6:1-4 5ccupies an important position as a com-
ponent of the Deluge myth. These four lines serve.to explain

/ ) why the earth became corrupt (6:9-8; 11-12) and why, as a con-

A second .
]

_'sequence, God felt obliged to destroy His creation.
- feature of this passage is its uniﬁy. ‘It is a self-sufficient

{ - o mytﬁ'that gives the impression; of having béen forced into the
[ L _,\
’ texts of Chapters 5 and 6. "In all probability, we should be

right in regarding these four verses as a f}agment from some
quite independent source of early Hebrew tradition, most’cér-

i' ., tainly dié%inct from the ;egular materials répresented in J ?nd

¢ il
w, ¢

"
S | | | ,
It can be assumed that these gqualities of the text
« stimulated the guriosity of the.anciqnts, an assumption %hat is
in fact born out by the disproportionate ynumber 5f‘traditiohs,
that have been attached to it. But in attempting to interpret
this text, Ehese early schoélars would have ﬁet with the same
. difficulties that once confounded their modern cgunterparts.2é
. ‘ ‘ ugen. 6:1-4 is illusive and/di§30inted, aé well as con-
taining many basic linguistic difficulties. Thg‘firét such

o d .
major difficulty is fthe appellation of the myth's major actors, f

the prabxn "13. " ©’a%KD "330r orabx 713 (Job 1l:6; 2:1; 38:7)

or D YK *32(Ps. 29:1; 89:7(6); Cjomq. Dan. 3:25), never ' *33

¢ \

S B R bl TR
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is the name given in the 01§ Testament to the angels . . . M3

It is.not hard te-imagine the problem this posed for the early

, B \ ; .
exegetes, in that the subsequent narré&tive reports that these

E

angels had intercourse with women and sired children.

T, Verse 3 1in 1its entirety is problematic. The intent of
v 1 ]

. the verse is as follows. God passes judgement on mangind, re-

sulting in the shortening of lifetgmeﬁ to 120 yesdrs. *Bpt this

explanation suffers logically. The narratives that follow in-
dicate that the post-deluvians lived much longer tha$ 120 years.
Furthermore, the Jjudgement passed on manklnd appears excessive
since it is the angels who initiate g%e crime (v. 2) but it is
mankind who is punished. If the verse's Y{ntent is unclear, the '
exact meéhing of much of its vocabulary 1s even more so.

111° is variously thken as ”abidé"; ”rémain”; "rule inf;
"be abased"; ”stn%ye"; none of which aré’withéut objection.4

Daw2 is found nowhere else in scripture. It has been.taken "as

a compound of three words, nji-mx-2= D1 0K 113y3,"5 or as a

‘derivative of llW;6 nelther of which is wholly satisfactory.

The D’bﬂl‘ff v. 4 is usually translated as "gilants" with

reference to the term's apﬁearande in Num. 13:33.. It is also
possible to derive ©o’%p1 from the radical %»1, which would tend
to relate Fhe ©'y93, to thes nhxn "33 .7 But ms Ryle puts it,
". . . these are merely»gueéses; and we must be content to leaye
the etymology of 'the Nephilim', like that of 'the Rephainm’, and
"the Anakim', unexplained,"S

73 »7nx ba1 1s likely a gloss "in order to shew that the

Nephilim existed not only in primitive ages, but also at the

.6
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% time of thé-Exodus from Egypt, as would be implied by Num. .13:
33."9 But this gloss does not fit the narrative that is to
follo&,wh e the resylts of the flood are that "all flesh died
that moved upohuthe earth, birds, cattle, beasts, all swarming
creatures thétvswarm upon the earth and evéry me:n;‘*lOo (Gen. 7:
21).. It would then appear that the Nephilim were someho; out-
side this definition of living things. ‘

These tbén are the major probvlems -of this paséage and

. some §Eholarly attempté to solve these problems,ll . AS- shall be
seen as’this investigation develops, the early exegetes pféén
drew far different conclusions in attempting to handle these
same textual difficulties. These conclusions’not only invested ‘
the terms treated above with deeper significance, but also did

theMsame to the text's less problematic te%rminology.°
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\ Footnotes ) .

'
@ il -~

1H. E. Ryle, The Book of Genests (Cambridge: University
Press, 1921) &P - g2. F

d 2"Modern" is used with qualification. Although modern
Ugaritic’studies are useful in understanding what specific terms
may have meant to the originators of the Biblical narratives,
they are of little use in learning how these same terms were-
perceived by the exegetes of the first century B.C./A.D. There-
fore, only-scholars of the turn of the century have been con-
sulted, as their approach to the ¢ext would have .been much the
same as that of their earlier confréres; that is, an approach
without access to Ugaritic research tools.

g Ja. Dillman, Genesis, Vol. I, trans. W. B. Stevenson
(Edlnburgh T & T Clark, 18§7), P 233 .

, °aG J. Spurrell, "Book of Genesis . (Oxford: Clarendoh
Press, f896) pp. TO-T1,

+ OW."H. Wright, The Bbok of Genesis in Hebrew- (London :
Williams & Norgate, 185*), p. 27. ‘

: ‘6Ib;d. \ 3 , 'y

’ - Tsea Seftioa LXX, p. 11. ' ;
] SgctTog | . /

; 83yle,‘p4 96.
. . 91bid.

10ynless otherwise stated, all Biblical translation will
be taken from the RSV. ) ’

L]

1l_See n. 2,

o

R SO LN



o

- Gen. 6 that invite comment. The term o°%s1 is translated oi

III. THE SEPTUAGINT

-

fn Geneslis 6 of the LXX, a*n¥xa fé: is translated quite
literally as vioiv ©oT e€§é in verses 2 and 4: The only 3ériant .
occurs in the Codex Aléxéndriﬁus with dyyedotr to® &0T.1n ?Qrsg 2
and vici To¥ :0e0B in verse 4, P. S. Alexander seems correct in
asserting that %ha LXX "“originally rgad viol oD vzoT in both |
%laces. It was later altered, but inconsist;ntly."l This al-*/
teration must have occurred at a relatlvely early datq since
Philo Judaeos was_aware of it 2 The Alexandrian version may
have been influenced by a desire for coAformlty with the book
of Job (1:6; 2:1) where the 0°n%&n 31 is unquestionably an ex-
pression for the‘angels of God.? But this does nd£ aﬁcount for
the majority of the texts translating D'AYXA 12 literally in
both verses. L
' “This\is even more curious if one donsiders the care with
which the ﬁxx removed ‘other antbropomorphisms.u Yet for no ob-
vious £eason they allowed this anthroqomorphism to stand as g
literal translation of the Hebrew. It can be suggested that
this feature serves.fo indicate ?he problematic Lositién this
text enjoyed in the minds of ﬁhe LXX translators. '

I

There are a number of other curiosities in the LXX bf <

e

YLYQVTEC . A gimple explanation comes to mind. This identi-

fication 1s the result\of an Ezegesis of Num. 13:33. The MI's

, 3

-
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. . ‘ descrlptlon of theo %21 as o'%'»171 1» piy °3123, coupléd with the
s 'entire context of Num. 13 22ff., suggests that the o %91 were in

fact gilants., However, as seems "the case with any text connected

with Gen 6 1ff., Nu? 13 is not W1thout its own uniqUe diffi-

, cultigs. ‘ . ) '

‘An equivalent for 0y 917 12 p3y 33 is absent from the

LXX.2 The questlon arises as to whether in this case the LXX

)

actually represents an earlier stratum ethhe‘Hebrew text, or
whether the translators chose to omitkthis section. '

e ~ - \ \

o Morgenstern supports the fermer position: "this harmonis-

tic gloss merelyidegws thekl;%ieal conclusion from the mention

| of harefilim in v. 33%a and of Dene haanak in vv. 22 and 28,"0

[y

. But .it would seem that there was probably a more profound intent
l’ behind this interpolation than a simple desire to achieve a more

L) \

harmonious ‘text. - |

]

There is no problem of ?armony that would compel the |
E emending of the texi, since the\en%%re context of fhe narrative
- argues that the use ofo>Ys) alone without the editorial gloss

- ' would have been in accordance with the literary intent of the

original auth&rs.7 M !
i . , During their mission, the spies do see the piy +9y»
\ (v. 22) In their report” to the assembled people, they exhibit - »

A
the gargantuan cluster of grapes with the aécompanying explana-

.
T e e b e P! s e “, B
B

tion: "Yet the people who dwell in the land are. strong, and the
cities are fortified and very large: and besides we saw the
/

t ' descendants of Anak thé&re" (v. 28). After the initial negative
! ,r%sponse, Caleb is able ter&alm the people by assuring them that

k o 10 | ,
g .

s T ey e 5 - 3
- “ ) Vo M ~ .
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“oneg". 1Instead, the LXX attempted to dlssolve any pos

in fact they will be capable of subduing'the area. The spies,
obvious£§qintent on preventing thlS attacx, are- then forced to
enlarge on their prlncipal recollection "s0 they brought to the
people of Israel an evil report of the land Jo (v 32) "The -
land through which we have gone to spy out is a land which de~ *
vours its inhabitants’ and all the people that we saw in it are
men of great stature", (V. 32). They then, deliver the final g&gg:
"And there we saw the Nephilim (the sons lof Anak, who came from
the Nephilim); and we seemed. to ourselves like grassheppers, and
so we seemed to them" (v. 33). 1In short, if thelpresence of the
piy 1% (v, 28) was pot sufficient to diseuade the Israelites
‘from enteéring the gromised Landi perhaps the'presence of the

n°'%51, obviously a group more terrifying still, might prove a

" more effective deterrent.. It is therefore likely that the in-

terpolaticn was motivated by an intent other than akdesire to
har?on}ze the text. . ’ e u

This motivation might relate to the LXX translation= an
anticipated translation of ©'Y»53 would be one. stlmulated by the
‘radical ¥»), suggesting that the o°Yo1 were angelic " Eilen

ible
4 -
relationship between the o0'%o1 and the o nyxn *3a3. This was
’ )

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

23yn 1y (ﬁ.*28) and /or nyin-wwix(v. 32), the LXX produced

ot YtYGVTEC. It 1s possible that to further support thie“posi-
tion, the MT editors added the phrase ©v°%°s3n 1n p3y "33 to the
n'5931 of v. 33, even though this interpolation was counter to

“the general intent of the narrative

11
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In examining the constituents of this'interpolation,
t - %

another element of the editors! motivation emerges. The phfase
\ : A 9

¢

»

*0'% 913 10 piy "13 is manifestly awkward in'construction.vfif

/ . A
3he~editors had had in,mind only an equation of piya 32 with

o %s3 (so Morgenstern), a .somewhat less cufgbersome’ interpolation
would have been possible. Thiss would have been accomplished by
simply setting these phrases in apposition; that is, i3 n*&s:

piyn, minus the prepositional phrase, %7937 TD

The signiflcance of the prepositional‘Rprase might be

Ve
as TfTollows-. Assuming an identif%catlon of the ©w'%n1 with the

~angels, one may suggest that those responsible %Pr the inter—?

polation could not envisage angels, imagined or otherwise, being
associated with a land "that devours its inhabiﬁants .  They “ =
were therefore attempging to deémonstrate that the na%°o) of .
Num. 13 were not in fact the true angelic o'%vs3 of Gen. 6, but .
rather the "sons of Anak, who came from the Nephilim". .It is
also possible that the editors were cogbat;ng the %iew that the
ovYo3 were continuing their lactivity on earth (Gen. 6:4), an
opinion that was common in many.circ.les._8 ,
This 1nUerpolatlon was known to Origen, which would pro-

vide a terminus ad quem somewhere “in the second century g D. and

an equally vague terminus a quo in the second century B.C.9 oOne

conclusion then seems sure. Regardlesg of the precise zgtent

behind this interpolation, as early es the second century B.C.,

the term ©v°%21 was viewed as being of such sen51tivity, ﬁ%at it
¢/

demanded Special editorial treatment. . . .

Returning to the LXX of Gen. 6, n’>121 is also translated
- , ' 12

Taa
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ag oi yiyavvec. At least a partial motive can be established
hdre. -733 can mean "one who magnigies himself; behaves prdudiy;
a tyrant; who is bold; audacious."l0 It can also mean "gtro g;
valiant n:an"l1 which would have more positive connotation The
results of -their titanic activ1ty were anything but p051tive
"the wickedness of men" increased (Gen, 6:15). By employing
o1 ffdeTac; the positive connotations of o 21211 were eliminated,
thus harmonizing versés 4 and 5 and the subsequent Deluge.narra-
tive. K . /

B More important for this discussion is the subsuming of

p*%s3 and o°71121 as o4 yiyavrsc. Although the Hebr is con-

fused, it seems.unlikely, as(Mngenstern/nés shown, that the

/

’n'bsz and the D’ﬁWDJ are identical:

\

By practically all scholaré»the term (a’st) is identified
with ©*732an0 of v. 4b, on fthe ground that o°%Ysin must be
the antecedent of the pronoun ani. . . . Far more probably
the antecedent of hemah is the’ understood object of 11b%;
in other words, v. Ob seems’ mo say that it was the children

. who were born fromvthe union of the 5*abkxn "32 with the human
women who became the ©*7131,, the giants of old.t Ve

Besides, the iinguistie questions, the LXX translators
were likely moved by theoLogical considerations- that pre01piﬁwaed
their tra%slation By making the p*7122 and the 0’553 one and
the same, the possibility of relating the o’%o1 to the angelic
B A% KN Y3132 was eliminated.

In summary, the most persistent feature that has emerged
is that the LXX/was addressing specific problems which coloured
its handling of the text. If we asg§ume that at the time of the

translation there was a good ‘deal of speculation about the role

"of the angels in Gen. 6, a speculation that was perceived as

-

. I
b 2 b ks AV L
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potentially dangerous by the LXX circle, their BandlingMOf the

3

. fext begins to assume a certain logic.

By translating the g a%xn »13 88  dyyedlot 1o éo%‘ ;

-~

the LXX would only have served to eqbourage interest in "fallen

angels" by providing tacit approval for the identification of

the o nbvxn *13with the angels. One possible recourse would

have been to demonstrate by exege@ical means that orayxn "12 was

-

AY
o

in fact a hyman appellation. This was to be the methodology em-

- ’ ployed‘in the Targuﬁlﬁ:IB But the two texts th ,ight have
been accommodated in this enterprise, Ex. 21:6 and Ex.,22 8-9,.

' seem to have been neglected 14 Instead, the translatorsaadqpted
a literalistic anthropomorphism; oke Whieh %hey must Have f&pnd
distasteful consiaering the spirit injwhich ﬁheir Aranslation
was accomplished. In a sense, the LXX was simply ' washing its

hands" of the difficulty by allowing the readers to draw their‘

| 4

own conclusions.)

Regarding the/handling of o931, the LXX seems to have,

(XN

achieved more positive results. By using the text of Num. 13, °
' . the translators were able to employ the/n1vo TDIX. fnd,/or the

Py ’11/ leading to ot Y1yavTeg, Also by subsumlng 0. %e1.and

g 7132 s 01 yiyavrec the translators were able to dissolve the -

T p0351ble relationship between the n°%31 and the 0’75h1 119,

There is a further text related to Gen. 6 that provides
useful 'information. In Deut. 32:8, the LXX reads :-

Wnen the Most High éave'to the
i nations their inheritance,
when he separated the sons of men,
ﬁ * _He fixed the bounds_ of the peoples
according to the number of the
" sons of God (LVidi To¥ YeoT ).

A\ ~
' & %
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‘I Enoch, a work rougrly contemporaneous with the LXX, proto-

" .mdrk-on.this apocalyptic work.

g } In place of vioi to® scol, the MT reads yxiw® »313. In
this case, the'bulk of the evidence 1is in favor offthe view that

here theé LXX represents an earlier stratum of the tradition which

1

was later changed bL the MT éhitors. , x |

The later Greek translations of Theodotion, Aquila.and

Symmachus all agree with the ME@@hploying uiol';cpqﬂg. It would

|
i

"then seem that the@ﬁebrew texts already had a Yx"w" °13 reading

'ét the end of the éirst century A.D. 15

Implicit in the LXX of Deut. 32:8 is ‘the concept of the
natiqnal guérdianship of the ang*ls. This concept is found in
the book of Daniel (io:13—l§), as well as being explicitly
stated in Sirach:. i

He appointed a ruler for every nation,
put- Israel is the Lord's own por%iop (17: 17) |

The most logical origin for this early tradition of o
angelicﬂgua;dianship is the LXX of Deut. 32,:8. tﬂ:::{;tiis indeed of ¢
interest that Pseudo- Jonathan mentions angels (x>3x%n) as well .
as the children of Israel 1n his treatment ofethe paSSage.

It\would then seem_that the M? editors also evidenced

some degree of sensitivity to two important terms in-Gen. 6:1-U4;

¢ '

o v (Num. 13:32) and o nbxd °33 (Deut. 32:8),

There is nothing thus far in this investlgation that
would point conclusiVely to a sensitivity to 8 proto-gnostic
exegesis onwthe part of the LXX. As shall be seen in examininé

] -3 .
gnostic speculation was common enough as to have left a large

I BT Y A O o 5 T
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p&fﬁt of the continued existence of the ©v°%23 /o>M121, due in |
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three occasions.

15gee Sectjon Theodotion.-

4

16

T A S il T i T S P e




g

' o | ' IV. I ENOCH

s

,thiopic Enoch, or I Enoch, as %t,is more\commonly called,

7 ¢

is.an apocalyptic Qork whose contents cqﬁld span as many as three

centuries. Its earliest’elements are dated as pre-Maccabaan, =~
‘- that is, prior to 67 B.C., while the latest portions may have .
g been composed just pripr to the advent of Chrlstianity.l The )

s imbortance of this particular work is well known : ) ,

s distinct from the Apocalyptic

/ , . The Apocalyptic Literature,.
. . an to come into

Movement owing to which it togk its rise,
. existence about the period 2007150 B.C.; at a rate, the
: earliest extant example of this\ iterature--t rliegt

pontions of tHhe Book of Enoch--belongs to this perlod.

o

‘l' ) I Enoch provides evidence of a highly developed\mythology

|

. surrounding the prabxn *33 of Gen. 6? This mythology is very
,', " relevant for the purposes of this invéstigation in that.the bulk
og it is located in the so- called Noachite section of the
Apocalypse, Which R. H. Charles dates as "pre- Maccabaunuat the
latest".3 Thus it séems safe to assume that in desling with
these sections &f Enoch,.one will bg dealing yith traditions

about ?fallen angels" that go back to at least the second cen-

. tury B.C. .
® These narratives are complex and often contradictory, )

and dealing with these textual inconsistencies would take us far

B

-
N

(, afield. Instead, am attempt will be made merely to portray the
.ﬁ narrative in its most basic form. ¢

D . -
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In Enoch, any doubt as to the Jddentity of the g abxa 713

"

is removed: ‘ , .

5 And it came to pass when the children of

g men had multiplied that in those days were

born unto them beautiful and comely daughters,

And the angels, the children 8f heaven, saw

and lusted after them . . . .7 (VI:1-5)
There can be little doubt that the text of Gen. 6:1-2 is
plainly in the mind of the author. The "angels" is a straight-
forward exegesls ofo*n%xn "12. As Bamburger puts itl "theaven'
is a substitute fof the name of God; the phrase (children of
heaveﬁ] is equivalent to 'sons of God', Gen. 62,10 Following

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

abode as a result of the allure of the "daughters of men" .6 4kk

At this point, Enoch 'leaves the conventionﬁl narrative

|

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

and supplies more abundant detéi}. The author caﬁ:actually

(in the days) of Jared on the summit of Mount Hermon" (VI :6).

i

The angels, led by Semjﬁzé'(’xTnow), take an ocath and
descend to earth, their number being two hundred (although the
text lists only niqeteen”leadgrs of ten). Once on.earth, the
celestials inexplicably take it upon themse€lves to teach their

consorts numerous secrets, such as: "charms, enchantments . . .

«

the cutting of roots . . plants (VII:2); all manner of metal-*
)

Work (VIII:1); beautification (VII:2); astrology (VIIL:3-4);
\ , \

knowledge of the-clouds and the signs of the earth (VIII:3)";

as well as other‘j;;;;\a?\tht\ngwguphor feels to be malignant

'knowledge.

Eid

Enoch then returns to a more recognizable Biblical tradi-

-



2

l' ~ tion in attempting to explain the cause of the ensuing divine

\ wrath. The "great ones", the product of the illicit union,
i"devoured mgnkind, sinned against‘all iivihg things, and drank |
Jblood" (VII:5-6). This is certaiﬁly based on a reminiscence of '

‘ Num. 13:33, where the sons of Anak/Nephilim "lived in a land that

e devours its inhabitants, and all the people that we saw in it are

Proaanss

&

men of great stature."

L]

. These Rabéiaisian offspringare to engage in a civil war

| in which they destroy each other (X:12). But thet is not to be
the absolute end of these creatures. Being a product of spirit
and matter (cf. Gen. 6:3), their physical bodies alone will per-
ish, while their celestial component will continue on earth in
' the form of evil spirits until the day of Jjudgement (XV:8ff.;
‘ ) cf. Gen. 6:5).7
’ At first glance, there is little in this narrative that
relates to gnosis. A close study of the text shows otherwise.
T To fascilitate this study, @ proto~gnostic tradition will be
postulated.

¢

It begins with ex;sténce of the Good God who is beyond

(54
3

the material world. A Demiurge was produced ‘\who crestes the
material world. In his ignorance, the Demiurge thinks himself

the only true God and demands the absolute worsWip of his crea-

\\\\\“\\\l\\\EESEELB The Good God, or an angelic host from his presenc$,

Rt 2

takes iify\bn«thi§\}amentable state which results in the descent

\

of the‘angels to reveal thé\Géod\GQgi§\E§;stence. Ongs/ hese
P

\/
spirigual bein%s enter the material, their wholly spiritual

. . |
¢ ) nature becomes contaminated, thefeby becoming subject to the

° )

19
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l' power of the Demiurge; but not before they.have accomplis}ed .

their mission of fevealing the existence of the Good God. Tae

*

now exposed Oz—}iké Demiurge attempts to redress this threat tS
his absolute authority by destroying all those who lave become

privy to the knowledgenof the primacy of the:Good God.
. > / P ? !
’ Returning to the Enoch narrative, the first new detail

supplied is that(the-angqls "descended ¢in the days) of Jared on

the summit of Mount Hermon" (VI:6). Ckarles has drawn attention

-

to the two ﬁaronomasiae in this text; Jared, from =w-°, and

L

Hermon from g1n29 B
e The first paronomasia can be explained in two ways. As

has already been-noted, the problematic ai&gg'can be interpreted

L]

I Lo
as a construct of the radical %s1. . It is therefore possible

l thiat the author wished to combat the view that the angels were

__.—-involved in a "fall". This would be consistent with the second
” )
paronomasia.. The angels, while in beaven, did orchestirate a

P

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

indicates. 1In short, the angells tookx an oath to deécend to

earth.

But this concept of a descent rather than a "fall" would
be in general agreement with the hypothetical proto—gndstic myth
presegted earlier, and as shall be seen presently, Enoch 1is far

Ifrom sympathetic to the proto-gnostic position. It is of course

T possible that here Enoch is evidence of the popularity qﬁjoyed
- by this myth and the authéi's'cqnsequent subjeq£ivity to it.
There 1§ a possiblé second explanation. Enoch may have
i? \ been confronting a difficulty ipherent in the term n>%n1: 1itself.

<

20-
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A zeruf or "letter ﬁysticism" was a common exegetical

" practice of the 9aj.1o Applying the rule ef temurah to'u~5§J,
u*33% could be derived, which meansx”those in the presence of",
whicﬁ w;s often ueed in terms of the Holy of Holies .l By
equating the o abxn *32 with © %91, they eould well hav;’been
seen as angels from the dijine presehce. This would prove sig-
nifiéant for the prepo-gnostic. The oY1 were not angels from
a low grder, whoee p?oximity to earth prompted ﬁhei} enttry into

~the material, but ra%?er the v"19%, the very ministering angels

of the Good God.12

The most telling feature of the Enoch narrative relates
to theaangels' role as disseminators-of wisdom.’, As noted ear-
lier, Enoch enumerates the areas of &nce divine knowledge that
have been: revealed to mankind. This revelation is viewed(as
intimately relate& to the.sins that occ;r on earth which provoke
the divine wrath..” ' - - p

The Archangels Mlchael Uriel Rapheel, and Gabrieli"
“@ooked down ‘from Heaven and saw much blood being shed upon the

earth and al* lawlessness being wrought upon” the earth” (IX:1l;

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

-

“

vg

High.
" It is here that the narrative takes a significant turn..

Their initiel charge is not as might be expected, that lawless-
3 -

ness has "increased, but rather that the angel Azazel (now pro-

“tagonist) 'both taught all unrighteousness on earth and revealed

the eternal seerets which were .preserved) in Heaven which men

ﬁere strivin'(to learn" (IX;?)J ‘The following eharge of forni--
| - o .
0y o
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" ’ cation with the "daughters 'of men" also contains the theme of .
‘p ‘ the revelation of secrets: "And they have gone into the daughters
J of men'upon the earth and slept with the women, and defiled

themselves, and revealed to them all kinds of sin" (IX:9; cf. ’

- B

LYXVIII:2), o,
) " ~Furthermore, in the verdict passed o Azazei, the rev-

elation of secret information again emerges as of major sig-

nificance: ° ' & .

And heal the earth which the angels have

L corrupted and proclaim the healing of the

- e ) earth, that ‘they may heal the plague, ard

- £ that all the children of men may not perish

B through the secret things that the watchers

’ have disclosed angd have taught their sons.

- And the whole earth has been corrupted through
the works that were taught by AZaz»l to him \ -
ascribe alirsin (X:6-8) K

‘ e It can be justly argued that the theme of the revelation’
" of knowledgé need not relate to the text of Gen. 6. Indeed, the

revelatign of mys%eries as the price for a woman's favors is a
common myfhié motif in the ancient world.13 But it should pé

\ remembered that fhe protb-gn&stics under study)are "Biblio- ’

cgntric" in outlook; that is, an ancient myth éxtraneous to the

Bible, must invafﬁably‘be gungbon a scriptural "peg", Sften of

the moét tenuous nature, as a means of integrating this attrac-

tive foreign element into the tradition. Ié there, anything in

Gen., 6:1-ff. that would provide such a "peg"?

The progeny of the p>nbxa- 711 are called the Dv 131

E’ ) pwn °wix (v. 4). The LXX translates this phrase as o1l &vBponot
. o1 6yopaomo{:'"the men of renown". This is clearly the intent)

. . C . : ) '

\ !:-,. of the Hebrew, But one predisposed toyiggs/a proto-gnostic view
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I' i might have found a much mope prgfound sigpificance in this pés-
‘ sage.  UP? was often understood as the ineffeble name of God .14
Thus a proto;gnostic exegete might have found he?e an indication
that the entry of the angels into the material world, and their
consorting with the "daughters of men" was at the'prﬁbé'of re-
vealing the}Di;ine Name ; that is, thé revelation of tﬁe exfs-
tence,of the Good God. The p;oduct of the/physical union and
consequent révelation, the pr71321, would have been introduced
to this mystery of "the eternal secrets . : . which mgn were

?

striving.to know," hence their name "the men of the Holy Name"

There 1s further evidence that this proto-gnostic exe-
¢ 2 -

gesis is not as incredible as it might seem. The two angels who

emerge as the protagonlsts are 'X1nnw and Yxry. According to

&

;’ Ginzburg, *x1nnw is not thls leading ang€l's true name Instead,
as with all angelic names, *X1nnu should be theophorousi The |
py of 'KINDU is seen as a substitute for n» or 11 which was
deemed inappropriate to be attached to the name of a ”fallen
angel". '"Hence the name Shemhazzgl which differs only slightly
froﬁ Jehouzai (yand n are often interchanged), goes back to

tnovs My1n°."15 This could well have been the origin of the
/ }eader's name, However, 1t is probablXe that a later exegete
nwould'ﬂot necessarily have téken this into account in atteppZing'~‘
’ to derive a hidden meaning from it, particularly'ifrthis naﬁe
o : had already become commonplace. Assuming. that the ow oft’xrnDW*
‘was underﬁtbod in much the. same way as\the 07 of own °*wix, what
sigpificance could the 'XTn have had? °>xrn can mean "revealed"

!: *RTNDY cBﬁﬁd then be taken to mean "the Holy Name is revealed" .0
) . /

23




*as the name of the Good God of gnosis,

&

leo a‘éematria of "Xynnw y;elds twenty-six which 1is equivélent
to the humérical value of the tetragrammaton.l’ It might thee
be suggesfed that *x1nno Awas seen as bearing @he Divine Name.

It is imp0551b1£ to know what role the tetragrammaton played .in
the proto- gnostic iystem Suffice it to say khat ‘the relation
of "X1npw- as well s nwn 'wix to the Holy Name is certalnly

striking in the context of a theme of revelation of knowledge.

It is possible that this revelation can be as easily

'expléined in terms of Wisdom speculation. This question proves

difﬁicult, since Jewlsh proto-gnosticilsm mosF probably had its
roots in Wisdomf There are, however, a number of significant
points §hat‘argue aéeiqet this criticism. ) =

It ;houid be remembered that the Holy Name was supposed-
1y;§evealed to Moses for the first time (Ex 6:3). Therefore,
the name revealed by the angels is much better understood as
being different from that of the creator God of Israel; that is,

Algo, for Enoch, the knowledge is injurious rather than
beneficial to mankind. It is this same knowledge that brings
about\the Deluge. Fgrthermore; Esedtone of Enoch is pelemical,ﬂ
and it is a polemic that is directed egainét revealed wisdom V
as° distinct, it would-seem, from the wisdom acquired through
the proper study and|contemplation of the Bible.

One such polemigal text iL found in Chapter XVI. Enoch

here announces to thep-nbxn +323:
You have been in heaven, but (all) the mysteries

had not been revealed to you, and you knew
worthless ones, and these in the hardness of

‘ \ | : \ . B
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your hearts you Have made known to the women
. and”"through these mysteries women and men
) : work much evil ‘o earth. (v. 3)
T ’I‘his passage would seem to,be a direct attack oh the
. - proto- gnostlc poﬂtlon that the knowledge communlcatéd by ‘the
angels, was essem;ial.18 - ' o
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Press, 1971), p. 84.
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of Qumran Cave I, ed. J. A. Fitzmyer (Rome: Biblical Ensfi%ufe

»

. 6This lust motif is found throughout the "fallen angels”

tradition: Test. of Reuber 5:6; II Enoch 18:3-8; II Baruch 56:10.
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8The Demiurge was often cha}acte}ized'as the "fool"
saklas. SeeiQuispel, p. 218 ff. and J. Doresse, The Secret
Books of ‘the Egyptian Gnostics, trans. P, Mairet [London: % .
0 s arter, 5 D. ff. and elsewhere. A Biblical
proof text ‘aften used as illustration is Isa. U45:5-6 or 46:9..
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See scholem, p. 20 : * °
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10g, Muller, History of Jewish Mysticism (Oxford: Phaidon
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to establish. It is certainly commdq in latelr Kabbalistic specu-
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‘ 1L‘There is strong evﬁdence pointing to the currency Qf
own In the first centuries B.C./A.D. as a respective substitute
for the common names( of God. _A. Marmorsteln, The 0ld Rabbinic
Doctrine of God: I. The Names & Attributes of God (London:

-0xford University Press, 1927), pp. 54-107, has docdhented the

frequency of own in Talmudic and more specifically in 'Tannaitic
literature. Although "heaven X'pw is the more common, the first
two letters mean "name", which would suggest that oo might have
been. used as an abbreviation of X*»v. More important is the

fact that ow is found in the Qumran material (Covenant of
Damascus 15:3). Also, the description of the ow of “*xinowin

the following paragraph would also 1llwstrate the currency of

the term at an early stage. N
15y, Ginzberg, The Legends of the Jewsx(Philadelphia:

"Jewlsh Publication Society of America, 19358), Vol. 5, pp. 152-3.

~ |
/ l6Jastrow,-Vo}. I, p. 443, .
Y 17(n) 8 + (1) 7 + (x) 1 + (7) 10 =26, '
| 5’ 10 + (a) 5 + 21 6 + gn 5 = 26, ‘ -

S 18Unfortunately, M, Black's recently published work on
the Enoch material from Qumran could not be secured in time t@
be incorporated in this work., ~ . -
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V. I BARUCH

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

is further evidence of a polemic against proto-gnosticism and
its intetpretation of the myth foudd in Gen. 6:1 ff. >

™ Baruch begins his attack by posing the questioch: "Who

}’/

has

found her (aman) place and has entered her storehouses" (3:15).

This is followed by a lengthy description of those wh®o have not

found this wisdom (3:%6—23). The last named of those classed

>

among the ignorant are the glants (o4 yianTec):

0 %E%gel, how great is the house of Godl!

And nbw vast the territory that he p?§sessesl
It is great and has no bounds, 1t; isihigh and
immedsurable. The giants were born there who
were ' famous of old, great in stature, expert
in war. God did not choose themn, nor give -
them the way of xnowledge; so Bhey perished
through their folly. (3:24-27) .

There is little doubt that Baruch has the 8’1131 of
Gen.,6 iq view, since he>eﬁploys the ex;bt LXX terminology:
ot yi{yavte¢ oi dvopaostol (3:26). For the proto-gnostics,
these giants,‘the men of theaHoly Name , would have been pér-
ceived as part of the initiai link in the transmission of
gnosis. " But aqcé?ding to Baruch, they never did receive such
knowledge : "God did not choose ﬁhem, nor did he give them the
way -of knowledge." Contrary to I Enoéh, it was not as a con-
sequence of tpeir knowledge (of the ;;istence of the Good

God) . that they perished, but rather due to their absolute \

}

-

TSN ki b G il A0



. ignor:fnce ) ‘ .

| ' d It is remarkable that there 1is no mention of the iniquity
t ‘ initiated by the p*M1a, ‘This was| to be the main focus of the
later orthodox exegetes and is already reflected in the book lof
~Enoch though secondarily in the context of the unfortunate end

. results of the angelic Aevelation.4 Yet Baruch makes no mention

of ;hesF activities which were seen as precipitating the Deluge.
Instead his focus is firmly set on the question of xnowledge
N ?r in~hls view, the lack of it.

In the explanation as to where true xnowledge can be -
- found "Baruch exhibits much sgat would confirm a polemic agaimét

proto-gnosticism:

E -This is our God, and there ﬁhali be none C
' . ‘ accounted of in comparison to him. He hath *
x found out all the way of-knowledge and hath 2 )

given it unto Jacob his servant and Israel ]
his beloved. (3:35-36)

Baruch has made it clear that there is only one true God,
the Gpd of Israel, and it is the God of Israel who is all-kndwing.
This knowledge has been giveafio Israel by means of the revela-
tion from Sinai: \
: This is the book of the commandments, of God
and the, law that endureth forever; all they
that keep it shall come to life, but such as ,
leave it shall die . . . give not thine honor to
‘ another nor the things that are profitable
: ‘ unto thee to a strange nation. (4:1-3)
: . This last passage can best be unlerstood as an attack
P against proto-gnosticism. The duplicate descfiptionﬂof the

Torah as "the book of ﬁhe commandments" and the "law that. en-

v -

& \ .
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'dureth forever" can be-explained’as follows. It is obvious that
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Jewish\proto-gnostie%‘held that the wri%ten revelation was
rightly Jjudged the c&ktainer of &ll truth, since they themselves
drew‘important exegetical conclusions\from it. They_?herefére
Qduld havé been in agreement with Baruch that "the book of tthe
commandments" coptained great truths. Baruch therefore added
"the law that endureth"; that'is, the much broader ¢6pOQ/22£§E.
It is the Torah in its broadest traditional sense that vivifies,
while &n antinomian, that is, proto;gnostic, study of the phys-
ical boox 1eah§ to death.

1n

To this 1is appended the strange‘warning: .« . glve no£

’

thine honor‘to.another nor the ﬁhings that are profitable unto
thee to a strange nation." The intent of the first part of the
warning is clear. Baruch is telling his audience not?to worship

a god other than the creator God of Israel. The second part®is

1

more intriguing in thg light of a poiZmic against proto-
' N

gnosticism. v ‘

‘ In the passage's context, "tHe thinés 0t prdfif" can be
nothirg other than the Sinaitic revelation. In the mind of “
‘Baruch, the Jewish pfoselytic zeal had created something of a
theological Frankenstein. ihe Apologists‘had tirelessly at-
ﬁgmpted to demonstrate tg‘the Gentile world the superiority of
the Jewish revelation over other supposed revelatioﬁs. -This

-

stimulated -a good deal of interest in thé study;of the Jewish
1 o

%

. I N
: lit?ra%ure among the Gentile population. The author may here

be alluding to the possibility that the Gentiles introduced &

gnosticizing element into the Jewish community through the medium °

f

of their Scripqyral study. For this reason, the author adopts

- 30
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. the position, uncharacteristic of the Judaism of the time, that

the revelation, and by extension, the discussion of this revella-‘

s

v

tion, should not‘“be shared with the Gentliles.

-
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. , . Footnotes”
f " cnaries, AgochEha vol. I, p. 576. L &

2All quotations from I Baruch are. taken' from the RSV °
: with the Greek text from A.. Rahlfs, ed., Vol. 2 (Stuttgary:
Privilegier e Wurttembergische Bibelanstalt 1 B

JThis is against I Enoch but is found“ elsewhere:
Wisdom 14:6; sir. 16:7; . III Mac. ‘2.4

4As found in .Bereshith. Rabbah, for example 26: :5-7.
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f JI. .JUBILEES L
_ . . -
In the Book of .Jubilees, the myth of Gen. 6:1 ff._i§

)
And 1t came to pass that, the ohildren of man
began to multiply on the face of “the earth
and daughters were btorn unto them thédt the
angels saw them at a certain year of this
Jubllee ahd they were beautiful to loox upon;
and they took themselves of all they chose,

= and they bore unto them sons and they were
giants, And lewlesSness increased on the earth

N and all flesh corrupted its way. (V:1)< -

More' than in the case of I Enoch (VI:l), it is obvious

s : i .
that the author is repeating the myth as it is fouynd in the book

Q

of Genesis. There are a number of sigérficant“inciusions and

omlissions.

The author makes it pexfectly clear that the zabxa 32

are the angels and’ that the product of their union with the

are respon r the increased iniquity

women, the ghants,
on earth,

Jubilegs dees omit the problematic v. 3 wi}h i£§ state-
ment of 120 yearHl#fe spans that is clearly at vaiiqnce,yith the

greater Genesis narratives., The significance of this verse to

proto gnosticism will be dealt with at length in a later section.

The first half of v. 4 with its mention of the o 'yp3 is also

The most importent omission occurs in the second half

ignored.
of v. 4. The giants are mentioned, but their eﬁithet "the men
¢ 13

1 . - . .
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of renown" is not recorded. As has already been noted, own ‘wiX
, .

.

was critical 'for the prqto~gnostic myth, These features point

toward an anti-gnosie predisposition on the part ofathg author

‘of Jubilees. ‘ S
:Tn Chapter IV, a tradition extraneous to the Biblical

account is recorded:

. » . for in his [Jared's] days the angels of

+~ the Lord descended on earth, .those who are
named the Watchers, that they should do Judgement
and righteousness on 'the earth. (v. 18)

As was the case with I' Enoch, there is a paranomasi? on

17 and Jared. It was noted earlier that Enoch was likely at-
tempting to nehtralize tpe exegetical conelusions thap ﬁight be
derived from the Y31 of D %01, as well as & zeruf of the same

term. It was also suggested that the use of a 'descent' motif
\

might have been due to the preesure of this myth's'popularity.

In the‘case of Jubilees, -all-three pOSitlonS are possible, with

the third being the mdst likely.
v Jung sees this tradition as én orthbdox alteration:

} - .. . . thHe Jewish rconception of angels--as minlsterlng to

God in heaven--ddes not admit to their indulging in-gross
Hence angels of God in Jewish lore could never have

| : sins.
-~—‘~j7§_____*_7‘ gone_to earth because they lusted after the daughters of

men.

<

kdfw d Jung ignores the fact shown in Chapter V, that the
, Jewish author of the book of Juﬁilees made no attempt to den&
toat‘the angels descend as a result of their lust. The angels'
charge as emissaries”oq God«whosé.purpose it wasfto aid mankind,
is the centrel theme of the p}oto—gnostic tradition that emerges

from I Enoch. ,The[exiFience of this tradition in Jubilees would

%
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' that he has little affinity with the gnosis-position:

T . >~
. -the book of Jubilees; in general the author shows little concern

. the angels' sin relating to the betrayal

indithe that this view as to th;\purposg\of the angelfé/;151ta~
tion h?d become so commonplace that it was accepted by the author -«
even though it was proto-gnostic in origin as well as beirg in . —
di§agreemeﬁf with thé text of Genesis: Of course, a further
possitle e&pianation is that this passage itself was motivated

b& aqpfoto-gnostic sympatﬁy. Though a later proto-gnostic might
have seen the &ext in this light, other sections indicate that

the authdr“héla no such sympathy.

Later in the same chapter of Jubilees, the author does

-~

.deal with celestial knowledge, but in a fashion that demonstrates

&nd he (Methuselah) was moreover with the
angel of God these six Jubilee years. And
’ _ they showed him everything which is on the
earth and in t¥e heavens, the rule of the
sun . . . . And he wrote down everythinmg, And he
testified to ‘the watchers who had sinned with
the daughters of men; for these had begun to?
unite themselves so as to be defiled wkth the
‘daughters of men . . . .. (IV:21) ‘

According to, Jubilees, the divine secrets were revealed
to the mortals prior ®o the angels' descent.

. Although an anti-gnbsis position can be postulated for

with the question. As opposed to I Enocﬁ, no :ment io)

-secret Knowledge.
) ’71

Thé”angels are sinners only insofar as they fornicatéﬁ,with the

AN

dagghtersvof men.
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1According to Charles, Apocrypha, Vol. II, p. 18
Vubilees is to be dated 135-105 B.C.

3Jung, p. 186.
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2p11 quotations of the text will be taken from Charles,
Apocrypha. .
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VII. TESTAMENTS OF THg XII PATRIARCHS

The Testaments of the XII Patriarchs adds little of

1 It does, however, evidence an

L

substance to the discﬁssion.
attempt by the author’to rehabilitate the angels; an attempt
which %as to be continued into the first and second centuries.

Hefe‘the bizarre events of theomyth are spiritualized.

The angels never materiélly'consummate their illicit union with

v

the Ldeughters of men". Instead, they simply: . 8

oo . . . conceived the act in their mind; for they
Lo changed themselves into the shape of men,
i and appeared to them when they were with their
husbands. And the women lusting in their
minds after forms, gave birth to giants, for
the Watchers appeared to them as geachiné
even unto heaven. (Test. of Reub. V:6-T)

/

One significant element emerges ffom this text. The ,

sexual-act is only conceptualized in the minds of the womenkénd

.the ahgels; that is,: in the author's.view, it was impossible

that an aﬁgel could have indulged in an actual physical rela-

. - ; A\
tionship. Of course, the author is obliged to eXpiETﬁ‘thevé&fég/\

of the giants. This is done by ingeniously suggesting tha? the '

women, during intercourse with their natural husbands, witnessed

-

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

women entertained for these celestials was translated into the

bearing of children of equally gigantic proportions,

.. 'Behind this apparent rehabilitation attempt might also




°

?

I
~ | - .
lie a deglre by the author to treat the proto-gnostic myth of ) A\n
6. '
The crux of this myth Qgs that an actual physical Enionn

Gen.

had occur%ed. In the pagan mythological stratum alrefdy re-
ferred to, the price of phis physical union was, the revelation
oflknowledge. A physical union nafuraLly lends itself to the
possibility of a transmission of Knowledge. FIn the ‘Testaments,
there is no such physical union. The angels appear, but are
only visible to the women, By relating the myth in this fashion,
thécauthor was izghaps attempting to demonstrate that as th?re

was no physicaL¥yelatignship, there was alsoc no transpissien of

@ -

gnowledge.
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‘ . rf‘ootnotes i >

K ~ 1'his work is placed by Charles, %Bocr%n_ha, Vol. II,
+  pp. 289-290, at approximately 110 B.C. Récently, M. de Jonge
\ has advanced the view that it was composed at the end of the

second or the beginning of the third centuries A.D. See Albert-

Marie Denis, Introductions Aux Pseudépigraphes “Grecs D'Ancien
Testament (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1970), pp. 58-9.‘L

2All‘quotations are taken from Charles, Apocrypha.
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VIII. TARGUM PSEUDO-JONATHAN

The Targum Pseudo-Jonathan contains a good deal of
material“that is of value to this discussion. However, as is

the case with all the Taﬁgumlm, its degree of usefulness as a

uwitness to the circuiistances of the first centuries remains a

o>

matter of contention. Pseudo-Jonathan was long considered a
very late Targum that was based largely on thg supposedly ear;‘
lief‘Targum Onkslos. Recently; in large measure due to the
excitement generated by thé discovery of the Neofiti codgex,
Targumic studies have igceived a good deal‘more criticai atteﬁ—
tion.l As a result of these new explorations, modern ssholar-
ship is moving towards-the view that parts of Pseudo-anathan
are in fact m ch older\phan had hitherto teen acknowledged.
Although it does contain material that is undeniably posterior
to the rise of Islam, there is also much th%t‘ref}ects a very
early Palestinian tradition.2 The present investigation will
be pursued in the light o¥f this change of opinion. :

For Pseudo-anathan, the o”a%xn 233 are not angels.

Instead they are described as the very human N’31;1 *::.3 The
\ T,

‘term x'3727 1s vague and cgn mean "big,,older, prefect and

priest", 4 Spurrel sugg sts that X23727 is derived from Ex. 21 :6
and 2257ﬂf., where t oD ayx isxnob to be taken as a div1ne

appellation.® The curiogsé%oigt is that the p-abxin these
= e

A 3
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« passages is not translated™x"3727, buprrather x 1771, "judfes",

~

as the Hebrew coﬁtext suggésts. A%exander's view, "there is
no substantial difference between these terms."® But there
surely must be a substantive difference for this Targum not to
have employed’ x°31°°+7 in both cases, as is the case in the Targum
Neofiti. The most plausible explanation is that the Fonnotétions
of x°23737 help to explain the birth of the o121,

The union of angels and ‘mortals would naturally be ex-
pected to produce exceptional offspring. But once the angels

are excised from the scene, the birth of remarxable children

does not logically follow. The use of x°3°*3, though exeget-
ically defensible (Ex. 21:6; 22:7 £f.), wduld in no way explain

-

the ©'7121, whereas x°3+37."may mean people bodily strong", .

—

which would better serv% to explain the super-human gqualities

of the offspring. Assuming that this passage was an importént \

dU%ect of proto-gnostic speculation, it may also be assumed thai
any Taréumic rendering Would have had to reflect a sound exegesis

capagle of withstanding proto-gnostic criticism. Yet, the térm

\

X*37937, unlike x*1%'7, seems to have no credible basis of support
b w . i

elsewhere in scrfpture.m

[y

There is good evidence that this term reflects the addi-

.tion of a later redaction, which Vould Hélp ik explaining this
inconsistency. R o ) )
: |
The text of Gen. 3:5 is of help in this discussion:

a For God knows that when you eat of it -“ \
your eyes will be opened, and you will be ‘
like God (w’n%x>) knowirig good and
evil. ' -

l f s e tetad
o
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* Targum Onkelos translates o°nYm® asx° a93n , whereas the

. older Palestinian tradition of Neo}iti hag preserved 773xY%n3

’fo1p 7u.8 The credibility of Neofiti as 'an ancient witness

is supported by both Josephus .and the LXX‘who also see these

onb N as guper-human indiViduals. Here Pseudo-Jonathan agrees

with the older tradition rendering o'nbx as 7~:a5n From these

facts, it ﬂs now possible to reconstruct the transmission of the

N\

Targumic tradition of pea%xn *1a3.

t

Onkelos was perhaps composed at a date posterior to 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 provide a
logical reading. Onkelos was intent on following the earlier

humanizing tradition. The use of x*:**T, though defensible exe-

getically, did not sufficiently accourt for the birth of the
D*712a,  For this reason, x°237a7 was employed in its stead.,
Once this was done, considerations of sugport forjthis transla-
tion, loupled with the proximity of the passages in question
(Geh. 3:5; 6:1) demanded thPt the u*nbx (7’5xbn) of Gen. 3:5 be
treated in an identical manner, that is, x"273n. The likelihood
of this is improved by the context of Gen. 3:5, where the know-

ing of "good and evil" could have been more logically epplied

to the x*37°°9 than to the x 3121,

With regard to Ex. 21 :6 and 22 17, there was never a

traditionaq 1dent1f1cation of the u*n&nfwith the angels, hor

were these passages located near the "fallen angels" narrativer-

Therefore, Onkelos was free to follow the more logical older y

}
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traditién and employ X177, It can now be poéited that the
x*3737 of Pseudo;Joﬁathap does not reflect the original. Had it
been origingi, one might have expected Qw:ng in Gen, 3:5. 1In-
stead, the text ‘of Pseudo~Joﬁathan was changed in order to cor-
respoﬁd more closely with that of the Targum Onkelos. This
a}teration wgs made in an incoﬁsistent manner, as shown by the
continﬁedppfesence of 71'3x%» in Geﬁ.‘}:S. The two'mosfwlikely
possibilities for the original text are 7°oxbn as in the Neofiti
margin or X°1°'71 as in the Neofiti text.9 An examination of ‘
vérse\4 provides strong evidence for the likelihood of the
secondﬁ‘ It also manifests a sensitivity to the protg-gnostic
gxegesis and a clever means of attacking it. In this polemic,
Pseudo-Jonathan accomodates part of the proto-gnostic tradition
and turns it to his own orthodéx advantage.

In verse 4, "Shamhazai and Azaef fell from héaven~and

were on the earth in those days and also after that . . . ."

3

The 0*Y51 are identified by the Targumist with the angels, an °
exegesis based on the radical vs) of 0*5;3. Bamburger, in acs
cepting thé X71717 as original, views the inclusion of sx1nnm
YXr1y1 as of late edition.O Alexandef‘is surely corréct'in
" seeing hg?e an ancient stratum’of the tradition, "sinpe it” men-
tions b& néme the traditional c?ptains of the rebel angels."ll
| . \It,ih not surpriéing to find Shamhazai and Azael singled
out, but it-is surprising to find Azael employed in favor of
‘ Azaze;, which is the name that emerges more often in the Rabbinic

literaqureul2 It is possible that Pseudo-Jonathan was entertain-

¥

ing apologetie consider&tions reg&rding the scapegoat ceremony‘

“
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with which Azazel was associated:lJ This ceremony was of more
than dubious origin a&nd thq Rabbis had dlfflculty in explaining
away that, superf101ally at least, it could be construed és a\ ]

1L

sacrifice offeied to a demonic being. Perhaps the text was

merely attempting to avoid the identificatioq of the liturgical

Azazel with the demonic "

fallen angel"

It is also possible that here we have another element of
the original proto-gnostic exegesis. A gematrig of Shemhazai
(366) and Azael (108) yieﬂds 474, which is equal to the Qumérical
value of the Hebrew for Gnosis; ny1.15' If this exegesis was
common and popular at the time, it might we&l have influenced
this Targumic version. But whilé }seudo-Jonathan may have ac-
comodated this proto-gnostic tradition, he turns it to anti-
proto-gnostic "advantage. | ‘

In the Enochite myth, it is Azazel (Azael) who taught
mankind the manuféctur% of "bracelets, andlornaments, and the
use of antimony, and thL beautification of the eyelids, and all
kinds of costly stones . . ." (VIII:1). In Pseudo-Jonathan, the
women are described as being "beautiful with eyes painted and
hair curled . . ." (v. éj, If the women had their "éxgg
painted", they must have been visited by Azazel (Azael) prior
to the descent of'them’nb;5 132.16 This is further c rroborated
by theo’%s1 being en "the earth in those days". ‘By'this use of
the proto- gnosﬂic exegesis) Pseude-Jonathan was able to humanize
theo avxn 3113, without” denying that in fact there had been an
angélic V1sitathon By doing so, it is the human g 3++5 933 w?o_

§

consort with the womén and produce the 0’7131 These 0 7121,

o4y
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"' . the own ’wzn had nothing to do w1thfthe angels and therefqre
did not receive the divine knowledge that thLir namﬁ suggested
Po the proto-gnostics.

Verse 3 provides further informatiocn regerding the broto-
gnostic exegesis of Gen. 6:1 ff. The difficult verb j317° 1is
tfansiated b& Pseudo;Jonathan as731n’ , indicating that it is
derivative of 171, "to Jjudge". ThlS would represent a new de-
parture in the ongoing exegetical traditlon The LXX translated H
the term as watapsivy, "to remain” .17 Bowker notes that this
was "also the way in which Jub. v. 8 understood it, despite its
long piragraph on judgement."18 \

With 1v1° as "judge", v. 3, can now be read in the fol-
lowing way: "And Yahweh said: 'My Spirit.will not judge mankind
q: - forever. TFor that he.is flesh his years shall be one hundred

- \ )
t" In proto—énostic terminology, this would serve

and twenty.
to indicate thﬂt as a result of the descent of the angels the
absolute dominion of the Demiurge is broken. He can no 1onger
judge the illuminated of mankind. He would of conrse liketo .

| make an.end of these individuais, but since they nave now become
conscious of the existence of the Good God, they are both ma-

tenial and spiritual and as such, the Demiurge can oniy take

B his revenge by shortening their lives.
T \,According to Bowker, "The word din came increasingly to
: refer to iegal decisions and judgements."19 ' To the Judaic mind,
this din is an inevitable result of Torsh. Thus this type of
exegesis, with its apparent neglect of judgement, would have

been ‘s factor in the antinomianism that was so violently attacked

- . ]
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by the orthodoxy of both Judaism and Chrlstlanity -
’ . It is worth noting that the most famous Old Testament
figure to live :120 years was Moses (Deut. 33:7). It is ‘difficult

to establish whether'/or not Moses enjoyed an exalted position

- among the“proto-gnostics. On the one hand, as the‘recipient of

the Torah, he may hare'been despised as a culpable accessory to
the malignant designs of the‘DemiUrge. on the other hand, the
proto-gnostics do not seem to have denied the relevance of thy
Sinaitic revelation #f understood in its proper, that is proto-
gnostic sense. For the ‘proto- gnostlcs, it is.possible thaﬁ'
Moses'! liVing 120 years iwould scripturally prove what they al-
ready believed; Moses, as one of tne most i%lustrious of the
illuniinated, was party to Jivine knowledge, and as sucn, his
life could not exceed: 120 years © It is of interest that

Bereshith Rabbah also lln&s Moses with thls same verse, although

t

20

in terms of @ gematria on vama.

The motivation for Pseudo-Jonathan{a handliné of v. 3 -

appears cleer., It is two;fold The condemnation of mankind to
a premature death is not corroborated by the Genesis narratives,

as numerous post—deluvians lived much longer. Pseudo-Jonathan

.attempt% to redress this difficulty by providing the harmonizing

expansion that\has the evil generation of‘the flood receiving a
120 reprieve "in the hope that they would work repentance . ; I
This tradition is also intimated in Josephus (Antt. I:ITI:1).
Meanwhile, it would have been this same inconsistency
that attracted thé attention of the proto- gno#tlcs Rather than

seeing any need for harmonization they would have found here an




indication that thiuﬁx referred to was not mankiéd in general!
but rather those who-had been fortunate enough to have {geéived
the Knowledge of Fhe Good God'q existence. It[wQE;ﬂfﬁﬂén have
also been against this proto-gnostic view(thaf Pseudo-Jonathan's
renditlon was directed. f ' - “«

, '

It was already méntloned that” nww ’w:n of Gen. 6:4 was

‘perceived in proto-gnostic cir&les as an 1nt1mation that the

re&elation of the Divine Name related to the descent of the

b -

angels and their intercourse with the "daughters ¥ men". The,

Targum Onkelos t}ansiétes opa quite 11teralLy as x»nzl. Pseudo-

*Jonathen is more cautious in employing 19nw which would point

to his greater proximity and sensitivity to the prota;gnostic
exegesis. J I

| * There are two furthem texts in Genesis that demonstrate
that own ’nggwasscritical to thehﬁroto~gnospic understanding of
Gén. 6:1ff;, as well as to their undeistanding of certain ot
passages in Genésis.

In Gen. 4:26, we read: "To Seth also a“son was gorn, and

he called his name Enosh. At that time men began go call upon
the _name of the Lord(” owa ;pr) There is no expianation as
to how this hitherto unknown name of the‘Lord was revealed to

d \
the gemeration of énosh. The proto gnostic reqpa/ée would have
been that this name was revealed by the deseending angéls. The
~
. !
Enoch tradition locates the descent/gf/%ﬁe angels in the time of

Jared whlle Enoch had alregdy'ascended to take on his function

as heavenly scribem\\This would have made Enosh 752 years old

(44 905) at the traditional time of the angelic visitation.2l
\
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smomkimarans 3k o ool

o i



Thus the text would ch;onologically confiqm zfe proto-gnosti&
view th%t during the lifetimes of Jared and Enoch, 1nd also
during the contemporaneous lifetime of Enosh, the angels de-
scended and imparted the mystery of the Divine Name. To counte;x

the prevalence of this view, Pseudo-Jonathan's rendltion of the
e

pussage is as follo&s: ] /
fﬁ@ﬂ’ﬁgd to Seth, to him also was born a sonj; and
he called his name Enosh. That was the generation,
in whose days they began to err and maxke idols ‘
for themselves, and to call their idols by
the name of the word of the Lord.

-

Bowker explains this "radical alteration" as an. attempt
by this Targum to reconcile the passage w1th Ex. 6:3: "I appeared
unto Abraham,. unto Isaac and unto Jacob as E1 Shaddai, tut by my’
ndme I did not make myself known unto them." An investigation
of a Midrashic text that Bowker himself marshalls as evidence
supports the view that Pseudo-Jonathan's intent was more polemi-
cal than harmonistic: I
In three placeé*the word huhal is taken tofmean rebellion:
'Then they rebelled by calling upon the name of the Lord'
Gen. 4:26); 'when man rebelled on the face of the earth!'
Gen, 6:1); 'He, Nimrod regelled when he was a mighty man
on the earth' (Gen. 10:8). b

Jt will be shown that it is\not c01n01dence that these

téxts, and in partlcular pen 4.26 and 6:1, are, linxed in this,

way. It is rather the fact that Gen. 4:26 and Gen. 10:8 were

s
. ¥

used by the proto—gnostic§ po‘expand their exegesis of Gen.
6:1 ff._'Against the positiop of 'this midrash, these texts were
Jlinked not bylthe word hupal, although hubal was used as support,
but rather through the nvy of Gen. 6:4. . |

The MT of Gen. 6:1 reads: "When man began (huhal) to

* ' : |
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‘ multiply on the face of the earth." The Midrgshic tradiftion is

. o
certainly contrived as it appears to be at odds with both scrip-

ture énd ‘the very ethos of the orthodox Judaism of the time. 1In

no way would an orthodox Jew accept that man rebelled (huhal)

in reprodgcihg, as suggested by ther midrash. This view would
tas “\"\‘

‘be at varience 'with Gen. 1:28 (cf Gen. 9:1) where God blesses

Adam and co §éds‘ "Be fruitful and multiply" This type of
exegesis would have teen more in &eeplng with a gnaostic-
orlentation whilh was often rigidly ascetlc ‘ o \

o FUrthermore, nowhere in the MT is rebellious activity

4
!

= \ related to these three texts. The Targumim Pseudo-Jonathan and
Neofiti do rénder two of the passages (Gen. U4:26; 10:8—93 in F \
rebellious termé and this suggests an agreement with this

g: . midrash. Buf);f the treatment accorded the primary "link word"

\ " (hubal) is examined, it becomes clear that these Targumim were
not au courané with the recorded midrashic tradition. In ali
three cases, these Targumim translate EEQEE in the Hebraic‘
sense of "to begin", rather than "to rebel”.

A more credible exﬁlanation‘éf these texts' relation-
ship can bey,offered. These texts were related following the "
sixth rule of Hillel-by which "a difficulty in one text may be

. | solved by comparing it with another which has points of general T

(though not necessarily verbal) similarity."23 The difficult

text in -question is Gen. 6:1. Gen 6:1 ff. and Gen. %4:26 are

linked through the common DY, supported by the, concurrent
. presen&evof°hu£al. The Talmud recognizes this relationship in
a different context. With Tegard to v, 4 of the Babel narrat&ve'




&

‘this passage reads : b . |

o

: . . but elsewhere it is written 'Make no mention of
‘other gods' (Ex, 23:13). Just as the ndmé (bpwn) means
idolatry there, so it does here as well. :

(Gen. 11),- it is recorded:

As was noted earlier, the proto-gnostics would have em-
ployed Gen. 4:26, with its mention of the revelation of the Name,

to further corroborate thewmwa *wix v 7132 having received this

same revelation. . -1

. Gen. 10:8-9 does not make mention of pwn. But it too can

be expsgined in terms of the protb-gnostic ekegesis. The MT of
\

Cush became the father of Nimrod; he was’
the first (Ynn) to be a mighty man

! (1151). He was a mighty (1123)
hunter before ("31v%) the Lord.

Huhal here is'the secondary "link word". The primary
. ’ 7
relationship is based on the word (p°)?12:, also common to Gen,
AJ '

6:4. It seems reasonable to assert that for the proto-gnostics,

Nimrod was the .first 9121 of the.n*71121,«''the men of the Holy

- Name" . There°iS'yet another connective word. Nimrod is char-

acterized as being ** *19%, As was noﬁed earlier, o>%s1 could

" be understood as p*isY if a zeruf was applied. It has also been

noted that in some circles, then*7v21 were identified with the
e j‘\ .

%931, Nimrod then bould be seen as the first 7131/%°93.

This thesis is corroborated by the Chronlcles of Jerahmeel , 1

- where Nimrod is described as "* *1o9% ARy b1, 25 Josephus also

implies a certain relationshlp between Nimrod and the o *3121:

They (the people that settled in Shumar) were invited to
the insolent contempt of God by Nebrodes, a grandson of .
Ham, the son of Noah, a bold man of great strength of hand.
He also said that he would be revenged of God, if he should

-



v 37” héve in mind to drowp/the world again; for &hat he would
# build a tower too high for the -waters to be able to reachl
. . and that they would avenge himself 8n God for destroying
their forefatheré& (Antt. I:IV:2)

\ | Theré is a reference to the flood which shows an im-
plicit relationship between Nimrod and the p*913:. The final
line of this quotation appears even more ggplikit Nimrod
speaxs of avenging himself on "God for destroying their fore-

N— fathers." This is a rather curious statement, since it is diffi-

cult to ascertain exactly who these "forefathers”‘Weré. It is
assumed that &ll the ante-deluvians wege desffoyed in the flgod,
leaving only Noah and his family. Thus, according to the MT,

) those addressed by Nimrod should have been descendants of thé

flood's refugees, that is,\Noah'andifamily. So in Abct, their”

{w o forefathers in the\strictest sense did not perish. If Nimrod

) ' and those he is addressing are skén-as u*ﬂi:;,/u*bé:, Josephus !
account becomes understandable. Thep'Ys: "were on the earth
in those days, and also afterwards" (Gen. 6:4Y. This would
imply “that these individuals survived the”ﬁ&ood dcorroborated
by a proto-gnostic unddgstanding of 171" of v. 3. Nimrod would -
\ . " then be referring fo avenging the earthy half of their parentage
who perished in the flood. - - ’
Josephus'! conflayion of the two traditions, that of

\deel (Gen. ll :1 £f.) and that of Nimrod (Gen 10:9) 1is perhaps

due to the fact that Nimrod's first kingdom was Babel (Gen.- _

] 10:10). Another possible explanation is tha€ Nimrod 's name can

be derived from 1 "to rebel", and the Babel inciﬁént is viewed
5]

(f as the first rebellion of man against éod.27 -But if we turn to

{
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the MT aégoupt of the Babel legend, it again seems possible thwt

4

Yy t

a proto-gnostic conflation lies behind that of’%bséphus.

.

The critical verse/in t@is narrative is v.-4, where the
intent of the rebels_is explained in the-following fashion: '
Come let us ﬁuild ourselves a city and a tower
with its tops in the heavens, and let us
make a name (bw) for ourselves, lest
- we be scattered abroad the face of the earth.
Pseudo-ionathan, Neofiti and the Fragmentary Targum all
translate ow as "idol", followirfg the Talmudic tradition men-
tioned earlier. It is possible that Nfmrod, being a 7133/ %793
and having received the knowledge of the Neame, was then associ-
ated with this rebellion against the Demiurge, pafticularly

S .
Since this rebellion occurred in his kingdom, /

In summary, the following is suggested: The three huhal

[ 4
x texts wére linked by the proto-gnostics in thiT way. Gen. 4:26 °

and Gen. 6:1 ff. were related by the concurrence of b7 supported

\

by the common huhal. Gen. 10:8-9 were related to Gen. 6:4 \
through the common “11x and Y'931/°30Y%, again with further sup-

port from the common huhal. This allowed the Nimrod text

/

(Gen. 10:8-9) in turn to be related to the Babel narrative

(Gen. 11:1) through the now common nw.

1

\ It is now possible to conclude that the midrash under
. midrasnh

\

— study was intent on expurgating this proto-gnostic exegetical‘

5t

tradition, and through the use of huhal, demonstrated these

/
\ texts! relétionsh}p without making mention of the proto-gnostic -
ow,_ 123 and Yq's3. It 1s also bossible that under proto-gnostic

>

pressure, these texts were accepted into the orthodox tfgdition




‘huhal link was transmitted. ‘ ‘

¥}

in their integrated form. In the course of timép the original
e i

T , .
significance of these‘fgkts was lost, that is, the primary

source of the relationship‘was forgotten, and only the secondary

1
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x - Footnotes

1For a discussion of the Targumim, see J. Bowker, Th
' . Targum(and Rabbinic Literature (CamBrIdge: University Presgjﬁ
19609}, pp. 3-28; G. J. Rulper, The Pseudo-Jonathan Targum an
its Relationship to the Targum Onkelos (Rome: Instifutum

‘ PatrIisticum "AugwstInianum™, 1972), pp. 2-44,.

2Three cLaésip anachronisms are Ishmael's wives having

- ( the same names as those of Muhemmad; a mention of Constantinople;
as wgll as the §dx orders of the Mishnah; as cited by Bdwker,

p. 26, n. 1. -

JThe text-is taken f;om the edition of M. Ginsburger,
(Berlin: S, Calvary & Co., 19@5), with the English translation
from Bowker, fo

\
4Jung, p. 191, n, 157. See also Jastrow, Vol. II,

’ p. 1446, .
. 1
5Spurrell,—p. 69.
3 6Alexandexﬁ p. 70. -
i&’/ \ 7Jung, p. 191, ni, 157.
N - A
‘8Text from Neophyti I, ed. A. Diez-Macho (Madrid-
Barcelona: Corisejo Superor De Investigaciones Cietificas, 1968).
9a1 xandef, p.. 70, arrives at the same conclusion, But‘
for differeht reasons.
’ l(_)Bamberger, p. 129, n. 3. )
/ 11 : V
. Alexander, p. 70. )
12p, Heller, "La Chute des’ Anges," Revue des Etudes
7 Juives 60 (1910): 205-6. 4
L 131nterestingly, Pseudo-Jonathian renders Y181y Lev. 16:10

F as Y1xty rather ‘than Yxry.

Weinzbere, &fl’ 5, pp. 170-1. !

P

AN | 50300 + (R0 + (18 4 (117 + (01 + () 10 = 366,
* C{9)70 + (1)7 + (x)1+ ()30 = 108,
. . - x )4+ (9)70 .+ (n)Bo0 = 474,

16Alexander,rp. 70, approaches'this posit%on in noticing
the relationship between the !painting of thedeyes" and I Enoch.’
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17The LXX sense wa's used by Phi&o On the Giants 1:5;
and Josephus Antt. I:III:2. Pseudo-Philo employs the Jjudge~
mental" sense of the word (III:2).

18Bowker, p. 154,

-

191p1d., pp. 140-I.

2°Beresnith RabbLh 26:6; also Pseudo-Philo 9:8 and Philo
On the Giants 55,

. 21

The chronology employed 1is taken-from Spurrell, p. 65.

BereLhith Rabbalr 26:4; as cited by Bow&er, p. 186\ ¥

|

‘23Bowkér, Appendix I1I, p. 315. \ . \
2ub San. 1098, as cited by Bowker, p. 1M,

25chronicles qf Jerahmeel 27:4; The Hebrew Fragments
of Pseudo-Philo, ed. D. J. Harrington (UnI"érsiEy of Montana:
Soclety of Biblical Literature, 1974). These Chronicles - cannot -
of course be used as direct evidence, as they are of very late
edition.

\ 26Translation of Josephus from The Works of Flavius
Josephus, trans. W, Whiston (Edinburgh: Willlam P, Nimmo, n.d.).

| ("2730 Bereshith Rabbah 23:7; also Philo On the Giants
XV:66; Questions on Genesis T1I1: 82 and Pseudo-Philo: VI:14.

55

-

/

P



56 ‘

IX. TARGUM NEOFITI I o )' \

The recently discovered Targum Nébfiti I has prompted
much discussion among scholars as to its credibilit; as an
ancient Palestinian Targum. Scholarship seems prepared to ac-
cept the antiquity of‘much of the content of\this codex.l

. The o nbxn 12 of Gen. 6:2}44 is translated as x>1°°19 IS s I

This is likely based on an exegesis of Ex. 21:6 and 22:8tff.,y

where g nbx is found &s k3777 ih‘agreemeLt\with bofﬁ Pseudo-
Jonathan and Onkelos. There is amplé evidence that,,as”Was the '
case with Pséudo-Jonathan,‘thé rendition of X'1°°7 "33 is of

later edition. 1In the marginal notes, &’J’%? is referred to af —
X"2x%p, the "angels", Gf\Yermes has pointed out that the mar-
ginal notes of Neofiti tend to reflect-an eariier tradition than
that re?orded in the te;ct.2 Although on first glance, it would
seem that this earlier translation is devoid of polemic,. a
closer examination of the text proves otherwise.

Ifxroxyn is underéﬁood as an equivalent for o:nbxlrather |
ﬁhap g nyxn *12, this marginal note assumes & polemical tone,

It was noted earlier that x’:xbb , as opﬁosed to pnyx
was based on Gen. 3:5. hHe?b, DAY X is found\aswH TCIp 1u“x*:xbn;
Thus, the n'a%un ’J:\pf Gen. 6 would be translated as % ax%p 13,
"sons of the angels".

In & discussion of the "sons of the holy angels" of I

[
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a[\ Enoch, C. Kaplan notes contra Charles thatf |

The term 'sons of angels' stands for ailower class (of
angels), the dwellers of the first heaven, who carry the
messages to earth; they are therefore subject to the puri-

" ficetion process of fire baptism . . . . In the higher
plane, the heaven of heavens, their superiors dwell, 71:7
' . . . In 69 likewise, a line 4s drawn between the 'sons

éf the. angels' and the thigher angels'.3

Kaplan also mentions that in the 0ld Testament, the term
DYX*23n 32 8also describes prophets who are of lower }ank.

For the proio-gnosticé, the angels that descended were
far from being of low rank. Instead, th&y were angels‘of the
highest order, the n-:1m%, who haﬂ access to the most-privileged
of information. It can therefore be suggested that Neofiti's \
marginal notetion reflects an-earlier and séemingly unsuccessful

!
attempt to attack the proto-gnostic tradition. The reaséns for

{tl this lack of success can bé explained in the following way.

» ’ Although ingenious, Neofiti's translation ignores the Job texts,
o where the n'n%xn "31 are obviously the ministering angels. It
T can be argue? that it is assuming too much that the linkage of

these texts was so common as to render inerffective Neofiti's -

earlief polemicel translation. But Juspin Martyr's Dilalogue

. with Tryphoi!the Jew shows oJLerwisé.
) The chapter in question 1s LXXIX:1-2. This chapter must

be approached with care as it is either an "interpolation or at

t
1
|
i

least . . . out of its proper place"u, 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 scripture: "For you say that the ahgels have i
acted maﬁiciously and have fallen away from God."2? Alexander

\

4\ . | ‘ \ ‘ }




seesg .this statement%as a strong condemnation of those "who
equated the o na%xp °32 with the angels."6 But Alexander has

falled to consider this passage in the light of 1its broader
/ ’ .

conﬁext.

Justin follpys Trypho'e rebuke with a number of proof
texts that demenstrate that the angels eo have the'propensity to
sin (Daq. 7:13; LXX Isa. 30:1-5; Zach. 3:1; Job 1:6; 2:1}.
Justin reminds Trypho that he himSelg had employed Z;ch. 3:1 as

well as the Job texts elsewhere in the Dialogue. The signifi- .

Fance of these iatter texts for Justin's argument is that Satan .

is numbered among khe angels, thus by implication, the angels,

~as ‘well as the angelic Satan, have the ability to sin, There

t
'is nothing in their discussion that would indicate that Trypho

objected in any way to the identification of the g abxn »32 and

/

the angels. |
It is significant that Justin utilized the Job texts in

-

the argument over the raqle d% the oinvxn 312 of Gen., 6. In Gen.6:

1=4., the D’ﬁbrﬂ "12 are translated literally as oio{ TuT 6e0T
excepting v. 1 of codex A, while the Job texts are translated as

oi &yyerot ToT 6e0B.! Thus, the linkage of thede texts could

only have been achieved through an agreement found in the Hebrgic

text. But it must be remembered that Justin and Trypho knew no
Sﬁebrew and were conducting their scriptural battle &hrough the
common medium of the £XX 8 This proves that the so-called

Hellenistic tradition, as represented by Justin and Trypho, was
subject to the influence og the Aramaic community with regards

to the handling of Gen. 6. This would alspo serve to indicate

ST T e et sl it



.which led to x>3°°9 *13. ] -

\ )
that this Hebraic linkage was so well accepted that it was
capable of winning a place for itself in the Hellenistic world

even when the Greek text 'did not corroboraté the textual as-

fed

sociation.
\

It was this popular associéiion that ﬁhwarteﬁ Neofiti's

attempt to make the v nbxn '13 "angels of a low order",
" Neofiti would then show two distinct stages of develop-
ment in the attempt to counter’the¥proto-gnqstic gexegesis. It

first attempted to remove the "ministering" angels from the

1

scene by t%e use of Gen. 3:5 leading to the "s?ns of\t?e éngels".

However, 'this exegesis proved iﬁadequate against the obviously
"ministering” quality attributed to these same n’n%xn *12 in the

Book of Job, It was then felt ﬁhat the only means available to

handle this text would be to fully humanize the celestial acfors.

This was achieved through the aide of Ex. 21:6 andxé£:8ff.,

! ,

In &eofiti, the women are once again cast %n the roie of

’seductresses. In amplification of the MT version, this: Targum

adds that the women were "beautifui", but without‘taking the
libert& of Pseudo-Jonathan in énuq;rating their charms.

In v. 4, the n*bﬂ:, followﬂng the LXX £radition, is /
renéefed x*17321. This i§ in opposi%ion to fseudo-anathan's
excursus on Yxryl 'Kinnw. This inqicates that the x~i1°*7 »32 in

Pseudo-Jonathan %as earlier than that of Neofiti, since Pseudo-

. Jonathan does humanize the p a%xn J;; but still i$@ludes a

descent of the angels (Yx1y1 *xrnnw) owing to the pressure of
o .

this exégesis' popularity . Neofit# also manifests evidence of

#
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this pressure by using x*ax%n 32 for v nabxn vi13,

When X*2ax%n

was changed tox*3°'3, no attempt was made to make any reference

was to fully remove this element from the narrative. It would

appear that at the time this .was ddne, the climaté had suffi-

st;BaT\\It shall be demodétrated at a later stage that this
. \I / .

change can be .located historically.

Neofiti also reflects the altered exegesis of the ob-
scuré ﬁh1’ which 1is translated j1%n°- from 777, in.all likeli-

hood under the pressure of the proﬁo-énostic exegesis.

60
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"'to an angelic visitation of any kind. The desire of Neofiti

~ . clently changed so as to allow this more radical exegesis to
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lSee’section seudo-Jonathan, n. 1. ‘ -
Jiit

2G. Vermés Seripture and Tr ion 1nlJudaism Studia '
ost-Biblica, Vol. y (Lelden: E, J. Brili, 1901}, p“?28 The
text and translation/are taken from A. Dlez Macho. ‘

3c. Kaplan, ["Versions and Readings in the Boox of HFnoch;"

American Journal of/Semitic Studies 50 (1933-34): 174,

4 yustin Max/tyr--The Dialogue with Trypho, trans. A. L.
Williems TLondon: 1930}, p. 167.

5Translat on taken from Williams

6Alexand r, p. 62. ’ ’
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X, . THEODOTION

o

L Théodotion*wai formerly thought té'have‘beeh produceq fﬂ
| Eﬁg third cengury/A.Df Recently, this position has been con;
viﬁcingly challenged.by D. Barthélemy Qho\would.place this worx -
"vers, la fin de la premiére motié du premier sidcle,"l that is,
* prior to both Aquila and Symmachus.

Barthélemy's pasition would seém to be reinforcedﬂBy
Theédbtion's treatment of Gery. 6:1 ff. Theodotion's trgnslation K
closely follows the LXX version. As wi%A the LXX the‘;anshn‘iag
are rendered ;{ viol To¥ BecoB, - Similarly’, the o’Yo1 are trans-
it _ lated‘o{ 8 YilYavTes. These»Lnforpunately'are the only examples

;; ) - of Theodétign's translation of the "fallen angels" ﬁarrative
that have been preserv?d. ) _ °
Elsewhere, on six occasions, Theodotion translates o a%x
i or a cbnstruct t%ereof, in the plural. On;four of thesé in-
§I stances (Ps. 94(§51:3; 95(96) :4; .Isa. 8 21 37+ 19) the p-ayx
in question are clearly pagan deities, The two exceptional cases
are Ex. 21:6 and 22:8 ff. passages which were employed by the
"Targumim,exeéetioally to derive x 3477, Here,ﬁTheodotion en-
ploys the plural againsé the singular/treatment of éhe LXX,
Jthough in 21:6, the LXX was obviously aware of the judgemental
' context using the more human phrase KptTﬁptgv To% %e0B. This
' pluralizaetion suggests that here Theodptibn was working within

* the orthodox Aramaic Targumic traditiegn. But unlike ‘the Targumim,
\ ’ .




. ' \ o

Theodotion failed to make the exegetical leap of employing these
texts to humanize theg avxa *33 . N

Thus far, Theodotion exhibits nothing’that could be coﬁ;

strued as being anti-proto-gnostic in intent’. There is one pas-

N
"\ sage that can be related to Gen. 6:1 ff. , which indicates that
Theodotion also was not averse to polemicizing against proto-

\

gnosticism.

¢
1

In Hos. 12:3-4, the MT reads as follows: \
‘ \ . ¥i"hils (Jacob's) manhood he strove | K

\ . " with God (a'nvx). He strove with
the angel (qx%»n) and prﬁvailed.

This is Hosea's interpretation of the events found re-

e

corded in Gen, 32:25 ff. 1In the MT a;cognt, the;e ;s no specific
mention of aﬁgels, although the m'§|of v. 25 could be unde}spodd
as such.® This term reemerggg\in ﬁhg plural in v. 29 in a par-
~

allel construction with o nbxm 7ix™wea 2°a%x 5y n°7w °5, which
approximatqs Hosea's text. . iby\\\\r

The\parallelism of Hosea, with the use of the ideﬁwical
verb;'(nww;lﬂm') could easily bé turned to proto-gnosgic ad-
vantage. The o*nbx of the Old Testament is clearly not the Gojd,°
but is rather to be seen as an angelic figure (Demiuf%e).bhfa
avoid this difficulty, Theodotion?translqtes gzn?xK@S dyygioc
(1xvpn), thereby agreeing with the Aremaic Targumim’'s handling of
Gen. 32:25 ff. ‘ ' C 8

In view of Theodotion's similarity to the Targumic ren-,
ditions of Ex. 21:6 and 22:8 ff, , as well as‘thenliberty that °
was taken in chang%ng~thé v nyx of Hosea to dyyedrog , it 1is doubl&
cufioué that the n°nYxa "33 of-Gen. 6 %@Q g;bnsla@ed oi vioi 7ol

A - DR
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8z0l . \The only plausible explanation is that at, this point
\ historlcally, that 1s, "towa¥ds the end of the ﬁursﬁ half of
the first century," the Aresmaic traditions had t emselves not
made thié alteration. It would be some eighty years latér with
Aquila that the LXX's literal translation would be changed under

the guldlng instruction of the Pharisaic orthodoxy
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\ ' Footnotes
\ N . \ \1/
~ D, Barthélemy, Les Devanciers D' Aquila, Supplements to

Vetus Te#*amentum (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 19¢3), p. 156.

\ 2W’h is also understood as a synonym for God, Marmorstein
Names, pp. 65-7.
Jps found in Pseudo-iaﬁbthan and Neofiti.
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\ XI. AQUILA

A

-,

[

Aquila, tfaditionally under the guidance of R, Akiba
(c. 120 4.D.),Y breaks radicelly from the LXX translation
(Theodotion included), in his treatment of ©- aYxa -33. As 1is
often the case with Aquila, he translates the phrése quiFe 1it-
erally as viol tdv 6e@v . Alexander notes that "in no case
where D nYx clearly means the true God do Qe find 1t rendered
by the plural 8505."2 6f the ten/plurgls that have been pre-
served, eight clearly deal with pagan gods, while tge two ex-
ceptions, as in the case of_Théodotion, ére Ex. 21 :6 and 22:9,
This would point to Aqhila's reliance on{both the Aramaic
Targumic tradition and Theodotion. ‘Whereas'?heodotion did not
;tilize the exegetical conélusionsddrawn from the Exodus pas-
sages in his translation of nvﬁbxn 13, the Araﬁ&ic Targumim
did. It would\seem thét Aqu%la'followed the Taréumim in this‘

3

instance. Origen likely had Aquile in mind when he wrote with

reference to Ex. 22;8 ff., . .

These men (the Jjudges) were entrusted with the responsibility
of giving Jjudgements, 'and because of their purity of char-
acter, surpassing human nature, they were called 'gods' by
traditional Jewish usage.’

It can be suggested that with Agquila's oi vioi tJv 0eBv,

\ , \
we once again see an attempt to humanize the g-opnyxn *313. b

[ERRN

In treating the balance of Gen. 6:1ff., Aquila shows

bot? his individuality vis-a-vis the LXX translation and the \

{ ‘

b
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orthodoxy of his epproach. The a*bsycare~lot equated with the

-m*71231, as was the case with the LXX, Theodotion, and the %argum

Neofiti. Instead, as in Pseudo-Jonathan, Aquila sapproaches the

term with regard to its root %»1, As seen earlier, Pseudo-

3
[l

#
‘ Jonathan&ﬁsed vyn3 to incorﬁorate the Yx1y1v *x1npny myth into his

narrative, which he turned to polemical advantage. Aquila ap-
proaches the text in much.the same way- and with the same intent.
In Job 1:15 and Isa. 47:11,“Aquiléltranslates Yn) as! €minetv.,

In both these casesk“the'an can be taken to mean much the samg
- f

as the Engl%sh Yto fall upon". This then allows him to translate

i ”

p°Yn) as ENAUTANTOVTES , or "a§sailants". This‘translation

- \ .
accomplishes two ends.. The .term p-y=z; which could be seen as

relating to the o’ayxa '3, is neutralized, while the immoral

/ character of the p*%91 is affirmed. .




Footnotes

\ HMqu,p.25,n.l.
2plexander, pp. 64-5.° \
\ 3Contra Celsum I&}Bl, as cited by Alexander, p. 65. \

\
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~ XII. JOSEPHUS
, . |

\Josephus' testimony, while appearing scant at first
glance, ‘has in fact many features that invite commernit. There

seems little doubt that Josephus was au courant with the tradi-

8]
tion of the angelic o’'abYxn "13 consﬂrting with the "daughters of

men", and in his case more specificelly, the daughters of Seth..-

He be%}ns his description of the Sethite line in the following
N . v

way:

[Adam] had indeed many other children, but-Seth in partic-
ular. As for the rest, it would be tedious to name them;
I will therefore only endeavor to give an account of those
who proceeded from Seth. (Antt. I:II:3)!

Josephut does not spare the reader the tedium of his

panegyric on the righteous line of Seth. Ungoftunately, ac-

/

cording to the apologist,’the Sethites only remained righteous

for seven generations

But in the process of time they were perverted . . . . But
for what degree of zeal they had formerly shown for virtue,
they now showed by their actions a double degree of wicked-
ness, whereby they made God their enemy; for many angels of
God ag¢companied with women and begot sons that proved unjust

fidence they had . . . for the tradition is th the men
did what resembled the acts of those.the Grecidns call

glants. (Antt. I:II:1)

and desplsers of all that was good, on account of thz con-
3 e

In Josephus' mind the ©*a%xn 121 are clearly the angels.
" He &lso implies the tradition that ht was the righteous line of
Seth that had intercourse with. the angels. This, could be taken

to indicate a counter-tradition to ‘that found in I Enoch, where

-

!

o

!
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the. Noachite fragments, the "fallen angels" narrative is repeated

it 1s the Cainite line who were the consorts.

In Chapter LXXXV of Enoch, which is somewhat later than

\

in a‘dream vﬂsion. In tqis vision, the children of Cain are

!

designated as black oxen, while those of Abel and later Seth are
designated as white oxen. The "falling angels" (stars) do not

consort with all the children of man, but rather only with the
i

Cainites whoisgbsequently bore giants (elephants, camels and

asses). It is perhaps of note ﬁhat there‘was\a gnostic group

1

which took the name of the Cainites. This could be a reflection

on this passage wheré og}y the ﬁainite line would have had ac-
cess to:fﬂe esotefic'Knowledge brought by the angels.2
- In Josephus' account, against that of Enoch, the Sethites
sin prior to the descent of|the angels. This can be undérstood
in an apologetic ;ightA since %t is this sinfﬁl behgvior which
seduceé the ﬁgicnems.' The product of the union is described in
LXX terminology &s oi yiyovwe¢. These giants, despite the ap-
peals of\Noah, continue in their sinful ways.' Iﬁ is due to their
behavior that 'God decides to take dramatic action'

. . . he not only condemned those other men ggiants for. '

their wickedness, but determined to destroy e whole race

of mankind . . . and cutting short their lives, and making

thelr years not so many as they formerly lived, but ene
hundred and twenty only. (Antt. I:IV:2)

it is ?ifficult to determ}ne whether the shortening of
1life spans refér§ to the glants only, or td manﬁind in general,
though the‘latter seems the more\likely.3 If so, Josephus ig-
nores the longevity that Qas recoraed of various post-deluviana%ag

The ensuing flood kills "all these men" which can be )

u

.
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taken to refer to both the giants and mankind. This position 1is
against that of I Enoch as’weil as shewing no cbmpuision on the
part of Josephus to strike a narrative harmonious with both

| Gen, 623 and Nun. 13:33.

: Thus far, there‘is nothing that points to an anti-proto-
gnostic polemic. Returning to fhe Sethite panegyric,\it becomes

evident that Josephus also was not without a certain anti-gnosis

& . preoccupation.
MY
- The children of Seth: ‘ 3
. . were the inventors of that peculiar sort of wisdom
which 1s concerned with the heavenly bodies, and their or-
der . . . they made-two plllars, the cone of birc¢h, the' other
of stone, they described their discoveries on them both . .

K Now this remains in the land of Siriad to this day.
(Antt. I:ITI:3) %
The scilentific discoveries which Enoch saw as evil-
inspiring revelations from the angels are now cast in a positive
\

light. This is not to be taken as & pro-gnosis position on the

part of 'Josephus. Much of the knowledge which Enoch so roundly -

condemned, such as astrology, would have seemed attractive to an
inqu;?ing mind of that aée. A religious grd&p<;hat claiméd to .
have recei®ed divine revelation.ébout these same sciences would
have of tourse appeared doubly attractive.: 1

Josephﬁs attempts to undercut this potential attraction
by rearranging the’myth‘ The Cainite line of gnostic trans-
mission is\den%ed and rep}aced with the %ethite, in opposition
to the Engch myth. The revelatory constituent of thils| knowledge
is also denied with the Sethites being termed "invéntors". The

angels meanwhile, are removed entirely from the scene, as this

e

TS e i o deae b o e 2



e T

-

T T T e
g T T

o

o g

e

R Y, R

. ,

narrative éhtedates the descent. But Josepﬁus is not content to
alter txhis tradition without demonstrating to his _possiblé de-
trac‘itors (proto-gnostic?) that this-tradition is based on "sci~
entific" fact. For thosﬁho might question tPe historicity of
this account, Josephus poiﬁts to the existence ‘of the) Sethite

pillar "in the land of Siriad to this day".
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lText taken from Jose hus,!Loeb Classical Library (New
19;55. English tran

York: G. P. Putnam's Sons,
Whiston.

2The use of animals in this allegory might be a product

Footnotes

]

!

sletion from

H

®

of the view that the o>%o51 were "abortions" as in Bereshith
0SS y

Rabbah 26:7, that is, unnatural births.
If a 2 were added to nnn of v. 4, the text

presents itself,

Another

would read "and they bore animals (A»nn2) to them".

v 380 Whist}L,EB, note,
! *
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_ XIII. PSEUDO-PHILO - |
Ll |

Pseudo-Philo, or LLber Antdguitatum Biblicarum (LAB), is ‘ 

a work with a ygmarkably,checkered history. It was first pub- o
lished in 1597 and at that time was accredited as a work of Philqg

of Alexandrig, hence Pseudo-Philo.l It then somehow was for}

gotten to bexresurrected_for scholarly ‘attention ig the present
century. This work has survivea in the atin'aﬁd schqlars argue
ﬁbat this is a translation from the Greek whiéh‘had in turn beeﬁ

translated from the Hebrew original.2 This original is usually

lplaced‘in yhé first century- A.D., sometime after the fall of

2

Jerusalem.” N . .
¢ Alphough its supposed trilingual history raises ‘sus-

picions as to its trustworﬁhinéss, it is recognized as being

potentially of'great utility. J. Bowker enrhus;astically writes:
It is one of the earliest examples of continuous,haggaéic'

interpretation and it is an important witness to the an- 4
tiquity of many traditions and to the early form of others.

v

Although daped In the first century, Bowker feels that
"its traditions and legénds may well go back much earlier.">
Pseudo-Philo's version of Gen. 6:1 ff. is brief enough .
that it would perhaps{ be useful to quote it at length:
And it happened when men had begun to multipl&

A on the earth, that beautiful daughters

were born unto them. And the sons of

God saw the daughters of men; that they
were very beautiful; they took wives

for themselves of all that they had chosen.

“s
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And God said: 'My spirit will not judge
these men forever because they are flesh;
but their years wil]l be 120'; at which
. He set the limits of life; and in their
! : hands the law will not be extihguished.
And God saw that among &ll the dwellers
of the earth evil works.were put into ‘
_effectl . . . . (III:1-3) - }

Pseudo-Philo's handling of the\Genesis text shows the

utmost care. He surprisingly translates the o°avxa >33 as "sons’

of Gad". Qowker explains this‘literalism in the following man-
ner: L | ‘ — |
Atlthe time when Pseudo-Philo was writteh it was still
possible to write 'sons of God', but the alteration Eaf
the Targuminﬂ became s%andard and expected.

Bowker's assessment suffers on a number of counts.. He
assumes that the  Targumic alteration was due to a more respect-
ful handlin% of divine names. It~has been demonstrated in this
work that in this case at least, polemical priorities lay behind
the varied interpretstions and renditions of the text. The
cautios that Pseudo-PQile exhibits in regard to this text indi-
cetes.that at the time of its composition, ﬁhe same‘dangerous
currents were operatiee that necessitated the Targumists’ al-S
teration of fhe text in the "standard/expected" manner, '

Also, it is quite possible that Pseudo- Philo was a -
Hellenistic product which would put it under the_influence of
the LXX traditien, a tradition which literally translated

o 'nbxn v33. It should be remembered that, as was the case of

the LXX, a "sons of God" rendition need not point to the text's

being unproblemetic, but can bL taken to be an absolution from

involvement in the problem, 3r a "Jasbing the hands" of respoA-




Y

{r , - sibflity'as to the conclusions‘gn individual might draw.

In Pseudo-Philo, there 1s no mention of'the progeny of
. ‘ the angels and tQE’women, nor is there any mention made of t&e
p°Y91. It has cénsistently been shown that this last mentioned -
term posed no end of dlfficulty for the orthodox exegetes. It
should therefore coﬁe as no surpri;egthat Pseudo-Philo chose to
ignore it. Perhaps in declding to avoid any reference to the
u'Ynl, Pseudo;Phﬂlo opted to';gnore‘Gen. 6:4 in its enti;ety,q
Another possibility is that.thevauthor felt the phrase "w:x v 17122
own  too '‘dangerous for the reasons mentioned earlier.
There is, -however, one significant additi&n. Pseudo-
| Philo adds to v. 3 "in their hands the law will not be extin-
guished", It was noted earlier that a judgémenta%°pnderstanding

{. . I of 111 could be percelved by the proto-gnostics as an invita-

tion to antinomianism. ’PseudéaPhilo does translate ;19 in a
,juégemental sensé, but adds by way of warning that "the law will
i not be extinguished". : b : o
;g ' Tﬁére is one furéher text that is of interest. - In de-

e scribing the éenealogy of Cain, and more specifically the birth

vy

. of Tabel (Tubal Cain), it reads:

! ' ////, And this is the Tabel who showed men gkills
by " in lead and tin and iron and copper ard silver
|'; e and gold. And then the dwellers on earth began
i - ~ to make .images and worship them. (II:9)
!
|

P Here is an allusion to'two disparéte biblical texts and
traditions; Gen. 4:22 and\ﬁge Targumic version of Gen. H:26.

‘ " The former deals with the Cainite line of descent, while the
latter deals with the Séthite. By conflating these two texts, 1

' ;
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z Pseudo-Philo 1s ablé to condemn.the Cainites. while rehabilitating
» th’e(\Sethit_es, by attributing the Sethite sin of idolatry (Gen.
\ L4:26) to the Cainites. = . . -\ \
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. W Footnotes
1 \
Bampberger, p. 44. k\ o e .

. °M. R. James, The Biblical Antiquities of Philo (New
York: S.P.C.K., Macmillan Co., 1917), pp. 27-8.° More recently,
see L. 'H. Feldman, proleg., The€ Biblical Antiquities of Philo .
(New York: Ktav Publishing, 1971), pp. xxviil-xxxi.

‘” 3James pp. 29-34.

thWKer,'p. 31, S ’ lx
o SIbid. - T ]
6The translatlon for Pseudo-Philo is taxen from Bowker,
Appendix 1. S . \ - . -y
. ' 7Bowker p. 61, n. 6.
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b XIV. BERESHITH E\m.BBAIi

To conclude this discussion, a Midrashic statement at-

tributed go thHe noted tanna R. Simeon b. YoHdai will be investi-
R. Simeon b. Yohai called them (p°aYxn *123) the sons of .

nobles (x°31**=7 "32); R. Simeon b. Yohai gqursed &ll those
who called them sons of God (x*avx "113).

- gated:

/ There are several difficulties in this highlg polemical
passage. The nature of .the litera&y material is itself & prob-
lem in that the Midrashic material, while admittedly QOntaining

‘much that is of_primitive tradition, is a late compilation.

Thus, when presented with a statement of an individual active
in the middle of thesecondcentury A D., there are no absolute
assurances that its contents reflect a theological perspective=
anterior .to the finalxtdition of the text in question.

:In this particular caseé, an early\tradition 1s reason-
In treating the garéumim, it was noted that

The x"3°+*71 rendition was known to

ably certain.
X"37°7 233 was employed.

. Origen and _in all probability Mnfluenced Aquila, while it seems |

to have been unknown to Josephus. It is then highly‘likely that

. AY
this translation was initisted in R. Simeon's time, that is, the

—

' beginning of the second century A.D.
< N

Besides these general problems, this text poses lin-
guistic difficulties. The term employed for o>myxn ’\\::' is

- N 1
[ -
- . ! ~ 1+ 3
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X'a%x 12.2 As Alexander points out, the divine name, ‘assuming
that it is in fact x'n%x, is rather difficult .to translate lit-

erally. Instead, he suggests that it 1is used in a plural : )

ma jestatis sense, similar to the Targum of Ps. 136:2.3 Even

in’accepting Alexander's position as credible, one 1is still
obliged to ask why the sage chose such a surprisingly vague and
difficult term. Owing %o the intent of ‘the pessage in qeestion,
one might have anticipated x'bw or a variant thereof.¥

Alexander unfortunately does not ad%ress himself to this
question. Instead, he attempts .ta sh?w that R. Simeon's desire
was to criticize the prevailing view that the o d%xn 32 Were
angels. This assertion further confuses the alreedy obégj;e o
motive behdnd R, Simeon's heated remarks. 1If the author had
only intended an identification with angels, why did he not curse
all those who called them "angels" (x*axbyn)? )

From the broader investigation thus fgr, the following

.solution can be proposed. R. Simeon did\in fact have an identi-

fication with angels in view But the focus of his attacklwas
not the angelic nature of the n’nbgn "33, but father their origin. -
It has been demonstrated that the proto—gnost‘ice b.eli'eved %hese‘

angels originqged from the presence of the‘Good God. It was \

deﬂs of this latter position that R. Simeon's >

against the h
diatribe was directed. The employment of Xx'»2 "12 or a variant
would not haye sufficed in this case, as x'nw etc. are but re-’
speztful substitutes forlthexname of the God of Israel. x'3xb%p ;

would- not have sufficed, since 1t doqi not, indicate that these

80 ] o I ) \

@

: d
arfgels desceAded from a& realm other than that of the God of - ;
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- &
Isreel. R, Simeon therefore used the plural x°n%x, which was
{ .

not to b% taken as a reference.-to the ‘ereator God of Israel, but

rather to a god whose existence was perceived as other than the

créator God. It is therefore difficult to accept Alexander's

anglysis. A plural majestatis{loses its 'majesty' if it is nqv
preceded by a singular.®> It is the plurality of gods that R.
Simeon is attacking; that is, the n1 1277 °nw or "two principles

(powers)". In effect, this midrash should be taken to read:

o
"R, Simeon b. Yohai cursed all those that called them angels of

v

the Good God of gnosis." \ . '

ie
.
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\ Footnoiés

Y

lBereshith Rabbah, 26:5, 2\ Text. taker from the edition
of J. Theodor, 2nd ed. (Jerusalem: Wahrmahn Books, 1965);
translation is from Alexander.

2x avx is found in Oxford 19@ Stuttgart 32, ‘and Vatican

30; with Vatican 60, Venice, Oxford 2335 xq by and Paris XAYX .

JSAlexander, p. 61, n. 6.

“See Marmorstein, Names.’
a \ —

ﬁgt is of note sthat a@'plural majestatis often does not

admit the)| reality of the plural. ’
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XV. CONCLUSION

\

This thesis has attempted to reconstruct ohe proto-
gnostic exegesis of Gen. 6:1 ff. throughyan analysis of t%e
orthodox Zounter-exegetical traditions. lf% summary, the follow-
ing proto-gnostic exegesis can be postulated: -
| Angells (p°bm1/0°n%xa *32) from the Good God of gnosis
descend (711) to earth to-.reveal the existexce of their divinity
(cwn 'm:x;"=x7nbm;?' w3 XIpY) (Gen: h:265} thereby liberating
mankind from the malevolent dominidn of the Demiurg@. Unfor-
tunately, for the reclpients @ww.’wx> D 13ax) of thfs knowledge,
their continued“presence on earth allows the Demiurge to avehge
himself for his loss of Qﬁsolute authority by shortening their
lifetimef (Moses). But at the same time, his power hé% in face

been broken by the revelation. The’illumi ated, are no longer /

subject to his judgement (317> x%) and by extension to the '

rigors of legal prescriptionms. \ )
Thls investigation has proceeded in a chronological \
manner, which allows further observations to be‘made. ./

. For approximately four hundred years, the anti- gnosis

)
polemic was conducted with due reference [to:the existing and

obviously popular gnostic exegesis Thip situation 7hanged

dramatically in the late first and earl second centuries A.D.

___‘
QRS
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point in time, the oythqdox appear to have adopted a mucg%more
aggressive posture b& humanizing the o avxn "123. This change

in attitude corresponds to the profound changes in the structure

of Jewish life that accompanied t?? fall of Jerusdlem in 70 A.D.

The defeat of the Jewish insurgents by the Romans her-

alded the victory of th% Pharisees. The religio-political centre

of authority sh&fted from Jerusalem to the newly constituted

v

Jamnian éommunity, andhit was from Jamnia that a much more aE;
gressive and monolithic jhdaiém emerged. The new leadership
attempted to consoli@qte its ranks by the pruning of religiéus.
dissidents, a policy typified in the famous "Benediction Against
Hérétics". It is beyond the bounds of this discussion to in-
vestigate whéther in fact the U'ID here referred to are Jewish
Christians or rather Jewish'heretics (protq-gﬁostic?) in gen-
eral,l Suffice it to\sa& that religious devia@ion was not to be
tolerated by the Pharﬂsaic authorit&es, and 1t was due to these

new circumstances that g mcFe radical policy w?s pursued ‘vis-a-

vis the proto-gnostic exegesis of Gen. 6:1-4, r
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