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DISSERTATION ABSTRACT
APOCALYPTICISM AND GNOSTICISM 

A COMPARISON OF THEIR FEATURES, FORM AND FUNCTION
BY

DENNIS MARTIN MAURER

Scholars have long noted the number of similarities that seem to 
exist between Gnosticism and Jewish Apocalypticism. Numerous hypoth
eses have been suggested to account for them, but no one has yet at
tempted to examine these similarities in detail in order to define 
what it is that makes Apocalypticism apocalyptic and Gnosticism gnos
tic in spite of these similarities, The present work is an attempt 
to define, examine and classify these similarities by comparing the 
two systems as systems. For it is our working hypothesis that such 
similarities can only be characterized when they are examined in 
terms of their function and form within their respective systems. 
Consequently a number of similarities are traced through the concepts 
of world, God, man and salvation that exemplify both systems.
First, we note, many of those similar features, i.e. motifs, mytholo- 
gumena and attitudes that characterize both movements such as the 
importance of Wisdom, the Primal Parents, and the anti-godly powers, 
to name but a few. Such common features, while interesting, are 
significant only when they are examined in terms of their function. 
Here we find that both systems do use many of the same features to 
serve the same function. Both systems are attempts to provide a 
soteriological theodicy, i.e. a theodicy which itself functions to 
bring man salvation even as it is revealed to him.
But it is in terms of form that the distinction between Gnosticism 
and Apocalypticism is finally to be made. Both systems are dualistic 
in form, yet each has its own type of dualistic expression. Gnosti
cism is ontologically dualistic while Apocalypticism is ethically and 
eschatologically dualistic. As a result the common features appear 
in both systems in ways that are consistent with their respective 
forms (dualisms). The Gnostic thus rejects world understood as matter 
while the Apocalyptist rejects world understood as history.
Thus it is in examining both systems as systems that we find that 
Apocalypticism and Gnosticism maintain a consistent correspondence in 
features, form and function. Although such a correspondence does not 
in itself provide proof of an historical relationship between the two 
systems, it does demonstrate that Apocalypticism was the Jewish coun
terpart of Gnosticism and so may well deserve being categorized as a 
Jewish Gnosis.
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PREFACE

Evil, as a reality and as a problem, must be as old as Mankind 
itself. Who among us has not experienced it, struggled with it within 
ourselves, attempted to overcome it, or at least tried to explain it?
In the history of such attempts, two examples. Apocalypticism and Gnos
ticism, stand out not simply because of their common features,, their 
dualistic form, or their theodical function, but because of their pro
found awareness of this evil and their indomitable hope and confidence 

in the face of it.
This hope and confidence is a monument both to their faith and to 

the human spirit. The present work'has grown out of an admiration for 
both. For while I have known frustration, disappointment, bewilderment 
and something nigh unto despair, as most research students do, as I 

worked on these pages I have been spared the anguish and suffering ex
perienced by the Apocalyptists as well as the apparent joylessness of 
life lived in the world of the Gnostics. On the contrary, I have been 
blessed and the completion of this dissertation is in great measure a 
result of these blessings. Among them I count my friends and family 

to whom I will always be grateful.
I am reminded, first of all, of the faculty of Lutheran Theological 

(now Trinity) Seminary, Columbus, Ohio, and especially Professors James 
Bailey, Hans Schwarz, Stan Schneider and Fred Mauser who encouraged and 
supported me as well as set an example to follow.

I am also indebted to the faculty of St. Mary’s College and par4
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ticularly to my supervisor. Professor R. McL. Wilson. Without his 
patient reading of my rough drafts, his suggestions, and his support to 
ensure me extensions of the deadline this work would not have been 

completed,
I have also been blessed with financial assistance from a number 

of quarters without which our stay in St. Andrews would have been im
poverished if not impossible. I will always be grateful for various 
grants and aid from The Ohio District, ALC, The Division for Theolog
ical Education and Ministry of the American Lutheran Church, and from 
ray ’’home congregation”. First Lutheran Church, Canton, Ohio.

But most important of all, I have been blessed with friends and 
family who have shared my hopes and dreams and sacrificed with me to 
help make them a reality. To Ms. Diane Holtmann and Ms. Joyce Rose, 
my typists, who gave up many evenings and weekends to learn more about 
Gnosticism and Apocalypticism, and to the congregation of St. Paul 
Lutheran Church, Coldwater, Ohio whose generosity, graciousness and 
understanding will never be forgotten, X extend my thanks.

Finally, I want to thank my family, my wife Carolyn and ray chil
dren, Christopher and Emily, who have surrounded me with love - the 

most precious blessing of all.
To all of you, thank you, and soli Deo gloria.

The Rev. Dennis Martin Maurer

St. Michael and All Angels 1981
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION

I« The Problem: Gnostic and Apocalyptic Similarities

Das offizielle Judentum wandte sich von der hellenistischen 
Religion ab und wurde zur starren Gesetzesreligion, die ihren 
endgliltigen Ausdruck im Talmud fand. Eine andere StrHmung, 
die man als das inoffizielle Judentum bezeichen kann, fUhrte 
in gerader Linie zu Jesus und spaltete sich dann dank den Be- 
mühungen eines Paulus, der den lebendigen Fluss der Entwick- 
lung in die Grosskirche ablenkte, wHhrend der tote Arm der 
Apokalyptik in die Gnosis mündete. Mag auch die Apokalyptik 
mehr eschatologisch, die Gnosis mehr soteriologisch gerichtet 
sein, dennoch ist jene auch soteriologisch, diese auch es
chatologisch; man braucht die Unterschiede nicht zu leugnen, 
darf sie aber auch nicht Ubertreiben, sondern muss zugeben, 
dass die Gnosis Geist vom Geiste der Apokalyptik ist.^

With these words Hugo Gressmann has called our attention to one of 
the most interesting and yet overlooked problems in the study of the his
tory of religions of late antiquity - the problem of the similarity which 
exists between apocalyptic and gnostic thought. It is an interesting 
subject because it is related to the broader question of the origins of 
both Apocalypticism and Gnosticism and it is overlooked inasmuch as it 
has never been adequately researched.

It is a problem that is frequently noted in passing. Thus in a 

footnote, C.K. Barrett wrote:
It is difficult to draw a sharp line between apocalyptic and 
gnosticism - a fact with large consequences.^

And it is not infrequently acknowledged unwittingly. Eduard Lohse, for 
example, in his volume Umwelt des Neuen Testaments describes the dual
istic tendencies of apocalyptic and gnostic thought in much the same way.



Of the conflict between God and Satan in Apocalypticism he writes:
Infolge des Sündenfalls konnten der Satan und Sein Heer 
Macht über diese Welt gewinnen. Urn diesen Aon ist es 
daher so schlecht bestellt, weil die Gewalten der Fins- 
temis in ihm ihr Regiment führen. Die büsen Engel, die 
Nachfahren der gefallenen himmlischen Wesen (1. Mose 6,
1-4), verführen als DHmonen die Menschen zum GStzendienst 
und zu schlimmen Taten. Die finsteren Scharen, die Arges 
wirken, wo sie nur kSnnen, stehen unter dem Befehl des 
Widersachers Gottes..A

Later, in describing why gnostic elements entered early Christian
preaching, Lohse cites as gnostic these same previously noted apocalyptic

traits :
Die ersten Christen, die in PalMstina und Syrien, bald aber 
auch in anderen Teilen der alten Welt das Evangelium ver- 
kiindigten, redeten die Sprache ihrer Zeit. Daher sind sehr 
bald auch gnostische Motive aufgenommen worden, urn sie zur 
Verdeutlichung der christlichen Predigt zu verwenden. So 
wird wiederholt der Gedanke ausgesprochen, dass diese Welt 
von dRmonischen MMchten beherrscht wird, dass in ihr fins- 
tere Gewalten ihr Wesen treiben, die eine unUberbruckbare 
Trennung zwischen Gott und den Menschen aufrichten wollen...^

This gnostic and apocalyptic similarity is also indirectly witnessed 
to by the close correlation that exists in the various lists of traits by 
which scholars have attempted to define or describe the two movements.
Thus K. Rudolph, following J. Zandee, has described the essential points 
of Gnosis as: 1) negative theology, 2) pessimistic world-view, 3) prim
eval/tragic Fall, 4) projection of the human Selbsterfahrung into a higher 
world, 5) determinism, 6) eschatology or Weltvollendung, and 7) the fig
ure of a savior.̂  Now this list is not unlike that formulated by 1C. Koch 
in answer to the question: "What is apocalyptic?" For among other traits 
he too lists; 1) remote transcendence of God, 2) pessimism, 3) salvation 

beyond the catastrophe of this world, 4) earthly history correlated to a 
supernatural history via angelic and demonic activity, 5) determinism,
6) eschatology, and 7) a mediator with royal functions.̂  Interestingly,



3
Koch concludes; "Where such an explanation is adopted it would seem only 
a short step to move apocalyptic into the vicinity of another spiritual 
movement, namely Gnosticism.

Koch's observation is typical of much of the scholarly notice given 
to this problem. In general, the similarities are assumed to exist, re
ferred to in passing, but remain basically unresearched. Thus R. McL. 
Wilson, among others, has noted the coincidence of pessimism in both;

The 'apocalyptic pessimism' with its devaluation of the pre
sent age provides of course an obvious affinity with Gnosticism, 
and is indeed a part of the evidence to which appeal is made in 
support of the theory of a pre-Christian Jewish Gnosticism...9

Writing about the possibilities of a relationship between Judaism and
Gnosticism, H.-M. Schenke observes that:

Das ganze Problem wurzelt zunHchst darin, dass gewisse jlidische 
Gedankenkomplexe entsprechpnden gnostischen sehr Mhnlich sind; 
da wHren etwa zu nennen: die Logos- und Urmenschlehre Philos ; 
die Sophia-Spekulationen der Weisheitsliteratur; die Urmensch- 
Spekulationen des rabbinischen SpHtjudentums; die Mens chensohn- 
Konzeption, die Aufstiegsvorstellung und der Dualismus der 
Apokalyptik; neuerdings auch der dualistische Determinismus der 
Qumran-Sekte.

So also, A. Hilgenfeld in his Die jüdische Apokalyptik considered it ob
vious that, "Apokalyptik und Gnosis fallen ja ohnehin in dem Begriffe 
einer Enthüllung des Verborgenen zusammen."^^

But despite these and other cursory observations there have been very 
few attempts to examine this assumption carefully and in detail to deter
mine if and how these two movements correspond and differ in their message 
and method. This was particularly true until 1973 when E. Yamauchi pub
lished his Pre-Christian Gnosticism in which he discussed, among other 
things, the possibility of a relationship between Gnosticism and Apocal
ypticism, especially that proposed by R.M. Grant.According to Yamauchi:

There are to be sure certain broad similarities between the 
Gnostics and the apocalyptists. Both groups maintained a 
negative attitude towards the present world, and both enter-



tained the notion of secret knowledge. Both were keenly in
terested in angelology. But upon further examination, we 
see that these similarities conceal essential differences.
The dualism of apocalyptic literature was eschatologically 
conditioned, whereas the dualism of the Gnostics was cosmo- 
logically conditioned. Whereas the Gnostic wanted to flee 
from the world, the apocalyptist hoped for a new world.
Whereas in Gnosticism knowledge meant salvation itself, in 
such apocalyptic groups as at Qumran knowledge meant the 
proper interpretation of the Old Testament prophecies.

In the same year a more extensive attempt to outline the similarities 
and differences between Apocalypticism and Gnosticism was made by W. 
Schmithals who, in his Die Apokalyptik, devoted a whole chapter to this 
problem. Schmithals came to nearly the same conclusions as Yamauchi in 
asserting that both Apocalypticism and Gnosticism share the same Daseins- 
verstMndnis which arose from similar pessimistic experiences, and yet 
that they are at the same time separated by their respective roots so 
that in theology or mythology Gnosis retains its Greek, spatial orienta
tion and Apocalypticism its biblical, eschatological/historical orienta
tion, even though they share some motifs.

II. The Purpose
However, aside from these two published contributions there is a 

need for further, more comprehensive research in this area. We need, 
first of all, to identify at least the most important of these similar
ities, especially those broad religio-philosophical categories which 
characterize their thought and then those particular motifs which they 
used in common to interpret their experience and express that thought. 
Secondly, we need, therefore, to establish the precise nature and scope 
of these gnostic and apocalyptic correspondences which is to say that we 
need to examine the differences as well as the similarities. Thirdly we 
need to discern, if possible, the extent to which Apocalypticism might be 

worthy of the designation "Jewish Gnosis" as some have claimed. And fin-
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ally, assuming that some relationship exists, we need to define this re
lationship and the direction or directions of influence. The present
study is an attempt to fulfill this need.

We shall thus seek to find the answers to the following questions:
1) What are the major similarities between Gnosticism and Apocalyp

ticism and how may they be classified?
2) In view of these similarities, are there any permeating differ

ences which would define the parameters of both movements? What makes
1 cGnosticism gnostic and Apocalypticism apocalyptic?

3) Should Apocalypticism be designated a Jewish Gnosis or does it
simply demonstrate gnosticizing tendencies which would be better described

as a Jewish esotericism?^®
4) What contribution does the recognition of these similarities and

differences make to the ongoing discussion of the problem of the origin
of Gnosticism? Does Apocalypticism reveal the influence and thereby the
existence of a pre-apocalyptic Gnosticism? Or did Gnosticism borrow from

Jewish Apocalypticism?^^
5) Finally, and as we shall see below most importantly, how are

these similarities used or fitted into their respective systems?

III. The Possibilities
To say that little research has been done in this specific area is

not to say that the subject has not generated discussion in the secondary
literature. On the contrary, scholars have suggested at least five pos
sible explanations in attempting to define the relationship between Gnos

ticism and Apocalypticism. To these we now turn.
A. Apocalypticism and Gnosticism - Common Roots
The first possible solution to the problem of the relationship be-
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tween Jewish Apocalypticism and Gnosticism is that indirectly suggested 
by the religionsgeschichtliche Schule. Perhaps the noted similarities 
reflect the fact that both movements trace at least some of their roots 
back to a common point of origin. This, according to Bousset, Bultmann 
and others, should be found in Persia, and particularly in the teachings

1 Piof Zoroaster or Zoroastrianism.
One of the most important of the similarities suggested is their 

common dualistic outlook and its mythological expression. Now it is gen
erally accepted that most of those elements found in Jewish Apocalypticism 

which are absent from the pre-exilic portions of the Old Testament can 
indeed be attributed to the influence of Iranian religious ideas on the 
c a p t i v e s . A n d  even those concepts like the belief in angels and demons, 
which are found in the Old Testament^ but which were further developed in 
the apocalyptic literature, are believed to owe that development to the 
influence of Zoroaster. Thus P. Vielhauer, for example, writes:

Without doubt the influx of foreign ideas, especially the 
cosmological dualism of Iranian origin (the doctrine of 
the Two Ages, determinism), played an important role in the 
rise of Jewish Apocalyptic.^^

To this list of borrowed traits W. R. Murdock would add Apocalypticism's
eschatological outlook since "...they constitute the two foci of a single
theological system. Together they formed the core of Zoroastrianism, and
they were taken up together by apocalypticism under Iranian influence.

Similarly, when one turns to the question of the origins of Gnosti
cism one finds a number of scholars, most importantly G. Widengren, who 
would find the roots of gnostic dualism, if not Gnosticism itself, in 
this same area.^^ According to W. Schmithals, "The cosmological dualism 
[of Gnosisl has without question the dualistic outlook of Iranian relig

ion as its presupposition."^^ Coming to the same conclusion, K.G. Kuhn



summarizes the historical process like this:
The ethical and eschatological dualism of the preaching 
of Zarathustra and of the later Iranian religion found 
acceptance in this Palestinian, late Jewish community 
[Qumranl (sic], and was combined with its Old Testament 
foundation, while gnosis represents a later stage of the 
infiltration of Parsee dualism. In this stage it was 
revised, under the wholly different influence of Greek 
thought, into a physical dualism of substance. In this 
way for the first time there arose the notion, decisive 
for gnosis, that matter, the world in terms of its physical 
substance, is the enemy of God.

In other words, and this is most important for the understanding of
the religionsgeschichtliche Schule, both Jewish apocalyptic (in the
above citation, that of Qumran) and gnostic dualism, despite their

25differences, are ultimately derived from that of Zoroastrianism.
This borrowing and adaptation of Zoroastrian dualism can be further

observed in their respective conceptions of the anti-godly powers in
this dualism. D. S. Russell, in a lengthy section on Persian influence
on apocalyptic demonology, maintains that although the relationship
is a complicated one, there is indeed a connection between the Mazdaic
concept of Angra-Mainyu and that of Satan:

..,the Satan of Jewish tradition gradually takes upon 
himself the characteristics of Beliar who is described 
as the chief of the demons. This figure of Beliar or 
Satan-Beliar has much more in common with the Persian 
Angra-Mainyu. Beliar, for example, is not depicted as 
an angel, but is a spirit of evil utterly opposed to 
'the Lord of Spirits’. Both these demon princes stand 
at the head of their respective demon hosts and both 
exercise the same function of accusing, seducing and 
destroying.26

This concept of Satan-Beliar who is opposed to the 'Lord of the 
Spirits’ has its obvious counterpart in the gnostic demiurge and his 
demonic archons. And R. M. Grant, for one, believes that it is "... 
undeniable that somehow or other gnostic thought owes a great deal 
to Iranian teaching about Ahriman [Angra-Mainyu], the opponent of 

Ahura Mazda.
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Again, according to Zoroastrianism (Bundahishn 1,8-20), world
history is divided into four eras each reflecting some age or aspect

of the struggle between Ahura-Mazda and Angra-Mainyu. The whole process
is said to come to a close in the fourth era when Saoshyant, the deliverer,
appears and overthrows Angra-Mainyu thus bringing to a close this age
and bringing forward the resurrection of the dead and the judgment 

28of all mankind. D. S. Russell, among others, finds this division
of time into periods or millenia lying behind the apocalyptic periodization
of history such as that of the Apocalypse of Weeks in I En 93.1-10;
91.12-17, the division of history into 49 jubilees of 49 years each

29in the book of Jubilees, and the 70 weeks of years in Daniel. A
similar division of history into three eras has been found in at least
one tractate from Nag Hammadi, the Apocalypse of Adam, which Krause
would also attribute to Iranian influence, especially since its redeemer/

30revealer is supposed to appear in the final epoch.
This, then, leads us to one final similarity which is often attrib

uted to Iranian thought - the concept of the divine redeemer/revealer. 
Bousset, Mowinckel and others have maintained that the apocalyptic 
Son of Man is different from the concept of the Messiah in the Old 
Testament precisely because of the influence or adaptation of Iranian 
myths of a primordial Man. Mowinckel wrote:

Recent research has made it increasingly clear that the 
Jewish conception of ’the Man' or ’the Son of Man’ is a 
Jewish variant of this oriental, cosmological, eschatological 
myth of Anthropos.2^

Bousset believed the concept of the Son of Man was derived from the
Middle Persian Gayomart myth and the Avestan Gaya-maretan. But more
recently J. M. Creed, in consideration of the eschatological functions
of the Son of Man, suggested its origins may lie in the Zoroastrian



32Saoshyant.
Not surprisingly the religionsgeschichtliche Schule maintains

that this same Iranian influence underlies the gnostic myth of the
redeemer/revealer. As W. Schmithals explains, "This figure of the
'primal man’ was early recognized as pre-Gnostic, and following the
lead of others, above all, W. Bousset, R. Reitzenstein and H. Schaeder

33traced it back into the sphere of Indo-Iranian mythology." Again,
34for Reitzenstein this was the myth of Gayomart.

Now a number of observations may be made in regard to this hypoth
esis. While it may be true that many of the common features of both 
Apocalypticism and Gnosticism reflect the influence of Iranian thought 
this influence has been greatly exaggerated. And such influence where 
it does exist does not necessarily mean that Iran or Zoroastrianism 
is to be understood as the historic predecessor of either movement, 
as some would claim particularly in the case of Gnosticism. Apocalypticism 
and Gnosticism are not the Jewish and Hellenistic Greek versions of 
Zoroastrianism, respectively, but rather historic precipitations within 
the syncretistic atmosphere of the Hellenistic era, each with its own 
social milieu and raison d’etre.

Moreover, recent studies have re-examined the claims of the relig
ionsgeschichtliche Schule and have called attention to the historical 
as well as textual problems involved in Iranian studies, particularly 
in tracing the Son of Man of Apocalypticism and the Anthropos of Gnosti
cism back to Gayomart which make such a hypothesis "untenable" in the

. J r  36minds of many.
But aside from the serious problems in tracing the Zoroastrian 

Traditionsgeschlchte, this hypothesis fails to take into account all
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the evidence which points to some kind of developmental contact or
relationship between the two movements. By supposing an independent
development for the two, this hypothesis overlooks the possibility
that the Iranian traditions in one movement may have been transmitted
through the other. In particular, in light of the Jewish coloring
of much of the gnostic presentation, it overlooks or denies the possibility
that the Iranian elements may have been transmitted through Judaism
itself, e.g. Apocalypticism. It also fails to take into account the
possibility that Apocalypticism and Gnosticism had continuing contacts

37with reciprocating influence on each other throughout their history.

However, many of the scholars who would trace gnostic and apocalyp
tic roots back to Iran also go on . to assume that the Iranian traditions 
and myths themselves are gnostic. Apd this leads us to the second pos
sible hypothesis which indeed presupposes that Gnosticism or Gnosis is 
pre-apocalyptic and that it influenced the development of Apocalypticism.

B. Apocalypticism Contains Gnosis
Not infrequently, those scholars who would trace the origins

of Gnosticism back to an Indo-Iranian provenance also maintain that
38Gnosticism, or more properly Gnosis, developed quite early into a

pre-Christian, near Eastern religious movement in its own right which
then influenced those religious sects and societies with which it

39came into contact. Thus, it is suggested, if Jewish Apocalypticism 
or its predecessors encountered this pre-Christian Gnosis we should 
expect to find gnostic elements within Jewish apocalyptic thought, 
as well as in Christianity, Such is apparently the position taken 
by R. Marcus when he writes that "...there is much more gnosticism 
in both Apocalyptic Judaism and Pauline Christianity than was formerly 
b e l i e v e d . S i m i l a r l y ,  G. R. Driver has said that "Gnosticism
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can already be detected in Jewish Apocalyptic writing. Essene doctrine,
too, was not free from its influence.

While neither of these men go into the details of the evidence
for this hypothesis, R. Otto cited as one example the creation myth

which is found in II Enoch 25.1-3 which he called a
...perceptibly Gnostic speculation about creation.
Out of the illimitable and incomprehensible proceed 
the limited and comprehensible, out of the originally 
undivided proceed the great antithesis of light to 
darkness, of the above to the beneath, of spiritual
and pre-temporal creation to material and temporal^^ ‘
creation and the first of a series of eons, ^sic]

F. Legge also looked to the Enochian traditions where he found traces of
apocalyptic contact with the orphie mysteries which he considered to be
the forerunner of Gnosticism. Thus the apocalyptic interest in secrets
separates Apocalypticism from Old Testament Judaism and places it in
the sphere of influence of Gnosticism, Concerning this Gnosis in

Enoch he wrote:
In the Book of Enoch in its various forms was set forth 
a vast system of teaching on matters which the canonical 
books of the Old Testament hardly touch. Here we have 
a complete cosmogony in which the mundane egg of the 
Orphies played its part; and the duties of the innumerable 
orders of angels and their connection with the heavenly 
bodies, the rebellion of Satan and his host against 
God, the fall of the Watchers, or angels set over the 
earth, through the beauty of mortal women, and the 
arrangement of the different heavens and hells all 
find a place in it.43

Elsewhere in the same volume he attributes these gnostic features, as
well as the literature which contains them, to the Essenes who he says

...were Gnostics in the larger sense in which the word 
is used above. [i.e...they had secret doctrines 
of a kind differing from the beliefs of the rest of the
Jews.44

In other words, through their contact with and adaptation of gnostic 
beliefs, Essene Apocalypticism was itself becoming a kind of Jewish
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Gnosis, an hypothesis which we will consider below.
But there are yet other important motifs which the religionsge-

schichtliche Schule would trace back from Apocalypticism to primitive
Gnosticism. W. Schmithals discerns the influence of gnostic mythology
particularly in the beliefs that 1) evil entered the world through
the fall of the angels, 2) all men have fallen with the sin of Adam,
and 3) the form and the name of the apocalyptic Son of Man.Similarly,
Bultmann, relying on the work of Bousset and Reitzenstein, would find
the origin of the Logos of the Gospel of John, the pre-Christian Sophia
speculation of Judaism, and the Son of Man of Apocalypticism in an earlier
gnostic redeemer myth, which is to say that Bultmann concludes that
the Iranian predecessor of his reconstructed gnostic redeemer myth
was itself already gnostic. Consequently, he can write:

There can be no doubt that the syncretistic Apocalyptic 
of Judaism stands under the influence of Gnostic mythology.

This hypothesis of a pre-Christian Gnosticism has not gone unchal
lenged, however.Critics correctly point out a number of weaknesses 
in the arguments that would find a pre-Christian Gnosticism influencing 
nascent Christianity and, we might add, (apocalyptic) Judaism. First 
of all, Bultmann and others seem to assume that because certain motifs 
are found in the later gnostic heresies of the 2nd and 3rd centuries
A.D., they are already "gnostic" when they appear in the earlier litera
ture, e.g. the pseudepigrapha. On this Wilson writes;

Now it is a fact that particular ideas can be traced
far back into the pre-Christian period to ultimate origins
in Egypt or Babylon or Persia. But were these ideas
already Gnostic in the lands of their origin, or at
what point do they become Gnostic? ... The ideas admittedly
are pre-Christian but the combinations of these ideas,
the way in which they are blended together, the associations
which they come to have, these may only be Gnostic
in the context of specifically Gnostic systems, which
would mean that the ideas themselves are not necessarily
Gnostic.^
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Related to this is the religionsgeschichtliche Schule's assumption that
the entire gnostic myth (or Gnosticism) can be deduced from fragments
or details found in pre-Christian sources. In other words. Gnosticism
is presupposed to be a unified or constant phenomenon, presumably
without a developmental history of its own, whose existence can be
discerned in the occurrence of typically "gnostic" technical terms and
concepts in otherwise non-gnostic writings. Again, Wilson writes:

It is, I believe, a fundamental mistake to think of 
the whole movement emerging in all the glory of its 
final development, or to assume that where one or two 
elements of later Gnostic thought, or even several elements, 
are present then the whole range is already there.

This, in fact, is one of the real problems with the phenomenological
method of research as exemplified by the religionsgeschichtliche Schule.

As Th. van Baaren notes: ^
It is, moreover, a fallacy to speak of gnostic elements 
in describing elements found elsewhere which are found 
in gnosticism too, unless there is a demonstrable, 
or, at least, probable, historic relation, because, 
as said before, gnosticism is only partly determined 
by the elements it contains, but mostly by the way in
which they function together forming an integrated
whole.50

Secondly, as noted by E. Yamauchi, the proponents of this hypoth
esis have been uncritical in their use of late sources to postulate 
a pre-Christian gnostic s y s t e m . T h e  force of this criticism lies 
in the fact that we have no textual evidence to confirm the existence
of a pre-Christian Gnosticism, and certainly none from the 2-3 centuries

52B.C.E. when Apocalypticism was developing. Even W. Schmithals reluc-
53tantly concedes this fact.

As Munck pointed out, attempts in the past to date gnostic writings
to the pre-Christian period, as in the case of the Hermetica, have failed.
Moreover, it is question-begging to assume that post-Christian sources

54
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such as the Mandaic and Manichaean writings, as well as the New Testament
itself, contain traditions from the pre-Christian (or pre-apocalyptic)

55era in order to prove the existence of pre-Christian Gnosticism.
According to M. Peel, this 'Achilles’ heel’ of the entire pre-Christian
Gnostic theory is to be found in Reitzenstein’s original re-construction

of the Redeemer myth.
Thus the third criticism of this hypothesis stems from the failure

of the religionsgeschichtliche Schule to prove that the so-called
gnostic redeemer myth is more than a 20th century scholarly creation.
As C. Colpe understates:

It cannot yet be assumed that the Gnostic Redeemer 
doctrine is as explicit in pre-Christian times as it 
is claimed to be.^^

However, Colpe would not deny that redeemer figures may have been
developed in non-Christian gnostic systems, yet he insists that without
the docetic interpretation of Christ, the redeemer myth is incomprehen- 

58sible. Concerning the supposed influence of Gnosticism on Apocalypticism

he writes:
Basically the Gnostic anthropos has nothing whatever 
to do with the Son of Man of Jewish Apocalyptic, nor 
is the latter to be understood in terms of the macro- 
microcosm idea that lies behind the Gnostic anthroposc qdoctrine.

Further on he continues:
If the expression used [i.e. "man"], without the compara
tive word, in Enoch, 4 Esr., the world of Jesus and 
Jewish Christianity, is employed terminologically and 
given much stronger emphasis, one may assume, not that 
traditions of a cosmic heavenly macroanthropos, a pro
toplast put in the end-time, or an archetypal primal 
man were adopted, but rather that Jewish apocalyptic 
itself had been fruitful in developing the figure of 
the Son of Man.°^

Evidence for the Jewish contribution to the development of the 
gnostic Anthropos doctrine has been compiled by H.-M. Schenke who
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would find its origin in speculative exegesis of Genesis 1.26.^^
According to Wilson, the gnostic redeemer myth of the Manichaeans is
therefore "the climax and the culmination of the long process of develop
ment, not its original starting-pointSimilarly, G. Quispel, 
in his important study on "Der gnostische Anthropos" concluded:

Und vollends hat die Gnosis, soweit wir sie bisher 
kennengelernt haben, keine Erlbsergestalt gekannt: 
es ist unrichtig, den anthropos, den Adam, im Poimandres 
als ErlBser vorzustellen. Wenn es auch vielleicht
eine vorchristliche Gnosis gab, so doch ni^ermehr
einen vorchristlichen gnostischen Erlbser.

From this one may conclude that while Apocalypticism and Gnosticism 
may share motifs and thought forms, there is insufficient evidence 
to assert that apocalyptic thought was influenced by an earlier existing
Gnosticism, Nevertheless, this is not to say that Apocalypticism was
not influenced by the wider syncretistic atmosphere of the time which 
some would designate "Gnosis".However, this admission raises the 
further question as to the role played by Apocalypticism itself in 
this syncretistic atmosphere and the possibility that Apocalypticism 
may be a Jewish form of this broader Gnosis. To this we now turn.

C. Apocalypticism is a Gnosis^^
The suggestion that Apocalypticism itself might be a form of

Gnosticism or Gnosis can be traced back at least to R. Otto who, following

H. Gressmann, wrote:
Gnosis is of the very spirit of apocalyptic teaching.
And even as early as Enoch's apocalypticism, on which
Jesus was dependent, we find definite gnostic traits
and terms,

Generally, those scholars who have adopted this position have again 
focussed on the similarities and correspondences between Apocalypticism 
and Gnosticism and especially on their common interest in special know
ledge. J. Daniélou, for example, wrote that "Jewish apocalyptic was ...
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a gnosis. It was made up of information about the hidden realities
of the heavenly world and the ultimate secrets of the f u t u r e . A n o t h e r
proponent of this proposal can be found in G. von Rad, though he comes
to his conclusions from another direction than that of DaniAlou. In
the second volume of his Old Testament Theology von Rad attempts to
prove the origin of Apocalypticism in the Wisdom tradition of Judaism
whose interest in the historical and cosmological courses of the future
he labels "esotericism and gnosticism." Thus,

The last things can be known; indeed, they can be exactly
calculated; but this is only possible for the initiated,
who understand the art of decoding these predictions, 
for they are mostly in cypher. Then, corresponding 
to the esotericism and gnosticism is the notion of 
'mystery,' 'secret,' found at every point in this litera
ture. He who understands the secrets understands what 
holds the world together in its inmost being.

This same position had been previously taken by Lightfoot in his
commentary on Colossians and Philemon where he defined Gnosticism
as 1) secret superior knowledge, 2) theodical and cosmological speculation,
and 3) ethical asceticism or license based on the above. Assuming
that the apocalypses were written by the Essenes he concluded that
"...we should not be far wrong, if we were to designate Essenisra as 

69Gnostic Judaism,’̂' More recently, K. Schubert has argued that in the
literature from Qumran and the apocalyptic literature associated with 
Qumran we can see the earliest stages of a developing Jewish Gnosis. 
Schubert justifies this designation by noting the following correspondences 
between Gnosticism and Apocalypticism: 1) a strong cosmological interest,
2) theodicy, 3) the sinfulness of the world is attributed to evil 
spirits, 4) a common psychological attitude toward existence and history, 
and 5) a desire to ascend to the heavenly realm.
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The belief or hope that in Essenistn, as representative of apocalyptic
Judaism, we may have found a pre-Christian Jewish Gnosis was particularly
prominent in the period immediately following the discovery of the
Dead Sea Scrolls. K. G. Kuhn, for example, saw in them a prefiguring
of later gnostic thought in a totally Jewish context:

Denn das Ganze zeigt, dass wir es hier bei dieser Sekte 
mit einem Seins- und WeltverstHndnis und mit einer 
Denkstruktur zu tun haben, wie wir sie spHter in die 
Gnosis wiederfinden - hier aber noch ohne die eigentliche 
gnostische Mythologie. Wir haben hier eine Vorform 
des gnostischen Denkens, Jahrhunderte vor den gnostischen 
Texten. Hier aber ist diese Gnosis - und das ist das 
fUr das Neue Testament Entscheidende - eingepflanzt 
in jUdische Gesetzesreligion und spHtjüdische Apokalyptik.

Kuhn was later to modify his position somewhat and scholarship in general
has tended towards delineating the differences between Qumran and
Gnosis, particularly in regard to the content of their respective

73concepts of "knowledge." B, Reicke may perhaps typify the contemporary 
consensus and is probably very close to the truth when he says that 
the Qumran texts are better seen as "evidence for a gradual development 
of Jewish Apocalyptic to more philosophical theories such as the Judaistic 
Gnosticism or 'philosophy’ alluded to in Col. ii.8, or the philosophy 

of Philo.
However, those, like K. Schubert, who would designate Apocalypticism 

a Jewish Gnosis, do so in part because historically Apocalypticism 
continued on in the Rabbinical Merkabah mysticism of the 1st and 2nd 
centuries A.D. and then in the Hekaloth traditions of the 3rd to the 
6th c e n t u r i e s , I n  these developments of apocalyptic thought, particul
arly in the concept of the ascent of the mystic, G. Scholem, K. Schubert 
and others would find a direct parallel to the ascent of the soul in 
Gnosticism and consequently designated this Jewish mysticism "Jewish 

Gnosticism." Schubert writes :
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Wenn man diese Texte und die geschilderte Entwicklung 
in ihrer Gesamtheit Uberblickt, so wird man sich doch 
wohl des Eindrucks nicht erwehren kBnnen, dass es sich 
hier tatsHchlich urn Gnosis handelt.^^

Others, however, argue against this application of the term "Gnosis"
because this so-called "Jewish Gnosis", whether it be Apocalypticism
or Merkabah mysticism, does not correspond in every respect to Christian
(or pagan) Gnosticism. M. Wilcox, for example, has pointed out the
absence of both the revealer-redeemer and a concept of salvation by

78knowledge at Qumran, and concluded that the sect was not gnostic.
In a paper presented at Messina, H. Ringgren outlined the following 
differences between Qumran and Gnosticism:

1. The God of Qumran is the God of the O.T., who is 
himself the creator; there is no creator of lower 
rank, or demiurge.

2. God has created good and evil; matter is. not evil 
in itself; and there is no series of aeons between 
the spiritual (divine) world and the material world.

3. Man, as he is, is totally sinful and corrupt, and
there is no hint at his origin in the spiritual 
world or his having a spark of eternal light within 
him, or the like.

4. The typically Gnostic language with terms such as 
sleep, intoxication, call, awakening, etc., is 
absent from the Qumran writings.

5. Predestination is known by some Gnostics; there
are also traits of fatalism in some Gnostic circles.
But heimarmene as something to be saved from is 
unknown in Qumran, for predestination rests on 
God's rason or good pleasure. In Gnosticism, fate 
is something negative, in Qumran, it has a positive 
value as deriving from God.'

Others have noted that it is precisely in the "similarities" that
the real differences between Gnosticism and Jewish Gnosis can be seen.
For example, both Apocalypticism and Gnosticism are dualistic, but as
H. Bietenhard et_ al_have pointed out Judaism never developed a truly

80"gnostic" dualism. Jewish Gnosis, including Apocalypticism, is always 
monotheistic and therefore "orthodox"; its dualism is relative. But 
the dualism of Gnosticism is a true dualism, and different in nature.



19

Even K. Schubert acknowledges this;
Die jUdische Apokalyptik und die Texte von Qumran lassen 
ein radikal dualistisches Weltbild erkennen. Im Gegensatz 
zur Gnosis ist aber dort der Dualismus eschatologisch 
begrenzt, whhrend die Gnosis anstelle der die alttestamentliche 
Prophétie fortsetzenden apokalyptischen Naherwartung 
den Weg in das transkosraische Lichtreich weisen will.
Der Dualismus der Gnosis ist absolut und kosmisch und 
hatte daher in manchen Fallen eine Aufhebung der Morallehren 
zu Folge, wHhrend der Dualismus der Apokalyptik und der 
Qumran-Texte ein relativer und ethischer ist und strengste 
Befolgung des Uberlieferten Gesetzes verlangt.

But while Schubert would regard this difference as typical of Jewish
Gnosis others would argue that it is precisely this which distinguishes
Gnosticism from Apocalypticism and Jewish mysticism and thus effectively

83 /denies them the designation "Jewish Gnosis." Thus even P. Pokorny
who speaks of a Jewish Gnosis concedes that "Es gibt also keine jUdische
Gnosis im vollen Sinne dieses Wortes," precisely because Gnosticism
is anti-creationist.^^

Thus H. J. W. Drijvers, H. Jonas ^  £l have argued against the
use of the designation "Jewish Gnosis" for Merkabah mysticism and so,

85one would presume, for its apocalyptic antecedent. K. W, TrBger,
following K. Rudolph, suggests that it would be best to avoid the term
altogether and let the Gnosis of early Judaism be designated "Jewish
Esotericism".^^ But H. Braun, in reference to Qumran, has argued that
the nature of the dualism, i.e. in this case "physischen Dualismus",
is too narrow a basis on which to define what is or is not properly 

87Gnosis. K. Schubert himself believes that part of the problem arises
from not studying Jewish Gnosis as a phenomenon sui generis instead

88of insisting on comparing it to Christian Gnosticism. For Schubert 
Jewish Gnosis monotheistic. Similarly, J. Maier argues that while 
Jewish Gnosis may well not be a Jewish form of Gnosticism the designation
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is valid in that Jewish Gnosis arose in response to the same existential
situation as did pagan and Christian Gnosticism, i.e. Jewish Gnosis
is the Jewish response to the same world situation that produced Gnosticism

89and as such it retains its Jewish perspective. Others would say
90that the terms "Jewish" and "Gnosis" are mutually exclusive.

Now it will be apparent from these examples that whether or not 
one will designate Apocalypticism a Gnosis depends entirely upon how 
one defines the term "Gnosticism" and "Gnosis" which, in fact, is 
the central problem in gnostic s t u d i e s . I t  may well be the real 
gnostic problem. Among those scholars who have argued against the existence 
of a pre-Christian and therefore a pre-apocalyptic Gnosticism, preferring 
to reserve that term for the developed Christian heresy, it is never
theless acknowledged that Gnosticism,had a developmental history of 
its own and that the features which comprise the developed Gnosticism 
were already existent in the pre-Christian environment awaiting a catalyst 
to create the 2nd century precipitate. Gnosticism. American and British 
scholars in particular have begun to recognize the need to acknowledge 
this vaguely defined Zeitgeist and have frequently designated it as 
"Gnosis." R. McL. Wilson, for example, writes;

There is a sense in which we may rightly speak of ’gnosis’ 
as something much wider than the second century Christian 
heresy, something of an atmosphere in which the people 
of the early Christian centuries lived and moved, but 
we must beware of assuming too readily that this 'gnosis’ 
was in all respects and at all stages identical with 
the specifically heretical Christian Gnosticism of 
the second century schools, and we must give due regardg^ 
to the mutual interaction of many different traditions.

In other words, by "Gnosis" one does not mean a recognizable movement
as such, but rather something more akin to syncretism or esotericism,

93although it is neither of these either.
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German speaking scholars, on the other hand, usually use the term
"Gnosis" to refer to the pre-Christian form of Gnosticism (viz. Gnosti-
zismus) in accordance with the hypothesis of the religionsgeschichtliche
Schule. This Gnosis is therefore supposed to have a recognizable form

and following, and to have left its impression on other contemporary
religious movements. As K. W. TrBger writes;

Unter Gnosis verstehen wir nicht (wie H. Jonas) den Geist 
der Sphtantike allgemein, sondern eine konkrete Religion 
bzw. religiBse Weltanschauung, die die Daseinshaltung 
einer bestimmten Menschengruppe in einer ganz spezifischen, 
unverwechselbaren Weise zum Ausdruck bringt.

The obvious need to define both the terms and the developmental
stages which led to Christian Gnosticism resulted in the convocation
of an international colloquium on the origins of Gnosticism in Messina,
Italy, in 1966. There it was agreed that the concept "gnosis" should

95be defined as "knowledge of the divine mysteries reserved for an elite."
As such one may expect to find gnosis in many different philosophical
and religious systems of late antiquity, including Apocalypticism and
Gnosticism,thus supporting the contention of W. D, Davies that "by its
very nature Apocalyptic is a gnosis meant for the initiated ; it dealt
with vision given to the elect; it had an esoteric character..."^^

Critics of this definition rightly point out that such a definition
overlooks the importance of the content of this gnosis and that
appealing to the lowest common denominator makes the term virtually 

97meaningless. However, in adopting this inclusive definition it was 
apparently hoped that the vexing problem of historical relationships 
would not thereby be pre-judged. For in response to this criticism 
it was further agreed that where the content of this special knowledge 
or gnosis can be shown to correspond closely in characteristics to 
that of the later fully developed Gnosticism, one may correctly speak
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98of a "pre-Gnosticism." Pre-Gnostic sources would likely include
Apocalypticism, Philo, the Qumran scrolls and Pharisaism where one finds
traits, motifs, myths and attitudes which characterize the later Christian
heresy and which may have contributed to its development, but which

99are not themselves gnostic. This definition recognizes the variety 
of false-starts and dead-ends in the historic development towards the 
Christian heresy and corresponds with the Anglo-American references to 

"Gnosis."
On the other hand, it was also agreed that where one finds a sub

stantial correspondence with the essence and intent of later Gnosticism 
in those sources which can be dated earlier than the 2nd century A.D. , 
one may properly speak of a "proto-Gnosticism.This reminds one 
of the hypothesis and position of the religionsgeschichtliche Schule 
and its appeal to Iran, Orphism, Platonism and so forth as forms of a 
pre- or at least non-Christian Gnosis/Gnosticism.^^^

These definitions are helpful but only up to a point for the trouble 
with using the phenomenological instead of the historical approach 
is that the cataloging of similarities does not tell us anything about 
the actual historical relationship between the two things being compared. 
As Wilson notes, "From the phenomenological point of view it may be 
perfectly legitimate to group religious movements together on the basis 
of their common elements; but this does not necessarily mean that these
movements stand in any genetic relationship, or that there is any direct

102connection between the earlier and the later." Or as H.-F, Weiss

concluded :
Ob man in Bezug auf jenen ’relativen Dualismus’, wie er 
in genannten Gruppen und Strbmungen•des Judentums begegnet, 
von ’gnostischen’ oder ’gnostisierenden' Tendenzen oder 
auch von einer 'Prognosis’ sprechen soil, ist im wesentlichen 
eine Ermessensfrage; wichtig ist jedoch, dass auch bei
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der Anwendung solcher Terminologie Uber einen unmittelbaren 
Ursprungszusammenhang zwischen Judentum und Gnosis noch 
nichts gesagt ist, eben weil solche ’gnostisierenden’
Tendenzen fUr die ReligiositOt der SpOtantike insgesamt 
characteristisch sind...^^^

It is a fact which is frequently forgotten.
As we have seen, the attempts to define the relationship between 

Gnosticism and Apocalypticism thus far have assumed an apocalyptic de
pendence upon a pre-Christian Gnosticism or Gnosis of some kind. Those 
who would find gnostic traces in the apocalyptic literature generally 
assume that this is evidence of the existence of some form of gnostic 
movement which influenced the development of Jewish Apocalypticism. How
ever, if 2nd century Christian Gnosticism is to be the standard for what 
constitutes Gnosticism we have no textual evidence to prove that these 
’’traces of Gnosticism" in the apocalyptic writings are in fact "gnostic," 
which is to say that we have no textual evidence that Gnosticism is pre- 
Christian. This has led some scholars to explain the gnostic and apocalyp
tic similarities and the relationship between Gnosticism and Apocalypticism 
in a different way: Gnosticism is supposed to have developed wholly or
at least in part from an essentially non-gnostic Apocalypticism. According 
to this view Gnosticism is indeed a post-Christian (or post-apocalyptic) 
movement whose connection with Apocalypticism lies not with those traits 
in apocalyptic literature which might be called gnostic, but with those 
elements in gnostic speculation which are apocalyptic in nature and origin. 
This hypothesis that Apocalypticism leads to Gnosticism takes two forms:

D. Gnosticism Borrowed from Apocalypticism
The first way in which Apocalypticism may lead into Gnosticism is 

through the conscious adoption of apocalyptic motifs and traditions by the 
various gnostic teachers. J. Zandee, in his article, "Gnostic
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Ideas on the Fall and Salvation," notes in this regard the syncretistic 
nature of Gnosis which permitted the developing Gnosticism to be influenced 
by the Bible, as well as Jewish Apocalypticism, Orphism and other Eastern 
religions. Similarly, M. Hengel, speaking of Qumran writes that "We 

must ..r reckon with the possibility that Jewish apocalyptic, above all in 

its Essene form, influenced the development of later Jewish-Ghristian 

gnosticism.
We know, for example, that the various gnostic teachers were famil

iar with the apocalyptic writings. J. Dani^lou has repeated the obser
vation made by Irenaeus (Adv. Haer. II, 24.5) that the Valentinian 
calendar is based on that found in the book of Jubilees.Similarly,
J. Doresse has noted that the Pistis Sophia and the Books of Jeu were 
dedicated to Enoch. In fact, the Books of Jeu were supposedly written 
by Enoch in the paradise of A d a m . F .  Borsch regards this as "another

108of the many little links between Jewish sectarianism and later gnosticism."
But the full extent of gnostic adoption of apocalyptic themes and

motifs was not appreciated until the discovery of the Nag Hammadi codices
109and research in this area has only just begun. Shortly after their

discovery J. Doresse noted that Shemite traditions found in Jubilees 10.
10-15 were known by the author of the Paraphrase of Shem.^^^ R. M. Grant,
following Origen (Contra Celsum V, 52.54), had already noted the gnostic
fondness for the book of E n o c h . N o w  A. Bbhlig has called attention
to the influence of Enoch on gnostic tractates such as On the Origin 

112of the World. Again, at the colloquium at Messina Y. Janssens dis
cussed the theme of "la fornication des anges" which is found in both 
the apocalyptic literature (e.g. I En, Jubilees) and the coptic tractates 
of AJ, HA, and OnOrWld, as well as in the PS. She finds the Gnostics 
using the myth in two different ways, first in its traditional form
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(e.g. AJ 73.Iff.) and then by inverting it so that uniting with the
113angels is a means of salvation, i.e. the syzygy concept of Valentinianism.

In Janssens’ work we find further confirmation of R. McL. Wilson’s con
viction that, "Jewish apocalyptic has beyond question contributed to 
the development of Gnosticism, but here again there has been a trans
position of older material into a different key."^^^

Another example of this transposition is supposed to have been 
found by J. Danillou in the ascent/descent motif in I Enoch and Jubilees
which he considered to have been the proto-type of the later gnostic

115myth of the ascent of the soul. K. Rudolph, following K. Schubert, 
would add to this ten other motifs of Hellenistic Judaism, including 
Apocalypticism, "die fUr die Ausbildung des gnostischen Denkens ’entscheidend’ 

gewesen sein k B n n e n . T h e s e  include:
1. The distinction between the creator God and a world principle
2. Body-Soul dualism
3. Two Ages dualism
4. The devaluation of this Age in favor of the future Age
5. The development of an esoteric soteriological concept of

knowledge
6. Transcendent God and interest in cosmology and angelology
7. Urzeit and Endzeit speculation
8. The concept of the heavenly ascent
9. Pessimism and scepticism concerning the course of this world
10. A special (i.e. "protest") exegesis

Finally we note that among the Nag Hammadi tractates we find evidence

which confirms Epiphanius’ statement that certain Gnostics wrote their
own apocalypses, presumably on the Jewish m o d e l . I n  the Coptic
gnostic library are found, among others, an Apocalypse of Adam and the
Paraphrase of Shem which are not only revelations but which deal with
eschatological themes as well. Commenting on this, J. M. Robinson

speaks of them as apocalyptic tractates :
Now these apocalyptic tractates can hardly be called pre- 
Gnostic, for their apocalypticism has gnosticizing aspects 
and each contains its version of the Gnostic redeemer myth.
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Hence it would be more accurate to say that we have to 
do with sources documenting a transition from traditionally 
apocalyptic to Gnostic casts given to Jewish apocalyptic 
language patterns.^

Or as Wm. Beardslee suggests:
A study of these works strengthens the impression that 
the apocalyptic form quickly became diffuse in Christian 
use, becoming the receptacle for a wide variety of re
velations, and not just for those of the sort we call 
apocalyptic.

Thus it would seem that H. Blumenberg was correct in his criticism
of H, Jonas for his ignoring of the apocalyptic contribution to the

120growth and development of Gnosis. In the following work we shall
look at these and other points of contact between Gnosticism and Jewish 
Apocalypticism for there is ample evidence that the Gnostics were indeed 
familiar with apocalyptic traditions and adept at adopting them for their 
own message and purposes. However, it is not the borrowing of apocalyptic 
material which is per se so important, but rather how it was used, 
how it functioned in the various gnostic systems that is important.
For it is correspondence in function that would suggest the kind of 
relationship which may have existed between the two. Where common 
motifs are similarly used one might look for a genetic relationship 
originating in Apocalypticism as the demonstrably older of the two, 
which is to say Apocalypticism may have developed into Gnosticism in 

some way which is, in fact, the second manner in which scholars have 
suggested that Apocalypticism leads to Gnosticism.

E. Gnosticism Originated in Apocalypticism
The notion that Gnosticism may have sprung from the apocalyptic

fringe of Judaism, perhaps from the Essene sect, has had a number of 
121proponents. At the end of the last century John Thomson, for example.
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suggested that "...Gnosticism sprang in the main from Essenism..."
122which he believed produced the apocalyptic literature. More recently,

following the discovery of the DSS scholars were not quite sure what
role Qumran may have played in the development of Gnosticism. But
their uncertainty itself suggested the reality of some kind of genetic

relationship. J. M. Robinson thus wrote:
Even in the history of ideas there is some continuity 
from apocalypticism to Gnosticism. With the concrete
ness given to Jewish apocalypticism by Qumran, a dualistic
trend (e.g. ’light’ vs. ’darkness,’ ’flesh’ vs. ’spirit’)
and an emerging prominence of ’knowing’ can be seen 
to point toward an emergent Gnosticism. For although 
the ultimate origins of Gnosticism are still not clear, 
one can now recognize Gnosticism emerging as an artful 
and artificial myth (Kunstmythos) in the Hellenistic ageJ23

Bo Reicke who does not believe that the scrolls are gnostic or even
contain gnostic ideas but rather maintains that they are representative
of Apocalypticism nevertheless concludes that "They contribute to filling
up the gap between Jewish Apocalyptic and Gnosticism.Similarly,
G. MacRae writes: "The Scrolls do not contain Gnostic ideas, although
they do belong to the broader movement of apocalyptic Judaism which

125may well have been a forerunner of Gnosticism."
After examining the concepts of knowledge and mystic vision in 

Apocalypticism, including Qumran, I. Gruenwald concluded that "knowledge 
as a religious ideal" was probably Judaism’s most important contribu
tion to the development of Gnosticism as well as Merkabah mysticism.
In the conclusion to his article "Knowledge and Vision" he writes:

Gnosticism and Jewish merkava are two parallel, though 
strictly separate, lines of development emanating from 
apocalypticism. Although it may seem a bit dogmatic, 
it appears that we are not far from the truth when we 
say that gnosticism linked itself to the ’gnostic’ side 
of apocalyptic, while merkava mysticism is mainly connected 
with the ’vision’ experience of apocalyptic.
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How this development is supposed to have occurred is unclear. Gruenwald
says that the easy route would be to suppose a first hand acquaintance
with Apocalypticism, but it is more likely that the route was more
circuitous passing first through gnosticizing channels such as the
Odes of Solomon on the way to the developed Gnosticism of the 2nd and 

1273rd centuries.
But perhaps the most daring hypothesis of this category was put

forward by R. M. Grant who maintains that the movement known as Gnosticism
coalesced out of the frustrated hopes of the Jewish Apocalyptists who
turned on God and the creation when He failed to come to their rescue
in the siege and destruction of Jerusalem in 70 A.D. to halt the attempted
annihilation of the Jewish nation. According to Grant when their hopes
were not realized three options were open to them. First they could
revise their hopes and postpone the time of fulfillment. Secondly,
they could abandon their faith altogether. Or thirdly, they could
look for a way out in the midst of defeat by claiming their revelations
had been misinterpreted and so begin the process of theological reconstruction

128perhaps using new or different philosophical categories. It was
the latter approach that Grant believes produced Gnosticism. Accordingly

Grant writes:
...the failure of apocalyptic led to the rise of new forms 
of religious expression in which the old, while still 
present was transposed and transformed. When Jonas defines 
gnosis as ’anticosmic and eschatological dualism,' it 
seems to me that the eschatological dualism is Jewish 
(and ultimately Iranian) in origin, while the anti
cosmic aspect arises out of a belief that the God of 
this cosmos has failed to act on behalf of his people.

As one might expect, Grant’s hypothesis has generated serious crit
icism from his fellow scholars, particularly in regard to the supposed 
catalytic nature of the catastrophe of 70 A.D. H. Jonas, for example.
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argues that the historical continuity of the apocalyptic movement speaks

against Grant’s hypothesis:
But as a Jewish response to the catastrophe of the year 
70 we have, in the next generation, the uprisings in 
Cyrenaica, Egypt, on Cyprus, and finally Bar Kochba and 
Rabbi Akiba. Jewish apocalyptics were a hardy breed, 
and their response to the historical adversity of their 
fortunes bespeaks a very different psychological con
dition from the one which the hypothesis of an innerj^^
Jewish reaction resulting in gnosticism must assume.

Coming to much the same conclusion R. Haardt has pointed out that, assum
ing that their present dating is correct, many of the apocalyptic works

131were actually written after the fall of Jerusalem.
To these arguments J. Neusner has added a number of other crucial

objections. First, he says, Grant’s definition of Gnosticism is too
broad; there is too little time for Gnosticism to arise from the uniquely

Jewish setting following the catastrophe, especially when Simon Magus,
who was allegedly a Gnostic, actually lived in the decades before the
destruction of the temple as did Paul’s gnosticizing opponents. The
fact that the Apocalyptists spoke of knowledge does not make them gnostic.
And finally, Neusner says that Grant has focussed on the wrong question.

132What is important is not origins but the definition of Gnosticism.
In light of this criticism, others have looked for an organic or 

rather historical connection between the two unrelated to the destruction 
of Jerusalem. R. McL. Wilson and J. Danillou, for examples, have suggested 
that such a historical link might be found in the person of Dositheus, 
friend and mentor of Simon Magus. Assuming that the various historical 
references to Dositheus refer to the same person Danièlou suggests that 
this Dositheus was an Essene and that through his influence Essene apoc
alyptic thought may have passed to Simon Magus who in turn transposed 

it into a new gnostic key. Dani^lou concludes:
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It is therefore very possible that gnosticism, through 
Simon, may be a radical exaggeration of the Essenian 
dualism, perhaps as a result of Persian influences.

Wilson is more cautious; while noting all the possibilities he argues
that we are still unable to construct a genealogy of any of the gnostic
schools let alone of Gnosticism as a whole.

Coming from yet another direction, A. Adam, in the first volume
of his Dogmengeschichte, has suggested that Gnosis arose somewhere in
Aramaic speaking Mesopotamia within the syncretistic Jewish Diaspora,
probably in a Wisdom school. There Iranian mythology was fused with
Jewish apocalyptic hopes for a return to the promised land to form
Gnosis such as we find in the Naassene Sermon. Thus, he writes, "Die
gesteigerte Apokalyptik musste bei der Wendung in die Spiritualisierung

135urnschlagen in Gnosis."
This suggestion that Apocalypticism may have played an important

role in the genesis of Gnosticism is closely related to the broader
question of the relationship between Judaism and Gnosis. That there
is some basic relationship between Judaism and Gnosticism can hardly
be denied as H.-M. Schenke and others have n o t e d . A n d  despite the
fact that most modern researchers find this relationship "problematisch",
some early Christian scholars, particularly Hegesippus, claimed that
the origin of heresy in the church was to be found among earlier Jewish 

137sects. But even more significantly, some of the Gnostics themselves
claimed to be Jews. As Irenaeus reported of the followers of Basilides:

138"They say they are no longer Jews, but not yet Christians..."
Again, in the Gospel of Philip from Nag Hammadi the author states:

When we were Hebrews we were orphans and had only our mother, 
but when we became Christians we had both father and mother.

Moreover, as R. McL, Wilson has noted, it is also important to remember

that the earliest recorded gnostic circles originated in areas which
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had large Jewish populations including Alexandria, Asia Minor - not to 

mention Syria (especially Antioch)- and Palestine itself,
But it is the content or message of Gnosticism which is most often 

cited as the reason to suspect a Jewish provenance or background for 
the birth of Gnosticism, In particular scholars have noted the unmistak
able use of the Old Testament, especially Genesis 1-2, and its germinal
role in the formulation of gnostic m y t h s , F o r  example, according
to Irenaeus, Saturnilus of Antioch (c. early 2nd century) taught that:

The world and everything in it came into being from 
seven angels, and man also was a creation of angels.
When a shining image appeared from the supreme power 
above... they exhorted one another, saying ’Let us make 
a man after the image and likeness.’ When this was done, 
he says, and the creation could not stand erect because 
of the powerlessness of the angels, but crept like a
worm, then the power above took pity on him because he
had been made in his likeness, and sent a spark of life
which raised the man up, equipped him with limbs, and 
made him live... The god of the Jews, he says, was 
one of the angels... ^

P. Pokorny, for one, has pointed out the speculative exegesis which
lies behind such gnostic traditions and sees it as the product of Hellenistic
diasporan Judaism of which it is typical.

To this trait H.-M. Schenke would add, as we have already noted, 
a number of other Jewish thought complexes which have their counterparts 
in Gnosticism. In particular he lists the Logos and Urmensch specula
tions of rabbinic Judaism, the Sophia speculation of Wisdom schools, 
the Son of Man, the ascent concept and the dualism of Apocalypticism,
and the dualistic determinism of the Qumran sectarians, all of which

144recur in Gnosticism in one form or another. Further confirmation 
of this substantial Jewish background to Gnosticism was gained through 
the discovery of the Nag Hammadi library. A. BBhlig, for example, has 
called attention to various Jewish Vorstellungen, theologumena, and 

mythologumena which are found in certain of the coptic Gnostic texts.
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e.g. OnOrWld, ApocAd, HA, ^  Among other things BBhlig notes the
taking over of such concepts as the four angels of light in the AJ, 
the figure of Domiel, the figure of Wisdom, Sammael as the title for 
the demiurge, the throne of Sabaoth imagery in OnOrWld, the 72 angels 
tradition, the creation account, and the heavenly paradise to mention 
only a f e w . B u t  perhaps the most important discovery made in invest
igating these tractates is the existence of Aramaic word-plays, expecially 
in OnOrWld, which strengthens the argument in favor of an Aramaic speaking 
provenance, at least for this tractate, - possibly Samaritan or Jewish, 
albeit of a heterodox nature.

Others have pointed out that even those gnostic mythologumena and 
theologumena which appear to be Iranian in origin may have been trans
mitted through an intermediary Jewish channel. As Wilson notes:

Practically all of the Jewish elements can be traced to 
other sources, as is done, for example, by Reitzenstein, 
but this does not alter the fact that they appear in
Judaism, while the form in which they influence Gnosticism
seems to be very often that which they had in Judaism.

Moreover, among apparently Christian gnostic tractates from Nag Hammadi
we find further evidence which suggests that their Christian presentation
is but a "superficial veneer” overlaying a more integral and basically
Jewish s y s t e m . P .  Pokorny argues that this is not only true of
AJ, Eug, and the ApocAd, but also of the Simonian Megale Apophasis,

149the source of the Gospel of Mary (BG), and the Naassene Sermon.
H.-M. Schenke, on the other hand is not so sure that in these Christian
Gnostic tractates (i.e. HA, OnOrWld and AJ, as well as the Book Baruch), 
the Jewish elements are not the result of their Christian authorship. 
Consequently Schenke has examined what he believes are non-Christian 
gnostic systems, notably Poimandres, the Naassene Sermon, Mandaism and 
Simon Magus. In these he finds an integral familiarity with Jewish
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concepts, especially those of Genesis 1-2 which for him confirms a

Jewish contact with Gnosticism prior to that of Christianity. For
example, he believes that the Urform of the Naassene Sermon is not
heathen but can be traced back to Hellenistic Judaism since it compares
the Urmensch beliefs of a variety of peoples and religions with the

151authors unmentioned, yet therefore obviously, Jewish position.
Finally, scholars have long recognized the difficulty that exists

in determining the exact nature of Paul’s opponents. Were they Jewish,
152gnostic, or both? Schenke, again, argues that early Christian Gnosis

was Jewish Christian which arose when Jewish Gnostics became Christians.
Consequently, he concludes that:

...jUdische Menschen sind schon am Ursprung und an der 
frUhesten Verbreitung der Gnosis wesentlich beteiligt, 
und jUdische Traditionen waren dementsprechend schon 
Bestandteil der ersten Objecktivierung der Daseinshaltung 
und Weltanschauung in Mythus.

Quispel, too, would apparently trace the origins of Gnosticism back
to Judaism. However he would distinguish three contributing "Jewish"
sectors or "milieus":

...first, circles at the outskirts of Judaism, namely 
Samaria; second, the milieu of esoteric lore transmitted 
within the very heart of Palestinian Pharisaism; and 
third, certain baptist sects in Palestine which seem 
to have had some relation to the Jewish religion.

Similarly, C. Colpe states that Gnosis itself is "...eine mythologisch-
155dualistische Abart eines synkretistischen Judentums."

However, in spite of this acknowledged Jewish influence not all 
scholars are willing to go so far as to concede a Jewish provenance 
for Gnosis. Concerning the Gnostics’ familiarity with the Old Testament 
van Unnik and others have pointed out that the Gnostics’ knowledge seems 
limited to Genesis a l o n e . Y a m a u c h i  writes ,
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There is to be sure some mention of Abraham and of Moses, 
etc. But there is no interest in the fortunes of Abraham’s 
descendents or in the law given to Moses as the law in 
any traditional sense.

Moreover, as Jonas correctly notes, none of the gnostic teachers whose
names have come down to us are J e w i s h . T h i s  suggests, for some,
that the gnostic use of the Old Testament reflects only a partial know-

159ledge of Judaism such as proselytes or pagans may have had.
But it is the way in which the Old Testament traditions have been 

used which for many scholars makes the hypothesis of a Jewish provenance 
seem fanciful. For Gnosticism perverts the Old Testament to reveal 
a strong anti-Jewish a n i m u s Far from being a kind of Judaism, Gnosis 
is a repudiation of Jewish thought simply using Jewish thought forms 
in its effort. According to van Unnik the boast of the demiurge (cf. Ex, 
20.5; Is. 45.5), that he alone is God, can easily be seen to be the 
mocking reaction of the Greek world toward Jewish monotheism and faith. 
Similarly, A. Adam maintains that Gnosis is itself a decision against 
the faith of the Old Testament. As a result, H. Jonas distinguishes 
three possibilities to account for the Jewish elements in Gnosis.
First, "Gnosticism as an evolving state of mind reacted against Judaism 
when and where it encountered it." This he feels is uncontroversial 
and obviously the case. Secondly, he says, "Gnosticism originated 
out of a reaction (that is, ^  a reaction) to Judaism." This he thinks 
puts the case too strongly and ignores the breadth of Gnosticism in 
its contemporary world giving Judaism too much importance. In his 
opinion the earlier the Gnosis the more anti-Jewish it is, therefore 
it cannot have originated out of Judaism. The third possibility is that 
"It was so originated by Jews." This Jonas concludes is too modern 
a solution with absolutely no proof in its favor.
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Of course R. M. Grant’s thesis attempted to solve this problem 
of the gnostic anti-Jewish animus by supposing an inner Jewish fracturing 
of the faith - something Jonas thinks unlikely - as a result of the 
destruction of the temple and the collapse of apocalyptic hopes in at 
least some c i r c l e s . S o  too, G. W. MacRae has suggested that the 
revolt of which Jonas speaks was in fact an inner Jewish revolt against 

the Wisdom of Yahweh which had proved to be a deception for those who 

would become Gnostics.
But again, van Unnik insists that there is very little Judaism

in Gnosis. Concepts like the Law, the people of God and Grace are
either completely absent or are transformed in a work like the Gospel
of T r u t h . B u t  it is the dualism of Gnosticism which most clearly
differentiates it from Judaism and most effectively speaks against a
Jewish provenance for Gnosis. For gnostic dualism is seen by most
to be absolute and ontological in nature. There is a split in the
Godhead and nothing could be farther removed or more diametrically
opposed to this gnostic position than the Sch’ma of Judaism that Yahweh
is one. And although Judaism did develop a dualistic outlook of
its own it was always a modified dualism. Judaism remained monotheistic.
Furthermore the gnostic dualism is characterized by a rejection of this
world. Gnosticism is anti-creationist;^^^ it is itself "a radical

acosmism which repudiates this world and man’s place in it.”^^^ This
is to say that the gnostic attitude is completely antithetical to that

of Judaism. Thus van Unnik concludes :
Es 1st klar, dass man in dem Kreis, in dem dieser Mythus 
entstanden ist, einige Kontakte mit dem Judentura gehabt 
hat, dass jUdische Sagen hier bekannt waren, aber von 
einem direkten Einfluss des Judentums kann man nicht 
sprechen.

But this position would seem to depend for the most part on how
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one defines the terms "Judaism" and "Jewish". Certainly it appears 
that Gnosticism has little to do with what came to be Orthodox Judaism.
But what about the periphery of Judaism? For example what role may

172Gentile proselytes have played in the re-structuring of Jewish thought?
And as TrBger points out, what about all those "Jewish" groups which be
gan in Judaism but which were open to the adoption of foreign influences 
and which sought the fulfillment of their religious hopes in ways different 
from that of normative Judaism, e.g. the Baptist sects, the heretics,
the spiritualizing enthusiasts and semi-Jewish groups like the Samaritans,

173not to mention the variety of positions possible in the Diaspora?
To this we would add the Apocalyptists. In other words, could the 
contact with Judaism, whether that be perceived as the originating matrix 
or as the contributing source, be found in Jewish Apocalypticism?
Was it from Apocalypticism that Gnosticism received its Jewish coloring?

IV. The Program
A. Definitions
This, then, is the program for our study. Of course inherent in 

the task of defining this relationship is the problem of defining one’s 
terms. And as we have seen the result of much of the research into 
Apocalypticism and Gnosticism is heavily dependent upon how one defines 
the terms "Apocalypticism" and "Gnosticism." Thus it would be good 
to explain how these terms will be used in the following pages.

1, Apocalyptic, Apocalypticism 
The designations "apocalyptic" and "Apocalypticism" are modern 

scholarly constructions. History knows of no particular cult or group 

within Judaism which described itself as s u c h . A s  it is frequently 
pointed out, the terms are derived from a particular literary genre, 
i.e. the revelation or apocalypsis. Not infrequently the discussion
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of what is apocalyptic centers upon listing the various literary fea
tures such as pseudonyraity, symbolism, visions, and the like which 
typify the g e n r e . H o w e v e r ,  as K, Koch and others have noted, within 
the so-called "apocalyptic" literature one finds enough commonality 
of thought to be able to speak of a particular "attitude of mind" which 
is peculiar to this literature and which we may well designate "apocal- 
yptic".177

By the term "Apocalypticism" we understand a theodical movement 
of undetermined composition in the period of late Judaism (200 B.C. 
to 100 A.D.) which arose in response to the domination of Israel by 
foreign powers and which hoped to reaffirm, and where necessary reinter
pret, those blessings promised to the faithful Israel by God through 
his prophets. At the heart of the Apocalyptist’s message was a theodicy 
which sought to justify or at least to explain God’s seeming inactivity 
on behalf of his people and to point the way to salvation and so to
strengthen the resolve of a people threatened by apostasy induced by 

178persecution.
Integral to this formulation was a characteristic Daseinsversthndnis 

and Weltanschauung which W. Schmithals would call the "essence" of apoc
alyptic inasmuch as this, more than any other characteristic, enables

179one to see in Apocalypticism a unique religious phenomenon. This
apocalyptic understanding of existence is characterized by a radical 
pessimism toward reality as it is presently experienced and by a resign
ation in regard to man’s inability to change the course of history which 

results in a "loss of history" as the locus of fulfillment of the promises 
of the Heilsgeschlchte. Thus Schmithals concludes:

In diesem Miteinander von Geschichtsverlust und Geschicht- 
lichkeit des Menschen zeigt sich ein durchaus eigenwilliges 
VerstHndnis menschlichen Daseins, das durch Vergleich mit 
anderen religiBsen ExistenzverstUndnissen der damaligen Um-
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180welt an Konturen gewinnen wird.
To construct their theodical synthesis the Apocalyptists turned 

to dualism, albeit in a modified form. This dualism permeates the apocalyp

tic understanding of this world, the heavenly realm, and man himself
although, as we shall see, this dualism is expressed in a typically

181Jewish and not Greek fashion. It is this dualism which lies behind
Apocalypticism’s eschatology, its syncretistic adoption of mythology,
angelology and demonology, its universalism and determinism. Thus
P. Vielhauer rightly speaks of eschatological dualism as "the essential

182feature of Apocalyptic."
Who the Apocalyptists were is problematical and beyond the scope 

of our study. But scholars have sought to find their home in nearly 
every one of the late Israelite groups for which we have evidence, 
including the people of the land, the wisdom sages, the Babylonian

183Diaspora, the Essenes, the Hasidim, the Pharisees and even the Zealots.

The evidence is so difficult to interpret that Russell has suggested 
that perhaps the Apocalyptists belonged to all and none of the parties 
in late J u d a i s m . P e r h a p s  like the modern day Charismatic or Neo- 
Pentecostal movement Apocalypticism permeated all the strata of late 
Jewish society. However, K. Koch must certainly be correct when he 
says that "...it seems likely that these speculations were not enjoyed 
by the whole of Israel in this late p e r i o d . T h a t  not everyone 
was an Apocalyptist goes without saying.

Less problematical is the list of primary sources from which our 
knowledge of Apocalypticism has been drawn. Although there is no agreed 
list of "apocalyptic literature" one generally begins with those writings 
which were composed in Hebrew or Aramaic and which typify the genre 
of apocalypse, i.e. Daniel, I Enoch, IV Ezra, the Apocalypse of Abraham
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and the traditions lying behind R e v e l a t i o n . T o  these are added those
works which contain apocalyptic elements but which may not form-critically
belong to this genre, i.e. Testaments of the 12 Patriarchs, the Assump-

187tion of Moses, the DSS, et al.
Generally speaking we shall adopt the list and its datings given

188by D. S. Russell in his The Method and Message of Jewish Apocalyptic;

i.e.;

i. The Book of Daniel (165 BC)
ii. I Enoch 1-36, 37-71, 72-82, 83-90, 91-108 (from c. 164 BC 

onwards)
iii. The Book of Jubilees (c. 150 BC)
iv. The Sibylline Oracles, Book III (from c. 150 BC onwards)
V. The Testaments of the XII Patriarchs (latter part of second

century BC)^^^
vi. The Psalms of Solomon (c. 48 BC)

vii. The Assumption of Moses^(AD 6-30)
viii. ’The Martyrdom of Isaiah’

ix. The Life of Adam and Eve or The Apocalypse of Moses (shortly
before AD 70)

X. The Apocalypse of Abraham 9-32 (c. AD 70-100)
xi. The Testament of Abraham (first century AD)

xii. II Enoch or the Book of the Secrets of Enoch (first century 
AD - See Excursus below)

xiii. The Sibylline Oracles, Book IV (c. AD 80)
xiv. II Esdras ( = 4 Ezra) 3-14 (c. AD 90)
XV. II Baruch or the Apocalypse of Baruch (after AD 90)
xvi. Ill Baruch (second century AD)

xvii. The Sibylline Oracles, Book V (second century AD)
In addition, we must include the many varied writings of the Qumran sect
which have enlarged our understanding of the nature and scope of Jewish
apocalyptic thought. Although the origin of many of the DSS may not
be in the community itself, Qumran was particularly fascinated by apocalyptic
thought as indicated by the large number of fragments of apocalyptic
writings found in their library not to mention their own compositions -
commentaries, psalms, liturgies, rules eb ai - which in content and

192sometimes form are characteristically "apocalyptic," Russell lists
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i. Commentaries on Isaiah, Hosea, Micah, Nahum, Habakk.uk, 
Zephaniah and Psalm 37

ii. The Zadokite Document (or the Damascus Document)
iii. The Manual of Discipline (or the Rule of the Community)
iv. The Rule of the Congregation
V. A Scroll of Benedictions

vi. The Testimonies Scroll (or a Messianic Anthology)
vii. Hymns (or Psalms) of Thanksgiving

viii. The War of the Sons of Light against the Sons of Darkness 
(or the Rule for the Final War)

ix. The Book of Mysteries
X. A Midrash on the Last Days
xi. A Description of the New Jerusalem

xii. An Angelic Liturgy
xiii. The Prayer of Nabonidus and a Pseudo-Daniel Apocalypse
xiv. A Genesis Apocryphon

Although we recognize the difficulties in identifying Qumran with the
apocalyptic movement, their common religious outlook and DaseinsverstHnd-
nis permit us to include the DSS among our primary sources as examples

194of the variety of apocalyptic expression in inter-testamenta1 Judaism.
Excursus : Dating the Similitudes of Enoch

Perhaps no pseudepigraph has caused more discussion than I Enoch
and particularly that portion known as the "similitudes" or "parables",
i.e. chapters 37-71. As M. A. Knibb has pointed out, while there has 
never been a consensus as to its date, the majority of scholars have 
accepted the theory that they are Jewish in origin dating from before 
the Fall of Jerusalem in 70 A.D.^^S Thus J. B. Frey argues for an early 
Maccabean date shortly after the death of Antiochus Epiphanes,  ̂ while 
J. Schreiner suggests the early 2nd century B.C. around the time of 
Alexander Janneus.^^? SjBberg believes they date from the reign of 
Herod. N. Messel would date them between 63 B.C. and 66 A.D. but 
believes they should fall into the period of the Roman procurators 
since no mention is made of a Jewish king, i.e. Herod. 1^9 migenfeld 
argued that the Similitudes were of Christian origin^OO but more re
cently J. C. Hindley has maintained a date around the time of the Parthian 
Campaign (114-117 A.D.) yet he believes the "son of man" sections are 
a Jewish anti-Christian polemic

The discussion of the date and origin of the Similitudes has taken 
on renewed importance with the discovery and now the publication of 
the Aramaic fragments from Qumran of all of I Enoch except the Similitudes, 
Because of their absence J. T. Milik has concluded that the Similitudes 
were composed around 270 A.D.^^^ Milik’s associate on the Qumran project, 
Matthew Black, at first seemed to argue against Milik's conclusions, 
maintaining that the Similitudes were Jewish, not Christian, dating 
from the lst-2nd century A.D.203 But more recently he has apparently 
conceded to Milik’s late dating.204
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But Milik and Black have not gone unchallenged. Both M.A. Knibb 
and C.L. Mearns have argued for an earlier date. Thus Mearns suggests 
that it dates from the decade of the 40's A.D. and that it was composed 
by "Christianized Jews" who cherished the Enochian traditions.
Knibb would date it to the end of the first century contemporary with 
II Baruch and IV E z r a . 206

The most recent conclusions drawn in the debate have been reported 
by J. Charlesworth who claims that none of the scholars present at the 
recent Pseudepigrapha Seminars at Paris and Tübingen accepted Milik's 
late dating, including M. Black who now thinks the parables are Jewish, 
though post-Christian, dating perhaps from around A.D. 100. For 
our purposes we will assume a 1st century A.D. date and a Jewish provenance 
as suggested by Charlesworth.

Dating II Enoch
II or Slavonic Enoch is another pseudepigraph whose date and proven

ance remains uncertain. J. Charlesworth and L. Rost have suggested that 
it was composed in the decades before 70 A.D. - an hypothesis corresponding 
to that of R u s s e l l . 208 Similarly, G, R. Driver would date II Enoch 
in the period between 1 and 50 A.D.209 These positions are widely at 
variance with those of J. Schreiner and 0. Eissfeldt who would date it 
to the 7th century A.D.!210 % e  latest opinion on the date is found 
in Charleworth's "The SNTS Pseudepigrapha Seminars at Tübingen and Paris 
on the Books of Enoch". Charlesworth agrees with F. Andersen who in 
turn follows G. Scholem and S. Pines in concluding that II Enoch is a
Jewish composition which is probably pre-Christian.2Ü  Again we adopt the early 1st century date suggested by Russell and Charlesworth.

2. Gnosticism, Gnosis
As in the case of Apocalypticism, the difficulty in defining the

concepts "Gnosticism" and "Gnosis" stems in part from the fact that
it is a modern designation by which scholars have collectively designated
the numerous heretical sects which arose "like mushrooms" in the Church

212during the 2nd and 3rd centuries A.D. In actual fact only a few of
these heretical groups referred to themselves as Gnostics. And while

213Irenaeus may have begun this tradition by lumping the heresies together, 
Tertullian could still distinguish, for example, between the Gnostics

214and the Valentinians. But common to all these groups, including
the Church, was the conviction that they were the keepers of the truth, 
of the real gnosis, and it is this fact which leads to both the definition 

and the confusion.
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Consequently, in seeking to find a unifying principle among these
diverse groups, scholars have sought to present a phenomenological formula
to delimit the gnostic phenomenon. This has led to the listing of so-
called "gnostic" traits or features such as one finds in the introduction

215to W. Foerster’s Gnosis, vol. I:
The main points of Gnosis are thus the following;

1. Between this world and the God incomprehensible to 
our thought, the 'primal cause’, there is an irrecon
cilable antagonism.

2. The ’self, the ’I’ of the gnostic, his ’spirit’ 
or soul, is unalterably divine.

3. This ’I’, however, has fallen into this world, 
has been imprisoned and anaesthetized by it, and 
cannot free itself from it.

4. Only a divine ’call’ from the world of light looses 
the bonds of captivity.

5. But only at the end of the world does the divine 
element in man return again to its home.

Similarly R. McL. Wilson writes:
The various Gnostic systems described by the early Fathers 
differ on points of detail, but the basic elements common 
to them all are 1) a distinction between the unknown and 
transcendent true God on the one hand and the Demiurge 
or creator of this world on the other, the latter being 
commonly identified with the God of the Old Testament;
2) the belief that man in his true nature is essentially 
akin to the divine, a spark of the heavenly light impri
soned in a material body and subjected in this world 
to the dominance of the Demiurge and his powers; 3) a 
myth narrating some kind of a pre-mundane fall, to account 
for man’s present state and his yearning for deliverance; 
and 4) the means, the saving gnosis, by which that deliver
ance is effected and man awakened to the consciousness 
of his own true nature and heavenly origin.

Th. P. van Baaren, on the other hand, has written that "It is not possible
to isolate one or a few elements as constituting the essentials of

217gnosticism." So he provides a list of 16 characteristics!
Of late more scholars have begun to recognize the need to investigate 

and delineate the historical, sociological and existential aspects of 
the gnostic phenomenon for Gnosticism, like Apocalypticism, is primarily
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a movement of mind, an attitude which in turn is expressed in its varigated
218mythological colorings. It is a sense of world-loss, rebellion,

219and alienation from creation, society and even the body itself.
This particular DaseinsverstEndnis is in turn expressed by the syncretistic
adaptation of myths and traditions which are themselves not necessarily
gnostic but which are used by the Gnostics in a special way that makes

220them a part of the gnostic system.
This system is found in its entirety only in those heretical move

ments found in the 2nd and 3rd century Church. Thus we begin, as did 
the participants at the Messina Colloquium, from the position that 
"Gnosticism" is to be understood as referring to the developed form

221of the Christian heresy for which we have historical and literary evidence. 
Like Apocalypticism, Gnosticism appears to be a theodicy, an attempt 
to exonerate the Highest God from the disaster of this world, as well 
as an expression and explanation of the above mentioned sense of alien
ation from this world.

The conceptual principle with which the Gnostics formulated this
explanation is dualism - an ontological dualism which pervades the

222gnostic understanding of the world, God and man. This is not to
say that dualism is Gnosticism but rather that Gnosticism used a specific
kind of dualism in a particular way, as we shall see below. It is
this (ontological) dualism that explains the apparent separation of
God and this world, and which also links man with the world above.

Inseparably connected to this dualism is a concept of "knowledge"
which furthers the metaphysical argument of "how" this came to be
and how one may be freed from it. Recognizing this, H. Jonas writes:

A loss of knowledge is suffered by divinity in the primordial 
drama that affects part of it and modifies the condition 
of the whole, A lack of knowledge is at work in the arrogance
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and delusion of demiurgical creation and is permanently 
embodied in the resulting world. A want of knowledge, 
inflicted by the world and actively maintained by its 
powers, characterizes man’s innerworldly existence; and 
a restoration of knowledge is the vehicle of salvation.
Since each of these conditions follows from the preceeding 
one, the whole can be considered as one grand movementof ’knowledge’.,.223

This observation is important, particularly in regard to the origins
of Gnosticism inasmuch as it calls attention to a generally overlooked
fact. According to this gnostic pattern, the present world, its creators
and the men who inhabit it suffer from a lack of knowledge. Mankind’s
condition is variously described as one of drunkenness, forgetfulness,
or ignorance. But this ignorance is more than just a lack of knowledge
about one’s divine origin; the gnosis is also knowledge of the archons
and the fact that they have enslaved the spirit/soul and made it forget
its origin. In other words, a part of the saving gnosis is knowledge
of the evil nature of this world. On its own the spirit/soul knows
neither its origin nor its captivity. This suggests that the Gnostics
were either struggling to propagate their religion in a climate which
did not share their world-view, or that their world-view itself was

224not their own but a second-hand adaptation or both.
Now into this framework were fitted all those mythologumena from

Judaism, Hellenistic philosophy and so on which give each individual
system its peculiar characteristics and form. Nevertheless underlying
all the gnostic systems are a common DaseinsverstEndnis, an all pervasive
dualism and a focus on gnosis. Again, it is not these features in and
of themselves that distinguish Gnosticism, but the way in which they

225are integrated and used. It is this fact which makes it so difficult
to verify the existence of a pre-Christian Gnosticism, as we have seen 

226above. Consequently, we shall adopt the designations (gnosis, proto-
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Gnosticism, pre-Gnosticism) as defined by the Messina Colloquium as one
227of our presuppositions.

Our primary gnostic sources are of two kinds ; Patristic and auto
graphic. Invaluable are the descriptions left to us by Clement of 
Alexandria (Stromata, Excerpta ex Theodoto), Epiphanius (Panarion),
Hippolytus (Refutatio omnium haeresium), Irenaeus (Adversus haereses,
Book I), Grigen (Contra Celsum, In Joannem) and others. We will use 
the translations provided in W. Foerster’s Gnosis, I. Of equal or more 
value are the recently published tractates from the Coptic Gnostic 
library of Nag Hammadi. We will follow the English translations pro
vided by J. M. Robinson’s The Nag Hammadi Library except where noted.
Also of importance are numerous New Testament apocrypha which are gen
erally considered to exhibit gnostic,traits as well as the Pistis Sophia,

228and the two Books of Jeu.
B. Methodology
In a recent article on Paul and Rabbinic Judaism E. P. Sanders

has suggested that there have been basically two methods by which scholars
have made comparisons between religious movements, both of which he 

229finds defective. Although Sanders is concerned with the comparison
of Paul and Rabbinic Judaism, his observations are valid for the task 

of comparing Gnosticism and Apocalypticism as well.
First of all, Sanders says that scholars have sought to distill 

religious movements into "essences" or their bare essentials as, for 

example, when Paul is typified by the doctrine of justification by 
faith and the Rabbis by that of works righteousness. It would appear 
that much the same thing is done when scholars typify Apocalypticism 
as eschatological dualism and Gnosticism as spatial dualism. In either
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case, the two movements are oversimplified and perhaps misrepresented.
Sanders suggests that a comparison of this type frequently suffers because
one of the objects of the comparison is usually assumed to be more
significant than the other or the comparison itself is made to demon-

230strate the superiority of the one over the other. In gnostic studies
this may be apparent in the adoption of certain presuppositions concerning 
the origin of Gnosis, If Gnosticism is presumed to antedate Christianity 
or Apocalypticism it will naturally assume a dominant role in the dis
cussion and vice versa. It is a problem that has not gone unnoticed.
R. Haardt, for example, in commenting on Bousset’s attempt to trace
Gnosticism back to the Iranian concept of two inimical opposing god
heads which were later modified by Greek ontological dualism, writes:

Those who bear in mind the complementary aspect of the 
essence and origin of Gnosis, as initially described, 
will not fail to observe, in the example just quoted, 
precisely how the definition of Gnosis as a combination 
of elements demonstrably different in type is assumed 
a priori in such a way that one of the elements, con
stituting a single type of Gnosis is traced back to
a specific culture, and then regarded as the appropriately 
decisive element in the constitution of Gnosis as such.
Other elements are then added, which play no basic role 
in the matter of origin, but seem to be based on what
ever factor is preferred, or may underpin the main element 
as defined, and in fact make it what it has become.

It is a problem not uncommon to the study of Apocalypticism as well;
and one is reminded of R. McL. Wilson’s observation that all scholars
are inclined to view these movements from the perspective of their 

232own specialties. We usually compare Gnosticism with Apocalypticism
or vice versa instead of comparing the two movements together as equals.

The second methodology that Sanders calls into question is that 
of concentrating on individual motifs instead of essences. While this 
method comes closer to being a true comparison, it suffers from the fact,
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as others have pointed out, that "a conclusion about some of the parts
233may lead too quickly to a conclusion about the whole." In other

words, motif studies may identify a common use of a motif, but this 
does not necessarily tell us anything about the nature of or the relation
ship between the two movements. As Sanders suggests, "Seeing the simil
arity, or even the identity, of some of the stones {in one edifice^ should

234not lead one to conclude that the building is the same." Similarly,
R. McL, Wilson has warned:

When we are studying the phenomena we have to note the 
similarities, the typical features, but these similarities 
do not necessarily guarantee any historical continuity, 
a point that has not always been borne in mind. From 
the phenomenological point of view it may be perfectly 
legitimate to group religious movements together on the 
basis of their common elements; but this does not nec
essarily mean that these movements stand in any genetic 
relationship, or that therp is any direct connection 
between the earlier and the later.

E. Yamauchi put his finger on a related aspect of the problem when
he observed that when scholars compare parallels these parallels are

236"inevitably confined to elements extracted out of context." How
these parallels are used and how they function within the system may 
be as important to ascertain as the existence of the parallels them

selves.
This suggestion, that a proper comparison between two movements 

such as Gnosticism and Apocalypticism should take into account function

ality, has been made on numerous occasions. H. Ringgren, for example, 
in speaking about Qumran and Gnosticism writes;

...comparison between certain traits in Qumran with similar 
phenomena in ...Gnosticism, and so on, is not adequate 
as long as the details are not placed in their respective 
context. If the details are not considered within the 
organic totality to which they belong, they remain interesting 
details and the similarity may well be incidental. We
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have to ask for the function of the detail in the ideology 
as a whole.2 2 ^

This is particularly important in regard to Gnosticism for as Yamauchi 
has pointed out one of the fallacious assumptions of gnostic studies 
(particularly that of the religionsgeschichtliche Schule) is to identify 
the parts with the whole, to find in certain motifs evidence of the exis
tence of the developed Gnosis, i.e. to identify Gnosis with motifs

238found in Gnosticism. Thus van Baaren writes:
It is, moreover, a fallacy to speak of gnostic elements 
in describing elements found elsewhere which are found 
in gnosticism too, unless there is a demonstrable, or, 
at least, probable, historic relation, because, as said 
before, gnosticism is only partly determined by the 
elements it contains, but mostly by the way in which 
they function together forming an integrated w h o l e . 239

Or as Wilson succinctly put it, "...it may be not the motif itself but
the use that is made of it that is Gnostic.

From this it is obvious that a proper comparison between the two 
movements needs to examine both systems as wholes. It needs to be 
systemological or holistic in its approach. This, as Sanders points 
out, affords one the possibility of dealing with more than reduced
essences and thus of giving "due weight to individual points of similarity

and d i ss im ilarityFurthermore, this approach allows one to examine 
individual motifs within their place of functionality within each system.

With Sanders, then, our point of comparison between Apocalypticism
and Gnosticism will be "the pattern which leads from the logical starting

242point of each religion to the logical conclusion." Although Sanders 
himself chooses to designate this the "pattern of religion" he also 
suggests one might call this the soteriological pattern insofar as it 
describes how a religion is perceived by its membership to function, 
i.e. how one becomes and remains a member of the soteriological scheme.
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It follows that in examining this soteriological pattern of both of these
movements one must first of all examine the existential foundation on

243which their respective soteriologies are built. Thus one must begin
with a comparison of their world views, the situation from which they 
would be saved; the role which man himself plays in this drama, the 
relationship of the Divine to both, the soteriological pattern proper 
and the goal of the process. In other words, we must trace the soter
iological pattern through the theology, cosmology, anthropology and

244eschatology of both systems.
Because we are concerned about the intent or purpose of each move

ment which in turn governs their use of concepts, mythologumena, motifs 
etc., our secondary task is to examine and demonstrate how both move
ments use such motifs to "flesh out"^their particular pattern of religion. 
Thus our investigation will be primarily phenomenological. It there
fore follows that we will not attempt to prove an historical, genealogical 
relationship between these two movements for, as others have already 
indicated, the phenomenological method is not capable of producing 
such results. Nevertheless, this does not mean that we will be limited 
or prohibited from making observations that would seem to indicate 
that some relationship does exist or from alluding to the genealogical/ 
historical work done by others that may throw light on the present work.

For the problem is not with such observations or even such hypotheses 
suggesting a relationship; the problem lies with using the phenomenological 
approach alone to provide proof or a means of proof that such exists. 
Similarities, even in soteriological patterns, do not necessarily provide 
assurance of any historical connection.

In light of this a number of other problems must also be noted.
Perhaps the most important of these is the need to recognize that there
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is no one gnostic or apocalyptic "system. As Irenaeus was correct
2  6to point out, Gnosticism is indeed like a many headed hydra. Its

numerous teachers apparently sought to give their particular doctrines
a distinctive cast which makes it more proper to speak of many different
gnostic systems. Much the same might be said of Apocalypticism. In
truth there is no one apocalyptic s y s t e m . I n s t e a d  Apocalypticism
is characterized by a great diversity particularly in regard to the
figure of the Messiah and the nature of God's future. It is precisely
in the area of eschatology, as one might expect, that the greatest

differences occur in the apocalyptic writings.
This problem is intrinsically related to another and that is the

question of definition or delimitation, of trying to find unity in the
midst of all this diversity. Phenomenology is the tool that has been
used in both fields of research. But as H. Jonas has noted, using the
phenomenological approach involves an epistemological or methodological
circle of "using the presumed unity of the many for the designation
of a common name, and then using the meaning of that name to define
the unity of the manifold - and hence to decide over the inclusion

248or exclusion of individuals," Yet in spite of this circle Jonas
justifies our use of both phenomenology and the "ideal type" as "the
necessity and creative risk of historical understanding, confronted

249as it is with the endless shadings of historic phenomena." With 
Jonas then, we begin from the position that there is such a thing as 
"the gnostic phenomenon" which exhibits certain distinctive features 
within a variety of divergent presentations. The same is true for 
Apocalypticism, and it is our belief that it is the soteriological pattern 
that will provide us with the means for delimiting and comparing the
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250two.
It follows from this that when one attempts to compare Gnosticism 

and Apocalypticism systemologically we need to look for more than gnos
tic elements in Apocalypticism and apocalyptic elements in Gnosticism. 
Such discoveries may be important, but not nearly so important as defin
ing the degree to which these two movements correspond in function.
Only by examining functionality and use will we be able to properly 
define the similarities and differences between Gnosticism and Apocalyp
ticism throwing light upon what it is that makes Gnosticism gnostic and 

Apocalypticism apocalyptic. To this task we now turn.



CHAPTER II

GNOSTIC AND APOCALYPTIC CONCEPTS OF WORLD AND EXISTENCE
I. Introduction: Common DaseinsverstEndnis

Perhaps the most important aspect of the contribution to gnostic 
studies made by Hans Jonas is his insistence that at the very heart 
of the gnostic phenomenon lies not a compendium of intrinsically 
'gnostic motifs', important as these may be, but rather an attitude 
toward life and the world around which such concepts and motifs borrowed 
from the Hellenistic milieu were moulded to give expression to it and 
which were themselves, in turn, made 'gnostic'. This gnostic 
DaseinsverstEndnis is therefore twofold in nature as it reveals both 
the gnostic estimation of the world and also man's place in it. As 
such it is fundamentally dualistic and demonstrates the separation
of man and God from the world. It is this dualism which Jonas calls

2the "existential 'first principle'" of Gnosticism.
Of course Jonas is not alone in recognizing the distinctiveness

and centrality of this 'gnostic' world-view as the basic expression
of Gnosis. G. Quispel, for example, has written:

Was 1st nun das RevolutionEre in der antiken Gnosis?
Dies, dass eine neuer Entwurf des VerhEltnisses des 
Menschen zu der Welt und zu Gott vorliegt. Der qual
itative Unterschied zwischen Mensch und Welt ist ent- 
deckt. Der Mensch ist zwar in der Welt, aber nicht 
von der Welt.^

But even more directly to the point is this statement by Bultmann:
For the essence of Gnosticism does not lie in its 
syncretistic mythology but rather in a new under
standing - new in the ancient world - of man and the 
world; its mythology is only the expression of this
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understanding. Whereas to ancient man the world had 
been home - in the Old Testament as God’s creation, 
to classic Greece as the cosmos pervaded by the deity - 
the utter difference of human existence from all worldly 
existence was recognized for the first time in Gnosticism 
and Christianity, and thus the world became foreign 
soil to the human self; in fact, in Gnosticism, his
prison.4

Now in light of the quest for the origins of Gnosis and the gnostic 
DaseinsverstEndnis this observation by Bultmann is of great signifi
cance. First, as he noted. Gnosticism on the whole is expressed prim
arily in the language and thought forms of Greek philosophy. Its cos
mology and anthropological assumptions are similarly Greek and based 
in part on the Timaeus of Plato as well as elements of Stoic thought.
Yet the gnostic rejection of the world is not itself Greek but a 
repudiation of the Greek world view. In the words of H.-C. Puech, 
the gnostics "...accepted the Greek view of the universe only in order 
to despise, negate, and transcend it in the most typical cases; the 
Gnostic revolt against the world is indeed a revolt against the world 
of Greek science."'^ Greek language and thought forms do not then 
necessarily mean that Gnosis is itself Greek in origin. On the contrary, 
it is generally assumed, especially by the religionsgeschichtliche 
Schule, that this rejection of the world is oriental in origin^ - an 
assumption which is supported by the absence of concrete evidence about 
the actual historico-political origins of the movement and the impetus 
for its thought. But even more significantly, when Bultmann says that 
Christianity shares to an extent this gnostic world-view and therefore 
contrasts Christianity with a Judaism which saw man as at home in the 
creation of God, he acknowledges neither the origins of this Christian 
world-view nor therewith the corresponding rejection of the world which 
other scholars would find in Jewish Apocalypticism.^ For it is in
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Apocalypticism that one finds a DaseinsverstEndnis similar to that of
Gnosis which although formulated in the language and concepts of the
Old Testament instead of Hellenistic philosophy nevertheless signals
a repudiation or at least a drastic modification of some of the basic
assumptions of Old Testamental faith. In the words of K. Schubert:

Die wichtigste übereinstimmung zwischen der paganen 
Gnosis und der jlidischen Apokalyptik aber ist psycho- 
logischen Natur. Beide batten das gleiche negative 
VerhEltnis zur konkreten Gegenwart und zur konkreten 
Geschichte, die der pagane Gnostiker durch Flucht in 
die gBttliche Ausserweltlichkeit und der Apokalyptiker 
durch die Verwandlung dieser in die kommende Welt auf- 
gehoben wissen wollte.^

And even W. Schmithals who would deny any fundamental relationship
between Gnosticism and Apocalypticism agrees:

Die gnostische Grunderfahrung besteht im radikalen 
Pessimismes der ’geschichtlichen’ Wirklichkeit, 
dieser Welt, diesem Aon gegenUber, und insofern ent-
spricht das DaseinsverstEndnis der Gnostikers durchaus
dem der Apokalyptik.^

In other words, both the Apocalyptist and the Gnostic experience reality,
this world/age, pessimistically as subjection and bondage. Neither

one feels at home in the world; instead existence in the world only
serves to produce feelings of estrangement not only from the world,
but also from one’s Self and one’s God, as we shall see b e l o w . T h i s
alienation and estrangement typify both the gnostic and apocalyptic
Daseinsverstandnis.

Such a correspondence in so basic a feature as one's orientation
to reality naturally makes this one of the most important points in the
question of gnostic origins and raises the possibility of a relationship
between the two movements.^̂  The purpose of the present chapter is
therefore twofold; first, we want to examine their respective concepts
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of "world" which result from this common DaseinsverstEndnis in order 
to define precisely how this correspondence is manifested. Secondly, 
differences notwithstanding, we want to see what motifs these two move
ments may use in common to explain the origin of this world/age and 
hence this common DaseinsverstEndnis. To this end we now turn.

II. Gnostic and Apocalyptic Weltanschauung
A. Ontological vs. Eschatological Dualism
Seen in their proper perspective, the gnostic and apocalyptic

views of the ’world’ are in fact only one aspect of a larger twofold
conceptualization of reality which is to say that they are concerned
not with one ’world’ but with two. These are commonly described in
terms of light and darkness - a dualistic representation which denotes

their antithetical character. ^ 2

For the gnostic, the world of darkness is the choic world or cosmos
in which man presently dwells. The body, moreover, as a microcosm,
is therefore each individual’s personal link with this world which suggests,
as W. Foerster pointed out, that the gnostic hostility toward the body

13is "only part of a more far-reaching hostility to the world." The 
world of light, on the other hand, is variously described as the "super
mundane" (Basilides), the "imperishable Aeon" (Ophites),the "Ogdoad" 

(Marcus), the "regions of the unbegotten God" (Carpocrates)or 
finally and most frequently, especially among the Valentinians,^^ the 
"Pleroma" and represents the realm to which the spirit/soul of man 
properly belongs and to which he is to return. Such an antithetically 
conceived two-world scheme is the presuppositional basis of the whole 
gnostic superstructure and is in fact the system in nuce. Without it
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the Gnostic’s feelings of alienation from the world would have resulted 
in nihilism but with it man’s present predicament is explained by recourse 
to his origin and return to the other world of light.

Similarly, the apocalyptic Weltanschauung is only one part of the 
doctrine of the two ages. According to this dualistic scheme there 
are contrasted two world ages or Aeons: the present age ( 6  0 0 T0 5 ;
n-]'n\a'?Wn) and the promised age to come (ôxtwv/xt\>wV3 y gn -

- -f T T " T ■*

a doctrine which received its classic expression in IV Ez 7.50: "For
20this cause the Most High has made not one Age but two." Although

such a concise expression of this scheme is found only in the later
apocalyptic literature, it is, according to Bousset, older than this 

21formulation. The two ages, for example, are clearly implied in the
book of Daniel (chapters 2 and 7) where the course of the world is divided
into two great periods represented by the images of beasts set over
against that of the Man, the composite metallic figure versus the stone

22cut without hands, respectively. Thus the centrality of this doctrine
for Apocalypticism, like the two world scheme in Gnosticism, cannot
be over emphasized. P. Vielhauer calls it "the essential feature of
apocalyptic"^^ and C. K. Barrett, the "basic" principle of apocalyptic.^^
Its importance obviously lies in its ability to give systematic expression
to the Weltanschauung of the Apocalyptists, their hope for salvation
from the world and the various dualistic presuppositions which act as
foundations for the apocalyptic system built upon them. It therefore
plays precisely the same foundational and functional role as does the

25two world scheme of Gnosticism.
Up to this point we have deliberately used the term ’world’ in 

an indefinite way to point out the broad similarity which exists between
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the gnostic and apocalyptic concepts of existence and reality. However,
when we turn to their specific ways of defining this term we discover,
not surprisingly, the influence of the cultural milieu in which each
movement developed in the form of fundamental presuppositions which
in turn distinguish their respective descriptions of the world even
when they are using the same categories and terminology, as we shall
see below. Thus as W. Schmithals correctly pointed out, the Greek
mind conceived reality in terms of space and substance, while the Jew
was concerned primarily with time and behaviour. Although this is
surely a generalization which no one would make rigidly exclusive, it
nevertheless does correspond with the differences which ostensibly divide

27apocalyptic from gnostic thought.
Accordingly, the Gnostics conceived the division of the two worlds

in two ways: topologically and ontologically. Concerning the first,
the Gnostics simply adopted and yet modified the classical hierarchical

28conceptualization of Hellenistic cosmology. It was accepted insofar
as the cosmos was understood to be composed of seven planetary spheres

of influence surrounding the earth and yet it was modified inasmuch
as the realm of God and so the destination of the soul was believed
to lie beyond and above the cosmos of earth and seven heavens. The

29two world realms are therefore spatially distinguishable.
But this supra-cosmic nature of the Pleroma also points, more

importantly, to the gnostic belief in its ontological superiority to
the cosmos. For it is a basic feature of gnostic thought that spirit

30and matter, God and world, are ontological antitheses and herein
lies the primary presupposition of the gnostic explanation for their

31rejection of the cosmos. For unlike the Weltanschauung of classical
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Greek culture which understood the order of the universe, its ’cosmos', 
as evidence of its divinity and so understood its nature and substance 
to be divine, the Gnostics believed that the cosmos was inferior to 
the Pleroma precisely because of its choic or material nature. Thus 
"...this lesser world is only the counterpart, material, perishable,

32imperfect to the point of perversity, of an unattainable ideal universe."
In Apocalypticism, on the other hand, these two world/ages are

33chronologically and ethically opposed. Thus, unlike the spatial 
orientation of the gnostic two world scheme, the two ages of Apocaly
pticism, initally at least, represented two periods of time on this 
e a r t h . A s  such it is a chronological or eschatological dualism.
Here the Apocalyptists reveal their dependence upon the prophetic move
ment of Israel and its expectation of the Day of Yahweh. However, 
as D. S. Russell and others have indicated, the Apocalyptists have 
gone beyond the formulations of the prophets and have eschatologized

35the prophetic hope. Whereas the prophets and rabbinic Judaism ex
pected the Day of Yahweh to come from within history (i.e. this aeon) 
the Apocalyptists saw this age as being so corrupt that the new age 
could only be conceived as coming from beyond history not from within 
it. The Day of Yahweh was therefore not simply a point of transition 
within history, but its end or eschaton which signalled the beginning 
of the new aeon of the Kingdom of God. In the words of J. Schreiner:

Zwischen dem Lauf der Geschichte, wie er bisher war und 
bis zum Ende weiterfliesst, und der danach kommenden 
Gottesherrschaft besteht keine Verbindung. Hier gibt 
es keinen Übergang, sondern einen Bruch.

Again, this totally alien and transcendent new aeon which breaks in
from beyond and replaces history is implied in the Danielic figures
of the stone cut without hands and the Son of Man which as symbols
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of the new age destroy and in so doing replace their predecessor, the 
present world/age - a transition which, as Russell says, "...is not 
evolutionary but cataclysmic..." and which, moreover, can only be 

wrought by God.
The second aspect of the doctrine of the two ages is its under

lying ethical dualism by which is meant that the two ages are under
stood to be not just chronologically successive but qualitatively 

39different. Accordingly, good and evil in the imagery of light and 
darkness are used to describe the respective aeons which are complete 
antitheses in their natures. The present age thus serves only to fore
shadow in a negative way the glories of the aeon to come. The future 
age is that which the present age is not:

The present age is not the,End; ... But the Day of 
Judgement shall be the end of this age and the begin
ning of the eternal age that is to come; wherein corrup
tion is passed away, weakness is abolished, infidelity 
cut off; while righteousness is grown, and faithfulness 
is sprung up. IV Ez 7.112-114^^

Thus both Gnosticism and Apocalypticism perceive the present world/ 
age to be only the obverse of an entirely different world which is the 
qualitative antithesis of man’s present experience and to which he 
properly belongs. It is this common Weltanschauung and the role of 
the above mentioned presuppositions in determining its exact expression 

which we need to examine further.
B, The Nature of this World/Age
1. Evil
For both Gnostics and Apocalyptists the present world/age in which 

they find themselves can only be described in deprecatory terms for 
it is a world/age which limits man’s possibilities, keeps him enslaved 
to itself and thus separates him from his God. It is, in short, a
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world/age of evil.
For the Apocalyptists this evil was manifested in every aspect

of human life. Not surprisingly it was discerned most acutely in the
socio-political struggle of post-exilic Judaism with the heathen empires

41which itself gave birth to the apocalyptic movement. However, what 
is most significant is that the evil nature of that particular period 
in the history of Israel was described by the Apocalyptists as being 
characteristic and determinative of the whole of this age. Thus this 
age was one in which the nation which believed itself to be the elect
of God was trampled underfoot by f o r e i g n e r s a n  age in which the

43 . 44promises of God were called into question and apostasy was endemic,
an age of war and tribulation,^^ sickness and f a m i n e . F o r  the Apocalyp
tists life in this age was perceived,as nothing more than strife and 
labor,sorrow and impotence. Accordingly the author of II Baruch 

could describe this age as the time when
Untimely death came into being,
Grief was named
And anguish was prepared.
And pain was created.
And trouble consummated,
And disease began to be established.
And Sheol kept demanding that it should be renewed 

in blood,
And the begetting of children was brought about.
And the passion of parents produced.
And the greatness of humanity was humiliated.
And goodness languished. (56.6)

And as he rightly asks, "What therefore can be blacker or darker than

these things?" (56.7)^^
On the whole, then, evil is limited in Apocalypticism to the course

of world events, i.e. history, and is not found in the substance of
creation itself. However, it should not be overlooked that within
this same movement there were those who would readily extend the influence
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of evil to the nature of creation, a fact which has led some scholars 
to assume the influence of Gnosis on apocalyptic thought but which 
may simply signify the development of apocalyptic, also noticeable in 
the N.T., according to Greek suppositions. In any event some Apocalyp
tists indeed assumed that evil pervaded and disrupted the divinely ordained 
course of nature. The earth itself was believed to be under the curse 
and all of nature, including the beasts, to have been corrupted.
In both views, the apocalyptic prospects for this age are truly pessimistic.
It is a situation which cannot improve from within since evil must continue 
to develop and this world, therefore, continue to grow worse before the 
new age which will replace this evil one can or will break in from 
God’s b e y o n d . " F o r  the weaker the world grows with age, so much more 
shall evils increase upon the dwellers on earth." (IV Es 14.16)

Like the Apocalyptists, the Gnostics also found this world totally 
repugnant and evil, Basilides is said to have adopted the position of the 
"barbarians" that "There is no perfect good in this world and what (good) 

there is is very weak..." (Acta Archelai, 67.10,12). Instead this world is 

described by Gnosticism generally as the dwelling place of "forgetful

ness, malice, jealousy, envy, and death" (Ophites, Iren. Adv. Haer. I,
30.5). It is the "Age of night" (Peratae, Hipp. Ref. V, 14.1), a world 
of "envy and strife" (GTr 24.25f.), a life of "toils and trouble" (HA 91.5ff.) 
In the Apocryphon of John it is signified by the archontic so-called 
"Tree of Life" whose "...root is bitter, its branches are the shadows
of death, its leaves are hate and deception, its sap is a balm of wicked-

52ness, and its fruit is the desire of death." (AJ (BG) 56.15-57.5)
However, it is a curious and important fact that unlike Apocalyp

ticism, Gnosticism gives no clue as to the political or historical,
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viz. existential, situation which gave rise to its negative estimation 

of the world and which thus provided the impetus for its birth. Menard, 
for example, can only conclude that the gnostic phenomenon owes its

53existence to the inherent distress of the human condition generally!
In contrast to Apocalypticism, the evil nature of this world, viz. 
the ontological dualism,appears a priori in Gnosticism. It is almost 
as if there either was no primary impetus for Gnosticism as Gnosticism, 
or else it has consciously succeeded in suppressing its historico-political 
matrix (origins). Also significant is the fact that whereas in Apocalyp
ticism there is no doubt among the audience about the evil nature of 
this age, in Gnosticism we meet the curious circumstance where one 
element of the gnosis is the fact that the world is evil. The notion 
that the archons have succeeded in bringing forgetfulness upon the 
spirit/soul and the associated notion of a counterfeit spirit which 
leads one to love this world suggest that the Gnostics were in a position 
in which they had to convince their audience of the evil nature of 
this w o r l d . T h i s  in turn raises the very real possibility that Gnosis 
did not originate in the environment from which it was attempting to 
win its converts. Moreoever, the lack of existential indicators as 
regards origins and the a priori nature of the gnostic rejection of 
the world may in fact mean that there was no instigating crisis which 

produced its Hellenistic form. This, at least, would open up the pos
sibility that its world-view is a second-hand adoption or adaptation.

2. Death
A second way in which both Gnostics and Apocalyptists described 

the present world/age was that of death and corruption. For the Apocalyp
tists this present age is the "transitory world" (II Bar 48.50).
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It is a world/age which possesses in itself its own eschaton toward 
which all things, people and events must inexorably be drawn. Compared
to the age to come this one is necessarily the age of death which itself

„ 56must die:
Because whatever is now is nothing,
But that which shall be is very great.
For everything that is corruptible shall pass away.
And everything that dies shall depart... (II Bar 44.8-9)

Because it has an end one is able to detect developments toward that
end, and the Apocalyptists were convinced that the present age was growing
old and increasingly more feeble as it hastened toward the eschaton.

57Again, as it is beautifully expressed by the author of II Baruch (85.10): 
...the youth of the world is past,
And the strength of the creation already exhausted.
And the advent of the times is very short.
Yea, they have passed by: ,
And the pitcher is near to the cistern,
And the ship to the port,
And the course of the journey to the city.
And life to (its) consummation.

But not only is the world/age itself one of death and corruption 
but so also is the nature of everything contained by it which includes, 
most importantly, man h i m s e l f . H e r e  one of the existential bases 
of Apocalyptic, thought (and that of late Judaism generally?) comes 
to light in that Apocalypticism had to deal with the situation in which 
the righteous and elect themselves suffered and died while their per
secutors prospered and lived well in this world/age. As Ezra laments:

For I have seen how thou dost suffer the sinners
and dost spare the ungodly,
how thou hast destroyed thy people
and preserved thine enemies... (IV Ez 3.30)

However the apocalyptic reaction against the untimely death and unjustified

sufferings of the elect also took the form of a rejection of death
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itself, both corporal and eternal, and not just untimely death, as
a constituent element of the present world/age alone which would be

59destroyed at the eschaton. While the age to come would bestow upon 
man its own incorruptibility and eternal life,^^ in the present age 
man is merely mortal and but a "breath" which comes and departs invol
untarily (II Bar 14.10). Thus it comes as no surprise when we are 
admonished to

...renounce the life that is corruptible, 
let go from thee the cares of mortality; 
cast from thee the burdens of man, 
put off now the weak nature; 
lay aside thy burdensome cares,
and hasten to remove from these times! (IV Ez 14.13-14)

For the Gnostics there can be no dispute that this world is by
6 2nature a world of death and decay. It is "the world that perishes"

(OnRes 45.16falso GPh.75,7);it is tlie world of "darkness and death"
(Book of Thomas 143.20ff.) under the "authority of death" (ApocAd 76.15ff) 
In fact, one can describe it as a "kingdom of death" (Theodotus, Clem.

Exc. 58.1).
In part, this is due to the Gnostic presupposition regarding the

evil essence of matter from which this world was created. Over such
a creation and its decay the Gnostic is both lord and destroyer because
of his own superior spiritual nature (Clem. Strom. IV, 13 i.e. Val.
Frag. 4). But in those systems which saw matter as created and not
co-existent with the divine world, it is evil because it stems from
the passions or basest nature of Sophia and not from the Divine will.
As such it is "perishable and goes to destruction" (Val. acc. to Hipp.
Ref. VI,32.9). The Ptolemaeans are supposed to have taught that:

The corporeal elements of the universe sprang, as has 
been said before, from the terror and perplexity, as 
from a more permanent source: earth, as a result of
the state of terror; water, as a result of the agitation 
of fear; air, as a result of the congealing of sorrow.
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I
Fire is inherent in all of these elements as death and |
decay, just as they also teach that ignorance is hidden I
in the three passions. (Iren. Adv. Haer. I,5.4)^^ j

On the other hand, regardless of the origin of matter itself, on which j

point there is no gnostic consensus, death is an inherent characteristic :|
of this world because it was created or formed by the demiurge who
in ignorance necessarily produced an inferior w o r l d . T h i s  world
only imperfectly reflects the "other" world; it is at best the shadow 
of the Pleroma (HA 94,lOff.). Death and decay are therefore the deter
minative aspects of this world which reveal its inferior nature in 
comparison with the immortal supra-heavenly world which served as its 

model. Thus according to the Peratic exegesis of John 8:44, the 
demiurge is

The ruler and artificer of matter, who taking up 
the characters [elements'distributed by the Son 
has reproduced them in this world, who is a murderer 
from the beginning; for his work makes for corrup
tion and death. (Hipp. Ref. V ,17.7)65

This means, moreover, that the world of the demiurge, like the present
age of apocalyptic thought, is itself only temporary^^ and must eventually
be destroyed. It too has its eschaton or death when

...the fire that is hidden in the world will blaze 
forth and b u m  : when it has consumed all matter it
will be consumed with it and pass into non-existence.
(so Ptolemaeus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I,7.1)67

Like the world, everything in it, except the divine spirit/soul
of man, is also mortal and doomed to certain destruction "...for the
whole structure which originated from the dead earth will be under
the authority of death." (ApocAd 76.15ff.).^^ This is particularly
true of the human body which entombs the divine spark in man for it

69is the "fetter" (AJ-BG 55.lOf.) through which man is bound to this
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world and so burdened with mortality since the body is "by nature cor
ruptible." (Basilides, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 24.5) This world, then, 
as the world of the entrapment of the divine in choic flesh, is an 
"eater of corpses" (GPh 73, 19-21). Thus the message of Gnosis is a 
call to renounce this world since to love it is to choose death over 

life.^^
In summary, we find that both communities understood this world

to be one of death and corruption which is reflected in both the mortal
72nature of man within it and its own impending destruction. However, 

for Gnosticism this again seems to be the result of an a priori rejection 
of matter while for Apocalypticism it apparently stems from the dilemma 
created by the martyrdom of the righteous.

3. Sin/Ignorance
A final correspondence in the manner in which the Gnostics and 

Apocalyptists described the present world/age is that of sin/ignorance. 
There is ample evidence to indicate, for example, that for the Apocalyp
tists the present world/age, insofar as it reflects man’s relationship 
and response to God, was understood to be, like man himself, full of 
transgression, rebellion, injustice and unrighteousness. In short
it is a world/age corrupted and dominated, if not indeed established,

73by sin. As the patriarch Levi explained after the spirit of under

standing came upon him;
...I saw all men corrupting their way, and that unright
eousness had built for itself walls, and lawlessness 
sat upon towers. (TLevi 2.3 also 14,3)

In looking back over the course of history the Apocalyptists realized
that their own period like that before the deluge was one in which

...lawlessness increased on the earth and all flesh 
corrupted its way, alike men and cattle and beasts
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and birds and everything that walks on the earth - all
of them corrupted their ways and their orders, and 
they began to devour each other, and lawlessness in
creased on the earth and every imagination of the 
thoughts of all men (was) thus evil continually.
(Jub 5.2; see also IV Ez 3.35)

A world/age of sin could therefore elicit from the Apocalyptists only
rejection and contempt (I En 48.7). For contrasted with this present
age of sin was the age to come whose sinlessness was assured by the
divine act of judgment, the great assize, which would separate the sinners

74from the righteous, the age of sin from the age of righteousness.
With this judgment "...sin shall perish in darkness for ever, And shall 
no more be seen from that day forevermore " (I En 92.5) and all un
righteousness will come "to an end " (I En 91.5) - an event which can
only come to pass when the present world/age is terminated (IV Ez 4.28ff. 

also I En 83.7; 69.27).^^
Sin itself, for the most part, was conceived by the Apocalyptists 

as with the whole of Judaism as the transgression of the Mosaic Law, 
i.e. the Decalogue, which they accepted as the revelation of the divine 

w i l l . F o r  example we read in I En 99.2:
Woe to them who pervert the words of uprightness,
And transgress the eternal law.
And transform themselves into what they were not 
into sinners ...

Thus for much of the apocalyptic movement man was supposed to be judged on 
the obedience to the Law - even if the Law was unknown to him as the 
revelation of Yahweh.^^ For to a certain extent the Law is fundamental 
to all human cultures even though the pagans may not acknowledge its 
divine Yahwistic origin (II Bar 48.40).^^ Thus II Enoch and the Test
aments of the 12 Patriarchs, as P. Volz has pointed out, describe sin 
in a more universalistic way as the transgression of an "...Uberjudische,
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79allgemeinmenschliche Ethik," Accordingly the author of XI En 44.4
suggests that every man will be judged on the basis of his ’measuring up’
to the ethics of his own market place. This reflects the Apocalyptists’
belief in the scope of human iniquity and their scepticism that man

80can even live up to his own codes of ethics.
Now beyond doubt, the most important and fatal aspect of sin is

its manifestation as apostasy/idolatry, which is to say, as the rejection
of the only true God, the sin towards which much of the apocalyptic mes-

81sage is directed;
Woe to them who reject the measure and eternal heritage 

of their fathers 
And whose souls follow after idols,
For they shall have no rest. (I En 99.14)

But perhaps the best summation of’the apocalyptic concept of sin and the
state of this age is to be found in IV Ez 7.21-24, (8.55f.):

For God did surely command them that came (into the 
world), when they came, what they should do to live, 
and what they should observe to avoid punishment.
Nevertheless they were disobedient, and spake against 
him; They devised for themselves vain thoughts, they 
proposed to themselves wicked treacheries; They even 
affirmed the Most High exists not, and ignored his ways !
His law they did despise, and his covenants they denied; 
in his statutes they have put no faith, and have set 
at naught his commandments.

From this we can see that sin is basically understood in the trad
itional Old Testamental sense as an act of a free will. Man has actively 
turned away from, if not rejected entirely, the true God and especially, 
for the Jews, God as he has revealed himself in his Law. However, we 
must not overlook the fact that apocalyptic thought represents a tran
sition point within the thought of intertestamenta1 Judaism, Thus,

83as E. Brandenburger and W, Harnisch have ably demonstrated, there 
is also to be found in the late apocalyptic literature as represented
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by the figure "Ezra" in IV Ezra, the Life of Adam and Eve and the Apocalypse
of Moses the view that sin is not merely widespread but universal and
due to an act of the primal parents. In this branch of Apocalypticism,
sin is a fate imposed upon mankind which is beyond its control; it is
a state of existence - a concept which, despite differences, corresponds

84with gnostic thought, as Brandenburger notes. But in either case, 
whether sin is a fate or an act of a free will, the result is the same - 
estrangement from God, and it is here that the real functional similarity 

exists.
For in Gnosticism, as in Apocalypticism, this present world can

be described as a world of alienation from God. However, for the Gnostics
85this was not understood as much in terms of sin, per se, but rather 

in terms of ignorance. This is not to say that the Gnostics were un
familiar with sin as a concept; far from it. Yet it must be noted 
that they reformulated it to conform to their underlying dualistic view 
of man and reality. Sin is thus no longer thought of as an act of 
rebellion against the divine will as in Apocalypticism and Judaism gen
erally. Sin lost its ethical foundation because the Gnostics rejected 
the Law as the work of the demiurge.Gnostic man was thus free to pursue 

a life of ethical ambivalence; asceticism or libertinism were both 
open to him. In the words of Carpocrates as preserved by Irenaeus :

All other things are indifferent, being accounted now 
good, now evil, according to the opinion of men, but 
nothing is evil by nature. (Adv. Haer. I, 25.5)^^

What then is the Gnostic equivalent of sin? Simply put, it is
not knowing God; or as J. Zandee expressed it, it is "...ignorance con-

88 89earning the Father..." It is a deficiency; a state of existence
90 91 92known also as the "sleep of oblivion", "oblivion", ’’Error" (as
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the personification of ignorance), "forgetfulness"^^ and "ignorance"^^

which either results from the fall of spirit into matter and is not
therefore conceived as an act on the part of the individual, or else
it is a factor which permeates all existence beyond God the unknowable
and so is the initial cause of creation. The latter is particularly

95the case in Valentinianism. Thus ignorance of the Father dominates
the existence of Sophia, her creation - the demiurge, and his creation -
man. Ignorance, like sin for the Apocalyptists, typifies the entire

96existence of man and the present world in which he finds himself.
Moreover, the ultimate realization of this gnostic equivalent

of "sin" occurs as idolatry/apostasy. For if it is the case in Gnosticism
that God cannot be known it follows that to be ignorant of him is to
be enslaved to another god, be it thç demiurge, demons, or both. But
in no way can one worship the true God. Such for example is precisely
the state of affairs described in the ApocAd where Adam and Eve, as
well as Noah and his descendants, are said to serve the demiurge in

97"fear and slavery" believing him to be the true God.
Now the consequence of this gnostic equivalent, like that of sin in

Apocalypticism, is the separation of man from God, for only the righteous
98or the gnostic can attain salvation. And although this separation 

is one characteristic of this world/age, it is neither temporary or 
indicative of this world/age alone. No, for both, this sin/ignorance 
is the basis upon which one’s future relationship with God depends. 
Continued ignorance, that is continued "sin", must result in eternal 

or permanent separation from the Divine world - which is nothing less 
than the Jewish notion of damnation.

Two things yet remain to be mentioned. That such stress and im-
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.pprtanee on knowing the identity of the true God should be found to exist 
on the part of Gnosticism is, to say the least, remarkable if one assumes 
that Gnosticism is an example of Hellenistic syncretism. For in Hel
lenistic syncretism the chief God of any nation was assumed to be a 
local representation of the same God - his identity was of no real 
significance. However, an insistence on knowing and therefore adoring 
one God who cannot be equated with any other known God, who is the
God of all gods, is the very substance of Jewish religion including 

99Apocalypticism.
Moreover, it should not be overlooked that Apocalypticism also 

knows of ignorance as a state or condition of human e x i s t e n c e . T o  
a certain extent, ignorance is an innate characteristic of the beings 
created by G o d . F o r  not only man, but the angels are ignorant con
cerning the secrets of God. Ignorance is thus used by the Apocalyptists
to justify the ways of God to men and to explain why the present world

102proceeds as it does; the ways of God are unknown or incomprehensible
to man. Among those things which man does not naturally know are the

* 103course of future events, the nature of heaven and the thoughts of 
God,^^^ the nature of God's judgment^^^ and the ways of God generally.
It is because of this ignorance that man, according to the apocalyptic 
view, is in danger of sinning and turning away from God in this, the 
nation’s hour of severest testing. Thus it is the Apocalyptists’ goal 
to make known the divine plan and the nature of God, i.e. to remove 
ignorance, in sharing their v i s i o n s . I n  this regard it is interesting 

to note the allusion in II Baruch 4.3 to the Adamic tradition that 
the knowledge Adam had of the heavenly paradise was removed from him 

when he fell. In other words, with the fall Adam became ignorant of
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108the heavenly and eschatological secrets.
In summary we may conclude that in Apocalypticism man may be led 

to the ultimate sin (idolatry/apostasy) by a lack of knowledge of the 
ways and will of God whereas in Gnosis man is led to this same idolatry/ 
apostasy by a lack of knowledge of God himself. Secondly in Apocalypticism 
sin is conceived as an act which leads to the state of separation from 
God whereas in Gnosticism the state of separation from God is a pre
supposition which must result in continued (acts of) ignorance (e.g. 

idolatry). Yet despite these differences, the fact remains that in both 
systems, the present world/age is characterized by sin/ignorance while 
the world beyond, the realm of God, is its antithesis.

Thus beginning from the same feelings of subjection and bondage 
to this world/age and estrangement from God within it the Gnostics 
and Apocalyptists described this world/age in similar ways. But per
haps the most important result of their shared Daseinsversthndtlxs was

109a common sense of a loss of history as the locus of divine activity 
a notion which reveals the development of apocalyptic thought in a 
"gnostic" direction and which, in addition, offers itself as one possible 
existential basis for the gnostic a priori rejection of matter.

C. Loss of History
In gnostic thought there is no real interest in formulating a concept 

or philosophy of history; which is not to say that the Gnostic is ignorant 
of history or the relentless passage of time, far from it. However, 
history, as the course of events in time, is rejected by the Gnostics 
as evil. In part this is due to the fact that time was seen, like matter, 

to be yet another aspect of the present evil world alone. As such it 
was attributed not to the highest God but to the demiurge to whom the
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formation of the cosmos, and therefore history as existence in time and
matter, was also ascribed. As an aspect of this world, time is by nature
antithetical to the atemporality and asubstantiality of the divine

world. According to H.-C. Puech,
Time is perceived and conceived as strangeness, servitude, 
and evil. In itself, or through the situation in which 
it places the individual, it is misery, care, strife, 
a sense of being torn, an obstacle, an abasement. It 
is the abode of servitude, of exile, of oblivion, ignorance, 
and sleep; and all these are states contrasting with 
that which we enjoyed - beyond the world or before there 
was a world - in our former existence,..

Time represents one more aspect of the crude attempt of the demiurgic
powers to fabricate and copy the eternal nature of the divine world of 

1 1 2light. For although the demiurge attempted to create and model his
world after that above, his fabrication is inherently impaired by its
material nature and by the inferiority of the fabricator himself. The
demiurge could therefore only produce aeons of time which is not quite
the same as the eternity or timelessness of the divine world - not even
a faithful representation of it. Instead it is "...at best a caricature
of eternity, a defective imitation far removed from its model; it is

113the consequence of a fall and, in the last analysis, a lie." Thus,
for example, we find in Irenaeus' account of the Marcosians that,

...the Demiurge wished to imitate the infinitude, the 
eternity, the limitlessness, and the timelessness of 
the Ogdoad above. But he could not express its per
manence and eternity because he was the offspring of 
deficiency; consequently he spread out its eternity 
into long periods of time, seasons, and vast numbers 
of years, thinking to imitate its infinitude by means 
of the multitude of these times. They add that, because 
the truth escaped him, he followed falsehood, and as 
a result, when the times are fulfilled, his work will 
perish. (Adv. Haer. 1,17.2)^^'^

Now it is precisely because of this relationship of time to matter.
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viz, world, that the Gnostic finds any activity of the Highest God in
115history inconceivable. For the worlds of light and darkness cannot

intermingle without inflicting tragic results on the world of light - 
exactly the situation which produced the present world. This means, 
consequently, that there simply can be no gnostic Heilsgeschichte.
For history, as the course of events in the sphere of time and matter, 
is of no value and is rejected on ontological grounds either as a means 
of revelation or as the dimension in which salvation might occur.
Salvation cannot come from within history, i.e. with the activity of his
torically conditioned man,^^^ since it is totally dependent upon God 
and he either cannot or will not enter in the historical process.
Instead, salvation must break in, like revelation itself - which it 
is, from beyond in an act which, although occurring in time, is, in 
the words of Puech, "intrinsically atemporal.

As a result, the Gnostics rejected the Hellsgeschichte of Judaism 
and Christianity even though to a large extent they had borrowed much 
of their ideas and imagery from it. Consequently, although the Christian 
Gnostics claimed the Christ as their revealer/redeemer, they renounced 
those Old Testament prophecies which the Church believed pointed to 
his coming. The Old Testament prophets were inspired, according to the
gnostic scheme, by the God of the Old Testament whom as we know they

118identified with the demiurge. This rejection of any concept of a
salvation history due to its affiliation with the archontic and demiurgic
plan of enslavement had the effect of cutting Christian Gnosticism loose

119from its historical moorings in Judaism. Similarly, in the gnostic
understanding of the incarnation we find in its rejection of the physical, 
i.e. material, incarnation of the Christ in the Jesus of history a
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separation of the divine from contact with both temporal and physical
reality. The Christ remains the personification of the transcendent
soul/spirit freed and free of this-worldly enslavement, including his- 

120tory.
Consequently, gnostic thought is predominantly presented not in the

form of a Heils ges chichte but rather as a Heilsmythe in which pre-
historical, or better, atemporal events are made determinative for the
present state of man within time and history and which offers, more-

121over, a scheme of release from it. The fact that much of this myth
has been created by the Gnostics themselves by applying speculative

122exegesis to biblical texts has been well documented by H.-M. Schenke
and others which suggests, in part, that the Gnostics were consciously
attempting to negate or limit the relevance of history for their existence.

Commenting on just this point S. Laeuchli wrote;
Gnostic interpretation means the adaptation of a biblical 
text to a metaphysical frame by either denying, or at 
least laying aside, the aspect of history.^

Moreover, it is because of this myth form that one finds in the gnostic
literature so little historical allusion which in turn makes it so
difficult to come to any conclusions regarding the sociological or
historical background of the individual Gnostics and their schools.
Thus to a certain extent the movement is cut off from its developmental

history.
On the other hand, it is only in those systems, such as that of 

the Book Baruch by Justin, which have close affinities with Jewish thought 
that one finds any allusions to historical events through which one 
can observe the futile attempts of gnosis to break into this world and 
its time. But even here, the fact that gnosis did not succeed in pene
trating the limits of this world means that there is no tradition of
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the continuous transmission and proclamation of gnosis; n o  concept
of an on-going direction and purpose of history, but only examples of
successive failures. Similarly, in the Sophia myths of the Sethians»
for example, where Sophia acts and intervenes in the fiendish plans
of the demiurge to save her own kind, we may find an allusion to the
Heilsgeschichte of the Old Testament and the saving acts of God in the

125history of his people Israel; but we are still limited to the realm
of myth since this activity is usually ascribed to the Urzeit. It
is only the most recent transmission, that from teacher to gnostic church,
which occurs in history. Yet this is based on a mythical event which

nevertheless transcends and negates it.
It is somewhat surprising then, considering this gnostic attitude

toward time and history to find that when they did contemplate historical
realities they attempted to negate them by mythologizing and spatializing
them. This process is beyond the scope of this work but one needs
at this point only to refer to the work of R. M. Grant who has demonstrated
how concepts and divisions of time, e.g. 30 days of the month, the
hebdomad of the week and so on, have been transposed by the Gnostics
into mythical hypostasizations, the aeons, archons etc. of the supra-
mundane and heavenly r e a l m s . T h e  apocalyptic concept of the time
of fulfillment ( t w y  'nXr\p{J/j,«r-o s ) thus became in gnostic thought
the fulfillment of the times ( T ! A tuj>v  - a pleroma
of aeons understood spatially and hypostatically as divine beings.
Time and history were thus replaced by or transposed into the spatial

127categories of Greek thought.
Now it is precisely this ahistorical aspect of Gnosticism which 

some scholars would maintain eliminates the possibility of a Jewish
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origin of Gnosis since Judaism and, it is assumed. Apocalypticism are
almost by definition religions based on history as revelation. Again,
for example, W. Schmithals asserts;

Das von Grund auf geschichtliches Denken, das Altes 
Testament und Apokalyptik verbindet, fehlt der Gnosis 
vBllig. Die Gnosis denkt nicht in den Kategorien 
geschichtlichen Daseins, sondern statischen Seins.
Sie erfasst die Wahrheit der Wirklichkeit nicht unter 
dem Aspekt der Zeit, sondern dem des Raumes. Menschliches 
Leben wird nicht durch die Frage q'ùalifiziert ; Wann 
lebst du im Lauf der Geschichte? sondern durch die an- 
dere; Wo befindest du dich im Kosmos allés Seienden?

There are many among those who have investigated the problem of history
in apocalyptic thought who would probably agree with this conclusion
by Schmithals. For these scholars. Apocalypticism represents a new
Jewish attempt to formulate a philosophy of history comparable to and

compatible with that of the Old Testament. According to F, Cross,

...the apocalyptic impulse to recapture the old pro
phetic understanding of the history of salvation re
sults in fact in the creation of a new theology of 
history obsessed with ’last things.

This conclusion is based on a number of assumptions which although
not entirely incorrect fail to take into consideration the totality

130of apocalyptic thought and experience. First of all it has been assumed
131by such scholars as Russell, Koch, Rbssler and others that the

Apocalyptists believed history to be a unity in which there could be
detected a divine plan carefully and inextricably unfolding in the
affairs of man in all historical periods. For A. Wilder the genius of

Apocalypticism lies in this very fact that it
...pioneered the first universal view of history
including all peoples and all times. It took history 
with utter seriousness, confronting the seemingly 
total disaster of the present and assigning meaning 
and hope to it in terms of the wider cosmic drama.
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Such is the case, it is believed, because the Apocalyptists saw them
selves standing at the end of the age and so could look back and inter-

133pret the whole of history in light of its determined goal. They
alone are supposed to have held the keys to unlock the mystery of history 

134and its "times". However, as D. S, Russell himself has already pointed

out, this concept of the unitÿ of history originated not with the Apocalyp-
135tists but with the prophetic circles from whom they drew their inspiration.

Moreoever, from this same prophetic source came the necessary corollary
for the idea of the unity of history, the unity of God or monotheism.
In other words, the belief that history has meaning and purpose can
only arise when God alone is perceived to be guiding and directing its

course - the basic contention of, for example, Amos.
Secondly, history is thus assumed to be for the Apocalyptists as

137for the prophets the stage of divine revelation, which is to say
the sphere in which the divine plan is perceived in divine action as

the self-disclosure of God - a position much emphasized by the Pannenberg 
138group. Their position has been best summarized by Wm. Murdock:

...history as a whole is the whole revelation of God, 
and revelation is history.

However, it is precisely at this point that the difference between 
prophetism and Apocalypticism and the similarity between Apocalypticism 

and Gnosticism are most apparent as we shall d e m o n s t r a t e . F o r  the 
problem with these theocentric assumptions is that they fail to acknow
ledge the deep seated pessimism which the Apocalyptists felt concerning 
the historical realm^'^^ - a pessimism which undoubtedly had its roots 
precisely in the radical dissimilarity between the prophetic promises 
of the Heilsgeschichte and the actual course of historical events sub-
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sequent to the return from the e x i l e . T h u s  the basic impetus of 
apocalyptic thought is to be found in theodicy which W. Rollins summarizing 
H. D. Betz has described as "how to find meaning above and beyond the 
meaninglessness of present h i s t o r y . T h e  solution which the Apocalyp
tists proposed as their theodicy both denied and confirmed certain aspects 
of the prophetic concept of history and revelation albeit in a modified 
form. For whereas the prophets had insisted on the unity of God and 
history, the Apocalyptists turned to a dualistic and eschatological
solution which replaced history with the Kingdom of God, this age with
, 144the age to come.

The dualistic option was adopted by the Apocalyptists because
they took seriously the problems of evil in history and the apparent

145inactivity of God on behalf of Israel. History was therefore under
stood as the sphere of conflict between God and the anti-godly powers 
whether these be found in the cosmic sphere and personified as Satan, 
or in the human sphere conceived as the evil yeser. In either case
it is the locus, at least in part, of a "supernatural will that is
contrary to God."^^^ History is therefore conceived as a progessive 
deterioration of divine order as the anti-godly powers advance their 

dominion over man. Consequently, rather than presenting the course of 
history as the working out of God's plan as D. RBssler maintained, the 
apocalyptic schemata of the course of history were meant to demonstrate 
the duality of existence in history. When, for example, history 
is presented in the figure of four beasts arising from the sea (Dan 7)
or as the struggle between clean and unclean beasts (I En ) the message

148intended, as demonstrated by Wm, Murdock, is that history reflects

the activity of a will contrary to God’s. Again, in the survey of world
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history from Adam to the Messiah presented in I En 83-90, one finds
a seven-fold schema of history where each period therein is ruled over
by an angel or heavenly power (89.59ff.). Far from executing the divine
plan of God these "rulers" have actively moved to thwart it by rebelling

149against him (90.22ff.). Accordingly, if history does have a unifying
principle in apocalyptic thought it is not that of God working out
his plan in it but that history itself, as an expression of an anti-

150godly will, is anti-godly; that is, united against the will of God,
For as M, Noth has concluded on the basis of his investigation of history
in Daniel,

Was der Weltgeschichte nach der Apokalyptik ihre letzte 
Einheit bei alien Vielfalt der Erscheinungen und ihre 
Bedeutung - aber freilich nur ihre relative Bedeutung
- gibt, ist ihr GegenUber zu der Gottesherrschaft, die
Uber die ganze Geschichte ĉ as Urteil sprechen wird.

Thus the loss of the unity of history can be attributed to a loss of 
the unity of God; in the course of history, at least, prophetic mono

theism was exchanged for a dualism.
However, the Apocalyptists did not maintain a true, radical dualism 

nor did they forsake the promises of the Heilsgeschichte. On the contrary,
their whole system, as a theodicy, was created to explain their con-

152fidence in both the promises and the God who made them. Thus the
second part of their solution to the dilemma posed by history involved
the development of a real eschatology in the form of the two ages doctrine.

Into the future age they projected the fulfillment of these hopes and
promises while abandoning the realm of history as simply too inadequate

153a dimension to contain the Heilsgaben. History, as the course of 
events in this age alone, was therefore further rejected as one element 
in the antithesis between the two radically dissimilar ages.^^^ The



81

eschaton, then, as Wm, Murdock rightly insists, is not the fulfillment 
of the divine plan (its Telos) since it is part of this age. Rather 
it is the end (Terminus) of this age and therefore of h i s t o r y . A s  

such it marks the transition point between "the end of historical dualism 
and the beginning of eternal monotheism."

Thus what began with an existential awareness of historical ambiguity

and the apparent inactivity of God in history resulted in an apocalyptic
rejection of history itself as the locus of divine revelation. As
Murdock suggests, if history is not the working out of a divine plan
but the exercise of a demonic will one can hardly speak of history 

157as revelation. This loss of history as revelation is manifested
in a number of ways;

First of all, as von Rad first noticed, the Apocalyptists seldom 
refer to the traditional saving acts of God in the Old Testament Heils
ges chi Oh te ' even though their hopes are obviously based on the promises 
inherent in this theology of h i s t o r y , T h i s  alone was sufficient 
evidence to lead von Rad to conclude that the apocalyptic accounts of 

Israel's history are "devoid of theology", i.e. lacking in a concept 
of God acting in history to save his people and so lacking "any existential 
relationship with history at all." Similarly, Harnisch says that 
for Apocalypticism history has become "...die 'uneigentliche' bzrw.
' private Zeit ' der Feme Got tes. - an interim between the creative
acts of God at the beginning before the fall of the primal parents and 
the new creation of God, viz. the new age.

Secondly, as Murdock noted, the Apocalyptists themselves indicated 
that history was an "ill-suited" locus for divine r e v e l a t i o n . W h e n ,  

for example, Ezra is presented by the angelus interpres with a simile
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he cannot explain even though it concerns earthly occurrences the angel 

replies:
...how then should thy vessel be able to comprehend 
the way of the Most High? For the way of the Most 
High has been formed without measure, how, then, should 
it be possible for a mortal in a corruptible world to 
understand the ways of the Incorruptible? (IV Ez 4.11)

For from this age, we are told, "the way of truth is hidden" (IV Ez

5.1; 14.16f,; II Bar 39.6).
Such feelings were apparently widespread in Judaism since it was 

generally accepted that revelation ceased in the historical realm with 
the cessation of prophecy, which explains in part the nation's interest 
in the written word and provides one reason for the apocalyptic cloak 
of pseudonymity and "literary" r e v e l a t i o n s . F o r  the Apocalyptist 
revelation takes place not in history but in the locus of the seer's 
own mind^^'^ or else it is pushed forward to the new aeon; it becomes 
an eschatological event which the seers hope to anticipate by means 

of their revelations, dreams and visions.
But if it is a fact that revelation does not occur in the events 

of history, then it can be equally affirmed that salvation does not 

come within history as the prophets had foretold,Salvation comes 
not in an earthly kingdom in history but rather as a divine act from 
beyond history - salvation is the new age itself. As a result the 
apocalyptic teachers apparently made no overtures te their audience 
to become involved in any way in the course of historical events in 
the hopes of establishing an earthly kingdom in this age or of hastening 
the arrival of the new age. On the contrary, except for the War Scroll 
from Quraran which itself only witnesses to a belief of assisting the 
angelic armies in God's establishing of his kingdom it is assumed that
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man can do nothing to change history or the nature of this world/age.

Such is the prerogative of God alone^^^ - a fact which has led at least
one scholar to conclude that the Apocalyptists were pacifists and not

_  ̂ 168 zealots.
Accordingly we may conclude that the Apocalyptists were not interested

in historical schemata as evidence of Heilsgeschichte or historiography
but as a means of determining their proximity to the eschaton and so 

169to salvation. Russell has dealt adequately with this apocalyptic
predilection for the systematic arrangement of history so we need but 
cite only two examples h e r e , I n  Daniel (9.24ff.) we find that the 
author has on the basis of Jeremiah 25.11-12 and 29.10 divided the time 
from the exile to the eschaton into seven weeks of years wherein various 
weeks mark the time of events "until the decreed end is poured out 
on the desolator" (9.27) - a prediction which obviously eventually 
needed and received correction or reinterpretation in chapter 12 (vs. 11-12).
(Similarly Daniel 7 is reinterpreted by the author of IV Ezra (12.11-14)

to compensate for changes in the historical situation and the non
occurrence of the eschaton.). Again, in the so-called apocalypse of

weeks in I En (93.1-10; 91.12-17) the course of history is divided 
into 10 periods or "weeks", seven of which have preceded the time of the 
author. After the three succeeding weeks of the Messianic age, the 
end is to come. But in both cases the systematizing of history into 
periods serves to indicate the imminence of the eschaton and the cessation
of h i s t o r y . T h e  Apocalyptists are therefore not interested in history,

172se, but the end of it. Coming to the same conclusion S. B. Frost

History, so far from being the medium in which religious 
ideas could be expressed, had become literally a marking 
time until the eschaton should come.

wrote :
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Consequently, the apocalyptic historiographical orientation toward
existence and reality (as compared to the cosmological orientation
of Gnosticism) must be attributed to its origin in the conceptual matrix
of Jewish p r o p h e t i c i s m . B u t  ultimately Apocalypticism is no more
positively disposed toward time and history than Gnosticism is toward

175the cosmos and history. But what we are observing in this apocalyptic
reaction to historical events is a development of one stream of Judaism
away from the theological presuppositions of the Old Testament in the
direction of a gnostic solution;Apocalypticism is in the process
of creating a world-view that can only find its resolution in a ’gnostic’
way through the revelation of a new world of salvation.

Thus despite the already noted difference in presuppositions in
the gnostic and apocalyptic rejections of this world/age we reiterate,
in summary, the following correspondences:

First, both Apocalypticism and Gnosticism do indeed demonstrate
a loss or devaluation of history since both reject history as the locus
of divine self-revelation and salvation; God either cannot or will

177not be observed in its development. This they both explain by re
course to a dualistic solution (ontological/spatial, chronological/ethical). 
History in no way reveals, moreover, any divine plan or over-riding 
purpose, it simply reflects (for those who know the secret) the on-going
cosmological or supra-cosmological struggle between the forces of light

179and the forces of darkness.
As a result, neither movement concerned itself with the possibility

of modifying the course of history or entering into a positive relation
ship with it. In this regard one can describe both groups as apolitical -
neither saw any purpose or value in vain attempts to change what was

178
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intrinsically evil. The salvation longed for by both could come not
from within the course of historical events but only from the realm 

180beyond. Salvation can only be conceived as escape from the relentless
181course of evil which is history and not as an event within it.

Thirdly, when either group is forced to deal with history it is
182perceived not as event but as pattern, which is to say that historical

events in and of themselves lack all meaning and purpose (which may
explain why the fall of Jerusalem meant so little to gnostic thought)
except in contrast to the world beyond. Such patterns, be they the
black and white waters of II Baruch, the struggle of clean and unclean
animals in I Enoch, or the schema of the "movement of gnosis" which

183Jonas has detected, are in the end ahistorical and mythological in 

formulation, which brings us to the fourth point.
With the loss of history as the realm in which the acts of God 

can be observed, Apocalypticism and Gnosticism alike turned to descriptions 
of events in the cosmic/supra-cosmic realm which necessarily signaled 
a shift from the presentation of "reality" to that of myth. This tran
sition , P. D. Hanson maintains, reveals Gnosticism as the final step 
in a circle arising from Near Eastern myth and rejection of history 
through Yahwism which de-mythologized myth to Apocalypticism which he 
sees as being merely indifferent to historical reality and which was 
thus easily able to reject it, the step finally taken by Gnosticism.
Bousset made the same point when he wrote that "...in Gnostic redemption

185theology, myth everywhere takes the place of the historical." 

Apocalypticism therefore plays an intermediate role between the thought 
world of the Old Testament and that of Gnosticism and although the 

gnostic rejection of history is claimed to rest upon an ̂  priori rejection
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of matter, the consequences of their position correspond in nearly 
every detail to the apocalyptic rejection of the present world/age, 
viz. history. It is chiefly their respective dualistic formulae which 

distinguish them.
But besides the common Daseinsversthndnis and world-view, the 

Gnostics and the Apocalyptists shared a number of common motifs or 
mythologumena to explain the origin of this world/age and its nature.
These are three in number: the anti-godly powers, the primal parents,
and the withdrawal of wisdom. To these motifs we now turn.

Ill, Common features

A. The Anti-Godly Powers
We find first of all that both communities put the responsibility 

for the evil nature of the present world/age not on the Supreme God but 
on intermediary beings who are not the servants of God but his opponents. 
This world/age thus exists under their influence and as such is anti
thetical to the realm of God. Here their will either directly contradicts
God’s or so influences man that he aligns himself not with God but

187with the very powers which would enslave him. We will deal with
this more fully in chapter three; for now, we note the following:

In most gnostic systems the present visible world is supposed to
be the work of angels who have either created it, or else formed it

188out of pre-existent matter. They are hostile to man and the Highest
God and are usually assumed to be seven in number, which may betray

189the influence of astrology on Gnosticism. In any event, not infre

quently one of these angels is assumed to be the God of the Jews which 
enabled the Gnostics to adapt much of the Genesis account of creation
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for their p u r p o s e s . I n  the later systems the O.T. God becomes the angels’
191leader, the demiurge. But regardless of the specific details in

the various accounts, the Gnostic attributes the evil, inferior nature
192of this world to the evil, inferior nature of its fabricator(s).

For Judaism, including its apocalyptic manifestation, the concept

of an evil demiurge set over matter is totally foreign. God alone is
the creator of this age and the one to come as well as the physical 

193world. Nevertheless, the evil characteristics of the present age
are attributed not to God but, as in Gnosis, to intermediate anti-godly 

194powers. This explanation for the evil nature of this age, viz.

history was, in its most primitive form, developed from the account
of Gen 6.1-4, which recounts the incident of the descent of the sons
of God to earth. This appears in I En 6-36 where it is said that 200
angels or ’’Watchers" descended with their leader Semjaza (and/or Azazel,

19510.4) because of their lust for the daughters of men. As a result 
the earth was corrupted with all kinds of sin and transgression (9.1).
To Azazel, therefore, are ascribed all the sins which take place on 
earth (10.8); the fallen Watchers are the angels who "lead the world 
astray" (69.27) and to them must be attributed the evil nature of this

In the later apocalyptic literature as well as in Christianity
this mythologumenon was to develop into the concept of a pre-mundane
fall with the figure of Satan as the chief demon. We will deal with
this development in the following chapter but for now we simply note

that these anti-godly powers work to lead man astray with them in rejecting
God and his will. Accordingly, in the apocalyptic Weltanschauung this
world/age may well be described as a

...picture of a great angelic host and an innumerable 
company of evil spirits and demons of every kind mar-
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shalled under the leadership of a demon prince. They 
have taken control not only of man’s nature but also 
of the world in which man lives. They are arrayed like 
a great army just as, on God's side, the hosts of heaven 
are drawn up under the control of the Lord of Hosts.

Thus it is not inappropriate to see in these fallen angels the originators 
of the evil of this world/age, if not indeed of the evil nature of this 

world/age itself.
It cannot be insignificant then that we find this same motif re

appearing in the gnostic literature, albeit in a number of modified 
forms, as recently pointed out by Y. Janssens. According to Janssens, 
this myth, particularly the union of the fallen angels with the
daughters of men, could be used, as in Apocalypticism, to explain the

198origin of evil in man and the world as it is in AJ, There we are
told laldabaoth sent his angels to womankind following the flood so
they might beget him descendants. When they were at first unsuccessful
they seduced womankind to implant in humanity an evil spirit. Thus
they led people astray and the whole creation became enslaved from the
foundation of the world until now, not knowing either truth or the
God of truth (AJ (CGII) 29.33-30.7). This theme is repeated in OnOrWld
(123.4-24) where the fallen angels/archons are said to have created
demons who taught man errors, idolatry and false worship so that man
and the world have fallen into ignorance and error.

The second development of this motif noted by Janssens is its

use to explain the origin of hylic or evil mankind as the result of
the rape of Eve. This motif is found among the Archontics and the

199Ophites as well as in the HA and OnOrWld. According to HA (89.19-30) 
the archons became enamored of the spiritual Woman they had removed 
from the side of Adam. When they attempted to rape her they succeeded
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in defiling only her ’shadowy reflection resembling herself’ (89.26), 
i.e. the hylic? Eve. It is their renewed attempt to seduce Eve’s daughter, 
Norea, that is the occasion for HA itself (92.18-31). From OnOrWld 
(116.8-117.15) we learn that the hylic Eve begot Abel from laldabaoth 
and the rest of her sons from the seven authorities and their angels 

(117.15-18).
A third way the Gnostics used this myth, according to Janssens, 

was to invert it. This process can be seen in the account of the Sethians 
by Epiphanius (Pan. XXXIX, esp. 3.1) where again Cain and Abel are said 
to have been begotten by archon/angels (2,2). Apparently these angels 
continued to mingle with the two races which descended from Cain and 
Abel (3.1) which led the Mother (Sophia?) to bring about the birth of 
Seth in order to obtain a "pure" race. Into this Seth she put her own 
"seed of her power and purity" (2.7) and then preserved him from the 
flood she brought upon the other men (3.1).

This reversal where the union of the spiritual with the human 
is decidedly good is also the background of the syzygy concept of 
Valentinianlsm.According to Ptolemaeus, for example, when Christ 
and his angelic bodyguard who were brought forth from the Pleroma with 
him encountered Achamoth to deliver her of her passions, Achamoth became 
pregnant at the sight of Christ’s angels and so gave birth to spiritual 
offspring herself (Adv. Haer. I, 4.5). Consequently she secretly inserted 
these offspring into the demiurge who in turn unwittingly implanted 
them in the souls of men leading to the creation of the gnostic pneumatic 
race (I, 5.6). These pneumatics await salvation which is said to take 

place when Achamoth unites with the Savior in the Pleroma and these 
her spiritual offspring unite with Christ’s angels in that same pieromic
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201Bridal Chamber (I, 7.1).
Thus the Gnostics have used this apocalyptic motif in a variety

of ways, some of them consistent with that in Apocalypticism, some
of them uniquely "gnostic." Janssens concludes:

XI est vraisemblable que, dans tout ceci, le th^me de 
la fornication des anges ait joui, mais il a en quelque 
sorte Itl inversI. Au lieu d’etre une chute, l’union 
des anges avec les hommes est au contraire salvatrice.
Les anges ont besoin des pneumatiques pour entrer dans 
le plirome; les âmes, de leur cotl, se sauvent en s’unissant 
aux anges. Et ce n’est sans doute pas sans raison que 
ces anges accompagnent pricisiment le Sauveur.

This is consistent with W. Schmithals’ observation that the gnostic
teaching of the fall of the divine,

...bzw. von der Spaltung der gÜttlichen Welt als der 
Voraussetzung der Weltschbpfung durch die nichtigen 
MHchte und der Gefangennahme der Lichtgestalt trhgt 
ZUge, die der apokalyptischen Ausdeutung des Engelfalls 
verwandt sind.^^^

Janssens has suggested that it is perhaps in this motif itself
that the gnostic dualism of spirit vs. matter has its origin; i.e.
in the assumption found within Apocalypticism that this descent of the
angels and their union with humankind was an a b o m i n a t i o n . I n  any
event it is a fact that the myth serves the same function in both systems,
i.e. to explain the origin of evil in the world and the evil spirit
within man - a theme we will examine in a later chapter. What is
new with the Gnostics is to use this myth to account for the other two
classes of men, and then by its inversion, to account for the origin
and salvation of the Gnostics themselves.

There is yet another motif in Gnosticism which may have its origin
in Apocalypticism which was explored by J. Danillou at the Messina 

205Colloquium. As he pointed out, in "gnosticisme primitif" one finds
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alongside the notion of creation by angels that of the angelic mis
management of the world. The earliest gnostic presentation of this 
myth is apparently to be found in the traditions of the Simonian school. 
There we are told that the angels and archangels came into being as 
a conception of God proceeding from his Ennoia or thought. But on 
account of their mis-management of the world it was necessary for the 

savior Simon to descend to put things right.
For since the angels were governing the world badly, 
because each one of them desired the supremacy, he 2 0 6

came to bring things to order. (Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 23,3)
Danillou points out that there are actually two themes here: first
that the world is indeed ruled by angelic powers and secondly that

207their poor administration is due to a rivalry between them.
Concerning the first, we find further examples in the AJ and the

Ophite systems. There it is assumed that there are seven archontic

powers each the offspring of the one above it who
...sit in heaven ranked in the order of their generation, 
and rule things heavenly and earthly. (Iren. Adv. Haer.
I, 30.5, Ophites)

The sevenfold nature of this rule obviously reveals the influence of 
astrological speculation which is confirmed by the AJ which explains 
that these archons are "...the hebdomad of the week. These are they 
who control the world," (AJ(BG)42.5ff.). Which is to say that each 
archon is identified with a planetary god. Similarly it is taught by 
Basilides, according tolrenaeus, that the angels proceeded from the 
Dynamis and Sophia of the Highest God in a descending hierarchy until 
a total of 365 angels and heavens came into being thus corresponding 
to the number of days in the year. But it is the angels in the lowest, 

i.e. visible, heaven who
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set up everything in the world, and divided between 
them the earth and the nations upon it. (Iren. Adv.
Haer. I, 24.3-4; cf. Saturnilus, I, 24.2)

This motif is also found in the Book Baruch by Justin (Hipp. Ref.
V, 26.11-14) where we are told that the 12 angels of the Mother Eden

in groups of four
...travel about and administer the world, having a kind 
of satrap’s authority over the world from Eden. (26.11)^®^

But we also know from Justin’s narrative that this rule is no longer
beneficent to man but results in the evil experiences and characteristics
of this world. For as we are told:

...there arise with each part of the four according 
to its power and nature, evil times and origins of 
diseases, and this stream of wickedness according to 
the dominance of the fourfold ’rivers’ travels for
ever unceasingly round the world... (V, 26.12-13; 
cf. Marcosians, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 17.1)

Thus we are led back to the second element of the Simonian state
ment that this management by the angels is due to a rivalry among them 
for the dominant position of power. Again, according to Basilides, 
the chief archon is supposed to be the God of the Jews and because 

of him the world is in the state it is:
...because he wished to subject the other nations to 
his own men, that is, to the Jews, all the other prin
cipalities opposed him and worked against him. For 
this reason the other nations were alienated from his 
nation. (Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 24.3-4; also OnOrWld 104.14-17)

This emphasis on placing the responsibility for mismanagement due to
rivalry on the chief archon is also present in the Ophite account.
There laldabaoth is said to have created for himself angels, archangels

and further archontic beings and
When these were made, his sons turned to contention 
and strife with him about the primacy. (Iren.
Adv. Haer. I, 30.5; also TriTrac 79.20-32; 84.3-11)
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Such then is one and perhaps the most fundamental of the gnostic expla
nations for the nature of this world. In itself it is not gnostic 
but is based on the common oriental notion of divine or angelic satraps/ 
guardians set over the nations of the world on whom the course and 
direction of historical earthly events depend. But even more important
is the fact that this concept can also be found in Judaism and in Apocalyp-

^ 1 209txcism in particular.
According to the Apocalyptists there are in fact angelic rulers 

or princes ( , the counterparts of earthly rulers, who are set
over the nations of this world, as was the case in Gnosticism. We meet 
these primarily in Daniel (e.g. 10.13; 10.20,21; 12.1) where we are 
told of the archons of Greece, Persia and finally Israel, whose angel 

is Michael, 12.1, although elsewhere^in Apocalypticism it is maintained 
that only the gentile nations are under the control of angels while

210Israel is the province of God himself (e.g. Jub 15.31f,; Sir 17.17).
In any event, the number of these angels is said to be 70 (I En 89.59ff.)
which apparently goes back to Deut 32.8-9 which in the LXX is modified
to assert that the peoples of the earth are divided according to the
number of God’s angels. The number 70 itself is believed to have arisen

211from Ex 1.5 and/or Gen 10.
Moreover, it is implied if not explicitly stated that a state of 

struggle or warfare exists between these various angels. In particular, 
as in the gnostic systems, it is the God of the Jews or his surrogate 
Michael who confronts the angels of the nations on Israel’s behalf.
Thus in the TDan (6.1) we are told that the angel of Israel "shall 
stand up against the kingdom of the enemy." And such is actually assumed 
to be the case in Daniel (10.20) where Michael is busy opposing the
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angel of Persia (cf. Dan 10.13, 20-21; 12.1). For the author of the 
AsMos, however, this struggle is to occur only at the eschatological 
judgment of the nations and is not therefore a reason for the present

212state of Israel’s fortunes and that of the world generally (e.g. 10.1).
Up to this point we notice that we find a close similarity between

the gnostic and apocalyptic concepts even to the extent that the God
of the Jews or his personal regent is the apparent cause of the heavenly
as well as earthly struggle and disruption as he sues for supremacy.
But perhaps the closest parallel to the gnostic formulation is to be
found in I Enoch 85-90. There it is explicitly stated that the management
of this world was delegated by God to 70 angels or "shepherds". Thus
the nature of the present world/age is attributable to their administration.
This the author, as an Apocalyptist, assumes is evil for these regents
or archons have not ruled responsibly but have exceeded the directions
of God bringing death and confusion on earth and for this sin they are
to be punished (90.20-27). Thus when they are judged and removed mankind
will revert hack from "sheep" to "white bulls" like the original man,
Adam, which implies that with the destruction of the archons will come

213a restoration of mankind to the primal state.
Thus in the apocalyptic explanation of the nature of history 

we find all the elements necessary to create the gnostic formulation 
of the same theme which suggests at the very least that the Gnostics 
were familiar with this apocalyptic explanation of the origin of the 
nature of the present world/age. However, if Danillou is correct that 
this is in fact a motif of "gnosticisme primitif" it may well have 
preceded the actual gnostic turn to a rejection of matter per se and 
go back to a rejection of history as the mis-management of the world
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by angels, precisely the position of Apocalypticism,
But what is important to recognize is that for both systems, the 

intermediary powers function in the same way in that they are made 
responsible for the nature of this world/age. Both begin from the same, 
presupposition "wir leben in einer bBsen Welt, die nicht oder zumindest 
nicht mehr von Gott ist."^^^ However, in the one system this is based 
on the nugatory nature or being of creation and the other on the his

torical conduct of creation.
B. Fall of primal parents
Related in an undetermined way to the descent or fall of the angelic

215watchers and co-existing with it is a second Jewish explanation for
the origin of man’s troubles in this world which Apocalypticism, especially
in its latest manifestations, e.g. Ilf En, LAE/ApocMos, IV Ez and II Bar,
also seized upon and developed. This is the fall of Adam and Eve.

Regardless of the original purpose or intent behind this myth 
217in the Old Testament there .can be no doubting the fact that during 

the intertestamenta1 period and immediately beyond there was a sudden 
increase of interest in the primal parents and a marked development 
of the related themes of creation and redemption based on the fall 
narrative. Accordingly Adam and Eve became the focal point for nearly 
all the various late Jewish "schools" as one of the explanations 
for or rather chief causes of the suffering, death and general misery

218of mankind as well as the corruption of the natural, i.e. animal, world.
The precise reason for this development is uncertain. W. D. Davies and 
others would ascribe it to a heightened awareness in Judaism of sin

219and the need for salvation generated by the exile and subsequent events. 
Alternatively, as we saw above, it has been suggested by not a few
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scholars that this seemingly inner-Jewish development, which has admittedly
little basis in the Old Testamental tradition, betrays the influence
of a widespread oriental Urmensch or Primal Man myth which some would

220designate as 'gnostic’ even at this stage. However, while one cannot
deny the existence of oriental primal man myths, e.g. Gayomart, nor

221their influence on Judaism, we must conclude with R. McL. Wilson 

that
...the full development of the theory in which the 
Heavenly Man descends into the realm of matter to be - 
imprisoned there, and to leave behind on his deliver
ance something of himself which has to be recovered- ^ 2 2

... comes very much later as a synthesis of older ideas...
In other words, the theoretical Redeemed-Redeemer myth which includes 

or utilizes the primal man myth is itself a compilation the individual 
elements of which cannot be claimed as "gnostic" before their actual 
amalgamation. If correct this would discredit the attempt to see speci
fically "gnostic" influence in the Adamic traditions in Judaism but 
on the other hand leave open the possibility that Jewish speculation
served as the vehicle for the transmission of primal man traditions

223to nascent Gnosticism.
But regardless of the ultimate outcome of this debate we notice 

two distinct phases in the apocalyptic development of the theme of 
Genesis 3 which recur in the later gnostic systems and which, at the 

very least, imply a gnostic familiarity with specifically apocalyptic 
speculation.

The first, or literal, phase of this development consisted of 
interpreting the fall of Adam as a moral fall - i.e. the transgression 
of the will of God, much as in the O.T. tradition. What was new in 
Apocalypticism and late Judaism generally, however, was the belief that
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this act of rebellion had repercussive consequences for all of Adam's
descendants. This was due in part to the belief that all men are related

224through him as the father of the race of man. But even more fund
amental was the belief that Adam’s act in some way modified the world/ 

age itself in which his descendants must live.
Thus for certain apocalyptic circles sin was no longer conceived 

as the act of a free will but rather as a fate which resulted from 
Adam’s fall and which has been passed down through his children in some
undetermined way to become the dominating and determining influence 

225in their lives. As "Ezra" explains:
For the first Adam, clothing himself with the evil heart, 
transgressed and was overcome; and likewise also all 
who were born of him. Thus the infirmity became inveterate... 
(IV Ez 3.21-22)

Consequently he laments:
0 thou Adam, what hast thou done! For though it was 
thou that sinned, the fall was not thine alone, but 
ours also who are thy decendants. (7.118)

However, the consequences of Adam’s act were not just moral, an
inclination to sin, but ontological or cosmological as well. For with
Adam’s transgression death was introduced both to man and this world/age,

227as an intrusion into creation. Again as "Ezra" explains, when Adam
transgressed God’s command

Forthwith thou appointedst death for him and for his 
generations... (3.7)

Similarly we read in II Bar 17.2-3:
For what did it profit Adam that he lived nine hundred 
and thirty years and transgressed that which he was 
commanded? Therefore the multitude of time that he 
lived did not profit him, but brought death and cut 
off the years of those who were born from him.^^S

But death, albeit the most distressing, is only one of the many negative

aspects of life introduced by the fall of Adam:
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For ["since] when he transgressed 
Untimely death came into being,
Grief was named
And anguish was prepared,
And pain created.
And trouble consummated,
And disease began to be established.
And Sheol kept demanding that it should be renewed in blood.
And the begetting of children was brought about.
And the passion of parents produced,
And the greatness of humanity was humiliated.
And goodness languished,
(II Bar 54.6; see also 23.4; 56.5)

As the author of IV Ezra, speaking through the angelus interpres, explains,
.,.when Adam transgressed my statutes, then that which 
had been made was judged and then the ways of this world 
became narrow and sorrowful and painful, few and evil ,
and full of perils coupled with great toils.(7.11-12)

Thus the very nature of man’s present existence is traceable back to 
229Adam. Which is to say that the present aeon itself, i.e. history,

is understood especially by the authors of IV Ezra and II Baruch, as
a deplorable result of the sin of Adam. With his fall all mankind has
become subject to the fate of historically conditioned existence, the
fate of participation in the evil of this age which is history. In the
words of W. Harnisch:

Die Geschichte wird als ein Verhhngnis gedeutet, das 
in dem Ereignis der SUnde Adams begründet ist und erst 
durch diese Slinde zus tandekam.

Adam’s transgression established the course of this age; it was a Fall
into ’history’. The importance of this conclusion, if not already
obvious, will be discussed shortly.

The second or more speculative phase in the development of this
Adamic tradition involved the concomitant glorification of the first
man and resulted in a re-interpretation of the nature of the fall itself.

231This glorification, which has been well documented by others, is
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generally assumed to be an attempt to magnify the gravity of Adam’s
232fall and the situation produced by it. But it also signals a trans

itional stage in apocalyptic thought which is interpreting the world/age 
concept not in temporal but in spatial thought forms; the fall has 
become a metaphysical or spatial fall.

There are not a few places in the apocalyptic literature which 
maintain that before the fall Adam was a splendid creature clothed
in the glory of God, immortal and superior to the angels who are forced 

233to worship him. Such was the primal condition which he lost in the
fall, but which shall be restored to the elect and righteous in the new

234age which is often visualized as a return to the pristine primal state.
Related to this development was the idea that there exists above

in the third heaven a paradise which is the counter-part of the earthly
paradise but which could be and was understood as the true paradise from

235which Adam and Eve were expelled. Under the influence of this belief
the fall was then conceived as a descent of the heavenly Adam from the
heavenly paradise to earth. Thus we are told in LAE 16 passim, that
since Satan refused to worship Adam and so was cast from heaven to earth

236he desired to inflict the same fate on Adam. Thus Adam explains that
when he and Eve were expelled, "... we were on the earth," (ApocMos
29.7) But even more significantly, especially regarding the later gnostic
Man myth, we find in LAE and ApocMos the notion that Adam, after repentance
and death, is taken up by God’s angels back into this same heavenly paradise

237to await the dawn of the new age and the general resurrection. Thus
within apocalyptic Judaism, albeit under considerable Hellenistic influence,
we find I) a heavenly Adam, 2) a descent to earth, 3) and a restoration/

238ascent- Furthermore we find in this re-interpretation a continuation
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of the fateful aspect of Adam’s fall. All mankind, as the descendants
of Adam, are included in Adam’s banishment to this world. The fate of
man understood by IV Ezra and II Baruch as existence in history has 
thus been reinterpreted as existence in the earthly (material?) world.
It is a concept in the very spirit of Gnosis.

In Gnosticism, according to K. Rudolph, the doctrine of the Urmensch
Adam is an element of its central Lehrbestand wherein Adam is supposed

239to be the Prototype of mankind generally. It need not be reiterated
that the Gnostics were particularly interested in Genesis 1-3 and presented 
the large part of their doctrine in terms of it. However, unlike the 
Apocalyptists, the Gnostics had no room for the moral interpretation 
of the fall. For them it is in fact not a ’’fall" but the first example
of the inbreaking of the saving gnosis. A s  such it is a rebellion
not against the Highest God but against the anti-godly powers. Gnostic 
exegesis necessarily turns the narrative upside down because of their 
rejection of the Lawgiver. Thus, for example, according to the Ophites 
(Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 30.7) Sophia attempts to lead Adam and Eve into 
transgressing the command of the demiurge and eating the forbidden fruit 
since it will reveal the Power above the All, i.e. the Highest God. 
Similarly in the AJ (BG 57.5ff.) the tree of knowledge is supposed 
to be the Epinoia of light which will reveal man’s origin to him (see 

also 61.Iff.). In the HA (89.30-90.30) which provides an interesting 
twist the serpent induces Adam and Eve to eat of the tree which reveals 
their ignorance and lack of s p i r i t T h u s  as an act against the 
anti-godly powers, the fall is an act which produces life not death; 
and herein lies the most peculiarly and inherently "gnostic" interpretation 
of the Fall account in which, it should be noted, Adam’s act is not
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determinative for his descendants.
Often side by side with this interpretation of Genesis 3 we find

the second gnostic use of the fall narrative which, as in LAE/ApocMos,
is depicted as a fall to earth from a heavenly paradise. According to
Theodotus for example, the psychic Adam was supposed to have been formed
in the fourth heaven which implies that he must have eventually been
"cast down" into the material world where he now dwells (Clem. Exc.

51.1; 55.1, see also Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 5.2; cf. Hipp. Ref. VI,34.3ff.).
Similarly in the ApocAd, the account of which is somewhat confused,
we are told that Adam and Eve were like great eternal angels (64.15f.)
but that they lost this glory (64.25f.). In the AJ (BG 49.1-52.20)
Adam was created after the image of the perfect man seen from below
by the archons. But when Adam is given the souls of these powers and
so becomes wiser than they, he is cast from the heights and so "brought
... down to the regions beneath all matter." Then (54.1-55.20) these
same archontic powers create for him a body of flesh based on their

242vision of the Man they saw in the heavens above them (54.5-10).
Yet the closest parallel to the apocalyptic account is found in the 
Ophite system (Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 30.3,8,8-9). laldabaoth the demiurge 
is said to have created Adam and Eve but then expelled them from paradise 
and "cast [them] down from heaven into this world.

From these accounts we can safely assume that the Gnostics were 
familiar not just with Genesis but with this particular form of Jewish 
s p e c u l a t i o n . H e r e  are brought together the themes we found in Apocalyp
ticism, i.e. descent and fate. Adam’s fall thus has the consequence 
for his descendants of producing man’s present predicament in this world. 
It is precisely this combination which underlies the more general gnostic
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myth of the fall of the Urmensch which one finds most fully developed
in the later gnostic systems of Mani and the Mandaeans,

The most complete and perhaps the earliest account of this myth
is to be found in the Poimandres (CH I), There, as C. H. Dodd^^^
explains, the heavenly Man descends into the material world only to
become enmeshed in matter and its cares. And from this man, i.e. from
his act of descent, all mankind has become subject to materially conditioned
existence as well. In other words, with the descent or fall of the
Urmensch, the present human condition as life in this world was established.
However in this presentation the aspects of rebellion and transgression,
of enforced eviction, which are so integral to the Genesis account
have disappeared. The whole emphasis is on the willful descent of

247Adam into the lower world. And yet,^as Dodd has demonstrated, the
account is based on a Hellenistic exegesis of Genesis 1-3. And while

248Dodd would not rule out the influence of some form of Urmensch myth 
there is no doubt that the fall of Adam is here being interpreted by and 
combined with the concept of the world-spirit or logos and possibly 
that of the soma/sema. "Palestinian" and "Hellenistic" traditions
are here combined to produce a myth one can finally call gnostic; pre
cisely what one would expect to find if the apocalyptic Adamic tradition 
were so interpreted. For in both Apocalypticism and Gnosticism the 
figure "Adam" plays the same role of establishing existence in its present 
form. For the Apocalyptists this meant man as conditioned and fated to 
live in this evil world/age or history. For the Gnostics this meant 
man as entombed and determined by the evil world of matter. For both

250Adam is seen as the origin of man’s sense of worId-loss and alienation. 
However, the Jewish concept of the fall may well have influenced
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251yet another gnostic concept - the figure of Sophia. As G. W. MacRae
has pointed out there is no single Jewish or non-Jewish source which
can explain the Fall of Sophia which according to most gnostic accounts
is indeed a "fall" and not simply a descent and which corresponds to
the fall of the primal man into matter in other gnostic systems. According
to MacRae this fall motif is most easily explained by recourse to the
notion of the fall of Eve which the Gnostics are assumed to have projected
into the heavenly realm to be the model for the earthly events recorded 

252in Genesis. In support of this thesis MacRae finds the following
correspondences between Eve and Sophia:

1) In Genesis it is a female figure who initiates the transgression 
and transmits it to (her husband and) offspring, while in Gnosis the 
process of creation and its inferior ̂ nature which is passed on to her

253demiurgic son originates in the activities of the female aeon, Sophia.
2) In the account of Gen 3.5 the motivation for Eve’s transgression 

is to ’be like God’ and according to MacRae "...this is precisely how
we must understand the motivation of Sophia’s fall."^"^^ She is either 

described as trying to generate or emanate another being without the 
help of her partner (e.g. Valentihians, Hipp. Ref. VI, 30.7) or she attempts 
to do the impossible and comprehend the Highest God (Ptolemaeus, Iren.

Adv. Haer. I, 2.2f.).
3) There is a close connection in gnostic mythology between Sophia 

and her daughter Zoe who is Eve (AJ (BG) 53). MacRae sees the name 
Sophia-Zoe (OnOrWld 115.12; 121.27 ) as a clue to their mutual identi

fication. Thus he believes Sophia is the heavenly counterpart of the 
earthly Eve. Accordingly, the fall of Eve is but the earthly repetition 
of a heavenly event (or more likely, the fall of Sophia is a projection
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of this earthly event).
4) Finally in the SJC (BG 118.15-17), MacRae finds an explicit

allusion to Eve in the context of the fall of Sophia, There we are
told that a cosmic veil was brought into existence so that "the fault
of the woman should live and she should combat error," which he concludes,
"can only refer to Sophia and the phrase ’the woman’ strongly suggest

257[sic] Gen. iii 15, interpreted gnostically."
In light of certain apocalyptic traditions we might add the following

facts in support of MacRae’s hypothesis. First, there is a pronounced
effort in the LAE/ApocMos to make Eve and not Adam responsible for the

258nature of this world/age, sin and death:
And Adam said to Eve: ’What hast thou done? A great
plague hast thou brought upon us, transgression and
sin for all our generations: and this which thou hast
done, tell thy children after my death, [for those who
arise from us shall toil and fail but they shall be
wanting and curse us (and) say, ’All evils have our
parents brought upon us, who were at the beginning],’ (LAE 44)

Secondly since Eve as well as Adam was believed to have originated
in a heavenly paradise, the Eve of late Judaism, like Sophia, was already
conceived as a heavenly figure - a motif which the Gnostics did know 

259of and use. Thirdly, when Eve transgressed the command of God she
along with Adam was expelled from the heavenly paradise to earth.
This motif would thus supply the otherwise missing concept of a meta
physical fall which underlies the reason for Sophia’s uniting with matter. 
Finally, when Adam and Eve are cast out of heaven one may assume that they
are given their earthly bodies - at least such is the eventual presentation

in gnostic mythology. Corresponding to the belief that Sophia has taken 
on an earthly form is the development of this motif in the system of

Simon M a g u s . T h e r e  his Ennoia (viz. Sophia) is supposed to have
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262been imprisoned in the human body as Helen. This, like the primal
man myth, is supposed to typify the descent of the divine spirit into 
human bodies generally, which is to say that there is here again a 
welding together of the world-soul concept with the myth of Gen 3 
or more precisely an interpretation of Gen 3 in terms of the scattering 
of the world-soul into humanity. The Gnostics have simply transposed 
this post-creation myth to the pre-mundane period using a technique 
common to the hermeneutical method Apocalypticism itself used.

Now as MacRae himself rightly concluded, these correspondences 
may not establish a perfect parallelism between the two mythic complexes 
but they are close enough to suggest that the Jewish tradition (perhaps 
via that of Apocalypticism?) has been fundamental in the formulation 
of the gnostic Sophia myth as we know it from the Sethian-Ophites and 
Valentinianism,

But if it is the case that the apocalyptic Eve lies behind the 
gnostic Fall of Sophia the hypothesis of an apocalyptic origin for the 
corresponding primal man myth is also strengthened. The apocalyptic 
indecision over who to make responsible for existence in this world/age 
would then be seen to have been carried over into Gnosticism resulting 
in the two correlated myths of the falls of Man and Sophia.

G. The withdrawal of Sophia
The final and perhaps most significant correspondence between 

the gnostic and apocalyptic explanations for the nature of this present 
world/age is focussed on the figure of Sophia:

As we saw above, for the Gnostics one intrinsic aspect of existence 
in this world is sin conceived as ignorance. Ignorance of the true God, 
of the divine world of light, of one’s own divine spark, in other words.
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ignorance of reality is believed to have produced and perpetuated the 
present predicament of mankind by thus enslaving man to the anti-godly 
powers and the material world. But why? Why did the Gnostics come 
to this conclusion? And even more importantly, why did they formulate 
their systematic explanation in terms of Sophia?

Logically and presuppositionally ignorance could be a necessary 
consequence of the inaccessibility or hyper-transcendence of the gnostic 
God, in which case the ultimate origin of evil and man's existence 
in this world must be traced back to the Highest God.^^^ In its mythical 
portrayal neither Sophia nor her fellow Aeons would possess any know
ledge of the nature or even the existence of the Highest God - a situation 
which must necessarily exist with an unknowable deity. In this case 
ignorance would be a constituent part of the Pleroma as well as the lower
world.2 * 6

However, it is usually assumed that Sophia and the other Aeons
are not ignorant of the Highest God, but that Sophia, in particular,
is arrogant and wishes to achieve some goal concerning the deity which
is beyond her power or proper station as an a e o n . I n  over-stepping
this limitation, however it may be described, she produces an offspring,
the archontic demiurge who is often called "laldabaoth." As an abortion
of what should have been, he is something to be ashamed of and hidden
away. Moreover, as we have already pointed out, the demiurge is usually

depicted as the very personification of ignorance since he thinks that
268he is God alone and that there are no others above him. In such

ignorance he creates his own aeon/world which necessarily partakes of 
his ignorance or lack of knowledge. In other words, this world is one 
of ignorance because its fashioner is ignorant. But why, we might ask,
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is he ignorant? From whence arose his lack of knowledge? The myth 
suggests that it arose from Sophia herself when she withdrew from her

269aborted offspring; for without Sophia he was truly the fool ( <nx ? )!
Ignorance may therefore be understood as a result of the withdrawal of 

Sophia.
This motif is perhaps presented most simply in the system of the

270Ophites. There Sophia is said to have fallen downward into the 
waters of matter but "when she received power from the trace of light 

within her she leapt up" to become the firmament of heaven. She then 
succeeds in relinquishing this form (i.e., the firmament) from which

271proceeds the demiurge and the subsequent creation of the present world.
But Sophia (and Christ, her consort) "went off to the imperishable
aeon." (Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 30.3,13J

Similarly in the HA (94.25ff.) we are told that Sophia casts a
shadow on the darkness of matter from her home in the world of light
above and this shadow becomes the demiurge. Subsequently she

...stretched forth her finger and introduced Light into 
Matter; and she pursued it down to the region of Chaos.
And she returned up [to"\ her light...

Again, in the description of the Barbelognostics provided by Irenaeus
Sophia is said to have extended herself to the lower regions whereupon
the demiurge is generated. She then withdrew to the higher regions,

272as in the previous descriptions (Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 29.4). However,
in the AJ, the account on which Irenaeus evidently depended, we find
a novel variation in this theme which recurs in Valentinianism. When
Sophia generates her son laldabaoth it is who withdraws from her

273to make his own aeon (AJ (BG) 38.17f.). This leaves Sophia alone
and "agitated" since she is neither a part of his world nor is she able
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to re-enter the Pleroma until her deficiency is corrected (AJ(BG)37f.;
45f.; 47). Nevertheless, the effect of this division between Sophia
and her son is the same - a total lack of knowledge (or Sophia) about

the divine world above him.
The Valentinians were apparently also the first to introduce the

275notion of two Sophia figures. The first is the Great Aeon, Sophia,
Echamoth, while the second is the little or lesser Sophia, the Sophia
outside the Pleroma or Echmoth (Achmoth). Thus according to Ptolemaeus,
when Sophia is separated from her passions by Horos or limit, her passion

277becomes a Sophia outside the divine Pleroma. From this Sophia outside
in turn proceeds the demiurge and the creation much as in the other 

278systems. But again, this lesser Sophia is said to attempt to return
279to the Pleroma but can not until the^consummation of the world.

But regardless of this modification of the simpler system, the with
drawal motif is retained in that Christ or some other Aeon who is sent
to separate this lesser Sophia from her demiurgic passions subsequently

280withdraws from her and returns to the Highest Heaven. In any case 
Sophia and the demiurge remain separated and the creation proceeds 
from ignorance.

Elsewhere the motif of withdrawal exists but under different mythical 

guises but nevertheless still conveys the same message that the present 

world is as it is because of a withdrawal of the divine (or a divine 
attribute) from it. For example, in the Book Baruch by Justin (Hipp.
Ref. V, 26..I4f,)evil is said to have arisen in the world due to the 
withdrawal of Elohim into the highest heaven and to the subsequent rage 
and jealousy of Eden. Even in the rather intellectually oriented pre
sentation of Basilides, the evil nature of the material world can be
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attributed to the ascent of the spiritual element from the lower, material
281regions into the heights. Nevertheless, the predominant expression

of this motif is in terms of a Sophia myth.
Now it is obvious that the figure of Sophia and the whole mythological 

complex which surrounds it is being used by the Gnostics in a number 
of ways, sometimes conflicting, and not least to provide a cosmological 
and anthropological explanation for how a part of the divine world of 
light became enmeshed in matter. As such the Sophia myth has been amal
gamated with the concept of the Holy Spirit and the narrative of Genesis l.^*^ 
However, it is no less a fact that in the motif of the withdrawal of 
Sophia we have another and perhaps the primary reason for this myth 
and its use as one involving Wisdom per se. That is to say that for
the Gnostics, this world is one of ignorance precisely because Wisdom,

283i.e. Sophia, has withdrawn from it. Ignorance is therefore primarily
not a mere lack of knowledge, but rather more a lack of wisdom. This
seems to be the intention behind the statement in the Treatise on the
Resurrection (46.28-32) that as Gnostics,

...we are predestined from the beginning not to fall 
into the foolishness of those who are without knowledge,
but we shall enter into the wisdom of those who have
known the Truth,

Implied in this statement at least is the inseparability of wisdom and 
284knowledge. To gain knowledge is to attain wisdom; a lack of know

ledge is an absence of wisdom. Thus the whole gnostic world-view can 
be seen to depend ultimately upon a belief that Wisdom has withdrawn

from creation. But why? Why did the Gnostics believe wisdom had entered
this world at creation and then departed from it leaving it in a state 
of chaos? Where did this myth originate?

In the Jewish Wisdom tradition, as in that of most others in the
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ancient Near East, it is assumed, quite to the contrary of Gnosis,
283that wisdom is a present reality in this world. Man can expect to

find and embrace it. We are told, for example, by Sophia in Prov 8.17

that "those who seek me diligently find me." The Wisdom of Solomon
assumes that she is active in the operation of the world and that she

286gives order to it (8 .1 ); moreover, it is assumed that this order
she creates is that which enables kings to rule justly so that government

287only functions properly when it is founded upon wisdom. For Judaism,
wisdom, as the self revelation of God, was assumed to have its home

288in Jacob/Israel and its dwelling place in the Temple; in fact it
289was identified with the Law.

It is only in the apocalyptic literature, expecially I En, II Bar
and IV Ez, as U. Luck has recently demonstrated, that we find a severing
of this union of Law and wisdom and the corresponding belief that Wisdom
has disassociated herself, or withdrawn, from this Law and the present 

290age. This is most often found in the apocalypses in the form of
a prediction of a future event and is probably based not on myth, but

291on the threats of Prov 1,28 and Micah 3.4. Consequently it was suggested
that in the times before the eschaton there would not be many wise
around (II Bar 48.33); for man will ask, "Where is Wisdom?" (II Bar
48,36). Why? Because at the time of the so-called Messianic Woes:

Then shall intelligence hide itself, 
and wisdom withdraw into its chambers - 
by many shall be sought and not found.
And unrighteousness and incontinency 
shall be multiplied upon the earth.
(IV Ez 5.10-lla; cf. I En 94,5)29%

However, as most scholars will agree, the Apocalyptists believed
293themselves to be living in this very period. The predictive nature

of the description of their own wisdomless age is the result of their



Ill

use of the literary device of pseudepigraphy to ascribe their books
to the ancients. Now although the Apocalyptists do not yet attribute
the origin of sin itself to the withdrawal of Sophia from the course 

294of history, it is obvious that one of the reasons why the world powers
(empires and their angelic guardian princes/archons) have begun to rule 

295badly, why they have not recognized the supremacy of Yahweh, why
they have persisted in persecuting his people is that Sophia, as the
self-revelation of God, has indeed withdrawn and like the divine Shekinah

296returned to her heavenly home (see I En 63.1, cf.I Cor 2.6-8).
The present period, i.e. history, is therefore believed to be one formed

297and fashioned, ruled and maintained without her. It is an age of
298ignorance when truth also has withdrawn (IV Ez 14. 17). Or as it

is explicity stated in I En 42.1-2: ^
Wisdom found no place where she might dwell;
Then a dwelling-place was assigned her in the heavens.
Wisdom went forth to make her dwelling among the 

children of men,
And found no dwelling-place:
Wisdom returned to her place, ^ 9 9

And took her seat among the angels.
As a result, unrighteousness, which might be described as folly, has
entered the world in her place to dwell with men (42.3).^^^

It is only in the messianic or future age when the dead are raised
301that wisdom will be given to the righteous. At present the fountains

of wisdom and righteousness are preserved in the heavenly paradise which
is simply another way of saying that Sophia is an eschatological gift
which presently exists only at the side of God (I En 47;48;84.3).
Thus, according to Apocalypticism, in the present world/age one can no

302longer find wisdom. Every experience suggests to them that for the
fool and the unrighteous all goes well; the heathen and apostates
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prosper. But for those who make every attempt to keep the Law, life
303is nothing but suffering and pain.

Thus in both the gnostic and the apocalyptic communities we find 
the same myth, i.e. that Sophia as a hypostasis of God has withdrawn 
from the present world/age, used to express the same experience, i.e. 

a feeling that this world/age is one of ignorance and perversity, sin 
and unrighteousness. The only real difference in presentation lies in 
the time when this event was supposed to have occurred. For the Apocalyp
tists it was an eschatological event signaling the imminence of the 
eschaton whereas for the Gnostics it was a protological event projected 
into pre-mundane "history." Yet in both the withdrawal produces the 
same results.

Thus the importance of this motif as regards gnostic origins cannot
be over emphasized. R, Bultmann, for example, concluded in an important
article on the prologue of John that there existed in the pre-Christian
era a complete gnostic myth which could be reconstructed from the numerous
fragmentary references (including those above in the apocalyptic literature)
and so provide the gnostic myth which influenced apocalyptic thought

304producing this apocalyptic-gnostic correspondence. However, aside
305from the question of the validity of this methodology, we have absolutely 

no evidence of this supposed gnostic myth in its entirety before the 
2nd century A.D. Therefore it is more likely that the Gnostics, like 
Bultmann himself, have constructed their myth from the scattered references 
in the O.T. and the pseudepigrapha. Moreover, as H. Ringgren pointed 

out, the basis of Bultmann*s theory, i.e. Prov 1.28, (and we would main
tain, the apocalyptic concept) can be quite adequately explained from 
the O.T., e.g. Micah 3 . 4 . Therefore we must be open to the possibility
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that the gnostic myth is based upon that found in the apocalyptic
literature. For if Gnosticism arose from an existential situation,

307and not simply from speculation, and if it is best described and
differentiated from all other movements which otherwise bear a typological
similarity to it, as a drama of the movement (e.g. loss and recovery)
of knowledge, could it not have itself arisen from a deep sense of loss,
of an absence of wisdom, such as that experienced by certain Jewish
apocalyptic circles which could also be formulated as a drama of the

308movement of Wisdom? It is otherwise nothing less than astonishing 
that this motif which is so central and fundamental to the whole gnostic

system should appear as a constituent part of the apocalyptic world-
-t ..309view as well.

IV. Summary and Conclusions
In summary then we note that the correspondences which exist bet

ween these two communities of thought are both mythological and con

ceptual:
1) They share a similar DaseinsverstM'ndnis. Both see man as an

310alien in this present world/age. Existence here is perceived as
a fate imposed upon man who was intended to dwell in a paradisal state

311superior to the angels. Consequently both seek an escape from this
world/age to that which is above or beyond which will provide a restoration 

to this primal state.
3122) They share the same pessimistic Weitanschauung. They reject

this world/age as a dimension of existence dominated by sin/ignorance, 
death and general evil. And although the Apocalyptist in true Jewish 
fashion conceives this in terms of time and history and the Gnostic
in terms of space and matter, both believe this world/age to be devoid 

of divine self-revelation and so also salvation. Accordingly W. Schmithals
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writes :
In beiden Fallen wird die Qualitht der Welt bzw. des 
Weltlaufs gleichartig und mit im wesentlichen gleichen 
Worten beschrieben; wir leben in einer bbsen Welg^g 
die nicht oder zumindest nicht mehr von Gott ist.

3143) They share the same mythology which is integral to both systems. 
Thus the gulf which exists between God and this world/age (which is 
demonstrated by the absence of divine activity in the course of the world, 
viz. history) is attributed to the domination of this world/age by anti- 
godly powers which would enslave man. Man*s own existence or participation 
in this world/age, i.e. his fated existence under the control of these 
anti-godly powers, is attributed to the Primal Man/Adam (or Sophia/Eve). 
Finally, the ultimate reason for the nature of this world/age and its 
domination by anti-godly powers is said to be the withdrawal of the 
Wisdom of God from the world/age altogether. three features work

together to demonstrate and explain why this world/age is so radically 
different from that above, viz. to come.

The correspondences which we have noted which concern the gnostic 
and apocalyptic explanations for the nature of this evil world/age 
are therefore more than simply common mythologumena. For lying behind 
them is a common experience of this world and a shared attitude toward 
life which unite these two movements in a common trajectory of thought.
Yet there can be no argument against the fact that they have interpreted 
both these mythologumena and their respective experiences on the basis 
of different philosophical presuppositions. But rather than separating 
the two, such an acknowledgement actually draws these systems closer 
together. For the gnostic use of specifically apocalyptic speculations 

suggests that the source of its myth may well have been Apocalypticism
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itself. In support of this hypothesis we notice the following: Apocalyp
ticism is a most unsystematic whole. Due to its long period of historical 
development it provides many disjointed mythological answers to explain 
why the world is the way it is. Gnosticism on the other hand cleverly 
combined these unrelated explanations into a systematic whole; in fact 
Gnosticism appears to be an attempt to systematize these myths into a 
relatively consistent whole with the help of the narrative of Genesis 1-3.
H. Jonas as much as concedes this when he writes:

...we must observe the non-naivet^ of gnostic myth: with
all its crudities it is a work of sophistication, consciously 
constructed to convey a message, even to present an argument, 
and deliberately made up of the pirated elements of 
earlier myth. It is, in short, secondary and derivative 
mythology, its artificiality somehow belonging to its 
character.

Secondly we notice that Apocalypticism uses its myth indiscriminately 
with no real regard for time; it is flexible and can move events about 
from history to pre-history (e.g. Fall of W a t c h e r s F a l l  of Satan): 
Gnosticism seems to follow in this tradition by making eschatological 
events protological, chronological cosmological. Finally we notice 
that it is precisely in those apocalyptic writings which betray the 
most Hellenistic influence, i.e. in those ascribed to the Diaspora, 
that we find the closest parallels to Gnosis, i.e. where there is a 
transition from "world" understood as history to "world" understood 
as the material creation.



CHAPTER III

GNOSTIC AND APOCALYPTIC CONCEPTS OF GOD: DUALISTIC THEODICY^

I. Introduction
If Gnosticism and Apocalypticism indeed begin from a common Daseins- 

verst^ndnis that this world/age is one of evil and corruption, as religious 
movements the question of what role God played in the origin and per
petuation of this world/age should be an integral element of their 
respective systems. Is God responsible for the evil presently experienced 
and endured by the faithful? Where is he now? Who is in control?
Where such questions are raised one may rightly describe these theologies 
as theodicies. And in fact we find that both Gnosticism and Apocalypticism
do attempt to isolate God from the evil of this world/age and to exonerate

2him of responsibility for its existence. To accomplish this both 

construct their theodicy by utilizing a dualism which contrasts God
3and this world/age in a form that is characteristic of their respective

thought patterns and origins - the one Jewish and eschatological, and
the other Greek and ontological.^

Now the suggestion that Apocalypticism is itself an attempt to
provide Judaism with an apologia is not disputed. S. B. Frost speaks
for most scholars when he writes:

...the ultimate purpose of this literature is to deal 
with a Sitz im Leben: to compensate for their present
despair by the hope of a Golden Age, and to present a 
theodicy which may explain the way of Yahweh with His 
people.
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Such a theological reconstruction was necessitated by the events following 
the Exile. Earlier in Israel’s history the belief that God punished 
the wicked and rewarded the righteous was sufficient to explain the fact 

of the Exile, for the nation had admittedly offended God’s Law. But 
in the post-exilic period, though Israel was restored to its homeland 
and attempted to be faithful to the Law, the nation was neither prosperous 
nor free but was subjected to a number of successive foreign powers.
It was a time when the righteous suffered severely for their faith 
and faithfulness.^ Apocalypticism thus arose to answer the questions 
"Where is God?" "Why is this happening to the faithful?" "Why do the

orighteous suffer?" - questions already raised by Ezekiel, Job and the 
preacher of Ecclesiastes.^ Yet the Apocalyptists went beyond the solu
tions offered by the Wisdom schools to account for the origin of evil 
itself by developing a complex demonology unprecedented in Jewish thought.

Thus, for example, we know from I En 27.2 that there were people, 

certainly both within and outside Israel, "...who utter with their 
lips against the Lord unseemly words and of his glory speak hard things." 
They are the ones, including the kings of the earth, who have "denied 
the Lord of Spirits.Consequently, it is the purpose of Enoch’s 
visions and so the written record of those revelations "to show the 
greatness of His [“i.e. the Lord of Glory] work to the angels and to 
spirits and to men, that they might praise His work and all creation:
that they might see the work of His might and praise the great work

12of His hands and bless Him for ever." "Enoch" wants to reveal God
as the all powerful creator, the true God, which is why the book contains
so much protoscientific data about the natural world; e.g. The Book

13of the Heavenly Luminaries. His demonstration of the order of the
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cosmos is a necessary correlation to his explanation for why history, 
viz. this age, is so corrupt.Accordingly, God is not responsible
for evil and history; but according to Enoch it arose with the revolt

. u 15against heaven.
In an obviously more difficult situation, the author of II Baruch 

explained his purpose: "I have written to you, that ye may comfort
yourselves regarding the multitude of your tribulations."^^ In part
icular, he raises before God his people’s questions concerning God’s

17honor: if God destroys Jerusalem, how shall one then speak of his praise?
For the heathen will think that Yahweh is impotent to help his people
and God’s own people will abandon hope in him, as is apparently the 

18case. Thus the author’s goal is to convince his people that God is 
just;^^ his judgment is just, for the evil around us comes from man him-

In IV Ezra the author is confronted with this same Sitz im Leben.
Among his readers are those like "Ezra" who "...suffer agonies of
soul in striving to comprehend the way of the Most High, and to seek
out the decree of his judgement" due to his apparent inactivity on 

21Israel’s behalf. For instead of God preserving his people from destruc
tion at the hands of the heathen he has apparently spared the ungodly

22from judgment and allowed them to over-run his people. Accordingly,
IV Ezra seeks to comfort the Jews who are suffering under Roman domination
and to silence the mocking of Gentiles as well as apostate Jews who
have rejected Yahweh altogether by claiming that "the Most High exists 

23not". Here too, God is presented as just and righteous because the
24evil stems from man.

Finally, in the LAE/ApocMos which apparently originated under
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less chaotic conditions in the more philosophic atmosphere of the Dias
pora, we find an attempt to explain why there is pain and suffering and 
death - problems which seemed to impugn God’s majesty, as well as his 
creation,Again, God is exonerated from the state of this world/age, 
viz. history, by attributing it to a revolt in heaven which was repeated 
on e a r t h . T h i s  theme is also taken up by II Enoch and III Baruch.
But even in such books as Jubilees and the Testaments XII which are 
not so obviously theodical the apocalyptists’ intent is to demonstrate

the origin of Israel's and man’s present predicament and to exalt and
28exonerate God in the process; i.e. to provide a theodicy.

In a similar way we find that underlying the elaborate gnostic myths 

concerning the origin of man and this world there lies an implicit 
attempt to absolve God of any responsibility for the creation. For 
as Gnosticism sought to introduce a new, hitherto unknown God to men, 
the system had to deal with the problem of his relationship to this 
benighted world. In fact the impetus to postulate the "unknown" God

29probably arose in response to the gnostic Daseinsversthndnis itself.
In any event, the resulting theological construct sought to explain
in categories more philosophical than those used by Apocalypticism how
the diversity of this world, perceived as evil, could possibly have
had its origin in a unity, i.e. God, which is a priori good and the
source of good alone. This is explicitly acknowledged by the author

of the Letter to Flora who explains that Flora desired to:
...learn how from one beginning of all things, which 
is simple and, as we acknowledge and believe, ungenerated, 
incorruptible, and good, there were constituted these 
natures, namely that of corruption and that of the Middle, 
which are of different substance, although it is the 
nature of the good to generate and produce things which 
are like itself and of the same substance.
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The intent of Ptoleraaeus, and that of Gnosticism proper, is to answer
such questions even when they are posed in a less philosophical manner.
For example, we know from the Testimony of Truth that the Gnostics
sought to explain the following: "What is the light? And what is the
darkness? And who is the one who has created [the earth] ? And who
is God? ... And why are some lame, and some [blind] , ... and some
rich, [and] some poor?..."^^ In addition they are concerned with the
reasons for the "Deficiency of the Aeons and their Pleroma" especially

33in regard to "this place", as well as "the origin (or nature) of the
universe and its plan", the reality of the archons and their role in

the rise of this world/age.
Again, it is apparent from some of the statements made in the

Nag Haramadi codices that the precise^nature of God’s relationship to
evil was very much an issue, perhaps even among the various gnostic

35sects themselves. According to the author of the ApocPet (77.22-32) 
those who maintained that good and evil arose from the same source are 
in error. God could not possibly be responsible for evil. Conversely, 
those who believe that darkness or chaos is the origin of everything 
are also in error according to OnOrWld 97.24ff.; SJC 92.3ff. Indeed 
darkness can only exist as the shadow cast by light; which is to say 
that God is not a part of chaos but above it and chaos has arisen spon
taneously simply because God is, not because God created i t . E l s e 
where, in the TriTrac 109.5ff., we are told that both the Greeks and 
some Jews argue from ignorance about God and the origin of evil by setting 
forth a variety of explanations to account for evil involving God and 
his nature. Thus we are told that among the Jews are many heresies:

Some say that God is one, who made a proclamation in 
the ancient scriptures. Others say that he is many.
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Some say that God is simple and was a simple mind in 
nature. Others say that his activity is linked with 
the origin of good and evil. Still others say that 
he is the creator of that which has come into being.
Still others say that it was by his angels that he 
created.

Obviously, it is the intent of the author to eliminate this confusion
and to explain the real situation concerning God and this world/age,
as it is the function of the gnostic presentation generally. As L. Schottroff
has recently demonstrated from the system of AJ, the myth represents
a variety of attempts to exonerate the Pleroma/God from the rise of

38evil as represented by existence in this world.
Thus whether one begins from the so-called "Syrian-Egyptian" kind

of Gnosis or the "Iranian", Gnosticism, with its long lists of genealogies
and mythologumena, can be seen to be an attempt to explain the origin
of evil and the supreme God's role, or rather lack of it, in the creation
of this world, which is to say that Gnosticism, like Apocalypticism,

39is a theodicy.
Having noted this, we now need to turn to the common structural 

feature of these two theodicies. Here we refer to the strong sense 
of separation or antithesis that exists between God and this world/age 
in both systems, i.e. their God ys world/age dualism. Again, as we 
shall see, for the Apocalyptists this dualism is conceived ethically 
and eschatologically; God is separated from this age, viz. history.

For the Gnostics this dualism is understood ontologically; God is 
separated from this world, viz. the material creation. It is the pur
pose of this chapter to demonstrate how these apparently divergent 
schemes correspond.

II. God vs. World/Age Dualism
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A. The Transcendent God
Among the numerous broad similarities between Apocalypticism and 

Gnosticism which scholars have pointed out is their common conviction 
that the true God is distant, both spatially and spiritually, from 
this world/age. Klaus Koch, for example, noted this when he wrote 

that
Where such an explanation [i.e. the increased trans
cendence of God in Apocalypticism] is adopted it would 
seem only a short step to move apocalyptic into the 
vicinity of another spiritual movement, namely Gnosticism,

Similarly, R. McL, Wilson has written that "Both Judaism and Gnosticism

maintain the transcendence of God...
Now some, like H. Bietenhard, have assumed that this growing belief 

in the transcendence of God in SpHtjudentum, including Apocalypticism 
as represented by I Enoch, reflects gnostic influence, which is to 
say that divine transcendence is understood as a gnostic feature in 
apocalyptic thought.However, no less a figure than H. Jonas has 
noted that in this particular historical era there was a general spirit

ualizing tendency at work in all cultures which led to "Abstraktheit, 
Transzendenz, Negativitht, Unend1ichkeitsmystik, sogar Dualismus..." 
in the concept of God.^^ It was just this tendency which prepared the 
way for Gnosticism, (as well as Apocalypticism), to develop their own 
conceptualizations of God's divinity. But again, it is not the origin 
of this transcendence motif as much as its nature and function which 
interest us. In any event, what is important to recognize is that 
both movements present us with an exalted concept of God which pre
supposes a monotheistic substratum lying beneath their dualistic for
mulations. It is this monotheistic foundation which we examine first.

441) Monotheism
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The claim of monotheism is most obviously true for Apocalypticism 
inasmuch as the Apocalyptists were orthodox Jews who were attempting 
to encourage faith in this one true God, Yahweh. For as we have seen

45already above, the Apocalyptists decry those who deny the Lord of Spirits. 
And while they have left us no detailed theological arguments regarding 
the uniqueness of Yahweh, their essential monotheism is discernible 
in many of the titles assigned to him. For the Apocalyptists Yahweh 
is the Supreme God, the one true God, the God of all and King of all.
In Jub (e.g. 12.1-4) as well as in TJob, ApocAbr, and the apocrypha 
Baruch and Bel and the Dragon, idolatry and the worship of false gods 

are ridiculed.
This pronounced monotheism is a common feature in late Judaism 

which denotes a marked shift in the attitude and understanding of Judaism 

concerning the nature of Yahweh in the period to which we assign the 
rise and development of apocalyptic thought. With the Exile had come 
a broadening of Israel's cultural and conceptual horizons and the real
ization that Yahweh was more than a mere tribal deity identified with 
and limited to his local sanctuary in Jerusalem. Instead, Yahweh was 

perceived and acknowledged as the only God, the King of all nations 
and the Lord of c r e a t i o n . T h i s  change from mono-Yahwism to monotheism 
involved a number of modifications in the theology of the old Israel, 
the most important of which for us is the notion of a "...streng 
Ueberweltlichkeit Gottes und Unerforschlichkeit seines ganzen Wesens..."^^ 

or in other words a growing realization of the ontological and cosmological 
transcendence of God. Of course, as we have said, this does not mean 
to imply that in the apocalyptic literature one can find any conscious 
philosophical speculation on the nature of the divine Being such as
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we find in Philo and Gnosticism. What we do find is a new awareness 
or appreciation of the magnificence and glory of God, his total 'other

ness,* as well as his uniqueness as the one true God.
But perhaps the best and most essential expression of this aware

ness is to be found in the Apocalyptists' belief that Yahweh is the 
judge of men, angels and history, viz. this w o r l d / a g e . H e  alone 
is Lord whose Lordship and will all the nations of the world will have 

to acknowledge on judgment day:
And then shall the Host High say to the nations that 
have been raised from the dead: 'Look now and consider
whom ye have denied, whom ye have not served, whose
commandments ye have despised...'(IV Ez 7.37)

As Lord of history there is none higher than Yahweh; none beside him.
He .alone is God, for His will will be done.

It is this ethical monotheism tliat characterizes late Jewish
52(apocalyptic) thought. Because God alone is God, he alone is righteous; 

he alone is the ”... One who is infallibly consistent in the normative 
self-determination of his own nature, and who maintains unswerving

53faithfulness in the fulfilment of His promises and covenant agreements."
He alone is Holy. In fact, the most frequent designation for God,
especially in I Enoch, is the Holy One. Here the apocalyptists follow
in the footsteps of the prophets like Hosea (11.9): "I am God, and
not man, holy in the midst of thee." As in Judaism generally, God's
holiness is expressed in his will, i.e. the Law, which man must honor
if he too would be holy. But as Hosea indicated there is a distinction
to be made between creator and creature, or better, between God's will 

55and that of man. Ethical monotheism, the belief that there is one 
God whose will alone is holy and right, necessarily finds expression
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in a dualism when free will is attributed to the c r e a t i o n . F o r  

the Apocalyptists this was expressed in a dualism of God vs. history 
as the working out of the totality of anti-godly wills - a situation 
that would be resolved by the eschaton into an eternal monotheism with 
the destruction of these anti-godly wills. The present conflict is 
only temporary; there is but one who is holy and righteous; there can 
be but one God.

And this, despite differences, is the message of Gnosticism too.

For beneath its dualistic exterior. Gnosis is basically and fundamentally
a monotheistic system, by which we mean that Gnosis reveals and pro-

57claims only one God. The dualism that does exist is a dualism or
antithesis of two principles, an ontological dualism, frequently described

58in terms of light/darkness, spirit/matter, or God/world. And whether 
this dualism is supposed to be radical (Iranian gnosis) or developmental 
(Syrian), the fact remains that only one element in this dualism is 
God; the dualism is one of God versus non-God, i.e. an ontological 
monotheism.

Thus, for example, Hegemonius, in his Acta Archelai (67.4-12), 
accuses Basilides of wanting to "sustain" the dualism taught by Scythianus 
and (other?) "barbarians" who Basilides quotes as teaching that there 
were actually two origins of everything else. These are light and 
darkness, designated good and evil, respectively, which are themselves 

unoriginate. This world and apparently everything in it can be traced 
to a striving of the darkness to participate in the light. Since this 
is an impossibility, the darkness incorporates only a reflection of 
the light with the result that "there is no perfect good in this world... 

This account has a certain affinity with what we are told about
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the Ophite system. There the Holy Spirit or First Woman who was illuminated 
by God, the Father or First Man, is unable to contain all the light 
within herself. Consequently some of the light bubbled over and down 
into the "waters" of matter which attempted to absorb it.^^ This 
light which is Sophia/Prunicos was able to rise up, with her becoming 
the visible heaven. From this descent into matter there arose laldabaoth, 
the demiurge, and hence the creation or formation of this world.

Now the assumption of the Ophite system, like that described 
by Hegemonius, is that God and matter are co-eternal.This is pre
cisely the point which the author of QnOrWld attempts to refute in 
arguing that darkness, viz. matter, only arose because of the prior 
existence of l i g h t . I n  other words non-being (matter) arose not by 
means of God (spirit), but because of God, spontaneously.^^ But the 
real emphasis and point of the former systems, as well as OnOrWld, is 
not that there are two gods, but only one. The dualism is one of spirit 
against matter, of God vs. world. There is but one real God - a fact
borne out by the universal belief that the light, i.e. God, will be

64victorious in its struggle with the darkness.
Similarly, in those systems which we might classify as "emanation-

ist" or "monistic" it is presupposed that the process which produced
evil matter can be traced back to one divine source, even if the process
itself was accidental. Thus some tractates explicitly make the claim

that everything originated from a Monad. We are told, for example,

in the AJ (CGII) 2.25ff.:
The Monad [is a] monarchy with nothing above. It is [̂ he 
who] exists as [God] and Father of everything, [the invisible 
one] who is above [everything, who is] imperishability, 
existing [as] pure light which no [eye] can behold.

Again, in the so-called Valentinian Exposition 22.20ff. we read:
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Moreover it is these who [have known him who] is, the 
Father, that [is, the Root] of the All, the [ineffable 
One who] dwells in the Monad. CHe dwells alone] in 
silence, [and silence is] tranquility since, after all,
[he was] a Monad and no one [was] before him.

Even those systems that reflect trinitarian speculation and so
posit a Father-Mother-Son configuration are actually monistic in nature.

The three "persons" of the gnostic trinity actually represent one God.
In Allogènes, for example, the gnostic God is described as a triple

power :
[But] concerning the invisible, spiritual Triple Power, 
hear! [He exists] as an Invisible One who is incompre
hensible to them all. ...[He is ] always [One] and [he] 
exists [in] them all, being ineffable, unnameable, [being 
One] who exists through [them all]

Elsewhere, as in the Gospel of the Egyptians where a trinity of divine
figures is revealed, the trinity is supposed to have come forth from

68an even higher God, the incorruptible unknown Father.
Consequently, whether a system maintains that these emanations

are merely an expression of the divine thought process or that they

are hypostases begotten in some way, there is lying behind them a monistic
presupposition which is in fact a belief in one God who is to be contrasted
with the material world and expecially with those psychic/hylic beings

69who arise from the world and are not "God", i.e. pneumatic.
This is in keeping with the record of the earliest "systems" preserved

by the Fathers in which there is mentioned only one God. For example,
Carpocrates spoke of the "unbegotten God" or "unbegotten Father" who
was above the creator angels. Saturnilus taught only "one Father unknown
to all" and Apelles maintained that "there is one good God" as did 

70Severus. These systems, reflecting the earliest stages of Christian 
Gnosis, are inherently monotheistic. The demiurge, where one is assumed,
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71like the archons, is always an angel, i.e. a lesser being. There
are not two gods in Gnosis, only one. This is the real point behind

72the gnostic reference to the boast of the demiurge. The demiurge
claims that he alone is God, that there is no one above him. What
he does not know, but the Gnostics seek to make known, is that there

73is one God alone who is far above the demiurge in every way. He 
is the one true God, recognition, viz. knowledge, of whom leads to sal
vation - a claim identical to that made for Yahweh by the Apocalyptists.

Thus while it is a frequently overlooked point in gnostic studies, 
next to the problem of human existence the question of God was the most 
important facet of gnostic teaching. As van Unnik rightly notes,

...nicht die Frage der menschlichen Existenz, sondern 
die Gottesfrage war in der Gnosis im Alterturn entscheidend. 
Nicht nur die Hhresiologen^ sondern auch der Neo-Platoniker 
Plotinus haben an diesem Punkte den Unterschied gesehen.

Again, this is beautifully illustrated by a Naassene proverb:
The beginning of perfection is the knowledge of Man, 
but the knowledge of God is complete perfection.

Here we have an important window to the heart of gnostic thought
for one of the most important elements in the revolution which resulted
in the gnostic synthesis is the conviction that in Gnosis there has
been revealed a totally new God, & kixivo^ , who is the only true God.
He is variously referred to as the Supreme Power, the Unbegotten, and
most frequently as Father and variations such as Father of All, Fore-

77father. First Father, etc. As reported by Tertullian, this God
was supposed to be "new" because he had been "unknown and unheard of

7 8in the world and in ancient times." And so like school boys with 
new shoes the Gnostics and the Marcionites in particular were said 
to have joyfully proclaimed this God's recent self-revelation.
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It is this self-revelation of the heretofore unknown God that 
the Gnostics offer their audience. Which is to say that the Gnostics

79claim to possess a proper understanding and knowledge of God, the God.
In the process they have taken great pains to point out the superiority 
of their God to that of the Jews. However, despite their claims of 
novelty and their pejorative allusions to the God of the Jews, the 
gnostic doctrine of God has a number of features in common with that

80of Apocalypticism, including this assertion that there is only one God.

2) God the creator/origin
For the Apocalyptists the most obvious evidence of Yahweh's Lord

ship over all and his uniqueness as God lay in the fact of the creation. 
For Judaism generally and Apocalypticism as well, the omnipotent power

of God's will and therefore his tota^ otherness is revealed for all
81to see in the creation of the world. This, as H. J. Wicks demonstrated,

is a common thread running through nearly all the apocalyptic writings
82that span three centuries. Thus God is frequently referred to as

"the creator" in the apocrypha and pseudepigrapha.
As in the Old Testament, in late Judaism and Apocalypticism it

is expressly said that God created everything by means of his word. For
example, we are told in Jub 12.4 to

Worship the God of heaven, who causes the rain and dew 
to descend on the earth and does everything on the earth 
and has created everything by His word...

Similarly in the prayer found in II Bar 21.4-11 we read:
0 Thou that hast made the earth, hear me, that hast fixed 
the firmament by the word, and hast made firm the height 
of the heaven by the spirit, that hast called from the 
beginning of the world that which did not yet exist, 
and they obey Thee. Thou that hast commanded the air 
by Thy nod, and hast seen those things which are to be 
as those things which Thou art doing. Thou that rulest 
with great thought the hosts that stand before Thee:
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also the countless holy beings, which Thou didst make 
from the beginning, of flame and fire, which stand around 
Thy throne Thou rulest with indignation. To Thee only 
does this belong that Thou shouldst do forthwith what
soever Thou dost wish. Who causest the drops of rain 
to rain by number upon the earth, and alone knowest the 
consummation of the times before they come; have respect 
to my prayer..

Now the notion that God created everything by his word suggests 
85a creation ex nihilo. And although the Apocalyptists were aware of

other creation traditions and myths, the predominant position taken

in the literature is that God alone has created everything that-exists.
W, Foerster, therefore, calls our attention to the "remarkable speculations

on creation out of non-being and out of the invisible" found in II Enoch
24.2ff.^^ There God explains to Enoch:

Enoch, beloved, all thou seest, all things that are standing
finished I tell to thee even before the very beginning,
all that I created from non-being, and visible things 
from invisible...

In the following chapters God describes how he called into being Adoil
from which came "the visible" creation, i.e. light, in which God set
his throne and from which came the heavenly firmament. Next God called
forth Archas from which came the creation of all the lower things, i.e.
the darkness of chaos, which is to say that God has called forth the

87elements of heaven and earth. Even more explicit in asserting God's 
ex nihilo creation is II Bar 14.17. There God is addressed with these 
words :

When of old there was no world with its inhabitants.
Thou didst devise and speak with a word, and forthwith 
the works of creation stood before Thee.

But it is not only this world that God has created ex nihilo by 
his word. He is also the creator of heaven and its inhabitants as well.
He is the Lord of Spirits who created "the spirits which serve before



131

as well as the "incorporeal ten troops of a n g e l s . H e  established

heaven by his oath before the world was ever created to serve as his 
91dwelling place. Commenting on this, W. Foerster writes,

If the very place of God's dwelling is created, no room 
is left for the idea of anything existing from the begin
ning. 9^

Thus, because God is the creator of all - earth, heaven, and all 
their human and angelic inhabitants - he has no equal. Which is to 
say, as creator, Yahweh is totally other, totally distinct from that 
which he creates. For Judaism, including the Apocalyptists, God is 
ontologically transcendent and superior to everything else since every

thing has its origin in him. Again, W. Foerster writes:
As creator, God is absolutely different from and superior 
to man and the whole of nature.

It is this ontological transcendence'that the author of I En 84.2-3

would call to his readers' awareness :
Blessed be Thou, 0 Lord, King,
Great and mighty in Thy greatness.
Lord of the whole creation of the heaven.
King of kings and God of the whole world.
And Thy power and kingship and greatness abide for ever and ever, 
And throughout all generations Thy dominion;
And all the heavens are Thy throne for ever,
And the whole earth Thy footstool for ever and ever.
For Thou hast made and Thou rulest all things.
And nothing is too hard for Thee...

God is king and Lord because he is creator and all creation is subject
to him and dependent upon him for existence. God is "totally other"

95from creation. This is the basic presupposition of Jewish (apocalyptic)
thought. And it is this ontological transcendence, the creator/creation 

96antithesis, that is the Jewish counterpart to Gnostic ontological 
dualism, to which we turn.
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Interestingly enough, Gnosticism begins from this same presupposition
but develops its thought in the opposite direction. As in Judaism
the ultimate expression of the gnostic God's superiority and transcendence
is also found in ontology. Except for the fact that he has sent his
self-revelation, i.e. the gnosis, into the world, the gnostic God is

represented as "completely other" (4<XXoa, God
is the ontological antithesis of creation, as in Judaism, but here we

98find not an ontological dichotomy, but an ontological dualism. Creation
is hylic and therefore intrinsically evil for God/spirit alone is good,
whereas in Judaism the creation is good because the creator is good.
Thus at best God is ill disposed to matter, at worst he is antagonistic.
He is the alien God whose separation from matter and this creation makes
him naturally unknown instead of naturally known like the creator gods
he would replace. Which is to say that the Gnostics' way of asserting
the supremacy and transcendence of their God was to disclaim any role

99for him in the creation of this world.
This world is to be understood instead as the work of a lesser

being, the demiurge, who is already known to us from Platonic philosophy
but without such a negative c o n n o t a t i o n . T h e  world for the Gnostic
is not the gift of the Father God, rather, as we are told in the Gospel

of Philip it is a disaster:
The world came about through a mistake. For he who 
created it wanted to create it imperishable and immortal.
He fell short of attaining his desire. For the world 
was never imperishable, nor, for that matter, was he 
who made the world. (75.3-9)

Again, the reason for this world's perishable nature is that it and
the demiurge arose out of the psychic and/or choic substance and not 

102the spirit.
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However, in placing the responsibility for this world on a lesser
being and claiming that the Highest God did not create this present
world/age, the Gnostics were not saying that the highest God is not

103a "creator" of sorts. For over and over again we are told that there
are really two "worlds" - this material world and the supra-heavenly
world which consists of a Pleroma of divine beings called Aeons who

owe their existence to the Father G o d . F o r  example, in the SJC
(96 .21-97.16) we read the following:

The Spirit that exists was a begetter, who had a power 
<of> a begetting and form- [giving] being, so that the 
great abundance that was hidden in him might be revealed. 
Because of his mercy and love he wished to bring forth 
fruit by himself, so that he might not < enjoy> his bless
edness alone... ^

This process is beautifully described for us by Hippolytus in his account
of the Valentinians:

There was a time when there was nothing whatsoever created, 
and the unbegotten Father alone existed, without place, 
without time, without counsellor, without any other 
entity capable of being thought of in any way. He was 
alone, solitary, as they say, and reposing in isolation 
within himself. But since he was productive, he decided 
once to generate and bring forth the fairest and most 
perfect that he had in himself, for he was not fond 
of solitariness. ...Thus the Father himself, since 
he was alone, brought forth and produced Nous and Truth, 
that is a Dyad, which was mistress, beginning and mother 
of all the aeons which they number within the Pleroma.

According to Hippolytus, this dyad subsequently produced another dyad.
Logos and Life, which in turn produced Man and Church. Thus in most

107systems the origin of the higher world is accomplished by emanation.

The Aeons of the Pleroma arise from the thought process of the Highest 
God as hypostases of his divine attributes. Commenting on this H. Jonas 

writes :
The dynamism [of Gnosis]is visible already in the doctrine 
of divinity itself which, from the repose of eternal 
preexistence, is stirred into what becomes the 'inward’
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history of creation, unfolding in a series of spiritual 
states of the Absolute whose primarily subjective, mental 
qualities become objectified or hypostatized, in external 
realities - such that their succession marks the gradual 
progresses of the hierarchy of worlds out of the original 
deity. Thus, the history of the creation - a history 
of the divine self- is emanationist; and, as the movement 
is inevitably downward, it is a history of 'devolution'.
... The corporeal world is the terminal product of this 
epic of decline.

It is this higher world of divinely begotten Aeons which the demiurge
attempts to use as his model for his own material creation, complete
with quasi-divine beings - the angels, powers and authorities. .As the
author of AJ (CGII 12.25f.) explains:

And everything he [the demiurge] organized according 
to the model of the first aeons which had come into being 
so that he might create them like the indestructible 
ones. Not because he had seen the indestructible ones, 
but the power which is in him which he took from his 
mother produced in him the likeness of the cosmos.

Now it is obvious that the gnostic purpose behind this statement is to
denigrate this world as an inferior copy of the heavenly world, to
explain why this world is such a disappointment if not a cause for
despair. However, it is important not to miss the point that the present

world is based on the pattern of a supra-heavenly world which has its
origin in the Highest God. The demiurge is but a pathetic imitator
of the Highest God who alone is the "creator" or begetter of everything 

109good. This is the gnostic way of exalting and exonerating their 
God, as well as vilifying the creator God of the Jews. However, as 

J. Zandee observed this gnostic argumentation may reveal the opposite 
of what the Gnostics intended. For even though they claimed that the 
earthly hylic creation of the God of the Jews was modelled after the 
supra-heavenly creation, one might also observe and argue that the 
gnostic supra-heavenly realm may be a glorified, exalted form of the 

earthly creation such as we find in Judaism and Christianity which
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they hoped to supplant. Zandee writes:
According to the tenets of Gnosticism the heavenly is 
a prototype of the earthly, while the reverse is obviously 
the case. The aeon Ecclesia is formed by analogy with 
the Church on earth, the community of spiritual men.

Further examples of this may be seen in a work like OnOrWld where Jewish
traditions are taken over nearly intact in describing the world of the
demiurge while the claim is made that his world is modelled after the
supra-heavenly which is described again in terms of these same Jewish 

Illtraditions.
The point of this discussion is that the gnostic God, despite claims

to the contrary, is a creator God, perhaps modelled on the God of the
112Jews whom the Gnostics were so eager to discredit. Such a motif

may well lie behind the assertion that while the Jewish God created
by his word (Logos), the gnostic God began and created his world simply

113with his thought (Ennoia).
In any event, some gnostic systems actually did trace everything

back to the Highest God, in a sense acknowledging him as the source
of all through the progressive devolution of his emanations. Here it
is not the dualism alone, but the explanation of how the dualism came
about which serves as the t h e o d i c y . T h u s  we see that the most monistic
gnostic account is also the most creationist, i.e. Hippolytus' report 

115of Basilides. There the Highest God wills into being a world-seed
complete with a mixture of spirit and matter as found in the present 
world. The purpose and goal of history is for this mixture to precipitate 

into its constituent elements and spheres. But the important thing to 
notice is that the Highest God is presented as one who brings into being 

what he wills. Basilides only quibbles with the terms of describing 
this act not with the conclusion that God achieves his purposes: "He
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wished to make a world." -  the rest of the account merely describes

its coming into existence.
Again, this divine activity is usually limited to the realm of

the Pleroma as is the case in the Valentinian Gnosticism of Ptolemaeus.
He taught that after the invisible, ineffable Forefather had dwelt for
aeons in silence and serenity, he "...determined to produce from himself
the Beginning of all things," which is his Nous who is also described

117as the Only Begotten, Father and Beginning of All. In other words,
the Forefather began his creation by willing into being an Aeon who
in turn brought forth succeeding Aeons because he realized for what
purpose he had been produced. Thus, according to Ptolemaeic Gnosis
at least, the Supreme God has an active will which he exercises by
means of subordinates. But most importantly, underlying all this activity
is a plan; the Highest God has a purpose in willing the Pleroma into

existence. In fact, at 2.5 this plan is called "The Father’s prudent
design " (ko<r̂  roj‘n̂'Tvowj .

Elsewhere, such as in the Gospel of Truth, the will of the Father
extends beyond the creation of the Pleroma and brings everything that
exists into being, though again he apparently works through the Logos
which first emerged from his will (37.5f.). Thus we read, "...nothing
comes into being without the will of the Father. ... But at the moment

119he wills, what he wills is there." (37.20ff.).
All this suggests that within Gnosticism itself there was much

disagreement and discussion concerning the precise role of the supreme
120God in the establishment and dis-establishment of this world/age.

However, what is apparently not being disputed is the underlying pre
supposition that the gnostic God is creative and productive - a position
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which again is in keeping with the Jewish (apocalyptic) concept of God, 
even though in most systems the Gnostics would limit his activity to the 
Pleroma and formulate his activity using a neo-platonic model.

3) The Unknown God
It is this one true creator God, the God of the Jews, that the 

Apocalyptists would proclaim and profess in the midst of a world full
121of "gods" and in the face of his apparent inactivity on Israel’s behalf.

Thus one other aspect of the apocalyptic theodicy is based on the heathen
world’s ignorance of God. The reason why Israel, God's chosen people,
suffers at the hands of its enemies is said to be the fact that the
Gentiles simply do not know of the omnipotence and supremacy of Yahweh.
If they did, they too would honor and worship him as Lord. Thus for the

122heathen, Yahweh ^  the unknown God.  ̂ As the angel explains to "Ezra"

(IV Ez 7.20-24):
Rather let the many that now are perish than the law 
of God which is set before them be despised! For God 
did surely command them that came (into the world), 
when they came, what they should do to live, and what 
they should observe to avoid punishment. Nevertheless 
they were disobedient, and spake against him; They 
devised for themselves vain thoughts, ... they even 
affirmed the Most High exists not, and ignored his 
ways ! His law they did despise, and his covenants 
they denied; In his statutes they have put no faith, 
and have set at naught his commandments.

They should have known him; they should have recognized his Lordship
in his Law and in the faith of his people, but they did not. So it
will happen at the eschaton that the Lord will make himself known to
them all for the

...Most High [will] say to the nations that have been 
raised [from the dead]: Look now and consider who ye
have denied, whom ye have not served, whose commandments 
ye have despised. (IV Ez 7.37)
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For the author of IV Ezra, the heathen/Gentile should know God for
his Law is in the world. Yet they obviously do not know him from the
way they act toward him and his people. Yahweh is the "one whom the
many do not know who will make his voice heard by night; and all shall 

,,124hear his voice.
Similarly, Baruch pleads with God that he would make himself known

by acting on behalf of Zion:
Command.. in mercy and accomplish all that Thou saidst 
Thou wouldst bring, that Thy might may be made known - 
to those who think that Thy long-suffering is weakness.
And show to those who know not, that everything that 
has befallen us and our city until now has been according 
to the long-suffering of Thy power... (II Bar 21.20-21)
...let Thy glory appear, and let the might of Thy beauty 
be known... (II Bar 21.23)

For the author of II Baruch now is the time of the "Black Waters" for
Zion when

...the Gentiles boast in their hearts, and assemble before 
their idols and say, ’She is trodden down who ofttimes 
trod down, and she has been reduced to servitude who 
reduced (others)’.,. Dost thou think that in these things
the Most High rejoices, or that His name is glorified?
(II Bar 67.1-3)

The truth that Yahweh alone is God is lost on the Gentiles - they 
assume their victories over Israel have proved his impotence. As God 
he is unknown to them. But the day is coming when all this will be 
reversed. Then the kings of the earth will face God's judgment and 
wrath and be confronted with their conceit. Then they will acknowledge 
him, but to no avail, for it will be too late. Thus we are told in 

I En 63:
In those days shall the mighty and the kings who possess 
the earth implore (Him) to grant them a little respite 
from His angels of punishment to whom they were delivered, 
that they might fall down and worship before the Lord 
of Spirits, and confess their sins before Him. And they
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shall bless and glorify the Lord of Spirits, and say:
'Blessed is the Lord of Spirits and the Lord of kings,
And the Lord of the mighty and the Lord of the rich.
And the Lord of glory and the Lord of wisdom.
And splendid in every secret thing is Thy power from 

generation to generation,
Deep are all Thy secrets and innumerable.
And Thy righteousness is beyond reckoning.
We have now learnt that we should glorify 
And bless the Lord of kings and Him who is king over all 

kings.’
And they shall say:
'Would that we had rest to glorify and give thanks 
And confess our faith before His glory 
For we have not believed before Him 
Nor glorified the name of the Lord of Spirits...
But our hope was in sceptre of our kingdom.
And in our glory.’

Here is the message of Enoch and all the Apocalyptists - know that Yahweh
alone is God. He will have the final word when all the suffering and
injustice of this world will be corrected. For the Gentiles this comes 

127as a warning. But for Israel, the word is meant to comfort and
128encourage, for comfort and encouragement were sorely needed. This

brings us to a second facet of the problem facing Israel.
Besides the problem of the external threat to Israel's survival,

Judaism struggled with an enemy within - a growing suspicion and fear
129that perhaps Yahweh had indeed withdrawn or hidden himself from Israel.

Perhaps the most obvious indication of this withdrawal was the cessation
of prophecy during this intertestamental period - a belief found in

130both I Maccabees and Josephus. According to D. S. Russell, this
fear gave rise to the hope that at the End time God would once again

131raise up a true prophet, that God would once again speak with his people.
Moreover, as W. Bousset pointed out from the "Dream Visions" of

I En 89, at least some Jews began to believe that God had given the
132world up and over to the rule of 70 "shepherds" or angels. On this
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same passage Russell writes:
For many generations God himself had been the Shepherd 
of Israel. But Israel had sinned against God and for
feited his care and protection. This conviction, to
gether with the growing awareness of God's transcendence, 
would prepare the way for the belief that he had committed 
them to the care of 'under-shepherds’ in the form of 
guardian angels of the nations. In this way it was 
possible to explain the calamities which had befallen 
Israel ever since the fall of Jerusalem and the captivity 
of their people. They had suffered by the permissive 
will of God. But the angels, into-whose hands God had 
committed them, had overstepped their rightful authority; 
the people had 'received of the Lord’s hand double’ for
all their sins (Isa. 40.2).

This, combined with the belief that the wisdom and the Shekinah of
God had withdrawn to h e a v e n c o u l d  serve as ample reason for despair
and the apostasy of a nation giving up on Yahweh and his promises, doubting

135his love for his people, questioning even his Lordship. Such is
the situation which occasioned Baruch's lament:

For lo! I see many of Thy people who have withdrawn 
from Thy covenant, and cast from them the yoke of Thy 
law. (II Bar 41.3)

This too is the message of I En 93.9 which sees the last days as a time
when an apostate generation will arise "And many shall be its deeds,
and all its deeds shall be apostate," for they shall reject the heritage
of their Fathers.

It was in such a climate and to such a people that the Apocalyp
tists came with claims that God had again revealed himself and his plan 

137to them. The Apocalyptists had ascended to his heaven, spoken with
his angels, read the heavenly tablets, and seen the Most High on his 
throne. Through them and their message God's apparent silence and in
activity was justified and dispelled. Through their revelations they 
would make God and his will known to both Jew and Gentile. For to the 

heathen and the (potential) apostate God might indeed be unknown and
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unappreciated, doubted and rejected; but to his elect, the Apocalyptists
and their communities, God had made himself and the age to come known.
Thus van Unnik is only partially correct when he writes that "Gott
ist im Judentum niemals der U n b e k a n n t e , A s  an article of faith,
God is indeed known in both the Torah and in the Apocalyptists' revelations
But he is known only because without such self-revelation he would

139be unknown, as in fact he is to those who reject his Lordship. For
to know him should be to honor him as God. Those who do not honor 
him obviously do not know him. It is in this sense that we can say 
that Yahweh was unknown to everyone except his elect to whom he revealed 

himself.
Perhaps herein lies the reason for the Apocalyptists' adoption of 

titles for God which were common in the Hellenistic and Gentile milieu.
For besides alluding to the Jews' own heightened sense of Yahweh's 
ultimate transcendence, titles such as the Mighty One, the Exalted One, 
the Great Holy One, the Great One, the Head of Days, the Lord of Spirits 
and the Most High, were meant to call the pagan world's attention to 
Yahweh's supremacy and transcendence over all other so-called "gods".
To the Gentile world which thought it knew the Most High, the Apocalyp
tists revealed the true - Yahweh, the God of the Jews, the
unknown God.  ̂̂^

As we have said above, one motive behind gnostic theology, other 
than theodicy, is a desire to demonstrate the superiority and ultimate 
transcendence of their God above all others. As we have seen, this 
can be observed in the titles and designations they assign him.
But even more important is to note, with J. Doresse, that "...they 

refuse, or almost refuse, to use the term 'god' to designate the infinite.

.... J
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ineffable, supreme B e i n g . T h e  reason is that for the Gnostics the 
term ’god’ was too closely identified with the demiurge and the gods 
of the non-gnostic world. Thus we are told over and over in the AJ 
that the gnostic supreme Being is "something more excellent" than the 
g o d s . A s  we shall see, this is particularly evident when the Gnostics 
attempt to describe this god who is not a god.

For the gnostic God is unknown. And not merely unknown, but also 
unknowable. According to gnostic thought, the supreme Being is so

145superior and so transcendent as to be epistemologically transcendent.
This is why he has remained unexposed by conventional philosophy and pro-

146bably why Sophia (Wisdom) is ridiculed in so many gnostic systems,
God is incomprehensible because he has heretofore had no part in the 
affairs of this world/age. Epistemological transcendence follows from 
ontological transcendence.

But this God is also incomprehensible because he has no equal
148who is able to contemplate his nature. As a result he remains indes

cribable. Yet being indescribable does not mean that the gnostic God 
remained undescribed. For with apparent disregard for their dilemma, 
the Gnostics attempted to proclaim the ineffable God. Consequently, 
gnostic theology is dominated by the via negative of which the classic 
example is that provided by the 2nd century Alexandrian Gnostic, Basilides, 
who even went so far as to deny God the attribute of "existence":

There was a time... when there was nothing; not even 
nothing was there, but simply, clearly, and without any 
sophistry there was nothing at all. When I say ’there 
was', he says, I do not indicate a Being, but in order 
to signify what I want to express I say, says he, that 
there was nothing, no matter, no substance, nothing 
insubstantial, nothing simple, nothing composite, nothing 
non-composite, nothing imperceptible (non-subjective), 
no man, no angel, no god, nothing at all that can be
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named or can be apprehended by sense-perception, nothing 
of the mental things, ... the non-existent God ... with
out intelligence, without perception, without will, 
without resolve, without impulse, without desire, wished 
to make a world.

Similarly, we read in Eugnostos 71.14-73.3 the following:
The one who is is ineffable. No sovereignty knew him, 
no authority, no subjection, nor did any creature from 
the foundation of the world, except himself. For he 
is immortal. He is eternal, having no birth; for every
one who has birth will perish. He is unbegotten, having 
no beginning; for everyone who has a beginning has an 
end. No one rules over him, since he has no name; for 
whoever has a name is the creature of another. He is - 
unnameable. He has no human form; for whoever has human 
form is the creation of another. He has his own sem
blance - not like the semblance that surpasses all 
things (and) is better than the totalities. It looks 
to every side and sees itself from itself. He is with
out end; he is incomprehensible. He is ever imperishable,
(and) has no likeness (to anything). He is unchanging 
good. He is faultless. He is everlasting. He is blessed.
He is unknowable, while he (nonetheless) knows himself.
He is immeasurable. He is untraceable. He is perfect, 
having no defect. He is imperishably blessed. He is
called ’the Father of the Universe.'

Perhaps the Gnostics’ concept of God’s transcendence is best summed up
by the author of TriTrac 54.2f. who claims that none of the names or
descriptions of God really does justice to him no matter how glorious
or great they may be. For "...in his own existence, being, and form
it is impossible for mind to conceive him, nor can any work express
him..."

Thus again, like the Apocalyptists, the Gnostics would claim that

their God is the greatest and the only true God, who is unknown to all
except those to whom he has revealed himself, i.e. the Gnostics. But
the Gnostics would demonstrate the superiority of their God to all
others, including that of the Apocalyptists, by claiming his epistemological

152transcendence as an article of the faith. But such a claim was
not without cost, for in stressing their God’s transcendence, and super
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iority, the Gnostics were forced to strip him of personhood. Even though
they speak of God in personal terms, including Father and its variants,
the Gnostic God, unlike that of the Apocalyptists, was conceived as
an impersonal force. Anthropomorphisms could only hinder their attempt

153to define the ultimate philosophically correct concept of divinity.
In summary, the apocalyptic and gnostic concepts of God are charac

terized by a belief that there is but one God, and by a heightened 
appreciation of what it means to be "God", i.e. how divine being and 
existence differ from that of this world/age. This developing aware
ness of God’s transcendence results in the Gnostics’ and the Apocalyptists’ 
difficulty in describing God adequately. Thus the Apocalyptists resort 
to vague titles and similes and the Gnostics to philosophical argumenta
tion like the via negativa!̂ ^̂  Moreoyer, for the Apocalyptists the ultimate 
expression of God's transcendence lies in the fact of the creation.
God is transcendent because he is the creator and therefore "other" 
than creation. The Gnostics express this same transcendence by arguing 

for God’s non-involvement in creation. Yet in both, the underlying 
presupposition is that creator and creation, viz. spirit and matter, 
respectively, are antithetical. It is only in Gnosticism, however, 
that this antithesis is conceived as an antagonism or true ontological 
d u a l i s m . B u t  the real apocalyptic counterpart to the Gnostic God's 
non-involvement in creation is the position that the anti-godly will, 

i.e. evil, did not originate with God. It is this belief that lies 
behind most of the apocalyptic theodicies.

Thus, it is the ultimate purpose of both Apocalypticism and Gnosticism 
to reveal the transcendent God in his glory and to convince others to 
remain, or to become, loyal to him. Their message to the faithful
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and the impious is to believe in, viz. to know of, him for there is
no other God, Furthermore it is the claim of both that they have been
to the dwelling place of God, or have otherwise encountered his self-

156revelation, and so are able to reveal him, and his will, to mankind,
in a sense thereby overcoming the problem of his transcendence while

157glorifying him for that same transcendent nature.
Many of the differences that do exist appear to arise out of either

the Hellenistic milieu in which Gnosticism developed and/or perhaps
from a conscious attempt to demonstrate the superiority of the gnostic
God to that of the Jews. As a result the gnostic God becomes totally

158impersonal in a way that is quite foreign to Judaism. But in spite
of these differences, both systems can be seen to function in the same
way in that they construct one facet of their theodicies around the trans
cendent nature of their respective Gods.

B. This World/Age as the Antithesis of God
The second element in the dualism we are investigating is that

of the present world/age. For both Gnosticism and Apocalypticism this
world/age is antithetical to God in part because it is characterized
and exemplified by an anti-godly will which has arisen within it and

159in fact helped to so create it. Again, for Apocalypticism this
dualism is understood eschatologically and ethically. This age is 
contrasted with the ^orld/age to come for this world/age, because of 

its sin and corruption, represents the antithesis of God's will. History, 
as we have seen, does not represent the working out of God's will, 
but rather an anti-godly w i l l . I t  is only in the age to come that 
God’s will will indeed be done; there alone will one find the realization 

of God’s will. What is at issue is not God vs. creation, but God vs.
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history, i.e. this w o r l d / a g e . T h i s  is further explained mythologically 
in terms of anti-godly powers - not the great empires and kings of which 
the O.T. prophets spoke, but the demonic host under the leadership 
of Satan, Mastema, Beliar or the d e v i l . T h u s  Bultmann has suggested 
that Apocalypticism (particularly in its eschatology) is characterized 
by a "pessimistic-dualistic view of the Satanic corruption of the total 
w o r l d - c o m p l e x . " I t  is this God/history dualism that has its counter

part in Gnosis.
For the Gnostics however, this dualism is again understood ontologically, 

The world, because of its material or hylic nature, is the antithetical 
counterpart to the Highest God, i.e. the s p i r i t . I t  is a place where 
God (and the spirit in man) does not find a home. Moreover, this world 
is also characterized by an anti-godly will ; here darkness seeks to entrap 
the light. Again, this is mythologically expressed in terms of an 
anti-godly struggle against the Highest God and the realm of the Spirit.

For the Gnostics this anti-godly will is personified in the figure 
of the demiurge. Unlike his Platonic counterpart, the gnostic demiurge 
is malevolent because he himself arose out of the darkness of matter 
and became its fashioner. It is his hylic and/or psychic nature 
that in part makes him antithetical to God. But his opposition to 
the Highest God is also characterized by his ignorance, pride and male
volence which leads him to intrude between mankind and the Highest God 
in order to deny them contact and so thwart man’s salvation. However, 
as Jonas rightly points out, when one considers the whole range of gnostic 
mythologizing there is much variation in the image of the demiurge.
In some systems he is presented more as misguided than evil so that 
he eventually comes to repentance and redemption. But it is safe to
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say that the demiurge is always a problematical figure who represents 
and personifies the anti-godly nature of this world and man’s obstacle 
to gaining knowledge and salvation. So central is this figure in gnostic 
thought that Jonas writes, "...but the complete absence of any such 
symbol for an inferior or degraded cause of the world, or of its particular 
order, or of its matter, would make one greatly hesitate to accept a 
doctrine as g n o s t i c . T h e  demiurge is the personification of the 

power of this world to come between man and God.
Not infrequently the demiurge is said to be an archon, the chief

169of a number of archons or rulers (usually seven) set over this world.
According to MacRae these seven archons are probably based on the planetary
gods of Babylon inasmuch as they are said to rule over the various
spheres which successively envelop the earth where they act to prevent
the soul’s ascent to God.^^*^ In any event, it is their desire to keep
man bound to this world through successive reincarnations which reveals
their essentially evil nature and anti-godly will.^^^

According to the account of AJ (CGII) the archon Yaltabaoth is
himself Lord of the seven lesser astral powers which are named Athoth,

172Eloaio, Astraphaio, Yao, Sanbaoth, Adonein and Sabbateon. Each of 
these has an earthly heaven or firmament which corresponds to an aeon- 
heaven above in the Pleroma.

Now from the earliest systems we learn that these creative powers
are actually angels. For example, in Irenaeus’ account of the Simonian
Gnosis the Highest God conceived the thought of making angels and arch
angels. Thus his Ennoia or thought leaped forth from him into the 
lower regions where she gave birth to angels and powers "by whom he

said this world was made."^^^ The same myth was taught by Menander,
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Simon's successor, as well as Carpocrates and his disciples; again

as Irenaeus relates :
Carpocrates and his disciples say that the world and 
what is in it was made by angels, who are much inferior 
to the unbegotten Father.

Similarly, Satumilus is said to have taught that there is
...one Father unknown to all, who made angels, archangels, 
powers, and authorities. The world and everything in 
it came into being from seven angels, and man also was 
the creation of angels.

That these archons and angels represent the same beings is made clear
in a number of places, Basilides, for example, taught that the God

of the Jews was one of the angels who "set up everything in the world"
and that the gnostics' souls could escape from the archon/rulers "who 

177made the world." In much the same way the terms "angel" and "archon"
are used interchangeably in the TriTrac. Archons are simply one kind

178or classification of angel, much as in Apocalypticism.
C. The functional similarities between the archon/demiurge and Satan

In any event, we find that although Gnosticism begins from an onto
logical dualism and Apocalypticism from an eschatological/ethical dualism 
the differences in the nature of the dualism are not as significant 
as the fact that the functions of the anti-godly powers of the former
are characterized in ways which correspond to those familiar to us

179from Jewish Apocalypticism. For no matter what specific form the
demiurge/archon may take certain deeds are attributed to him by the 

various gnostic systems which reveal both his anti-godly nature that 
has established this world on its present course as well as an interesting 
correspondence with what we know of the nature and work of Satan/Beliar 
in apocalyptic Judaism. Moreover, in both cases we find that this anti- 
godly will finds its expression not in a direct attack upon God, per se.
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but rather upon man. Man is the locus or means through which the anti-
godly powers would wage war with God. The humiliation and suffering
inflicted upon man are perceived as having a concomitant effect on God.
Thus, for both, the anti-godly actions of the powers are characterized

by their anti-man animus.
1) Jealousy of anti-godly powers

First of all, in both Apocalypticism and Gnosticism the motive
behind the anti-godly attitude of the powers is said to be jealousy
or envy. One is struck by the frequency of this motif in the tractates
from Nag Hammadi.^^^ For example, in the TestTr we have a midrash on
Gen 3 where Adam and Eve are forbidden to eat of the tree of knowledge
of good and evil. The commentator wants to know "why":

But of what sort is this Gçd? First envied Adam
that he should eat from the tree of knowledge. And 
secondly he said, 'Adam where are you?' And God does 
not have foreknowledge, that is, since he did not know 
this from the beginning. [And] afterwards he said,
'Let us cast him [out] of this place, lest he eat of 
the tree of life and live for ever.' Surely he has^g^ 
shown himself to be a malicious envier. (47.14-30)

Further confirmation for the commentator's conclusion is drawn from
Exodus 20.5 where this demiurge admits that he is a jealous God bringing

the sins of the fathers on their children (TestTr 48.4-15),
But certainly such exegesis cannot be the starting point of such

a motif. For why would God, as creator of man, be jealous of his own
handiwork? However, such jealousy or envy might be understandable if
there is something different or unique about this Adam and Eve. And
such is the case, for we are told that it is not the psychic or hylic

Adam and Eve that provoke this jealousy, but the man within the man,
i.e. the divine spirit in man which gives Adam and Eve their superior
nature and knowledge above that of their creators. Thus we read in the



150

AJ:
And they said to Yaltabaoth, 'Blow into his [Adam’s] face 
something of your spirit and his body will arise.’ And 
he blew into his face the spirit which is the power of 
his mother; he did not know (this), for he exists in 
ignorance. And the power of the mother went out of 
Yaltabaoth into the psychic soul which they had fashioned 
after the image of the One who exists from the beginning.
The body moved and gained strength, and it was luminous.
And in that moment the rest of the powers became jealous, 
because he had come into being through all of them and
they had given their power to the man, and his intelligence
was greater than that of those who made him, and greater 
than that of the chief archon.

Similarly we are told in the Gospel of Philip (70.26-29) that when
the soul of Adam was replaced by spirit the powers ’envied’ him for

his union with the Spirit.
But this too seems to be a secondary aspect of this motif, for

what ultimately lies behind all this exegesis is that the demiurge/archon(s)
has seen an image or reflection of a divine Man, a heavenly Adam, and
it is this figure that they envy and hope to entrap or duplicate by

183their own creation. Again, according to AJ, it is not until the
demiurge boasts that he is a jealous God and that no other God exists
but him (which in fact is an admission that there is another God to
to be jealous of, as the author explains) that a voice from the aeon-heaven
corrects Yaltabaoth’s error and the first Man, with the appearance of
human form, is revealed to the demiurge:

And of the waters which are above matter, the underside 
was illuminated by the appearance of his image which had 
been revealed. And when all the authorities and the 
chief archon looked, they saw the whole part of the under
side which was illuminated. ... And he said to the authorities
which attend to him, 'Come, let us create a man according
to the image of God and according to our likeness, that 
his image may become a light for us.' (14.27-15.4)

Similarly, we read in the Letter of Peter to Philip that the demiurge,
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personified as Arrogance,
...became proud on account of the praise of the powers.
He became an envier and he wanted to make an image in 
the place [of an image] and a form in the place of a 
form. And he commissioned the powers within his authority
to produce mortal bodies. And they came from an untrue
copy, from the semblance which had emerged.

Apparently this same tradition lies behind the opening passages of
the Apocalypse of Adam as well. There we are told that although Adam
and Eve were created by the God/demiurge out of the earth, they went
about in a glory which Eve had seen in the aeon from which they had
come. They resembled angels in their glory and thus were higher than
the God who created them. They were apparently an androgynous being
for in a jealous fit of wrath this creator God divided them so that
they became two Aeons, and the glory in their hearts departed from

183them (ApocAd 64.1-29), Again, we read of the jealousy of "the
shadow" of the material world from which this demiurge arose in the

opening section of OnOrWld:
Then the shadow perceived that there was one stronger
than it. It was jealous, and when it became self-impreg
nated, it immediately bore envy. Since that day the 
origin of envy has appeared in all of the aeons and 
their worlds. But that envy was found to be a mis
carriage without any spirit in it. It became like the 
shadows in a great watery substance. (99.3-11)

This action is repeated when Pistis/Sophia appears over these waters
and the demiurge Yaldabaoth sees her image and creates an androgynous
being, presumably from the same motive as the shadow from which he originates.

The darkness is jealous of the light as it is revealed either in
the heavenly Man, or the inner, spiritual man. But why? In part the
envy arises because darkness is the absence of light; darkness wants
to be what it is not. Here the envy is directed toward the divine -
the Father or his image, the first Man. Where this divine is manifested
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the envy arises as well. Thus the demiurge is envious of Adam because he 

possesses and manifests a divine nature and knowledge. In the Ophite 
system where Adam received this power from laldabaoth when he breathed 
into his lifeless creation, laldabaoth is said to have become "full of 
jealousy" since the man now possessed the power that laldabaoth had 
had (and had seized from Sophia). The created man is now in a position 
to usurp the place of the demiurge/archons. So laldabaoth devises 

a plan to make man empty through a woman - Eve. laldabaoth is jealous 
because his creature will no longer need him, but actually rise above 
him. This is exactly what happens when they eat from the tree of know
ledge: "...they knew the Power which is above all, and they separated
themselves from those who had made them." (Adv. Haer. I, 30.7). Conse
quently, the jealousy of laldabaoth turns to wrath and he expels the

187pair from paradise. Why? Because they did not honor him as God.
This is explicitly stated in 30.10 as the reason for the flood :

laldabaoth was angry with men because they did not wor
ship him or honour him as God and Father...

Again, while the Gnostics have sought to attribute this jealousy
motif to the creator of this world, i.e. to the God of the Jews, and
exegete parts of the O.T. to support their contention, it is important
to remember that this jealousy and envy is attributed to the God of the
O.T. as the anti-godly power. As such an attribute it is also found
in the relatively late apocalyptic writings of the Life of Adam and Eve
and II Enoch, as well as in the Wisdom of Solomon (II.24) and Josephus’
Ant, i.1.4. There, however, jealousy and envy are characteristic of

188Satan’s attitude toward man.
189 190R. H. Charles and D, S, Russell have both found this
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motif in II En 31.3. There we are told that when Adam was first created, 
God placed him on earth, "a second angel" without peer among all of 
God's creatures full of honor, wisdom and glory (30.11-12). But this 
peerless angel aroused envy in Satan/Satanail who realized that Adam 
was created to be lord on earth. So he wanted to create another world 
to rule and have lordship over it. Consequently, out of envy he con
ceived a thought against Adam and so schemed to seduce Eve and bring

191about Adam’s downfall (31.6).
With variation and elaboration this same story is retold in LAE 

12-17. There we learn that Satan, called the 'Devil', was expelled 
from his glory in heaven because of Adam. Thus Adam is himself the 
cause of all the devil's hostility, envy, and sorrow over man (12.1). 
Satan explains that when Adam was created in the image of the Lord 
God, the archangel Michael insisted that Satan worship Adam (13.2).
Satan refused to do so because he believed Adam is both inferior and 
younger than himself. Rather than Satan worshipping man, Satan suggests: 
"It is his [i.e. man's] duty to worship me!" (14.3). Because of this 
Satan and his followers were cast out of heaven into this world where 
they were even more envious for they were "grieved" when they saw Adam 

and Eve in such luxury and joy. Thus out of envy and grief, Satan 
beguiles Eve to cheat them of their glory just as he had been cheated 

of his by Adam (16.1-4),
Again, as in Gnosis we find here the envy of an anti-godly power 

directed toward a heavenly Man/Adam who is superior to him. This heavenly 
man should in fact be worshipped, but the anti-godly powers become 
such by refusing to honor him. And out of envy and jealousy of his 
glory they seek his downfall or expulsion from the heavenly world to
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192this world. This brings us to the second characteristic activity
of the anti-godly powers.
2) The entrapment of man in this world/age

In both systems they attempt to trap the inner man in this world/
age. Once more, for the Gnostics this was understood ontologically.
In a variety of ways involving a number of different mythologumena
they attempted to describe how this entrapment came about. At this
point we are only concerned with those which deal with the activity
of the archons/demiurge in the creation of mankind and its present
predicament. And here at least two explanations are offered. In the
first, it is said that the archontic powers have seized and detained
the spirit in this world and body. This is sometimes traced back to
the initial contact of light with darkness, such as we find in the
Simonian system. There the Ennoia of Simon is said to have been detained
out of envy by the powers she had created and so shut up in a mortal

193body. Thus the Ennoia is the model for every human spirit/soul.
In other systems the powers are said to have laid hold of the heavenly 
Man by means of the body and soul through which suffering, punishment 
and slavery might be inflicted on the divine spirit/soul. Such is the 
explanation given in the Naassene system as well as in the AJ(CGII). 

According to the author of AJ, when the powers joined with Yaltabaoth 
to create the psychic Adam they became jealous of him because even 
though he had come from them he was more intelligent, luminous and free 
from wickedness than themselves (because he possessed the "power of 
the mother"), "...they took him and threw him into the lowest region 
of matter." (20.7-9) As the story unfolds it is explained how these 
archons took fire, earth, water and wind to create a material body
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for Adam thus bringing him into the shadow of death, the ignorance of
darkness and desire (20.28-21.13). Thus the spiritual and psychic,
Adam became a mortal man. Here we have an account which in certain
respects has its counterpart in the apocalyptic traditions of LAE where
the Devil/Satan is responsible for having Adam and Eve expelled from
Paradise in the 3rd heaven down to earth where their glory is removed

195and they are subject to Satan and his host. ‘ In any event according
to this gnostic scheme there is a hostile or envious attraction of the
anti-godly powers of darkness toward the spiritual realm of light.
By force the anti-godly powers attempt to lay hold of the light - especially

in the creation of man.
The second explanation the Gnostics offer us is perhaps more subtle.

For they suggest that the archontic powers/demiurge attempted to entice
or tempt the spirit/soul to enter this world and this body, where they
seize and bind it. This, according to Tertullian, was the teaching

of Apelles who claimed that
...the souls were enticed down from their seats above 
the heavens with earthly foods by the fiery angel, the 
God of Israel and ours, who then bound sinful flesh fast 
about them. (De anima 23)

A similar argument may be found in both HA and OnOrWld only there it 
is the psychic or material Adam which the archons use to lure the heavenly 
Man/spirit into worldly b o n d a g e . P e r h a p s  there is a sexual asceticism 
expressed here for in the AJ it is explicitly said that sexual inter

course is the creation of the archons intended to entrap yet more souls
197in bodies through the perpetuation of the race.

But regardless of what means the archon/demiurge uses the result 
is the same. The spirit/soul of man is fettered to matter, deprived 
of knowledge of its original state, and so led into error and the ways



156

of darkness which include lust, hatred, envy, wickedness, anger, jealousy,
198desire and greed. In this way the anti-godly powers work to come

between man and the Highest God. They reveal themselves as anti-godly
in that they attempt to disrupt the relationship between God and man

199by making man a part of this world/age. It is a theme quite in
keeping with Jewish Apocalypticism.

However, in Apocalypticism this separation of man and God is the 
result not of being and substance, but historical conduct. Again, it 
is Satan or the devil who works to bring this separation about. As 
W. Foerster notes it is Satan’s goal to try to disrupt the relation
ship between God and man. And one of the ways he does this is by tempting 

or enticing man to sin against the Most High.^^^
Now the most developed concept of Satan as the tempter is to be

201found not in Jewish Apocalypticism, but its successor, N. T. Christianity.
Nevertheless in Jewish Apocalypticism itself one can trace the development
of this anti-godly nemesis of humanity through a number of stages leading
toward the N. T. figure. In the latest stage there is supposed to be

202a number of satans ruled over by a chief Satan (I En 53,3;54.6).
According to II En 18.3 this chief satan was known in heaven as Satanail, 
but when he rebelled and was forced from heaven he became known as 

Satan (31.4).
As we saw above, out of envy and revenge this Satan schemes against 

Adam to deprive him of his glory and divine intimacy by seducing or 
enticing Eve to disobedience (e.g. II En 31.3-8). As Satan explains 

to Adam:
And with guile I cheated thy wife and caused thee to be 
expelled through her (doing) from thy joy and luxury, 
as I have been driven out of my glory. (LAE 16.4)
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In ApocMos 15.If. we find Eve’s description of how this deception oc- 
203curred. Interestingly enough, in 19.3 we find the same ascetic 

theme in that Eve's seduction by Satan brought into the world lust - 

"the root and beginning of every sin..." Similarly, Cain’s murder of 
Abel is attributed to the assault of the adversary and thus Cain is 
designated a son of wrath (ApocMos 2-3).

Elsewhere in I Enoch we are told that there are five fallen angels 
or "satans" including the one who led Eve astray. Because of their ac
tivity among mankind, men have learned how to murder, kill, lie, deceive 
with written contracts, and how to sin. As the angels explain to Enoch:

For men were created exactly like the angels, to the intent 
that they should continue pure and righteous, and death, 
which destroys everything, could not have taken hold of 
them, but through this their knowledge they are perishing,

This knowledge is that brought down'from heaven by these angels when 
they rebelled against God, and through it they have led mankind astray 

to join them in their rebellion against God.
Now these fallen angels are apparently differentiated in the 

Similitudes of Enoch from the earliest form of this myth which tells 
of the descent of the Watchers which, in turn, is based on the account 
of Gen 6.1-4. According to this tradition the Watchers descended from 
heaven because of their lust for womankind, under the leadership of 
Semjaza (and/or Azazel).^^^ According to I Enoch both are respons
ible for the lawlessness now found on the earth for they taught man 
unrighteousness and revealed to mankind all kinds of sins so that man
kind has become corrupt in all its ways (69.27; ■9.6ff,).^^^

Finally, the Apocalyptists offer us one more explanation for the 
corruption of humanity and that concerns the offspring from this union 
of the watchers and the daughters of men. According to I En 7.2ff. and
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Jubilees 5 and 10 this union produced giants from which arose evil
spirits or demons. Their leader is known as Mastema and like the watchers
they are said to have corrupted the earth:

And the prince Mastema exerted himself to do all this, 
and he sent forth other spirits, those which were put 
under his hand, to do all manner of wrong and sin, and 
all manner of transgression, to corrupt and destroy, 
and to shed blood upon the earth.^09

According to the Test XII and the DSS, these demons are ruled by Beliar
210who is the prince of deceit and the devil. He and his host are the

211agents by which man is tempted and led astray - even the sons of light.
Now the point behind this is that for the Apocalyptists these 

anti-godly powers, however they may be known, are responsible for both 
the anti-godly nature of this world/age, viz. history, and man’s par
ticipation in it. These anti-godly ï>owers have entrapped man by making 
known all the various ways one might sin and so join them in their 
rebellion against God. By deception and enticement, imperfect wisdom
and conceit they have succeeded in making man a part of their anti-godly

212will, viz. history, just as the demiurge/archon has made the inner 
spiritual man a part of this world.

3) The hindrance of man’s salvation

A third similarity we need to note involves the anti-godly powers’ 
desire to frustrate the salvation of mankind and prevent man from being 
restored to his rightful relationship with God. This is already assumed 
in the two prior characteristics we have discussed; the jealousy and 
the temptation are both directed at man in an attempt to keep him and 
God apart.

Aside from the archons' attempt to enmesh man in matter, this desire 

to hinder man’s salvation is best observed in Gnosticism in the archons’ 
attempt to thwart the ascent of the soul. This is well described by



159

Epiphanius:
And the soul as it leaves this (world) passes by these 
Archons but cannot pass through unless it is in full 
possession (pleroma) of this knowledge, or rather con
demnation (katagnosis), and being carried (past) escapes 
the hands of the Archons and authorities. (Pan. XXVI,10.7)

We find a similar description in the I ApocJas (33.2-34.20):
When [you] are seized, and you undergo these sufferings, 
a multitude will arm themselves against you that <they> 
may seize you. And in particular three of them will seize 
you - they who sit (there) as toll collectors. Not 
only do they demand toll, but they also take away souls 
by theft.,

The remainder of the passage explains what the spirit/soul is supposed
to tell each of these archontic toll collectors in order to obtain passage.

This second passage also makes allusion to how these archons operate.
For if the soul of the deceased does not have the proper knowledge
or passwords, they have the power to cast the soul down to earth in

another body. Reincarnation is a frequent motif among the gnostic 
215sources. Obviously we are dealing here with astrological traditions

and beliefs which are certainly not Jewish but oriental and/or Hellenistic. 
However, what we want to recognize is that one function of these archons 
even in this astrological setting/framework is to hinder man’s ascent - 
reincarnation appears to be a secondary motif. The goal of the soul 
is to be able to pass by them unseen, unhindered and undetained.
For as we are told in the Gospel of Philip (54.31-35), "There are powers 
which [contend against] man, not wishing him to be [saved]...

This again is one of the functions of Satan in the apocalyptic 
literature as well. In fact, it may well reflect the oldest stage of 
Jewish belief in the satan. According to von Rad and others that which 
came to be known as a demonic figure was originally not an angelic

214
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being but an office or function through which one’s loyalty or piety
was tested. As such it was under the aegis of God and was not necessarily

218understood as a divine being, per se.
In post-exilic Judaism, however, we find this office personified

in an angelic "satan" or ’’accuser" whose task it is to assess the faith

and faithfulness of man. As such this satan is not demonic i.e. anti-godly,
but an agent of God. He is the prosecutor of the Heavenly Court.
Thus in Job (e.g. 1,6-12) Satan is the one who stands in opposition
to the favorable opinion of Yahweh concerning Job’s innermost piety and
faith. Satan fulfills the function of a prosecuting attorney. It is

219his job to test Job’s righteousness before God. This role of heavenly
prosecutor is particularly clear in the proto-apocalyptic book of
Zechariah. There Zechariah explain^ how he was shown the high priest

220Joshua with Satan at his right hand to accuse him before God, 3.1.
Here, even as God’s agent and with his authority, Satan can be seen
to be a hindrance to man’s salvation.

It comes as no surprise then that certain Jews began to wonder
if this Satan had not overstepped his authority and was acting in his 

221own interest. Already in Zechariah 3.2 the Lord is said to rebuke
Satan for his activity. For in trying to keep evil men from God and 
his world, Satan’s testing could easily be seen as tempting men to sin 
as if and in order to set up his own kingdom. This is what is reflected 

in the apocalyptic belief that Satan no longer, and perhaps never did, 
simply test men, but does his best to keep God and man apart. Temptation 

is but an adjunct to the testing - the real goal is to hinder man's 
righteousness and thus his salvation.

Having said that, it is important to recognize that we find two
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apocalyptic allusions to accusing satans. In Jubilees 1:20, for example,

Moses prays to God:
...let not the spirit of Beliar rule over them to accuse
them before Thee, and to ensnare them from all the paths
of righteousness, so that they may perish from before
Thy f a c e . 222

Here the accusing power of the spirit of Beliar is clearly related
to his ability and desire to ensnare men through temptation and deceit
so that they might not obtain salvation with God. Beliar 1) rules over
men, 2) accuses them before God and 3) ensnares them to keep them from
doing righteousness so that man might perish and not be saved! Which
is to say that Satan works to make man a part of this world/age of sin
by leading him astray, and does so to be able to accuse man before God
and so keep him in this world/age, preventing him from taking part in
the world/age to come.

However, in keeping with the apocalyptic theme of the Fall of Satan/
Watchers, these satans have been cast out of God’s heaven. Thus we
are told in I En 40.7 that the archangel Phanuel fends off these satans
and forbids them to come before the Lord of Spirits "to accuse them
who dwell on earth". From the context it is apparent that these satans,
despite their fall and exclusion from heaven, are still busy doing their
once appointed task. However, now they accuse for the sake of their
leader, the chief satan. They will apparently be able to continue this
demonic work until Satan himself is bound and defeated, and his reign

223over men overthrown. Thus for this age and this world one must assume
that Satan, the great accuser, continues in his attempt to hinder man’s 

return to his creator and the world/age above.
Thus we find that there is a functional correspondence between
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the figures of Satan and the demiurge/archons which transcends the 
dualistic presuppositions of the two systems. For both these anti- 
godly powers are held responsible for the nature of this evil world/age, 
as well as for man’s participation in it. In the following pages we 

will examine a few of the motifs common to both to see if there may 
be any indications of a relationship behind these functional correspon

dences.

III. Common Gnostic and Apocalyptic Features
A. The Throne of God

One instance in which we may have a reminiscence or allusion to
the Divine world of Jewish Apocalypticism and so perhaps to a relationship
between the Highest God of Gnosticism and Yahwistic speculation was

225 'first noted by J. Doresse. Among other places it appears in the
4th tractate of Codex II from Nag Hammadi, the Hypostasis of the Archons.

There we read of a figure called Eleleth who descends from heaven 
in response to the cries of Norea for help against the molestations

226of the archontic powers (HA 92—93). This Eleleth is called "Sagacity"
and "the Great Angel, who stands in the presence of the Holy Spirit"

227(93.9-10). And in a description which is rare for gnostic literature
we are told that this apparently humanoid form shone like gold and was
clothed in garments white as snow - a description which itself is not

228unlike those of angels in the apocalyptic literature.
But more importantly, we are told in HA 93.20 that Eleleth is only 

one of four Luminaries which stand before the great, invisible spirit 
which is the name given to the highest God in HA. From Irenaeus we 
learn that the Barbelognostics also knew of four Luminaries. These
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229bore the names: Armoges, Raguel, David and once again, Eleleth.
Similarly, in the AJ, from which Irenaeus apparently drew his information

230we find again this list of great lights. However, among the various
manuscripts of the AJ and Irenaeus there are some discrepancies:
Codex II BG Codex III Irenaeus
Armozel Harmozel Armozel Armoges
Oriel Oroiael [Oroi] ael Raguel
Davithai Daveithe  ̂ 3 David
Eleleth     Eleleth
These same names reappear in much the same listings in GEgypt, Zost,
and TriPro, as well as in scattered references throughout the Nag Hammadi
library.

Now the question must arise: Who are these Luminaries and what
is their function? In his commentary on AJ, Giversen suggests that as
great lights they must refer to divisions of the Zodiac or features of

232the night sky such as Venus or/and the moon. Although there can
be no objections to this hypothesis per se, the fact the Eleleth is 

said to stand before the highest God suggests that these four angelic 
figures from the upper world of light may be perhaps better explained 
as allusions to the Merkabah speculations found in the apocalyptic 
literature.

Apocalypticism took a special interest in the heavenly realm and
especially in names and functions of the angelic host of God. In particular
it knew of four archangels who were both spatially and relationally
near to God inasmuch as they would go in and out from before his throne

233in order to do his bidding (e.g. I En 54.6; 71.5). The names of 
these special emissaries according to the oldest sections of I Enoch 
are Michael, Raphael, Uriel and Gabriel (I En 9.1; 10.4,9,11; 20.1; also 
ApocMos 40.1).^^^ For some reason the later Similitudes substitute
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235Phanuel for Uriel (I En 40.2ff.; 54.6; 71.5ff.). However, if Uriel 
does mean "Fire of God" and Phanuel "Face of God", such a transfer 
would not be difficult since God’s face or presence was believed to 

be fiery.
Now if we return to the names of the four great Luminaries of the

Barbelognostics we find in the second name of AJ (CGII), Oriel, a striking

similarity to the name Uriel. In fact. Oriel could well be a revocaliza-
237tion of the Hebrew consonants for Uriel as is assumed by Giversen.

And whether due to a mistake or deliberate obscuration the transition
does not hide the fact that both names mean nearly the same thing,

i.e. V X  * 3 4 X  » "Fire of God"; , "Light of God", and as is
demonstrated by the Hebrew root, at least in Judaism, light and fire
are nearly synonymous. Divine light^is often likened to fire; thus
in I En 61.6 we read;

And all who dwell above in the heaven received a command 
and power and one voice and one light like unto fire.

Such a transition would thus have been easy especially if the Gnostics

concerned had wanted to create new names for borrowed figures.
It is also interesting that the name given by Irenaeus in place

of Uriel is familiar to Jewish thought as well. In I En 20.4 and 23.4
we find that Raguel is the angel who takes vengeance or is in charge
of the fire which persecutes those luminaries or stars which sinned
against God. Now Uriel, like Raguel, is said to be in charge of Tartaros

and the punishment of fallen angels (I En 20.2) which we may assume
are those luminaries or stars which, we are told, had failed to come
out at their prescribed times (e.g. I En 18.13-16; 21.5,9; cf. 27.2).
Elsewhere we know that Uriel was in charge of the heavenly luminaries.
He was their guide who set out their paths and set up the signs of
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the Zodiac (I En 72.1; 74.2; 75.3,4; 78.10; 79.6; 80.1; and IQS 3.20).
Thus there seems to have been in Apocalypticism itself a certain re
duplication or even confusion concerning the figures of Raguel and 
Uriel - a confusion which appears to have been carried over to the 
gnostic names for the great lights. Schmidt thus concluded that the
name Oroiael found in BG (and so we must assume in Codex III as well),

238is a combination of the two (earlier?) forms, Uriel and Raguel.
Thus we may infer that originally the list of Luminaries contained

at least one and possibly two references to Jewish archangels. The
other three names are more obscure and may be either Gnostic creations
or possibly allusions to secret names which the apocalyptic mystics
did not publish in their writings. In particular, the third light,

239Davithe, as Giversen rightly points out is a mystery, although it
obviously comes out of a Jewish or Christian background. However, in
the figures of Armoges/Armozel and Eleleth we may be able to find further

reminiscences of apocalyptic traditions.
Eleleth was traced by Giversen, who followed W. W. Harvey, back

to the Hebrew root V V  iT , "to shine" and then to » meaning "Morning
Star".^^^ The problem with this interpretation is that it would make
these highest Aeons be four of the planets. But the planets are supposed

241to be under the control of Sabaoth. In any event it is not beyond
the realm of possibility that our Gnostics knew that the Piel form
ofVVn means "to praise". Now we know that the Aeons in the Pleroma
do praise the highest God so it is not impossible that Eleleth is one

242who stands before God to do his bidding and to offer him praise.
And it seems according to AJ (CGII) 9.24-5 the Luminaries are "creatures 
which glorify the invisible Spirit." Furthermore we know from AJ (BG 36.If 
// CGII 9.1-24)that these four great lights are also said to be dwelling
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places for the Elect, i.e. Adam in Harmozel, Seth in Oroaiel, the seed
of Seth in Davithe, and the souls who repented in Eleleth. Since these
inhabitants praise the invisible Spirit from within the great lights,

243each light or Luminary bears the praise of its inhabitants to God.
Again, it should be remembered that two of the most important functions
of archangels according to the Apocalyptists, e.g. I En 40.2ff., are

244worship and praise of the Almighty.
Again we know from the account in HA that Eleleth is more than just 

a bright light, he is an illuminator in the sense that he is sent to 
earth to explain the heavenly mysteries to mankind and to offer help 
to those in distress. Here Eleleth plays the role familiar to us from 
the apocalyptic literature as the-interpreting angel - a role often 

filled by Uriel, Gabriel and Michael^ It is a motif we shall return 

to later.
Now the fact that these Luminaries are also said to be dwelling 

places for the elect may suggest a possible origin for the name Armozel. 
Giversen traced the stem of the first syllable back to 1 'iX , "light", 
rather than "mountain" and so suggested a hypothetical stem V b a s e d  

on the Babylonian Mazzaltu meaning "to stand" thus interpreting Armozel 
as "The Standing Light". A second possibility he suggested was based 
on V , "to rule" which would mean Armozel is the "Ruling Light.

However, in I En 14 we are told that in Enoch’s ascent to the 
throne of God, he sees heavenly dwelling places which might best be 
described as "palaces" leading to the palace of God and his throne room. 
In the later Merkabah speculations we again encounter these heavenly 
spheres which are the Hekhaloth or p a l a c e s . I n  the highest of these 
is found the divine Chariot-throne of God. Now two Hebrew words for
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"palace" arej'^j^'iy and H. Could it be possible that somehow,
either by scribal error or deliberate mystification, . the final 
nun was changed to a zayin? Admittedly it is a tenuous hypothesis 
but the very diversity of the Gnostics’ tradition concerning the form 
of the name (i.e. Armozel, Harmozel, Armoges) speaks for its possibility, 
even if not for its probability.

In any event, without taking the problem of Armozel into account 
there is ample evidence to suggest that a relationship exists between

249these four Luminaries and apocalyptic traditions about the archangels.
This includes one further observation. We refer to Irenaeus again who
tells us that when the four Luminaries were brought forth from Christ
and Incorruptibility, Thelema and Eternal Life produced four beings to
minister to the Luminaries. These he lists as Charis, Thelesis, Synesis
and Phronesis and says that each was "attached" to one of the great
lights (Iren. Adv. Haer, I, 29.2). We may therefore assume that these
four beings in forming syzygies or pairs with the great lights also stand

250before the highest God, which is to say, around his throne. Although
the background to this syzygy concept may be complex, the trajectory
of its development may have begun in Apocalypticism. For there, although
it is not completely nor clearly explained how in the texts, we are told
that with the four archangels are associated four living creatures - 

251the Cherubim.
These beings which were first described in detail by Ezekiel in 

his throne visions, chapters 1 and 1 0 , were of particular significance 
in apocalyptic and Jewish mysticism. According to the Apocalypse of 
Moses (19.2) Eve swears to the serpent by three of the most holy things 
she knows short of blasphemy - the master’s throne, the Cherubim, and



168

the tree of life. And in II Bar 51.11 we are told that the Cherubim
are one of the delights which are to be revealed to the Elect at the
eschaton. This awe and reverence for these "living creatures" was
probably due to the belief that they stood in closest proximity to
God himself as they are variously portrayed as being beneath (II Bar
51.11; II En 19.6a; ApocAbr 18; Ezek 1.22f.) or around (Rev 4.2f.; I En
71.5ff. ; II En 21.Iff.) God’s throne. There', along with the Seraphim

and Ophannim, they never sleep but stand guard (I En 71.5ff.). But
it seems that their real occupation, like that of the four archangels
and the whole host of heaven, is to offer God unceasing praise (e.g.
I En 39.12; cf. 14.18; II En 19.6a; 20.Iff.; 21.Iff.; ApocAbr 18; Rev 4.8).

Now both Bousset and Oesterley maintained that the tradition of

the four highest archangels has been ̂ influenced by that of the Cherubim
252and throne-chariot. For example, according to later Rabbinic teaching,

Michael stands on the right, i.e. south, side of the throne; Uriel on 
the left or north; Gabriel in the front or east; and Raphael in the 
back or west of it (Pesiqtha Rabbathi 46 [l8 8 a] ) Furthermore, 
this identification went intact into gnostic tradition thus itself 
providing additional evidence that the Gnostics were more than a little 
interested in apocalyptic mysticism. We refer here to the Ophite diagram 
where the heads or likenesses of the Cherubim are ascribed to the four
archangels, i.e. Michael - lion, Suriel - bull, Raphael - dragon, Gabriel -

, 254eagle.
Such speculation relative to the throne of God may be quite old 

255in Judaism. Certainly it begins to flower with the visions of Ezekiel
but the later apocalyptic writings indicate with their numerous descriptions 
of the dwelling place of God and the highest heaven that the Apocalyptists 
were very much interested in throne speculation and the beatific vision.
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We are told, for example, that Levi ascended with an angel into heaven
where he saw "the holy temple and upon a throne of glory the Most High"
(TLevi 5.1), Daniel saw in a dream "thrones were placed and one that
was ancient of Days took his seat; his raiment was white as snow, and
the hair of his head like pure wool; his throne was fiery flames, its
wheels were burning fire (Dan 7.9; also ApocAbr 18; II En 20; 29.1,3;
I En 14.18f.; 71.5ff.; Rev 4.2ff.; SibOr 111,1).

And now with the discovery of the Nag Hammadi tractates we know
for a fact that the Gnostics were familiar with many aspects of this
Jewish mysticism, although the throne mentioned is that of Sabaoth,
the son of the evil archon/demiurge laldabaoth or Saklas.^^^ In other
words the apocalyptic throne traditions are applied to the figure the
Gnostics equate with the Jewish God,,or his son, Sabaoth. For example,
in HA 95.5ff. this Sabaoth is rewarded for turning from the ways of his
father and so he is installed over the seventh heaven where he then made
a great "Cherubim-chariot" which had four faces and a great host of

257angels to serve him. But the more extensive description of Sabaoth's
throne chariot is found in OnOrWld CGII 105.1-16. There the throne is
said to have four faces named "chérubin" with eight forms at each corner,
i.e. Lion, Ox, Human, and Eagle which demonstrates that the Gnostics
had not only taken over this Jewish tradition but had begun to develop

it to fit in with their mathematical speculations as well.
What then can be concluded? As we have seen before, and in the

words of A. Bbhlig, "Das Modellieren nach hbheren SchBpfung ist gnostische 
258Methode." Every world or sphere is an imitation of a higher one.

This world/age is a disastrous mockery of the Pleroma. This is explained

in OnOrWld, 105.20f., where Sabaoth is said to have created an angelic
259church to worship him after the type he saw in the Ogdoad. The same
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is said of the foolish blind laldabaoth who also persisted in trying 
to copy what he had seen. In AJ (BG 39.5f.) he created for himself an 
Aeon and with Unreason is said to have brought into being twelve angels 
"each one of them for his aeon after the pattern of the incorruptible 
aeons." This can be seen again in Zostrianos where the four lights of 
the Highest God have their counterparts in the four lights of the Self- 
Begotten God, including the same names(

Thus it is safe to assume that the creation of a throne chariot 
by Sabaoth presupposes that this throne had its Vorbild in the upper 

world of light. If it is the case that Eleleth and the other Luminaries 
are vague reminiscences of such a tradition then this throne, or at least 
the creatures associated with it, can be found within the Pleroma, the 
products of Christ and Incorruptibility and Thelema and Eternal Life, 
which is to say, emanations of the highest God, For as we are told
in HA, Eleleth stands before the invisible spirit, the Highest God.
All of which suggests that lying behind the Gnostic presentation of 
their God is a long history of Jewish speculation and tradition. But 
perhaps more significantly it suggests that despite claims to the contrary, 

the gnostic God, in this instance, may be a refined and enhanced or 
"glorified" version of Yahweh himself. Such may prove difficult to con
firm, but if there were a pre-Christian Jewish stage in the development
of Gnosticism it surely would have consisted of at least just such

262apocalyptically based Merkabah speculations.
B. The Boast of the Demiurge

Even more prominent than the throne speculation in the various 
gnostic systems is the motif of the boast of the demiurge that he alone 
is God, that there is no one above him, and that he alone is worthy
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of worship and loyalty. For example, we are told by Irenaeus that 

the Ophites taught
...laldabaoth in exultation boasted about all the things 
beneath him and said; ’I am Father and God, and above 
me there is none.’ (Adv. Haer. I, 30,6)

Twice in the HA this same claim is attributed to the demiurge;
...opening his eyes he saw a vast quantity of matter 
without limit; and he became arrogant, saying, ’It is 
I who am God, and there is none other apart from me.’
When he said this, he sinned against the entirety... 
(94.19ff., also 86.30-31)263

Elsewhere the boast is merely alluded to in passing. But its very wide
dispersal throughout the literature suggests that it was an important

feature at one stage in the development of gnostic thought - for it
is striking by its absence from the accounts of the earliest gnostic
teachers as recorded by the Church Fathers.

Now it is generally agreed that this boast is based on Isaiah 
45.5 where Yahweh explains to Cyrus through the prophet that He alone 
is God, that He alone had established Cyrus as king even though he 
did not know or honor Y a h w e h . B e c a u s e  of this and the Gnostics’ 
own statements, it is usually accepted that the boast of the demiurge 

has its origin in an anti-Semitic, anti-Yahwistic milieu. In other 
words, in an attempt to ridicule the God of the Jews, the Gnostics are 

supposed to have seized upon Yahweh’s claim to be God alone in order 
to demonstrate his ignorance (as well as that of the Jews)^^'^ of the 
true God they themselves claimed to reveal. And it is the case that 
in those texts which report this boast Sophia or some other entity 
frequently reveals the truth about God to the demiurge thus pointing 

out his lack of knowledge.

But what is important to recognize here is that this hubris is,
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first of all, that of the world creator who is, only secondarily, identified 
with the God of the Jews. In the structure of the gnostic systems the 
boast arises from the struggle between the God of light and the powers 
of darkness which hold man in bondage and are responsible for the char
acter and nature of this world. Which is to say that the concept of 
the hubris of the demiurge may well antedate the identification of the 
demiurge with Y a h w e h . I f  this were the case then only the form, 
i.e. the words, of the boast may go back to an anti-Yahwistic milieu 
and the underlying structure would consist of the highest God who has 
no part in this world/age set over against a demigod who in his hubris 
would like to supplant the highest God. Seen in this light, the gnostic 
paradigm'has its corollary in both the O.T. and apocalyptic Judaism 
in the struggle between Yahweh and h^s angel, Satan/Beliar.

As we have seen above, one of the apocalyptic explanations for
the rise of this world/age, viz. history, is the rebellion and subsequent
activity of Satan among men. Satan can be understood as the demiurge

268of history for the Apocalyptists. As such he too is full of pride
and arrogance toward the Most High. Thus we are told in II Enoch 29.4A;

And one from out of the order of angels, having turned 
away with the order that was under him, conceived an 
impossible thought, to place his throne higher than 
the clouds above the earth, that he might become equal 
in rank with ray p o w e r . 2^9

270This angel usurper was Satanail/Satan according to Charles.
A similar tradition is found in LAE 15.2 as well. There God is 

said to have desired all the angels to worship the man Adam who was 
created in God’s image. At God’s behest Michael commands the angels:

’Worship the image of God, but if thou wilt not worship 
him, the Lord God will be wrath with thee.’ And I Cthe 
Devil] said, ’If He be wrath with me, I will set my 
seat above the stars of heaven and will be like the Highest.’
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For this Satan and his host were banished by God from heaven to earth
where they began to create the disaster of this age by cheating Eve and

271corrupting Adam so that they were expelled from Paradise (16.1-4),
Admittedly, the history of the development of the Satan figure

from that of the accuser found in the O.T. to that of the Prince of
this world found in the N.T. is very complex. Moreover, as we see,the
reference to the fall of Satan and his hubris of being equal to God appear
only in the late apocalyptic writings, although we do find a reference
to the Fallen Watchers who are to be punished "because they do as if
they were the Lord" in I En 68.4. This might suggest the influence
of Gnosticism on Apocalypticism were it not for an interesting tradition
found in the proto-apocalyptic book of Ezekiel. There we find the earliest

example of the boast which foreshadows and perhaps brought about these
later developments. We refer, of course, to the boast of the king of
Tyre in Ez 28.2 (also vs. 6,9). There Ezekiel is commanded by God to
announce to the king of Tyre his coming destruction:

Because your heart is proud, and you have said, ’I am 
a god, I sit in the seat of the gods, in the heart of 
the seas.’ Yet you are but a man, and no god, though 
you consider yourself as wise as a god - you are in
deed wiser than Daniel, no secret is hid from you...

Here we find the same boast and hubris, though not yet in quite
the same words as Is 45.5, attributed to a human. But the king of Tyre
is no ordinary mortal as we learn in the verses which follow (28.11-19):

Moreover the word of the Lord came to me: ’Son of man,
raise a lamentation over the king of Tyre, and say to 
him. Thus says the Lord God:

'You were the signet of perfection, full of wisdom 
and perfect in beauty. You were in Eden, the garden 
of God; every precious stone was your covering...
You were blameless in your ways from the day you were 
created, till iniquity was found in you. In the 
abundance of your trade you were filled with violence, 
and you sinned; so I cast you as a profane thing
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from the mountain of God, and the guardian cherub 
drove you but from the midst of the stones of fire.
Your heart was proud because of your beauty; you 
corrupted your wisdom for the sake of your splendor.
I cast you to the ground...’

The interpretation of this passage is problematical but obviously we
have here a reference to some tradition of a semi-divine being who is
cast out of paradise and from God’s holy mountain because of his pride

- 272and arrogance.
Perhaps it was this tradition which was combined with that of the

Fall of the Watchers to produce the Fall of Satan motif. In any case,
what we have in a very early Jewish text is the hubris and boast of a
demigod who, because of his rebellion and sin against God, has been
cast to the ground from a paradise that the Apocalyptists frequently

273place in the 3rd heaven. If this ̂ is the case, we have within a
Jewish and apocalyptic context a tradition whose structure closely 
parallels that of the boast of the demiurge in Gnosis.

This raises the question as to whether or not the apocalyptic 
form might underlie that of the gnostic so that in a trajectory from 
Apocalypticism to Gnosis the boast of the demiurge was first understood 
as that of Satan against God and only later was this demiurge of this 
world/age equated with Yahweh and a new God postulated. Should such 
a trajectory exist, the account found in the Ascis might well represent 
the/a transition point between the two forms. The gnosticizing proclivity 
of AscIs is well recognized and attested; numerous gnostic motifs are 
found in it. Yet it has much in common with Jewish Apocalypticism 
which is its heritage. In any event, we are told a number of times 
that the Prince ( k ) of this world is Beliar - he is the prince
of unrighteousness who rules the world (2.4) and works against those
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275like Isaiah who are true to the Most High (3.13, passim).
True to its apocalyptic origins, the Ascis sets out to describe

the "days of the completion of the world" at which time,
Beliar, the great prince , the king of this
world who has ruled it since it came into being, shall 
descend; he will come down from his firmament in the 
form of a man, a lawless king, a slayer of his mother...
This ruler will then come in the likeness of that king.
... All that he desires he will do in the world, he will 
act and speak in the name of the Beloved and say ’I am 
God and before me there has been none else.' And all 
the people in the world will believe in him, and will 
sacrifice to him and serve him saying, 'This is God 
and beside him there is none other.’ (4.1-8)

Here Beliar/Satan, as the ar chon of this world/age and in the person
of a human king, is the source of the anti-godly boast. The gnostic
theme is clearly represented yet the demiurge of this world/age is 

277Beliar/Satan. All that is lacking is the anti-Jewish animus which
would transform Beliar into Yahweh and this world/age into the created
world. Moreoever, if this is the case and if the matricidal archon/king

278mentioned in the text is Nero (AD.59) we would have here an early, 
rather than late, attestation of the Beliar boast which would have 
preceded the rise of Marcion and the anti-Jewish animus of Gnosis.

C. Summary Observations: The Demiurge and Satan
In considering both the common mythologumena and the corresponding 

functionality that the demiurge and Satan share in their respective 
systems, one is led to wonder if there may not be some organic connection 

between the two. Of course one of the main arguments against such an 
identification is the fact that the Gnostics frequently identified 
the demiur ge/ar chon with the God of the Jews. Because Gnosticism presents 
itself as anti-Yahwistic and anti-Jewish many scholars have rejected 
any hypothesis of a Jewish origin for Gnosticism. Gnosticism is said
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to demonstrate a split in the Godhead in its separation of God and
279creator which is not found as such in Judaism.

Yet some scholars have begun to suggest that this anti-Yahwistic 
animus may not be in fact integral to the earliest stage of the develop
ment of Gnosticism. For the earliest systems do not betray any such 
attitude or tendency. This, according to G. Quispel, is particularly 
true of Simonian G n o s i s . I n  Simon’s system the one God works through 
his Ennoia (Wisdom?) to create angels and archangels who in turn seized 
the Ennoia and made this world. Here the angels, not the God of the
Jews, have seized God’s thought, or wisdom, which was not their prerogative

281and misused it to create a fiasco. W. Foerster makes the same obser
vation concerning the first Christian systems, i.e. Cerinthus, Carpocrates, 
and Saturnilus. The one thing which is common to all of them is the 
fact that ’’...they do not expressly name the God of the Old Testament
as creator of the world; either they speak of angels who made the world,

282or they ascribe the creation to a ’power’.’’ Consequently, even
van Unnik who rejects the hypothesis of a Jewish provenance for Gnosticism,

nevertheless agrees that the identification of the Jewish God with
283the demiurge is a secondary development in Gnosis. This suggests

that at one stage. Gnosticism may have had a positive, or at least a
284neutral, attitude toward Yahweh. However, if we are correct in our

observations above that the gnostic God is very similar to the God of
the Jews and apparently an ’’improved’’ or exalted form of Yahweh, then
that relationship is more fundamental than hitherto believed. Recently

K. W. TrBger has made just that point:
Dieser unterschiedliche Gottesbegriff wird davon nicht 
berUhrt, dass die frllhe Gnosis den alttestamentlichen 
Gott noch als den guten Gott und Vater versteht und die 
Schaffung der Finsterniswelt einem ganz anderen, meist
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weiblichen Wesen (z.B. der Sophia) zuschreibt (vgl. die 
Grundschicht der Exegese der Seele, NHC II, 6 , wo anch 
alttestamentliche Belege positiv verwendet warden).

If this is the case, then it opens up the possibility that at one
point the Highest God of Gnosticism was based on, or even identified
with Yahweh. At this point the creation itself may have been assigned

286to a lesser being, e.g. Sophia, a theme not unknown to Judaism.
Thus the demiurge/archon would not originally have been the God of the
Old Testament. Yet Sophia alone cannot account for the anti-godly animus
of the demiurge nor the anti-creationist character of Gnosticism.
Thus our question is, could the demiurge/archon originally have been
Satan? We find the following to support such an hypothesis;

First of all in terms of linguistics, as we have seen the demiurge/
archon, even where he is identified with the God of the Jews, is nearly

287always said to be an angel. So too, Satan is supposed to be an angel
of God.^^^ But the demiurge is no ordinary angel; he is an i p y w v  , 

289or ruler. Once again we know from the LXX and the pseudepigrapha
that Apocalypticism knows of archangels who are known as "Princes"

290( "x ̂  ) which is rendered in Greek by xpX w-x". Numbered among
291 j/ A  ̂  ̂  ̂292these princes is Satan. He is the TMf (TJud. 19.4),

Secondly, and perhaps more importantly, in terms of function, the
demiurge is said to be "the God of this world" or "the archon/ruler
of this world." This, as we know, is one of the descriptions for Satan

293in the New Testament, And although Satan is not so described in 
the Pseudepigrapha the assessment of the N.T. writers is in keeping 
with the spirit of the Apocalyptists as we have tried to demonstrate. 
Again, it must be repeated that for the Apocalyptists "world" means 
history, this world/age, not creation. Accordingly we find in the
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literature from Qumran that the present age is described as the time 
of the "Dominion of Belial".

Again, this corresponding functionality is worked out in the same

ways ;
a) Demiurge/Satan gives this world/age its anti-godly character. 

For the Gnostics he either forms or creates the material world as the 
antithesis to God. For the Apocalyptists he forms or creates history 
as the working out of his own anti-godly will and therefore as the 
antithesis of God and his will.

b) Demiurge/Satan works against God by bringing man under his 
influence. Both figures make man a part of their anti-godly world/age. 
In Gnosticism this takes the form of enslaving man in matter; in Apoc
alypticism this means enslaving man through sin. In either case, man 

is made a part of the anti-godly nature of this world/age.
c) Demiurge/Satan seeks to keep God and Man apart. In Gnosticism 

this is observed in the demiurge’s attempt to hinder man’s knowledge
of God and his ascent to his supra-heavenly home. In Apocalypticism 
this hindering takes the form of accusing man before God. In both 
systems the demiurge/Satan acts to thwart man’s salvation.

d) Demiurge/Satan does all this because he is jealous of man and 
God. In Gnosticism this is frequently a jealousy of the God "Man" as 
well as of the primal parent depending on the system. In Apocalypticism 
it is a jealousy of God and/or the primal parent, Adam.

Thus there is a striking similarity in the way these two figures 
function in their respective systems. But there is at least a little 

evidence to suggest that this correspondence is not an accident. For 
example, according to Ptolemaeus’ Letter to Flora we know there were
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certain un-named people whose understanding of the Law and creation
he wanted to refute. These people claimed that the Law was ordained
by the Devil and moreover,

...they ascribe to him also the creation of this world,
because they declare that he is father and maker of
this entire universe. (Epiph. Pan., XXXIII, 3.2)

What Ptolemaeus offered Flora was a middle way. For in agreement with
other Gnostics he said the Law and creation could not go back to the
highest God. Nor, according to his polemic, could they possibly be
accredited to the Devil, Thus there must be someone other than these
two - the highest God and the Devil - who is the demiurge and maker

295of this universe.

Now it is obvious that Ptolemaeus is offering his own (novel?)
solution when he suggests the demiurge is the God of the Jews. The
question is, was the position he was refuting that of another gnostic
sect? That is, could it be that those who saw Satan as the demiurge

296were pre-Valentinian Gnostics? If some of the traditions preserved
in the Tractates from Nag Hammadi are indeed early, such may well be
the case. For we are told in a number of works that the demiurge actually

297has three names: Yaltabaoth, Saklas and Samael. It is this Samael
298who makes the boast that he alone is God. Yet Sammael is also one

of the frequently used names for Satan in Judaism, particularly in the
Rabbinical literature. Thus in Dt. r., 11.6 on 33.1 we read: "The

299angel Sammael, the malefactor, is the head of all satans. But
Sammael is also known to us from III Baruch 4.8 where he is said to 
have been the one who planted the vine in paradise and so led Adam 
and Eve a s t r a y . S o  too in Ascis Sammael is described as one of 
Beliar’s host. Again, in III En he is called the prince of the accusers,
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as well as the prince of Rome through which he dominates this world/
301age. In yet another passage from Nag Hammadi, i.e. TriPro 40.4ff.;

40.25, we are told that the demiurge "Saklas" is the "Great Demon"
who created aeons in the likeness of the real aeons and man in the like-

 ̂^  ̂ . 302ness of Protennoia.
Finally we only briefly note a number of mythologumena found in

OnOrWld which appear to allude to traditions about Satan or the Fallen
Angels in Apocalypticism, especially that of I En:

a) In OnOrWld 122.30f. we are told that when the seven archons
abused and cursed Eve and Adam, Sophia Zoe became angry.

And when she came out of the first heaven with every
power, she chased the rulers from their heavens, and
she cast them down to the sinful world so that they ^q3  

might become there like the evil demons upon the earth.
This is not unlike what we are told in LAE 12. There the devil explains

to Adam:
0 Adam! All my hostility, envy, and sorrow is for thee, 
since it is for thee that I have been expelled from 
my glory, which I possessed in the heavens in the midst
of the angels and for thee was I cast out in the earth.

b) According to OnOrWld 123.2-19 when the seven rulers were cast
down from their heavens to the earth,

...they created for themselves angels, i.e. demons, 
in order to serve them. But these (demons) taught men 
many errors with magic potions and idolatry, and shedding 
blood, and altars, and temples, and sacrifices, and 
libations to all the demons of the earth... And thus 
when the world came to be in distraction, it wandered 
astray throughout all time. For all the men who are 
on the earth served the demons from the foundation until 
the consummation (of the aeon),..

Undoubtedly we have here an allusion to the story of the Watchers who
descended to the earth in lust for the daughters of men bringing with them
knowledge, and so corruption. Thus:
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...Azazel taught men to make swords, and knives, and, 
shields, and breastplates, and made known to them the 
metals of the earth and the art of working them, and 
bracelets, and ornaments, and the use of antimony, and 
the beautifying of the eyelids, and all kinds of costly 
stones, and all colouring tinctures. And there arose 
much godlessness, and they committed fornication, and 
they were led astray, and became corrupt in all their 
ways. (I En 8.1-2)

In addition to these anti-ascetic revelations we are told the angels also
taught men enchantments, astrology, heavenly mysteries, eternal secrets
and the ways of unrighteousness (8 .3-9.8 ).

Finally, the author of OnOrWld tells us that at the consummation 
of this aeon "the woman" (i.e. Sophia Zoe?) will become filled with 
wrath and

Then she will drive out the gods of Chaos whom she had 
created together with the first Father. She will cast 
them down to the abyss. They will be wiped out by their
(own) injustice. For they will become like the mountains
which blaze out fire, and they will gnaw at one another
until they are destroyed by their First Father. When 
he destroys them, he will turn against himself and destroy 
himself... (126.20-28)

So also on one of Enoch’s journeys through the earth and Sheol he comes
to the abyss where he says, "I saw there seven stars like great burning
mountains." When asked what these are the angelus interpres explains:

This place is the end of heaven and earth: this has
become a prison for the stars and the host of heaven.
And the stars which roll over the fire are they which
have transgressed the commandment of the Lord...
(18.13-15)

We learn from 21.1,3 that these stars are actually the seven fallen angels.
Such borrowings of apocalyptic mythologumena are of interest in their

own right for they demonstrate how the Gnostics could and did adopt and
adapt Jewish and other traditions to fit their ontological presuppositions. 
However for us what is of most interest is that these myths are basically 
unchanged ; they still refer to Satan and his host - which is to say

307
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that here the demiurge is assumed to be Satan.
Now, if we are correct and if this is indeed a window to an earlier 

stage of gnostic mythology then that stage could well consist of a 
system like that of Apocalypticism - a fact with large consequences. 
However at this point, let us conclude that at the very least the gnostic 
and apocalyptic concepts of God function in the same way. For both 
the recognition of God, i.e. the acknowledgment, of God viz. the know

ledge of God, is the crucial issue confronting man in his experience 
of reality. Thus both movements are attempts to reveal and affirm 
the uniqueness and the innocence of God vis-à-vis man’s present experience 

in this world/age that would deny God this recognition. Both systems 
therefore function as theodicies. As such they ascribe the evil of 
this world/age to an anti-godly power who personifies the antithesis 
to God (i.e this world as matter or this age as the working out of an 

anti-godly will). The motive of this anti-godly power is said to be 
jealousy (as well as his own non-recognition of God - see Chapter II) 
from which he attempts to entrap man in this world/age and hinder his 
recognition and hence his return to God (salvation). Again, aside 
from the fact that Hellenistic Philosophy has been largely responsible 
for the vocabulary and logic surrounding the Gnostic concept of God, 
the decisive difference in these two theologies lies in their conceptual 
presuppositions - the one ontology and the other ethics and eschatology - 

a distinction that continues through their respective concepts of man, 

as well.



CHAPTER IV

GNOSTIC AND APOCALYPTIC CONCEPTS OF MAN:
INDIVIDUATION OF COSMIC DUALISM

I. Introduction
Who were we? what have we become? where were we? 
into what place have we been cast? whither are we has
tening? from what are we delivered? what is birth? 
what is rebirth?

In this oft quoted passage from his Excerpta ex Theodoto, Clement
of Alexandria summarized the fundamental concerns and anxieties of the
Gnostics. For it is a fact that a not inconsiderable part of gnostic
doctrine and myth was directed and devoted to the answering of such
"self" centered questions. This observation has led the Dutch scholar,
Gilles Quispel, to conclude that "Gnosis ist im letzten Sinne Anthropologie;

2der Mensch steht im Zentrum des Interesses der Gnostiker." In other 
words, the gnostic attempt to explain existence is as much an anthro
pological as it is a theological system.

Yet such questions as these recorded by Clement are not the pre
occupation of Gnostics alone but they might be found equally as well 
on the lips of the Apocalyptists for they too were absorbed in the 
contemplation of man, his origin, purpose and ultimate destiny. It 
is not surprising, therefore, to discover that R. H. Charles once described 
Apocalypticism as "... a Semitic philosophy of religion, ... ever asking 
Whence? Wherefore? Whither? and ["which] ... put these questions in

3connection with the world, the Gentiles, Israel and the individual."

Consequently we begin from the position that Gnosticism and Apoc
alypticism are mutually concerned with the phenomenon which is man.
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This, again, is manifested primarily in the soteriological orientation
of their respective systems, their similar DaseinsverstHndnis and shared 

4mythology.

It is this latter point, the gnostic use of Jewish tradition, which, 
as we have said before, has led numerous scholars in recent years to 
reconsider the possibility of a Jewish milieu for the origin of Gnosis.
In particular, they point to the fact that the Gnostics made numerous 
allusions to the Old Testament and frequently expressed their anthro
pology in terms of the account of the creation of man found in Genesis 
1-2.  ̂ Others, however, reject this as a basis of proof of Jewish origin 
because the gnostic knowledge of the Old Testament appears to be too 
limited and its use too perverted to be attributed to Jews.^

Such objections would appear to ,be even more decisive in regard 
to the possibility of a connection between apocalyptic and gnostic 
anthropologies since Apocalypticism in its extant form betrays very lit
tle interest in or speculation on the question of the creation and 
origin of man, i.e. Adam, as presented in Genesis 1-2, the subject which 

is so central to gnostic speculation.^ Rather, apocalyptic belief 
corresponds for the most part to that of "normative" Judaism. Its 
predominant concern is the problem of Adam’s rebellion, man’s present 
predicament and its solution. The facts of man’s creation or his creature-ghood are presupposed and not frequently mentioned. It is therefore 

unlikely that one can find a point of contact between Apocalypticism 
and Gnosticism in terms of this particular myth or the hermeneutical 
application of it.

However, such a point of contact, or better correspondence, between 
these two movements is to be found again in their similar DaseinsverstHndnis
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For both maintained that man, the real essential self of man, is some
how alienated from this world/age in which he finds himself. He is
lost, wandering in a world/age which denies him home or hope, intended

9for something better than his present experience.
In both systems these feelings of alienation take the form of 

a belief that man is in some way related to God and that the divine 
world/age is his proper home. Yet equally as important is their belief 
that he is bound in some way to this world/age and in fact helps to 
perpetuate it. This belief is given expression in terms of a dualistic 
anthropology which corresponds in both cases to their respective dual
istic world views and in fact represents its individuation.Con
sequently, it does not take the same form of expression in both move
ments but rather exemplifies their respective Jewish and Greek conceptual 
presuppositions. Yet, as we shall see, in spite of these differences 
both concepts of man function in identical ways. To these two dualistic 
anthropologies we now turn,

II. The Gnostic Anthropology - Ontological Dualism

According to the Gnostics, man is a mystery to himself; his origin
and nature are believed to be secrets which are neither open to every
man to fathom nor revealed or properly explained by the rival religions
and philosophies of late antiquity. Only the Gnostics themselves know
the truth about man; only the Gnostics have the anthropology and it

11is ontologically dualistic in nature.
Yet despite these claims of originality, it is obvious that much

of this gnostic concept of man corresponds with the soma/sema concept 
of contemporary Greek thought which undoubtedly played a significant,
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if not decisive, presuppositional role in its development. For like
the Hellenistic philosophers, the Gnostics thought in terms of substance.
Man was believed to be the union of two dis-similar principles or sub-

12stances, i.e. generally body and soul or flesh and spirit.
However, it appears that in gnostic anthropology we find not a 

simple dichotomy as in the soma/sema concept, but rather a true onto
logical dualism. For according to Hellenistic thought, particularly 
Stoicism, the cosmos is supposed to be divine and the material of the
cosmos eternal. "Spirit" was simply thought to be one of the elements

13of matter, albeit the purest and most ethereal. The soma/sema was 
therefore only an example of an inner worldly process : lower matter 

entrapping another higher form of matter or substance.
In Gnosticism, on the other hand, the spirit, and especially that 

of man, is believed to be totally alien, totally "other", from the world 
of matter. Spirit and matter are believed to be totally antithetical 
to one a n o t h e r . T h i s  means that we are in fact incorrect in speaking 
of the spirit as a substance at all. It is the ontological antithesis 
of matter. This suggests that the gnostic concept of man can well be 
thought of as a radicalization of the soma/sema concept^^ and this 
ontological dualism as the sine qua non of gnostic anthropology and 
ultimately of Gnosticism itself. It is certainly that which distinguishes 
it from Jewish (apocalyptic) as well as Christian thought.

A. The Essential Self (Spirit)
This ontological dualism and the gnostic concept of man is beautifully

portrayed by Ptolemaeus as gold in mud:
Just as gold, when placed in mud, does not lose its 
beauty but retains its own nature, since the mud is 
unable to harm the gold, so they say that they them-
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selves cannot suffer any injury or lose their spiritual 
substance,..

The gold refers to the essential self of man which the Gnostic generally 
identifies as the spirit. The pneuma is understood as the true self 
of man and the gnostic man is the pneuma. Thus Basilides, according 
to Hippolytus, can speak of the "inner spiritual man in the psychic

18man ... the spiritual man, who at that time was wearing his own soul."

In terms of the definition of Gnosis this pneumatic self is immen
sely significant. As Hans Jonas rightly noted:

It is no exaggeration to say that the discovery of this 
transcendent inner principle in man and the supreme 
concern about its destiny is the very center of gnostic 
religion.

Yet equally important in this regard is the fact that for the Gnostics
this spiritual element is identified in some way with the spirit of
God. In the words of G. Quispel:

Der Mensch ist anders als die Welt und dasselbe wie 
Gott. Die Ansicht, dass Mensch und Gott konsubstantiell 
sind, ist wesentlich f\ir die Gnosis. Eben da rum muss 
die Gnosis als mythische Projektion der Selbsterfahrung 
charakterisiert werden.^^

Accordingly, the divine self is at the center of all gnostic soterio-
logical hopes and claims. It is this "inner spiritual man", according

21to the report of Irenaeus, that is "redeemed through knowledge."
And most of the gnostic myths, which is to say the gnosis itself, are
designed to explain the saga of this self, i.e. the nature and origin
of the pneumatic self, how it became entrapped in this cosmos and so

22in the body, and how it can be freed from its fetters.
Again, the mythological explanation for how this situation came

about could take a variety of forms including the break-up of the god 
23"Man", the production of offspring by one of the divine Aeons, e.g.
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S o p h i a , o r  the implantation of the spirit by the demiurge following
25the account of Genesis 1-2. But regardless of these variations,

the Gnostics are united in their belief that the essential self in
man is consubstantial with the Divine and meant for life in the Pleroma.

Now, where the self is said to be the spirit one frequently finds
that this anthropological dualism is expressed in the form of a tri-
chotomistic formula of body, spirit and soul.^^ However, there is much
confusion and disagreement between the various systems concerning the

27soul, its origin and function.
According to the Naassenes man’s three-fold nature can be traced

28back to the Primal Man, whereas Basilides taught that this three
fold "Sonship" was inherent in the cosmic seed which was originally

29deposited or brought into existence,  ̂ Ptolemaeus, on the other hand,

maintained that the nature of the cosmos and therefore of man could
30best be explained in terms of the escapades of the Aeon Sophia.

But the most common tradition maintains that the soul was created
31or at least implanted in man by the demiurge. And where this is the

case, the soul is supposed to be totally different in nature and origin
32from the spiritual element in man; yet at the same time it is the

33dwelling place or habitation of that spiritual element.
This concept of the soul has consequently fostered two different

interpretations. The soul, like the body, can be thought of as another
of those forces which trap and keep the spirit enslaved to this world.
Such is the position, for example, of the Naassenes and the Book Baruch 

34by Justin. Or the soul may be understood as an intermediate or neutral 
element which instead of hindering actually helps to save the spiritual 
element in man. This is the position of Ptolemaeus who taught that
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the spiritual is sent into this world to be trained in conjunction
with the psychic element:

...the spiritual was sent forth in order that, after 
being linked with the psychic, it might be shaped and 
trained with it in conduct... It needed psychic and 
perceptible means of instruction, and. for this reason, 
they maintain, the world was created.

It should be noted also that for Ptolemaeus, although the soul

is unable to attain salvation in the Pleroma, it is nevertheless not

condemned to destruction or oblivion, but is to be "saved" and so dwell
3 6in an intermediate state, the Middle. But this salvation is inferior 

to the degree that the soul is inferior to the spirit. Thus in these 
systems the psyche is valued only in regard to its relationship to 
pneuma - a theme which would appear to represent the Gnostics’ claim 
to be ontologically superior to the world as well as intellectually or 
spiritually superior to those who are merely psychic and/or hylic.

B. Essential Self (Soul)
However it should be noted that in some of the more primitive systems

described for us by the Fathers the essential man was designated not
as spirit, but as soul in conformity with the soma/sema concept. According
to Irenaeus, Carpocrates taught that the souls of men, like that of
Jesus, come from the same supraheavenly realm and have been enslaved
here by the archon/angels. These are not the soul’s creators as in
later systems, e.g. Ptolemaeus, but are somehow able to keep it under

37their continual control by reincarnating it in new bodies. Similarly,
Apelles taught that the soul is enticed down from the world of light
above the heavens by the fiery angel, the God of Israel, who then binds

38them in the body of flesh. And according to the Archontics who were 
reputedly found in Palestine:
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...the soul is food for the authorities and powers, with
out which they cannot live, since it derives from the dew 
which comes from above and gives them strength. And 
when it acquires knowledge (gnosis ) and shuns the baptism 
of the Church and the name Sabaoth who has given men 
the Law, it ascends from heaven to heaven and speaks 
its defence before each power and so attains to a higher 
(power), the Mother and (to the?) Father of all, from 
whom it has come down into this world... (Epiphanius,
Panarion XL, 2.7-8)

Moreover, this dichotomistic anthropology is also found in some of the 
tractates from Nag Hammadi. We find, for example, an entire text, 
the Exegesis on the Soul, in which the soul is said to be the divine 
self in man::

As long as she [the soul] was alone with the Father,
she was virgin and in form androgynous. But when
she fell down into a body and came to this life, 
then she fell into the hands of many robbers.
(127.22f.)

A similar system seems to underlie tlie following logion from the Gospel 

of Philip:
No one will hide a large valuable object in something 
large, but many a time one has tossed countless thou
sands into a thing worth a penny. Compare the soul.
It is a precious thing (and) it came to be in a con
temptible body. (56.20-26)

Noting this apparent gnostic ambivalence in the use of the term "soul",
KrW. Trüger maintains that one must distinguish between a cosmic and
a supercosmic soul.^^ Thus in these dichotomistic systems one is to
understand "soul" as referring to the supercosmic soul which is pneuma.

However, there are a number of instances, especially in the Nag 
Hammadi tractates, where the soul is understood in a sense similar to 
that of the Old Testament concept of the Nephesh; the soul as the essential 
self only comes into being with the indwelling of the divine Spirit.
Such is the case in HA 88,13-15 where the psychic and hylic Adam cannot 
arise until he receives the Spirit which makes him a living soul.
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Again, at 96.23-24 the souls of the Gnostics are said to have come from
the Father and so contain the spirit of truth. Here, as above, spirit

41is the substance of the soul or essential self.
But whatever the particular formula may be, the gnostic purpose 

is to claim the total otherness of the self of man. However it is 
expressed the point is the same: the self is antithetical to this

world, represented by the material body.
C. The Body
While there is some flexibility in terms of language and concepts 

in reference to the essential self, the Gnostics are otherwise unanimous 
in their conviction that the body is the basest part of human nature.
It is the mud, that part of man which belongs to or is part of this 
material world. In fact, the body is man’s individual link to the material 

world. Thus when the Sethians spoke of the cosmological struggle bet
ween the dark water of matter and the light which it drew down, they

42were simultaneously describing the nature and origin of man. Man 
is a microcosm.

Since the material body is the antithesis of spirit, it is of 
necessity understood as the sepulchre of the essential self. The body 
is the prison in which the self is held against its will; it is the 
"...bondage of the bitterness of this life."^^ In short, man is not 
a union of body and soul/spirit as is the case in Judaism. The Gnostic 
believes that man does not have a body but is rather held by a body.

However, it must also be noted that this gnostic rejection is 
apparently not that of the body per se, but rather that of the material 
or fleshly substance of which it is made. It is therefore not a question 
so much of form but of substance. This is made clear since the archons
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are nearly always said to have formed the earthly body in accordance
with the form of the heavenly man which they had beheld. In the AJ (BG),
for example, we read:

And the whole archon company of the seven powers assented.
They saw in the water the likeness of the image. They 
said to one another: ’Let us make a man after the image
of God and his likeness* (Gen. 1.26). They created 
out of themselves a creature, and each one of the powers 
created out of its power a soul. They created it after 
the image which they had seen in imitation of him who 
exists from the beginning, the perfect Man.
(48.5-49.5)44

Accordingly, the man whom the archons created is a copy of the
form of the Man above, but the archons are unable to duplicate the
divine substance of the heavenly Man and are only able to produce the
psychic man after their own substance. When this, their creation,
receives the spirit and rises up against its creators it is brought
down into the material world and given the body of flesh which is also
said to have been modelled after the form of the Man above which the
archons had seen (54.9). Concerning this body of flesh we read:

They made again another creature; but out of the earth 
and water, fire and wind, that is out of matter, dark
ness, desire and the antagonist spirit - this is the 
fetter, this is the tomb of the creation of the body, 
which was put upon man as the fetter of matter.
(55.3f.)

It would thus appear that it is not the form of man which the 
Gnostics were concerned to disown, but rather the flesh as the material 
element of man. Where the Gnostics actually rejected the body itself, 
we may be observing their rejection of it as the work of the archons.
In other words, if there is a rejection of the body and not just the 
flesh, it may be a rejection of the copy in favor of the original since 
this world only imperfectly reflects the world of light above and this
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body that of the heavenly Man-god. In every case what really matters 
for the gnostic is the true, inner man, the spirit which is believed 
to be consubstantial with the divine and entombed in the body - a true 

ontologically dualistic anthropology,
D. Apocalypticism
Now if one searches to find an ontologically dualistic concept of 

man among the Apocalyptists he searches in vain. The reason is simple. 
Apocalypticism was true to its Old Testamental roots and so presents 
us with a typically Jewish concept of man. Nevertheless, as the creative 

segment of Judaism it also reflects the influence of the popular psy
chology of contemporary Hellenism during the intertestamental period. 
Consequently it is difficult, if not impossible, to speak of the apoc
alyptic concept of man, for it, like so much of apocalyptic thinking, 
was in a state of fluid, if not confused, development. Yet it can 
be said that the apocalyptic concept of man dichotomistic, though 
not ontologically dualistic as Gnosticism proved to be. This is most 

obvious when we look to the "essential self" of man.
1. The Essential Self

Unlike the term Nephesh in the Old Testament which was understood 
primarily as the 'life principle’ which made man an animated body and
which therefore had no independent existence apart from that body,^^ 
the psyche or soul in apocalyptic thought was conceived more along the
lines of the Greek idea of the soul. In contrast to the Old Testament

and in agreement with Hellenism (and Gnosticism) the Apocalyptists
taught that the soul could exist independently of the body and so survive
beyond death in Sheol,^^ In effect they adopted the notion of the

immortality of the soul, albeit in a modified form in that they did
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not apparently maintain its pre-existence.As a consequence Apocalypticism
understood the essential self of man to be something other than the union

48of basar and nephesh; rather the true man was the soul.
In its later form this can be illustrated from XV Ezra where we

read the following concerning the nature and fate of man:
And concerning death the teaching is : When the decisive
decree has gone forth from the Most High that the man 
should die, as the soul from the body departs that it 
may return to him who gave it, to adore the glory of 
the Most High, first of all: if it be one of those
that have scorned and have not kept the ways of the Most 
High, ...such souls shall not enter into habitations, 
but shall wander about henceforth in torture, ever grieving 
and sad, in seven ways. ... Of those, however, who 
have kept the ways of the Most High this is the order,
when they shall be separated from this vessel of mortality.
... Wherefore the matter as it relates to them is as 
follows: First of all they shall see with great joy
the glory of him who receives them and they shall rest 
in seven orders. (IV Ez 7.78-80, 8 8 , 90-91)

From this passage a number of points can be made. First, we notice
that the soul is the seat of volition or will in man since it is held

responsible for either scorning or keeping God’s wa y s.Secondly,
it is a conscious entity; it inhabits, sees, experiences and either 
suffers or rejoices in the life beyond according to its deserts. In
fact, the soul does not appear diminished in any way in its disembodied
state; on the contrary, at death it begins to experience the heavenly 
glories preserved for righteous men from the b e g i n n i n g . B u t  thirdly, 
and perhaps most importantly, the soul at death is believed to return 
home to God, which is to say that the soul is presumed to be related 
in some way to God.

Of course the biblical basis for this belief is found in Genesis 
2 . 7  and the notion that the soul (nephesh) is the result of the inspiration 
of God.'^^ God’s breath, interpreted as "spirit", is implanted in the
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body of dust to create man - a "living soul". Evidence that Apocalypticism
was not unaware of this relationship between God and man can be seen
in the fact that the Apocalyptists could also refer to the essential
self of man as pneuma or spirit. Thus in complete disagreement with the
Old Testament where ruach was never used to represent a higher, eternal 

52"self" of man, the Apocalyptists maintained that the spirit, like the
soul, is superior to death. Thus in ApocMos 32.4 we read, "Rise up,
Eve, for behold Adam thy husband hath gone out of his body. Rise up
and behold his spirit borne aloft to his Maker." Similarly, in I Enoch
we are told that Enoch was led by the archangel Raphael, who is set over
the spirits of men, into Sheol where he sees a number of "hollow places"
in which dwell the various categories of human spirits ;

I saw the spirits of the children of men who were dead,
and their voice went forth to heaven and made suit.

Thus nearly anything which may be said about the soul may be said
of the spirit. The spirit is a conscious entity; its voice may cry
up to heaven either in pain or in great joy depending on its faithfulness

54to God in the midst of persecution and suffering in this life. Like
55the soul, the spirit at death returns to him who gave it, the Lord

of Spirits, while in the present life it is "...capable of taking upon
itself ethical qualities of a definite nature" becoming holy or defiled.

Both spirit and soul, then, are used to identify the essential 
5 7self in man, that part of man which is the "I" and which survives

the death of the body. How are we to understand this twofold definition
of the self? In at least one instance, I En 22.3, "spirit" appears 
to refer, as in Hellenistic thought, to the substance of the soul; thus 
we read of the "spirits of the souls of the dead". However, elsewhere
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in the apocalyptic literature, even in the earliest passages, soul and
58spirit can be found either side by side or used interchangeably.

This would seem to indicate, as Russell suggests, that the Apocalyptists
either by design or carelessness moved away from the classical way of
defining psyche according to function and pneuma according to substance.
In other words, they no longer thought of pneuma as the "stuff" of souls,

but as that which fulfills the function of the soul, i.e. volition,
59survival, self-awareness, life and so on, with the result that now 

in apocalyptic circles the self could be understood as pneumatic. Of 
course, this is not to be understood in the gnostic sense, for the 
soul/spirit is not pre-existent, but comes into being as an act of 
creation. In apocalyptic thought man remains a creature of God; and the 

other aspect of his creaturehood is the body.

2. The Body
In general. Apocalypticism, like the Old Testament, has a positive

orientation towards the body of flesh.According to D. S. Russell
who relies on the work of H. Wheeler Robinson:

The body is not, as in popular Greek thought, the mortal 
shell of the immortal soul. It is so essential an aspect 
of personality that man can rightly be described as 
’an animated body, and not an incarnated soul.'

As evidence of this positive attitude one is usually presented with
the typically apocalyptic belief in the resurrection of the body which
according to P. Volz rests on the presupposition that the body is necessary
for complete existence; without a body the soul lapses into an incomplete
or shadowy existence.

Thus among those Apocalyptists who hoped for a this-worldly kingdom
of God, there was expected a resurrection of earthly, fleshly bodies.

As the author of II Baruch explains :
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...the earth shall then assuredly restore the dead, ...
It shall make no change in their form, but as it has 
received, so shall it restore them... (50.2)®

This belief was not limited to Palestinian Apocalypticism alone, but
was also shared by the diasporan author of the Sibylline Oracles :

...God Himself shall fashion again the bones and ashes
of men, and shall raise up mortals once more as they
were before, (IV 181-182; also 187)

However, side by side with this concept of resurrection one finds,

especially in the later sections of the apocalyptic literature,^^ a
belief in the survival of the soul which points to an apparent ambivalence
toward the mortal body which in turn reveals the influence of both
Hellenistic thought and the spatial dualism of Apocalypticism itself
according to which the world of flesh is contrasted with the superior
world of the spirit above. Thus ti>e man of flesh is said to be unable
to see or comprehend that which is open to spiritual beings.

The body represents the earthly part of man which cannot enter
into those places of the spiritual world such as Hades where only the
soul can reside.Similarly, it cannot receive the blessings which

69God has prepared for the spirits of the righteous. Simply put, the 
flesh is inferior to the spirit as the myth of the descent of the Watchers 

makes clear;
Wherefore have ye left the high, holy, and eternal heaven, 
and lain with women, and defiled yourselves with the 
daughters of men and taken to yourselves wives, and done 
like the children of earth, and begotten giants (as your) 
sons? And though ye were holy, spiritual, living the 
eternal life, you have defiled yourselves with the blood 
of women, and have begot (children) with the blood of 
flesh, and, as the children of men, have lusted after 
flesh and blood as those Calso] who die and perish.
(I En 15.3-4)

Besides the ascetic tone of this and much of the apocalyptic literature 70
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the body of flesh appears to be disparaged because it is mortal, subject 
to death, while the soul/spirit is not. This, in particular, is the 
complaint of the figure "Ezra" in IV Ezra, the seventh chapter. There 
we are told that when the righteous are separated from this "vessel 
of mortality" (7.88) they shall be divided into seven orders of joy.
Those in the fifth order shall "rejoice that they have now escaped what 
is corruptible, and that they shall inherit that which is to come."
(7.96; see also 14.13f.). And even II Baruch, which for the most part 
expects a very materialistic life and resurrection (e.g. 49.3), can 
yet speak of the preparation of souls before their departure from their 
"ships" (bodies) so that they might not be condemned (83.11), which 
suggests the superiority of the soul to the body,

72Perhaps in an attempt to reconcile these two positions, those
Apocalyptists who did not expect the kingdom of God to participate
in this corruptible world and so looked for a new creation, and yet
believed in the resurrection, conceived this resurrection body as one

73not of flesh but of spirit. Such a spiritual body is usually described
74as a garment for the soul, i.e. a garment of light or glory. In the

words of I Enoch :
And the righteous and elect shall have risen from the 
earth. And ceased to be of downcast countenance.
And they shall have been clothed with garments of 
glory, And these shall be the garments of life from 
the Lord of Spirits.

According to II Baruch 51.Iff. this spiritual body is nothing more than 
the fleshly body transformed into g l o r y . B u t  for the authors of II 

En and the ApocMos there exists already in heaven a spiritual body which 
is the counterpart of that on earth.

All of which seems to suggest that while Apocalypticism generally



199

retained the Jewish concept of man understood as a unity of body and 
soul, created so by God,^^ later Apocalypticism seems to be in a 
transitional phase in which this present body of flesh, being mortal, 
sinful and full of corruption, is viewed as unfit for man’s ultimate 
destiny of standing in the presence of God. It is therefore in need 
of either transformation or replacement; only the inner man, the soul/ 
spirit makes the journey unchanged. Thus if Apocalypticism can be 
said to be developing in any direction, it must be towards a more 

dualistic position; man is a unity of body and soul, but he is also 
a dichotomy of material and spiritual components - the answer of Hel

lenism and Gnosticism.
However, the true anthropological dualism of the Apocalyptists 

is not to be found in this dichotomy for in Apocalypticism the body 
is never assumed to be intrisically evil as in an ontological dual
ism. Instead we must look to those ethical categories which most 
characterize Apocalypticism and Judaism generally in their description 
of man and this age. For it is there that we will find the true func
tional correspondence between the two systems.

III. The Apocalyptic Anthropology - Ethical Dualism^^

Jewish (apocalyptic) anthropological dualism is represented by
two somewhat different, though undoubtedly related, doctrines, one 
rabbinic, the other common to Quraran and the Testaments of the XII 
Patriarchs. These are the doctrines of the two inclinations (i.e. 

y  ̂  p n i n n  and the two spirits which, as we
shall attempt to demonstrate below, serve the same function within
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Apocalypticism as the body/soul dualism of Gnosticism.

According to these two late Jewish doctrines, man, i.e. the es
sential man or "soul", is believed to have before him in life two ways 
or ethical choices by which one might conduct his l i f e . A t  this 
point these doctrines can be seen to have much in common with the Old 
Testament and simply demonstrate the reality of the dichotomies in
volved in leading an ethical life.^4 However, unlike the Old Testament 

late Judaism believed that there are set over these two ways two anti
thetical "powers" which would lead the soul in one way or another - to 
do good or to do evil.

A. The Two Yesers
Briefly, the concept of the yeser or inclination, like the spec

ulations on the merkabah and God’s physical appearance, is believed 

to have its origin in speculative exegesis, in this case based on Gen 
6.5 and 8.21.^^ It is therefore supposed to be neither Greek nor Hel
lenistic in origin but a purely Jewish development. According to F.C. 
Porter, its earliest formulation is to be found in the Wisdom of Sir- 
ach (2nd cent. B.C.),87 but it is also a constituent part of the the
ology of the Testaments of the XII Patriarchs, IV Ezra, and to a cer
tain extent the Qumran scrolls.However, the concept was to receive 

its fullest development within rabbinic circles of the Christian era 
from which it is most familiar to us.

Now according to this concept each man has within him an inclin
ation to do evil. This evil inclination is not the will itself, but 
rather that power within that tempts or influences the inner man to 
sin. As it is explained in TAsh;
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But if it [the soul] incline to the evil inclination, 
all its actions are in wickedness, and it driveth 
away the good, and cleaveth to the evil, and is ruled
by Beliar...90

Thus the evil yeser is presumed to be responsible for all those acts 
whose sum total represents a life of disobedience and rebellion 
against God and especially as represented by acts of sexual miscon
duct, violence and passion. As that which alienates man from God and 
his will, the evil yeser can only fittingly be described as "evil."91 

It is man’s individual portion of the anti-godly aspect of this world/ 
age.

To counter-balance the effects of this evil yeser and so guard 
against nihilism and despair, Judaism offered a number of theories or 
remedies to combat its influence. According to the rabbis and the 
TestXII, for example, God created a second yeser which he also placed 
within man to lead or encourage man to do good. Again in the TAsh we 

read:
Two ways hath God given to the sons of men, and two
inclinations, and two kinds of action, and two modes
(of action), and two issues. Therefore all things are 
by twos, one over against the other. For there are 
two ways of good and evil, and with these are the two 
inclinations in our breasts discriminating them. There
fore if the soul take pleasure in the good (inclination), 
all its actions are in righteousness; and if it sin it 
straightway repenteth. (1.3-6)

However, if most scholars are correct in their judgment that this con

cept of the good yeser is a relatively late development, the accepted 

and standard corrective for the evil yeser is supposed to be the Law.93

But the biblical answer for the evil yeser is its eventual destruction.

According to Ezekiel, God will in the last days give his people a new
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heart and put his spirit in them to enable them to keep his L a w . 94

Now the assumption behind the yeser concept is that man has the 
freedom to choose between the evil yeser and the Law (viz. the good 
y e s e r ) . 95 Accordingly, this age is meant to be the time of decision 

for or against God and his will as it is expressed in the Law. It is 
upon one’s ethical choices in this life that the final judgment between 
the wicked and the righteous is made. Thus lying behind all the moral 
exhortations in the apocalyptic literature is the belief that man can 
be righteous through obedience to the Law - if he can overcome this 
evil within.

Thus, in searching for explanations for the historico-political 
crisis of the period leading up to and beyond the destruction of the 

second Temple (70 A.D.) which for all intents and purposes appeared to 
abrogate the promises of God, i.e. the Heilsgeschichte, some apocalyp
tic circles concluded that again, as at the time of the Exile, the 
present predicament could be explained as the result of man’s own sin
fulness. According to this theodicy, sinfulness and unrighteousness 
have become symptomatic of life in this age because all men have sinned 
and have succumbed to the influence of the evil yeser.

Up to this point, the Apocalyptists were in agreement with the

O.T. concerning the pervasiveness of sin. However, what was new in

these apocalyptic circles was the conclusion that the evil yeser has 

overpowered man so completely that the Law (and so presumably the good 

yeser as well) has been fruitless, that man is totally depraved and 

that this may be due to an inherited liability. Such is the position 
of the community represented by the figure of "Ezra" in IV Ezra who
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and destruction. And this, the answer of ethical pessimism and despair,

is the conclusion of the circles represented by the figure "Ezra";
For the evil heart has grown up in us which has estranged 
us from God, and brought us into destruction; and has 
made known to us the ways of death, and showed us the paths 
of perdition, and removed us far from life; and that 
not a few only, but well nigh all that have been created I 
(IV Ez 7:48)

Here sin and consequential damnation have been accepted as the logical

fate of mankind,
Now if we allow for the possibility of a Jewish (apocalyptic)

move toward Gnosis its impetus may be found here in the despair over
the domination of man by the evil yeser within and the dilemma posed
by the fact that in the future age the evil yeser would be destroyed
and man freed from it and yet to gain admittance to that new world/age

' 1 0 2one must be righteous by overcoming it. With no ethically based
means of escape, man, for "Ezra" as for the Gnostics, is believed to

103be trapped in this world/age. "For how does it profit us that the
eternal age is promised to us, whereas we have done the works that bring 

death?" asks E z r a . H o w  indeed!
Yet such pessimism and despair are as untenable as they are logical 

as the Apocalyptists (including Qumran), as well as the Gnostics, them
selves bear witness. For their solution to this dilemma, in keeping 
with their roots in O.T. prophetism, was to reassert the traditional 
concepts of the remnant and divine e l e c t i o n . F o r  in the corrective 
words of the angelus interpres in IV Ezra, at least a few men, including
Ezra himself, have been righteous, even if they are as a drop is to the 

106ocean.
Now, some men, presumably the Apocalyptists, have been righteous 

but how can this be possible? The angelus interpres never explains but
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perhaps we may not be far from wrong if we assume that this is because
they have a "right spirit." As was stated above, the prophetic answer
for the evil yeser was supposed to be a new spirit implanted in man’s
heart by God - a spirit which would enable man to keep the Law and
be righteous before G o d . T h i s  same expectation was shared by the
author of IV Ezra who speaking through a heavenly voice tells "Ezra"

Then shall the heart of the inhabitants ^of the world^ 
be changed, and be converted to a different spirit.

Now it is true that this spirit is supposed to be an eschatological
gift, a sign of the new world/age. According to the voice which speaks
to "Ezra" the gift or conversion will occur "when the Age which is about
to pass away shall be s e a l e d . H o w e v e r ,  in the book of Jubilees

this gift of the spirit is supposed to follow upon the rebuilding of
the Temple following the return from the exile when the people seek God,
and confess their sinfulness,^Then, says God,

... I will circumcise the foreskin of their heart and 
the foreskin of the heart of their seed, and I will 
create in them a holy spirit, and I will cleanse 
them so that they shall not turn away from Me from 
that day unto eternity. And their souls will cleave 
to Me and to all My commandments, and they will 
fulfill My commandments, and I will be their Father 
and they shall be My children.

If, as most scholars contend, the Apocalyptists, including the
author of IV Ezra, believed themselves to be living in the period of the
eschaton when the age which is about to pass away is in fact being sealed,
they may well have seen the new age breaking in precisely among those
people like "Ezra" and the few who, by God's grace and spirit, were
able to keep the Law in the face of the calamity of the end time.
Which is to say that for the Apocalyptists this eschatological spirit

112may have already been bestowed.
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Certainly the spirit is active among the Apocalyptists. "Ezra"
for example prays for and receives the "spirit of understanding" which
enables him to write down the books of the O.T. as well as the books

113which are to remain hidden. Other Apocalyptists have visions and
a variety of ecstatic experiences which Russell sees as evidence of
the apocalyptic belief in the activity of the spirit among them,

Similarly, in the Similitudes of Enoch we find another group of
Apocalyptists which claims to have the spirit. In particular it is
the messiah who has this eschatological spirit. Following Isaiah 11.2,

... in him dwells the spirit of wisdom.
And the spirit which gives insight.
And the spirit of understanding and of might,
And the spirit of those who have fallen asleep in righteous
ness.

But perhaps most important of all, upon him the "spirit of righteousness"

was poured out.^^^ Perhaps this is what makes him "the Elect One of
righteousness and of f a i t h . B u t  for us what is important is that
there is a correspondence between this Elect One, i.e. the messiah,
and the Apocalyptists, the elect ones who are also righteous, as Schrenk

118has already pointed out. Now if this correspondence is genuine,
we can only assume that the Apocalyptists, the elect and righteous ones,
can be so designated because they, like the Elect One, have also been
given the spirit of righteousness, wisdom, insight, understanding and
might. Which is to say that for at least some Apocalyptists righteousness
was understood to be a gift of God's grace, the fruit of God's spirit,

119a sign of their own election to be God's faithful remnant.
Now it may be argued that this reconstruction suffers from a lack 

of explicit references by the Apocalyptists to their own spirituality.
And this cannot be denied. However, there is such evidence for one
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apocalyptic movement in Judaism which did claim to possess this spirit
of righteousness - the sectarians from Qumran. And it is to their
doctrine of the two spirits that we now turn.

. B. The Two Spirits
The doctrine of the two spirits, which was to become quite popular

120among Jewish Christians, is found alongside that of the two yesers
121in the Testaments of the XII Patriarchs. ' But its fullest expression

and most concise formulation is to be found in the writings from Qumran,
1 99particularly in IQS (3.13-4.26),

The precise origin of this doctrine has been much discussed and
many have called attention to the undeniable similarity between it and
the Zoroastrian doctrine of the good and evil Spentas - Angra Mainyu 

123and Ahura Mazda. Others, however^ have rejected an outright conscious

Jewish adoption of such pagan thought and stress the likelihood of an
internal Jewish development based in part on O.T. references to God's

angel of wrath (Prov 2.13-15; I Sam .16.14) which were influenced by
the cultural milieu of the intertestamental period.

In any event, we find in the Manual of Discipline what seems to
be an independent section which sets forth this doctrine as it was supposed
to be taught to the initiates of the community :

He has created man to govern the world, and has appointed 
for him two spirits in which to walk until the time of
His visitation: the spirits of truth and falsehood.
Those born of truth spring from a fountain of light,
but those born of falsehood spring from a source of dark
ness. All the children of righteousness are ruled by 
the Prince of Light and walk in the ways of light, but 
all the children of falsehood are ruled by the ^gel 
of Darkness and walk in the ways of darkness.

Again as was the case with the yeser, the precise nature of these two 
spirits is not made adequately clear, but it is generally agreed that

. ./I
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in this section of IQS there is set forth a twofold scheme which is both
ethical/psychological and c os m ological.These two spirits represent
first of all man's own internal struggle over good and evil, the "struggle 

127in man's soul." The spirits are thus, like the yeser and spirit,
viz. two yesers, constituent parts of the whole man who has a measure

of each; as the text continues:
The nature of all the children of men is ruled by these 
(two spirits), and during their life all the hosts of 
men have a portion in their divisions and walk in (both) 
their ways. ... For God has established the spirits 
in equal measure until the final age... (4.15ff.; see 
also 4.23f., 26; 3.18f.)^^^

Thus Leaney concludes that "The main doctrine at Qumran appears to have
129been that every individual man is a mixture of the two spirits..."

On the other hand these two spirits are also called angels which
implies that they are powers, outside of man, i.e. cosmological/ethical 

130powers. B. Otzen maintains that this is most easily explained as
131yet another example of late Jewish and Greek micro/macrocosm thinking.

Accordingly, we find in man an internalized psychologically dualistic
model of the greater cosmic struggle between the forces of good and evil,

132the hosts of God and those of Belial. These, however, Otzen believes
are mythological projections of the truly spiritual forces at work 

133within man. Again, as in the case of the yeser, the dualism implied
in this scheme is "modified" or limited inasmuch as God is supposed

134to be the creator of both spirits.
Like the evil yeser, the spirit of falsehood attempts to lead man

astray and to sin. As we read in IQS 3.2Iff.:
The Angel of Darkness leads all the children of right
eousness astray, and until his end, all their sin, in
iquities, wickedness, and all their unlawful deeds are 
caused by his dominion...^35
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Although the reference is made to the Angel of Darkness or the cosmo
logical evil power which wages war on the angel of light, his means 
of tempting men and so leading them astray lies precisely in the individual 
evil spirits within each man. Thus in IQS 3.24f. according to the 
translation of G. Vermes, "all his allotted spirits seek the overthrow 
of the sons of l i g h t . A g a i n ,  this spirit is evil because it works 
to lead man into the ways of

...greed, and slackness in the search for righteousness, 
wickedness and lies, haughtiness and pride, falseness- 
and deceit, cruelty and abundant evil-ill-temper and 
much folly and brazen insolence, abominable deeds 
(committed) in a spirit of lust, and ways of lewdness 
in the service of uncleanness, a blaspheming tongue, 
blindness of eye and dullness of ear, stiffness of neck 
and heaviness of heart, so the man walks in all the 
ways of darkness and guile. (IQS 4.9f.)

The good spirit, on the other hand, as the antithesis of the evil
138aspect in man, serves as its counter-balance. It is the power within

the righteous man to choose the good. As we read in IQS 4,2ff.‘.
It is <Cof the Spirit of Truth]> to enlighten the heart 
of man, and to level before him the ways of true righteous
ness, and to set fear in his heart of the judgement of 
God. And (to it belong) the spirit of humility and for
bearance, of abundant mercy and eternal goodness, of 
understanding and intelligence, and almighty wisdom 
with faith in all the works of God and trust in his 
abundant grace, and the spirit of knowledge in every 
design and zeal for just ordinances, and holy resolution 
with firm inclination etc. .., and abundant affection 
towards all the sons of truth, and glorious purification 
from hatred of all the idols of defilement, and modesty 
with universal prudence, and discretion concerning the 
truth of the Mysteries of Knowledge. Such are the counsels 
of the Spirit to the sons of truth in the world.

Again, as with the yesers, the reason why God created these two 
spirits and placed them in man was to present man, i.e. the soul, with 
a life of ethical capability and moral choices. This, apparently, is 
the meaning of IQS 4.25f.:
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For God has established the two spirits in equal measure 
until the determined end, and until the Renewal, and 
He knows the reward of their deeds from all eternity.
He allotted them to the children of men that they may
know good [and evil]...^40

Accordingly, one finds in the literature both obligations for perfect
obedience to the Law (as well as the rules of the community) and exhor
tations which seem to presuppose free will.

However, as it is made especially clear in the Psalms, the evil
141spirit has proved extremely effective and has led all mankind to sin.

Without recourse to the myth of the fall of Adam the sectarians concluded
that all mankind has fallen victim to the influence of the evil spirit
of Belial working within him. As a result, this world/age can indeed
be described as being under the dominion of B e l i a l . H e r e  again
we have all the ingredients for a crisis of nihilism and despair, yet

at Qumran we find no such thing.
What we do find is a belief in election and pre-determinism.

According to Josephus, the Essenes did not believe in free will but
only in determinism^*^^ - a tradition which G. Maier has recently attempted
to demonstrate was indeed the position at Q u m r a n . x h u s ,  while it
is true that God placed both spirits in man, God elected certain men

to be ruled by the good spirit, the spirit of Truth, and so enables
them to be faithful to the Law.

This election is determined by one's share or portion (i.e.
quantity) of each of the spirits. According to IQS 4.16,

And the whole reward for their deeds shall be, for ever
lasting ages, according to whether each man's portion 
in their two divisions is great or small.

Fragments of astrological tables survive which reveal that a part of the
esoteric traditions of Qumran was a means to discern or determine one's
proportion of good and evil spirits and so, presumably, determine one's
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election or rejection by God and therefore by the community.
Needless to say, the community at Qumran believed itself to consist

of only those men who possessed this greater share of the spirit of truth
148which in turn made them the Sons of Light and righteousness:

All the children of righteousness are ruled by the Prince 
of Light and walk in the ways of light...

Thus the sectarians’ own righteousness was supposed to be evidence not
only of the activity of the good spirit in their lives, but of divine
g r a c e , I t  was this same spirit and grace which enabled them to

151properly interpret the OT and its prophecies. F. M. Cross therefore
calls Essene exegesis ’pneumatic’ and we would be correct in so designating

152the whole community.

IV. Summary Observations ^
We will return to this issue of divine election in the following 

153chapter, but for now, in light of the preceding discussion, we are 
able to make the following observations about Jewish apocalyptic anth
ropological dualism as represented by the concepts of the yeser and the 
two spirits as they correspond to the ontological dualism of the gnostic 

concept of man.
a) First of all, for both, man is essentially understood in dualistic 

terms, despite the variety of trichotomistic formulae: For Gnosticism
the ’’self” is entrapped by the evil principle, the body; in at least 
some apocalyptic circles the essential self is similarly believed to 
be entrapped by the evil yeser/spirit. In both the essential self of 
man is presupposed to be related to the divine and yet its captivity 
by the evil principle prevents it from attaining salvation on its own.
In other words, this dualism, though expressed differently, serves the
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same function and purpose - to demonstrate the enslavement of the "self” 

to this world/age.
b) The evil principle represents man’s link to this world/age.

In Gnosticism this means the body of flesh is conceived to be man's 
individual portion of matter which keeps him connected to the choic or 
material world. In Apocalypticism, the evil yeser/spirit equally links 
the individual man to the moral evil which constitutes this world/age, 

viz. history. In other words, this world/age consists of the working 
out of the totality of evil yeser/spirits as well as that of the cosmic 
anti-godly powers. Like this world/age, the yeser and the spirit are 
radically opposed to God and his will. This again is why they are

c) As the ally of this world/ag^, the evil yeser/spirit, like the 
body in Gnosticism, is supposed to be man’s worldly aspect. As such 
it is therefore believed to signify a divisive struggle within man. 
Inasmuch as the yeser/spirit would lead man (i.e. the essential man
or soul) to destruction with this age at the judgment and the body would 

keep man in ignorance and perpetual reincarnation, respectively, it is 
seen to be alien to man's ultimate good - an alienating influence bet
ween the self and its God, between the soul/spirit and salvation. Just
as the body keeps the gnostic in ignorance, the evil yeser/spirit cuts

157man off from his better judgment and what he knows to be right. 
Apparently recognizing this fact, G. F. Moore has described the yeser, 
in particular, as man’s "malevolent second personality.

d) As man’s "this worldly" principle, the evil yeser/spirit, like 
the body in Gnosticism, cannot enter into the world to come or the world 
above, respectively. In both cases the body, viz. evil yeser/spirit,
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is hostile to the divine world/age but is constitutive of this present, 
lower world/age alone. Thus it is limited to this place or time, which 
is to say in this world/age alone. With the eschaton comes its destruction 
for the body, as well as the evil yeser, cannot enter the age to come, 

viz. above. As the author of IV Ezra 8.53 describes it, the new age 
is the time when "the (evil) root is sealed up from you, infirmity from 
your path e x t i n g u i s h e d . S i m i l a r l y  we read in IQS 4.18f,, "For 
God has established the spirits in equal measure until the final age..."^^^ 
As the antithesis of man’s true self and future hope it is also the reason 
for one’s longing for the eschaton in Apocalypticism. For the Apocalyptists 
man’s hope lay in the destruction of this world and the coming of the 
new world/age, for not only would this result in the elimination of the 

burden of foreign domination of Israel but also in the eradication 
of the evil within man and the sin which it p r o d u c e s . T h e  Gnostics 
also anticipated the time when all the souls/spirits would be reunited 
in the Pleroma and the world/age with its tombs of flesh would be 
destroyed.

e) For both Man is a microcosm. For gnostic thought the composition 
of man reflects the nature of the cosmos or reality where the spirit 
is entrapped by matter. As we know this is frequently represented mythic
ally in terms of the fragmentation of the "Primal Man". In much the 
same way, where the evil yeser/spirit comes into contact with the concept 
of an anti-godly force such as at Qumran, the domination of man by this 
evil yeser/spirit also can reflect the domination of the intended good 

of this world/age by Beliar/Satan. For if we are correct that this
world/age, viz. history, represents the working out of an anti-godly 
will such as that represented by Beliar/Satan then the evil yeser/
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spirit represents man’s own personal portion of that anti-godly will.
This is apparently the point of the following statement from the Thank- 
giving Psalms (IQH 7.3f.):

...for it is Belial (that is seen) when the inclination
of their being is revealed.

In other words, when man acts according to the spirit of Beliar within 
him he is contributing to Beliar’s control over history or this world/ 
age, as H. H. Rowley once n o t e d . T h e  struggle within man is but the 
human counterpart of the struggle in creation between God and his will 
and the host of wills in rebellion against him.

f) Again, this participation of man in the substance, viz. rebellion, 
of this world/age is deemed by both to be an aberration of what should 
be. The essential ’’self” of man is alienated from its rightful or 
intended station and relationship to the divine; i.e. in both the essential 
self is supposed to be related to or intended for good and the world 
above, viz. to come. In Gnosticism this means the soul/spirit belongs 
to the world above in a ’’substantial” way; in Apocalypticism the soul/ 
spirit is presumed to have been created to live with and for God.
But in either case, this ’’good” self is alienated from God and its 
future by the workings of the evil principle on the self. Thus it would 
seem that there exists between the gnostic and apocalyptic concepts of 
man, just as in their concepts of the world and existence, a functional 
correspondence. In both cases the underlying intentions of their anthropol
ogies follow a similar line of logic and appear to be attempts to demonstrate 
and explain man's feelings of ambiguity and alienation from the world 

as well as his attraction to it. In the Jewish (apocalyptic) doctrines 
of the evil yeser/spirit we have the Jewish equivalent of the gnostic 
dualistic concept of man.



215

However there are fundamental differences in this correspondence.
Again, the most obvious is the difference in the nature of the dualism. 
Gnostic dualism is ontological while in apocalyptic thought we find 
a dualism which is primarily ethical and eschatological.Moreover, 
according to most Gnostics the self is supposed to be divine, immortal 
whereas in Apocalypticism the self is created by God; man is therefore 
fundamentally different from God as creator and his immortality is based 
not on metaphysics but on theology - i.e. God’s vindicating righteousness. 

Again, according to Gnosticism man’s predicament represents a tragic accident 
whereas in Judaism man in his totality remains a creature of God. God

169is ultimately responsible for creating both the yeser and the evil spirit.
He is Lord of both. Yet the tragic aspect is present in that man has 
succumbed to this evil principle. Finally, it would appear that gnostic 
man is saved because he is spiritual by nature. He is pneumatic; he only 
needs to be awakened to that fact to be a saved spirit. But in Apocalyp

ticism the self needs a saving spirit to free it from the influence 
of the evil yeser/spirit.

Now two questions arise. Firstly, are these differences insurmoun
table obstacles for there being any organic relationship between the 
two movements? And secondly, are there any motifs common to both that 
would demonstrate a gnostic use of apocalyptic belief and thought forms?
Of the latter there is some evidence which in turn may have implications 
for the former. These themes include the counterfeit spirit and the 
saving spirit.

V. Common Features 
> *A, The cJWTi/AiyWi o-V Spirit

There are a number of instances in the Nag Hammadi tractates where
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mention is made of evil or unclean spirits. In the Gospel of Philip 
we are told, for example, that evil spirits may lay hold of men and women 
by uniting with them in an adulterous embrace unless they have pre
viously been united with a good angel/power in the bridal chamber (e.g. 
65.1-26). No unclean spirit could cling to mankind if they had the Holy 
Spirit within them already (66.2-4). Again, in the ApocAd the souls 
which are to be redeemed are those who have not received ĵ an evil?] 
spirit from this kingdom alone, but ... have received (it) from one of 

the eternal angels.” (76.17-27)
But the most significant references are those concerning the 

or "opposing" spirit in the AJ and PS to which A. Bühlig has already called 
attention which seem to recall the two spirits doctrine of Qumran.
Thus for example at AJ (CGII) 21,4-13 we are told that when the archons 

brought the heavenly and psychic Adam down into earth, fire, water 
and the four fiery winds:

...they brought him (Adam) into the shadow of death in 
order that they might form (him) again from earth and 
water and fire and the spirit which originates in matter, 
which is the ignorance of darkness and desire, and their 
opposing spirit which is the tomb of the newly formed 
body with which the robbers had clothed man, the bond 
of forgetfulness, and he became a mortal man.

Apparently we are to understand the "spirit which originates in matter"
and "the opposing spirit of the body" as referring to the same thing.
In such a case we have associated with the body a spirit which imitates
or mimics the divine spirit, which would save the spirit/soul, in order

173to lead the self to ignorance and destruction. This is exactly

what we are told at 26.12-22 where the Lord explains about those on whom
the "power and the Spirit of life" have descended:

And after they are born, then, when the Spirit of life 
increases and the power comes and strengthens that soul.
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no one can lead it astray with works of evil. But those 
on whom the opposing-gpirit descends are drawn by him 
and they go astray.

This leading astray takes the form of preventing souls from remembering

to whom they belong and where they originated. The opposing spirit
175produces forgetfulness as well as leading men into great troubles.

Its task is the direct opposite of that of the power and/or the Spirit

of life, for the soul which is strengthend by the power/Spirit of life
is saved (26.26f.; 27.17f.).

Thus there is enough similarity in this concept to that of the
evil yeser/spirit of (apocalyptic) Judaism that BBhlig has written:

Der jüdischen Lehre vom guten und bBsen Trieb nachgebildet 
scheint die Seelenlehre der Gnostiker zu sein; nur ist 
sie, wie besonders das Johannesapokryphon zeigt, auf der 
Basis des Dualismus aufgebaut.

Accordingly in both we find an evil (as well as a good) spirit which
is intimately related to the body, i.e. the evil spirit uses the flesh
to lead man astray. Consequently it keeps man from attaining salvation
either by knowing the truth about the origin of the self or by doing
the will of God, respectively. For both, it represents man’s link to

this world/age.
The one major difference, also noted by BBhlig, is that for Judaism,

both at Qumran and in Rabbinic circles, the evil yeser/spirit is and
177remains one of the aspects of God’s creation. It is a mystery yet 

also a fact that God created the evil yeser/spirit. In Gnosticism, how
ever, the evil spirit arises out of the inherent dualism of reality.
Yet having said that it is interesting to note the explanation given 
in the AJ for the origin of this opposing spirit. At (CGII) 29.16-30.11 
we are told that the chief archon and his powers decided to send his
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178angels to the daughters of men to beget offspring for their enjoyment.
When they were at first unsuccessful they created this despicable spirit
in order to fill mankind with the spirit of darkness. Along with their
efforts they brought knowledge of metals and other things and so led
mankind into all kinds of troubles and distress.

What we have here, of course, is a modified version of the Fall of
179Watchers myth from I Enoch, et al. It is modified in that the angels

create the evil spirit to insert in mankind to get their way whereas
in I Enoch the evil spirits or demons arise from the offspring of this
union. Now, while Bbhlig and others are correct that in Judaism the
evil yeser/spirit is supposed to have been created by God, I Enoch does

180teach that the evil spirits arose from this Fall. Again, while we
have no evidence that these evil spirits were ever identified with the
evil yeser/spirit within man among Jewish circles, such an identification
would not be a difficult step, especially if the purpose was to exonerate
God from responsibility for the evil within man - precisely the step
taken by AJ and Gnosticism generally. In any event, the connection of
this evil spirit with the Fall of Watchers places this concept in a
Jewish milieu and so supports the hypothesis that this is the gnostic

181adaptation of the evil yeser/spirit concept. Now if we are correct, 
the presence of the evil spirit in Gnosticism should lead us to look 
for the good spirit as well.

B. The Soteriological Spirit
As we noted above the antithesis of the evil aspect within man 

for the Apocalyptists was not the soul, but the good yeser/spirit which 
serves as the counter-balance for the temptation of evil. It is the 
power within the righteous man to choose the good. As it is explained



219

in the TBenj (6.1,4):
The inclination of the good man is not in the power of 
the deceit of the spirit of Beliar, for the angel of 
Peace [̂ i.e. that set over the good inclination] guideth 
his soul. ... The good inclination receiveth not glory 
fnor dishonour] from men, and it knoweth not any guile 
or lie, or fighting or reviling.

Now it is plain from this that the good yeser/spirit acts in accordance

with or corresponds to the will of God so that actions according to
it reveal the nature of the age to come, i.e. the realm of God in one’s
life. At Qumran this would mean that one who lives according to the
rules of the community already lives according to the coming kingdom
of God. And as E. Schweizer has indicated, this means that man’s good
deeds are not his own but represent God working through him by means
of his good spirit; which is to say, man does not live according to

' 183his own spirit but according to God’s,
It follows from this that the good yeser/spirit is understood as

the divine aspect or influence within man. Certainly this is not conceived
184substantially as in Hellenism, but dynamically and ethically. It

signifies man’s moral nature; his inclination to do good is seen as
a divine attribute which demonstrates God’s indwelling power and ethical
will. This is why the author of TBenj can say that the good yeser
represents the fact that "...the Lord dwelleth in him and lighteth up 

185his soul..." Similarly in IQH 4.30-33 the psalmist suggests that
good works cannot possibly stem from the man of flesh who lives in iniquity
unless it is the work of God:

Righteousness, I know, is not of man, nor is perfection 
of way of the son of man: to the Most High God belong
all righteous deeds. The way of man is not established 
except by the spirit which God created for him to make 
perfect a way for the children of men...^^^
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Consequently, the good yeser/spirit can be seen to have a soterio- 
logical function in man. It is that part of man which brings the soul 
to righteousness according to the Law and thereby to salvation. As 
Nansoor correctly points out, "Intimate fellowship with God was held

187to take place only through the agency of the spirits of light and truth."
Moreover, one can see from the promises made that for those who choose
the way of the spirit of Truth, salvation is theirs, e.g. IQS 4.6 ff.:

And as for the visitation of all who walk in this spirit, 
it shall be healing, great peace in a long life, and 
fruitfulness, together with every everlasting blessing 
and eternal joy in life without end, a crown of glory 
and a garment of majesty in unending light.

Up to this point there would seem to be very little in common with 
Gnosticism particularly if we would diagram the gnostic concept of man 
like this: Spirit vs, (Soul-Body) w);iere the spirit or super cosmic
soul is ontologically distinguished from the body and soul. Here the 
spirit is the essential self of man in need of salvation by the liberating 

gnosis.
However, there is some evidence to suggest that in certain gnostic

circles the spirit was understood as an external force or power which
is sent to (into) man to awaken or empower the soul so that man could
be diagramed more like this: (Spirit-Soul) vs. body, where the soul,
as the essential self of man, is saved through the power of the spirit.
This was suggested already by Carpocrates who taught that:

The soul which like the soul of Jesus is able to despise 
the creator archons likewise receives power to do the 
same things.^

In other words, the soul is open to renounce this body and life and 

choose that of the world above, assuming of course that it has received 
the liberating gnosis. In the Corpus Hermeticum, VII 1-3 the "evangelist"
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apparently makes this same assumption as he laments that,
...the evil of ignorance is flooding the whole earth 
and corrupting also the soul imprisoned in the body, and 
not letting it reach port in the havens of salvation.
Therefore do not let yourselves be swept on by the great 
flood, but use an eddy, you who can reach the haven of 
salvation, make a port there, seek a guide who will 
lead you to the gates of knowledge, where the bright 
light is...l® 0

In both of these examples the soul needs to be awakened; it is 
itself in need of a power, or rather the power, the saving gnosis which 
apparently comes by, or is understood as, the power of the spirit.

This may also be illustrated from the Hypostasis of the Archons
where Norea is concerned to discern the difference between the soul

and the spirit:
But I said: ’Lord, do I, too, belong to their matter?’
He said to me: ’You with your children belong to the
Father who is from the beginning. Your (sg. f.) (or:
Their) souls have come from above, out of the incor
ruptible light. Therefore the powers will not be able 
to approach them because of the spirit of truth which 
dwells in them.’

Unfortunately, we have no gnostic systems or documents which straight
forwardly and clearly present such an anthropology. However, again 
in the system of the Apocryphon of John and that of the Ophites we may 
perhaps find allusions to such a tradition overlaid with the notion
that the spirit is the true self of man. We shall briefly outline these

two systems beginning with the Ophites:
a) The system opens with the fall of a portion of the divine light,

i.e. Sophia, into matter (Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 30.1-3), from
192the First Woman, i.e. the Holy Spirit (I, 30.1-2),

b) Sophia’s son and his archon companions also have this trace 
(I, 30.4),
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c) Sophia tricks the archons into exhaling their spirit into the
193newly created man (I, 30.6):

Sophia contrived this also, so as to empty him (the 
father) also of his trace of light... As he breathed 
into the man the breath of life, they say that he was 
unwittingly emptied of power. But the man thus got 
Nous and Enthymesis (thought), and this is what is saved, 
they say*..

This seems to assert that that which is saved in man is his
divine spirit/breath which the gnostics associate here with

mind, but which in its allusion to Gen and the power of the
spirit to raise the wriggling man to life comes very close

194to the Jewish concept of the nephesh.
d) The archon laldabaoth tries to regain his power/spirit and 

eventually expels Adam and Eve from paradise (I, 30,7).
e) Now to protect the spirit Sophia removes it!

She secretly emptied Adam and Eve of their trace of 
light, so that the spirit which came from the Source 
should not suffer either abuse or reproach. They teach 
that, being thus emptied of the divine substance, they 
were cursed by him and cast down from heaven into this 
world. (I, 30.8)

This should spell the end of the story for now Sophia has
regained nearly all of the spirit/light which she lost
and then removed from man, but such is not the case.

f) The body is apparently the work of angels and affected by
the material world. The soul however is presented as a 
seat wherein two forces may reside - from the creator,
a breath of the world, from Sophia, a trace of the light:

Adam and Eve previously had light, clear and as it were 
spiritual bodies, just as they had been created. But 
when they came here (to this world) they turned into some
thing more opaque and thick and sluggish. The soul, 
too, became lax and limp, since they had from the creator 
only a breath of the world; so much so that Prunicos
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pitied them and restored to them a whiff of the sweetness 
of the trace of light. (I, 30.9)

We note here a curious inconsistency. If the underlying
myth of Gnosis is the loss and restoration of the divine
world, why does Sophia/Prunicos here restore a portion

of this spirit, assuming that a "whiff of the sweetness
of the trace of light" refers to the spirit? Why did
Sophia restore it if not to save the soul?

g) For the effect of this restoration of the spirit on Adam
and Eve is that it enables them to remember who they are!
That is, the spirit enables the essential man to recognize
himself. Thus the essential man cannot be the spirit:

Through this they came to,recollect who they themselves 
were, and they knew that they were naked and had material 
bodies. (I, 30.9)

h) Again, when the snake and others attack humanity, Sophia
always acts to save the trace of light in men:

,..the mother was always invisibly opposed to them and 
saved what belonged to her, that is the trace of light, 
(I, 30.9)

i) Final evidence that it is the soul which is saved comes
from the account dealing with the descent of Christ and
its purpose. For when he ascended into heaven, he took
his seat at the right hand of laldabaoth collect the
souls of men which apparently possess the spiritual trace
of light given by Sophia;

... he taught these things, and thus was taken up into 
heaven, where Christ sits on the right of the father 
laldabaoth, so that, after they have put off the worldly 
flesh, he may take to himself the souls of those who 
knew them (Christ and Jesus), thus enriching himself.
His father suffers hurt and is reduced, being emptied



224

of power through the souls. For now he will have no 
holy souls to send down again into the world, but only 
those which are of his substance, that is, those derived 
from the giving of breath. (I, 30.14)

From this it is also clear that the souls are the work
of the demiurge, but holy souls, i.e. those which have the
spirit, are saved. However, while everything up to this
point would seem to be arranged to save these souls, we
are finally told that the consummation rests on the ingathering

of all the traces of light (I, 30.14), which merely reside

in the souls, to the Aeon of Imperishability. Nothing
is said about the destiny of the souls which implies that
at this point the system is concerned only with the rendezvous
of "the whole trace of the spirit of light." (I, 30.14).

It would appear from this inconsistency that what we really have
in the Ophite system is a mixture or combination of anthropologies,

197or perhaps a point of transition in gnostic anthropology. For we
are presented with two concepts of man here. In the first the essential 
man or soul is enslaved by the body and helped by the spirit, viz. trace 
of light, whereas in the second, the body and soul form a demiurgically 

created whole which together enslave the spirit. In the former, the 
spirit is a saving spirit, in the latter it is a saved spirit. The former 
corresponds in function with the two yeser/spirit concept of Apocalypticism, 
while the latter is more traditionally "gnostic."

A similar situation can be found in the system of the Apocryphon 

of John;
a) The AJ (BG) asserts that the soul is the work of the

archontic powers and explains how each contributed a portion
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of the psychic substance to the body of Adam (48.lOff.;

50.5ff.) J®®
b) The mother tries to regain her spirit and as in the Ophite

account tricks laldabaoth into imparting his spirit/breath
into Adam. This spirit is called the "power of the mother";
And he breathed into it of his spirit - which is the 
power of the Mother - into the body, and it moved at 
once. And immediately the rest of the powers became 
jealous, because it came into being from them all and 
they gave to the man the powers which derive from them; 
and he bore the souls of the seven powers and their 
abilities. (51.17-52.9)

The question here is whether the "power of the mother" is
meant to refer to the spirit, the soul, or even both.

c) The archons then plunge the psychic Adam down into matter

(52.
d) Now the Epinoia of light is sent to Adam to aid the power

202of the material Adam (52.20-54.10):
He [the blessed Father] sent out the good spirit and 
his great mercy as a helper for the first who had come 
down, who was called Adam, (namely) the Epinoia of light...
But it is she who works at the whole creation, labouring 
at it, setting it up in her own perfect temple and enlight
ening it concerning the coming down of its deficiency 
and showing it its way upwards. (53.4-17)

Now the system of the AJ is, to say the least, complicated 
inasmuch as it speaks of the soul-body of Adam, the material 
body, the power of the mother and now the Epinoia of light.
But it is clear that the Epinoia represents the pneuma^^"^ 
which is sent to save the "power of the Mother" for at 
60.15ff. the Epinoia is said to teach man to remember 
his perfection and at 63.15-64.5 we are told that the Mother

205sent the spirit to rouse from forgetfulness that which is like it.
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e) Since the Epinoia represents the spirit, what is she sent 
to save, i.e. what is the "power of the mother?" The answer 
to this question is to be found at 67.Iff. - it is the 

soul!^°®
Those to whom that spirit has come will in any case live, 
and these come out of wickedness; for the power comes 
into every man, for without it they could not stand.
But after it has been born, then the spirit of life 
is brought to it. Now if the strong divine spirit has 
come to the life, it strengthens the power - which is 
the soul - and it does not go astray to evil.

This is further confirmed by the statement of Christ in
reply to John's question about the salvation of souls:

But I said: 'Christ will the souls of all be saved into
the pure light?' He said to me: ’You have come to a
consideration of great things, such as are difficult 
to reveal... Those on whom the spirit of life comes 
down and who have united with the power will be saved, 
become perfect, and become worthy to go up to the great 
lights... (64.15£f.) 208

This corresponds with the statement at 36.2ff. which described
those in each of the great lights or Aeons as souls:
And in the third aeon were set the seed of Seth, the 
souls of the holy ones... In the fourth aeon were set 
the souls which knew their perfection, and did not re
pent in haste but persisted for a time, yet at last 
repented. (See also 6 8 ,Iff.)

Again, as in the Ophite system, there seem to be two layers of 
tradition or doctrine concerning the soul and the spirit which appear 
to conflict or to be inconsistent with each other. On the one hand, 
the archons are said to contribute the "psychic" substance to Adam.
This could be understood as Adam’s soul, the psychic Adam. On the other 
hand, laldabaoth is said to impart to this psychic Adam the spirit, 
viz. power, of the mother which in turn is called the soul. The former 
seems to have its basis in Greek philosophical speculation, whereas the



227

latter seems to be consistent with Hellenistic exegesis of Gen 1-2 and
the understanding of nephesh - the soul arises from the spirit/breath

209of God.
If this is the case, the anthropology which underlies the AJ and to

210a lesser extent the system of the Ophites might be summarized like this:
a) The soul is understood as the true "self" of man, i.e. that 

which is able to survive this worldly existence in some form

for existence in the world of the Pleroma.
b) The soul is the divine element which is trapped in the body; it 

is also trapped in the chief archon who passes it on to man.
It is not his creation as in some gnostic systems. Perhaps it 
consists of spirit.

c) Salvation is apparently meanb for the soul alone and it is 
the recipient of the redeeming gnosis.

d) The spirit is a divine agent which empowers the soul to 
apprehend or comprehend the saving gnosis. Naturally, after 
the completion of its task it returns with the soul to its 

place of origin in the Pleroma.
Now recently. Luise Schottroff, in an article entitled "Animae naturaliter
salvandae", has made some interesting observations on the ApocAd and the
system of Ptolemaeus as recorded by Irenaeus and Clement of Alexandria

211which seem to be in accord with this reconstruction. According to
Schottroff the three-fold division of man as well as the three-fold
division of mankind in the system of Ptolemaeus were never meant to be
understood in terms of substance but as a Wesensbestimmung or a definition

212of character in man’s relationship to salvation or damnation via gnosis.
Thus the psychics who alone are supposed to have the free will to choose
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between good and evil, matter and spirit, salvation and destruction
213are really representatives of all mankind. What the Fathers

present as the soteriological imperative of the psychics was originally
intended to describe the existential struggle of the psyche in all men.
Accordingly, the pneumatic is at the same time a psychic who has chosen
for gnosis. Schottroff believes the Fathers apparently misunderstood
this and over-emphasized the ontological aspects of Gnosticism creating

the concept of salvation by physis and misrepresenting the gnostic position
215in their polemics. Now although Schottroff may be correct in seeing

that the psyche is the real self of man, one wonders if the Fathers were
totally mistaken in their ascribing the concept of "saved by nature"
to the Gnostics. For the gnostic division of mankind seems to be a
natural apologetic device or logical^conclusion to explain why some
men accept and some men reject the gnosis. For if the self is enslaved
in the flesh and ignorant of its condition, how can it choose for the
Gnosis? Those who accept or choose gnosis obviously do so because they
are spiritual; they have the pneuma; those who reject it obviously do
not have the spirit. Here the spirit would represent an element of divine
election and grace - a reconstruction which is extraordinarily similar

217to the late Jewish concept of man with its two yeser/sprits. In fact,
the only significant difference is the gnostic claim that the soul/self

is divine.
C. Summary —  Conclusions

From the above it is apparent that the apocalyptic and the gnostic
concepts of man are distinguished or differentiated by their respective
dualistic formulations. Moreover, for the Apocalyptists the self is

218never divine, as in Gnosticism, but remains a creature of God.

Consequently the gnostic concept of man is not that of Apocalypticism
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and vice versa. However, similarities and correspondences do exist 
in that both anthropologies function in the same way and in some cases 
actually share the same raythologumenon, i.e. the two yeser/spirits, to 
express man's entrapment in and salvation from this world/age. Their 

respective anthropologies are the individuation of their concepts of 
the world and reality.

Thus the question remains. Could these two anthropologies be related? 
More specifically, if the two spirits of AJ reflect an early stage in 
the development of Gnosticism, could the gnostic concept of man be a 
Hellenized form of that of the Apocalyptists? If it were possible 
one would need to find evidence, textual evidence, of such a reinterpre
tation. Yet as Bousset and others since have pointed out, there is absolutely 
no such evidence to suggest that within Judaism the yeser hara was ever
equated with bodily existence or, in other words ever translated into

219the Hellenistic formula of the soma/sema.
However, inasmuch as the evil yeser/spirit is believed to be allied

with this world and life in it, it cannot be denied that the doctrine
would be especially susceptible to such a translation - to a rejection
of the worldly, now earthly, aspect of man - particularly in a Hellenistic,

diasporan environment. In this regard it must not be overlooked that St.
Paul, according to W. D. Davies, interpreted the doctrine of the yeser
hara for his Greek speaking diasporan audience in terms of a dualism

220of sarx and pneuma. Even at Qumran, the evil yeser could be described
as a yeser of flesh (IQH 10,23) and flesh is nearly synonymous at times

221for evil since it is the locus of the yeser’s influence. Thus K. G. Kuhn
writes :
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In the Qumran texts the word ’flesh' is contrasted not 
only to the spirit of God but to the 'spirit of truth,' 
which the believer possesses, in accordance with his 
predestination. ... Thus 'flesh' becomes a contrast 
to the 'spirit' which rules the pious man and determines 
his good actions, and dwells within him; consequently 
'flesh' becomes the area of weakness through the natural 
inclinations of man; it becomes almost synonymous with 
evil.

To be sure, the flesh is not yet equated with the yeser, but it is
rather the sphere through which the evil yeser works which leads the
community to link them so closely, much as the opposing spirit is associated

223with the body in the AJ.
Consequently neither in Paul nor at Qumran do we find the Gnostic 

solution. Philo certainly comes close to that mixture of Jewish trad
ition and Hellenistic philosophy that one would expect to produce a 
gnostic anthropology, but Philo lackç precisely that negativity and
PaseinsverstMndnis that Apocalypticism and Gnosticism share along with

224most of those same Jewish traditions. Yet it should not be forgotten
that Apocalypticism was influenced by Hellenistic thought and was clearly

225involved in ontological re-evaluation. Considered in this light,
the statement ofIV Ezra 3.21 that Adam clothed himself with the 
evil heart is but a small, yet important, step removed from the inter
pretation that Adam clothed himself with the body of flesh or matter,

227i.e. the gnostic solution.



CHAPTER V

GNOSTIC'AND APOCALYPTIC CONCEPTS OP SALVATION

I, Introduction
Given the decidedly pessimistic, if not actually nihilistic, 

Weltanschauung of both Apocalypticism and Gnosticism, one might'be 
led to believe that both communities were existentially based in Skepsis.  ̂

Certainly they both presuppose as one aspect of their Sitz im Leben 
a crisis of faith. Yet these communities themselves represent no em
bodiment of Skepsis but rather its repudiation. For besides offering 
theodicies to explain the relationship of God to this world/age, both 
Gnosticism and Apocalypticism, as representatives of the religious 
feeling and need of the age, claimed to bear witness to the possibility 
of salvation from it; both are soteriological and therefore optimistic
in orientation in that their pessimism is limited to this world/age

2alone. Exactly how they each envisage this salvation and its imple
mentation, again, is dependent upon their respective developmental back

grounds and presuppositions and this, initially at least, points to two 
very different means of salvation.

Salvation according to Gnosticism is twofold in nature. As we
have seen, man is believed to bear within himself the seed of his own
salvation. For the true man, the inner spark or spirit, is supposed

3to be divine and so is saved, according to most scholars, by nature.

The drama of reality is represented as one of a disintegration and re-



232

storation of the divine world so that that which is divine in origin, 

i.e. the soul/spirit, is supposed to return to the Pleroma.
Yet, as simple as this may sound, it remains in the realm of im

possibility since the soul/spirit is kept enslaved in this world, viz. 
body, by the anti-godly powers by means of ignorance of its origin.^
In other words, it is supposed that when the spirit/soul descends into 
the realm of matter it loses what knowledge it possessed about its
origin in the divine world. It forgets that it is itself divine and

5so in fact able, nay destined, to be saved.
In light of this predicament, salvation for Gnosticism is, basically

the reception of this very knowledge which itself "saves" by indicating
to the spirit/soul its true nature, home and destiny.^ Thus the ultimate
goal of Gnosis can be understood as an attempt to provide assurance,
i.e. "knowledge", of salvation. It is this assurance which gives the
Gnostics their "tremendous sense of freedom and victory" which W. Schmithals

7maintains is the true gnostic Daseinsversthndnis. In short, gnosis
is assurance of salvation.

Additionally there are two other concepts which are fundamental 
to the gnostic soteriological scheme. Because the soul is ignorant 

of its origin and because the world is otherwise devoid of evidence 
of the world of light above, this saving gnosis cannot be found in 
this world/age but must break in from beyond. The gnosis must be re
vealed and a revealed gnosis needs a revealer.^

Finally, gnostic salvation is itself understood as a return to 
the world of light above conceived in terms of the ascent of the soul 
through the various planetary spheres common to oriental astrological

9speculation. In summary then, gnostic soteriology is distinguished
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by three integrated concepts: gnosis, a revealer, and the ascent.

Apocalypticism, on the other hand, begins from precisely those 
typically Jewish presuppositions which Gnosticism r e j e c t s . T h e  Law 
and conduct according to it are determinative for the Jewish and there
fore the apocalyptic conceptions of sin and salvation. In part this 
is theological; since God is righteous, those who would dwell with him 
must also grow in righteousness and become as he is. And as Bousset 

rightly noted:
Der Weg, auf dem die Gerechtigkeit von den Frozen 
erlangt werden kann, ist der Weg des Gesetzesil'̂

It is this Law, this way of salvation, which therefore established the
nation and the people in hope;

In Thee do we trust, for lo! Thy law is with us,
And we know that we shall not fall so long as we
keep Thy statutes. (11 Bar 48.22)

However, as this text also implies, the Law is efficacious only
12when its demands are met. This brings us to a futher point; the 

apocalyptic valuation of the Law is also eschatological in basis.
It is intrinsically related to the concept of a final judgment. For

13such an assize requires an effective criterion which the Law provides. 
Only the ethically righteous according to the Law will therefore sur
vive the denouement of history and so pass into the age to come which
is salvation. This then explains the abundance of ethical exhortations
which we find in the apocalytpic literature; this age is the age of 
decision in which one's future destiny is determined on the basis of 
faithfulness to the Law. This is the warning of the seers.

In this regard the apocalyptic concept of salvation is fundament

ally in agreement with that of "normative" Judaism. However, as Bousset



234

has amply demonstrated, the religious situation in the Judaism of the

late Hellenistic era was far from stable. We find, in particular,
a developing crisis of confidence in this soteriological system. The
experience leading up to the Exile and the events following the return
had created in Israel an intense longing for salvation from the present
world/age. But it had additionally awakened an acute awareness of the
potency of the powers which were attempting to prevent the promised
salvation from becoming a reality. As a result, in some circles at
least, there was a marked sense of pessimism concerning the possibility
of sal va ti on .T hi s situation, as we have seen above, is well illustrated
by the figure of "Ezra" in IV Ezra which according to W. Harnisch is

the author’s device for giving expression to the beliefs and attitudes

of "the p e o p l e " . F o r  example.
Blessed are they who come (into the world) and keep 
thy commandments. But concerning those for whom my 
prayer (was offered); who is there of those who have 
come (into this world) that has not sinned? Or who 
of the earth-born is there that has not transgressed 
thy covenant? And now I see that the coming Age shall 
bring delight to few, but torment unto many. (7.45-47)

18In other words, "Who can be saved?" It is a question for which
normative Judaism had no satisfactory reply. Of course the synagogue
could proclaim, as the Apocalyptists themselves did, the continuing
relationship of the people to their God and the reliability of the
promises of the Heilsgeschichte. But entirely lacking in Judaism were

the sacramental means which could provide assurance of salvation in
19an increasingly individualistic religious climate. There was no

way for one ^  know for certain, as the Pharisaic degeneration into
legalism demonstrates, if one has been righteous enough to attain sal-

20vation in the new age.
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It is against this background that the apocalyptic message must 
be seen. For as we shall demonstrate below. Apocalypticism diverged 
from the insecurity inherent in the Jewish reliance on the Law by taking 
the decisive step towards the "gnostic" solution. For Apocalypticism

21offers to its adherents, like Gnosis to Gnostics, assurance of salvation.
In the following chapter we will therefore examine the gnostic 

and apocalyptic soteriologies in light of three fundamental components 

which we find in, both, i.e. gnosis, a revealer and the return or ascent 

of the soul.

II. Gnos is

A. yCL U(T -r o 1/̂
According to the proposal made at the Messina Colloquium on the

origins of Gnosticism, gnosis is to be regarded as "knowledge of the
22divine mysteries reserved for an ^lite." This definition is impor

tant not least of all because it recognizes the significance of the concept 
of in regards to yvixaris . As Bornkamm correctly ob

served, for the Gnostics "everything is / o w h i c h  refers to
23the hidden heavenly world beyond, to the origin and redemption of man."

We read, for example, in the Naassene hymn that the revealer descends
in order to "disclose all mysteries" which together comprise the
"awakening gnosis" (Hipp. Ref. V, 10.1). In this instance the terra

is used to describe the whole of the gnostic message,especially the
25myth of the primal man and those symbols or rites which represent it.

In short, /A. u<rrrj ̂ i 0 -%̂ ±s or can be thought of as a synonym for gnosis.
This is why a man becomes pneumatic when he hears the "hidden mystery 
in silence "(Hipp. Ref. V, 8.7) and also why the heresiologists could 
mockingly describe the gnostic systems as "great, wonderful, and un-
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speakable mysteries...
Yet the very same description could be well applied to Apocalypticism

for as Bomkamm himself noted, "The disclosure of divine secrets is
28the true theme of later Jewish apocalyptic." This can be beautifully

illustrated by the statement of Daniel to king Nebuchadnezzar which
demonstrates the Apocalyptists’ confidence in both their message and

29their God: "...there is a God in heaven who reveals mysteries..."
In part this rests on the common Jewish belief that because God is
infinitely remote "...heaven and earth, creation, history and its end,

30are full of puzzles, that the present is incapable of answering..."
31Thus Enoch exclaims, "Deep and without number are thy mysteries..."

Equally important is the Apocalyptists* conviction that they in
particular have been chosen to receiye such knowledge. Enoch, for

example, relates to his children that,
...I know the mysteries of the holy ones; for He, the 
Lord, has showed me and informed me, and X have read 
(them) in the heavenly tablets, (I En 106.19)^^

On this basis, the proposal of the Messina Colloquium might well
apply to Apocalypticism too. As it happens, scholars have noted this
correspondence and have sometimes designated Apocalypticism a Jewish
Gnosis, W. D. Davies, for one, wrote:

By its very nature Apocalyptic is a gnosis meant for the 
initiated: it dealt with vision given to the elect:
it had an esoteric character

Similarly, with the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls and their fre
quent references to da*at, many scholars initially speculated that at 
last we had found a Jewish (apocalyptic) group which had a concept of 
knowledge corresponding even terminologically with Gnosticism - a true 

Jewish Gnosis.According to M. Mansoor, "The Qumran Scrolls are very
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35important for the evolution of this special Jewish gnosis."

However, others have rightly called attention to the precise nature

of these respective mysteries and the differences in the message and
content and have therefore rejected such a designation.^^ Again the
present consensus on the concept of knowledge at Qumran is best summed

up by Bo Reicke:
When da*at, ’knowledge*, and related terms appear in 
the Manual of Discipline, it is seldom a question of 
knowledge in the modem, intellectual sense of the word.
And the underlying idea is scarcely ever to be identi
fied with the more abstract ’gnosis’ of Gnosticism.
Instead there is a variety of meanings which closely
correspond to the many-sided use of in the Old
Testament.^

Certainly, we cannot expect nor will we find the same message pre-
38seated in the mysteries of Apocalypticism and Gnosticism; Gnosticism 

is not Apocalypticism and vice versa.* Both have their own distinctive 
message written for their respective communities - this is axiomatic.
Yet despite these very real differences, we notice that these mysteries 
fall into the same broad categories;

First of all, these mysteries represent a y y s  "iTT O
rw’v ok*WKtvya knowledge "hidden for ages."^^ For the Gnostics 

this is a proclamation to sleeping souls that this life is an illusion 
and an imprisonment, that there is more to reality than this present 

world of fetid matter, that this world is controlled by archontic powers, 
but then in contrast, that there is a supra-heavenly w o r l d . I t  is 
knowledge of this divine world and the need for, as well as the possibility 
of, salvation in it which awakens the soul to cast off the archontic 
fetter of matter, viz. the body, and so attain this supra-heavenly 
rest. Thus to a certain extent knowledge of the Aeons and man’s relation
ship to them is the gnostic myth in its essence.
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41For the Apocalyptists this means knowledge of the two ages or aeons.

It is knowledge about the origin of man’s present predicament in history, 
his domination by mis-guided angels, anti-godly powers, sin and death; 
but it is also knowledge of the ultimate denouement of this age and the 
bliss of the age to come. It is knowledge that God’s promises shall 
be fulfilled - but not in history.

42Secondly, these mysteries present a way to salvation. H. Jonas
has aptly described Gnosis as,

...’knowledge of the way,' namely, of the soul’s way 
out of the world,..

As such, it is composed of magical formulae and secret passwords like 
those contained in the Ophite diagram which enable the soul to pass 
through the archontic spheres which insulate it from the divine world 
a b o v e . B u t  it also includes those sacramental rites, known specif

ically as mysteries, which anticipate and dramatize this rite of passage
45of the soul, e.g. baptism, chrism, and the rite of the bridal chamber.

Similarly, for Apocalypticism, because there must be a transition
point between the two ages and a criterion for admission to salvation,
knowledge is also knowledge of the judgment itself which separates the 

46two aeons; and to a certain extent it is knowledge of how to pass
47through this judgment. It is moreover knowledge of the heavenly world 

including meteorological,^^ astronomical^^ and calendrical^^ information 
which is important insofar as it also reveals the names of the various
angels and classes of angels which control such natural occurrences

51and make intercession for man before the throne of God. The mysteries 
of Apocalypticism, like those of Gnosticism, are thus concerned with the

names and hierarchical relationships of all the various angelic beings
52including the heavenly figure(s) set over the judgment.
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But the mysteries/knowledge of both are yet more than this. As
we have seen for Gnosticism it is ultimately knowledge of the God of
the Pleroma, the so-called ’ unknowable God'. For if the gnostic equivalent

of sin is ignorance of God which leads to apostasy then gnosis is primarily

knowledge of God, as Jonas maintains;
Gnosis meant pre-eminently knowledge of God, and from 
what we have said about the radical transcendence of 
the deity it follows that 'knowledge of God' is the 
knowledge of something naturally unknowable and there
fore itself not a natural condition.

Apocalyptic knowledge on the other hand is generally considered
to be insight into the divine p l a n . T o  the Apocalyptists God has
revealed the secrets of the end times and the transition of the ages.
As such it is primarily an apology which is supposed to explain the
apparent inactivity of God in history and so revive hope in his other-

55wise unfulfilled promises concerning the fate of his people, Israel.
But apocalyptic knowledge is also more than knowledge of the plan;
it also implies a new knowledge of God h i m s e l f . A g a i n  as we have
seen, there are frequent condemnations in this literature of those
who have turned their backs on this inactive God and even denied that

57he exists at all. But in the seer's ascent into heaven and his sub
sequent vision of the Most High on his throne one can see an apocalytpic 
attempt to provide a new gnosis of God himself - a gnosis superior even 
to the revelation of God in his Law inasmuch as it represents a return 
to the primal state of direct communication between God and man. 
Apocalypticism thus claims to offer evidence or knowledge that God 
exists and that his authority and will will prevail.

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, the mysteries of both deal 
with man’s place within this schema. For Gnosticism this means know-
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ledge of man's divine nature which guarantees his salvation and par
ticipation in the divine world above. As the Gospel of Thomas explains;

Whoever knows the All but fails to know himself lacks 
everything. (45.19-20)

For Apocalypticism, on the other hand, such knowledge consists of assurance
that the righteous and elect shall be saved in the new age. But entirely
lacking in apocalyptic thought is the gnostic identification of the
spirit/soul and the divine, i.e. the gnostic ontological dualism.

B. O X  Vkp I S
Yet despite the differences the fact remains that both groups 

professed to have access to mysteries; their knowledge is that of secrets. 
It was supposedly therefore not the product of any kind of philosophical 

or rational inquiry because such knowledge is unattainable in this world. 
Instead their knowledge is supposed to be the "secrets of God," i.e. 
knowledge of reality known only to God. Such a tradition that certain 
aspects of reality are hidden from man and beyond his ken is well attested 
in Judaism. However the Apocalyptists and the Gnostics alike claim 

to have gained access to this divine knowledge and so apparently perceive 
themselves to be superior to their intellectual predecessors whom they 
propose to surpass and supplant by the nature of their w i s d o m . F o r
both communities this knowledge is disclosed from above; it is the result

» * 63of a special act of divine @ X  vq; ts. or revelation.

This then is the second aspect or correspondence between gnostic
and apocalyptic ■ÿ*v̂ <r*is which is integral to both, i.e. knowledge
through revelation. As Bousset preceptively noticed;

Gnosticism is the world of vision, of ecstasy, of secret
revelation and mediators of revelation, of revelational 
literature and of secret tradition.
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This is perhaps best illustrated again from the Naassene hymn. There
the heavenly revealer is said to take the heavenly seals and so descend
into the material world claiming,

I will disclose all mysteries,
I will show the forms of the Gods
And the hidden things of the holy way,
Awakening knowledge, I will impart.

Now according to Hippolytus, the whole Valentinian tradition was
built upon (one?) such encounter between Valentinus and a small boy
who in the course of the revelation disclosed his true identity as
the L o g o s V a l e n ti n us '  pupil Marcus is also said to have had similar
experiences but these Hippolytus disclaimed as fraudulent attempts
to imitate those of his mentor,Elsewhere in the gnostic literature
the most popular revealer figure is Jesus or the Christ who descended
upon him. To him are ascribed those doctrines peculiar to Gnosticism

and unknown to the Church.
Moreover, the reception or expansion of gnostic knowledge was also

believed to take place by means of ecstatic heavenly ascents. Certain

Gnostics, for example, were quick to adopt and adapt Paul and his reported
69ascent into the third heaven for their own purposes. Epiphanius,

in addition, reports that the Archontics knew of at least two gnostic
"prophets" who had made similar ascents lasting three days. We know

71also that the Gnostics held in high regard the Ascension of Isaiah,
72 73the Apocalypse of Abraham and I Enoch, all of which describe heavenly 

ascents. Further examples of their interest in this genre and their 
claim to knowledge through ascent are to be found in the Paraphrase 
of Shem, Zostrianos, Allogènes and the Apocalypse of Paul from Nag Hammadi 
which suggests that this means of revelation was especially valued by 
the gnostic communities.^^
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Now the similarity of this to the basic premises of Apocalypticism
hardly needs to be mentioned, for this is the very nature of the move-

75ment whose name denotes divine revelation. Apocalyptic seers, like 

their gnostic counterparts, accounted for their distinctive message 

by recourse to new and special revelations.^^ And although their insights 

were cloaked in the guise of pseudepigraphy they still recount the 

interactions of the divine and the human worlds; Daniel and Ezra, 

for example, ascribe their knowledge to encounters with angelic messengers
77not unlike the gnostic revealers, while Enoch's wisdom is the result

7 8of his heavenly ascents.

Consequently, one must at least acknowledge with A. Hilgenfeld

that :

Apokalyptik und Gnosis fallien ja ohnehin in dem Begriffe 
einer Enthlillung des Verborgenen zusammen.

But certainly A. Bbhlig comes even closer to the truth of the matter

and a recognition of the centrality of ilf © q? for both systems
80when he writes; "So 1st der Gnostiker zugleich Apokalyptiker."

Yet while Gnosticism may thus represent the very spirit of Apoc

alypticism this does not provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate
81an organic or historical inter-relationship between the two movements.

On the one hand, gnostic familiarity with apocalyptic texts and tra

ditions certainly implies some apocalyptic influence on nascent Gnos

ticism. As we suggested above such influence was in part inspirational;

the gnostics apparently read and revered certain apocalyptic books. 

However, it may well be that it is in the forms or Gattungen of the 

gnostic literature itself that we will find the most direct evidence 

of the influence of apocalyptic thought for both Gnosticism and Apocalyp-
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82ticlsm present their revealed knowledge in the form of "apocalypses."
The gnostic use of the apocalypse genre is attested to by both

83Epiphanius and the pagan philosopher Porphyry. According to the

former, the Sethians used an Apocalypse of Abraham and a Book of Norea
(Pan. XXXIX,5.1); more valuable is the statement by Porphyry in his

Life of Plotinus which relates that Plotinus and his colleague Amelias
attempted to refute such gnostic works as the revelations of Nicotheus,
of Allogènes, of Mesos, of Zoroaster, of Zostrian and others (Ennead
II, 9).^^ But it was not until the discovery of the Coptic gnostic
library at Nag Hammadi that actual gnostic texts bearing the designation
"apocalypse" and promising thereby to provide the link between Apocalyp-

85ticism and Gnosticism became available to modem scholarship. However,
initial excitement in this direction^dissipated somewhat when Vielhauer's
warning proved true. For as he wrote:

...the designations of form (Gospel, Apocalypse) which 
these writings often carry in their titles should not 
be understood in the traditional sense as literary 
characterizations.

Yet these discoveries and Vielhauer's insight notwithstanding,
the closest parallel to the Jewish apocalypse genre is not to be found
in the Coptic apocalypses at all but rather in the genre of the so-

87called "gnostic gospel." This, according to H. Koester, precisely
because of its form "...must be assigned to the literary genre of

88'revelations' (or 'apocalypses')." Moreover, he believes that this
demonstrates a line of development beginning from the Jewish apocalypse
in which the pattern of the canonical gospel has played no formative 

89role. Coming to much the same conclusion A. Bbhlig wrote:
Die Literaturform der Apokalyptik, in der dem Seher 
eine Offenbarung zuteil wird, ist im Judentum beson-
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ders entwickelt und dllrfte gerade von dort her in die 
Gnosis Ubernoinmen sein.^O

All of which suggests that the Gnostics owe their basic literary form 

to the apocalyptic movement.
In summary then, we see in Apocalypticism and Gnosticism a common 

attitude toward life in this world which is characterized by ignorance. 

Reality is a puzzle whose secret is known only to God. And yet it is 
exactly this secret which the Apocalyptist and the Gnostic profess to 
have received by means of special revelation. Their message is thus 

as superior to the religious and philosophical insights of the past as 
it is new and different.

Yet while this correspondence is in itself not insignificant, the 
most important question in any discussion about the possibility of a 
gnostic/apocalyptic relationship must be directed to the particular 
role "knowledge" plays in their respective systems; simple correspon
dences are just not as important as the use to which they are put in 
the system. Regarding Gnosticism, it is generally agreed that its 
uniqueness lies precisely in its use of y-v'Ocris, i.e., in its concept 
of "salvation by knowledge." As R. Haardt explains,

Gnosis, as distinct from the rational type of knowledge, 
means knowledge which per se brings healing and salvation.

Thus if a correspondence in usage can be found in Apocalypticism the
significance of the other similarities will be enhanced and the like-

92lihood of some kind of relationship strengthened. To this we now 

turn.
C. Salvation byy-Vto^r^s in Apocalypticism
Two facets of apocalyptic thought facilitate the transition to 

salvation by knowledge in Apocalypticism. The first is the apocalyptic
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Weltanschauung. This age, as we have seen, was believed to be one full

of unfathomable mysteries, one in which Wisdom, the revealer of such
mysteries, had returned to the side of God thus establishing or perpet-

93uating the peculiar nature of this aeon. The second is the doctrine 
of the two ages; the belief that the future age is the complete antithesis 

of the present one. It follows from these two principles that the 
future age should be one in which ignorance is abolished and man will 
once again dwell in wisdom.

This as it happens is exactly what we find promised in the apoc
alyptic literature; wisdom is to be one of the many eschatological

94mysteries revealed and bestowed upon those who attain the future age.
In I Enoch 91.10, for example, we have a description of the judgment 
day when on the one hand the sinners ,shall be cast into fire for pun

ishment, while on the other,
...the righteous shall arise from their sleep,
And wisdom shall arise and be given unto them.

Similarly, in IV Ezra the angelus interpres explains that the future
96age is one in which, among other things, "wisdom has been pre-established."

However, corresponding to the belief expressed in I En 42, we
find that this eschatological wisdom exists now at the side of God
in heaven. This means that the seer, by means of a special act of

revelation, e.g. his ascent into heaven, can see this eschatological
97reality now, before the eschaton. Thus in the Similitudes of Enoch

we read that when Enoch ascended into the heaven of God’s throne of
judgment he saw Che dwelling place of the elect and righteous:

And in thac place I saw the fountain of righteousness 
Which was inexhaustible:
And around it were many fountains of wisdom:
And all the thirsty drank of them.
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And were filled with wisdom,
And their dwellings were with the righteous and holy 
and elect. (48.1)

Related to this is the belief that wisdom is one of the possessions

of God’s messiah, the Elect One, who also awaits in heaven the coining
judgment and future age when he shall bestow wisdom upon the saved:

...The Elect One shall in those days sit on My throne.
And his mouth shall pour forth all the secrets of 
wisdom and counsel... (51.3)^^

The point of this is that the elect and righteous, i.e. those 
who shall attain salvation, are to have or be given wisdom or know
ledge of all the secrets of God as one aspect of salvation or existence 
in the new age, viz. h e a v e n , w h i c h  is to say that wisdom is a 
sign of salvation. Those who possess wisdom are the saved. And 
it is precisely this wisdom, this future eschatological wisdom, which 
the seer proleptically receives by means of his heavenly ascent and 
subsequent revelations.

The content of this wisdom, as I. Gruenwald correctly insists, 
is therefore not to be understood in its usual biblical sense "as practical
and moral wisdom" but rather as it is described in I En 93.10 as "in-

102struction concerning all His creation." In other words, this wisdom
is everything which Enoch himself discovers in the course of his vision,
including cosmological, meteorological and astronomical secrets, some

103of which have not even been revealed to the angels. Thus that which

he receives from God is declared to be "all his wisdom and power
105and his vision, "the vision of wisdom"..

Now if we are correct that only those who dwell in the age to come, 
viz. heaven, partake of this wisdom, i.e. if wisdom is indeed a sign 

of salvation, then it must also follow, conversely, that those who
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possess this wisdom in the present are also the saved; they are the 
ones who will be found in the new age. Thus the seer by means of his 
ascent/revelation is saved due to his reception of the eschatological 
wisdom. Such is exactly what we discover. For when the seer ascends 
into heaven or in some other way encounters this heavenly wisdom, included 

in what he discovers is the fact that he is himself a member of the 
saved community. Enoch is on this basis addressed by the angelus interpres 

as a "righteous man and scribe of righteousness" - a title which befits 
one who is to be revealed as the Son of M a n . A n d  as Enoch himself 

declares :

Till the present day such wisdom has never been given 
by the Lord of Spirits as I have received according to 
my insight, according to the good pleasure of the Lcrd 
of Spirits by whom the lot of eternal life has been 
given to me. (I En 37.4; $ee also 39.8,9)

Similarly, "Ezra" protests continually that he is "unwise" (IV Ez 5.39)
and that he is one of the sinners of this age. But the angelus interpres

on the other hand tells him not to number himself among the sinners
for he is to be saved.

Consequently, the significance of the apocalypse genre for the

apocalyptic message is brought into the sharpest focus because the
apocalypse purports to be an account of these very visions of wisdom

108which the seers beheld. For as a repetition of their revelation
it is itself a revelation of this eschatological saving wisdom. For
this reason, Enoch designated his book "the beginning of the words

of wisdom" (I En 37.2,3). But this title is apt for the whole apocalyptic
literary corpus for, as the author of IV Ezra maintained,

...in them [i.e. the apocalyptic books] is the spring 
of understanding, the fountain of wisdom and the 
stream of knowledge. (IV Ez 14.47, also Jub 4.18)

Recognizing this Wm. Murdock has rightly defined the apocalypse genre
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a reading revelation, a book of divine wisdom in which 
the mysteries and secrets of God were unfolded before 
the reader's eyes as he experienced the visions, dreams, 
and celestial journeys described by the apocalyptist.

This suggests that those who read the apocalypses receive and partake
of the eschatological wisdom just like the seer. As Enoch "predicts:"

Then, I know another mystery, that books will be given
to the righteous and the wise to become a cause of joy
and uprightness and much wisdom. And to them shall the 
books be given, and they shall believe in them and re
joice over them, and then shall all the righteous who 
have learnt therefrom all the patterns of uprightness 
be recompensed. (I En 104.12-13)

In other words, those who read these writings and in so doing receive
wisdom shall be saved. Again, in I Enoch we read:

But in those days blessed are all they who accept the 
words of wisdom Ci.e. the apocalypses], and understand 
them, and observe the paths of the Most High, and walk 
in the path of his righteousness, and become not godless; 
for they shall be saved. t99.10)

Eschatological hope has thus become a present reality for all 
who read or hear the apocalyptic message. The corner has been turned

112from faith to "salvation by knowledge" in an entirely Jewish context.
No "gnostic" influence need be presupposed to account for it. It is 
the logical outcome of a movement built upon 0**1!o k -xAum» »s • That which 
initially had been a literary device to justify and account for new 
teaching became a means of assuring one of his own salvation.

But there is yet another concept in apocalyptic thought which can 

provide a means of realizing salvation which may also have played a 
significant role in the transition to salvation by gnosis in a slightly 
different way. This is the concept of the heavenly tablets.

The belief in heavenly books, while not peculiar to Apocalypticism,
plays a central role in both the message and method of apocalyptic 

113thought. In part these tablets were believed to record ritual and
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criminal laws forming what R, H. Charles described as a "statute book 
of the T h e o c r a c y . " A s  such they represent the ordering principles 
of heaven which are only in the process of being made known on earth.
They are the will of God for his p e o p l e . O t h e r  heavenly books are 
said to contain a written record of all that which is to befall man
kind throughout the course of this a g e . R e a d i n g  these books enables 
the apocalyptic seers who gain access to them to make their forecasts 
and prophecies concerning the future fate of Israel and the nations 
with confidence. In particular these tablets are supposed to record
"all the deeds of mankind..." (I En 81.2). They are the heavenly account

117books from which according to I Enoch the angels learn of the future
and so are able to prepare for the recompense of the righteous and the

118wicked (.103.2f.; 106.19; 108.7). ,
From this it must be assumed that these books contain the names

of all mankind from the first to the last Adam, against which their
respective sins may be reckoned. This is in fact suggested in II Bar :

For behold! the days will come and the books shall be 
opened in which are written the sins of all who have 
sinned, and again also the treasuries in which the 
righteousness of those who have been righteous in 
creation is gathered. (24.1)

Implied in this is an important notion; for if these books contain
the events of the future and the names of the saints and the sinners
they must also record the final act of judgment and its outcome. In
Daniel we actually find a reference to such a list of the saved:

...but at that time your people shall be delivered, 
everyone whose name shall be found written in the 
book. (12.1)^^^

This suggests, moreover, that anyone who is able to read these books 
will become privy to the names of those who will be saved at the eschaton;
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he will learn, as in the case of the reception of wisdom of which this 
is an example, exactly who the elect are. And this is precisely what 
Enoch claims to have done for he was bidden to read these books and 
take note of every fact. Thus,

I know a mystery
And have read the heavenly tablets 
And have seen the holy books
And have found written therein and inscribed regarding them C  i.e. the righteous and elect]
That all goodness and joy and glory are prepared for them...
(I En 103.2-3a; also 81.1; 104.2)

This passage is of particular importance because Enoch is apparently
120addressing those whom he knows to be the righteous and elect:

Now, therefore, I swear to you, the righteous, by the 
glory of the Great and Honoured and Mighty One in 
dominion, and by His greatness I swear to you. (103.1)

Thus although we have no extant example of such, we may assume that,
in certain circles at least, one element of the esoteric knowledge
in Apocalypticism was the revelation of the names of the saved as

121written in the heavenly tablets. In this way Apocalypticism, like
Gnosticism, attempted to provide assurance or knowledge of salvation
in a climate of extreme anxiety over the possibility of either living
a righteous life or attaining salvation based on it.

However, the existence of heavenly tablets which unerringly record
the names of the elect and damned again raises the question of free will
in apocalyptic thought. Russell, Charles and others believe that they
demonstrate a belief in God's determination of the course of history

which if true would necessarily include the idea of a deterministic
122election (pre-determinism). Yet it would seem, on the basis of the

numerous apocalyptic exhortations to righteousness, that free will was
123generally presupposed. What may in fact lie behind this concept
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of the heavenly tablets, initially at least, is a belief in God's om

niscience. In his foreknowledge every event is known before its occur
rence. God knows in advance what course history will take. This is 
what is recorded on the heavenly tablets - not God's will, but his fore
knowledge of events. History may be understood as pre-destined, but 
not necessarily p r e - d e t e r m i n e d , a  fact which fits in with the apoc
alyptic belief that history demonstrates the working out of an anti- 
godly will and which does not alter the seer’s ability to witness to 
and proclaim the future as one of the mysteries revealed by God.

This has the further effect of acknowledging free-will. The Law 
thus retains its position as the criterion for s a l v a t i o n . W h a t  the 
books record is the eventual outcome of man's own acts and choices.
This then provides the Apocalyptists' motive for making known the sal

vation of their adherents. For in a climate where righteousness ac
cording to the Law was being questioned and loyalty to it invited per
secution, ignorance of one's state of salvation might well lead one to 
despair, apostasy and so to damnation. The Apocalyptists attempted to 
encourage and comfort their readers on the basis of knowledge of their 

salvation.
However, side by side with this departure point was, as we have

seen above, a growing belief that God has in fact selected a remnant
community for salvation in the new age (perhaps on the basis of their

1 9 7present righteousness). In other words, there was in Judaism an 
undercurrent of deterministic thought which manifested itself both in 
the pessimistic attitude toward history, i.e. this age is evil and will 
continue to get worse, and in a corresponding belief in election.
This is reflected at Qumran and in the numerous references in I Enoch 

to the ‘'righteous and the elect"^^^ - a designation which demonstrates
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the indivisibility of these two concepts for the Jewish mind; the elect
129are righteous and the righteous are the elect.

Similarly, in the so-called "apocalypse of weeks" in I Enoch we

are told that it is Enoch's intention to discuss here
The children of righteousness and ... the elect of the 
world ... according to that which appeared to me in the 
heavenly vision, and which I have made known through the
word of the holy angels, and have learnt from the heavenly
tablets. (93.2)

Now one of the things which these angels revealed to Enoch was that
in the seventh week, which is to say at the time in which the author
lived and the apocalypse itself was published, at its close God would
elect "the elect righteous of the eternal plant of righteousness, to
receive sevenfold instruction concerning his creation." (93.2ff.)
It is obvious that this sevenfold instruction is the wisdom which Enoch
received which means that the event being described is the publication
of the Enochian literature itself. In other words, in revealing his
mysteries to the Apocalyptists God has in fact elected them to become
his salvation community. This they know both from the tablets and
from Enoch's reception of the eschatological saving wisdom. But the

130significant point for us is the belief that they are now the elect.
It is this notion of salvation by election which is the true Jewish

counterpart to the gnostic concept of salvation by nature. Man is
therefore saved by knowledge of his elect nature just as the Gnostic

131is saved by knowledge of his spiritual nature.

A similar interest in determining and "knowing" who the elect j
are so that they might be admitted to the community can be found at |

■I

Qumran where the concepts of election, the spirit and the zodiac
Iapparently came together. One will recall that according to IQS I
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(especially 4.16) all men have a share or portion of the two spirits.
Depending upon one’s measure of either of the spirits, a man is said
to belong to either the lot of the sons of Light or the lot of the
sons of Darkness and Belial. Now according to G. Maier, the sectarians
of Qumran had apparently developed astrological tables based on the

132zodiac to determine one's inheritance in either of the two lots.

If this were the case the community would have been able to determine
the state of one's righteousness and election, indeed salvation itself.

In addition, such tables would provide the criterion for at least initial
133admission to the community of the sons of light. Again, the importance

of the tables lies in their offering to the Apocalyptists and to men 
longing for salvation assurance of it based on election and the possession 

of the good spirit. ^
It is interesting to note that the concept of salvation by election 

was not unknown in gnostic circles. According to Clement of Alexandria 
(Strom. 1; Bas. Frag. 1 1 ) one of the differences between the doctrines 
of Basilides and Valentinus was that Valentinus taught in terms of 
"salvation by nature", Basilides in terms of salvation by election,
"elect by nature." Now if Basilides represents here an early tradition 
it might well reflect the state of Gnosis before being translated into 

the terms of the soma/sema doctrine, i.e. exactly what we find in I 

Enoch and Qumran.
Moreover, if we are correct regarding the growing belief in deter

minism, then Apocalypticism bears within itself the seeds of the very 
anomianism which it hoped to repudiate and which later appeared in 

Gnosticism. For once this belief becomes radicalized one has no need 
for the Law. One is elect, saved by nature or election and one knows
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it. There is no need to keep the Law "just in case." And only Jewish
piety would associate righteousness and election; it would be the first
belief to fall in circles which believed the Law to be ineffective against 

135the evil yeser. Related to this is the obvious apocalyptic belief
that Apocalypticism is a new superior wisdom. Its revelations are
at least equal if not indeed superior to the revelation of the Law.
The Apocalyptists have, after all, stood before the throne of God;

they have learned all the mysteries; they alone can properly interpret
the literature of the Old Testament. Thus the Law could be unseated
as the only way to wisdom and knowledge of God; O K T p v s  could
take its place and provide assurance of salvation.

This suggests that the trajectory to Gnosticism could have begun
here in Apocalypticism. In the words of I. Gruenwald,

Apocalypticism thus paved the way for a new religious 
consciousness which based man's religious attitude 
towards God not on ignorance but on an ever increasing 
amount of knowledge. In other words, there is a lot 
in apocalypticism that could have provided gnosticism 
with the motivation to turn knowledge into an omnipo
tent ideal...

Thus in attempting to offer comfort and succor to the faithful in the 
form of assurance of salvation the Apocalyptists completely transformed 
the basis of their otherwise orthodox message and so took the first 
decisive steps in the direction of the gnostic solution: knowledge
means salvation.

Ill, The Revealer
Since gnosis according to the Gnostics is by definition totally 

alien from this world and thus cannot be found by man on his own within 
it, Gnosticism necessarily requires, as a second fundamental feature 

of its thought, a divine revealer who is able to break into this world
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from the world beyond to provide this saving gnosis. In short, a revealer
is constitutive for Gnosticism. Accordingly, C. Colpe has pointed out
three kinds of heavenly messengers in Gnosticism; 1) prophetic figures,
as in the Hermetic literature, who are sent to reveal the gnosis ; 2) the
messenger who descends through the planetary spheres; and 3) the gnostic

138Redeemer with a docetic body who appears on the earth.
Now perhaps no one problem in the study of Gnosticism has been

more vexing or has provoked more argumentation regarding the origins
of Gnosticism than the question of the precise nature and role of this 

139complex figure. Generally, past research has assumed that Gnosticism
was conceived around the myth and figure of the so-called gnostic 
redeemer and the topic of debate has been the issue of the relation
ship between this "gnostic redeemer",and the Christ of orthodox Christian 
doctrine. Over the years a variety of hypotheses have been proposed, 
but basically they fall into three positions:

1) For scholars like F. C. Burkitt and Simone Pêtrement who main
tain the traditional position of the early Church fathers that Gnosticism 
is primarily a Christian heresy, Jesus is supposed to be both the model 
and the inspiration upon which Gnosticism developed its own savior myth. 
Wrote Burkitt, "...the figure of Jesus is essential and without Jesus 
the systems would drop into pieces

2) However, with the pioneering work of Reitzenstein and Bousset
the hypothesis of a Christian origin for Gnosticism was challenged
and with it the figure of Jesus as the basis of the gnostic redeemer 

141myth. Instead, the religionsgeschichtliche Schule proposed to dis
cover behind the Christ-redeemer of both Christian Gnosticism and 
Christianity itself a non-Christian redeemer myth whose origins were
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supposed to lie in various oriental savior figures from the Babylonian 
Marduk to the Zoroastrian Saoshyant.Accordingly, the developing 
world religion of Gnosticism simply adopted and adapted the New Testa

ment Jesus as yet one more example of the gnostic redemption scheme.
3) But recent work, especially that of C. Colpe and H.-M. Schenke,

has called into question both the a ss u m pt i on sa nd  the conclusions
of the religionsgeschichtliche Schule and has determined that while
redemption (or a myth of redemption) is constitutive for Gnosis, a
redeemer myth is n o t . S i m i l a r l y ,  Gilles Quispel has written,

...so far as we have come to know it, [ Gnosticism] did 
not have a redeemer figure; it is incorrect to picture 
the Anthropos, Adam, Poimandres, as a redeemer. Even 
if perhaps there was a pre-Christian Gnosis, still there 
was never a pre-Christian Gnostic redeemer.

In other words, the redeemed-redeemer myth is a modem creation, as

E. Yamauchi explains:
...the Gnostic Redeemer figure as described by Reit
zenstein and Bultmann, and as attested in the Hymn of 
the Pearl, the Manichaean and the Mandaean texts is 
simply a post-Christian development dependent upon 
the figure of Christ, rather than a pre-Christian 
myth upon which the New Testament figure of Christ
depends.146

Certainly, when we compare the gnostic Christ to that of the 
Church we find very little in common but the name. For unlike the 
teaching of the Church wherein God is said to have become incarnate 
in Jesus Christ to redeem the whole man, body and soul, the gnostic 

Christ betrays the fact that the Gnostics had no way to effectively 
use the Christian tradition of a suffering messiah without radically 
altering it.̂ *^̂  Since salvation must break in from beyond this world 
it cannot be the product of human endeavor. Thus a distinction is 
usually made between the heavenly redeemer and his earthly vessel Jesus; 149
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either the Christ is said to descend upon the earthly Jesus and then
ascend before the c r u c if ix io n, or  Jesus is the savior figure who

151only "appears" in the flesh - the docetic solution, or else there
152are two or more savior figures, both Christ and Jesus.

But whatever the variation there is no room for an incarnate re- 
153deemer - a fact which has interesting implications. Writes R. McL.

Wilson, "...granted that Jesus was a divine being, the Passion was
unthinkable - it was not the Cross of Christ but the secret knowledge
which he came to impart that conveyed s a l v a t i o n . I n  other words,

the greatest difference between the gnostic and the "orthodox" Christ
is that the Christ of Gnosticism has ne redeemer functions.

When we ask what the redemptive acts of the gnostic Christ are,
for example, only two possibilities are provided. Firstly, the redeemer
redeems by bringing gnosis into this world from the beyond; and secondly,
he provides an example, for in his descent and ascent he eludes the
archontic powers and thereby shows the way of ascent for the Gnostics
themselves. However, his descent and ascent do not overcome the archontic
powers, but rather it is the gnosis itself, including the details of the
archons and the passwords, which provides salvation; it is knowledge
alone that redeems man from this world and gives man power over the

155anti-godly powers. In the words of H. Puech,
...the Savior is conceived exclusively as a Revealer, 
an ’awakener*. He is a master or illuminator (phoster), 
an example; he is the instructor who brings gnosis, 
the prototype who shows how one can release the nous 
from matter through Gnosis. It is not his acts that 
save, but the symbols that materialize his acts, or 
the teaching he dispenses.

In short, the gnostic redeemer should in fact be understood primarily
as a revealer.

Apparently recognizing this, W. Schmithals, as we have already
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noted, has said that what was basic to nascent Gnosticism was not
157a redeemer myth but the concept of a redeeming gnosis. And

while the concept of the redeemer in Gnosticism may be based on the
traditions of the New Testament, the figure of a heavenly messenger
or revealer is not and may well be pre-Christian.Moreover,
Schmithals would distinguish between two kinds of gnostic redeemer/

revealers: the one who descends from heaven, the "heavenly apostle",
and the one who ascends to return to earth with the saving gnosis,

159the "earthly apostle".
Edwin Yamauchi, commenting on Schmithals' attempt to discern a 

pre-Christian Gnosticism, finds it no more convincing than Bultmann's 
hypotheses concerning the classic redeemer myth since Schmithals, like 
Bultmann, bases his hypothesis on laÇe (post-Christian) sources.
Yet it is precisely in these two categories, and especially in that 
of the heavenly apostle or revealer, that Gnosticism and Jewish Apocalyp
ticism again appear to intersect. For Apocalypticism, as a system 
which rejected the concept of revelation in h i s t o r y , a l s o  needs such 
an inbreaking from God's beyond to account for and supply the secret 

knowledge or wisdom which the Apocalyptists offer their followers.
And the revealer figure of Gnosticism finds its apocalyptic counterpart 

in the angelus interpres of the seers’ visions.
A. The Angelus Interpres
Apocalyptic literature abounds with various forms of revelations 

from symbolic dream visions to translation/ascent visions. But a
common element in nearly all which becomes a vision form in its own 
right is the angelophany or vision in which a heavenly figure descends 

to instruct or interpret the seer’s e x p e r i e n c e . I t  is a device not
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unknown to the Old Testament, but in Apocalypticism it is used not 
as a sign of the virtue of one of the ancients but as a means of pre
senting and validating the author’s message of special knowledge.
For according to the Apocalyptists, the angel is sent to the seer to 
impart knowledge or wisdom which is beyond the grasp of man’s intellect.
As Gabriel explains to Daniel: "...I have now come out to give you
wisdom and understanding." (Dan 9.23)

There is great variety in the identification of the angelus interpres 
among the Apocalyptists. For some he is Gabriel or Michael, for others 
he is Ramiel, Phanael, Uriel, Raphael, Raguel or S a m u i l . B u t  while 

there is little agreement on his identity there are a number of charac
teristics about the angelus interpres and the seer’s encounter with 
him which seem to follow an established tradition in Apocalypticism.

First of all the angel appears before the seer in the form of a 
m a n . H o w e v e r  he is radiant with glory that befits a heavenly messenger. 
Thus Daniel describes his encounter with Gabriel in these words :

I lifted up my eyes and looked, and behold, a man clothed 
in linen, whose loins were girded with gold of Uphaz.
His body was like beryl, his face like the appearance
of lightning, his eyes like flaming torches, his arms
and legs like the gleam of burnished bronze, and the
sound of his words like the noise of a multitude. (Dan 9.5-6)

Elsewhere we are told that their faces shine like the sun, that they
169are fiery or bright - angels of light, dressed in white.

Secondly, the angelic encounter or vision is not infrequently the 
■result of some specific catalyst or activity on the part of the seer. 
Fasting, eating a special food, being of a troubled mind, standing in 
a certain place or a combination of these may bring about the appearance 

of the angel and the special r e v e l a t i o n . T h u s  we are told by Baruch:
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...when I had finished speaking the words of this prayer,

...I sat there under a tree, that I might rest in the 
shade of the branches. And I wondered and was astonied, 
and pondered in my thoughts regarding the multitude of 
goodness which sinners who are upon the earth have re
jected, and regarding the great torment which they have 
despised, though they knew that they should be tormented 
because of the sin they had committed. And when I was 
pondering on these things and the like, lo! the angel 
Ramiel who presides over true visions was sent to me...
(II Bar 55.1-3)

In some cases the angelic encounter occurs after the seer’s dream
vision in which case the angel provides the interpretation or Pesher 

171of the dream. For example in IV Ezra 12.7ff. the angel appears 

after Ezra's prayer for an interpretation, whereas in Daniel lO.lOf. 
the angel appears without his specific request. Similarly in II Baruch 
which for the most part has abandoned the drearn/vision scheme, we find 
at 55.3-74.4 the arrival of Ramiel wijo has been sent to explain the 
vision of the black and white waters; cf. 55.6.

In many cases, however, the angelus interpres is sent simply in
response to the seer's distress. This is especially prominent in the

non-allegorical vision apocalypses like IV Ezra and II Baruch. Thus
Ezra speaks of the angel Uriel who was sent to him in a number of
visionary experiences (4.1;5.31 ; 7.1; 10.29) which in every case was
a response to Ezra's distress over the apparent failure of God's promises
to his people. In these instances the angel appears not to Interpret 

172but to instruct. Further examples may be found in Dan 9.20f. where
the angel Gabriel comes to Daniel during his confessional and at I Enoch 
60.4ff. in a fragment of the book of Noah where the angel Michael sends 

another angel to "hold him up and comfort him" (i.e. Noah/Enoch).
Finally we have a very interesting example in I En 65.5 where Enoch 
himself becomes the heavenly visitor who comes to Noah at his request
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173to comfort him and uphold him with special knowledge.
The third important characteristic of these angelic encounters

is that the instruction takes the form of a dialogue, usually question
and answer, request and r e p l y . F o r  example in I Enoch the questions
and answers arise because of what Enoch sees and experiences during

his heavenly journey. His questions are those of simple curiosity:
And I proceeded to where things were chaotic. And I 
saw there something horrible: I saw neither a heaven
above nor a firmly founded earth, but a place chaotic 
and horrible. And there I saw seven stars of the heaven 
bound together in it, like great mountains and burning 
with fire. Then I said: 'For what sin are they bound,
and on what account have they been cast in hither?'
Then said Uriel, one of the holy angels, who was with 
me, ...'Enoch, why dost thou ask, and why are thou eager 
for the truth? These are the number of the stars [of 
heaven^, which have transgressed the commandment of 
the Lord... ' (21.1-6)

However, with the development of the visitation vision as found in
IV Ezra, the dialogue arises not out of what the seer has seen or is
experiencing but from the opportunity presented by the angelic visit
itself. Here the angel descends specifically to communicate with the

troubled seer. In other words, the vision exists for the sake of the
dialogue, i.e. for the seer's theological questions and the angel's
special revelation.

Thus in IV Ez. 5.21ff. Ezra explains how he fasted, mourned and
wept and finally addressed the Most High with his question concerning
the justice of Jerusalem's fall:

...why hast thou delivered up the one unto the many, 
and dishonoured the one root above the rest, and scattered 
thine only one among the multitude? And (why) have 
they who denied thy promises been allowed to tread under 
foot those that have believed thy covenants? If thou 
didst so much hate thy people they ought to have been 
punished with thine own hands.

Now when I had spoken these words the angel who
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had before come to me on the previous night was sent 
unto me: and he said to me:

Hear me, and I will instruct thee...
IV Ezra contains three such visits where the task of the angel

is not to elucidate symbolic dreams but to give knowledge, i.e. to
share the heavenly secrets and to explain the justice behind the his-

175torical events which have agitated the soul of the seer and his people.
Here dialogue is used as a didactic device by the Apocalyptists for
through the medium of the seer the author presents the anxieties and
questions of his people. And through the figure of the interpreting
angel the apocalyptic teacher presents what he believes to be God's

replies to the nation's questions. Consequently the dialogue found
in the apocalypses is not polemical; it is not written specifically

against the ungodly, nor is it written to serve a missionary function.
Instead, it is meant to be instructive and edifying; its purpose like
that of the apocalypse itself is to comfort, strengthen and confirm

176the faith of the people - something that only God or one of his 
emissaries can do; hence the appearance of the angelus interpres.

B. The Gnostic Christ/Revealer
It will be observed that the Gnostics, in their attempt to establish

the validity and origin of their gnosis within Christianity could and
did appeal to two different kinds of revelation. On the one hand, they
asserted that the gnosis they professed was the true interpretation of
Jesus' teaching as found in the church's gospels. To the world Jesus
spoke in "parables", but the Gnostic claimed to be the one who had

177ears to hear the real or intended import of Jesus' words. There
was thus evolved a gnostic system of exegesis which scholars like Heracleon
applied to the Gospel of John as well as Genesis, the Law and the prophets.
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On the other hand, the Gnostics also composed apocryphal works
in which they presented Jesus as speaking not in parables but plainly,

179although in secret to his disciples. Such is the case in the opening
section of the Pistis Sophia where Jesus, after his ascent and return

from heaven, says:
Rejoice and be glad from this hour on, for I went to the 
places out of which I came. From henceforth will I speak 
with you openly from the beginning of the truth unto 
its completion, and I will speak with you face to face 
without parable... (PS c.2—6 ) ^0

Some of these apocryphal works are simply random logia like the Gospel
of Thomas; however, others, like the Jewish apocalypses, are cast as
narrative accounts which utilize question and answer dialogue to present

181the gnosis openly. These are the gnostic "gospels" and it is here
that the true function of Jesus as the angelus interpres and the close

correspondence of the gnostic and the apocalyptic revealer figure can
be most clearly seen.

For example, the first thing one notices about the gnostic gospels
is that these special revelations of the gnostic Jesus are seldom supposed
to have occurred before the resurrection. On the contrary, they are
nearly always said to have taken place between the resurrection and the 

182ascension. This suggests that these encounters are meant to be
understood as "visionary" experiences and the accounts are cast in

183typical"vision language". But more significantly, Jesus or the Christ
is said to reveal himself to the disciples in his true heavenly nature 
or glory for he appears and d is a p pe a rs ,h is  form fluctuates from 
that of a boy to that of an old man,^ h e  has a human appearance and 
yet he is i n d e s c r i b a b l e . I n  fact he appears like an angelÎ Thus 
we are told in the Sophia of Jesus Christ that,
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The Savior appeared not in his first form, but in the 
invisible spirit. And his form was like a great angel 
of light. And his likeness I must not describe. No 
mortal flesh can endure it... (91.10ff.)

In other words, the description fits that of an angelophany rather
187than the incarnation. The tractates describe a visitation vision

not unlike those described in the Jewish apocalypses and Jesus fulfills
188the role of the angelus interpres or rather, Jesus la an angelus interpres.

Again, in keeping with the genre of the Jewish apocalypse, the 
setting for the gnostic revelations is a location venerated by the 
seer's community. In the case of the Gnostics this is usually said 
to be some mountain which is given various names including the Mt.
of Olives, a Mt. of Galilee, a mountain, Mt. Gaugela and/or a Mt. of
T . . 189Jericho.

And if the visions have a special setting they also have a catalyst
as well. More often than not the disciples are said to have their
vision or encounter with the Christ because they were upset. They

190are deeply "troubled", or as in the case of John in the Apocryphon
191of John, "greatly grieved" due to the taunts of the Pharisee Arimanias.

192Christ appears because his people are "at a loss."
Again, as in the case of the Jewish apocalypses, the form of the

193gnostic gospel is that of an Offenbarungsdialog. It is supposed
to take place not between equals, but as in apocalyptic revelations 
between a divine representative and human participants, between Christ 
and his disciples, between the one who has the gnosis and those who
lack it. Moreover, this dialogue is cast in the form of questions

194and answers and is also catechetical in purpose. The dialogue format
simply serves as a medium for the transmission of gnosis. Remove the 
dialogue structure from most of these tractates and what remains is
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a compact summary of gnostic teaching; the train of thought remains 
195undisturbed.

That the dialogue is artificial suggests that this is an adopted
style. And its close similarity in structure, intent and purpose to
that of the apocalypse genre of Jewish Apocalypticism further suggests
that it may be the result of a conscious gnostic adaptation of this

196Jewish literary form. In any event, the use of the form reflects
the real gnostic attitude toward the Church's Jesus - he is simply a
revealer, one like an angelus interpres. Thus in function, in description
and in literary setting the Jesus of Gnosticism has its counterpart
in the angelus interpres of Apocalypticism.

Yet the question remains. Could this gnostic Jesus represent the
Christianization of an earlier gnost^-c system with some other revealer
figure? That is, could the gnostic Jesus be an adaptation of the Jewish

angelus interpres? Such an adaptation may be alluded to in the Book
Baruch which holds a unique place in gnostic literature because of

197its use of the O.T. and its attitude toward the O.T. God. There
we are told that Christ is the latest agent in a number of attempts 
for gnosis to break into our world. As reported by Hippolytus, the 
God Elohim has tried on a number of occasions to impart gnosis into 
this world. His emissary or vehicle for this task is not Jesus, but 
his angel Baruch who in these latter days finally manifested himself 
to Jesus:

Last of all, 'in the days of Herod the king', Baruch 
was sent, dispatched again by Elohim, and coming to 
Nazareth he found Jesus the son of Joseph and Mary 
tending sheep, a boy of twelve years old, and he pro
claimed to him from the beginning all that had hap
pened, from Eden and Elohim, and what was to be there
after, and he said: 'All the prophets before you were
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led astray. Endeavour then, Jesus Son of man, not to 
be led astray, but preach this word to men and proclaim 
to them the things concerning the father and ’the Good’...^
(Ref. V,26.29)

Here we have neither a docetic Christ nor the descent of Christ onto 
the man Jesus, but the man Jesus receiving the revelation of gnosis 
from the angel Baruch which in turn enables Jesus to become a revealer 
of gnosis, much as the Apocalyptist becomes the transmitter of his 
revelations. But the significant point is the true revealer is an 

angel, Baruch.
This tradition that the revealer is not Christ but an angel can

also be found in the tractates from Nag Hammadi. For example we find
in the work Melchizedek, which may have some relationship to traditions 

198from Qumran, that the revealer is simply called an "angel of light"
(15.1). Similarly in the tractate entitled Allogènes we are told that

199it is the figure "Youel" who brings Allogènes his revelations.
Elsewhere the revealer is called Derdekeas, Authrounios, and Ephesech.^^^

But perhaps the best example of the angelic revealer figure in the
Nag Hammadi literature is the great angel Eleleth described in the
Hypostasis of the Archons as one who descends to impart gnosis to Norea
the wife of Noah. Among other things this tractate is remarkable for
its similarity to the form of the Jewish apocalypse. For as in the
apocalypses, it is when Norea is distraught and in anguish over her
plight in the world that she cries up to the God of the All for help

201against the archons. And in repsonse to her despair Eleleth descends
202to reveal the saving gnosis.

He explains to her that he is "the Great Angel, who stands in the 
presence of the Holy Spirit," and that he has been sent to her to tell
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203her about her "root" and so save her from the grasp of the lawless archons.

Thereupon Norea tries to describe the revealer;
Now as for that angel, I cannot speak of his power; 
his appearance is like fine gold and his raiment is 
like snow. No, truly, my mouth cannot bear to speak
of his power and the appearance of his face!^

Following this is the typical question and answer dialogue between 
Eleleth and Norea about the origin of the Gnostics, ignorance and the 
slavery of life due to the reality of the archontic powers.

Now the problem is, does the HA, i.e. the tradition of an angelic
revealer, indeed represent an early stage of the gnostic revealer con

cept, or does it simply show gnostic borrowing of this Jewish literary 
device in the later stages of the growth of Christian Gnosticism?
Certainly, the HA is Christianized, and yet as R. Bullard has written, 
its "most evident components are J e w i s h . T h u s  it is possible that 
although being relatively late (3rd cent. CE), it does transmit earlier 

traditions corresponding to those of the Book Baruch that the gnosis 
has come into this world by means of an angelus interpres. If this 

were the case, one might look for a developmental trajectory beginning 
in Apocalypticism and leading first to angelic revelation to Jesus, as 
in Baruch, and then, as the Christological controversy develops, to the 

docetic Christ/revealer of the gnostic "gospels."
Whether or not this is the case, one thing is clear: the Gnostics

borrowed much from the Apocalyptists. They understood Jesus’ function 
in terms of the apocalyptic angelus interpres to the degree that they 
adopted the apocalypse genre to present their teaching and depicted 

Christ's appearances as angelophanies.
Finally, at the very least, we can see that systematically the 

angelus interpres of Apocalypticism corresponds directly to the revealer
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in the gnostic systems in terms of function. Both the angelus interpres 
and the revealer of Gnosticism bring into the world knowledge by means 
of revelation.

C, Sophia as Revealer (The Return of Wisdom)
There is, however, yet another motif common to these two movements

which is apparent behind the figure of the angelus interpres and that
is Sophia or Wisdom which must ultimately be seen as the true revealer
in both the gnostic and the apocalyptic soteriologies.

1. The Role of Wisdom in Apocalypticism

As we have seen, the figure of Wisdom is a significant, if seldom
207acknowledged, aspect of apocalyptic theology. In the first place,

208the Apocalyptists hold much in common with the Jewish Wisdom schools.
Wisdom is life, Wisdom saves. Wisdom has descended into the world of

209men from her heavenly home. Yet as we have already pointed out,

in contrast to the Wisdom schools, the Apocalyptists believed that the
Jewish, and indeed the human, predicament could only be explained as

210the result of Wisdom having withdrawn from the world, viz. history.
Yet the Apocalyptist claims to be superior to the wise of the isdom

schools because Wisdom has again revealed herself and so returned to the
211realm of men as a sign of the dawning new age. Thus Enoch reports

that during one of his heavenly ascents he saw fountains of righteousness
and wisdom from which the elect might drink, and it is this wisdom which
he claims to have been given:

Till the present day such wisdom has never been given 
by the Lord of Spirits as I have received according to 
my insight, according to the good pleasure of the Lord
of Spirits by whom the lot of eternal life has been
given to me. (I En 37.4)

To the Apocalyptists Wisdom has returned and it is this wisdom which
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213they share through the medium of the apocalypse, as we have seen.

This means that the apocalypses are themselves Wisdom returned to this
age. Again, this is why Ezra’s secret books, i.e. the apocalypses,
are said to be a "spring of understanding, the fountain of wisdom and
the stream of k n o w l e d g e . I n  other words, in the apocalyptic
visions and through the apocalyptic literature Wisdom is again revealing
herself, which of course is one of the prime functions of Sophia in the
Jewish Wisdom tradition. In the words of G. W. MacRae, "Sophia communicates

215wisdom and revelation to men."
Of course, this is not presented as a part of the myth of I Enoch

42 nor is wisdom presented here in an hypostatized form as it is in
Gnosis. This may be due in part to the fact that the Apocalyptists
were not dealing with an adopted myth but with their own experience
and existential perceptions that the wisdom of God had indeed come
to them to reveal the truth about the world, God and salvation. It

was apparently left to the Gnostics to mythologize this apocalyptic
experience.

2. The Role of Wisdom in Gnosticism
There can be no dispute that Wisdom, i.e. Sophia, is one of the

most important features in gnostic mythology. As U. Wilckens notes:
In almost all Gnostic witnesses of the most diverse
nature and origin the figure of Sophia plays an essential
role. Indeed, one must regard the Sophia Myth as one 
of the few structural elements common to Gnosticism 
and hence constitutive of it.

Yet as important as Sophia is to Gnosticism, her position within and

among the various systems is marked by tension, uncertainty and ambiv
alence because of her role in the creation of this world and man within
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On the one hand, Sophia must be understood as the person respon
sible for the whole human predicament. She is frequently described
as the last or least of the Aeons and her descent from the Pleroma

218is conceived of as a "Fall" not unlike that of Eve. Thus she needs
219to repent in order to return to her former state within the Pleroma.

So it is no wonder that the Gnostics also know her as Prunicos (the
220Lewd) and "the Whore" for she is the ultimate source of everything evil.

But why?
According to the Valentinians, Sophia’s fall is explainable by

her lower nature. The fall was a result of her own ignorance. She tried
221to know the Father all by herself. But in other systems, Sophia
222falls because she knows too much. Thus she arrogantly tries to imitate

the Father in begetting aeons, acting without his consent or that of
her consort, or else she simply cannot contain herself and so spills

223over into the realm below the Pleroma.
Now it is in this second form of the myth that we can see, on the

other hand, a different concept of Sophia. For lying behind the notion
of this weak figure of Sophia and her "fall" is that of Sophia as a
powerful divine emanation who reflects the nature of the Pleroma and
as such has the ability, i.e. the knowledge/ wisdom, to act on behalf 

224of the Father. It is this portrait of Sophia as the wisdom of God
that is the basis of the notion that the demiurge is ignorant because

225Sophia has withdrawn from him and the world he created. It is also

this concept of Sophia which corresponds most nearly with that of Wisdom 
in Judaism which has led a number of scholars to theorize that the 
gnostic myth is either dependent upon the Jewish concept of Sophia or 
at the very least that they share a common background.

J



271

Integral to this underlying concept of a "good" Sophia is the 
belief that Sophia reveals the way of salvation to men. As U. Wilckens 

has noted;
In Gnosticism ... wisdom in its prototypical form has 
the soteriological function of a revealer for the gnostic 
in need of redemption.

Thus even when she is said to have fallen, she still attempts a res
titution of the mess she has created. Since she is the figure ultimately
responsible for the divine element in the world and in mankind in par- 

228ticular, she is said to work against the demiurge to bring gnosis,
viz. Pleromic wisdom, to mankind. Sophia reveals herself and in so
doing brings man knowledge of himself.

This portrait of Sophia as a revealer is perhaps most clearly
seen in the Sethian-Ophite type of gnosis and especially in the account

229of the Ophites preserved by Irenaeus (Adv. Haer. I, 30). There
we read that Sophia's first act as revealer was to rebuke the demiurge

230for his boast that he alone is God. Thereafter she busies herself
trying to bring gnosis to the first parents. She leads Adam and Eve
to eat of the tree of knowledge and when they ate "they knew the Power

231which is above all". Later she is said to have restored a "whiff

of the sweetness of the trace of light" through which "they came to
232recollect who they themselves were..." Unlike other gnostic accounts,

Irenaeus says that the Ophites taught that Sophia continued to try
233to save her own, leading Adam and Eve to find food, working to bring

23 A 233about the birth of Seth (and his race), saving Noah from the flood,

speaking through some of the prophets of the O . T . a n d  finally working
237to prepare the birth of Jesus. It is in him that Sophia joins with

238her consort, Christ, to produce Jesus Christ the gnostic revealer.
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Which is to say that behind Jesus and Christ is Sophia the revealer
making the saving gnosis known now through revelations, and now the
gnostic literature, in a way unequaled since she revealed herself to
Adam and Eve. Sophia has returned to her own and so to the world.

Elsewhere in Gnosticism the ambivalence toward Sophia and the
attempt to further insulate the Pleroma from responsibility for the

239creation of the world led to a doubling of the Sophia figure. Thus
one frequently finds both a Pleromic Sophia and a lesser Sophia, a 
pure and a fallen figure. For example, the Valentinians spoke of this 
higher Sophia (Achmoth?) and the lower Sophia or Achamoth.^^^ Similarly 

in the Gospel of Philip, which seems to be Valentinian in nature, we 
read that,

Echamoth is one thing and Çchmoth another. Echamoth 
is Wisdom simply, but Echmoth is the Wisdom of death 
which is...the one which knows death, which is called 
’ the little Wisdom. ’

This allusion to the Hebrew ^ H or wisdom suggests again an
underlying relationship between Sophia in Gnosticism and that of Judaism.
Some scholars have supposed that in this doubling of Sophia we actually
have an anti-semitic rebellion against Judaism and Jewish wisdom in favor

242of the superior wisdom of the Gnostics. However others have noticed
the similarity between the two wisdoms and the contrast within the Jewish
tradition of Wisdom and folly, i.e. between the wisdom of God and the

243wisdom of the world.
In any event what is important to note in this scheme of the two 

Sophia’s is that Wisdom is able to retain its place in the Pleroma as 
a good emanation of the Father, This again reinforces the theory that 
the gnostic myth is based on the myth of an unfallen Sophia. Such is 
the conclusion of G.C. Stead who comments on the Valentinian myth;



273

Sophia was first conceived as God's consort-Spirit, 
and soon also as his agent in dealing with this im
perfect world. An acute conflict developed between 
optimistic and pessimistic views of her, and led to 
a harmonizing theory of a lower Sophia who fell from 
blessedness but was healed by divine intervention.

As the agent of Divine contact with the world, Sophia is the revealer
of the Father and man's relationship to him.

This is made especially clear in those systems which are related
to this two-fold Sophia scheme and which speak of the higher Sophia
as a totally new female figure next to the Father. This higher figure
is variously known as Barbelo, Ennoia, Protennoia, Holy Spirit, Epinoia,
and P r o n o i a . O f  course it may not be valid to simply identify Sophia

with these figures; yet MacEae in referring to the Ennoia of AJ says
that there can be "no doubt [that] both are inspired by the same source.
Quispel would apparently go even farther in that he thinks that this
female consort of the gnostic God corresponds most closely to the figure

of Wisdom of Judaism.
Nowhere is this correspondence between the two gnostic female

Aeons as well as that between the gnostic and Jewish Sophia's more
obvious than in the function ascribed to these figures. For even more
in keeping with function of Sophia in the O.T. than with the lesser
gnostic Sophia, the Higher Sophia figure serves as the revealer of
knowledge to man as well as the evidence that God's wisdom has returned 

248to the world.
We find, for example, in the AJ (BG) the figure of Epinoia who

is sent by the Father to save mankind (53.Iff.). Like the Jewish Sophia,
249the Epinoia (also called Zoe) works in creation, sets up her temple

and enlightens it concerning the deficiency and the path of ascent
(53.lOf.). Moreover, we are told that she revived Adam's thought (55.15f.)
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removing the veil from his mind (60.1), teaching him about knowledge

In the longer ending of the AJ found in Codex II from Nag Hammadi 
we find another Sophia-like figure called Pronoia. She is "the remem
brance of the Pleroma" (30.15f.) who descends to come to man to awaken 
him from sleep (31.Iff.).

Very similar to this figure of Pronoia is that of Protennoia in
251the tractate entitled The Trimorphic Protennoia in codex XIII. There

we are told that Protennoia descends to the lower world and through
her knowledge she reveals herself in those who know her (36.1-25).
Speaking for those who know her, e.g. the Gnostics, the author writes;

It is we C also who have separated] ourselves Cfrom the"] 
visible [world] since we [are saved by"] hidden [wisdom 
mediated by the ] ineffable, immeasurable CVoice"]."

In other words, wisdom is being revealed by Protennoia, viz. Sophia,

herself.
But perhaps the most interesting tradition in the Trimorphic

Protennoia is the statement that like the wisdom of the Apocalyptists
Protennoia has come to reveal the coming end of this aeon/age (42.15f.).
In fact, Protennoia is the age to come (45.5f.) just as Wisdom is one

253of the aspects of the age to come in Apocalypticism. Yet Protennoia
reveals herself in the present through the gnostic revelation/apocalypse.
As we are told at 40.9f.:

But now [ i.e. in this revelation] I have come down...
I will reveal myself to those who have heard my mysteries, 
that is, the Sons of the Light.

Thus for those who hear these mysteries, Sophia/Wisdom has revealed 
254herself. Moreover, Gnosticism presents itself as the bearer of this

divine self-revelation of Protennoia/Sophia. In fact, as the inbreaking
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of saving knowledge, Gnosticism represents the return of Protennoia/
Sophia as revealer to this world. For as we are told by Ptolemaeus,
the end will come when men are again "initiated into the mysteries

255of Achamoth", viz. Sophia. Gnosticism claims to be the evidence
that Sophia has indeed revealed herself to men in order to lead them 

to salvation.
In summary we find the following similarities between the gnostic

and the apocalyptic concepts of Sophia. Firstly, in both traditions
we find at least two descents of S o p h i a . T h e  first, which the Gnostics
designate a "fall", came at the creation of the world. After a period
following her withdrawal she has again appeared (proleptically?) in

257these last days in order to save her own. Secondly, Sophia in fact
reveals herself, i.e. she makes wisdpm again available to her chosen

"wise" men - those who read and heed the secret writings or revelations.
258Thirdly, Sophia's revelation/descent is soteriological. She returns

solely for the salvation of man. And finally, the revelation of Sophia
259can be made through an agent like the angelus interpres or the written 

accounts of this revelation.
Thus it would appear not at all unlikely that lying behind the 

Sophia myth of Gnosticism is a perversion of the Jewish wisdom figure 

based perhaps on the apocalyptic scheme of withdrawal and return.
Certainly the myth of the descent, withdrawal and now reappearance 
of Wisdom is the very heart of the gnostic schema and both movements 
use it in the same way - to account for man's predicament and to offer 
a solution from it. But there are differences as well.

In Gnosticism's eagerness to exonerate God from responsibility 
for the creation of the world Sophia's descent has been transformed
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into a "fall". In addition Sophia was duplicated and her soteriological
functions transferred to her unfallen version. Related to this is the
conclusion that Sophia herself (i.e. the lower sophia) must thus be 

261saved. All of this is absent from the Jewish (apocalyptic) tradition
but can be easily understood as an inner gnostic d e v e l o p m e n t . F o r

263as U. Wilckens concedes,

In its basic structure the Gnostic Sophia myth has its 
roots in the Jewish myth, and the closely associated 
Gnostic doctrine of redemption (redemption as union 
with the wisdom which mediates the knowledge of revel
ation) has its roots in the corresponding Jewish doctrine 
of revelation.

It is this union or better reception of wisdom which the Apocalyptists 
claim to have experienced through their special revelations of wisdom, 
and especially through their heavenly ascents which leads us to the 
third correspondence in gnostic and apocalyptic soteriologies.

IV. The Ascent of the Soul
When we turn to the respective apocalyptic and gnostic concepts 

of the way to salvation, that is, the way by which one may pass from 
this world/age to the other, we find, initially at least, two very 
different approaches consistent with the presuppositions of each:

A. Gnosticism - the Ascent of the Soul
For the Gnostic, entrance to the new world above is accomplished 

by means of an ascent of the soul.^^^ However, the notion of the ascent 
of the soul is not specifically or uniquely gnostic but is a common 
feature of many ancient philosophical and religious systems including 
the Hellenistic mysteries ; and in nearly every case this concept, 
as well as that of the descent of the soul, is related to astrological 
speculation.Accordingly the soul was believed to have entered this
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world by passing through the various zodiacal configurations and planetary
spheres whose particular placement was supposed to be determinative
in the formation of one's personality and fate in life. At death the
soul returned to its place of origin by passing again through these

spheres reversing the process.
What Gnosis did to modify this system was to demonize these planetary

powers so that the soul was no longer believed to descend and dwell
freely in this world but to be entrapped and kept enslaved in it by

268powers hostile to the world above and the souls from it. As we have

seen, the planetary powers have become "demonic" jailers who wish to
perpetuate the souls' incarceration by forbidding their eventual attempt
to ascend through the spheres of the Hebdomad to their true home, the
Pleroma. Consequently, the Gnostics^ like the practitioners of the
mysteries, sought to provide the secret names, passwords and formulae

269which would effect a successful passage for the soul.
Irrespective of their secret nature, such formulae were apparently

well known to the heresiologists for they have preserved for us a number 
270of examples. Epiphanius thus relates the fact that some Gnostics

had a gospel according to Philip which claimed that,
The Lord revealed to me what the soul must say as it 
ascends into heaven, and how it must answer each of the 
higher powers; 'I have known myself', it says, 'and I 
have collected myself from every side; I have sowed no 
children for the Archon, but I have uprooted his roots 
and I have collected the members that were scattered, 
and I know who thou art. For I', it says, 'am one of 
those from on high...' (Pan. XXVI,13.2)

Similarly, in the Ophian system Origen found the following:
I greet the solitary King, the bond of blindness, the 
reckless forgetting, the first power, guarded by the 
spirit of providence and by wisdom. Thence am I sent 
forth pure, already a part of the light of the Son and
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the Father. Grace be with me;, yes, Father, be it with 
me. (Cont. Cels. VI,31, also 27, 32)

Finally Irenaeus has this to report concerning the Valentinians:
And they instruct them to speak as follows when, after 
death, they come to the powers : 'I am a son of the
Father, the pre-existent Father, and now a son in the 
pre-existent Father. I have come to behold all things, 
both what is strange and what belongs to me. But they 
are by no means totally strange, but belong to Achamoth 
who is female and who has made these things for herself.
I derive my being from him who was pre-existent, and ^ 7 2  

I go again to that which is my own, whence I came forth.'
The powers are thus supposed to let the soul pass through on its way
to the place of the demiurge and his host where the soul is to say

I am a precious vessel, more precious than the female 
which made you. If your mother does not know her origin,
I know myself and am aware whence I am, and I invoke 
the incorruptible Sophia, who is in the Father, mother 
of your mother, who has no father nor any male consort.
A female sprung from a female made you, and she did 
not know her mother, but believed that she existed 
alone. But I call upon her mother. (Iren. Adv. Haer.
1,21.5).

Now from these formulae, and especially the latter pair, we can
make a number of observations. Firstly, these ascent formulae or
ErlBsungsformeln are a part of the saving knowledge revealed to the
Gnostics by Sophia. In fact the formulae themselves are expressions
of the soteriological function of Sophia even as they invoke her
power. According to Wilckens,

Sie [ Sophia] hat hier lediglich die Funktion, den Aufstieg 
der Ihren durch ihr pneumatisch vollkommenes Wesen im 2 7 3  

Pleroma, auf das man sich berufen kann, zu garantieren.
Secondly, we can see that the gnostic ascent, unlike that of the

mysteries, is not a mystic or ecstatic ascent. It is instead eschatological.
It represents the way of the soul out of this world in its entirety -
including the body. As such it occurs at death as Th P. van Baaren

274
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275and others have correctly pointed out, and it signifies not just a

transition from a lower to a higher state of existence but "liberation
from the absolutely inimical, the absolutely different." This is
not to say, on the other hand, that Gnosticism did not know of mystical 

277ascents. These, however, are apparently to be understood as anti-
278cipations of the final decisive break from this world. Thus, for

example, in the Apocryphon of James (15.5ff.) we are told that Peter and
James were able to send their hearts upward to heaven when the Savior
departed from them. They then send their minds yet farther upward
past the noise and turmoil of the lower heaven to the place where angels

sing and rejoice. But when they attempted to send their spirits up
to the "Majesty" they were unable. In other words, the "real" ascent
of the spirit/soul is a teleological experience.

Thirdly, because this process is itself used by Gnosticism to
represent the restoration of the divine world as the means by which
all the divine sparks of light are reunited, the fundamentally gnostic

279aspect of the ascent of the soul is its soteriological function.
In other words, although the gnostic is basically already saved by the
reception of gnosis in this life, the actual reunion of the spirit/soul
with the divine world, which is salvation, awaits the soul's ascent.

2  80The ascent actualizes the salvation anticipated in the gnosis.
B. Apocalypticism - The Resurrection of the Body
In Apocalypticism, on the other hand, the passage of the individual

from this age to the next is conceived in terms of the doctrine which
Russell has called "...the key to the apocalyptic interpretation of

281the life beyond death " - i.e. the resurrection of the body. As
the synthesis of individual and national eschatologies, it represents
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the belief of (apocalyptic) Judaism that the righteous man, like the
righteous nation, will participate in the new age, however it may be
c o n c e i v e d . I t  represents the means by which one actually enters the

age of life from that of death.
It is not the purpose of our work to elaborate on this theme.

Others, including Russell, have demonstrated the lack of consistency
283of thought regarding this belief in the Judaism of this period.

It could be understood to be universal in scope or limited to the right
eous few; it could lead to temporary existence in the Messianic age 
or to eternal life in the eternal aeon. It was a doctrine open to 

a variety of modifications. At this point, however, we only need to 
recognize two things, 1) that resurrection is the fundamental Palestinian 
apocalyptic vehicle by which existence in the new age was realized, 
and 2) that this was based on the fundamental Jewish belief that man 
consists of body and soul together. Thus Apocalypticism and Gnosticism

can be seen to begin from two very different, though perhaps related,
284presuppositions.

Nevertheless, the concept of resurrection notwithstanding, the
285belief in a heavenly ascent is not unknown to Apocalypticism either.

This is frequently portrayed as a 'vision' or 'dream' and as such repre
sents temporary experiences similar to those of the mysteries, the
shamans etc., although these ascents may signify or produce changes

286in the seer's life which outlast the vision itself. Such is the case
in the TLevi (2ff.). There Levi is said to have ascended in a dream 
through the heavens where he is made a priest for the Lord until the 
end of the age. Upon awakening (5.3) he is apparently on earth where 
his dream is in fact fulfilled. Similar accounts are to be found in
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III Baruch 1.3f.*, cf. 17.2; Rev 11.12; 17.3; 21.10; and II Cor 12.1-4.^^^
Elsewhere we find accounts of temporary ascents which are said

to anticipate what is to happen upon the seer's death. This is explicitly
explained in the Ascis (7.5; cf. 8.11,27) where Isaiah is supposed to
return to his body at the completion of his heavenly journey while at
8.14 he is promised that he will yet ascend again. By means of an
ascent into heaven the seer anticipates or proleptically experiences

the joys which will be his in the next life, viz. aeon, which exists
now in heaven. Similarly in LAE 25-29, Adam is caught up into the
"paradise of righteousness" where he comes before the throne of the

Lord to worship and be admonished over his sin. Now according to ApocMos
37-39 this is exactly what befalls Adam at his death. He is returned
to the heavenly paradise where God again laments over his sin.

It is in this light that one must understand the various descriptions
of the heavenly realm attributed to Enoch (e.g. I En 14.8f.; 39,3f.;
II En 68.1-3). These are accounts of initial, anticipatory heavenly
ascents which permit the seer to explain and record for his posterity
the events which are to befall them both, i.e. the vision ascent is an

288anticipation of the final ascent. Obviously, this serves as a
literary device to account for the written record of the seer's supposed
final ascent - a fact which is unclear in I Enoch, but which the compiler
of II Enoch readily explains: Enoch had two ascents!

Enoch was born on the sixth day of the month of Tsivan, 
and lived three hundred and sixty-five years. He was 
taken up to heaven on the first day of the month of 
Tsivan and remained in heaven sixty days. He wrote 
all these signs of all creation, which the Lord created, 
and wrote three hundred and sixty-six books, and handed 
them over to his sons and remained on earth thirty days, 
and was again taken up to heaven... (II En 68.1-3, 
see also 67.1-3; I En 71)
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Therefore the significance of this temporary ascent lies not in 
itself but in the event it anticipates - the translation of Enoch. For 
it is this kernel of Jewish tradition, that certain righteous men of

289the past like Enoch and Elijah have been taken up bodily into heaven,
which is the basis for the later Enochian elaborations, and which has
the closest affinities to the gnostic concept of the ascent of the
s o u l . F o r  according to Jewish tradition, the translations of Enoch
and Elijah were not temporary, ecstatic or visionary experiences but
teleological ones. The event signalled the end of their earthly existence.
"Enoch walked with God; and he was not, for God took him," Gen 5.24,
or as it is explained in I Enoch; "his name vanished among them"
(I En 70.2, see also II En 67). Thus like the ascent in Gnosticism,
but unlike that of the mysteries (inçluding the so-called ’Jewish Gnosis'),

the ascent of the seer rests not on human initiative but on the activity 
291of God; in fact, if Wilckens is correct, on the activity of Sophia/ 

Wisdom. This he bases on Wisd 4.10 - the description of Enoch's trans
lation - which he understands as the prototypical experience of the 
"righteous" which comes as a result of the leading of Wisdom. Thus,

Sie [ Sophia] steigt zu dem Gerechten herab, um ihn vor 
den Frevlern zu schlitzen und ihra Offenbarung zu bringen, 
die im Wesen - wie das hervorgehobene Beispiel Henochs 
zeigt_- ErlBsung aus der Welt und Rettung in den Himmel ist;232

He concludes: "Mit all dem befinden wir uns hier in auffallender NMhe
. ,,293zur Gnosis.

Finally, the purpose of Enoch's ascent is to bring him to the 

highest heaven. This we know from the preliminary ascent which he 
describes for his children which in turn corresponds in detail with 

his final translation:
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And I saw angels who could not be counted,
And with them the Head of Days,
His head white and pure as wool,
And his raiment indescribable.
And I fell on my face.
And my whole body became relaxed, 2 9 4

And my spirit was transfigured... (I En 71.8a, 10-11)
There Enoch, as we have already seen above, receives the blessings
or Heilsgaben which the rest of the righteous and elect only await,

295and receive not until the eschaton and resurrection. The purpose
of Enoch’s translation, in other words, is salvation from the evil of
this world/age through admission to heaven and the presence of God.
Thus the apocalyptic translation, like the gnostic ascent, is essentially

296a soteriological function, Enoch attains salvation now by means
of his translation because the future age exists now in heaven.

Thus it is here that Apocalypticism and Gnosticism are to be
distinguished together from the various mysteries including the Merkabah

or Jewish Gnosis. As Guenwald explains:
The idea of the ’Himmelsreise der Seele’ as a soterio
logical event was first developed in Jewish apocalyptic, 
and it is interesting to note, that although the idea 
developed into a central event in the life, or better: 
the afterlife, of the gnostic, it is almost absolutely 
absent in its soteriological aspects in the writings 
of the merkava mystics.

In other words, at the very least, the apocalyptic concept of the trans
lation of Enoch, as a prototypical model of the salvation event for 
the righteous, fulfills the same function as the ascent of the soul 

in Gnosticism.

V. Summary and Conclusion
In summary we can see that at the very heart of the gnostic and 

apocalyptic concepts of salvation is knowledge. Knowledge leads to sal
vation; knowledge is s a l v a t i o n . A g a i n ,  this knowledge is twofold in
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in content.
First of all, it is knowledge of God. It is recognition of, viz, 

insight into, the reality that is God, For the Gnostic this means insight 
into the nature and existence of the true God; it is knowledge of the 

true God which awakens one and keeps him from remaining in the hands of 
the archontic rulers and worshiping those would-be gods of this world/ 
age. It is knowledge that puts an end to apostasy and false worship; 
it is knowledge that frees one from their control.

The same is true for Apocalypticism. The knowledge which the 

seer receives and shares is knowledge of God revealed in a time when 
God was felt to have withdrawn from his people and this age to have been 
over-run by Satan and his horde, a time when the peoples of the world 
were busy crushing the people of God because in their ignorance they did 
not know the Lord of Spirits as the true and only God. The Apocalyptists' 
special knowledge of God, of his creative power, his Lordship over all, 
and the vision of him seated on the throne as one day all would see and 
acknowledge him, was meant to free the heathen from false worship and 
idolatry and free the Jew from forsaking his God and his faith.

Secondly, and perhaps even more importantly, for both systems the 
knowledge that saves was also knowledge of one’s Self, i.e. knowledge 
of who one is in relationship to this world/age and the real God, For 

the Gnostic this was knowledge of man's spiritual nature. Whether this 
should be understood substantially or existentially at this point is not 
important since the result is the same. The announcement that one has 
the spirit or is pneumatic frees one from the burden of this world, the 
body, and the anti-godly powers that enslave man here. It is this 
gnosis that shatters the archontic darkness and sets the Self free.
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For the Apocalyptists this knowledge is knowledge of one’s election.
It is knowledge that itself both reveals this election and so makes it 
a reality. It is knowledge that both reveals the divine spirit within 

and thereby enables man to lead a righteous life. And it is this dynamic 
relationship between knowledge-election-empowering spirit-righteousness 
that enables the Apocalyptist to be free from the power of the anti-godly 
forces - free from their powers of temptation, unrighteousness, and apos
tasy. The moral indicative and imperative stand together; the elect are 

righteous and the righteous are the elect. Salvation is the result of 
grace, and it begins with a special revelation, a special knowledge. ^99 

Salvation itself can be seen to mean freedom - a freedom that 
overcomes the anti-godly powers of this world/age. For the Gnostic this 
knowledge itself frees man from the grasp of the archons. Thus while 
we have seen that the gnostic password formulae for the heavenly ascent 

could degenerate into a complicated list of mystical names and magic 
words, the Nag Hammadi Library as well as the Fathers have shown us that 
the real password, i.e. the word that frees one from the forces which 
would hinder the soul’s ascent, is the simple declaration of one’s iden
tity as a pneumatic.Knowledge of one’s identity itself frees the 
soul from the fetter of the body, the control of the archons, and the 
evil of this world altogether. Salvation is the end of the soul’s im

prisonment in the body. For the Apocalyptists salvation can also be 

seen to be personal freedom from the anti-godly powers. When one knows 
that he is one of the elect, that he is a son of light who has "more" 
of the spirit of light than of darkness, when one knows the heavenly 
secrets, then one knows that the accusing, tempting satans cannot hinder 
his salvation or come between him and God any longer. Knowledge means
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freedom because it also means righteousness. Thus by the deeds that 
flow from their elect nature, the Apocalyptists defeat Satan's power 
and escape his grasp, that of the yeser, and that of this entire anti- 
godly age. This is true whether one expects to ascend like Enoch et al. 
into the heavens, or to rise in the resurrection to life in the age to 
come. Those who are righteous are now overcoming the anti-godly
wills of this world/age, even as they will be completely freed at the 
time of their resurrection/ascent. Thus the goal of this salvation, 
the purpose of the knowledge in both systems is freedom from all that 
is anti-godly; it is an end to the Self’s participation in the anti- 
godly nature of this world/age and the beginning of existence in the 
world above, viz. age to come, - and eternal "Godly” existence - however 

it may be specifically envisioned.
This brings us to the very complicated topic of gnostic and apoc

alyptic eschatology - a topic that must remain beyond the scope of our 
work because of its very diversity as well as because of our own lack 
of space and time. We only pause to recognize the fact that this indiv
idual eschatology which is found in both systems is part of an overall 
cosmic eschatology found in both systems as well. While this is obvious
ly the case for Apocalypticism which many would identify with eschatol

ogy, the existence of gnostic eschatology has only come to light in its 
fullness with the publication of the Nag Hammadi Library, as K, Rudolph 

as pointed out. Thus we now find that gnostic thought, like that of 
(apocalyptic) Judaism and Christianity, is linear and not cyclical as 
was formerly believed - at least this is true for the Syro-Egyptian form 
of G n o s i s . 301 %:fow we see that like the Apocalyptists, the Gnostics 

looked to an end to the dualism of existence. Of course this is formu-
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lated in ways consistent with their respective systems. For the Apoc- 

alyptist the eschaton was to come as a great act of God, whereas for the 
Gnostic the end would come almost automatically with the ascent of the 

last pneumatic soul from the darkness of this material world.
But the foremost distinguishing characteristic of the eschatologies 

of these two systems lies not in their respective mythologumena concern
ing the end, but in their conceptual presuppositions. For the Apocalyp- 
tist the eschaton will mark the end of the ethical dualism found in this 
world/age and the beginning of an eternal ethical monotheism. Only those 
wills that conform to God's will will endure. The anti-godly will will 
be no m o r e , 302 the Gnostics, on the other hand, the eschaton will

mark the end of the present ontological dualism with its mixture of spirit 
and matter, light and darkness, and the beginning of an eternal ontolog
ical monotheism. All that is spirit/spiritual will unite with the Spirit 
that is God; the mixture will cease, and in some cases matter 
itself will cease to be.^03

The differences between these two systems are real enough, includ
ing those specific ways each envisions this future reality, but over
riding these differences in importance is the functional correspondence 

of these two soteriological systems. Both are based on knowledge - 
revealed secret knowledge of God and Self which leads to salvation. To 
be sure, the apocalyptic concept is only in the initial stages of its 
development but it is there, to be more fully developed in its gnostic 
counterpart. It is a soteriology that has no need of a suffering ser
vant Christ, only a revealer. It is this that unites Gnostic and Apoc- 
alyptist over against "orthodox" Christianity for together they await the 

end of this world/age and the salvation they already know is theirs.



CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSION

We have come a long way and touched on many things since the open
ing pages of the introduction to our investigation. At that time we set 
a number of questions before us to guide us in our study. It is time to 
re-examine them in light of what we have found. These included the fol
lowing :

1) What are the major similarities between Gnosticism and Apocalyp
ticism and how may they be classified?

As we have attempted to demonstrate, the similarities between these 

two movements actually break down into three categories: form, function, 
and what we might call features, i.e. the specific mythologumena, motifs, 

etc. which comprise the content of their respective messages. Concerning 
the latter we noted among other things the common use of the Sophia myth, 
that of the Fall of the Watchers, and the demiurge/archon. It will be 
obvious to anyone familiar with the research into this area that we have 
only touched on a few of the motifs and specific mythologumena which 
these two movements share. The publication of the Nag Hammadi library 
has revealed a hitherto unsuspected depth to the borrowing of Jewish 

traditions by the Gnostics. Thus each of these motifs has the potential 
for a traditionsgeschichtliche investigation of its own. In this re
gard our study is but a preliminary one which has opened up a number of 
areas for further research and study. However, these common features, 
while interesting and profitable for study, are insignificant in and of
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themselves when one compares two movements as movements.
It is the function to which these common features are put that is 

all important. One needs to examine how these features function within 
the system and for what purpose, for it is only here that we can discern 

whether or not the systems operate in the same way and correspond in terms 
of their message. In the case of Apocalypticism and Gnosticism we saw that 

both used their common features to present a soteriological theodicy. Both 
seekto account for man’s present DaseinsverstMndnis and the apparent non
involvement (hiddenness) of God in the world/age to bring man salvation.

But the question of form is equally important. Here we find that 
both systems are built upon a dualistic framework that underlies every 
facet of their thought. Divisions exist between God and world, man and 
world, man and God, the present world/age and that above, viz. to come.
Yet while there are a number of "dualisms" in both systems, these can be
reduced to one characteristic type which both distinguishes the two move
ments and yet similtaneously binds them together as two species of the 
same genus. For the Apocalyptist this framework is an ethical dualism. 
God's will is contrasted to the anti-godly will as it is expressed

among angels, men and this age, viz. history. For the Gnostic it is
an ontological dualism that again is expressed in the contrast between 

Spirit and all that is hylic and psychic, i.e. archons, the body, and 
this material world.

This dualism distinguishes the two movements because their respec

tive forms necessarily result in the common features being used in ways 
consistent with their form, which is to say that the anti-godly powers 
are set over matter and space in Gnosticism in contrast to ethics and 
time in Apocalypticism. The Self struggles against the body in contrast
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to the evil yeser, and so forth. Yet in every case we examined the 
features functioned in identical ways in spite of this difference in 
form.

Thus this dualism can also be seen to unite the two movements for 
both can be seen to follow the same form. Structurally they are dualis

tic soteriological theodicies or religions which differ from Christian
ity insofar as Christianity shares neither their dualism nor their sense 
of world-loss because of its belief in the incarnation.^ Christ is the 
effective end to Apocalypticism because He represents the inbreaking of 
God’s saving action in both creation and history, even as He is the re
futation of the Gnostics’ claims. This then provides the answer to our 

second question.

2) In view of these similarities, are there any permeating differ
ences which would.define the parameters of both movements? What makes 
Gnosticism gnostic and Apocalypticism apocalyptic?

It is this dualism that enables us to make a decisive line of de
limitation around both movements. If we are correct that ontological 
dualism is the sine qua non of Gnosticism expressed through those motifs 
and myths that one associates with later "gnostic" presentations, then 
Gnosticism proper can only exist where one finds those myths and motifs 
expressed in an ontologically dualistic manner. Apocalypticism, on the 
other hand, shares with Judaism generally an ethical orientation. The 
only difference seems to be that Apocalypticism is thoroughly or consis
tently ethically dualistic, extending this dualism to include the whole 

of this world/age; i.e. it gives up "history as revelation" for "history 

as the working out of the anti-godly will." It is their respective con
sistently applied dualisms that make Gnosticism gnostic and Apocalypti
cism apocalyptic even where they share features (myths, motifs, etc.)
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that would otherwise suggest some kind of continuum. Apocalypticism 

is not Gnosticism and vice versa in spite of similarities precisely be
cause of their respective dualistic presuppositions. Now if this is 
the case, how does it effect the answer to our third question?

3) In light of the correspondence that does exist in form, function 
and features, should Apocalypticism be designated a "Jewish Gnosis?"

If one is willing to recognize that a correspondence is as valid 
a criterion as coincidence in a comparison, then the answer must be 
"yes." However, if one expects two movements to coincide in every de
tail in order to be included in the same definition, then such a de
signation for Apocalypticism is impossible - as equally impossible as 
it would be to include the so-called Iranian and the Syrian types of 
Gnosticism within a common genus. As H. Ringgren once wrote, "...it 
is too much to demand a complete identity within a large complex of 
ideas in order to find some kind of connection established.Thus 
if one is willing to recognize a one on one correspondence in form and 

function utilizing common myths as well, it would seem to be impossible 
to deny Apocalypticism the title.

However, it should also be apparent that this correspondence oper
ates in both directions. It would be equally logical to include Gnos
ticism in the genus of apocalyptic movements, species - HellenisticI 

Gnosticism represents an ontologically dualistic Apocalypticism, com
plete with eschaton. Of course the direction one chooses to go would 

be determined by the historical development of the two movements, i.e. 

which one arose first. And this brings us to the final and most vexing 

question.^
4) What contribution does the recognition of these similarities
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and differences make to the ongoing discussion of the problem of the 
origin of Gnosticism?■ Does Apocalypticism reveal the influence and 
thereby the existence of a pre-apocalyptic Gnosticism? Or did Gnosti
cism borrow (or even develop) from Apocalypticism?

In the past, as well as the present, the answer to this question 

has depended upon the question of definition. Where one defined Gnos
ticism on the basis of certain myths, e.e. Primal Man, Sophia, et al.. 
and made them the sine qua non of Gnosticism as the religionsgeschicht
liche Schule did, and does, one would find Gnosticism, viz. Gnosis, 
nearly everywhere and so be able to trace its existence back to the 
earliest examples of the myth at hand. It is this methodology which 
led to the conclusion by Bultmann and others that the correspondences 
we have noted demonstrate the influence of Gnosis on the development 

of Apocalypticism in Judaism. Of course the effect of this is to es
sentially deny Gnosticism any developmental history of its own. It 

fails to allow for that point in history when non-Gnosis became Gnosis.
If on the other hand one allows for such a developmental history 

for Gnosticism, it would be possible to find the same myths, motifs, 
etc. existing in a variety of combinations, places and eras, and yet 
accept them there as expressions of the religious beliefs of their 
time, place and people, not necessarily being "gnostic." Such a pos
ition would allow one the opportunity to look for that time and place 
where all the features came together to function together in the form 
we have arbitrarily designated "Gnosticism," i.e. the 2nd Century 
Christian heresy. Now if the sine qua non of Gnosticism is ontological 
dualism - a dualism that differs from that of Hellenistic thought gener

ally in that it is anticosmic - we would do well to look for the point 

in history when non-Gnosticism took on this ontologically dualistic ex-
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pression.
This is to suggest that it may be possible that at one point in 

history the myths that we associate with Gnosticism functioned together 
in a system which was not yet ontologically dualistic. If one could 
reconstruct such a non-ontologically dualistic Gnosticism using the 
same features, form and function, that system could easily be Apocalyp
ticism. There are a number of reasons for suggesting that such may 
have been the case.

a) First of all it will be apparent from a close following of the 

primary citations that the apocalyptic movement offered no consistent 

or "systematic" theology. The explanations or theodicies we have noted 
do not appear in every apocalyptic source. Qumran and the TestXII bring 

together anti-godly powers with thê  yeser or a personal evil spirit; IV 
Ezra combines the Fall of Adam with the yeser but does not mention the 
Fall of the Watchers, Enoch relies heavily on the latter but does not 
mention the yeser and so on. What we find in Apocalypticism is a var
iety of themes used independently within the movement. Judaism was 

struggling to find the definitive explanation for man’s predicament 
but settled for a variety of somewhat incompatible ones.

Now despite its own form of diversity, the case is entirely dif
ferent in Gnosticism. There one finds what seems to be a conscious 
attempt to organize the individual motifs found in Apocalypticism into 

one relatively coherent whole. The gnosis becomes an amalgamation of 
the stories of the Fall of Man, the entrapment by anti-godly powers, 

and the creation of this world/age into one continuous myth. In terms 
of a systems approach and our hypothesis that Gnosticism arises where 

form, function and features come together as we find it in the 2 nd
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Century Christian heresy, this would seem to provide a prima facie 
case for gnostic dependence upon Apocalypticism. Gnosticism betrays 
some theological and/or philosophical expertise that is lacking, or 
takes different forms, in Apocalypticism. As we see from the Nag 
Hammadi tractates. Gnosticism struggles to be more philosophically 
consistent even as it rejects and ridicules philosophy. It is this 

philosophical, systematic orientation of the Gnostics that would speak 
for their systematizing of apocalyptic traditions.

b) Secondly, Apocalypticism has a known, recorded, developmental 
history which, although vague, can be traced back at least to "Daniel" 

if not to "Zechariah" and "Ezekiel." We know the historical conditions 
which produced the skepticism, as well as the prophetic promises which 

led Judaism to develop various myths and traditions into a functional 
dualistic theodicy like Apocalypticism. Even where some of the motifs 
we have noted have appeared in the relatively late apocalyptic writings, 
we know from Christianity that they were developed early and this devel
opment can be explained from within Judaism and the Jewish experience.

Gnosticism, on the other hand, has no apparent historical roots.
It seems to appear on the historical scene without a clue as to why it 
developed. There is no apparent reason for the Gnostic attitude toward 

life. Even though there may have been some popular sense of world-loss 
in Hellenism, Gnosticism is basically a Hellenistic impietas as P. Per

kins and others have n o t e d , I n  this regard no one has seemed to have 
noticed, let alone satisfactorily explained why, anticosmism is a part 
of the gnosis. Gnosticism maintains that the Self is not only ignorant 
of its divine origin, but also its entrapment in this world/age by the 
body and the archons. In other words, one aspect of the saving gnosis
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is the revelation that this world is evil. This would suggest that the 
Gnostics had difficulty winning converts to their cause. Why do people 

not flock to Gnosis? Because they love life; they do not even know 
that they are imprisoned here or that the damnation of reincarnation 
awaits them in their ignorance (anymore than the heathen recognize their 
own lostness apart from Yahweh in Judaism).5 This again would suggest 

that the Gnostics were people on the fringes of society, or even outside 
of "society," attempting to break in with this novel gnosis. Or else 
they were people within society interested in the new, people who adopted 
and adapted, as well as transmitted, whatever could be found in the Hel
lenistic world that was interesting and different, i.e. syncretists.

c) A third problem which suggests some kind of continuum from 
Apocalypticism to Gnosticism is thê  difficulty of determining the iden

tity of St. Paul’s opponents at Corinth and elsewhere. As J. Gunther 
has comprehensively detailed, modern scholarship is divided as to whether 
these people were Gnostics or some kind of Jewish group which we might 
identify with the Apocalyptists.  ̂ Again, in a recent article U. Wilckens 

has argued that Paul’s opponents at Corinth were not Gnostics but spirit
ualizing Jews who apparently believed they did not need a suffering savior 
(theologia crucis) since they already had a heavenly wisdom and spirit 
that assured their salvation.^ This, as we have argued, was precisely 
the position that certain Apocalyptists could have taken who would have 
had no need for the Christ except as another angelus interpres. In 
any event, this problem itself suggests that the transition point, should 
one exist, between Apocalypticism and Gnosticism may have occurred within 
early Christianity and its struggle to interpret the Gospel message for 
a Greek audience. It is a reinterpretation which could well have been
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on-going outside of Christianity as well.

d) Finally, there is the profound use of Jewish material in the 
gnostic presentation - a feature whose importance has only been increas

ed by the publication of the Nag Hammadi codices, Jewish features ap
pear even in those tractates that are not overtly Christian. Of course, 

this Jewish material can be interpreted in a number of ways since it is 
usually used to ridicule Judaism and its God. Certainly this Jewish 

aspect is the most paradoxical feature of Gnosticism. And as we noted 
in the introduction a number of hypotheses have been suggested to ac
count for this Jewishness and anti-Jewishness in the same movement.
Some like H. Jonas have suggested a revolt against Judaism, while others 
like R. M. Grant have suggested a revolt within Judaism, In both cases, 
however, the anticosmism of Gnostic;Lsm is contrasted with the procosmic 
stance of Judaism and made the stumbling block. What both positions 
overlook is the fact that in Apocalypticism we already have the function

al corresponding anti-worldly system within Judaism - a system which 
only needs to be "materialized" or "spatialized" to become "gnostic." 

History needs only to be reinterpreted as world, time as matter. And 
since the earliest gnostic systems do not appear to be anti-Yahwistic 
the case is strengthened for a development from an anti-world/age system 
to an anti-material world system and then to anti-Yahwism (since he is 
the creator of the material world, not Satan ). In other words, the 
anti-Yahx\ristic attitude in Gnosticism may have originated with the turn 
from eschatological/ethical dualism to ontological dualism, assuming 

that such a transition did occur.
In this regard it is important to remember that Judaism itself, 

as G. Scholem, J. Maier, I, Gruenwald, and others have demonstrated.
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had complex quasignostic merkabah traditions with apocalyptic roots. 

These were not eschatological as much as they were cosmological specu

lations including a belief in a series of heavens, throne speculations, 
theories about two powers in heaven and so forth, which may have played 
some role in this spatializing of eschatological dualism to produce the 
ontological counterpart of Apocalypticism in Gnosticism.

However, it is in Apocalypticism itself that the "gnostic" atti
tude toward life in this world/age first emerges. Apocalypticism needs 
only-.to be fully Hellenized to produce the gnostic solution. Again, 
as Philo demonstrates, Hellenized Judaism appears "gnostic" in respect 
to features and form, but not in function. Philo lacks the very Da- 
s einsvers tMndnis that Gnosticism and Apocalypticism share. Apocalypti
cism, on the other hand, lacks precisely that philosophical reinterpre
tation of Judaism in which Philo engaged which would make it "sound" 
more gnostic. 8

Thus if our observations are correct. Gnosticism could well have 
arisen from a reinterpretation of Apocalypticism - an Umdeutung which 

could have occurred in a number of ways:
1) It could have arisen from a misunderstanding of the apocalyptic 

message in the diasporan context. This possibility has been demonstra
ted by G. F. Snyder.  ̂ Although Snyder seems to assume that "gnostic 
spiritualism” already was at hand, he does present three examples from 
Paul's struggles to demonstrate how Paul's "radically disjunctive es
chatology" was misunderstood by his listeners and reinterpreted either 
chronologically (at Thessalonica), or ontologically (at Corinth).

2) The reinterpretation could easily have been the result not of 
misunderstanding but of a conscious effort within the nascent Christian
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movement which was itself "apocalyptic" in origin. P. Perkins has ' 
noted one way in which "heterodox Jews" would have been attracted to 

Christianity where a reinterpretation of the O.T. was taking place and 
where they would have shared with other Christians the expulsion from 
the synagogue as Judaism purged itself of such developments.^®

3) Yet another explanation may be that this Umdeutung was a con
scious effort by individuals outside the church but in the Diaspora, 
most probably Alexandria, either by Jews themselves or by students of 
Judaism who were attracted by the age and mystery of the Jewish "book 
religion" and yet disturbed by the Jewish claims to superiority and 
exclusiveness. In an atmosphere more freely Hellenistic the step from 

"world understood as history" to "world understood as matter" may not 
have been so great for someone impressed by the Apocalyptists' message 
who may have already been questioning the goodness of this "world."

The anti-Yahwism would thus be the logical consequence of this Umdeut
ung since according to Jewish scripture he and not Satan is the fashion
er of this world. Satan, the demiurge of history, thus becomes in this 
new literal adherence to the scriptural record the O.T. God.

4) Finally, but in no way exhausting the possibilities, we note 
the suggestion made by K. Schubert. Perhaps Apocalypticism is itself
an attempt to avoid the gnostic t e m p ta ti on .O ne  assumes that Schubert 
intended this to mean that oriental Gnosis interacted in Judaism to 
produce Apocalypticism. However, if the reinterpretation which we men

tioned above took place over a long period, perhaps Apocalypticism it
self may have been influenced by its development. In other words, if 
Apocalypticism was itself continuously developing under the influence 

of Hellenism in both Palestine and the Diaspora, there may well have
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been an interplay and exchange between the gnosticizing strain of 
Apocalypticism and that "apocalyptic" strain of Apocalypticism which 
we find today in the apocalypses. The dialogue between Ezra and his 
angelus interpres in IV Ezra may in fact reveal such a struggle where 
Apocalypticism is trying not to be what "Gnosticism" was or was be

coming.
Obviously the possibilities are virtually endless - as varied as 

were the peoples and places where such an Umdeutung may have spontan

eously and independently occurred. But speculations such as these 
take us far beyond our main objective and our primary contribution to 
the continuing discussion about the nature as well as the origins of 
Gnosticism which is the observation that in Apocalypticism we have the 

Jewish functional counterpart to Gnosticism.
Yet one cannot help but wonder if A. von Harnack was not that far 

from the truthlZ ~ could Gnosticism be the acute Hellenization, not of 

Christianity, but of Jewish Apocalypticism? Alas, perhaps only the 
eschaton will tell.
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Abingdon Press, 1971), p. 31; so also RE, s.v. "Gnosis," by 
W. Bousset, VII/2, p. 1510) cf, G.W. MacRae, "Gnosticism," 
p. 2628, who suggests that there is a radical distinction between 
Iranian and gnostic dualisms which argues against Iranian origins 
for that of Gnosticism.

^^"Die Sektenscrift und die Iranische Religion," ZTK 59 (1952), p. 
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29Ibid., p. 224ff.
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^^"The Heavenly Man," JTS 26 (1924/25)^p. 133, n. 1; see also 
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1966), p. 81.

35This seems to be recognized by W, Schmithals even though 
he would find in Zoroastrianism the root of both apocalyptic 
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(1953)̂ p. 234, the Iranian Primal Man theory falters because the 
Manichaean form (used to support the theory) is found to be dependent |
upon Valentinianism which in turn was a Judaizing Gnosticism. |
Similarly, H.-M. Schenke, "Das Problem," p. 132. j

37 !See, e.g. Wilson, Gnosis, p. 144, who discusses the recipro- j
eating influence of Gnosis and N.T. Christianity. ]



304

38For discussion and explanation of how these terms are used 
in this work, see below, p. 2 0 f.
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similarly RGG, s.v. "Johannesevangelium," by R. Bultmann, III, 
p. 846f.; Schmithals, Corinth, p. 49, 75-79; also H.-C, Puech,
"Gnosis and Time," in Man and Time: Papers from the Eranos 
Yearbooks, Bollinger series XXX, 3 (New York: Pantheon Books,
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Die himmlische Welt, p. 264. This does not mean, however, that 
apocalyptic thought must be derivable from Gnosis, but simply 
that "gnostic" elements were borrowed by the Apocalyptists.
These, according to Schmithals, Apokalyptik, p. 93-95, include 
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^^The Judean Scrolls (New York : Schocken Books, 1965), p. 562; |
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New Testament, e.g. p. 138, 143, passim; F.H. Borsch, The 
Christian and Gnostic Son of Man (Naperville, 111.: Allenson, 1970), 
p. 116f.; S. Mowinckel, He That Cometh, p. 426, 431; Reitzenstein, 
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(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1968), p. 235.

^^"Gnosis," RGG, 3rd. ed., II, p. 1652.
^^ThDNT, s.v. "o oîoi ToC* VIII, p. 414.
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to be re-examined in light of more recent studies such as that 
of K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1978), p. 141, who questions what is meant by a redeemer figure.
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70"Der jÜdischer Hellenismus," p. 458; also his "Der Gegenwartige 
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Neotestamentica et Semitica; FS for M, Black, eds. E. Ellis and 
M. Wilcox (Edinburgh: T &TClark, 1969), pp. 245-255. Similarly,
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origins of Gnosticism are still not clear, one can now recognize 
Gnosticism emerging as an artful and artificial myth (Kunstmythos) 
in the Hellenistic age."

75"Judischer Hellenismus," pp. 457, 458; also his "Problem 
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^^"AnsMtze," p. 319; see also note 16 above.
87SpHtj üdisch-hüretischer und früchristlicher Radikalismus,
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to put it differently, if 'Gnosticism' may find a place within 
'Judaism,' then 'Judaism' is emptied of any phenomenological 
meaning whatever."



309

91J, Maier, Vom Kultus, p. 15; see also discussion in 
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mit bestimmtem Charakter," p. 72.
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102Ibid,. p. 7; for the same reason, J. Munck, "The New 
Testament," p. 193, rejects the term "proto-Gnostic,"
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(Leiden; E.J. Brill, 1968), p. 123; see already J. Doresse, Secret 
Books, pp. 176-177, where he discusses HA and its use of tradition 
from Enoch and Ascls. More recently B. Pearson, "The Figure of 
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^^^Gnosis, p. 132.
^^^"Judèo-christianisme et gnose," in Aspects du judeo- 

christianisme (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1965), p. 156.
^Rudolph, "Renderscheinungen," p. 117; see also Schubert, 

"JÜdischer Hellenismus," pp. 455-461. The Oxford Dictionary of the 
Christian Church, 1957 éd., s.v. "Gnosticism," H. Chadwick, 
p. 470, maintains that Apocalypticism contributed the concept of 
conflict between angelic powers and salvation from this evil world 
for the elect to Gnosticism. See the catalogue of Jewish myths 
and traditions found in the NHL by BÜhlig, "Der jüdische Hintergrund,"
pp. 80-101.

^^^Epiphanius, Pan. XXXIX, 5.1.
^^^J.M. Robinson, "World," p. 105.
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^^^”New Testament. Apocalyptic in Recent Interpretation,"
Interpr 25/4 (October, 1971), pp. 422-423,

1 on"Epochenswelle und Rezeption," PhilRund 6  (1958), p. 112,
121See, e.g., E, Lohmeyer, "Abendmahl," p. 99; H._M, Scbenke,

"Das Problem," p. 124-125, cites the work of G, Quispel, R.M,
Grant, G, Kretschmar, R, McL. Wilson, Th, Caldwell, M, Simon,
G, Scholem and M, FriedlUnder as advocating a Jewish origin for 
Gnosticism,

122Books Which Influenced Our Lord and His Apostles (Edinburgh:
T & T Clark, 1891), p. 116, also 93 ff.

1 o o "World," p. 104; in his "The Coptic Gnostic Library Today,"
NTS 14 (1967/68), p. 377, he suggests that the ApocAd ",,,would 
seem to provide a bridge between Jewish apocalypticism, Jordan 
baptismal sects, and Qumran, on the one hand, and Gnosticism on 
the other,"

^^^"Traces," p. 141, also 137, 140.
1 9 S"Gnosticism," p. 2629,
^^^p, 101; see also Beardslee,‘"New Testament Apocalyptic," 

p. 425,
127Ibid., pp. 104-105.
128Early Christianity, p, 35.
129Ibid., p. 37; see also his A Historical Introduction to the 

New Testament (London: Collins, 1963), p, 203.
130Response by H. Jonas, OG, p. 457; cf, K. Rudolph, "Eorschungsber- 

icht," p. 98, who argues that the Fall of Jerusalem plays no role 
in the rise of Gnosticism since it was too local and too late to do so

131"ErlBsung durch Erkenntnis; Problème und Ergebnisse der 
Gnosis-Forschung," WoWa 16 (1961), p. 849; e.g. II Bar, IV Ez,
III Bar; ApocAbr - a fact which Grant himself recognizes and takes 
into account: Early Christianity, p, 31.

"The Demise," p. 148f.
133The Dead Sea Scrolls and Primitive Christianity, trans,

S. Attanasio (New York: The New American Library, 1962), p. 96; 
see also his The Theology of Jewish Christianity, p. 72; J, Doresse, 
Secret Books, p. 295f., suggests that the reference to Sodom and 
Gomorrah in the Gospel of the Egyptians may be an allusion to 
Qumran. He also notes (p. 298 n. 114) that Essene influence on the 
Sampsaeans was claimed by Epiphanius (Pan. XIX, 2) and that Essenian 
elements exist in the teaching of Elkesai.
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^^^"Simon, Dositheus and the Dead Sea Scrolls," ZRelGg 9 (1957), 
p, 29; but cf. S.J. Isser, The Dositheans, SJLA XVII (Leiden:
E.J. Brill, 1976), p. 119-120, 163f.

135Lehrbuch, p. 55f.; quote, p. 56; So also Rudolph,
"Renderscheinungen," p. 121, writes: "Die jUdische-araniHischen 
Weisheitsschulen sind also m.E. Ausgangspunkte der frühen Gn." - 
in this Wisdom school he too includes Apocalypticism. However, 
it should be noted that Adam has changed his position somewhat. 
Compare his "aramaischen Weisheitsschulen," p. 300; cf. D.N.
Freedman, "The Flowering of Apocalyptic," in Journal for Theology 
and the Church, ed. R.W. Funk, vol. 6 : Apocalypticism (New York: 
Herder and Herder, 1969), p. 174, who sees Gnosticism as the heir 
and successor to Apocalypticism through its individualized 
adaptations of apocalyptic themes such as individualized eschatology,

^^^"Das Problem," p. 124. Perhaps the earliest modern attempt 
to trace the origin of Gnosis back to Judaism is that of H. GrEtz, 
Gnosticismus und Judenthum Çsic3 (Krotoschin: B.L. Monasch und 
Sohn, 1846) ; later M. Friedlander, Der vorchristliche .jÜdische 
Gnosticismus, 1898, attempted to demonstrate that the minim 
mentioned by the rabbis were antinomistic Jewish gnostic heretics.
See the criticism of E. Schilrer, TLZ (1898), p. 167ff, ; more recently 
G, Quispel, "Der gnostische Anthropos," pp. 195-234; also his reply 
to G. Widengren, ZRelGg 6  (1954), 'p. 168.

137Eusebius, H.E. iv, 22.5; see Wilson, "Simon," p. 21.
138Adv. Haer. I, 24.6; according to G. Quispel, "The Origin of 

the Gnostic Demiurge," in Kyriakon; FS for J. Quasten, eds. P. 
Granfield and J.A. Jungmann (Münster: Aschendorff, 1970), I, 
p. 272, in Tert, Adv. Marc. 3.12 Marcionites were to be found among 
Palestinian Jews; see also R.M. Grant, Early Christianity, p. 14, 
who cites Justin of Samaria for treating gnostic sects and Jewish 
sects as analogous groups.

13952.21-24, also 62.5-6; cf. Clem. Exc. 6 8 .
^^^Gnosis. p. 26, 144; see also P. Pokorny, "Der soziale 

Hintergrund der Gnosis," in Gnosis und Neues Testament , ed.
K._W. Trdger (Gütersloh: Gerd Mohn, 1973), p. 79; cf. W. van Unnik, 
"Die jÜdische Komponente in der Entstehung der Gnosis," VigChr 15 
(1961), p. 81f.

l^^TrBger, "AnsMtze," p. 318, writes that "Das jÜdische Element 
gehürt zu den Voraussetzungen der Gnosis." However,, compare 
HrF. Weiss, "Randbemerkungen," p. 541, who argues that common 
traditions signify nothing regarding an "Ursprungszusamraenhang."

^^^Adv. Haer. I, 24.1-2.
^'^^"soziale Hintergrund," p. 78; HrF. Weiss, "Randbemerkungen," 

p. 542, however, argues that the ^Jewish themes' in gnostic
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literature are not the origin of gnostic myth but their selection 
and incorporation into Gnosis presupposes an already existent Gnosis,

144„^ag Problem," p. 124.

^^^"Der jÜdische Hintergrund," p. 80-101; see also 0, Betz,
"Was am Anfang Geschah," in Abraham unser Vater; FS for 0, Michel, 
Arbeiten zur Geschichte des SpHtjudenturns und Urchristenturns, 
vol. V (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1963), p. 24-43; and now F.T. Fallon,
The Enthronement of Sabaoth; Jewish Elements in Gnostic Creation 
Myths, NHS 10 (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1978).

^^^See A. BBhlig, Ibid., p. 91; A. Adam, "aramaischen 
Weisheitsschulen," pp. 29Iff.

147The Gnostic Problem (London: A.R. Mowbray, 1958) , p. 262; 
see also his Gnosis, p. 144; P. Pokorny, "Der Ursprung," p. 95.

148Wilson, Gnosis, p. 143f,; see also G, MacRae, "Gnosticism," 
p. 2628; K.-W. TrBger, "AnsHtze," p. 318.

14Q"Der Ursprung," p. 94-95,
^^^"Das Problem," p. 127.
151 'Ibid., p. 129; on the Hermetica as Jewish and not Christian

inspired see already C.H. Dodd, The Bible and the Greeks (London: 
Hodder & Stoughton, 1935); see also P. Pokorny, "Der Ursprung," 
p. 94ff.

152See, e.g., the comprehensive list of scholars and their 
positions compiled by J.J. Gunther, St. Paul's Opponents and Their 
Background, Supplements to Novum Testamentum, vol. XXXV (Leiden:
E.J. Brill, 1973), p. 1-7; see also R, McL. Wilson, Gnosis, p. 26.

153"Das Problem," p. 133, 132; see also K.-W. TrUger, "AnsHtze," 
p. 318; R. McL. Wilson, Gnosis, p. 143-144; even Bultmann, NT 
Theology I, p. 171, who argues that Gnosis is pre-Christian must 
acknowledge that Gnosis probably entered Christianity through 
Hellenistic Judaism,

^^^"Gnosticism and the New Testament," in The Bible in Modern 
Scholarship, ed. J.P. Hyatt (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1965),
p. 260.

155RGG s.v. "Gnosis - Religionsgeschichtliche," C. Colpe,
II, p. 1651, cited in H.-F. Weiss, "Randbemerkungen," p. 541.

^^^"Komponente," p. 77; but cf. R. McL. Wilson, "Jewish 
Christianity and Gnosticism," RecSR 60/2 (1972), p. 266, who notes 
that the Gnostic concentration on Genesis may simply reflect the 
interests of the Gnostics concerned and not the scope of their 
knowledge. See e.g. Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 5.4 where Valentinians 
are said to have claimed that the demiurge spoke through the prophets
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1 57Pre-Christian,- p . 144.
1 5 8 "Response," p. 289.
^^^So, e.g., Van Unnik, "Komponente," p. 80; see also Yamauchi, 

Pre-Christian, p. 145.
^^^So H. Jonas, "Response," p. 288.
^^^"Komponente," pp. 78-79.
^^^"aramMischen Weisheitsschulen," p. 300. One characteristic 

of this anti-Jewish animus is the reversal that takes place in 
gnostic exegesis where evil figures in the O.T, become "good" 
in the gnostic account ; e.g. the snake of Eden, Sodom and Gomorrah 
are all rehabilitated in gnosis. See discussion in E. Yamauchi, 
Pre-Christian, p. 145.

^^^"Response," p. 289.
^^^Early Christianity, pp, 34-37,
165„The Jewish Background of the Gnostic Sophia Myth," 12 

(1970), pp. 97-98; according to G, Quispel, "Origins," p. 271, 
the problem of this anti-Jewish animus is no argument against a 
Jewish origin for Gnosis since history provides many examples of 
self-hate similar to that needed for Jews to give birth to Gnosticism,

^^^"Komponente," p. 76; similarly, W. Schmithals, Apokalyptik, 
p. 9 5 , argues that the non-historical thought pattern of the 
Gnostics is so untypically Jewish that it is impossible to conceive 
of it arising from Judaism.

^^^So van Unnik, "Komponente," p. 73; see also H._F, Weiss. 
"Randbemerkungen," p. 546. According to H. Jonas, "Response," 
p. 286, 293, it is this "tragic split in the deity" which is the 
sine qua non of Gnosticism.

^^^E.g. E. Lohse, Umwelt, pp, 43-44; also H.-F, Weiss, 
"Randbemerkungen," p. 546.

^^^So P. Pokorny, "Der Ursprung," p. 101, who argues that it is 
this anti-creationist principle that is the sine qua non of 
Gnosticism. Thus there can be no true Jewish Gnosis since Gnosis 
is only Gnosis when it becomes anti-creationist.

170R. McL. Wilson, Gnosis, p. 143, commenting on H. Jonas' 
position.

171 "Komponente," p. 81; E. Yamauchi, Pre-Christian, p. 160, 
would go even further: "But the fact of the matter is that the 
gap between the Jewish view of a monotheistic God who created a 
good world, and the Gnostic view of a lower demiurge who created 
an evil world cannot be bridged by any known evidence but only by 
conj ecture."
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172H.-M. Schenke,. "Das Problem," p* 126, allows that by "Jews" 
one might include non-Jews who live as Jews, Jews who do not live 
as Jews, and half-Jews such as the Samaritans who were not actually 
Jews.

1 73^^■^"Anshtze," pp. 318-319.
^^^See W. Schmithals, Apokalyptik, p. 43; also discussion in

C.-A. Keller, "BBsen," p. 72ff., who argues that both the 
Apocalyptists and the Gnostics were identifiable sectarians.

^^^K. Koch, Rediscovery, p. 18; P. Vielhauer, "Apocalyptic," 
p. 582f.

K. Koch, Ibid., p. 23f,; D.S, Russell, Method, p. 104ff,; 
cf. G. von Rad, OT Theology, II p, 301. Koch lists the following 
literary features for apocalyptic: 1 ) discourse cycles of visions 
or auditions with an angelus interpres, 2 ) spiritual turmoils,
3) paraenetic discourses, 4) pseudonymity, 5) mythical images rich 
in symbolism, 6 ) composite character, J.B. Frey, "Apocalyptique," 
in Dictionnaire de la Bible Supplement, I, pp. 326-354, lists 
1 ) revelation, 2 ) object of revelation (past, present, future),
3) eschatology, 4) composite character, 5) pseudonymity,
6 ) esotericism, 7) determinism, 8 ) symbolism, 9) indefinite 
language, 10) artificial character of the genre. I, Willi-Plein,
"Das Geheimnis der Apokalyptik," VT 27 (January, 1977), pp. 62-63, 
correctly notes that there are three ways of defining "apocalyptic": 
according to 1) literary type, 2) historical movement, and 3) theology,

177Rediscovery, pp. 33, 28; also D.S. Russell, Method, p. 104;
W. Schmithals, Apokalyptik, p. 21ff. Cf. J. Schreiner, "Die 
Apokalyptische Bewegung," in Literatur und Religion des Frühjudentums, 
eds. J. Maier and J. Schreiner (Würzberg: Echter Verlag, 1973), 
p. 215, who maintains that is is difficult to decide what apocalyptic 
traits are or need to be present to so designate a work (and by 
extension its originating community) "apocalyptic."

178LThK, s.v. "Apokalypses, Apokryphe (A.T.)," by H, Gross, I, 
p. 698; W. Rollins, "The New Testament and Apocalyptic," NTS 17 
(1970-71), p. 463; L, Morris, Apocalyptic, (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. 
Eerdmans, 1972), p. 26; D.S. Russell, Method, p. 313ff,; see below, 
chapter III.

179Apokalyptik, p. 72; others suggest different characteristics 
as the sine qua non of apocalyptic thought, e.g.: for F.C. Burkitt, 
Jewish and Christian Apocalypses (London: The British Academy,
1914), p. 2, the apocalyptic doctrine was the final judgment;
K. Koch, "Die Apokalyptik und ihre Zukunftserwartungen," Kontexte 3 
(1966), p. 53, speaks of its revelation of the course of world 
history leading to the first formation of a real eschatology 
(p. 54); so also H. Ringgren, "Apokalyptische Literatur , Religion- 
sgeschichtlich," RGG I, p. 463.
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However, following Schmithals, we would argue that it is the 
specific world view and understanding of existence which distinguish 
Apocalypticism from late Judaism generally even though they share 
most of the same mythology and concepts. Again, it is the use to 
which these motifs and concepts are put that differentiates 
Apocalypticism from the rest of late Judaism,

1 Qrt
Apokalyptik, p. 37, also pp. 21-37; see further chapter II, 

below p. 52f.
181For discussion see, e.g., D.S, Russell, Method, p. 239ff.
182"Apocalyptic," p. 588, 589; It should be noted, however, 

that the way the Apocalyptists expressed this dualism, particularly 
in regard to their vision of the new age, differs widely within the 
literature; see L, Morris, Apocalyptic, p. 44ff,

^^^See generally K, Koch, Rediscovery, p. 21; D.S. Russell, 
Method, p. 23ff. Those taking positions include the following;

am ha aretz: W. Bousset, Religion, p. 242; ThDNT, s.v.
"'X'TioK.oLA r w  by A, Oepke, III, p. 578,

wisdom sages; G. von Rad, OT Theology XI, p. 307f,; H.P.
Müller, "Mantische Weisheit und Apokalyptik," Supplements to VT 
22 (1971), pp. 290-291, finds apocalyptic arising from mantic 
wisdom traditions common to the religions of late antiquity;
J. Jeremias, Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus (London: SCM, 1969), 
p. 238, ascribes the apocalyptic literature to the scribes 
(scribal esoteric).

Babylonian or Persian Diaspora; K. Kohler, "The Essenes and 
Apocalyptic Literature," JQR 11 (1920), pp. 163-164; 0. Eissfeldt, 
The Old Testament: an Introduction, trans. P.R. Ackroyd (Oxford: 
Basil Blackwell, 1965), p. 524.

Essenes: F.M. Cross, The Ancient Library of Qumran and Modern 
Biblical Studies (London: Duckworth & Co., 1958), p. 54, n. 33;
K. Kohler, "The Essenes," p. 166.

The Hasidim: 0. PlBger, Theocracy and Eschatology, trans. S. 
Rudman (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1968), pp. 8-9, 29f.; J. Schreiner, 
“Bewegung," pp. 246-247, maintains the Hasidic movement fractured 
into the Apocalyptists and the Pharisees.

The Pharisees : R.H. Charles, ed., Apocrypha and Pseudepigraphs 
of the Old Testament, vol. II: Pseudepigrapha(Oxford; Clarendon 
Press, 1913; reprint ed., 1973), p. viiff. It should be noted that 
Charles distinguished between an "apocalyptic" and a "legalistic" 
Pharisaism. W. Rollins, "Apocalyptic," pp. 463-464, says 
Apocalypticism was the voice of Pharisaism and Essenism; W. Bousset, 
Religion, p. 204ff.

The Zealots : R.T. Herford, The Pharisees (London; G. Allen 
& Unwin, 1924), p. 188.

The Hierarchy: B. Reicke, "Official and Pietistic Elements of 
Jewish Apocalypticism," JBL 79 (1960), p. 138, finds the origins 
of Apocalypticism related to both the scribes and the priests.
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184Method, p. 27;.so also L. Morris, Apocalyptic, p, 19,
Understood in this way, Apocalypticism need not have been a sect 
within Judaism but a "movement"; see W, Schmithals, Apokalyptik, 
p. 9.

185Rediscovery, p. 34; W, Schmithals, Ibid., p. 34, argues that 
the Apocalyptists, like those of Qumran, led a "conventicle" 
existence separate from the mainstream of Judaism as illustrated 
by their ascetic tendencies which are generally foreign to Judaism; 
e.g. I En 46.8, 53.5ff.; so also P. Vielhauer, "Apocalyptic," 
p. 598, who suggests the esoteric nature of the apocalypses is 
further evidence of their origin in conventicles.

Koch, Rediscovery, p. 23,
187D.S. Russell, Method, p. 37,
188Ibid.; cf. W, Schmithals, Apokalyptik, p. 151, who suggests 

that some seemingly apocalyptic literature utilizes the apocalyptic 
style and some of its motifs but lacks the "loss of history" 
peculiar to true Apocalypticism. He notes Jub and Test XII. Yet 
it is precisely because this literature contains motifs etc, common 
to Apocalypticism that makes it valuable for re-constructing the 
apocalyptic milieu. See similar questions on II En, III Bar ^  al 
raised by K. Koch, Rediscovery, p .' 22; for full discussion of dates 
and scholarly opinion see J. Charlesworth, The Pseudepigrapha and 
Modern Research, Septuagint and Cognate Studies 7 (Missoula:
Scholars Press for SBL, 1976); L, Rost, Judaism Outside the 
Hebrew Canon, trans. D.E. Green (Nashville; Abingdon Press, 1976),

189On the dating of the various sections of I En, see J, 
Charlesworth, Pseudepigrapha,,pp. 98ff. ; see also below, excursus, 
p. 40.

190The date and transmission of Test XII have been much debated,
M, de Jonge, The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs: A Study of 
Their Text, Composition and Origin (Assen: van Gorcum, 1953; 
reprint ed., 1976), once maintained that they were composed by a 
Christian at the end of the 2nd century A.D. but today he believes 
they may be a Christian redaction of much earlier Jewish material 
receiving their present form about 150 A.D. See his "The Inter
pretation of the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs in Recent 
Years," in his Studies on the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs:
Text and Interpretation, SVTP 3 (Leiden: E.J, Brill, 1975), pp. 183- 
192; see also discussion in J. Charlesworth, Pseudepigrapha, p. 212ff, 
Charlesworth, following J, Becker, suggests that they achieved a 
form similar to that we know around 100 B.C. and subsequently were 
reworked by Christians beginning around 100 A.D. For de Jonge's 
latest position see his "The Main Issues in the Study of the 
Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs," NTS 26 (1980), pp. 508-524.
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191D.S. Russell, Method, p. 37, n, 3, himself doubts that the 
Martyrdom should be included as an apocalyptic book. He is 
probably correct, however this portion of the Ascis is valuable 
for its comments on Satan etc.

192D.S. Russell, Method, p. 38f,; K, Koch, Rediscovery, p. 34.
1 93Metl^, p. 39.
^^^Ibid., p. 39ff.; see also J, Schreiner, "Bewegung," p. 248,
^^^"The Date of the Parables of Enoch: A Critical Review,"

NTS 25 (1978-79), p. 345.
^Dictionnaire de la Bible, Supplement, s.v. "Apocryphes de 

1’Ancient Testament, I. Le Livre d' Henoch," I, cols. 360-364.
197Alttestamentliche jÜdische Apokalyptik, Biblische Handbibliothek 

VI (München: Küsel-Verlag, 1969), p. 32; R.H, Charles, Pseudepigrapha, 
p. 164.

198Der Menschensohn Im Ethiopischen Henochbuch, Skrifter 
Utgivna av Kungl, Humanistiska Vetenskapssamfundet XLI (Lund:
C.W.K. Gleerup, 1946), pp. 35-39.

199 ^"Der Menschensohn in den Bilderreden des Henoch," BZAW 35
(Giessen: Alfred Tüpfelmann, 1922), p. 84.

^^^Apokalyptik, pp. 150-184.
oni "Towards a Date for the Similitudes of Enoch," NTS 14 

(1967-68), pp. 564-565.
"Problèmes de la littérature Hènochique a la lumière des 

fragments aramèens de Qumran," HarvTR 64 (1971), pp. 333-378, 
here p. 377 ; also his The Books of Enoch: Aramaic Fragments of 
Qumran, Cave 4 (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1976).

203"The Throne-Theophany Prophetic Commission and the 'Son 
of Man*," in Jews, Greeks and Christians, FS for W.D. Davies, 
eds. R. Hamerton-Kelly and R. Scroggs (Leiden: E.J. Brill,
1976), p . 66,

^^^"The 'Parables’ of Enoch (I En. 37-71) and the 'Son of 
Man'," ExpTim 88 (January, 1976), pp. 5-8, esp. p. 7.

205"The Parables of Enoch - Origin and Date," ExpTim 89 
(April, 1978), pp. 118-119, esp. p. 118; see also his "Dating the 
Similitudes of Enoch," NTS 25 (1978-79), pp. 360-369.

^^^"Date," p. 359 ; see further, J.C. Greenfield and M.E. Stone, 
"The Enochic Pentateuch and the Date of the Similitudes," HarvTR 70 
(1977), p. 58-60, who date the Similitudes to the 1st century
C.E. refuting Hindley.



319

207"The SNTS Pseudepigrapla Seminars at Tübingen and Paris on 
the Books of Enoch," NTS 25 (1978-79), pp. 315-323, esp. pp. 321,322.

208J.H. Charlesworth, Pseudepigrapha, p. 104; L. Rost, Judaism, 
p. 112; D.S. Russell, Method, p. 37*

209 Scrolls, p. 553.
210J, Schreiner, Apokalyptik, p. 54; 0. Eissfeldt, Introduction, 

p. 623.
211p. 318. See S. Pines, "Eschatology. and the Concept of Time 

in the Slavonic Book of Enoch," in Types of Redemption, SHR XVIII 
(Supplements to Numen), eds. Werblowsky and Sleeker (Leiden: E.J, 
Brill, 1970), p. 81; G. Scholem, Ursprung und AnfMnge der Kabbala 
(Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1962), p. 62ff.

212Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 29.1; see also his comments that Gnosticism 
was like a many headed hydra arising from Valentinus, Adv. Haer. I, 
30.15.

213R. Haardt, Gnosis, p. 3,
^^^G. Quispel, Gnosis als Weltreligion (Zurich: Origo Verlag,

1951), pp. 3-4. '
9.

216^ . ,Gnosis, p. 4.
217"Towards a Definition of Gnosticism," OG, pp. 174-180.
^^^E.g. P. Pokorny, "soziale Hintergrund;" E. Pagels, The 

Gnostic Gospels (New York: Random House, 1979); for criticism on 
using the phenomenological method alone see H. Jonas, "Delimitation 
of the Gnostic Phenomenon - Typological and Historical," 0̂, p. 90ff.

219So e.g. W, Schmithals, Apokalyptik, p. 80f,; also his 
Corinth, p. 26ff.; H.-M. Schenke, "Hauptprobleme der Gnosis,"
Kairos 7 (1965), p. 118, sees it as an attitude toward existence;
G. Quispel, Weltreligion, p. 17, sees Gnosis as a mythical projection 
of the gnostic experience; so also H. Jonas, Geist I, p. 8, 25ff,
See below, chapter II.

220See, e.g., W. Schmithals, Corinth, p. 29.
221U. Bianchi, ed.jOG, p. xxviff.; but cf. K, Schubert,

"Probelm und Wesen," p. 5; see also the criticisms of this definition 
by K. Rudolph, "Randerscheinung," p. 105ff.

222W, Schmithals, Corinth, p. 31, sees the cosmological dualism 
originating in Iranian religion and the anthropological dualism . 
coming from Greek theology and philosophy. See also Th.P. van 
Baaren, "Definition," p. 177.
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^^^"Delimitation," p. 92.
See further below, chapter II, p.57ff,

22 5See below, p. 47f.
^^^See above, p. lOff.
227U. Blanchi, ed. pp. xxvi-xxvii.
228On PS generally see E« Hennecke - W. Schneemelcher, eds.

NTA I, pp. 250-259; for English translations see G. Horner,
Pistis Sophia (London: S.P.C.K., 1924); V. Macdermot, trans. Pistis 
Sophia, NHS IX (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1978).

On the books of Jeu generally see E. Hennecke/W.
Schneemelcher, NTA I, pp. 259-293.

229"Patterns of Religion in Paul and Rabbinic Judaism: A
Holistic Method of Comparison," HarvTR 66 (1973), p. 455ff.; see
also his Paul and Palestinian Judaism (Philadelphia: Fortress 
Press, 1977), pp. 12-24,

2 3 0^"^^"Patterns," p. 455.
231Gnosis, p. 14. '
232^ . .Gnosis, p . 6.
^^^"Pattems," p. 455.
234^"^^Ibid., p. 456.
235. . ^Gnosis, p. 7.
^^^Pre-Christian, p. 178; also E.P. Sanders, Paul, p. 13,
237"Qumran," p. 383; also E.P. Sanders, Paul, p. 13. 

^^^Pre-Christian, p. 171.
^^^"Definition," p. 175.
^^^Gnosis, p. 20, also p. 4-5.
241,tpatterns," p. 456.
2 4 2^"Ibid., p. 457.
243See W. Schmithals, Corinth, p. 29, who discusses Jonas 

approach as a "necessary corrective" for phenomenology alone.
^^^"Delimitation," p. 91-92. We will use his categories as 

our chapter divisions.
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^^^See, e.g., W.C. van Unnik, "Komponente," p. 70; J, Zandee, 
"Gnostic Ideas," pp. 16-17; J. Munck, "The New Testament," p. 185.

^^^Adv. Haer. I, 28.1, 30.15; Hipp. Ref. V, 11.
^^^See W. Harnisch, VerhMngnis und Verheissung der Geschichte, 

FRLANT 97, eds. E. Kasemann and E. Würthwein (GBttingen: Vandenhoeck 
& Ruprecht, 1969), p. 10; L. Morris, Apocalyptic, p. 20. On Qumran 
see Wm. S. LaSor, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the New Testament 
(Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1972), p. 75.

^^^"Delimitation," p. 90.
^̂ Îbid.
250See also J. Baumgarten, Paulus und die Apokalyptik, WMANT 

44, eds. F. Hahn and O.H. Steck (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener 
Verlag, 1975), p. 10, who notes that motif studies alone produce 
the situation where a motif is claimed by some to be typically 
gnostic, and by others to be typically apocalyptic.



FOOTNOTES FOR CHAPTER TWO

^Geist I, p. 12f., also p. 59. For a critique of Jonas’ 
existentialist interpretation see A.D. Nock, review of Gnosis und 
spHtantiker Geist, Gnom 12 (1936), pp. 605-12; also R.M. Grant, 
review of Gnosis und spütantiker- Geist, JTS 7 (1956), pp. 308-313;
JTS 16 (1965), p. 505ff.

2"Delimitation," p. 94; see also his Geist I, p. 140-251..
Coming from a different direction to much the same conclusion is 
H.-M. Schenke, "Problem," p. 126, who maintains, in effect, that 
Gnosticism is more than the sum of its constituent parts or motifs.

3Weltreligion, p. 31; it was precisely this feature of Gnosticism 
that led Plotinus as well as the Fathers to argue with the Gnostics.

4NT Theology I, p. 165; see also H.-M. Schenke, "Problem," p. 126.
^"Time," p. 61; cf. Plotinus; see discussion in K. Rudolph,

Die Gnosis (GBttingen; Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1978), p. 67ff.
^E.g. W. Bousset, Kyrios Christos, trans. J. Steeley (Nashville: 

Abingdon Press, 1970), p. 245ff.
^One might question Bultmann’s assumption that Christianity is 

a world denying religion. According to J.M. Robinson, "World," 
p. 106-107, passim, this is not true of early catholic Christianity, 
but only of "primitive" Christianity - that most influenced by 
apocalyptic thought.

g
"Problem und Wesen," p. 6; see also his "Jüdischer Hellenismus," 

p. 456; U. Luck, "Das WeltverstHndnis in der jUdischen Apokalyptik," 
ZTK 73 (September, 1976), p. 286,refers to "WeltverstHndnis" as the 
fundamental problem of Apocalypticism which led to the development 
of the two ages doctrine and the negative attitude toward history.

9Apokalyptik, p. 72.

^^See below, pp. 59ff.; 145ff.; passim.
^^J.M, Robinson, "World," p. 104, maintains there is a continuity 

between the apocalyptic and the gnostic sense of world-loss. He 
also rightly insists, p. 109, that it is only on the basis or in 
terms of "world-view" that other aspects of their theologies can 
be understood correctly. "World-view" is more than a similarity, 
therefore; it is the departure point for further investigation.
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12On the various types of "dualism" or ways of expressing dualism 
see H.W. Huppenbauer, Der Mensch zwischen zwei Welten, AThANT 34; 
eds. W, Eichrodt and 0, Cullmann (Zürich: Zwingli Verlag, 1959), 
pp. 9-13; 95-115; see e.g. GPh 52.25ff. where the two world/ages 
are likened to winter and summer. See K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 69.

^^Gnosis I, p. 3.
^^Hipp., Ref. VII 23.1-2.
^^Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 30.2.
16Ibid., I, 16.2; 17.1,2; ^  al.
^^Ibid., I, 25.1.
1 8Ibid., I, 1.4,4; 3.1, passim.
19 ,On the term 13? ÙJ , its meaning and development see the

articles by E. Jenni, "Das Wort *o l .î5iw im Alt en Testament," ZAW 
64 (1952), pp. 197-248; and ZAW 65 (1953), pp. 1-35; on the two 
ages scheme in IV Ez and II Bar see W. Harnisch, VerhMngnis, p. 93ff. , 
passim.

20See also II Bar 83.8; IV Ez 6.9 (where they are symbolized by 
Esau and Jacob); I En 71.15; W. Harnisch, Ibid., p. 92. The two 
ages are also a part of the thought at Qumran although they are not 
well expressed. See G. Maier, Mensch und Freier Wille, WUNT 12, 
eds, J. Jeremias and 0. Michel (Tübingen: J.C.B. Mohr - Paul Siebeck, 
1971), p. 227.

^^Religion, p. 243; H. Ringgren, "JÜdische Apokalyptik," RGG I, 
p. 465; Vielhauer,"Apocalyptic," p. 588. On the influence of foreign 
ideas on its development see D.S. Russell, Method, pp. 270-271, who 
argues that Zoroastrian ideas only served to modify germinal concepts 
already existent in Judaism.

22J. Schreiner, Apokalyptik, p. 113; Vielhauer, Ibid.
23Ibid.
^^"Eschatology," p. 140.
25For the sociological background of both the gnostic and 

apocalyptic responses to the world see CrA. Keller, "Büsen," p. 76ff.
Apokalyptik, p. 67, 69-70; M. Mansoor, "The Nature of Gnosticism 

in Qumran," OG, p. 391; E. Stauffer, Jerusalem und Rom im Zeitalter 
Jesu Christi (Bern: Franeke Verlag, 1957), p. 41; J. Maier, Kultus, 
p. 15; cf. J. Barr, The Semantics of Biblical Language (London:
Oxford University Press, 1961), e.g. pp. lOff.

This is not to suggest that Gnosticism did not know of the 
two Ages doctrine or think in temporal terms ; see now from the Nag
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Hammadi Library, e.g.: TriTrac 73.28ff.; GPh 52.26f.; OnOrWld 114.23f.; 
121.25-27; 122.1; 123.30-31; GEgypt 61.If.; GrPow 40.24-41.2; Zost 
4.18-19; TriPro 42.19-21; 44.33-45.2; also Heracleon frag. 38, Origen 
in Joh. XIII 52.

However, it seems to be a gnostic technique that temporal concepts 
are made spatial. Thus we find numerous references that allude or 
refer to the heavenly world/Pleroma as the Aeon (place) where the 
Gnostics are to dwell, e.g.: TriTrac 73.28ff.; AJ 1.25f.; Eug 77.16f.; 
83.20ff.; ApocAd 64.lOfValExp 41.30f.; also Severus, Epiph. Pan.
XLV, 1.3; Ophites, Iren. Adv. Haer I, 30.2, 14; Libertines, Epiph.
Pan. XXVI, 5.8.

Finally, aside from the usual way in thich the term "Aeon" 
is used to refer to the divine emanations which are too numerous to 
mention, we find in the Nag Hammadi Library a few references which 
suggest that the Highest God himself, or his consort, is an Aeon, 
e.g. AJ 4.3f.; GEgypt 41.5f.; TriPro 45.8; Allog 45.19-20?

27So e.g. K. Schubert, "Jüdischer Hellenismus," p. 456:
"Die jÜdische Apokalyptik und die Texte von Qumran 
lassen ein radikal dualistisches Weltbild erkennen.
Im Gegensatz zur Gnosis ist aber dort das Dualismus
eschatologisch begrenzt, wMhrend die Gnosis anstelle 
der die alttestamentliche Prophétie fortsetzenden 
apokalyptischen Naherwartung den Weg in das transkosmische 
Lichtreich weisen will.»Der dualismus der Gnosis ist 
absolut und kosmisch und hatte daher in manchen FMllen 
eine Aufhebung der Morallehren zu Folge, wMhrend der 
Dualismus der Apokalyptik und der Qumran-Texte ein 
relativer ethischer ist und strengste Befolgung des 
überlieferten Gesetzes verlangt."

See also R.M. Grant, Earlv Christianity, p. 113. It is this difference
that leads K.-W. TrBger, "AnsMtze," p. 316, 318-319, to argue that
there can be no true "Jewish Gnosis."

28See R.McL. Wilson, Problem, p. 202, who calls attention to 
the Jewish adaptation of this same cosmology; also K. Rudolph,
Die Gnosis, p. 75ff.

29See J. Doresse, "Gnosticism," in Historia Religionum, eds.
C.J. Bleeker and G. Widengren, vol. I: Religions of the Past (Leiden: 
E.J. Brill, 1969), p. 549, who discusses the contribution of the 
Platonic image/model concept to Gnosis - a concept not unknown to 
Alexandrian Judaism as we know from Philo.

30H. Jonas, "Delimitation," p. 94. As we shall see below, 
chapter III, p. 131, this distinction is not unlike the Jewish 
distinction between creator (spirit) and creation (material world).
See also K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 68.

31Actually, the Gnostics offer a number of explanations for their 
rejection of this material world including the following:

1) creation is inferior due to the inferiority of its fashioner,
2) matter itself is corruptible and therefore inferior compared

to the eternal, superior spirit world; e.g. Peratae, Hipp. Ref. V, 16.1:
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"...nothing belonging to the world of becoming can escape the 
destiny laid down for things that came into being from their 
(moment of) coming into being. ...whatever comes into being 
is also completely destroyed..."

See below, p. 134, 145ff.
32Doresse, "Gnosticism," p. 549; according to Valentinus, Clem. 

Strom. XV. 13 (frag. 5): "The world is as much inferior to the living 
aeon as the picture is inferior to the living figure,"

33See Vielhauer, "Apocalyptic," p. 589, who notes that this dif
ferentiates apocalyptic from gnostic dualism; also W. Schmithals, 
Apokalyptik, p. 81. Such was also the case at Qumran; see Driver, 
Scrolls, p. 551,

^^So W. Harnisch, VerhMngnis, p. 95, passim; cf. ThDNT, s.v.
" ," by H. Sasse, I, p. 205, passim, who finds in the two
ages scheme a contrast between time and eternity (timelessness ).
On the two ages see e.g. IV Ez 7.50; 8.1; 4.26; II Bar 44.9,12;
81.8; 15.7; 30.3; 40.3; 44.15; 48.50; 51.3. On the two ages at 
Qumran see M. Burrows, More Light on the Dead Sea Scrolls (London: 
Seeker and Warburg, 1958), pp. 287-288; cf. M. Black, The Scrolls 
and Christian Origins (London: Thomas Nelson & Sons, 1961), p. 136.

^^Method, p. 265. »
W. Harnisch, VerhMngnis, p. 243; Apocalypticism is therefore 

truly eschatological; for a more comprehensive discussion of the 
differences between the O.T. and apocalyptic thought on this point 
see D.S. Russell, Method, p. 268ff.; R. Bultmann, History and 
Eschatology, The Gifford Lectures of 1955 (Edinburgh: The University 
Press, 1957), p. 27ff. On the end of this age see IV Ez 4.37; 5.50f.; 
6.20; XX Bar 54.21; 69.4; 83.7f.; on the end of the times see II Bar 
27.15; 29.8; 30.3; 59.8. It is difficult to say where the two ages fit
into the thought of the sectarians at Qumran vis a vis the O.T. It
appears to be Old Testamental, yet cf. IQS 4.19-23.

37Apokalyptik, p. 113; see e.g. IV Ez 4.27; also W, Harnisch, 
VerhMngnis, p. 243.

38Method, p. 269; so also W. Zimmerli, Man and his Hope in the 
Old Testament, Studies in Biblical Theology, 2nd. series, 20 
(London: SCM Press, 1971), p. 144ff., esp. p. 148; but cf. K. Koch,
Rediscovery, p. 31,who questions this supposed radical transcendence
of the two ages doctrine for in Jub, for example, the new age is 
an evolutionary process: 1.29; 4.26; 23.23-28.

39W. Harnisch, VerhMngnis, p. 100, 135; also E. Stauffer, "Das 
theologische Weltbild der Apokalyptik," ZSTh 8 (1931), pp. 208-209.
See further note 156 below.

^^See also IV Ez 4.26b-27; 7.31; II En 65.7-9; IQS 4.18,19,23.
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II Bar 10.21-23.
^^E.g. IV Ez 5.28f.; I En 90.4.
U. Luck, "WeltverstMndnis," p. 287f,, would trace this world 

view back to a crisis in SchBpfungstheologie, i.e. the promise that 
the creation is orderly and therefore "good" was called into question 
by the Apocalyptists’ historical experiences which denied their 
beliefs. On the variety of responses within Judaism to a crisis 
like the destruction of Jerusalem and the Temple (70 AD) see J.
Neusner, "Emergent Rabbinic Judaism in a Time of Crisis," in Early 
Rabbinic Judaism, SJLA, vol. 13 (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1975), pp. 34- 
49. See further below, chapter V.

44E.g. IV Ez 7.36-38; AsMos 10.7; I En 99.7,9,14, passim. See 
below, p. 137ff.

45II Bar 51.14; 70.Iff.
46^^11 En 66.6.
^^11 Bar 15.7-8; cf. 74.1.
48IV Ez 4.27; 7.12; ApocMos 25; see also I En 25.6; Sib III 369,

725ff.
49See also II Bar 51.16; 48.50; 51.14; for complete list of 

sorrows of this age see P. Volz, JÜdische Eschatologie von Daniel 
bis Akiba (Tübingen; J.C.B. Mohr, 1903), p. 348; also see discussion 
in J. Menard "Littérature apocalyptique juive et littérature gnostique," 
RScRel 47 (1973), p. 300f.

^^Jub 5.2.
^^I En 91.5ff.
^^See GTr 28.32-29.26; TriTrac SO.llff.; 107.30-108.4; ApocAd 

65.20-21; AuthTeach 23.12-20; ParaShem 10.1-2; TriPro 44.20-26.
See also Naassene Hymn, Hipp., Ref. V, 10.If.; Heracl. frag. 20 
in Origen, In Joh.XIII, 16. Interestingly enough, while the Apocalyptists 
had ample reasons for their particular world view arising from the 
struggles of the Maccabean period and beyond, the Gnostics arose in 
a period of relative stability and prosperity. This again raises the 
question of the origin of the gnostic DaseinsverstMndnis and its 
originality with the Gnostics. See above, chapter I, p. 44; also 
K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 77f.

^^J. Menard, "Littérature," p. 308.
54See further, chapter IV, p.185ff.
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55According to C.H. Dodd, Bible, p. 157ff., in the Hermetica 
(e.g. Poimandres) the fall of Adam was interpreted as a falling in 
love with Nature, i.e. the world. This theme of love of the world 
is common in Gnosticism, According to ExSoul 137, the soul is lost 
to this world due to the 'deceit’ of Aphrodite; HA 91.5ff. claims that 
the archons cast their men into toils and troubles so that they would 
become attached to life and the world and so have no time for the 
Holy Spirit. G. Quispel, "Anthropos," p. 218, has also noted this 
love motif and especially its sexual aspect. Thus the fall of 
Sophia is sometimes attributed to lust (for the lower world?) hence 
she is also known as Prunikos; her shadow image is assaulted by the 
anti-godly powers. Further examples include the rape of Eve (cf.
II En 31.6) and the attempted rape of Norea by the demiurge. Quispel 
believes this denigration of eros should not be understood simply as 
a sexual or libidinal aspect of the gnostic world view, but that eros 
refers to man’s thirst or love of life against which the Gnostics 
struggled since this love of life is a trick of the archontic powers 
to keep man enslaved, p. 219. Again Quispel maintains this negative 
estimation of eros is foreign to Plato but could well represent 
gnostic exegesis of Platonism based on 1) the descent of the soul 
into the world and 2) the motif of the crucifixion of the soul in 
the body. While such influence need not be denied one wonders where 
the impetus for such an interpretation came from.

^^See also IV Ez 4.26c; 6.20a;, 7.31; 113ff.; 4.11; II Bar 44.12;
21.19ff.; 31.5; 40.3; W. Harnisch, VerhMngnis, p. 129.

^^See also its parallel in IV Ez 14.10; however the age to come 
will not pass away, e.g. IV Ez 7.113; 7.31; II Bar 44.11-12; 48.50; 
51.3,16.

^^On death as an aspect of this age alone see e.g. IV Ez 4.24,
33; 6.27f.; 7.15, 88, 96, 111, 113f.; 8.6, 34, 53; 14.14; II Bar 
14.10f.; 16; 21.13ff., 19, 22f.; 28.5; 43.2; 44.9; 48.29; 51.9;
74.2; 85.5.

59In the future age death will no longer exist: II Bar 21.23;
IV Ez 8,53; 7.13, 31, 96; cf. 7.113; 7.96f.; II Bar 43.2; 44.8f.;
74,2; 51.9, 17; 85.5, _et aJL. How this is to be reconciled with
the concept of eschatological or eternal death (II Bar 19.If.;
46.3) is problematical. See E. Brandenburger, Adam und Christus,
WMANT 7 (Neukirchen Kreis Moers: Neukirchener Verlag, 1962), pp. 55,
57 note 4. He finds references to eternal death and eternal life 
at IV Ez 7.65, 129, 137f.; 8.6, 54; 14.22, 30, 35; II Bar 19.Iff.; 
21.12; 42.7; 44.12; 45,2; 46.3; 57.2, et al. According to Branden
burger eternal death is actually understood as exclusion from the 
future age.

^^11 Bar 44,12; 51.16; 85.5; IV Ez 7.15, 88, 96, 113f.; II 
En 65.9 A.
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^^According to G. Maier, Mensch, p, 176, this same contrast of 
the heavenly/eternal with the earthly/transitory is present in the 
apparent ridicule of the body as clay, e.g. IQS 11,20-22; see also 
p. 201 where he says that Qumran’s negative view of man is due to 
man’s perceived transitory nature,

^^So also W. Foerster, Gnosis I, p. 4.
^^See also Ptolemaeus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 6.1.
64So the Ophites according to Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 30.5; AJ(BG) 55. 
^^Also HA 96.Iff.
^^Clem. Exc. 7.5; Heracleon frag. 40, Origen, In Joh. XIII, 60;

GTr 25.15-19; OnRes 44.20-21; 45.14-22; 47.17-19; 49.1-2; TriTrac 107. 
30-108.6; ThCont 139.4-11; SJC 98.1-9 // Eug 73.21-74.7.

^^See the Ophites, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 30.14; see also Marcus, 
Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 17.2; Simon, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 23.3; and 
indirectly, Eug 73.20-74.5. In fact, gnostic "eschatology" is one 
of the surprising revelations of the Nag Hammadi Library: TriTrac 
79.1-4; 137.7ff.)GPh 53.20-23; OnOrWld 103.25-27; 125.32-127.17;
GEgypt 61.1-3; DialSav 127.17-18; II ApocJas 53.24-29; 58.10-13;
GrPow 42.20-22; 46.29-33; ParaShem» 22.34-23.1; 35.27; 48.19f.;
TriPro 44.33-45.2.

^^See also Naassenes, Hipp. Ref. V, 7-10; Valentinians, Clem.
Exc. 80.1; Val. frag, 4, Clem. Strom. IV 13= 89.2-3; HA 96.8ff.
Also ApocAd 76.17-20; GTr 25.15-19; OnRes 44.20-21 ; 45.14-22; passim; 
GPh 68.23-26; 70.10-12; 75.3-9; ThCont 139.4-11; SJC 98.1-9-

^^See below, chapter IV.
^^So also the Ophites, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 30.9; Sethians, Hipp. 

Ref. V, 19.16; Poimandres CH I, 15, 18, 20; Naassenes, Hipp. Ref. V, 
10.2; II ApocJas 46.17-19; ApocAd 67.12-14; PetPhil 137.6-9; AuthTeach 
31.31-33; SJC 98.1-9; Eug 73.21-74.7; ThCont 140.30-37.

^^So AJ(BG) 56-57; AuthTeach 31.31-33; PetPhil 137.6-9; also 
Carpocrates, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 25.2.

72E. Brandenburger, Adam, p. 64ff., has noted the similarity of 
this gnostic view of death (i.e. in PS, Mandaica, etc.) and that 
of the Jewish groups which produced LAE, ApocMos and II En, where 
death is seen as a fate imposed upon man.

^^IV Ez 4.12; 7.116f.; I En 7.2-6; 8.1; cf. 9.9f.; 10.7f.;
LAE 29.7; also assumed by Jub 6.35f.; 7.27f; et al.

"̂̂ So E. Stauffer, "Weltbild," p. 207 ; on judgment on sin:
I En 38.2f.; 45.6; 53.2; 92.5; 91.5, 17; TLevi 18.9; IV Ez 6,19f.

75So also at Qumran: IQS 4.18, 19, 23; see also Jub 50.5; 1.24f. 
where Israel is to be cleansed of sin.



329

^^See I En 91.7; 53,2; 60.6; 98.11; 99.2; IV Ez 7.82; 7.22f.; 
3.35, 36; Jub 1.5; II Bar. 15.4-9; 19.1-3; 54.14f.; 48.40; 55.2f.; 
AsMos 9.4f.; LAE 29.8; II En 34.1; TLevi 14.4; 19.1; TJud 13.1;
TAsh 6. Apparently astrological/calendrical laws were also of some 
importance; e.g. I En 82.4f.; II En 66.1. On the centrality of the 
Torah for Qumran see generally, H. Braun, Radlkalismus.

^^According to W. Harnisch, VerhMngnis, p. 246, "Das Gesetz 
wird nicht mehr als Dokument der ErwMhlung Israels in Anspruch 
genoramen, sondern es erscheint als die Norm des gMttlichen ’ius 
talonis’..."

78See also II Bar 15.4ff.; 19.3; 54.18; 55.2f.; 59.2. E. 
Brandenburger, Adam, p. 38, says that Baruch assumes all men know 
the Law (Noachic commandment).

79P. Volz, Eschatologie, p. 70.
80Thus sin is often described as a general ’unrighteousness’ - 

I En 94.6-11; 95,2ff.; 96.4-8; and as oppression of the righteous -
I En 98.6f.; 99.15; 100.7f.; 102.9.

81See D.S. Russell, Method, p. 380; on sin as idolatry see I 
En 45.2; 48.10; 63.7; 67.8f.; 80.7; (91.9; 93.9); 99.6-7, 14;
TJud 19.1; TNaph 10.3; Sib. frag. 1.19f; III 29f.; 258ff; 721f.;
II En 34.1; II Bar 41.3ff.; 42.8; 48.46f.; IV Ez 5.1; 8.57f.;
8.32-37; Dan 3.17ff.; cf. IQS 2.16,17; see also I En 90.7, 23. For 
Jews apostasy might also be understood as rejecting God through the 
rejection of his covenant/Law, e.g. II Bar 41.3; 54.14; 42.2; 59.2,
See further E.P. Sanders, "Covenant as a Soteriological Category 
and the Nature of Salvation in Palestinian and Hellenistic Judaism," 
in Jews, Greeks and Christians: FS for W.D. Davies, ed. Hamerton- 
Kelly and Scroggs (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1976), p. 18.

82It should be noted that this rejection of God by the Gentiles 
in part accounts for their persecution of God’s elect - a situation 
which the Apocalyptists may have felt had become a permanent feature 
of this world/age. See e.g. II Bar 41.3; 48.46. See below, chapter 
III, p. 137f.

83E. Brandenburger, Adam, pp. 39ff.; 49ff.; 113f.; W. Harnisch, 
VerhMngnis, p. 68ff.; 43ff., and passim.

^"^Perhaps this can also be found at Qumran where according to
G. Maier, Mens ch, p. 203f., human sinfulness was understood 
statically and not dynamically - i.e. as a state or fact of existence.

^^Yet see e.g. Basilides, Clem. Strom. IV, 12; 24; Isidore,
Clem. Strom. II, 20; Ptolemaeus’ Letter to Flora.

^^E.g, Basilides, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 24.5; Ophites, Iren. Adv. 
Haer. I, 30.10; Epiphanes, Clem. Strom. Ill, 2 = 9.3; Apelles,
Hipp. Ref. VII 38.1; Saturnilus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 24.2.
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87Also I. 25.4; Clem. Strom. Ill, 2 - 10.2. See now F. Wisse,
"Die Sextus-SprUche und das Problem der gnostischen Ethik," in 
Zum Hellenismus in den Schriften von Nag Hammadi, eds. A. BBhlig 
and F. Wisse, GBttinger Orientsforschungen 6/2 (Wiesbaden: 0. 
Harrassowitz, 1975), p. 73, passim, who argues that most of the 
NH material is ascetic and not libertine. See also K. Rudolph,
Die Gnosis, pp. 259ff.

88"Ideas," p. 35; e.g. AJ(BG) 61.5; cf. GrSeth 68.28-69.19;
I ApocJas 28.7-20; TestTr 31.10ff.; InterpKn 9.36-38.

89Cf. H. Jonas, "Delimitation," p. 98, who sees it as an active 
force; see also J. Zandee, "Ideas," pp. 31-40; DialSav 139.16-18; 
cf. PetPhil 134.21-22.

90Clem. Exc. 2.2.
91AJ(BG) 58.15ff.; GTr 17.30ff.; 21.34-37.
^^GTr 17.25f.
93AJ(BG) 64.Iff.; AJ(CGII) 28.21-30.
94AJ(BG) 61.5f.; Poimandres ^  I, 27; Heracleon frag. 19, Origen, 

In Joh. XIII.5; frag. 14, In Joh. XIX.14; TriTrac 89.23-34.
95E.g. Ptolemaeus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 2.2-3; also Clem. Exc.

31.3; Hipp. Ref. VI 30.7f.; GTr 17.lOf.; but.also AJ(BG) 38.5f.
96Cf. also TriTrac 80.24-30; OnOrWld 123.21-22 where ignorance 

is said to typify this world/age. N.B. the concept of sin as an 
act (albeit arising from ignorance) is still discernible in the 
boast and rebuke of the demiurge - see HA 86.31; 94.23; Basilides, 
Hipp. Ref. VII 26.3, _et al, as well as in Sophia's attempt to create 
in the same manner as the Father.

^^ApocAd 65.20ff.; 67.15ff.; see also AJ(BG) 45.lOf.; Ophites, 
Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 30.9 where man is said to be plunged into idolatry 
In GPh 85 this world is described as one of idolatry; TriTrac 
81,15-19 one of apostasy. See further below, chapter III, p. 137f.

98Cf. IV Ez 7.46-48; I. Gruenwald, "Knowledge," p. 87. Gruenwald 
notes the common result of alienation from God but points out the 
fact that it is the Apocalyptic/Jewish retention of the concept of 
sin (as transgression of Law) that differentiates Apocalypticism 
from Gnosticism.

99See below. Chapter III, p. 129; also M. Hengel, Judaism I, 
p. 261ff.

lOOiv gg . Iff. ; 5.34f, ; II Bar 15.5; cf. Wisdom 14.22 where 
ignorance or lack of knowledge of God results in idolatry.
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^^^11 En 24.3; 40,3. In IV Ez 4.21, cf. 4.10, the angélus interpres 
points out that earth dwellers cannot comprehend heavenly things. See 
also 4.52; I En 14.21; cf. Mk. 13.32; I Pet 1.12; Eph 3.10; Mt. 18.10. 
W. Harnisch, VerhMngnis, p. 38. So also at Qumran, see G. Maier, 
Mensch, p. 204f., where even the Torah is incomprehensible without 
God's help,

102See below, p. llOff.
^^^11 Bar 23.2; 24.3.
^̂ '̂ II Bar 75.Iff.; I En 91.11-12.
^^^11 Bar 23.2.
^°^II Bar 44.6; IV Ez 4.Iff.; 5.34-35; see also IQS 11.9ff.;

IQH 7.16ff. et al; Wisd. 2.21f.; 3.11; 5.4-6. N.B. It should not 
be forgotten that all which the Apocalyptists report in their 
literature is revealed knowledge which we may assume they intended 
to present as new, or unknown heretofore, to their audience. See 
below, chapter V, p. 244ff.

^^^See below, chapter V, p. 231ff.
108This motif is in the same spirit as the gnostic concept of 

the fall of the divine into forgetfulness of self and one's heavenly 
home; cf. II En 31.2; 30.16; ApocAd 64.9-25.

109See already W. Schmithals, Apokalyptik, pp. 72, 81-82; and 
W. Harnisch, VerhMngnis, p. 247.

^^^In other words, the ontologically dualistic solution of Gnosis, 
as well as the hyper-transcendence of its Godhead, may in fact be 
not the starting point of gnostic speculation, but a conclusion 
offered as an explanation for why such divine activity is not
discernible in the present world, viz. history,

^^^HrC. Puech, "Time," p. 64; for criticism of Puech’s formulation 
of the gnostic concept of time see H. I. Marrou, "La theologie de 
l'histoire dans la gnose valentinienne," OG, p. 220ff, He finds in 
Valentinianism a positive attitude toward time as the period of 
the ingathering of the scattered seeds of light which he calls a
gnostic 'théologie de l'histoire' (pp. 223-224). However this does
not change the fact that for Gnosis time is simply another aspect 
of this world alone. Thus it too must have its anti-godly aspect.

112H. Jonas, "Delimitation," p. 97, notes this copying is really 
counterfeiting.

11 3HfC. Puech, "Time," p. 61.
^^^See also AJ(BG) 71.14-72.12; GPh 75.3-14; HrC. Puech, Ibid., 

p. 71.
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115According to AJ(BG) 25.Iff. time is not a property of the 
Highest God.

^^^See W. Foerster, Gnosis I, p. 6.
117HrC. Puech, Ibid., p. 76; see also p. 79 for his explanation 

of this concept.
118E.g. the Valentinians, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 7.3-4; Simonians, 

Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 23.3; Saturnilus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 24.2; 
Basilides, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 24.5; Ophites, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 
30.10-11; et al; see also HrC. Puech, Ibid., p. 62, note 31.

119HrC. Puech, Ibid., p. 62; see also C.H. Dodd, According to 
the Scriptures (London: Nisbet, 1953), p. 136f.

120HrC. Puech, Ibid., p. 80.
121It is perhaps unfortunate that H, Jonas, The Gnostic Religion 

(Boston: Beacon Press, 1958), p. 50, chose to call this "Metaphysical 
History."

122H.«M. Schenke, Gott.
123The Language of Faith: An Introduction to the Semantic Dilemma 

of the Early Church (London: The Epworth Press, 1965), p. 70; 
cf, H.E.W. Turner, The Pattern of Christian Truth (London: Mowbray, 
1954), p. 237.

^^^HrC. Puech, "Time," p. 79, however, does find evidence of a 
tradition of Gnosis transmitted in time in Clem. Strom. VII, 17, 106.

125So also apparently in ApocAd, AJ, and Valentinianism where 
Sophia works to counter the efforts of the demiurge. There Sophia 
is "active" in primal history but apparently unsuccessful until the 
present time which corresponds to the Urzeit.

^^^Early Christianity, p. 40ff.; see also e.g. Eug 83.20-84.11 
which makes the same point but argues the reverse, i.e. that time and 
its divisions are the earthly representations of Pleromic beings.

^^^So also J. Danielou, Gospel, p. 496-497, who believes that 
the Gnostics have taken over these calendrical speculations from 
Judaism (Essenism) and Apocalypticism, He cites the Marcosians who 
apparently used the calendar of the book of Jubilees ; see Iren. Adv. 
Haer. I, 18.1-4; II, 24.5. According to Danielou, "One of the 
characteristics of Gnosticism is to transpose into the heavenly 
world the numerical data of terrestial Space and Time," (p. 497).
If this is correct then one might expect that the Gnostic spatial 
orientation was preceded by a temporal orientation - precisely the 
position of Apocalypticism and Judaism generally. Here Gnosticism 
appears as a Hellenization/spatialization of Jewish/temporal 
thought. Nor should it be forgotten that Gnosticism retains the 
prime temporal aspect of Apocalypticism - the eschaton. See footnote 
67 above.
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^^^Apokalyptik, p. 67; also pp. 70, 95; also HrC. Puech, "Time," 
p. 63,who points out the differences between Christianity and Gnosis 
at this point,

129Library, p. 55, note 35a; for a summary of positions on 
Apocalypticism and history see L. Morris, Apocalyptic, pp. 63-67.

130Cf. U. Luck, "WeltverstMndnis," p. 288,who maintains: "Das 
WeltverstMndnis ist abhMngig von der Welterfahrung."

131D.S. Russell, Method, p. 217ff.; D. Rëssler, Gesetz und 
Geschichte : Untersuchungen zur Theologie der jüdischen Apokalyptik 
und der pharisMischen Orthodoxie, WMANT 3 (Neukirchen-Vluyn: 
Neukirchener Verlag, 1960), p. 68, passim; D. Luhrmann, Das Offen- 
barungsverstMndnis bei Paulus und in paulinischen Gemeinden 
(Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1965), p. 101. For a 
critique of RBssler’s position see W. Harnisch, VerhMngnis, p. 120ff.

132"The Rhetoric of Ancient and Modem Apocalyptic," Interp 25 
no. 4 (October, 1971), p. 443.

133SeeW. Schmithals, Apokalyptik, pp. 12-13; W. Harnisch,
VerhMngnis, p. 1.24, cf. 131; however the goal of history is not 
salvation but the termination of history - see below, pp. 80-81.

134W. Schmithals, Ibid.
135Method, p. 219; cf. G. von Rad, O.T. Theology II, pp. 304-306, 

who finds the motif of unity of history as the divine plan a basic 
element of O.T. Wisdom.

^^^So D.S. Russell, Method, pp. 218-219.
137Ibid., p. 205: "...history is the sphere of divine revelation."
138W. Pannenberg, ed., Revelation as History (London: Sheed and 

Ward, 1969).
139"History and Revelation in Jewish Apocalypticism," Interp 21 

no. 2 (April 1967), p. 168.
^^^See also S.B. Frost, "Apocalyptic and History," in The Bible 

in Modern Scholarship, ed. J.P. Hyatt (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 
1965), p. 110 ; this is also well described by W. Schmithals, 
Apokalyptik, pp. 51-67.

^^^D.S. Russell, Method, p. 220, notes this pessimism but discounts 
its importance as compared to Apocalypticism's hope in the new age ; 
cf. W. Schmithals, Apokalyptik, p. 58: "Wir meinten, das wesentliche 
Charakteristikum apokalyptischen DaseinsverstMndnisses darin erkennen 
zu sollen, dass der Apokalyptiker diesem Xon und seinem eigenen 
MBglichkeiten, ihn zu Mndem, radikal pessimistisch gegenllbertritt. "
P. Vielhauer, "Apocalyptic," p. 593, calls attention to the fact that
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D. RBssler ignores the dualism and the two ages concept of 
Apocalypticism which reveals this pessimism.

^^^See excellent summary by W. Harnisch, VerhMngnis, pp. 19-87;
122f.; (also IV Ez 3.8,20; 7.116).

^^^"Apocalyptic," p. 473; so also E. Stauffer, "Weltbild," 
p. 205-206.

Noth, "Das GeschichtsverstMndnis der alttestamentlichen 
Apokalyptik," in Gesammelte Studien zum Alten Testament, Theologische 
Bücherei: Neudrucke und Berichte aus dem 20. Jahrhundert, Bd. 6 
(München: C. Kaiser, 1957), p. 211; W. Harnisch, VerhMngnis, p. 122;
W. Schmithals, Apokalyptik, p. 58ff.

145On the inactivity of God in history see W. Rollins, "Apocalyptic," 
pp. 463-464. Somehow related to this concept is the belief in the 
withdrawal of the Shekinah of God. See IV Ez 7.112-113 and note 
112 in R.H. Charles, Pseudepigrapha, p. 590, who notes that this 
notion was also known to the Rabbis. See further below, p. 109ff.

^^^Wm. Murdock, "History," p. 172; see e.g., LAE 33-34; II En 
37.1; 39.8; I En 50.2; 56.5-8; IV Ez 6.21-24; II Bar 25-27; 70;
I En 90.19; 91.12; 95.7; 96.1; 98.12; Dan 10.13ff.; At Qumran this 
age is referred to as "The days o5 the dominion of Belial", e.g.
IQS 4.19-23; 1.18; IQM 14.9 passim. See M. Burrows, More Light, 
pp. 287-288; A.R.C. Leaney, The Rule of Qumran and its Meaning 
(London: SCM Press, 1966), p. 126.

In actual fact Apocalypticism offers a number of explanations 
for the evil of this world/age. Besides Satan/Beliar and the evil 
yeser, one finds evil attributed to the primal parents and the 
withdrawal of Wisdom. See below.

^^^The Apocalyptists did not give up hope. However, their hope 
rests not in history, but beyond it. See below, p. 80f.

^^^Wm. Murdock, "History," pp. 167-187.
^^^Wm. Murdock, Ibid., p. 169f., thinks that these schemata have 

their origin in astrology.
^^^So R. Bultmann, History, p. 27; also P. Volz, Eschatologie, 

p. 68; according to W. Harnisch, VerhMngnis, p. 124, this aeon is 
united because of its eschaton or end - but it is precisely this 
end of history which reveals and so eliminates the inferiority and 
rebellion which is history. Thus this world/age is "the dominion 
of Belial" (IQS 1.18; IQM 14.9); see further W. Schmithals,
Apokalyptik, p. 61, and below,

1 C 1
"GeschichtsverstMndnis," p. 273, also p. 264. This is not 

to suggest that God does not have ultimate control over history, 
or a divine plan, see e.g. P. Volz, Eschatologie, p. 165ff.; 
however in much of apocalyptic thought God exercises this control by 
bringing history to judgment. Until that time God appears to have 
withdrawn from history, e.g. IV Ez 7.Ilf.
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1 «52W. Harnisch, Ibid., pp. 326-327, writes that Apocalypticism 
is "...eine theologische Apologie der Verheissung..."

153IV Ez 4.27-29; on the differences between the two ages see 
further IV Ez 7.88-98; 7.12,14,18, 113f.; 8.53f.; II Bar 40.3;
44.8-15; 48-50; 51.3; 85; also TJud 25f.; TLevi 18; I En 25; 38;
39; 45; 51; 53; 56; 58; 62. According to E. Stauffer, "Weltbild," 
p. 206, this age cannot contain the 'glory of God’ which resides 
in fullness in the other world/age where His will is unhindered.

^^^See M. Noth, "GeschichtsverstMndnis," pp. 263, 271, 273, passim.
1 5S^^"History," p. 176.
^^^Ibid., p. 179. N.B. in some apocalyptic literature the eschaton 

also signifies an end of time; see D.S. Russell, Method, p. 213.
This is not unlike the position of Gnosis, cf. II En 65.6-7.

This radical opposition between the two ages which are quali
tatively different is represented in apocalyptic thought in a variety 
of ways. According to R. Bultmann.History, p. 25-27, and P. Volz, 
Eschatologie, p. 68, the age to come is always represented by a 
symbol which is fundamentally different from those used to represent 
the present age, viz. history. Moreover, the new age is never 
depicted as developing within the present age, but always breaking 
in from beyond it. Thus, for example, in II Bar 53 the present 
age is presented as the historical alternation and altercation 
between good and evil - the bright and the dark waters. However, 
the age to come does not develop from the bright waters, but it 
breaks in in the figure of the cloud of lightning (cf. the cloud 
of light which preserves the Sethians in ApocAd, e.g. 71.9-101) 
which comes from God and puts an end to the historical cycle.
The same implications may be seen in the Danielic narratives where 
the age to come in the figure of the stone cut without hands 
completely obliterates the dominion of history and historical event. 
See M. Noth, "GeschichtsverstMndnis," p. 263f.; also 271, on Dan 7; 
also Wm. Murdock, "History," p. 177, note 39.

1S7Ibid., p. 180; also W. Schmithals, Apokalyptik, p. 60-61.

^^^O.T. Theology II, p. 303ff. Compare the situation at Qumran, 
especially in IQM 11.1-4 where the saving acts of God in Israel’s 
past are recalled to encourage the sons of light. Here God is 
presented as the Lord of History as in the O.T. However it must 
be remembered that the war scroll anticipates the final struggle 
when God expected to act as in the days of the Fathers. Thus 
M. Burrows, More Light, p. 296, contends that there is very little 
of the idea of a 'history of salvation’ in the DSS.

It should thus be noted that it is not just Gnosticism which 
disregards the saving events of Israel's history, but it was a 
process already begun within Apocalypticism which looked instead 
to God's future intervention on Israel’s behalf.

^^^Ibid., p. 303, 304; for a critique of von Rad's position see 
K. Koch, Rediscovery, p. 42,46.
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^^^VerhHngnls, p.,136; also p. 142.
^^l"Historyp. 180.
^^^Also 5.38ff.; 4.21.

Bultmann, Primitive Christianity In its Contemporary 
Setting, trans. R.H. Fuller (London: Thames and Hudson, 1956), 
p. 60; e.g. II Bar 85.3, See further below, chapter III, p. 139.

^^^So Wm. Murdock, ’’History,” p. 186.
^^^So D. Lührmann, OffenbarungsverstHndnis, p. 98; Wm. Murdock, 

Ibid., pp. 184-185. See below. Chapter V, p.245ff.
^^^According to IV Ez 4.27,29, this age is incapable of bearing 

the things promised; see also II Bar 4.1-6; D. Rbssler, Gesetz, 
p . 74, passim.; W. Harnisch, VerhEngnis, pp. 109, 111-112; W. 
Schmithals, Apokalyptik, p. 62ff.

E.g. IV Ez 6.6: ’’...the End (shall come) through me alone...”
^^^E.g. C, Thoma, "Jüdische Apokalyptik am Ende des ersten 

nachchristlichen Jahrhunderts,” Kairos 11 (1969), p. 135, referring 
to IV Ez and II Bar. See also L, Morris, Apocalyptic, p. 40.

169I.e. the ’’Geschichtsapokalypsen” or ’’surveys of history”, see 
W. Hamisch, VerhEngnis, p. 249, note 1. P. Vielhauer, ’’Apocalyptic,” 
p. 584, distinguishes two types of historical schemata, 1) total 
world history - I En 88-90 (beasts); 93 and 91.12-17 (Ten Weeks 
Apocalypse); II Bar 53-71 (cloud vision); and 2) limited world 
history from the time of the author until the end - Dan 2; 7; 8-12;
IV Ez Ilf. (Eagle vision); II Bar 36-40 (Cedar vision). Cf. AsMos 
2-10; ApocAbr 23-32; TLevi 16-18.

170Method, p. 224ff. However Russell himself comes to the opposite 
conclusion that these schemata do display the divine purpose in 
history, p. 228.

171See IV Ez 14.11; P. Volz, Eschatologie, p. 162f.,lists 
references where the Apocalyptists raise the question, ’’When comes 
the end?" - e.g. II Bar 24.4; 21.19; 26; 81.3; Dan 12.5ff.; 8.13;
IV Ez 6.59; 4.33, 45; 5.50; Sib III, 55. Yet the precise time of 
this inbreaking of the new age was deliberately left open and 
ambiguous, see W. Harnisch, VerhEngnis, p. 266.

172A. Hilgenfeld, Apokalyptik, p. 12; W. Schmithals, Apokalyptik,
p. 62.

173’’History,” p. 110; also P.D. Hanson, ’’Old Testament Apocalyptic 
Re-examined,” Interp 25, no, 4 (October, 1971), p. 478.

174See W. Schmithals, Apokalyptik, p. 51ff., 55, 66f.
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175̂
Ltet 
176,

Noth, "GeschichtsverstEndnisp. 272, writes: "Ins ganzen 
lautet ihr [Apocalypticism’s] Urteil über die Geschichte negativ."

Thus W. Schmithals, Ibid., p. 62, writes: "Man hat in diesem 
Zusammenhang nicht ohne Grund von einer gnostisierenden Auffassung 
der Geschichte gesprochen..." See also M. Hengel, Judaism I, 
p. 194-195.

177W. Schmithals, Ibid., p. 72 (see quote on p. 54 above).
According to W, Harnisch, VerhEngnis, p. 247, they display an absolute 
indifference to history which distinguishes both Gnosticism and 
Apocalypticism from Christianity.

178Again, it is precisely at this point that Apocalypticism and 
Gnosticism can be contrasted with Christianity. For Christianity, 
as for OT Judaism, history is the focus of divine activity and 
theophany, e.g. incarnation and Pentecost. God’s action in Jesus 
Christ within history actually was the death knell for apocalyptic 
thought per se within Christianity although it took some time to 
die out completely. Thus understood. Apocalypticism and Gnosticism 
can be seen to lie on a trajectory of "world-loss" which probably 
passed through Christianity. In fact Christianity’s world-affirming 
attitude may have played some part in the revival of the apocalyptic 
world-view that led to Gnosticism if J.M. Robinson, "World," p. 106f., 
is correct. See also W. Rollins, '"Apocalyptic," p. 472ff.

179So W. Schmithals, Apokalyptik, pp. 73f., 82; W. Bousset,
Kyrios, p. 267.

180On Gnosis see W. Foerster, Gnosis I, p. 6; on Apocalypticism 
see W. Schmithals, Ibid., p. 34, 80, 82. The situation at Qumran is 
difficult to determine. A.R.C. Leaney, Rule, p. 33, suggests that 
the sectarians abhorred violence (IQS 10.19; 11.2) and would participate 
only in the eschatological war of God. He concludes they were not 
zealots; but cf. M. Black, The Dead Sea Scrolls and Christian Doctrine: 
The Ethel M. Wood Lecture, 1966 (London: The Athlone Press, 1966), 
pp. 18-19, and W.R. Farmer, Maccabees, Zealots and Josephus (London: 
Oxford Univ. Press, 1957), p. 194ff.

181On Gnosticism R. Bultmann, Christianity, p. 168, writes: 
"Redemption cannot be conceived as a real event in this world at 
all ... Hence redemption must be an absolutely eschatological event..."

182This is the exact opposite of O.T. Prophetic thought; see R.
North, "Prophecy to Apocalyptic via Zechariah," Supplements to Vetus 
Testamentum 23 (1971), p. 65, 67.

^^^"Delimitation," p. 92.
^^^"Environmentp. 35, 58.
1 Q C

Kyrios, p. 267.
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is this dualism which serves as a theodicy. See H.
Huppenbauer, WeIten, pp. 97-98. According to W. Schmithals,
Apokalyptik, p. 74, this attribution of evil to angels and demons 
distinguishes Apocalypticism and Gnosticism from the O.T. However, 
at Qumran, especially in the two spirits doctrine, we find both the 
good and the evil spirit created by God as his servants even though 
God hates that which is evil. So G. Maier, Mensch, pp. 260-261, also 
p. 248ff. Accordingly this age is ultimately attributable to God’s 
doing - a fact which Maier believes has its origin in Jewish wisdom; 
see p. 262, passim. As we shall see Apocalypticism provides a 
number of different and at times apparently irreconcilable explanations 
for the evil of this world/age.

187J. Doresse, "Gnosticism," p. 546, finds the theme of the 
conquest of fate imposed by planetary powers/angels which appears in 
Gnosticism already in I En 10-16; 18. Thus according to H. Huppenbauer, 
WeIten, p. 97, the goal of the demonic host for Qumran was not to 
seize God’s throne or creation, per se, but to disrupt and nullify 
Israel’s election.

188E.g. Simon, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 23.2; Menander, Iren. Adv.
Haer. I, 23.5; Carpocrates, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 25.1; Satumilus,
Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 24,1; Basilides, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 24.4;
Sethians, Epiph. Pan. XXXIX, 1.4; Simon, Hipp. Ref. VI, 19.3,7f.
See RAC, s.v. "Engel," by J. Michi,, V, p. 104.

189E.g. Satumilus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 24.1; Hipp. Ref. VII,
28.2; Ophites, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 30.4,5; On the 7 angels and the 
7 planets of Iren. Adv. Haer I, 30.9-10, see L. Schottroff, Der 
Glaubende und die feindliche Welt WMANT 37 (Neukirchen-Vluyn: 
Neukirchener Verlag, 1970), pp. 70-71, who finds them portrayed 
here in a positive way. On the development of this motif in AJ see 
p. 55f. See below p. 156ff.

190E.g. Satumilus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 24.2; Basilides, Iren.
Adv. Haer. I, 24.4; Ophites, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 30.10; Archontics, 
Epiph. Pan. XL 5.1. See below, chapter III, p. 147ff.

191Valentinus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 5.2; 29.4; Hipp. Ref. X, 21.1; 
Cerinthus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 26.1.

192There is little agreement among the various gnostic schools 
concerning the relationship between the demiurge/archon and this 
world. In some systems he arises from matter, in others he appears 
as the creator of the material world; sometimes he appears as a 
hostile being who holds mankind in subjection, other times like the 
Platonic demiurge he is said to be one of God’s emanations and so 
plays a neutral role between God and evil matter. See R.McL. Wilson, 
Problem, p. 189 and below, Chapter III, pp. 145ff.

193IV Ez 7.50; also 6.6.
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194See W. Bousset, Religion, p. 251; F.R. Tennant, The Sources 
of the Doctrines of the Fall and Original Sin (Cambridge: The 
University Press, 1903), p. 185; on Qumran see W. Foerster, "Der 
Heilige Geist im SpEtjudentum," NTS 8 (1961-62), p. 131, who cites 
IQS 1.18,23; 2.19; IQM 17.5f.

195According to W. Bousset, Religion, p. 332 including note 1, 
this is the oldest dualistic form of the evil angels myth. See 
also discussion in F.R. Tennant, Sources, p. 181ff. E, Brandenburger, 
Adam, p. 20ff., rightly notes that the whole emphasis of this motif 
is to present man as "Opfer der mythischen VerhEngnis des Engelfalls."
(p.21).

The myth itself is widespread: I En 12.4; 15; 69.2-4,27; 84.4; 
86.Iff.; 106.13 (cf. Jub 4.15); Jub 5.Iff.; 7.21; 10.5; TReub 5.6f.; 
TNaph 3.5; II En 7.Iff.; 18.Iff.; II Bar 56.lOff.; also Jude 6; II 
Pet 2.4; Philo, Gigant. 6; Josephus, Ant. I, 3.1. See further RAC 
vol. V, s.v. "Engel," p. 80.

196Primarily these angels are responsible for man’s sin since:
1) they taught men unrighteousness: I En 7.1; 8.1,3; 9.6;

10.7,8
2) they acquainted man with all kinds of sins: I En 7.1;

9.8; 10.7
3) they work with a demon host under a leader: I En 19.1; 

20.6; 54.6; 64.2; 67.7; cf. 69.3; Jub 12.20; 11.4; 10.1,2,8,12; 7.27
4) as a result history is characterized by godlessness:

I En 8.If.; 9.9f.; and the whole earth is corrupted: I En 10.7ff.; 
and full of sin, I En. 7.2-6.

197D.S. Russell, Method, p. 257.
198"Fornication," p. 490; see also comments by H. Jonas and others 

following, p. 495.
199Ibid., p. 491 ; Archontics, Epiphan. Pan. XL, 5.3; Ophites,

Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 30.7, however the offspring of Eve and the 
archons are here said to be angels and not men.

^^^Ibid., p. 491-492; Ptolemaeus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 1-8; 
cf. Valentinianism of Clem. Exc. 22,35.

201On the theme of spiritual marriage, see Y. Janssens, Ibid., 
p. 492. Cf. GPh 65.1-26; 79.1-5.

202.

^Apokalyptik, p. 73-74.
'Ibid., p. 492. 

203

Ibid., p. 493, 494. Janssens would not deny the similarity 
or even the influence of similar themes of the marriage of divine beings 
and mortals in Greek mythology, e.g. in Hesiod. However because the 
Gnostics always refer to angels in particular and allude to the OT 
form of this myth she concludes that the Gnostics were dependent
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upon its Jewish form. In any event it is important to recognize 
that within Apocalypticism itself this union of the spirit world 
with the material world is generally perceived to be evil, as it is 
in Gnosticism, where the myth reappears. See e.g. I En 12.4; 15.3-12.

^^^"Le mauvais gouvernement du monde d’après le gnosticisme,"
OG, p. 448.

206Also Hipp. Ref. VI, 19.6; could this also underlie the Sethian 
tradition of Epiph. Pan. XXXIX, 2.2?

°̂̂ Ibid.
208 See also TriTrac 99.24-100.18 where each of the archons has 

a race of people under his authority.
209 So already R.McL. Wilson, Problem, p. 173.
210D.S. Russell, Method, p. 221, demonstrates how the struggle 

between Jews and Gentiles (i.e. the course of history itself) was 
attributed to this ongoing cosmic struggle.

p. 248.
212See also Ascis 10.29-30.
213On I En 85-90 generally see D.S. Russell, Method, p. 201.

R.H. Charles, II, p. 255, with Russell, Ibid., p. 245, maintains 
that the shepherds are angels and not earthly kingships. According 
to Russell, p. 249, the Greeks also knew of divine rule by inter
mediaries also called 'shepherds’. See I.E. Glasson, Greek Influence 
in Jewish Eschatology (London: S.P.C.K., 1961), p. 72ff.

^^^W. Schmithals, Apokalyptik, p. 74,
215So E. Brandenburger, Adam, p. 20; D.S, Russell, Method, p. 252.
^^^As E. Brandenburger, Ibid., p. 26, notes,theodicy based on 

the primal parents is absent from I En, Jub, Test XII, CD, DSS, and 
the Grundlage of II En.

217On this see N.P. Williams, The Ideas of the Fall and 
of Original Sin (London: Longmans, Green & Co., 1929), p. 39ff., who 
maintains that originally no concept of ’original sin’ or ’fall’ was 
attached to this story; so also E. Brandenburger, Adam, pp. 15-16, 
who sees it as an aetiology not of sin but of evil.

218F.R. Tennant, Sources, p. 223.
219Paul and Rabbinic Judaism, 3rd ed. (London: S.P.C.K., 1970), p. 44
220 E.g. R. Bultmann, NT Theology I, p. 173.
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991 See F. Borsch, Myth, pp. 84-85; 68-75; 132-133; yet as W.D. 
Davies, Ibid., p. 45, says, while such a myth did exist it does 
not explain the impetus for the Jewish development of Adam speculation 
which in fact needs no such hypothesis. See also C.H. Dodd, Bible, 
p. 146, note 1, who suggests that regardless of Iranian mythology, 
the CftV s in its "familiar Hellenistic forms owes much to
direct reflection by Jewish thinkers..." thus "Adam is probably more 
directly the ancestor of the Hellenistic than Gayomard."
So also G. Quispel, Anthropos, p. 195ff. See further H.-M. Schenke, 
Gott, and C. Colpe, Schule, and his entry on "son of man" in ThDNT VIII

222Gnosis, p. 28.
223So apparently C.H. Dodd, Ibid. ; H.-M. Schenke, Gott, p. 59, 

on the Naassene system. See also the excursus on the redeemed 
redeemer in W. Schmithals, Die Gnosis in Korinth, FRLANT NF 48 
(Gdttingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1st ed., 1956).

924E.g. IV Ez 3.7, 26; 6.54,56; 7.70,118; cf. 4.30; 7.11; see
E. Brandenburger, Adam, p. 27f.

223See also IV Ez 7.20f.; 4.30-31; 3.25-26; 7.35. It should be 
noted that this is not the position of all Apocalyptists. II Bar 
54.19 claims that every man is the Adam of his own soul. Moreover, 
if W. Hamisch, VerhEngnis, p. 119», is correct "sin as a fate" was 
not the position of the authors of either IV Ez or II Bar, but was 
the position they were seeking to refute. So also F.R. Tennant,
Sources, p. 212.

On the problem and development of the doctrine of original sin 
see F.R. Tennant, Ibid., pp. 177-232 ; N.P, Williams, Ideas ; E. 
Brandenburger, Adam, p. 39ff.; 49ff.; 113f.; W. Harnisch, Ibid., 
p. 43ff.; 68ff.

According to D. RBssler, Gesetz, pp. 106, 109, passim, this 
concept of the universality of sin could have arisen within 
Pharisaism without any recourse to presupposing gnostic influence 
from an extreme sensitivity and awareness of man’s sin. See also
H. Strack-P. Billerbeck, Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud 
und Midrasch, 4 vols., (München: C.H. Beck’sche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 
1928), III, 155ff.; 157f.; also Sanh. 101a.

^^^According to E. Brandenburger, Adam, p. 35, this is not 
evidence of sin as a fate; commenting on II Bar 48.42-43 he claims 
the reference is not to sin but to death as fate, p. 38. Yet see 
IV Ez 7.46, 68; 8.35; LAE 44.2 (Eve); ApocMos 8.24-27; 10; 32 (Eve);
II En 41.Iff.

See the summary of the positions of the various pseudepigrapha 
in E. Brandenburger, Adam, p. 26.

227See also Wisdom 1.13; 2.23; On death as an aspect of this 
world and a consequence of Adam’s fall see E. Brandenburger, Adam, 
pp. 48-58; on p. 51, note 4, he assumes that this concept is a 
foreign element in Judaism not found in the O.T. See also F.R.
Tennant, Sources, p. 214; W. Bousset, Religion, p. 407. W. Hamisch,
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VerhEngnis, pp. 56, H7, does not dispute its foreign origin but 
agrees that it is an essential component of the apocalyptic 
concept of history:

"Die VergEnglichkeit schlechthin (und nicht nur das vorzeitige 
Sterben) gilt als negative Folge der Verfehlung des ersten 
Mens chen und markiert die Differenz zwischen Schüpfung und 
Geschichte.*(p. 117).

^^^See also II Bar 17.3; 23.4 (death); 54.15; 56.6 (untimely 
death). According to F.R. Tennant, Ibid., p. 214,"untimely death" 
is a euphemism for death itself. See further ApocMos 14.2 where 
death is attributed to Eve’s transgression; IV Ez 3.7 to Adam’s;
I En 49.11 to the fall of the watchers.

229On the cosmological consequences generally see W. Bousset, 
Religion, p. 407; W.D. Davies, Paul, p. 38ff.; F.R. Tennant, Ibid., 
p. 150f. See e.g. ApocMos 24.1-4 (earth cursed, much toil); IV 
Ez 10.9ff*; 9.17-22 (earth mourns, is imperilled) ; Jub 3.28-29; II 
En 58.3 (beasts ceased to speak); ApocMos 20 (leaves fell from 
trees); ApocMos 11 (beasts became belligerent); also ApocMos 25;
III Bar 9 (Slavonic); for rabbinic traditions see KNTTM, IV, p. 799ff

230VerhEngnis, p. 119 (see also pp. 106-142); E . Brandenburger, 
Adam, p. 56, ^  al. According to R. Bultmann, Theology I, p. 173, 
this is evidence of influence of gnostic thought:

"And if the difficulty Cof evil in the world % was in a measure 
cleared up in apocalypticism by attributing to Adam’s fall 
the consequence (still unknown to the Old Testament) of 
having brought upon Adamitic man and "this Aeon" the curse of 
sin, distress and death, probably Gnostic ideas had already 
influenced this solution."

Surely Bultmann begs the question but whatever the case, the concept 
is fundamental to both the author of IV Ez and his audience (e.g. 
cf. 7.118f. with 7. If.); see W. Hamisch, Ibid., pp. 55, 106ff.

231 /On the glorification of Adam see J. Danielou, Theology, p.
309ff., who finds it a common feature of both Palestinian and 
Diasporan Judaism* W.D. Davies, Paul, p. 46; F . Borsch, Myth, 
p. 168-173; G. Quispel, "Anthropos," p. 215ff.

232W.D. Davies, Paul, p. 45; F. Borsch, Myth, p. 168; IDB, s.v. 
"Adam," by B.S. Childs, vol. I, p. 43.

233Adam is the image of God (not ’in the image’) - LAE 13,14; 
ApocMos 33.5; 35, et_ cf. TAbr 11 (Long resc.) .

Adam did not sin - II En 31.6; LAE 16.4; also Wisd 10.Iff.;
I En 6; Jub 5; I En 85-90.

Adam glorious - ApocMos 20; 21; 33; cf. LAE 12-16; IQH 3.8-10; 
18.15; CD 3.20; cf. Ps 37; 2.If.

Adam immortal - II Bar 17.3; 19.8; 23.4; IV Ez 3.7 (cf. II
En 30.10); Sir 25.24; Wisd 2.22ff.; ApocMos 14. See further P.
Volz, Eschatologie, p. 123; W.D. Davies, Paul, p. 46.
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Adam like an angel - II En 30.11 (a second angelI).
Angels worship him - LAE 24f.; 13ff.; ApocAbr 23, see further 

KNTTM, IV, p. 946f.
Adam has 7 natures - II En 30.9; & 7 attendent stars - II

En 30.14 (cf. 7 substances and 7 souls in AJ).
Speculation on the name ADAM - Sib III, 24; II En 30; cf. 

Pseudo-Zosimos on the letter omega. See further J. Doresse, Secret, 
p. 101, 175 note 50; G. Quispel, "Anthropos," p. 215f., demonstrates 
how the Gnostics could use such speculations.

234Man to be again like the angels, immortal - II Bar 21.23; I 
En 69.11; cf. 15.14f.; see F.R. Tennant, Sources, p. 216.

Man to dwell again in Paradise - I En 60.8; 61.12.
II En 8.1-4; ApocMos 37.5; 40.2; LAE 16; cf. II Cor 12.2-3;

see also I En 60.8; 61,12; 70.3; IV Ez 4.7-8; 7.123; 8.20,50-53;
see further E. Brandenburger, Adam, p. 113; D.S. Russell, Method, 
pp. 364-366, Despite the Persian origin of the term G. Scholem,
Jewish Gnosticism, p. 16f., says that Pardes was a technical term 
for this heavenly paradise in the oldest Jewish esoteric literature.

Another feature of apocalyptic thought which the Gnostics 
may have adopted is the connection between the heavenly paradise 
and the earth. In II En 8.5-6 we are told that the heavenly paradise 
is connected to the earth by the 4 rivers which flow out and down 
from the heavenly Eden. This reappears in the teaching of the 
Peratae, Hipp. Ref. V, 17.2f., which claims that the Son, i.e. 
the word or serpent, is the intermediary between God and matter.
The snake/Son is the river which flows out of Eden (16.8-9) linking 
the two worlds. Similarly in the Book Baruch, Hipp. Ref. V,
26.5,11-13, we are told that there flow downwards from the 24 
angels who are paradise 12 angels of Eden in 4 groups or ’rivers’ 
to inflict their demonic authority over man and earth. See also 
the Naassenes, Hipp. Ref. V, 9.13-15, where this motif is anthropologized; 
cf. V, 7.40f.

A Bühlig, "Hintergrund," p. 94, has detected yet another Jewish 
Adam tradition in OnOrWld 115.28-29 which has its parallel in Jub 3.8-13. 
This is the notion that Adam was created outside of paradise and 
brought there later (e.g. after 40 days).

See also LAE 25; ApocMos 37; 39; also 21; 29; see below, chapter 
III, p. 152f.

297ApocMos 13; 32; 33; n.b. 37.4ff: "...the Father of All sitting 
on his throne stretched out his hand and took Adam and handed him 
over to his archangel Michael saying: ’Lift him up into Paradise unto 
the third heaven*..”’ See also ApocMos 40. If,; slav, LAE 46f.

238This motif of descent, entrapment, and ascent has been found 
in Jewish ’Zaubertexte’ apparently independent of gnostic influence 
by E. Peterson, "Die Befreiung Adams aus der ykq in his 
Frühkirche, Judentum und Gnosis (Freiburg: Herder, 1959), pp. 107-128.
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239K. Rudolph, "Ein Grundtyp gnostischer UrrQensch-Adam-Spekulation," 
ZRelGg 9 (.1957), pp. 1-20.

also AJ CGII 22.3-20; OnOrWld 110.29-111.1; 118.25-119.19;
HA 89.1-3; Melch 10.2ff.

further variations: Peratae, Hipp. Ref., V, 16.9; Libertines, 
Epiph. Pan. XXVI, 2.6; ApocAd 64.lOff.

242Cf. parallels from CGII: 14.23-15.13; 20.5-9; 20.35-21.1-5.
249See also TriTrac 107.1-18; 108.5-6; GPh 71.22-34; 74.1-12;

OnOrWld 121.1-5.
^*̂ Ŝee R. McL. Wilson, Problem, p. 173; F. Borsch, Myth, p, 67, 

suggests that the fact that so much of the gnostic anthropos spec
ulation is cast in terms of Adamic tradition and the Genesis account 
"...would lead us to suspect that some similar speculation had 
already developed within Judaism." I italics mine 1. Even K. Rudolph, 
"Grundtyp," p. 19, concludes that the gnostic Urmensch/Adam goes back 
to heretical Jewish speculation. Which is to say that although the 
primal man and related figures may have their roots in Iranian as 
well as Near Eastern speculation, it is their Jewish form that appears 
in Gnosticism.

249 'According to J.M. Creed, "The Heavenly Man," JTS, p. 120-121,
the anthropos myth is not an essential doctrine of Gnostic redemption 
except in Manichaeism. Cf. W. Schmithals, Corinth, p. 30, esp. note 
12: "...the genuine mythological objectivation of Gnosticism is not 
the redeemer myth but the myth of ’man,’ of which the redeemer myth 
is only a reflection." Interestingly enough both Creed and Schmithals 
trace this gnostic anthropos myth back to the Iranian Gayomart. But 
as Creed notes, pp. 124-125, Gayomart, unlike the gnostic anthropos 
but like Adam, falls victim to evil on the earth. He does not fall 
from a heavenly state into the material world. C. Colpe, Schule, 
p. 169, 205, maintains that Gayomart was not influential in either 
Gnosticism or late Judaism.

H.-M. Schenke, Gott, has demonstrated that the gnostic myth of 
the anthropos had two stages in its development based in large measure 
on Jewish allegorical exegesis of Gen 1-3 as well as Ezek, pp. 93,
155. In the first phase God is assumed to have the form of a man; 
man is created in his likeness - see pp. 36f,; 43-48. In the second 
phase the gnostics added the notion of consubstantiality of man and 
God. This is the gnostic aspect of the myth - p. 69f.

When W. Schmithals, Corinth, p. 78, note 198, criticizes 
Schenke for tracing the origin of such gnostic speculation back to 
Jewish allegory he argues that "...the primal man myth, i.e. the 
anthropogenic doctrine of the fall of a light figure into the material 
realm, is - under whatever labels - constitutive for Gnosticism." 
However such a mythologuraenon cannot be the starting point of 
Gnosticism but only an aetiological tool to explain the gnostic 
man’s experience of alienation and despair. It is this same impulse 
that motivated apocalyptic and late Jewish speculation generally.
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Whatever myths and traditions lie behind the gnostic, as well as 
the Jewish, anthropos/Adam myth, such myths cannot be considered 
Gnosticism nuce until they serve this function within the system.
It is here that the gnostic and the apocalyptic concepts of anthropos/ 
Adam correspond in providing an explanation for why man feels both 
alienation from and entrapment in this world/age. But for neither 
system is Adam/anthropos the sole explanation offered for these 
feelings nor is it therefore constitutive for either.

^̂ Sible.
^'^^Ibid., p. lOOff.
OAQIbid., p. 146, note 1.
^^^According to R. McL. Wilson, Problem, p. 209, the stoic idea 

of a divine seed or spark (a portion of the logos) could be combined
with the platonic idea of the soma/sema and with that of the primal
man/Adam to produce this concept of a heavenly man falling into 
matter, which in turn could be read into the Genesis narrative as 
was the case with Philo - Op_. M. 15Iff.; lA ii. In other words, 
Hellenistic speculative exegesis could and did produce something 
akin to the gnostic myth. But what is lacking in Philo’s formula 
is precisely that DaseinsverstEndnis that Apocalypticism and 
Gnosticism share which one would expect to produce similar ontologically 
oriented results. As it is, even without such platonic influence on 
Apocalypticism both trace the origin of man’s entrapment in matter,
viz. history, back to the primal parents using the myths in Gen 1-3
in a way consistent with their presuppositions. The real correspondence 
is one of function.

250So even W. Schmithals, Apokalyptik, p. 77: "...diese beiden 
zweifellos verwandten mythologischen Vorstellungen dieselbe Intention 
verfolgen: sie erklEren und rechtfertigen die radikal pessimistische 
Einstellung der Gnosis und der Apokalyptik der bestehenden Welt bzw. 
der erfahrbaren Geschichte gegenliber." Schmithals would find another 
gnostic/apocalyptic correspondence in the concept of the breakup of 
the gnostic Urmensch and the apocalyptic idea of Adam being a 
storehouse of souls, e.g. II Bar 23.4 - Ibid., p. 76.

251"Background," p. 98, passim.
Ibid., p. 99; see already, R. McL. Wilson, Problem, p. 203.

^^^Ibid., p. 100.
^̂ Îbid.
255See the discussion of these two motifs in J. Zandee, "Ideas," 

p. 23f. G.C. Stead, "The Valentinian Myth of Sophia," JTS n.s. 20 
(April, 1969), p. 78, attempts to trace the developmental background 
of these two types of Valentinian Sophia myth corresponding to those 
of the Barbelognostics and Ophites respectively.
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^^^This connection is also found in the O.T.: Prov 8.35; LXX 
Bar 9.14 - so MacRae, Ibid., p. 93. A. BBhlig, "Urzeit und Endzeit 
in der Titellosen Schrift des Codex II von Nag Haramadi," in his 
Mysterion und Wahrheit (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1968), p. 141f., finds 
in OnOrWld 113. 32-114.3 a number of Aramaic word plays including 
this connection of Eve and life, which he thinks points to a Semitic 
background for Gnosis, at least as represented by OnOrWld.

^^^Ibid., p. 101.
9 C Q

Sin is attributed to Eve - ApocMos 9; 16; 21; 24; 32; LAE 3;
5; 16; 18; 35; 37; 44; cf. II En 31.3-6 (Eve the first to sin);
Sir 25.24.

Death is attributed to Eve - ApocMos 10; 14; Sir 25.24; II 
En 30.17; 31.6; I En 69.6; ApocAbr 23.

Misery in the present world - ApocMos 5f.; 9; 24; (hunger, 
sickness, misery); LAE 5; 30f.; 35; 40f. (trouble, anguish, pain);
ApocMos 8; LAE 34; cf. 44 (physical complaints).

See E. Brandenburger, Adam, p. 39ff.
299See above, p. 98f.; note that in ApocAd 64.9-14; 69.13-17,

Eve serves as the heavenly teacher/revealer for Adam.
^^^See e.g. Ptolemaeus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 4.1; cf. Hipp. Ref.

VI, 31.If., 7.
261 Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 23.2; see already R. McL. Wilson,

Problem, p. 104.
^^^See R.M. Grant, Christianity (1966 ed.), pp. 80-85.
263E.g. the fall of watchers myth is developed into the pre-mundane 

fall of Satan.
^^^"Background," p. 101; so also J. Menard, ”L ’évangile selon 

Philippe et la Gnose," RScRel 41 (1967), pp. 305-317; according to
G.C. Stead, "Myth," p. 103, further evidence of the influence of 
"Eve" on the Sophia figure may be seen in the repentance motif such 
as we find in ApocMos 32; LAE 35 (slav.), where Eve stands in the 
river penitent. This corresponds to the shame of Sophia such as we 
find in AJ(BG) 45.16; 46.14f.; Naassenes, Hipp. Ref. V, 10.2; Ptolemaeus,
Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 4.2; cf. Clem. Exc. 44; 45; also Ophites, Iren.
Adv. Haer. I, 30.12.

On and see Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 2.2,3; 4.1.
It should be noted that Stead, Ibid., p. 102, points out a 

number of differences between Sophia and Eve:
1) Sophia is not presented as the first of her sex in the 

developed myth.
2) Sophia meets no tempter; she is neither seduced nor deceived.
3) She falls alone, no Adam figure is expelled with her.
4) Eve is not a creatrix figure which Sophia becomes.

Having noted these objections one must remember that in Judaism Wisdom 
was frequently identified with the spirit of God; thus the spirit 
which moved over the waters at creation could be identified with the 
Sophia of God which was present at the creation; which is to say 
that the "unfallen" aspects of the gnostic Sophia still have corresponding j
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features in Jewish tradition. See ThDNT VI, s.v. " 
by W. Bieder, p. 371, esp. note 188; on Sophia the creator see 
ThDNT VII, s.v. "  ̂i tK by U. Wilckens, p. 499, esp. note 
215. See below note 282.

^^^See J. Zandee, "Ideas," p. 21; also discussion below, chapter 
III, pp. 137ff.

^^^E.g. Ptolemaeus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 2,2; GTr 17.4-20.

^^^E.g. AJ CGII 9,25ff.; SJC 114.14f.
According to G.C. Stead, "Myth," p. 93, in the original form 

of the Valentinian myth Sophia was not the least but the Highest 
Aeon, i.e. God’s perfect consort. At this stage in the Traditionsgeschichte 
Sophia would have known and reflected the will of the Father. Such 
is probably the form lying behind the figure of Helen (Ennoia) in 
the Simonian system as well as Barbelo in AJ ejt al.

^^^See also L, Schottroff, Glaubende, p. 51: "Die Hybris ist 
hbchster Ausdruck seiner Unwissenheit und Gottfeme."

969 See AJ (BG) 41f., (CGII) 11.17; Libertines, Epiph. Pan. XXVI,
10.1; HA 95.7; (GEgypt 57.16, 21; 58.24 ; ApocAd 74.3, 7); TriPro 
39.27.

For an entirely different etymology and reconstruction see A.
Adam, "Weisheitsschulen," esp. pp. 291-297, who traces the name 
Saklas back to Zervanism; however, G. Quispel, "Origins," p. 275-276, 
maintains the name is comprehensible only in a Jewish milieu, e.g.
Ps. 14.1; 53.1, besides the fact that Saklas is Aramaic for "fool."

270On the descent of Sophia see G. MacRae, "Background," p. 91.
271This ’middle’ position which is apparently based on a received 

tradition (i.e. Genesis?) reappears in Gnosis in the notion that 
Sophia ' now exists in a. state or place called the Middle until 
her salvation at the consummation. .See, for example, Ptolemaeus,
Iren, Adv. Haer.• I, 5.4; AJ(BG) 47.

97? See also OnOrWld 100.28-29; 103.31; cf. TriTrac 78.4f. where 
the Logos abandons his defective arrogance (demiurge)I ; also 76.30f.;
80.11-31 where the Father withdraws from the Logos.

273Of. 38.2 where Sophia casts laldabaoth away from herself.
^^^In OnOrWld 100.10-30 Pistis Sophia is unknown to the demiurge 

except for her ’likeness'. He is still ignorant of her power. After 
she instills the pattern of the divine world in him so he can create 
an imitation world she withdraws up to her light. According to 
TriPro 45.30f. Protennoia withdraws with no apparent problem.

275According to G. MacRae, "Background," p. 95f., this is a late 
Valentinian development which divided the originally single Sophia 
figure to further insulate the divine and lower worlds from each other.
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G.C. Stead, "Myth," p. 84ff., however, thinks this is a deliberate 
attempt to correct inconsistencies in the earliest form of the myth 
which he too thinks had but one Sophia (p. 94 ).

R. McL. Wilson in the comments following R.M. Grant, "Les 
etres intermédiaires dans le judaïsme tardif," OG, p. 154,notes the 
Jewish tradition of Wisdom and folly in the O.T. - the two women 
of Prov. A similar motif is to be found in I En 42 where it 
actually speaks of the descent of both wisdom and "unrighteousness”, 
i.e. wisdomlessness, which could well have provided the ambiguity 
proposed by Stead in the earliest form of thejnyth. It is interesting 
that this second Sophia is also known as plane or "error", e.g.
GTr 17.4-28; 18.22; SJC (BG) 118.17, which 0. Betz, "Anfang,"
p. 30ffcompares to the two spirits (of Truth and Error) at Qumran,
IQS 3.18f., and Test XII, e.g. TJud 20.1; cf. TBenj 6.1; TIss 4.6,

^^^See GPh 60.10-12, as well as Hipp. Ref. VI, 31,7. - '
See also I ApocJas 35.5-9; Ophites, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 30.12.

R.M. Grant, "êtres," pp. 142-143, believes these names are 
based on O.T. Hebrew and are therefore originally a part of Jewish 
speculation.

277Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 2.2-5; Hipp. Ref. VI, 31.2f.
278Iren, Adv. Haer. I, 4.Iff.; Hipp. Ref. VI, 31.7ff.
279 ’Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 5.3; also 7.1.
2 80Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 4.1; Hipp. Ref. VI, 31.8; also Iren.

Adv. Haer. I, 11.1.
281Basilides, Hipp. Ref. VII, 20.1-27.135 see also Satumilus,

Iren, Adv. Haer. I, 24.1; Basilides, Hegemonius Acta Archelai 67.8f.; 
also Poimandres, CH I, 10; see further, J. Doresse, Secret, p. 294.

282For one attempt to discern the development of this myth in 
relation to the Holy Spirit and Gen 1-3 see G. Quispel, "Anthropos," 
pp. 197-215. See also G. MacRae, "Background," p. 90, for evidence 
that Judaism as well as Gnosis identified Sophia and Spirit.

283This suggests that the withdrawal motif is not originally 
anthropologically oriented; i.e. it is not used to account for the 
entry of the soul into matter.

284R. Bultmann, Gnosis, Manuals from Kittel, vol. V. trans. & 
ed. J.R. Coates (London: Adam and Charles Black, 1952), p. 39, n. 1, 
has similar difficulty differentiating between }\ôo$, w  f e w
and X o Y Tos j: in I Cor 12.8.

^^^See G. MacRae, "Background," pp. 92, 97; B.L. Mack, Logos 
und Sophia, SUNT 10 (Gdttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1973), 
pp. 29-31 ; on the significance of this belief see U. Luck, 
"WeltverstMndnis," pp. 288-292. But compare U. Wilckens, Weisheit 
und Torheit, BhTh 26 (Tübingen: J.C.B. Mohr - Paul Siebeck, 1959),
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pp. 164-169, who thinks that this is a Jewish reversal of the 
"original" myth that wisdom was not to be found I B.L. Mack, Ibid., 
on the other hand would distinguish between three separate wisdom 
traditions (which one would suspect implies that the belief that 
wisdom is present in one’s cult is the earliest).

286See U. Luck, Ibid., p. 288, who sees wisdom as Judaism’s 
attempt to find order and meaningful life in the world based on Law.

9 0 7
Prov 8.15f.; Wisd 6.9ff.; 21; cf. Is 9,6.

^®^Sir 24.6bff.
9 8Q=Sir 24.23; also Bar 3.31-4.4 LXX; cf. II Bar 51.3 - see U.

Luck, Ibid., p. 288f.,who notes that to live an authentic life one 
must live according to wisdom which for O.T. Wisdom tradition can 
be found only in the Law. So already Dent. 4.6; see W.D, Davies, 
Paul, p. 168ff,

Now U. Wilckens, Weisheit. p. 166f. (following R. Bultmann, 
"Der religionsgeschichtliche Hintergrund des Prologs zum Johannes- 
Evangelium," in Eucharisterion ̂ FS for H. Gunkel (Güttingen: Vanden
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1923), I, p. 7),finds in Sirach a Judaized version 
of a non-Jewish myth. He maintains that in its original form 
wisdom found no place to dwell - a notion Sirach was refuting. But 
logically the reverse makes more sense as B.L. Mack, Ibid., p. 60, 
maintains.

290"WeltverstEndnis," p. 292ff.; Luck recognizes the impact of 
this theme on one’s aspirations for righteousness and thus salvation, 
see p. 299ff.

On the withdrawal motif itself, Ü. Wilckens, Weisheit. p. 163, 
would find it in Q; B.L. Mack, Logos, p. 106, finds it in Philo 
as well, but without the negative consequences. Philo does not think 
the world is impaired by Sophia's absence.

291Cf. Hosea 5.6; perhaps related to this may be the threats 
by God to withdraw his word : Am 8.11-12; or himself: Deut 31.17-18, 
(especially the "apocalyptic" prediction of Deut 32.19ff.), and 
less obviously Jer 11.11; Ezek 8.18. It was probably a well known 
prediction and may well lie behind Jesus’ words in Jn 7.34 ("you 
will seek me, but not find me") as part of the "wisdom Christology."

See further, H. Ringgren, Word and Wisdom (Lund: Hakan Ohlssons 
Boktryckeri, 1947), p. 139; B.L. Mack, Ibid., p. 45-46, n. 81.

U. Luck, Ibid., p. 292, suggests that the absence of wisdom 
as a problem was already apparent to the author of Job 28. There 
we are told that even though man can search and find all kinds of 
treasure, he cannot find wisdom since it is with God, thus God 
alone can reply to Job (chpt. 38). Luck thinks that 28.28 is thus 
an addition to the text to make it conform to the "accessible wisdom" 
theology of the day.

Wilckens and Mack both distinguish between themes of a hidden, 
an immanent, and a withdrawn wisdom, noting that their precise 
relationship is problematical. According to Mack, p. 60, the notion
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of a hidden wisdom is an inner Jewish development based on theodicy.
He is uncertain about the relationship between hidden and withdrawn 
wisdom except to conclude that the result of both concepts is the 
same - wisdom is absent from the land; see p. 33.

^  See also I En 84.2ff.; 94.5f.; cf. 98.3; 93.8; IV Ez 5.9f.; 
cf. 14,17; II Bar 48.33-36; 14.8f.; 75.1-6; IQS 11.6; IQH 9.23f.;
Mt. 23.37-39; Lk 13.34f. (from Q). See U. Wilckens, Weisheit, 
p. 162ff., also his article in ThDNT VII, s.v. ” ,” p. 508.

293E.g. I En 93.6 where the author’s generation is that of the 
6th week when men "godlessly forsake wisdom.’’ See further, D.S,
Russell, Method, p. 263f.

^^^I. Gruenwald, "Knowledge," p. 70 n. 30, however suggests that 
this is the intention behind I En 42 - i.e. the spread of unrighteousness 
in V .  3 is a result of Sophia’s withdrawal.

295 I En 63.1; Wisd 8.15; cf. I Cor 2.8; see D.S. Russell,Ibid,, 
p. 247. Compare the teaching of Simon, ^  see above pp. 91f.

296On the withdrawal or abandonment of the Temple see also 
Josephus, B.J. V, 3; cf. Mt. 23.38 // Lk 13.34-35, Mt. 24 // Lk. 19.44 
(21.5f.). See also GPh 84.25-29. This motif is also known to 
Apocalypticism; IV Ez 7.112-113; LI Bar 8.2 both claim that Jérusalem 
could not have fallen to the heathen had God not withdrawn from Israel 
and her fortunes. This suggests that the victory of the pagans and ;
their gods over the elect results from a lack of God’s, viz. Sophia’s, 
presence. One wonders if this motif is not also seen in the figure 
of the ’Disconsolate Woman’ of IV Ez 9.38-10.28. Could the woman be 
Sophia whose son is the Temple/cultus (on basis of Prov. 9.1; 14.1), 
or even the Law whose demise (death - 10.3) results in her forsaking 
the city, i.e. withdrawing from history/world?

See H, Ringgren, Wisdom, p. 139, who does find the withdrawals 
of the Shekinah and of Sophia to be related themes,

297This needs only to be made protological instead of eschatological 
to become the equivalent of the gnostic concept of the creation of 
the world by the fall of Sophia - a transposition that could easily 
be made:

a) this age is evil due to withdrawal of Sophia (at the beginning). ;
b) this world was created by Sophia in the beginning. 4
c) age=world, thus this evil world is due to creation and 

withdrawal of Sophia.
Again, evidence for such a protologicizing process can be seen in 
the Apocalyptists’ transposing the fall of watchers to the pre- 
mundane fall of Satan.

298So also at Qumran, see G. Maier, Mensch, pp. 204, 175ff.; 
cf. II Bar 48.24; 46.4; Sir 24.5-11. Yet in II Bar 38.2; 44.14 
wisdom is still believed to be found in the Law.
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299 ' 1The problems posed by this pericope are numerous, not least
is its seeming misplacement in the text. Thus E. SjBberg,
Menschensohn, p. 34f., and U. Wilckens, Weisheit, p. 160f., think
it is an interpolation into the Similitudes. R.H. Charles, ^  II, 
p. 213, thinks it is original but misplaced while I. Gruenwald,
"Knowledge," p. 69 n. 27, thinks that Charles misses the point of 
the text and its placement.

Again U. Wilckens, Ibid., pp. 124-125, finds in this motif a 
certain relationship with the account of the descent of Sophia in 
the Barbelognostic system (Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 29.4) since in both
1) Sophia attempts to find a dwelling place/syzygy partner,
2) Sophia returns in her failure, 3) Sophia takes her place among 
the angels/Aeons, 4) therefore the world/age is evil, p. 161; p. 60f. 
he maintains that I En 42 corresponds completely with the gnostic 
myth; p. 196 he concludes that it is an early form of the gnostic 
myth adopted by Judaism. However, L. Schottroff, Glaubende, pp. 54-55, 
notes the similarity but questions any relationship other than the 
similar theme which also has a parallel in the Isis tradition.
Thus Schottroff concludes that I En 42 does not necessarily presuppose 
the gnostic myth.

Wilckens, Ibid., p. 197, himself concludes that Apocalypticism 
contributed nothing to the gnostic myth and that they developed 
separately. Part of his evidence here is the fact that according 
to Gnosis Sophia falls, whereas in Apocalypticism her descent is not 
a fall. However, according to the analysis of G.C. Stead, "Myth," 
p. 85, it may well be that the earliest phase of the gnostic myth 
did not have a fall motif either, but simply a wandering descent 
as in I En 42.

In any event, the pericope is consistent with the rest of 
I Enoch in that God is God of wisdom (63.2) and that wisdom is now 
at God’s throne (84.2f.) and so the kings of this world who need it 
to rule do not have it (63.1). See discussion in U. Luck,
"WeltverstEndnis," p. 292.

^^^On sin/unrighteousness as folly, e.g. Ps. 69.5; Prov 24.9; 
see also above, n. 275.

qn 1See e.g. I En 5.8; 90.10; 91.10; 104.12; cf. 37.4; 49.1; 51.3;
99.10; also II Bar 59.7. See M. Hengel, Judaism, p. 206 n. 603; 
see further below, chapter V, p. 245f.

302Wisdom is absent from the present world/age - the one |
exception being the Apocalyptists themselves I See below, chapter V, I

p. 247ff. , e.g. IQS 11.5-6. |
Q A  O tSo U. Luck, "WeltverstEndnis," p. 293.
304„Hintergrund," p. 3ff., esp. p. 10. Bultmann finds references 

to this myth in Prov 1.24, 28; Sir 24.7; Bar 3.11-13, 29f.; Deut 30.11-14; |
I En 42.1-3; IV Ez 5.9f. ; II Bar 48.36. Although Wilckens has more :|
recently modified his position somewhat, it is this same hypothesis |
which underlies his Weisheit und Torheit, e.g. p. 124, With Bultmann |
he works backwards to find the entire myth presupposed in nearly any 1
vague allusion, whereas in fact the myth appears in its entirety j
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(before Gnosticism itself) in I En 42. Again, the real significant 
difference between the tradition in X En 42 and that in Gnosticism, 
as L. Schottroff, Glaubende, p. 54f., notes, is that in Enoch the 
myth is ethically dualistic and not ontologically dualistic as in 
Gnosis. The withdrawal of Sophia leads to unrighteousness in 
this world/age instead of ignorant spirit/souls trapped in the 
material world. Yet the myth functions in the same way in both 
systems; it is mainly the conceptual presuppositions (ethics, viz. 
ontology) which distinguish them.

305E.g. he reads this myth back into Sir 24 which asserts exactly 
the opposite - see "Hintergrund," p. 7.

^Wisdom, p. 139. Ringgren goes on to suggest that this entire 
withdrawal motif is related to the Jewish experience and belief 
that God’s Shekinah had departed from the Temple at the time* of 
the Exile, e.g. II Bar 8.2.

807 So H. Jonas, "Delimitation," p. 94.
308H. Jonas, Ibid., p. 92, describes this "movement of Wisdom."
^^^One wonders, in this regard, if it is merely a coincidence 

that, as H. Ringgren, Wisdom, p. 123, points out, there is a notable 
absence of the hypostasized Sophia, in Rabbinic literature. Could 
this absence imply a purge of such speculation owing to the apocalyptic 
and gnostic claims that Wisdom is unattainable, except for themselves 
through special revelation? In any event, if a lack of wisdom/ 
gnosis has led to the origin of this world/age and so man’s plight 
in it, only wisdom/gnosis can resolve the situation, as we shall see 
below, chapter V, p. 268ff.

310So W. Schmithals, Apokalyptik, p. 76. This in itself may not 
be decisive if R. McL. Wilson, Problem, p. 207, is correct that this 
was a common attitude in late antiquity. What is significant is 
that both Apocalypticism and Gnosticism use the same mythologumena 
in the same way to account for their DaseinsverstEndnis.

311Moreover, as 0. Betz, "Anfang," pp. 24-25, noted, both 
movements look back to the beginning for their explanations of 
this world/age and both do so with an eschatological interest - 
i.e. they both seek the resolution of this state of existence 
produced at that beginning: "Wer vom Ursprung weiss, kennt den
Weg zum Ziel und besitzt damit den Schlüssel zum Himmelstor."
(Ibid., p. 25).

31 2See J.M. Robinson, "World," p. 104, 106f., who correctly 
notes that it is this "loss of world" which distinguishes 
Apocalypticism and Gnosticism from Judaism and early catholic 
Christianity which he believes demonstrates a world-loss trajectory 
from Apocalypticism to Christian Gnosticism.

313Apokalyptik, p. 74.

..is
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W. Schmithals, Ibid., p. 73-74, who notes this commonality 
in the descent of watchers myth. But he notes that it is not this 
commonality of myth alone, but the fact that this mythological 
pattern serves the same purpose that is important: "...sie wird 
benutzt, um den negativen, gottfeindlichen Charakter dieser Welt 
zu erklEren." (p. 74 ).

31 S"Delimitation," p. 100.
E.g. E. Brandenburger, Adam, p. 113f., n. 4 p. 114, notes 

the following "gnostic" elements in LAE/ApocMos:
1) Adam speculation, 2) dualistic anthropology, 3) "gnostic" 

predicates for God (e.g. ApocMos 36-38; 42; LAE 28), 4) emphasis 
on Seth (e.g. ApocMos 3f.; 5f.; 9f.; 34; 38; 42; LAE 24-29; 31ff.; 
36ff.; 48ff.), 5) asceticism, 6) Merkabah speculation, 7) heavenly 
garments of glory and righteousness.

See further, J.M. Robinson, "World," p. 105^who finds in 
ApocAd and ParaShem "...sources documenting a transition from 
traditionally apocalyptic to Gnostic casts given to Jewish 
apocalyptic language patterns."



FOOTNOTES FOR CHAPTER THREE

^See discussion of terms in Th. P. van Baaren, "Definition," 
p. 177.

2So also K. Schubert, "Problem," p. 5, who notes that both 
have 1) cosmological interest, 2) theodicy, 3) evil spirits 
responsible for the evil of this world. On the situation at 
Qumran, see H.W. Huppenbauer, WeIten, pp. 97-98; cf. 95f.

See U. Bianchi, introduction in OG, p. XXVII; Th. P. van 
Baaren, Ibid., p. 178; also H. Jonas, "Delimitation," pp. 93-94r 
K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 68f.

^W, Schmithals, Apokalyptik, p. 69.
^Qld Testament Apocalyptic (London: The Epworth Press, 1952), 

p. 7; also J. Bloch, 'On the Apocalyptic in Judaism, JQR Monograph 
series II, (Philadelphia: The Dropsie College for Hebrew and Cognate 
Learning, 1952), p. 19.

But cf. P. Vielhauer, "Apocalyptic," p. 587.

^See L. Morris, Apocalyptic, pp. 25-26; S.B. Frost, Apocalyptic, 
p. 97,

^E.g. Dan 7.17-18; 8.13-14; 12.If.; see M. Hengel, Judaism I , 
p. 194f.

^E.g. IV Ez 3.20,30; 4.12-21; 6.38-59.
^See especially Ezek 18.25ff.; 28.26; 33.17ff.
^^See below, p. 145ff.; also D.S. Russell, Method, pp. 235-262.

^^38.2; also 41.2; 45,2; 46.7; 48.10; 63.2; 67.8, 10; cf. 99.9.
1 9̂I  En 36.4; also 61.12-13; II En 31.4ff.

^^I En chapters 72-82.
^^However, it should be noted that the revolt in heaven has 

penetrated the cosmos, e.g. the stars, in that some of the stars 
refused to come out at their appointed times - an act for which 
they will be punished. I En 18.14-16; 21.6; 80.6. See also W, 
Hamisch, VerhEngnis. p. 137f. , who discusses the apocalyptic 
(here IV Ez) distinction between creation and history; see esp. p. 141.

J
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^^This rebellion was led by Azazel; e.g. 65.6-9; 67.6,7;
69.2-15; 84.4; 86.1-6; 106.13-16; cf. TReub 5.6-7; Jub 4.15,22;
5.1-4. According to I En 68.4, God is angry with some of the 
angels "...because they do as if they were the Lord." At 90.20-27,
God is also said to be ready to judge the angel/shepherds set over 
Israel for their mishandling of the nation and its people contrary 
to God’s wishes. See below, p. 157.

Bar 82.1; also 82.3ff.

’■ 1̂1 Bar 3.5-6.
18E.g. impotent - 5.1; 13.4; 14.4ff.; abandonment - 25.4; 41.3-4; 

also III Bar 1.2.
19^E.g. 44.4; 77.7; 78.7.
^°E.g. 54.19; 55.2; 77.10.

^^5.34; see also 3.1-3; 4.12; 4.23.
223.30; also 3.31-36; 4,23-25; 5.23-30; 6.55-59; 7.17-19; 8.4-19.
237.22-24; 8.58; 7.37, 79; see also 9.10; 8.55-56; cf. 14.13; 

see also III Bar 1.2; II En 36.1; 33.8; 47.3; 66.2.
^^I.e, Adam - 7.116-126; 7.11; 8.60; or the "evil heart" sown 

in Adam - 4.28-31; 3.20; see also 7.70-72; 7.92; 7.127-131; 14.34.
See discussion in A.BBhlig, "Hintergrund," p. 86.

^^E.g. LAE 31.3f.; ApocMos 6.3,
^^LAE 44.3-4; ApocMos 32.1-3; 15.Iff.

^^III Bar 4.8, 16-17; II En 31.4ff.; also AsMos 10.1.
28R. M. Grant, Christianity, p. 58, notes that Jubilees thus 

exegetes much of the O.T. so that angels, including Mastema, are 
made responsible for the acts of Yahweh in the O.T. Grant suggests 
that this kind of free re-writing of O.T. scripture by the Apocalyptists 
prepared the way for gnostic reinterpretation of the O.T. text.

29H, Jonas, "Delimitation," p. 94: "...the transcendent doctrine 
of a world - God opposition sprang from the immanent experience of a 
disunion of man and world..."

30J. Zandee, "Ideas," p. 21, points out the irony of this process: 
God is made the ultimate cause of evil because he is unknown and 
unknowable.

31Epiph. Pan. XXXIII, 7.8; see also Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 14.1-2; 
also GTr 23. Iff.; Monoimus, Hipp, Ref. VIII, 12.5-7.
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^^Tes.tTr 41-42. .

^^PetPhil 134.20ff.
34^ SJC 92.3ff.; HA 86.26ff.
^^See also Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 11.3,5; also Hipp. Ref. VIII,

15.1, for discussion of the disagreements among Gnostics concerning 
God; also Hegemonius Acta Archelai 67.7 (Basilides).

^^So also GTr 35.8-18; 18.1-3 where the oblivion of this world 
arose not under his aegis but because of him.

^^TriTrac 112.20-113.1.
38,Glaubende, pp. 44-45,
3QSee Puech, "Time," pp. 63-64; J. Zandee, "Ideas," p. 17.
40Rediscovery, p. 32; cf. H.J. Wicks, The Doctrine of God in 

the Jewish Apocryphal and Apocalyptic Literature (London: Hunter & 
Longhurst, 1915), pp. 120ff., who argues that the transcendence of 
God is not stressed in Apocalypticism.

P̂roblem, p. 172. '

pp. 264-265.
^^Geist I, p. 244; on the concept of God in apocalyptic Judaism 

generally, see R. Bultmann, Christianity, p. 59ff. , who sees in the 
fall of Jerusalem (AD 70) a need to divorce God from history and 
make him transcendent over history as its judge thus introducing a 
new sense of transcendence from that found in the O.T.

^^The choice of the term "monotheism" is not intended to be 
provocative for we use it in its simplest sense as a belief in one 
God; which is to say that there is only one being/will, viz. nature/ 
substance which can be properly designated as "God." Moreover, it 
is our understanding that monotheism may itself function within a 
dualism where God is contrasted with non-God, Thus we understand 
the opposite of dualism to be not monotheism, but monism. It is 
unfortunate that the term itself bears with it so many historical 
and philosophical connotations and implications including that of 
the origin of non-God. However, the origin of non-God, i.e. evil 
understood as anti-godly will and matter, respectively, is not 
determined by the term "monotheism," rather it is the problem of 
the origin of non-God in the face of a belief in one God which 
necessarily called forth the theodical syntheses offered by 
Apocalypticism and Gnosticism.

On monotheism see Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethics, 1958  ̂
ed. J. Hastings, s.v. "Monotheism," by J. Royce, VIII, p. 817-821.
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45I En 63; 101.8-9; also 41.2; 45.2; 46.7; 48.10; 67.8,10; cf. 99.

^^Supreme God, LAE 28.1; one true God, II En 36.1; 33.8; 47.3;
66.2; God of all, Jub 22.10, 27; 30.19; 31.13,32; ApocMos 32.2; 42.8; 
also Sir 36.1; 45.23; 50.22; King of all, ApocMos 29.4; I En 25.3,5,7; 
27.3; also Ruler, I En 22.14; God of heaven, Jub 12.4; 20.7; 22.19;
26.18; lEn 106.5; TReub 1.6; 6.9; AsMos 2.4; see further index to 
R.H. Charles, ^  II.

^^It is a theme not unknown to the O.T. as well (Is 44.12-20 ),
See ThDNT, s.v. " ," by E. Stauffer, III, p. 97.

^^See K. Schubert, "Das Zeitalter der Apokalyptik," in Bibel und 
ZeitgemEsser Glaube, Vol. I: Altes Testament, ed. K. Schubert (Wien: 
Klostemeuburger Buch- und Kunst Verlag, 1964), p. 273; W. Bousset, 
Religion, p. 302ff.

49W. Baldensperger, Die messianisch-apokalyptischen Hoffnungen 
des Judenthums (Strassburg: J.H. Ed. Heitz, 1903), p. 57. On p. 58 
he attributes this to Hellenization and not to inner Jewish developments.

^^See further, D.S. Russell, Method, pp. 379-385.

^^Also IV Ez 5.42-49; 7.33, 38; LAE 29.10; II Bar 5.3; 48.39;
Jub 10.32, On God as Victor see L. Morris, Apocalyptic, p. 45.

52On the term "ethical monotheism" see ERE, s.v. "Monotheism,"
VIII, p. 819ff.

^^ThDNT, s.v. " S\U.a<\os ," by G. Schrenk, II, p. 185.

^^I En 1.2; 37.2; 93.11; ApocMos 33.5; TDan 5.13; Holy and Great 
One, I En 1.3; 10.1; 14.1; 25.3; 84.1; 92.2; 98.6; 104.9; see also 
ThDNT, s.v. by 0. Procksch, I, p. 92.

^^ThDNT, s.v. "(&eo5 ," by G. Quell, III, p. 83.

^^See ERE, s.v. "Monotheism," VIII, p. 817. Logically, God 
cannot will an anti-godly will into existence for to do so would 
make it godly. The anti-godly will arises spontaneously when God 
creates men and angels with free will and these free wills refuse 
to recognize God’s will and Lordship. Here the apocalyptic con
ception must come close to the solution for the origin of evil 
(matter) proposed in OnOrWld where darkness or matter arose 
spontaneously like a shadow because light/spirit existed first 
(98.1-7). Thus the apocalyptic theodicy attempts, by a variety of 
mythologumena, to explain why man’s will became anti-godly and so 
entrapped in history. The only place where the anti-godly will 
appears to be attributed to God’s creative will is in the two 
spirits doctrine of Qumran, e.g. IQS 3.17-21; cf. Is 45.7. See 
W.S. LaSor, Scrolls, p. 81. However in terms of man’s will, this 
evil spirit serves, like the evil inclination, to offer man a 
choice, to enable man’s will to become anti-godly. It is "EVIL " 
only insofar as it is successful. Consequently, the apocalyptic 
theodicy that Yahweh does not create the evil of this world/age
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corresponds to the gnostic God’s having no part in the creation of 
the physical world.

. R. Haardt, Gnosis, pp. 4-5, who argues that we have a 
dualism of the acosmic God and the world creator. So also A.
BBhlig, "Hintergrund," p. 80, who says it is monotheism that 
distinguishes Judaism and Gnosticism. What both overlook is the 
fact that the world creator is not (a) God. If God is spirit, the 
demiurge/archon is psychic and/or hylic; usually it is said that 
he arises out of matter to become its fashioner. To be sure, he 
is the personification of the material world, but that does not 
make him "God" or the equal of God. Gnostic monotheism is an 
ontological monotheism, i.e. only "spirit" is God (see further 
below, note 69).

C Q
New Catholic Encyclopedia, 1967 ed., s.v. "Gnosticism," 

by G. MacRae, vol. 6, p. 525; so also L. Schottroff, Glaubende, 
p. 43, who notes that the dualism in AJ is one of God vs. World 
not God vs. gods; also pp. 72-73 ; see Puech, "Time," p. 57;
G. Quispel, Weltreligion, pp. 39-40.

59See also ValExp 42.10ff.

^^Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 30.1-3; see also OnOrWld 108.Iff. and 
HA 94.29f.?. where Sophia introduces light into matter. According to 
I ApocJas 24.26f.; Zost 131.5f., this matter is also known as 
"femaleness."

61See also Docetists, Hipp, Ref. VIII, 9.3,6.

^^98.1-7; cf. 126.36-127.10; HA 94.9ff. According to 
Ptolemaeus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 5.1; 4.2, matter arose from the 
"passion" of Sophia. According to Hipp. Ref. VI,29.5, some Valentin- 
ians taught that "there was a time when there was nothing whatsoever 
created..."; similarly Marcus according to Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 17.1 
describes how the four elements of matter were created; also PetPhil 
135 ; TriTrac 53.32f. One would expect to find that emanationistic 
systems would not maintain the eternal existence of matter with God.

Again, this corresponds to the rise of the anti-godly will in 
Apocalypticism. God does not create anti-godly wills, but they 
arise out of freedom in response and contrast to God’s will.

^^See A. BBhlig, "Hintergrund," pp. 100-101; the victory is 
noted by W. Schmithals, Apokalyptik, p. 69, who nevertheless misses 
its significance, arguing on p. 67 that the dualism is a struggle 
between two gods. So also K.-W. TrBger, "AnsMtze," p. 316.

The point that there is only one God is apparently also true 
of those systems we might designate "tripartite." In these systems 
God is contrasted to two other elements which together constitute 
this world. E.g. ParaShem 9.27-33; 10.19-23; 1.22-2.8 (Light, vs 
spirit and darkness); see also Monoimus, Hipp. Ref. VIII, 12.3;
14.8; Naassenes, Hipp. Ref. V, 8.1; Peratae, Hipp. Ref. V, 12.1; 
Sethians, Hipp. Ref. V, 19.1; Archontics, Epiph. Pan. XL, 7.3.
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Even though these systems posit three sources, they still 
recognize only one of them as "God;" the remainder are together 
non-God.

^^This monism is presupposed by Irenaeus when he describes the 
great diversity in gnostic teaching on God - especially among the 
Valentinians: "Concerning even Bythos himself there are many 
different opinions among them. Some say that he is without a 
partner, neither male or female, nor anything at all, whereas 
others say that he is male-female... Others again allot to him 
Sige as a consort so that the first conjunction (syzygy) may be 
formed." (Adv. Haer. I, 11.5).

®®See also GrSeth 51.13-16; 68.12ff.; GTr 16.31f£.; TriTrac
51.1-11; HA 86.20-21?; Eug 74,20ff.; see discussion in J. Doresse, 
"Gnosticism," p. 523; L. Schottroff, Glaubende, p. 42; see also 
W. Schmithals, Apokalyptik, p. 73f.,who finds in the gnostic 
doctrine of a fall of the divine leading to the creation of this 
world a parallel to the apocalyptic myth of the fall of the Watchers.

^^Allog 47.7f., 16-20; Zost 129.6-12?; TriPro 35.8-9; 3StSeth 
121.28-34; Mar 4.15f.; 6,19?; Marcus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 14.1*

^^GEgypt 40,12-41.12; see also the Docetists, Hipp. Ref. VIII,
8,3 ,5 ,6. <

The same is true of those systems that describe God as a 
syzygy. The exact "form" of God is obviously a later development 
open to much diversity among Gnostics and not as important as the 
fact that the syzygy still represents the one Highest supreme God.
See e.g. the discussion on Ptolemaeus’ system as reported by 
Irenaeus and Hippolytus in W. Foerster, Gnosis I, p. 184.

^^This differentiates gnostic monistic thought from that of 
philosophy. Gnosticism is not pantheistic in the sense that God 
is all. Even in the monistic/emanationistic systems there comes 
the point of the "tragic split" where matter arises as the antithesis 
of spirit/God. The logical difficulties in maintaining such a 
theology are apparent in the convoluted attempts made by the Gnostics 
to explain the process, i.e. to define how non-God arose from God 
if he did not "create" or "will" it to be so.

The discussion of emanations also brings to our attention the 
problem of the One and the Particular, i.e. how God can appear in 
the diversity of emanations and still be one God. Apparently, in 
an ontologically dualistic system like Gnosis, "God", i.e. spirit, 
is everything that is not non-God, i.e. matter. Thus the emanations, 
as well as the Self in man, are consubstantial with God (see below, 
chapter IV). However, this does not necessarily negate the fact 
that Gnosticism can be monotheistic. According to J. Royce:
"The two propositions 1) ’God is one,’ and 2) ’God is identical 
with all reality,’ or ’with the principle upon which all reality 
depends,’ are not, on the face of the matter, mutually contrary 
propositions." (ERE. s.v. "Monotheism," VIII, p. 817.) Consequently, 
the Gnostics could speak of the "Father" and distinguish him from
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his Aeons while at the same time conceiving these Aeons to be 
internalized, hypostasized, or even spatialized (AJ CGII 8-9) 
aspects of "God." In the same way that man’s Self, yet not his 
material body, is consubstantial with the divine, so are these 
emanations, but not the material creation, consubstantial with 
the divine. In other words within the ontological dualistic 
framework Gnosticism presents us with an ontological monotheism - 
God is spirit alone; in the midst of manifold appearances 
(emanations, the Self of mankind) he remains one God. It is this 
understanding that the myth of the break-up of the God "Man" and 
that of the "fall" and entrapment of Sophia are meant to explain.

^^Carpocrates, Iren. Adv. Haer. 1,25.1; Satumilus, Iren.
Adv. Haer. I, 24.1; also Cerdo, Iren. Adv. Haer. 1, 27.1; Cerinthus, 
Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 26.1; Apelles, Hipp. Ref. VII, 38.1; Severus, 
Epiph. Pan. XLV, 1.3; so also Simon, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 23.2; 
Menander, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 23.5.

^^E.g. Simon, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 23.2; Menander, Iren. Adv.
Haer. I, 23,5; Carpocrates, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 25.1; Satumilus, 
Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 24.1; Cainites, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 31.2;
Apelles, Hipp. Ref. VII, 38.1; Tert. De anima 23; see also Basilides, 
Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 24.4; Ptolemaeus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 5.2; 
Valentinus, Clem. Strom. II 8 = 36.2-4; Sethians, Epiph. Pan. XXXIX,
1.4; 3,4; also G. Quispel, "Origips," p. 275. See below, p. 147f.

72See below on the Boast of the demiurge, p. 170ff.
73See AJ(CGII) 13.8-9 where the boast itself is said to reveal 

the existence of the higher God of whom the demiurge is jealous.
74E.g. Eug 70.Iff.; on knowing, viz. recognizing God as God, 

see below p. 137f.
75"Komponente," p. 71, citing Plotinus, Enneads II, 9 ; see 

also H. Jonas, Religion, p. 35, who writes; "The ultimate ’object’ 
of gnosis is God..."

^^Hipp. Ref. V, 6.6; also 3StSeth 125.13-15; SJC 118.22-25; 
AuthTeach 33.4-15; cf ApocAd 83.lOff.; 85.14ff.; GTr 17.5ff.; 
24.25ff.; Hipp. VI, 36.2.

Supreme Power; Satumilus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 24.1; see
further in the index to W. Foerster, Gnosis II, p. 337 under "Power."

Unbegotten; Carpocrates, Adv. Haer. I, 25.1; unbegotten Father: 
TriTrac 53.7; OnOrWld 127.11; SJC 98.20; Clem. Exc. 45.1.

Father: e.g. Satumilus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 24.2; Barbelog
nostics, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 29.4; TriTrac 61.13,14; AJ(CGII) 2.25f.; 
HA 87.22; see further the indices in W. Foerster, Gnosis II, p. 329 
and J.M. Robinson, NHLE, p. 482-483.

Father of All: Clem. Strom. 7.1; Ophites, Iren. Adv. Haer. I,
30.1; AJ (BG) 22.20; HA 96.12; cf. SJC 95.18//Eug 73.2,3.
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Forefather: Ptolemaeus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 2.1; Valentinians, Iren. 
Adv.-Hàer. I, 12.4; Marcus,' Hipp. Ref. VI, 43.5; Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 14.2.

First Father: SJC 98.22f.//Eug 74.20f.; see further the index 
to J.M. Robinson, NHLE, p. 483.

78Tert. Adv. Marc. I, 8; cf. Iren. Adv. Haer. Ill, 24.2; also
H.-Ch. Puech, "Time,” p. 58. K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 72, notes 
that the Gnostic concept of Godis directed against all others; it 
has a revolutionary character.

^^See e.g. Eug 70.6-71.1//SJC 92.11ff.
80See further below for examples of common mythologumena such 

as throne speculation, e.g. HA 95.26f.; cf. Ezekiel’s vision 1.4-28; 
also Dan 7.9-10; Rev 4 ; p. 162f.

81This is the theme, e.g., of I En 36,4; 61.12-13. It should 
be noted however that "God as Creator" is not the beginning point 
of either O.T. or apocalyptic theology, but one of their conclusions.
The O.T. begins from the belief that God is seen as Lord in history, 
i.e. in historical events. This is simply another way of expressing 
the ethical monotheism of Judaism. What God willed in history took 
place and it was righteous and just. What is new in Apocalypticism 
is the belief that God’s will is being thwarted in history, - until 
the eschaton. Nevertheless, God’s^will can still be seen in the 
created order. See further on God as creator, ThDNT, s.v. '" icTt'/w 
by W. Foerster, III, pp. 1005f.; lOlOff.

82Doctrine, pp. 40, 47, 56, 92-93; see e.g. I En 101.2,7; 36.4;
II En 66.3-5a.

®^E.g. Jub 7.20; 10.8; 16.26; I En 81.5; 94.10; Sib 3.704;
AsMos 10.10; II En 10.6; 51.4; II Bar 14.15; 44.4; 48.46; 17 Ez 5.44.

®^See also IV Ez 3.4; 6.38ff.; II Bar 14.17; 48.2ff.; 56.4; Sib 
10.6; cf. Ps 33.9; ThDNT, Ibid., p. 1010, passim.

QC
So W. Foerster, ThDNT, Ibid., p. 1012.

®^Ibid. p. 1017.

®^II En 24-26.
88See also II Bar 48.2ff.; Sib 3.20ff.

®®Jub 2.2.
QOII En 29,3; see also II Bar 21.6.
giI En 69.16ff.

ThDNT, Ibid., p. 1017.
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93 p. 1011.
94See also AsMos 12.4. The Apocalyptists want all to recognize 

the glory of God in his creation - this is one of the purposes of 
Enoch’s heavenly ascents (e.g. I En 36.4) as E. SjBberg and M. Hengel 
have pointed out. See M. Hengel, Judaism I, p. 207.

95W. Foerster, ThDNT, Ibid. Ill, p. 1012, refers to this as God’s 
"absolute transcendence "; see R. Otto, Kingdom, pp. 39-40.

^^J. Gammie, "Spatial and Ethical Dualism in Jewish Wisdom and 
Apocalyptic Literature," JBL 93 (1974), p. 358, calls this "theological 
dualism." H. Huppenbauer, Welten, p. 104, writing on IQS 4,15ff., 
says that at Qumran one finds a physical/metaphysical dualism which 
is based on this distinction of creator from creation which also 
distinguishes God from the spirits he has created. We prefer to use the 
term dualism to refer to an" antithesis of two elements where one 
is presumed to be evil. Thus in the case of the creator/creation 
contrast we would speak of an ontological dichotomy, or contrast, 
since the creation in Judaism is not considered to be evil.

97So H. Jonas, Religion, p. 247, who suggests that the gnostic 
God is new in that he is not just super-worldly, but anti-worldly.

98See note 96 above for explanation of the distinction between 
ontological dichotomy and ontological dualism.

Despite this difference the results are very similar. Although 
Gnosis is more open to the charge of pantheism than is Judaism (i.e. 
in its identification of God and the self in man), neither one is in 
danger of taking that step with their strong separation of God and 
world. According to K.-W. TrBger, ed., "Bedeutung," pp. 18-19, this 
lack of pantheism along with gnostic dualism speak against Gnosis 
being built upon an Urmensch myth which would have led to pantheism.
This leads TrBger to conclude that the Urmensch motif was not original 
to Gnosis,

99 So H.-Ch. Puech, "Time," p. 57f.; H. Jonas, Religion, p. 247.
Of course the apocalyptic counterpart to the gnostic God's non- 
involvement with creation is God's non-involvement in the creation 
of the nature of this world/age. Again, God did not will the anti- 
godly will into existence; he created free wills which rebelled both 
in the heavens (angels) and on earth (humankind) according to 
apocalyptic theodicy. God played no part in the formation of this 
world/age; it is instead the "creation" of the totality of the anti- 
godly wills themselves. See note 56 above, as well as pp. 155f. below.

^^^E.g. Timaeus.
^^^See also Cerinthus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 26.1.
 ̂(19E.g. HA 94.9f.; OnOrWld 100.Iff.; ParaShem 2.29-35.
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103As it will become clear by "creator" we do not mean the willful 
begetting of all that is non-God, i.e. the material creation. The 
Gnostics are intent upon ridiculing such a God. Rather, we should 
think in terms of "origin" or "originator" of all that is "God," i.e. 
the heavenly world of Aeons and the self of man; even if the process 
of originating is one of emanation the process still owes its impetus 
to the Highest God's having a "thought," from which all else proceeds.

^^^Thus A. SBhlig, "Hintergrund," p. 84, writes: "... in der Gnosis 
Gott der Schdpfer der Lichtwelt, aber nicht der des Kosmos ist." See 
e.g. GTr 27.11-28.6; TriPro 35.Iff.; 38.11-16; Alio 47.7; also 
Saturnilus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 24.1; Barbelognostics, Iren. Adv. Haer.
I, 29.1; Ptolemaeus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 7.1; Valentinus, Iren. Adv.
Haer. I, 11.1; Marcus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 14.1; Valentinus, Epiph.
Pan. XXXI, 5.3-9; Docetists, Hipp. Ref. VIII, 8.3,5,6; cf. J. Danielou, 
"gouvernement," p. 454, who notes that the Supreme God is the creator 
of the "creator angels" in the systems of Simon, Basilides, and 
Carpocrates. This suggests that the earliest form of dualism was one 
of heaven vs. earth, (and God's will vs. these anti-godly wills, we 
might add). It is only with the Sethians, Valentinians, Justin and 
the Ophites that a strict dualism of P1eroma/kenoma is discernible.

^^^See also TriTrac 67.38-68.13.
^^^Ref. VI, 29.5-6; see also Basilides, Iren, Adv. Haer. I, 1.1;

Hipp. Ref. Ill, 29.5,
^^^The concept of divine emanation is of course a part of the 

Hellenistic contribution to Gnosticism via Neoplatonism. See The 
Encyclopedia of Philosophy, s.v. "Plotinus," by P. Merlan, vol. 6, p. 354.

108"Delimitation," pp. 92, 93; so also R. Haardt, Gnosis, pp. 6-7; 
also Plato but cf. Plotinus who in following the later Platonists argued 
that these intelligible ideas of God do not exist outside the Intelli
gence (Enneads V 9 (5), chpts. 7f.; III 9 (13), chapt. 1). See The 
Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Ibid., pp. 353,354. See also AJ(CGII)
4.7ff.; Basilides, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 24.3.

109E.g. Ptolemaeus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 5.1,3; Marcus, Iren. Adv.
Haer. I, 17,1,2; TriTrac 78.13-79.19-33; 101.20-102.32; AJ(CGII)
10.20ff.; 12.25-26; HA 95.26-28; 96.Ilf., 87.7f.; TriPro 40.4ff.; 
see also Eug 83.20ff.; ValExp 35.28ff.

^^^"Ideas," p. 17.
^^^E.g. A. BBhlig, "Hintergrund," p. 88f.; see OnOrWld 100.1-5;

102.2-7; AJ(CGII) 12.25f., 34; HA 87.7f.; 96.Ilf.
112So K.-W. TrBger, "Bedeutung," p. 18, who argues that Gnosis 

was originally positive towards Judaism. It is obvious that in 
developing their "superior" concept of God, the later Gnostics 
relied heavily on Neoplatonic thought.
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113E.g. Simon, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 23,2; Ptolemaeus, Iren. Adv,
Haer. I, 1.1; 12.1; Valentinians in Clem. Exc. 7.1; Ophites, Iren.
Adv. Haer. I, 30.1; cf. Epiph. Pan. XXXI, 5.4-5 (enthumesis); AJ(BG)
27.5f.

^^^In other words, in monistic systems the dualism of light and 
darkness, viz. spirit/matter, must be explained as a subsequent devel
opment. While such systems may rest on an a priori judgment on the 
value of matter, their philosophical model is monistic (such as that 
of Plotinus) so that the Gnostic must attribute the rise of evil to 
a "fall," or, like Basilides according to Hippolytus, attribute it 
to God himself.

See also H.-Ch. Puech, "Time," p. 74, who discusses the 
differences between the dualist and the emanationist solutions to 
theodicy,

^^^Hipp. Ref. VII, 20.1-27.13; see introduction in W. Foerster, 
Gnosis I, p. 62.

^^^Hipp. Ref. VII, 21.1; see also TriTrac 60.30f. where it is said 
the Pleroma had its existence like a seed, thus the Father brought 
forth everything, 62.6; 51.Iff.; 52.4f.

^^^Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 1.1; also Hipp. Ref. VI , 29.5.
118 *A. Stieren, Sancti Irenaei Opera Omnia (Lipsiae: T.O, Weigel,

1853). See also GPh 55.14-19; AJ(BG) 34.15f.; HA 88.lOf.,25f.;
96.Ilf.; SJC 117.18ff.; Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 5.3.

119Foerster translation: Gnosis II, p. 67; see also GTr 37,15ff.; 
AuthTeach 25.27-26.1; also Ptolemaeus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 4,5;
Clem. Exc. 45.2; 47.1; cf. Heracleon, Grig. In Joh. II, 14.

120See discussion in TestTr 56.1-60.6.
121E.g. IV Ez 6.55ff.; also I En 36.4; 61.12-13; cf. 27.2.
1 22 So also Ps 79.6; cf. I Cor 2.8; Acts 17.23; see ThDNT, s.v.

" by R. Bultmann, vol. I, p. 119; cf. Wisd 12.27 where
the heathen do acknowledge God. See also M. Hengel, Judaism, I, 
p. 208f. where the apocalyptic struggle with the "false” knowledge 
Cand therefore the false concept and understanding of God) is described,

123 See also 7.81,87; II Bar 48.38.
^^^IV Ez 5.7.
125For further examples of God despised see II Bar 5.1; 82.3-9;

III Bar 1.2; I En 46.5-47.4; IV Ez 7.22-24,37,795.; 8.55-56,58; 9.10.
126vs. 2,3,4,5,7. Of course this is because the Gentiles too 

have been led astray by the anti-godly powers - e.g. I En 6.1-8;
54.6; 65.6-9; 67.6,7; also 69.2-15; 84.4; 86.1-6; 106.13-16; cf.
TReub 5.6-7; Jub 4.15,22; 5.1-4.



365

I En 91.7-9; 94.6-11; 99.1-16.
’•^^E.g. I En 95.1-7; 96.1-8; 97.1-10; 104.Iff., 108.7-15; II Bar 

82.1,3ff.; ApocMos 1.10 ; see L. Morris, Apocalyptic, p. 43-47.
129Accordingly W. Hamisch, VerhMngnis, p. 142,writes: "’Der Gott’ 

der Apokalyptik ist der der Geschichte feme ’Gott.’ ... Er wird 
nicht mehr als der sich kontingient offenbarende Begleiter des 
geschichtlichen Geschehens verstanden, sondera rÜckt in eine dusserste 
Distaûz zur Geschichte." Thus the figure of "Ezra" in IV Ez raises 
the questions that were common among the Jews after the Fall of 
Jerusalem in 70 AD; e.g. IV Ez 3.1-3; 4.12, 23; cf. II Bar 25.4.
Yet it should be noted that both IV Ez and II Bar (e.g. IV Ez 3.30) 
believe God is in ultimate control. His will be the final victory.

As well as II Bar 85.3; cf. IV Ez 77.13-14; see D.S. Russell, 
Method, p. 77-79; W. Bousset, Religion, p. 474, sees the rise of the 
wise men and various hermeneutics related to the feelings of Divine 
withdrawal; also J. Willi-Plein, "Geheimnis," pp. 67-68.

131Ibid., p. 77. The cessation of prophecy is also one reason 
suggested to account for apocalyptic pseudonymity; see J. Willi-Plein, 
Ibid.

132Religion, p. 329. These angels will be judged for what they 
have done, I En 90.20-27.

133Method, p. 247; also J. Schreiner, "Bewegung," p. 231.

^^^See above, chapter II, pp. 109-111.

'■̂ ^E.g. IV Ez 5.30; 8.34-35; cf. 5.33; 8.47; also 5.34.
See also I En 101; 99.14; also chapter II, p. 70 above. IV 

Ez 7.22-24,37,79; 8.58 - they say "there is no God." Thus the hope 
of IV Ez is to silence the murmuring of suffering Jews - 14.13; II 
Bar 25.4; 41.3-4.

137See D.S. Russell, Method, p. 82, also chapter V, p .244ff. below. 
Cf. J. Schreiner, "Bewegung," p. 220.

^^^"Komponente," p. 73.
139See IDB, "God, O.T. view of," by B.W. Anderson, II, p. 419;

ThDNT, s.v. J'U'rw ," by A. Gepke, III, p. 572. However,
even so, not all about God is known or revealed, e.g. IV Ez 4.11; 
5.35,40; 7.19; I En 24.1; also Is 45.4-10, which G. Maier, Mensch, 
pp. 228-229, sees as another example of the antithesis between 
creator and creation.
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^^^Mighty One - II Bar 21.3; 25.4; 32.1,6, passim; IV Ez 6.32;
9.46; 10.24, et al.

Exalted One - IV Ez 4.34.
Great Holy One - I En 97.6; The Great Lord - I En 81.3.
Great One - I En 1.3; 10.1; 14.1-2; 25.3; 84.1; 92.2; 103.1,4;

104.1.
Head of Days - I En 46.1,2; 47.3; 48.2; 55.1; 60.2; 71.10,12,13, 

14; cf. Ancient of Days - Dan 7.9,13,22.
Lord of Spirits - I En 37.2; 38.2,4,6, passim.
Most High - e.g. I En 9.3; 46.7; IV Ez 3.3;4.2, passim; II 

Bar 17.1, passim.
For full list of citations for these and other titles for God 

see indices in R.H. Charles, ^  II, p. 848-850; also W, Bousset, 
Religion, p. 302ff.; on the identification of Yahweh with Greek 
conceptions of God see M. Hengel, Judaism, I,p. 261-267.

The title " ^ " could mean
different things to Jew and Gentile k>f̂  course since oriental 
polytheism used the title for both the chief local deity and for 
Zeus, W. Bousset nonetheless felt that for the Apocalyptists it 
signified "..die unvergleichliche HBhe und Herrlichkeit Gottes,"
Religion, p. 311, passim.; see also The Oxford Classical Dictionary,
2nd ed., s.v. "Hypsistos," p. 536.

^^^See ThDNT, s.v. " v Nj?\<r*roS ," by Bertram, VIII, p. 614f.
142 'See above, p. 128; K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 72.

^^^"Gnosticism," p. 551.

^^'^AJCCGII) 2.33ff.
^^^See P. Th. van Baaren, "Definition," p. 178, on the various 

"types" of transcendence; also H, Jonas, "Delimitation," p. 95.
This epistemological transcendence means that God can only be known 
by self (i.e. special) revelation. See H. Jonas, Religion, p. 42-43.

146E.g. TriTrac 109.24ff. where Sophia Is said to represent the 
cul de sac of Barbarian and Greek Philosophy. See further, J, Zandee, 
"Ideas," p. 23f.; C.-A. Keller, "Bbsen," p. 89. Despite such gnostic 
claims the notion that God is unknowable is also a part of Neoplatonism; 
see EPh, s.v. "Ethics, History of," by Raziel Abelson, III, p. 87.

^^^However, it can also be the cause of ontological dualism as 
well; according to GTr 24.25ff.; GPh 83.30-31; e.g., this world/age 
arose because God was unknown.

^^^E.g. AJ(CGII) 3.14f.; TriTrac 54.33f.; however, the gnostic 
God does reveal himself to the Gnostics - usually by means of his 
Son. See e.g. Marcus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 19.1; 20.1,2; Valentinians, 
Clem. Exc. 7.1; GTr 17.5ff.; TriTrac 54.33f.; 62.33ff.; 66.12ff.; 
also SJC 94.Iff. See also discussion in S. Laeuchli, Language, p. 37, 
passim.
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Ref. VII, 20.2; 21.1; see also 3StSeth 124.21ff.; G,
Quispel, Weltreligion, pp. 33-34. It should be noted that the via 
negativa is not necessarily a gnostic phenomenon but is widespread 
in Greek philosophy, e.g. Platonism. Thus A. BBhlig, "Hintergrund,"
p. 84, suggests that this is a result of Greek influence on Gnosis.
See also K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 69-70; P. Perkins, Dialogue, p. 166f.

^^^//SJC 94.5ff.; cf. Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 1.1 (Ptolemaeus); also
AJ(CGII) 2.26-4.10; Allog 47.7ff.; 61.32-67.20; cf. II En 22.1-3 
("Who shall tell of the ineffable greatness of his glory?"); see 
comments on epistemological transcendence by G. Quispel, Weltreligion, 
p. 33f.

^^*-See also GTr 17.5ff.
J. Danielou, Gospel, pp. 335-336, sums It up like this: "For a 

Jew, to say that God is transcendent is to say that he cannot be 
measured by any created thing, and is therefore incomprehensible to 
the creaturely mind; but at the same time it is to assent that his 
existence can be known. For the Platonist, to say that God ia 
ineffable is to say that he surpasses any conception of him that 
the mind can form in terms of the sensible world; but it is also to 
affirm that, if only the mind can shake itself free from all conceptions 
of that kind, it will be able to grasp his essence. For the Gnostic, 
however, the matter goes far deepep. God is unknown absolutely, both 
in his essence and in his existence; he is the one of whom, in the 
strictest sense, nothing is known, and this situation can be overcome 
only through the Gnosis. ...[he] can be known only by means of himself."

153See A. BBhlig, "Hintergrund," p. 84; S. Laeuchli, Language.

^^^This is to acknowledge that much in the gnostic concept of God 
does come from Hellenistic philosophy, particularly Neoplatonism as 
well as Platonism proper. The language and logic are undeniably 
Greek, yet as Plotinus’ polemic against the Gnostics demonstrates, 
this philosophical hermeneutic is used to elucidate a system that is 
different from that of Plato and his successors. See, EPh, s.v. 
"Plotinus," by P. Merlan, VI, p. 356f.

155Thus A. BBhlig’s contention that the great difference between 
Gnosis and Judaism lies in the fact that Judaism does not have a 
"gnostic" form of dualism is true insofar as one recognizes, at 
the same time, that the dichotomy of creator/creation is at home in 
Judaism. However, again, it is the dualism of God's will vs. the 
anti-godly will of this world/age which is the real functional 
counterpart to gnostic dualism in Apocalypticism. On BBhlig's comments 
see his, "Hintergrund," p. 80.

IDB, s.v. "God, O.T. view of," II, p. 419. This suggests that 
the distinction made by Danielou (n. 152 above) is invalid. Both 
the Jewish and gnostic Gods can be known only through self-revelation.
If the Gnostics were logically consistent they would have had no 
theology, or gnosis whatsoever - assuming that their God is truly 
beyond knowing.
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157See e.g. H, Jonas, Religion, pp. 42-43; also P. Perkins,
Dialogue, p. 168, following W, Schoedel on the "numinous" nature 
of the language used to describe God.

^^^See A. BBhlig, "Hintergrund," p. 84; and generally, S.
Laeuchli, Language.

159So already, W, Schmithals, Apokalyptik, p. 75.

^^^See above, chapter IX, p. 79; so also E. Stauffer, ThDNT, 
s.v. " III, p. 115, who writes: "What separates our world
from God is not spatial distance, nor essential distinction, but 
opposition of will, though this opposition has, of course, perverted 
the whole form of this world."

161Again, it is this radical ethical dualism, i.e. God’s will vs. 
the anti-godly will(s), and not the ontological dichotomy mentioned 
above that is the true apocalyptic equivalent of the Gnostics’ 
ontological dualism. Moreover, if L. Schottroff, Glaubende, p. 55, 
also 72-73, 43, is correct this ethical dualism of God vs history 
may well have influenced the development of the Wisdom/heaven vs. 
Unrighteousness/man contrast found in Judaism, esp. I En 42.

162See D.S. Russell, Method, p. 267; however, according to W.
Bousset, Religion, p. 254, Apocalypticism could see the Roman 
domination of Palestine as the work of Satan and a part of his 
anti-godly will, e.g. Rev 12-13; 19.11-20.3.

1 63NT Theology I, p. 4-5; also L. Morris, Apocalyptic, p. 49.
^^^So, e.g., G. Quispel, Weltreligion, p. 39; K. Rudolph, Die 

Gnosis, p. 73.
1 63E.g. TriTrac 80.5-19. See also C.-A. Keller, "BBsen," p. 71.
^^^On the Platonic demiurge, its influence on Hellenistic Judaism 

(especially Philo), and the fact that he is only the fashioner not 
creator of matter, see H.-F. Weiss, Untersuchungen zur Kosmologie des 
Hellenistischen und PalHstinischen Judenturns, TU 97 (Berlin: Akademie- 
Verlag, 1966), pp. 44-52. On the Stoic see further
Ibid. pp. 52-55.

^^^So J. Zandee, "Ideas," p. 17.
168"Delimitation," p. 96; see e.g. the Peratae, Hipp. Ref. V, 17.7.

^^^E.g, Archontics, Epiph. Pan. XL, 2.2; Docetists, Hipp. Ref.
VIII, 9.6,7; Libertines, Epiph. Pan. XXVI, 1.7; see also Barbelognostics, 
Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 29.4 ("proarchon"); HA 94.34-35; Zost 10.Iff.

1 70NCE, s.v. "Gnosticism," VI, p. 525.
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E.g. Carpocrates, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 25.4; Ophites, Iren.
Adv. Haer. I, 30.14; Docetists, Hipp. Ref. VIII, 10.1-2; Epiph.
Pan XXVI, 10.8; also Clem. Exc. 28. See further, pp. 158f. below.

172AJ (CGII) 12.11-26. It should be noted that the spelling of 
these names varies in different MSS, sometimes even within the same 
MS. The spelling above is that of NHLE, p. 105.

173Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 23.2. N.B. Creation by angels was not 
unknown to Judaism, G. Quispel, "Significance," p. 65, cites Justin 
Martyr (Dialogue cum Tryphone 62) who reports that there was a Jewish 
heresy that taught the body of man was made by angels. This claim 
is repeated in TriTrac 112.20-113.1._ One should not overlook here 
the very late account of Al-Qirqisini about the Magharians of Palestine 
who distinguished between (the Highest) God and one of his angels who 
is the creator of the world. See L. Nemoy, "Al-Qirqisani’s Account 
of the Jewish Sects," HUCA 7 (1930), pp. 317-397. G. Quispel, "Origins," 
p. 273, following Harry Wolfson, "The Pre-existent Angel of the 
Magharians and Al-Nahawandi," JQR 11 (1960), p. 97, believes this 
account is factual and that the Magharians were pre-Christian and 
Jewish, though Quispel thinks this angel should be identified with 
the "Angel of the Lord," Both would trace the gnostic demiurge 
back to this Magharian tradition since both saw him as an angel.
Cf. R.M. Grant, "êtres," p. 1 4 8 f w h o  argues that there is no 
evidence in Jewish literature that ̂ teaches that the world was created
by angels - man, yes (e.g. Philo), but the physical world, no. Even
the Magharians, if one accepts them as evidence, did not believe the 
world was thus inherently evil.

But Judaism does know of God working through his angels (or his 
wisdom), e.g. Jub 1.29 - see RAC, s.v. "Engel," by J. Michi, V, 
pp. 65-66, 71-72.

174Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 23.5,
175Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 25.1-2.
^^^Xren. Adv. Haer. I, 24.1; so also Apelles, Tert. De anima 23;

Sethians, Epiph. Pan. XXXIX, 1.4; 2.5; Valentinus himself, frag. I,
Clem. Strom. II, 8 = 36.2-4; as well as Ptolemaeus who taught that 
the demiurge is an angel, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 5,2. See further,
Mar 25.1-2; 32.1-5; cf. TestTr 41.1-4; AJ(CGII) 19.2ff.

177Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 24.4; TriTrac 105.1,3; so also Carpocrates,
Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 25.1-2 who speaks of "creator archons" and 
"angels who created the world." j

^^^Apocalypticism knows of "Princes ", ), :
which are angelic beings, archangels, set over the nations of the j
world - e.g. Dan 10.13; 10.20f,; cfl 12.1; Israel’s archon is said |
to be Michael (12.1). See above, chapter II, pp. 9Of.; also ThDNT, j
s.v. " 4/p X v u ^ " by G. Delling, I, pp. 488-489. Satan too is known ■
in Judaism as an see below, p. 174ff. |

I:■f
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179It is precisely this difference in dualistic expression that 
has led most scholars to overlook the functional correspondence in 
the dualism of the two systems.

^^^Besides the citations which follow see GrSeth 68.29-69.6; 
InterpKn 15.21-18.38.

^^^So also HA 90.6f.; OnOrWld 119.5-6; cf. TriTrac 106.35-107.9.
^^^AJ(CGII) 19.22-20.5; see also ApocAd 64.20-22; 77.4-9; on 

jealousy of Christ as the Light Adam, see TestTr 32.24-33.2; GrSeth
51.25-52.10; 53.18-33; cf. Ascls.

1 83As H.-M. Schenke, Gott, p. 16, n. 1, notes, in Gnosis the Primal 
Man figure has a double significance - it can denote the first earthly 
man or the heavenly man, i.e. the God ’Man’, so that in Gnosis the 
demiurge’s envy of man can also be understood as an envy of God.
This in turn recalls the apocalyptic tradition where Satan is envious
of God, e.g. II En 29.4f. (A).

^^^PetPhil 136.8-15; see also AJ(CGII) 20.30-21.14 where apparently 
out of jealousy the archons place Adam into the midst of death, 
mortality, desire and ignorance.

^^^See also parallels in GPh 68.23-26; 70.9-22; ultimately this 
concept probably goes back to Plato's Symposium (on separation of 
the sexes).

OnOrWld 100.1-101.10; see also ParaShem 3.15f.

^®^See also HA 91.3-7; OnOrWld 121.13-27.
Also toward God, e.g. IX En 29.4; LAE 15.2-3; see A. BBhlig,

"Hintergrund, " p . 86-87.

II, p. 447, n. 5.
190^ Method, p. 255.
191This motif reappears in III Bar 4.8, where Sammael/devil 

planted a vine and in envy of Adam tempted and so deceived him through 
its fruit. Cf. II Bar 56.10 where Adam is said to have been a danger 
to the angels.

1 99So A. BBhlig, "Hintergrund," p. 96.
193See Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 23.2; see also Sethians, Hipp. Ref. V,

19.6,15-19; 21.2; Ophites, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 30.3.
1 96.^^^Naassenes, Hipp. V, 7.7,30,36; AJ(CGII) 20.35-21.14;

24.26-31; 25,7-9; 31.3ff.; also GTr 17.29-35?
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ApocMos 40.2; II En 8.14; see also II En 42.3; 65.10;
IV Ez 4.7,8; 7.123; 8.20,52; see already, R.McL. Wilson, Problem, 
p. J73, who notes that the notion of heavenly Adam and heavenly 
paradise in Gnosis "points to Judaism."

87.29-88.1; 89.3-7; 96.29-31; OnOrWld 112.25-113.5; 114.205. ; 
cf. the myth of Poimandres, GH I.

1 07^ ' aJ(CGII) 24.26-31; cf. TReub 6.1-4; TestTr 30.2ff.; K.-W.
TrBger, "Bedeutung," p. 16; also C.-A. Keller, "BBsen," p. 72.

^^°AJ(CGII) 25.27ff.; AuthTeach 23.12-22. Other examples:
Forgetfulness: Ophites, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 30,5,9; Barbelog

nostics, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 29,4.
Ignorance: Naassenes, Hipp. Ref. V, 7.30,36; AJ(CGII) 25.7-9;

HA 89.3-7; ApocAd 64.24-65.13.
Death: Ophites, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 30.9.
Imprisonment/fettered: Simon, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 23.2; 

Carpocrates, Iren.Adv. Haer. I, 25.1; Apelles, Tert, De anima 23; 
Ophites, Iren. Adv, Haer I, 30.3,9; Sethians, Hipp. Ref. V, 19.5-6; 
TriTrac 103.10-12; AJ(CGII) 31.3ff.; HA 96.29-31; OnOrWld 114.20f.; 
XIApocJas 54.10-15; PetPhil 134.23-25; 135.17-28; InterpKn 6.30-37; 
TriPro 40.8-41.20.

199E.g. GPh 54.18-31, the powers are explicitly said to seek to 
deceive man to keep him from salvation. This is the whole purpose 
of "forgetfulness and ignorance" - to prevent man from knowing God 
and his own origins which would lead to salvation.

200

'E.g. Mk 1.12-13 and //s.

ThDNT, s.v. " II, p. 76.
201,
202Jub 50.5; I En 69,6 where satan is said to be responsible 

for sin, or for tempting man to sin; see D,S. Russell, Method, p. 254, 
who notes that at I En 69.4f. these satans are made responsible for
the descent of the "sons of God", i.e. the Watchers. Cf, II En 7.If.

203Also ApocMos 16; 17,4; 30.1; see D.S. Russell, Ibid., p. 255f,;
III Bar 4.8f.; LAE 12; ApocAbr 13.

^^^Cf. I Jn 3.10-12; on Cain in the gnostic sources, see index 
to W. Foerster, Gnosis, II, p. 326.

En 69.11; cf. 16.3 IJ
^^^This concept is something akin to the Greek myth of Prometheus ^

as well. A Hilgenfeld, Apokalyptik, p. 158-159, saw in this fallen |
angels myth a parallel to the angels of Gnosis: "Das Hauptvergehen ^
jenen Engel besteht nur noch darin, dass sie thun, als wMren sie dem j
Herrn gleich (68.4), oder dass sie sich gleich dem demiurgischen j
Engeln der Gnostiker auf der Erde eine unabhdngige Stellen geben. {
Zwar haben sie auch nach unserem Abschnitt den Menschenkindem das ;
Verborgene mitgetheilt und sie zur Sünde verführt (64.2)." I
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^°^See e.g. I En 10.4,9-12; 14.6; 16.1-4; 21.10; 41.9; 54.5f.;
55.4; 64; 68; 88; 90.21-24; cf. 86.Iff.; D.S. Russell, Method, p. 249f.

En 16.3; 7.1; 8.Iff.; 9.1. This Fall of Watchers myth is 
also found intact in Gnosticism where as W. Schmithals, Apokalyptik, 
p. 74, notes, it is used in the same way - to explain the negative 
anti-godly character of the world. See above, chapter II, pp. 88ff.

^^^Jub 11.5, also 10.8; 11.4; 12.20; 19.28; 22.17; 23.29; see 
also I En 15.8f.; 16.1; 19.1; 69.12; 99.7; II En 31.4; ApocAbr 13;
TDan 1.7; 5.1; 6.1; TJud 23.1; TLevi 3.2; 4.1; 5.6; TBenj 3.3,4;
5.2; 6.1; TIss7.7; TNaph 8.4; TAsh 1.9; 6.5; TSim 3.5; 4.9; TJos 7.4.
See also D.S. Russell, Method, p. 250,404.

^^^TSim 2.7; TNaph 8.4; TJud 19.4; J. Menard, "Littérature," 
p. 303ff., finds in the 7 spirits of deceit or error in Test XII the 
apocalyptic counterpart to the 7 archontic rulers of Gnosticism.

On the difference between Satan and Beliar, see D.S. Russell, 
Method, p. 261, who sees Satan as a fallen angel, but Beliar as an 
evil spirit "utterly opposed" to God.
911IQS 3.21-25; IQH passim; TDan 1.7; 6.3; TBenj 6.1; Jub 10.8;

cf. 1.20; 19.28; III Bar 13.2; ApocAbr 14.Ilf.
212So in the TAsh 1.8 we are to^d that if the soul inclines 

toward the evil inclination it is ruled by Beliar. See also CD 12.2f.; 
III Bar 13.2; TReub 4.11; TIss 6.1; TDan 4.7; TNaph 8.6; TBenj 3.3; 
ApocAbr. 14.6. W. Foerster .in ThDNT, s.v. " II, p. 77,
writes: "If man yields to temptation, the result may well be a close 
connexion with the tempter." See further, W. Schmithals, Apokalyptik, 
p. 73f.

213See also Clem. Exc. 38; ApocPaul 22.24-23.29; AuthTeach 26.28-30; 
Zost 4.25-31; TestTr 30.15-17; TriPro 41.11-20; 50.15-16; GMary 15.Iff.; 
16.16ff.

214See below, chapter V, p. 277f.
21 ̂E.g. Docetists, Hipp. Ref. VIII, 10.1-2; cf. TestTr 74.21-30; 

Libertines, Epiph. Pan. XXVI, 10.8.
Ptolemaeus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 7.1; Archontics, Epiph. Pan.

XL, 2.6-8; 7.2; TestTr 74.21-30; OnRes 45.36-39; GPh 70.5-7; Mar
32.1-5?

N.B. The notion that the angels might be hostile to man’s 
ascent appears also in II En 22.6B; in II Bar 59.3, the angels below 
God’s throne were upset when he took Moses to himself; cf. IV Ez 3,18; 
Ascls.

217So also PetPhil 137,10-13: "...(concerning) the item that you 
will fight with the Powers, the reason is that [they"] do not have 
rest like you, since they do not wish [that] you be saved."
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^^^ThDNT, s.v. as by G. von Rad, II., p. 73; see
e.g. Ps 109.6; Ezr 4.6; I Kings 11.14ff.; 17.18; Gen 41,9.

219Job 1.6-12; so von Rad, Ibid.
220This passage is particularly interesting because it also 

alludes to the removing of the High Priest's dirty garments and 
replacing them with clean, heavenly garments - a motif common in 
later Gnosticism (as well as Apocalypticism), where clean garments 
help one to pass by the archontic powers.

221See von Rad, Ibid., p. 74, who writes "...it is possible that 
there was some realisation in Israel of an adversary who in certain 
circumstances might not merely stand in a ̂  lure relation to 
Israel's sin but also embody the threat to its whole existence."
Cf. I Chron. 21.1 where Satan, and not God, is made responsible for 
the taking of the census by David.

222Also Jub 48,15,18; ApocZeph 4.2; 10.5; see further, ThDNT, 
s.v. " foC/aoAoà ," by W* Foerster, II, p. 76, n. 31; also ThDNT, 
s.v. " cro<*roc'V’« s  ," by W. Foerster, VII, p. 157; cf. Rev 12.10;
Lk 10.18; 22.31. This theme reappears intact in ApocPaul 20.26-21.17 
where the soul’s encounter with the accusing witnesses who tempted 
it is described.

223 '^^-^E.g. ApocMos 12; 39; LAE 39; TJud 25.3; TLevi 18.12; TDan 5.10; 
Jub 23.36; 50.5; Rev 20.2; IQS 4.18, where the binding is a future 
(eschatological) event; cf. I En 10.4f.,llf.; 18.12-19.2; 21.1-6;
54.4f.; Jub 48.15, where the binding appears to have already taken 
place for the Watchers and in Jub, Mastema. Cf. the binding of the 
strong man in Mk 3.27. See E. Best, The Temptation and the Passion 
(Cambridge: The Univ. Press, 1965), pp. llff.; cf. p. 20, 121. Best 
maintains that the term binding in Mk and apocalyptic thought means 
to make powerless.

224Of course Judaism offers other parallels to this theme of the 
archons set over each sphere, such as the "doorkeepers" of each of 
the heavens. See generally, J, Maier, Kultus; also K.-W. TrBger, 
"AnsHtze." p. 314, However, in Judaism these angels are not anti- 
godly; they serve before God.

"Gnosticism," p. 553.

^^^So NHLE; "The Wisdom," according to W. Foerster, Gnosis II.
227"angels": AJ(CGII) 8.Iff.
22 8E.g. Dan 10; also Mt 28.2-3; see below, p.259f.
229Adv. Haer. I, 29.2; however, it should be noted that the 4 

lights are said to stand before the Self-Originate and not the 
Highest God,

à
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230See S. Giversen, Apocryphon Johannis (Copenhagen: Prostant 
apud Munksgaard, 1963), p. 183.

2 31GEgypt (CGIII) 51.18f., as well as Zost 127.15ff., corresponds 
with AJ(BG); GEgypt (CGIV) 63.13ff. corresponds with AJ(CGIII); 
cf. Zost 29.Iff.; TriPro 38.31ff.; Melch 6.3ff.

232Apocryphon, p. 183, 185.
233See J. Maier, Kultus, pp. 125-128, for the nature of the 

throne and angel speculation in Judaism; also K. Schubert, "Problem," 
p. 8f., on Qumran and its speculation on throne visions, e.g. IQS 11.3-8; 
the angel liturgy from 4Q; on the latter see J. Strugnell, "The 
Angelic Liturgy at Qumran (4Q Serek Sirot 'olat hassabbit)," in 
Supplements to VT 7 (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1960), pp. 318-345. See 
further citations in RAC, s.v. "Engel," by J. Michi, V, pp. 69-71,
77, 78; I. Gruenwald, Apocalyptic and Merkavah Mysticism, AGJU 14 
(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1.980), p. 35; passim; G, Scholem, Major Trends, 
p. 76, et al; also his Jewish Gnosticism.

234Cf. IQM 9.14-16, which lists Michael, Gabriel, Sariel and 
Raphael. These apocalyptic archangel names are also familiar from 
the so-called "gnostic gems." See RAG, s.v. "Engel," by J. Michl,
V, p. 102.

2 35 ‘Cf. IQM .9; SibOr 2, 215; LAE 48.
236N.B. Rev 4.5 refers to 7 lamps of fire (luminaries) before 

God's throne which are also spirits. II Bar 6.4 depicts 4 angels 
descending with torches as in Rev, while ApocAbr 27 speaks of the 
"lights" of God’s countenance.

237S. Giversen, Apocryphon, p. 184.
238C. Schmidt, "Gnostische Schriften in koptischer Sprache aus 

dem Codex Brucianus," ^  8 (1892), p. 649.
239Ibid.; however, R.M. Grant, Christianity, pp. 42-46, has 

suggested that these 4 lights are related to apocalyptic calendrical 
speculation. I En 82.13-20 and 78.1 speak of the four seasons and 
the corresponding phases of the sun as the 4 great lights. From 
this Grant would trace Davithe back to MILKIEL, "my God Is king," 
noting that David was Israel’s favorite king.

p. 185.
AJ(BG) 39.Iff.

242E.g. Barbelognostics, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 29.1,3; Ptolemaeus,
Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 2.6; AJ(BG) 31. If. , 9 ,15f. ; 32.1; 36.15f.;
TriPro 38,17ff.

^^^Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 29.3; AJ(CGII) 8.35-9.11; (BG) 35.1-36.15.
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I En 39.13; 47.2; 61.Ilf.; II En 8.8; 17; 20.4; 21.1;
22.3; 42.4; TLevi 3.8; see also RAC, s.v. "Engel," by J. Michl, V, p. 70

245Chapter V, p.266f.
^Apocryphon, p. 184.

^^^So J. Doresse. Secret, p. 290. On this passage and Merkabah 
speculation in Apocalypticism generally, see I. Gruenwald, Apocalyptic, 
pp. 32ff., passim. According to G. Scholem, Major Trends, p. 44, 
this throne-world of palaces is the Jewish equivalent of the Pleroma 
in Gnosticism, also p. 46, passim; see further his Jewish Gnosticism, 
p. 19.

248Thus the final ÿ "X would correspond to the angelic names 
in Judaism and refer to their being "of God," e.g. "The palace of God."

249So already, A. BBhlig, "Hintergrund," p. 84.
250Cf. AJ(CGII) 8-9 where two additional Aeons (for a total of 3) 

are attached to each of the light-Aeons or angels; e.g. with Armozel 
are grace, truth and form. The syzygy motif recurs in GEgypt 52.6-14.; 
cf. Zost 126; TriPro 38.31-39.9.

251According to G. Scholem, Trends, p. 42, during the period of 
the 2nd temple the "living creatures" were assumed to be angels.

252W. Bousset, Religion, p. 326; W.O.E. Oesterley, "Angels and 
Demons," in his ed. Judaism and Christianity; vol. I, The Age of 
Transition (London; The Sheldon Press, 1937), p. 197.

253RAC, s.v. "Engel," V, p. 89.
^^^Origen, Cent. Cels. VI, 30. The only difference here is that 

a dragon replaces the human face of Ezek 1 and 10.
It should also be noted that in Gnosticism laldabaoth is also 

said to be lion-like in appearance and known as Ariel by the "perfect 
ones," (OnOrWld 100.25; AJ(CGII) 10.9; AJ(BG) 41.15f.). Ariel 
(Ariael in NHLE, p. 163) is of course Hebrew for "lion". Yet 
another example of this identification of laldabaoth and Ariel has 
been found by G. Scholem, Jewish Gnosticism, p. 72, in an Ophite 
amulet where laldabaoth and Ariel appear on the face standing 
side by side. For Scholem this suggests that Ariel was an older 
name for laldabaoth and so connects laldabaoth to Merkabah speculation. 
This also raises questions about the relationship of Michael and 
laldabaoth for Michael is also lionlike in appearance and recalls 
the antiheretical polemics of the Rabbis against those who believed 
there were two Gods in heaven. See A.F. Segal, Two Powers in Heaven, 
SJLA 25 (Leiden; E.J. Brill, 1977) , who finds such speculations about 
God and his angel arising as early as Dan and Enoch. See summary 
pp. 260ff., also G. Scholem, Ibid., p. 46-48, who discusses the 
identifications made between Michael, Metatron and the Prince of this 
world.
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255See, e.g. J. Maier, Kultus, p. 125-128, who traces it back to 
the O.T. Temple cult; see discussion in K.-W. TrBger, "AnsMtze," 
p. 310-313, 315; KNTTM, s.v. "Throne," I, p. 974-978.

See further, I. Gruenwald, Apocalyptic, p. 35; also his 
discussion of the Merkabah speculation in HA and OnOrWld, pp. lllff. 
concerning the "Chérubin"which he like Fallon would trace back to 
Jewish traditions, esp. p. 114 ; see also G. Scholem, Jewish Gnosticism.

256E.g. HA 95.26ff.; OnOrWld 105; as well as the above mentioned 
Ophite Diagram in Origen, Cont. Cels. VI, 33; cf. Clem. Exc. 38.1-3.
See further the discussion in K.-W. TrBger, "AnsEtze," p. 314ff., 
and F.T. Fallon, Enthronement, esp. p. 133-135 (summary).

257See comments by R. Bullard, The Hypostasis of the Archons,
PTS 10 (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1970), p. 111.

258A. BBhlig and P. Labib, Die k'op t is che-gnos t is che Schrift ohne 
Titel aus Codex II von Nag Hammadi, Deutsche Akademie der Wissenschaften 
zu Berlin Institut für Orientforschung, nr. 58 (Berlin; Akademie 
Verlag, 1962), p. 53.

259See Eug (CGV)9.5f.; (also 88.15ff. where Man and Sophia are said 
to have created "dwelling places and chariots" for themselves);
AJ (BG) 44.5 f,; HA 87.5ff. ; Basilides, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 24.3.

^^^Compare 29.Iff. and 127.15ff.
^^^AJ(BG) 34.Iff.; (CGII) 8.5ff. This identification of the 

Luminaries with the angelic throne speculation of Apocalypticism 
is assumed by A. BBhlig, "Hintergrund," p. 84, who cites Pesiq 
R. 46 (188^) - "Wie Gott vier Himmelsrichtungen geschaffen hat, so 
hat er seinen Thron mit vier Engeln umgeben."

262Thus G. Scholem, Trends, p. 44, writes: "...the earliest Jewish 
mysticism is throne-mysticism. Its essence is not absorbed contemplation 
of God’s true nature, but perception of His appearance on the throne, 
as depicted by Ezekiel, and cognition of the mysteries of the celestial 
throne-world. The throne-world is to the Jewish mystic what the 
pleroma, the "fullness," the bright sphere of divinity with its potencies, 
aeons, archons and dominions is to the Hellenistic and early Christian 
mystics of the period who appear in the history of religion under the 
names of Gnostics and Hermetics,"

^^^See also AJ(CGII) 11.20f.; 13,8-9; 12.8-9; OnOrWld 103.8ff.;
112.25f.; GEgypt 58.23f.; GrSeth 53.27ff.; 64.18ff.; TestTr 48.4f.;
TriPro 43.34-44.2; also Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 29.4; Ptolemaeus, Iren.
Adv. Haer. I, 5.4; Valentinianism, Hipp. Ref. VI, 32.33; Basilides,
Hipp. Ref. VII, 26.1-8. The boast is alluded to at TriTrac 79.12-19; 
83.34f.; OnOrWld 99.3-4; SJC 118.20f.; II ApocJas 56.23-57.1; ParaShem
2.15-17.

^^^Yet Deut 32.39 and Ex 20.5 must also have played a part in 
this development.



377

H.-M. Schenke, Gott, pp. 89-93, who believes this motif 
arose from gnostic allegorizing of the O.T. texts. This judgment 
has been criticized by L. Schottroff, Glaubende, p. 50, n. 1, who 
sees it as only secondarily used as an anti-Jewish polemic.

Recently G. Quispel, "The Demiurge in the Apocryphon of John," 
in Nag Hammadi and Gnosis, NHS XXV, ed. R.McL. Wilson (Leiden; E.J. 
Brill, 1978), pp. 31-32, has pointed out that this rebuke of the 
demiurge by Sophia (e.g. Iren, Adv. Haer. I, 30; OnOrWld 103.15-21;
HA 95.4-8; AJ(CGII) 13.7-14.19) represents the bath Qol. He finds 
a parallel to these gnostic citations in III En 16 where the text 
polemicizes against those who equate Metatron with God, i.e. who 
equate the creator angel with God. This would be further evidence 
that the boast itself need not have arisen in an anti-Jewish atmos
phere. In fact, according to Quispel, the rebuke can only be understood 
in light of a Jewish background where a strict monotheism is maintained.

L. Schottroff, Glaubende, p. 50, n. 1, notes that this hubris 
is not itself gnostic since i.t. is found elsewhere including Tati an, 
Oratio ad Graecos,12.4; 18.3.

268See above, p. 145; chapter II, pp. 79ff.

^^^W. Foerster in ThDNT, s.v. " cT i-*/So A os. ," II, p. 79, calls this 
a "gnostic trend" in II Enoch. .

270^  II, p. 447, n. 4.
271While LAE may be relatively late, the concept of the fall of 

Satan itself is already found in the N.T.; Rev 12.7-12; Lk 10.18; 
cf. Phil 2.6; Jn 12.31; see ThDNT, s.v. " cT -r o<.-v <5 i ," by W.
Foerster, VII, p. 157 and n. 32.

272There are a variety of explanations offered for this motif:
Primal Man myth: ThDNT, s.v. " o r /=* " by G. Fohrer, VII, 

p. 493; W. Eichrodt, Ezekiel; A Commentary (Philadelphia: West
minster, 1970), p. 392ff. ^

Angel: so Origen, De Princ. 1,5,4; see R.M. Grant, "efres,"
p. 152.

Adam; W.D. Davies, Paul, p. 45; also rabbinical Judaism,
Pesikta 36b; see further KNTTM III, p. 478.

Fallen Angel; so H.J. van Dijk, Ezekiel’s Prophecy on Tyre 
(Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1968), p. 114, following
C.H. Comill, Das Buch des Prophet en Ezechiel (Leipzig, 1886), 
pp. 359-360. Cf. G.A. Cooke, The Book of Ezekiel, International 
Critical Commentary (Edinburgh: T. & T . Clark, 1951), pp. 315, 319.

See further, Bames, "Ezekiel’s Denunciation of Tyre,"
JTS 35 (1934), pp. 50-54; C. Mackay, "The King of Tyre," ChQR 117 
(Jan., 1935), pp. 239-258.

273On the heavenly paradise see e.g. ApocMos 40,2; II En 8.1-4; 
cf. II En 42.3; 65.10; IV Ez 4.7,8; 7.123; 8.20,52.
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A. Helmbold, "Gnostic Elements in the 'Ascension of 
Isaiah,'" NTS 18 (1972), especially p. 224.

275The designation of Beliar for Satan is found also at Qumran.
However there as elsewhere Beliar differs from Satan in that there 
is no mention of a "Fall" in the myth. Beliar simply exists as a 
present reality; he is not explained, although we may assume that 
he was created as such by God - so ThDNT, s.v. 
by W. Foerster, VII, p. 153f. (see above, note 56 ). This 
difference, however, does not affect the fact that the result is 
the same; this world/age is the dominion of Beliar/Satan. The 
fact that they can be equated is evidenced here in Ascls in the 
boast itself.

276Italics mine. See A. Helmbold, "Elements," p. 224; also 
Sir 33.5 and 33.12; "Make an end to the head of the enemy's princes 
that saith, 'There is none beside me I'"

277L. Schottroff, Glaubende, p. 51, n. Ic, calls attention to 
what might represent another transition point in the "gnostic 
influenced" Coptic Z aube r texte published by Kropp (II, IX,, 2f., cf.
VII, 5-18). There the boast is again attributed not to the demiurge, 
but to the devil.

278On Nero's matricide see even»Eusebius, H.E. II, 25,who all 
but describes Nero as the anti-Christ. J. Gunther, Opponents, 
p. 187, would identify Nero as the 'lawless king' of Ascls.

On the dating of this motif and Ascls, W. Bousset, Religion, 
p. 255, sees the antichrist concept developing In the 1st century
AD; cf. A. Helmbold, "Elements," p. 227, who believes the THez
(Ascls 3.13-4.18) depends upon the vision of Isaiah (Ascls chpts.
6-11) which Flemming, Duensing and Rist date to the 2nd cent. AD,
and Helmbold himself to around 150 AD. J. Charlesworth, Pseudepigrapha,
p. 126, dates it to the end of the 2nd century AD, whereas Charles,
AP II, p. 157ff., would date it to the first.

279See above, chapter I, p. 33f.; also K. Rudolph, "Forschungsbericht,"
TRu 36/2 (1971), p. 114ff., for survey and discussion.

280Weltreligion, p. 60; also his "Origin," p. 272.

^^^Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 23.2.
^^^Gnosis, I, p. 34.
^^^"Komponente," p. 75.

K.-W, TrBger, "AnsEtze," p. 318; G. Quispel, "Origin," p. 275, 
has suggested that perhaps the original gnostic system consisted of 
one God who dwelt with Wisdom beneath whom was his angel who created 
the world and gave the Law. He finds such a system underlying that 
of the Archontics and AJ. This, however, does not account for the 
worldview of Gnosis.
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"AnsMtze," p. 316; see also his "Bedeutung," p. 18, where he 
suggests that Gnosis developed in a number of stages; 1) a positive 
attitude toward Yahweh and Judaism, 2) an anti-Jewish turn with 
negative allegorizing of the O.T., and 3) Christianization.

^®®Wisd 7.21, cf. 8.5; 9.9; Prov 3.19f.; 8.22-31; Job 28.25-27 
(38.36f.); Ps 136.5; Jer 10.12f.; Sir 1.4-10; 24.3-5,9; 42.21; as 
well as XI Bar 56.4; II En 33.4; see further, ThDNT, s.v. " <ro 4 tV 
by U. Wilckens, VII, p. 499, n. 215.

287See above, pp. 147f.
^^^See RAC, s.v. "Engel," V, p. 82.
289See above, p. 158; cf. p. 88.
290 -"Z^^^E.g. Dan 10.13,21; 12.1; see ThDNT, s.v. " ," by

G. Delling, I, p. 488; D.S. Russell, Method, p. 243f.

^^^Also II En 18.3A; TNaph 8.7; TSim 2.7; TDan 5.5,6: " o
u / L  ̂ see R.H. Charles, ^  II, p. 440, note 3.

^^^Cf. GTr 17.15,29,36 ^  al; HA 96.31; GPh 84.6; ExSoul 136.27;
Theont 144.3,

298 '^^Jn 12.31; 14.30; 16.11; cf. II Cor 4.4; See ThDNT, s.v.
" crofr-eK-V ai ji ," VII, pp. 162, 164; R.M. Grant, "êtres," p. 145;
J. Doresse, Secret, p. 176-177.

Even in Valentinianism the Devil is recognized as the ruler of 
this world (Hipp. Ref. VI, 34.1) but he is distinguished from the 
demiurge who is supposed to be the creator.

294E.g. IQS 1.18,23f.; 2.19; cf. IQH 3.28; IQM 17.5f.; cf. 13.11;
Ascls 2.4; cf. 4.1; TDan 6.2,4. See A. Leaney, Rule, p. 126; W.
Foerster, "Geist," p. 131.

^^^XXXIII, 7.3-4,
296In this regard one should remember that Valentinus is said to 

have based his system on another. According to Tert. Adv. Val. 4:
"He found the seed of an older doctrine." - from W. Foerster, Gnosis 
I, p. 122. Cf. ValExp 38.27-33; 40.17; AuthTeach 29-31.

297E.g. AJ(CGII) 11.15-18; see S. Giversen, Apocryphon, p. 67;
R. Bullard, Hypostasis, p. 52-53.

In contrast to the Jewish citations which follow, the form of 
the name found in the cop tic texts of the NHL is ,
which A. BBhlig, Schrift, p. 49,would trace back to  ̂^  •
The spelling "Samael" is followed by NHLE and Is also found in 
Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 30.9. On the latter see the note by W. W.
Harvey, ed., Adversus haereses (Cambridge, 1857), vol. I, p. 236.
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^^®E.g. AJ(CGII) U.18f.; HA 86.30-87.3; 94.25-26; OnOrWld 103.18; 
TriPro 39.26-27; See also R. Bullard, Hypostasis, pp. 52-53.

^^^So ThDNT, s.v. "cTi-x(3oX«^ ," by W. Foerster, II, p. 78, 
n. 42; 79; also KNTTM, I, 140; 136c; RAC, s.v. "Engel," V, p. 231,

^^^See also III Bar 9.7 where Sammael takes the form of a serpent; 
cf. AJ(BG) 37.20f. where laldabaoth is a Snake; Iren. Adv. Haer. I,
30,9 where the snake is Samael. J. Doresse, Secret, p. 260.

also III En 14.2; 26.12; Ascls 1.8,11; 2.1; 3.13; 5.15£.
See RAC, s.v. "Engel," V, p. 231; on Ascls see A. Helmbold, "Elements," 
p. 224.

302So also 41.4-20, where demons are said to hold the Gnostics 
captive; cf. 41.25ff. The ParaShem seems to speak solely in terms 
of a devil and demons; e.g. 3.21ff.; 27.32ff.

Cf. 102.32ff.; HA 95,Ilf. See J. Doresse, Secret, pp. 176-177, 
for further examples of traditions common to HA, Ascls and I En.

^^^See also 13,16; II En 29,4-5; 31.4; Satan and his host cast 
from heaven: II En 29.5; 7.3; 18.4; LAE 15, 16; cf. I En 10,4,

805 cf. TestTr 32.24-33.8; the myth survives Intact in AJ(CGII) 
29.16-30.11.

^^^See also I En 86,Iff.; Jub 5, 10, 11; TReub 5.6; TNaph 3.5.
807 So R.H. Charles, AP II, p. 201; see also I En 10.6,13; 18.11;

21.7-10; 90.24.



FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER FOUR

^78.2f,‘ cf. Pirke Aboth 3,11
2Weltreligion, p. 29; see also Monoimus, Hipp. Ref. VIII,

15.1; TestTr 45.If.
3Religious Development Between the Old and the New Testaments 

(London: Williams & Norgate, 1921), p. 24 (also p. 98).
Obviously the questions themselves are not peculiar to either 

Apocalypticism or Gnosticism but were (and areI) asked by others 
including Clement (I Clem. 38.3) and Barnabas (Barn, 14,6-7) as 
noted by R.M. Grant, Christianity, p. 8. They are also found in 
the Zoroastrian catechism, PandnSmak, chapter 3, as well as in the 
Upanishads, e.g. ^vetSavatara Upanisad (1,1) according to G, Widengren, 
who would trace Gnosis back to such oriental curiosity. See his 
Attitude, p. 12-15.

4See chapter II, pp. 52ff. ‘
^The whole question of gnostic exegesis, especially that of 

Gen 1.26, and the gnostic God "Man" or the Primal Man is a topic 
of considerable debate and disagreement among scholars which is 
beyond the scope of this work. The question turns on whether or 
not the gnostic Primal Man myth developed from Jewish speculative 
exegesis or whether such exegesis presupposes the myth. It has 
been argued that the former would not be beyond possibility among 
those circles familiar with Ezekiel's visions of the throne of God 
whereon is seated "a likeness as it were of a human form"
(Ezek 1.26f.). Such exegesis is presupposed by II En 44.1, For 
discussion see H.-M. Schenke, Gott, especially p. 48, passim;
135-138. Schenke argues for a Jewish provenance but with many 
stages of development and interpretation of Gen 1,26, Cf. e.g.
F.-W. Eltester, Eikon im Neuen Testament (Berlin: Alfred TBpelmann, 
1958); J. Jervell, Imago Del: Gen. 1.26f. im SpMt.judenturn, in der 
Gnosis und bei Paulus, FRLANT 76, n.f. 58 (GBttingen: Vandenhoeck 
& Ruprecht, 1960). See also K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 99f.

^See E. Yamauchi, Pre-Christian, pp. 144-145; H, Jonas, 
"Delimitation," pp. 101, 155; but cf. R.McL, Wilson, "The Gnostics 
and the Old Testament," in Proceedings of the International 
Colloquium on Gnosticism; Stockholm Aug. 20-25, 1977, ed, G.
Widengren, (Stockholm: Almquist & Wiksell, 1977), pp. 164-168, 
who finds much more knowledge of the O.T. than Yamauchi and others 
have allowed; yet such gnostic usage is selective, p. 167.
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See only II En.30.8-18; even at Qumran which does mention 
the creation of man (IQS 3.15-18) no mention is made of his 
creation from earth, or the Imago Dei concept. See G, Maier,
Mensch, p. 175; also 182 on IQS 4.23.

®See e.g. IV Ez 3.4-5; 7.116; II Bar 48.46; LAE 27.2;
ApocMos 40.6; ApocAbr 20 ̂ s e e  D.S, Russell, Method, p. 151. 
This is not to suggest that there is no Adamic speculation. In 
IV Ez 3.6, e.g., Adam is said to have been placed in paradise 
before the world came forward which apparently alludes to a 
tradition of a heavenly Adam.

^Feelings of alienation are not themselves peculiar to Gnosis 
or Apocalypticism, obviously, but can be seen already in Plato,
Philo and the N.T. as R. McL, Wilson-, Problem, p. 207, notes.. 
However, according to R. Bultmann, Christianity, p. 164, the 
gnostic worldview is the "exact opposite of the Greek understanding 
of human nature."

^^This is the point behind the various Micro/macrocosm motifs 
in Gnosis which have their counterpart in (apocalyptic) Judaism,
On the latter see, e.g., B. Otzen, "Die neugefundenen hebrEischen 
Sektenschriften und die Testaments der zwBlf Patriarchen," ST 7 
(1954), p. 135ff., who finds such a concept at Qumran. See also 
K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 97, 74.»

On the difference between Gnostic and Apocalyptic (Qumran) 
dualism see H.W. Huppenbauer, Welten, p. 117-118.

^^So H. Schlier, "Der Mensch im Gnostizismus," in Anthropologie 
Religieuse: L ’homme et sa destines a la lumière de l’histoire 
des religions. Supplements to Numen, II (Leiden: E.J, Brill, 1955),
p . 61.

It should be remembered throughout the following discussion 
that there is no one gnostic anthropology but rather a variety of 
"systems" which may be generalized in the following paradigm only 
with caution.

12See, e.g., Plato’s Timaeus. The Greek expression of gnostic 
anthropology may be one of the few aspects of Gnosticism that is 
nearly universally acknowledged. See K. Schubert, Die Religion 
des nachbiblischen Judentums (Wien: Herder, 1955), p. 38, passim;
F.C. Burkitt, Church and Gnosis (Cambridge; University Press, 1932), 
p. 30-35. K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 301-302; however, p. 300, 
he would trace this anthropological dualism back to Iran.

13So W.L, Knox, "Pharisaism and Hellenism," in Judaism and 
Christianity, ed, by H, Loewe, vol. II (London: The Sheldon Press, 
1937), p. 65; also H. Jonas, Geist I, p. 180; EPh, s.v. "Stoicism," 
by P. Hallie, VIII, p. 19, 20, especially p. 21.
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'̂̂ ThDNT, s.v. " 1T1/*V/V4.K/' by Kleinknecbt, VI, p. 357f. Thus 
while the gnostic attitude is similar to Platonism and Neoplatonism 
by which it was influenced it is a radicalization of such Hellenistic 
philosophy as Plotinus himself recognized (Ennead II, 9.8, e.g.).
See already W. Bousset, Kyrios, p. 245ff.; EPh, s.v. "Plotinus," 
by P. Merlan, VI, p. 355,358; also K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 68, 
who distinguishes between Platonism’s pro-cosmic and the gnostic 
anti-cosmic attitudes.

^^See also H, Jonas, Geist I, p. 179-180, 210.
^^So J. Danielou, Theology, p. 73; R. McL, Wilson, Problem, 

p. 211. It is this ontological dualism that leads H.-F. Weiss 
"Randbemerkungen," p. 546, to reject Judaism as the origin for 
Gnosis. See also K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 67-68.

^^Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 6.2; similarly a pearl in mud, GPh
62.17-21. The analogy of gold in mud is also used by Plotinus; 
cf. also GTh.

^^Hipp. Ref. VII, 27.6; also V, 26.8,25; 36; Iren. Adv. Haer.
I, 18.2; 21.4.

19Religion, p. 124; see also R.M, Grant, Early Christianity, 
p. 10; Monoimus, Hipp. Ref. VIII, J5.1; K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis.
p. 100-101.

20Weltreligion, p. 31; similarly for W. Schmithals, Corinth « 
p. 33, the real turning point to Gnosticism came when man believed
himself to be a part of the God "Man",

See also Ptolemaeus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 5.6; Heracleon, 
frag. 24, Origen, in Joh. XIII, 25; Peratae, Hipp. Ref. V, 17.5; 
Libertines, Epiph. Pan. XXVI, 3.1; Poimandres CH I, 26; OnRes 
47.26-27; Zost 130.17f.; ThCont 138.16-18; cf. Allog 52.10-12:
"I became divine "; also Zost 53.19, It is this principle of 
consubstantiality that led the Fathers to claim the gnostics 
taught a "saved by nature" anthropology, e.g. Ptolemaeus, Iren,
Adv. Haer. I, 6.2; Basilides, Clem. Strom. V, 3,3; see W, Foerster,
Gnosis I, p. 5. But cf, now L. Schottroff, "Animae natural!ter 
salvandae: Zum Problem der himmlischen Herkunft des Gnostikers," 
in Christentum und Gnosis, ed. W. Eltester (Berlin; A, TBpelmann, 
1969), pp. 65-97, who believes the Fathers misunderstood the 
Gnostics. See below, p,227f.

21Adv. Haer, I, 21.4, on Marcus, et al.
0 9 See GTh log. 67 in NTA I, p. 288: "Whoever knows the All 

but fails to know himself lacks everything," See also GTr 22,16ff,; 
ThCont 138.15ff. See further, J. Zandee, "Ideas," p. 68.

23See e.g. Valentinus, Clem. Strom. II, 36.2-4; Naassenes,
Hipp. Ref. V, 8.10, For a basic explanation of the Primal Man myth, 
see E. Yamauchi, Pre-Christian, pp. 29-30, passim.
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^^E.g, angelic seed - Valentinus, Iren. Adv, Haer, I, 4,5;
5.6; cf. Clem. Exc. 2.1; 53.2-5; Strom. II, 36,2f.; IV, 90.3f.

25E.g. Ptolemaeus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 5.6; it is a concept 
not unknown to Plotinus; see Eisagoge 14, p. 170.36; 16 p. 172.4,8 
in Platonis Dialogi, ed. Hermann, according to R.M. Grant, Early 
Christianity, p. 115. According to Plotinus the demiurge contributes 
the soul to man.

^^See e.g. NCE, s.v. "Gnosticism," by G. MacRae, VI, p. 525-526; 
also R. Bultmann, Christianity, p, 163ff.; R. Haardt, Gnosis, p. 6;
H. Jonas, Geist, I, p. 181. ^

According to ThDNT, s.v. " Yv X q by A, Dihle, IX, p. 657, 
this 3 fold division is based on a philosophical model from Middle 
Platonism (e.g. Plut. Fac. Lun 28 (II, 943a):
and .) But he notes that in philosophy willingly
unites with the body and soul to create man. It should also be 
noted that here is still a part of creation (i.e. from the
solar sphere) and not totally transcendent as in Gnosis, However,
H. Jonas, Ibid., p. 180, argues that this trichotomy is not the 
same as in classical Greek thought since for the gnostic "pneuma" 
does not equal “VoOj precisely because of its non-transcendent 
nature.

In addition to the citations which follow, see HA 87.25-88,20.
27On the soul in Gnosis see the fuller discussion in ThDNT, 

s.v. " vx q ," by K.-W. TrBger and A. Dihle, IX, pp. 656ff, ; 
also H. Jonas, Religion, p. 282; R. Bultmann, NT Theology, I, 
p. 165.

See e.g. Hipp, Ref. V, 7.8-9, commenting on the Naassenes.

^^Hipp. Ref. V, 6.6.
29Hipp. Ref. VII, 20-27.
30Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 4-5.
31E.g. Ptolemaeus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 5,6. Ophites, Iren.

Adv. Haer. I, 30.6; AJ (BG) 51.Iff.
32For one reconstruction of the existential development of the 

concept of "soul" in Gnosis see H. Jonas, Geist I, p. 178ff,
33 1 H, Jonas, Religion, p. 44; see'Valentinians,Iren, Adv. Haer. I,

21.4.
34 ;Naassenes, Hipp. Ref. V, 7.7; Book Baruch, Hipp. Ref. V, |

26,25. This is also the position taken by R, Bultmann, NT Theology I, j
p. 165 and H. Jonas, Religion, p. 44, 282. See further Iren, Adv, j
Haer. I, 21.5; OnRes 45.35-46.2. j

35 'Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 6.1; see also Basilides, Hipp. Ref. |
VII, 22.11 where the psyche is likened to a bird and the pneuma i
to its wings; they need each other to attain the flight of salvation. j
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36Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 7,1,
^^Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 25.2-4.
38Tertullian, De anima 23, On the variety of formulas used to 

describe this essential self, see K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 97-98.
39See also DialSav 121.20f.; ApocPaul 20.5ff.; ApocAd 76,16;

83.Ilf.; GrPow 38.7-8; GrSeth 64.7-9; ApocPet 77.17-19; TestTr 30.7;
43.1-2; Mar 5.5f.; 25.2ff.

^^ThDNT, s.v. IX, p, 659; H. Jonas, Geist, I, p. 5.
^^See also AuthTeach 22.13f.; 23,12ff.; TriTrac 105.29-31 ; 

cf. Zost 5.5; 8.3-4; 26,19f.
"̂ Ĥipp. Ref. V, 19,16; for an extensive survey of the various 

gnostic positions taken on the concept of body see ThDNT, s.v,
»" by E, Schweizer, VII, p, 1085ff.

^^ThCont 145.9; see also ^  VII, 1-2; Iren, Adv. Haer, I,
6.2; GPh 62.15ff.; Naassene Hymn, Hipp. Ref. V, 7,41; 8.22; 10.1; 
Carpocrates, Iren. Adv, Haer. I, 25,4; AJ(BG) 55.Iff,; (CGII)
31.4,10; DialSav 121.20f.; AuthTeach 27.25-29; ParaShem 35.16-17;
Zost 46.1-15; InterpKn 6.30f.; 10.26-27, OnRes 47.17f.; 49.11-15; 
AJ(GGII) 31.4,10; GPh 56.25; ThCont 143.lOf.

44See also Naassenes, Hipp. Ref. V. 7.2-9; Eug 85.9ff.;
Saturnilus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 24.1; Ophites, Iren, Adv. Haer. I, 
30.6; HA 87.30ff.; cf. TriTrac 105.17-21; AJ(CGII) 14.13-24; 15.Iff.; 
cf. GPh 58.17f.; OnOrWld 103.19f.; 107.25f.; cf. 108.8-21 ; 113.10-20; 
cf. 114.30-32; cf. GEgypt 59.4-9; cf. GrSeth 53.2-19.

This is further evidenced by the gnostic dilemma concerning 
the body of Christ which is said to have been only the likeness of 
flesh (GTr 31.5f.) or composed of soul and spirit only (e.g. Ophites, 
Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 30.13).

C.H. Dodd, Bible, p. 149ff., has argued, however, that in 
Philo and Poimandres, at least, the Urmensch/Imago Dei correspondence 
refers not to form, but to the nous or rationality/mind which governs 
the soul. Again, this question raised by the Eikon motif must 
remain beyond the scope of this work. See note 5 above.

■̂̂ On the concept of Nephesh as the "life principle" and 
discussion see ThDNT, s.v. " , "  IX, p. 618; on the O.T. concept 
of man generally see, e.g. W. Eichrodt, Das MenschenverstEndnis des 
Alten Testaments, AThANT 4 (Zürich: Zwingli-Verlag, 1947), also 
his Theology of the Old Testament II trans. J.A. Baker (London: SCM,
1961), p. 135.

^^However, cf. Saul and the witch of Endor and ghosts of I 
Sam 28.8f.; see also I En 9.3,10; 22.9,11,12,13; Jub 23.31; I En 103.4; 
IV Ez 4.12; 7.3; 6.4f.; II Bar 21.23; II En 23.4; M. Hengel,
Judaism I,p.197, attributes much of this apocalyptic understanding 
of man to Greek influence, even on I En 12-36.
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47According to R,H. Charles, Eschatology; A Critical History 
of the Doctrine of a Future Life being the Jowett Lectures,
1898-99 (New York: Schocken Books, 1970; reprint of 2nd. ed. 1913), 
p. 304f., the pre-existence of the soul is found only in Alexandrian 
(apocalyptic) Judaism, e.g. II En 23.5; 49.2. D.S. Russell, Method, 
p. 148, n. 1, notes however that in AsMos 1.14, Moses is supposed 
to be pre-existent. E. Kautzsch, according to ThDNT, s.v. 
by E. Sjbberg, VI, p. 380, would find pre-existence in IV Ez 7.78ff.; 
4.12; 4.35; 4.41; but Charles, ^ 1 1 ,  p. 567f. (note on 4.41), 
rejects this. D.S. Russell, Ibid., p. 373, with most scholars 
maintains that immortality of the soul is Hellenistic whereas 
resurrection of the body is the trxieapocalyptic teaching.

^^See D.S. Russell, Method, p. 353; also P. VBlz, Eschatologie, 
p. 147; however, Russell, p. 375, insists that this disembodied 
existence is only an intermediate state while the soul awaits 
resurrection: I En 22; 39.4f.;91.10; 92.3; 98.3,10; IV Ez 4.35;
7.32; II Bar 42.7. But souls can also be said to attain salvation 
without recourse to resurrection as in Jub 23.31; I En 103.4.
This, however, does not affect our conclusion that the soul/spirit 
was identified as the essential self of man. What it does indicate
is that the apocalyptic concept of the soul is not the same as
the Greek belief that the soul is immortal by nature, yet Apocalypticism 
was being influenced by Greek/Hellenistic thought. See further, NCE, 
s.v. "Gnosticism," by K. Schubert,» VI, p. 528; W.J.P. Boyd,
"Apocalyptic and Life after Death," 103, 1968, pp. 39-56.

49D.S. Russell, Method, p. 146.
^^See, e.g., I En 9.10; 102.5; 103.7-8; TAsh 6.5; II Bar 30.2,

4-5 ; AsMos 43.3.
^^See also IV Ez 3.4-5; cf. LAE 27.2; ApocMos 40.6; cf. II

Bar 48.46; IV Ez 7.116; ApocAbr 20f. See ThDNT, s.v. " * "
by E. SjSberg, VI, p. 380.

52In O.T. Judaism, Ruach was understood "dynamically", i.e. 
as a power, not as a substance as in Greek thought. W. Eichrodt,
O.T. Theology II, p. 136, writes: "If nephes is the individual 
life in association with the body ruah is the life force present 
everywhere and existing independently over against tÿie single 
individual." (see also p. 133f.); also ThDNT, " by
Baumgartel, VI, p. 359ff.

SII En 22.5f.; see also 20.3; 22.8; 103.3-4; 108.3,6,7,11;
IV Ez. 7.78,80; Dan 3.39,86. See D.S. Russell, Method, p. 149-150;
W. Bousset, Religion, p. 400, n. 1,

It should also be noted that the spirit could be separated 
from the body for heavenly ascents: I En 71.1,5,6,; cf. 71.11; 
also II Cor 12.2-4. Qumran also knew of the spirit dwelling in 
sheol: IQH 5.35f.; 8.28f.; IQS 2.14?; see further, G. Maier, Mensch, 
p. 185ff.
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^^E.g. I En 22.5; 98.3; 108.5ff.,H; Jub 23.26-31.
ApocMos 31.4; 42.8.

^^D.S. Russell, Method, p. 149.
57For a comprehensive list of citations for both spirit and 

soul used to identify the self see D.S. Russell, Ibid, p. 150.
Bousset, Religion, p. 400, writes: "...verschwindet der 

feinere Unterschied zwischen Seele und Geist ganzen." R.H. Charles,
Eschatology, p. 241f., suggests that this.distinction disappeared 
as early as the 2nd cent BC. See also Sir 16.17; Wisd 15.11;
16.4, ^  al.

59D.S. Russell, Method, p. 149; see also his charts, pp. 401,403.
The situation at Qumran is more complex, see F. NBtscher, "Geist 
und Geister in den Texten von Qumran," in his Vom Alten zum Neuen 
Testament .Bonner Biblische BeitrUge 17 (Bonn: Peter Hanstein Verlag,
1962), p. 175; G. Maier, Mensch, p. 183ff.

^^T.C. Vriezen, Outline of Old Testament Theology, trans.
S. Neuijen (Oxford, 1958), p. 199, would see this O.T. and 
apocalyptic emphasis on creation as the distinctive feature 
of their anthopologies in contrast» to that of paganism. Coming 
from the opposite direction, W.O.E. Oesterley, Hebrew Religion:
Its Origin and Development (London: S.P.C.K., 1930), p. 329, 
argues that the difference between Greek and Jewish notions of 
immortality of the soul lies in this same creatureliness. Whereas 
the Greek concept is based on metaphysics, the Jewish is based on 
the nature of God: God is Lord even of the dead and he will recom
pense those who suffer righteously in this world/age.

^^See ThDNT, s.v. by E. Schweizer, VII, p. 1049ff.
According to R. Bultmann, Christianity, p. 46f., however, the 
apocalyptic concept of the body is not properly that of the O.T. 
either.

^^Method, p. 140; thus (p. 156) body and soul form a unity - 
see II En 60.2; IV Ez 5.14; TDan 2.4; 3.If.; TNaph 2.2,4.

^^Eschatologie, p. 146; see also K. Schubert, "Die Entwicklung 
der Auferstehungslehre von der nachexilischen bis zur frUhrabbinischen \
Zeit," n.F. 6 (1962), p. 206ff., who finds the resurrection belief j
the Jewish response to Platonic body-soul dualism. !

At Qumran, the resurrection belief retreated so far into the |
background as to be a topic of dispute that it ever existed at |
Qumran. See M. Hengel, Judaism I, p. 198; J. Pryke, "Eschatology j
in the Dead Sea Scrolls," in The Scrolls and Christianity, ed. i
M. Black (London: S.P.C.K., 1969), p. 56ff.
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resurrection see: Dan 12.2-3; I En 83-90; 20.8; 22.13;
26-27; 46.6; 51.1; 61.5; II Bar 30.1-3; IV Ez 7.78ff.; ApocMos 
13.3; 10.2; 28.4; 41.2; TJud 25.Iff.; TZeb 10.Iff.; see further 
examples in D.S. Russell, Method, p. 373ff.

^^E.g. I En 108; 103ff.; the Similitudes; II En, as well as 
Philo; Wisd 8.19; IV Macc; Josephus and perhaps Qumran. According 
to M. Hengel, Judaism. I p. 198, the idea of resurrection disappeared 
in Essenism since they awaited salvation with the angels (cf. Jub 
23.30f.). J. Pryke, "Eschatology," finds only one possible 
reference to resurrection in IQH 11.12-14 whereas in IQS and the 
angelic liturgy, IV QSl i.24-26, reference is made to the soul’s 
continued existence. If this is correct it would make it even 
more difficult to typify Palestinian and Diasporan Judaism on 
the basis of resurrection belief (as W. Bousset, Religion, p. 401, 
does) since the diasporan Sibyllines speak of the resurrection 
(IV 181-182, 187) like Paul, while Essenes and Sadducees apparently 
rejected it in Palestine.

^^See P. VBlz, Eschatologie, p. 141-147; D.S. Russell. Method, 
p. 151-153, on Hellenistic influence.

The presence of the concept in Wisdom (especially
9.15 - see W. Bousset, Religion, p. 402) and Josephus’ account of 
the Essenes (B.J. 11,8,11) indicate that this concept was far from 
unknown in Judaism. At Qumran the flesh ("iV,!!) is frequently spoken 
of in disparaging ways espedially in regard to its sinfulness and 
weakness (IQH 4.29f.; cf. 10.23ff. ; 18.21ff. ; IQS 11.9-12). It is 
frequently referred to as made of dust or clay (IQH 4.29f.; 10.23;
15.12f.,21 ; 18,12ff.). G. Maier, Mensch, p. 170f., however suggests 
that "flesh" simply refers to man, not his physical aspect, in 
contrast with God.

^^E.g. IV Ez 4.4; TAbr(B)13/ 117.6-26.
^®I En 102.5 (Greek),
^^I En 108.7-11.
^^E.g. also II Bar 56.5-6 where the two consequences of Adam’s

sin are said to be the begetting of children and the passion of
parents. Generally the flesh/body is disparaged because it leads 
one to sin and so to punishment - TZeb 9.7; TJud 19.4; I En 67.8ff.; 
cf. II Bar 49.3. sexual sin - I En 69.5; TJud 14.3,

^^W. Harnisch, VerhHngnis, p. 114, writes: "Die darin liegende 
Abwertung des Leiblischen setzt eine extrem dualistische Anthropologie 
voraus, die den vom Apokalyptiker festgehalten Schüpfungsgedanken 
fajst sprengt und sich gnostischen SeinsverstMndniss nMhert."
W. Bousset, Religion, p. 404, n. 2, claims that this is an especially 
unjewish thought. See also IV Ez 7.114, Latin; II Bar 56.6;
cf. I En 67.8; LAE 31, 34; I En 108.7f.
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72According to W, Bousset, Religion, p. 401, one attempt to 
reconcile these two positions resulted in the concept of a 
"zwischen-Zustandes" where souls exist independently until the 
resurrection. So also D.S. Russell, Method, p. 375.

73See D.S. Russell, Method, p. 377.
^^This motif of the garments also appears in Philo as well 

as in Gnosticism. Cf. Paul, II Cor 5.3-7.

75

V. Hamisch, Verhhngnis, p. 114.

I En 62.15; see also 108.Ilf.; II Esdras 2.39,45, passim. 
76,
77II En 22.9-10; ApocMos 38.5; 40.2. However, D.S. Russell, 

Method, p. 379, 375, is adamant that "However spiritualized the 
concept may be, it is still ’body’ and it is to be clearly 
distinguished from the quite different concept of the disincamate 
spirit or disembodied soul." Cf. I Cor 15.42f. I En 103.2ff. seems 
to suggest that only the spirit is resurrected.’ See W.O.E. Oesterley, 
Jews and Judaism in the Greek Period (London: S.P.C.K., 1941), p. 190.

78ThDNT, s.v. "̂ Twyivei," by E. Schweizer, VII, p. 1050; see 
II En 60.2; IV Ez 5.14; TDan 2.4; «3.If.; TNaph 2.2,4.

79Yet except for Wisd 9.15 and Philo, according to W. Bousset, 
Religion, p. 402, we do not find the soma/sema concept in Judaism.

80See J, Gammie, "Dualism," p. 357-358. On the many types of 
dualisms at Qumran see H.W. Huppenbauer, Welten, p. 103ff., who 
sees "ethical" dualism the more important.

81On the doctrine of the yeser generally see: F.C. Porter,
"The Ye(^er Hara: A Study in the Jewish Doctrine of Sin," Biblical 
and Semitic Studies, Yale Bicentennial Publications (New York:
Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1901), pp. 93-156; W. Bousset, Religion, 
p. 402ff.; KNTTM' IV, part I, p. 466ff.

82On the two spirits see the extensive discussion in A.R.C.
Leaney, Rule, pp. 37-56.

Exactly how these two concepts are related is beyond the 
scope of our work. We simply note that E. Schweizer, "Gegenwart 
des Geistes und eschatologische Hoffnung bei Zarathustra, 
spMtjudischen Gruppen, Gnostikern und den Zeugen des Neuen 
Testaments," in The Background of the New Testament and its 
Eschatology, FS for C.H. Dodd (Cambridge: The University Press,
1956), p. 490, argues that these two concepts are related. See 
further, O.J. Seitz, "Two Spirits in Man: An Essay in Biblical 
Exegesis," NTS 6/1 (October, 1959), p. 82ff.; as well as the 
summary of opinion in A.L. Thompson, Responsibility for Evil in 
the Theodicy of IV Ezra, SBL Dissertation Series 29 (Missoula,
Mont.; Scholars Press, 1977), p. 55-62. Thompson finds both 
traditions at Qumran (i. e. yeser and ruah).
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83E, Schweizer, Ibid., p . 490-491, sees the two spirits 
doctrine as a device to allow room for free will in a deterministic 
system, rather than being the starting point of the deterministic 
system as M, Burrows, More Light, p. 293, maintains.

84E.g. Prov 2.13-15; 4.18-19; I Sam 16.14; also II En 30.15.
It is a concept common to much of the literature of the last half 
of the 1st and the first half of the 2nd century AD; e.g. Latin,
Duae Viae, Greek, Teaching of the 12 Apostles, the Shepherd of 
Hermas. See the discussion in G.R. Driver, Scrolls, p. 552ff.;
M. Treves, "The Two Spirits in the Rule of the Community," RQum 3 
(1961), p. 449, maintains that the two spirits only represent these 
two choices and do not refer to cosmological "powers" as discussed 
below. Cf. E.G. May, "Cosmological Reference in the Qumran Doctrine 
of the Two Spirits and in Old Testament Imagery," JBL 82 (1963),
p. 3, passim ; also J. van der Ploeg, The Excavations at Qumran, 
trans. Kevin Smyth (London: Longmans, Green & Co., 1958), p. 99.

^^So especially G. Maier, Mensch, p. 236, on the two spirits, 
also p. 250, This is also the position of G. Molin, Die SBhne 
des Lichtes (Wien: Verlag Herold, 1954), p. 133, as well as 
Albright, Burrows, Betz, Cross, Dupont-Soramer, Kuhn, Licht and 
Yadin.

86F.C. Porter, "Yeçer," p. 145»; see also O.J. Seitz, "Two 
Spirits," p. 84-85.

87Ibid., p. 136, 139 (Sir 15.14) - however, here in Sir there 
is mentioned only one yeser, the evil one as is also noted by 
W. Bousset, Religion, p. 404. The earliest mention of two yesers 
according to W.D. Davies, Paul, p. 21, is in TAsh 1.6. Similarly, 
according to G. Maier, Mensch, p. 197, at Qumran there is only 
one yeser mentioned and it is synonymous with "heart.” See 
further n. 92 below.

88E.g. CD 2.14f.; IQS 5.4-5; IQH 10.23; 11.19f.; 5.6,31;
7.3?,12-14,16. See A.R.C. Leaney, Rule, p. 167; G. Driver, Scrolls, 
p. 551. See also P.H. Hyatt, "The View of Man in the Qumran 
’Hodayot,'" NTS 2 (1955-56), p. 281, who finds references to the 
yeser in IQH 39.6,31-32; 41.3-4; and possibly also at 40.32;
41*. 16; 45.20; 54.3,9,10. Cf. G. Maier, Mensch, p. 19Iff., who 
believes the term was used at Qumran in a neutral sense.

See further TBenj 6.1,4; TReub 4.9; TNaph 2.5; TJos 2.6;
TJud 13.8; 18.3; 11.1; A.L. Thompson, Responsibility, p. 55-62.

89See KNTTM IV, part I, p. 466f., also notes to I Cor 3.3;
2.14; 9.11 in III, p. 330f.

90TAsh 1.8. N.B. the whole passage (1.3-8) discusses two 
yesers see note 92 below. So Davies, Paul, p. 21-22; N.P. Williams, 
Ideas, p. 66.
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^’’See IV Ez 7.48; 3.21-22; TJud 13.8,11; IQH 7.3?; 5.6;
IQS 5.5; CD 2.16. G. Maier, Mensch, p. 196; F.C. Porter, "Yeçer,"
p. 122.

It comes as no surprise that later rabbinicism could equate 
the yeser with Satan, e.g. Rab. Chisda based on Job 2.6 in Baba 
Bathra 16a (Bacher, Amor i p. 324).

92The problem of the yeser is complex. A.R.C. Leaney, Rule, 
p. 55f., in discussing this passage from TAsh concludes it is late 
Jewish Christian since it combines the two yesers and the two ways 
concept. The two yesers are found in TBenj 6.1,4; TReub 4.9;
TJos 2.6; TJud 13.8; 18.3; 11.1; TNaph 2.5 and implied in IV 
Ez 3.21-22; (4.30); 7.Ilf. - so D.S. Russell, Method, p. 253.

W. Bousset, Religion, p. 404, believes that originally 
there was only one ye§er, but the second was a natural development.
So also F.C. Porter, "Yeçer," p. 109, who thinks it was the 
creation of the rabbis (p. 117); however, Russell, Ibid., finds the 
good yeser at least implied in TNaph 2.5; TAsh 1.6-8.

93According to the rabbis the Law is the divinely given cure 
for the evil yeser; for example: "If God created in man the evil 
yeqer, he created also a remedy for it, the Law." (Baba Bathra,
16a; see also Succa 52b; Kidduschin 30b) following F.C. Porter, 
"Yeçer," p. 127. See also U. Luck, "WeltverstHndnis," p. 288f.

94 'See e.g, Ezek 11.19; 36.26; Joel 2.28; Zech 12.10; Is 32.15;
44.3. It should also be noted that God’s spirit is also supposed 
to be the possession of the Messiah, e.g. Is 42.1; 61.1.

95So N.P, Williams, Ideas, p. 62, noting especially Sir 15.11-17.
The whole issue of free-will vs. determinism was unsettled 

in Judaism as Josephus notes (B .J . II, 14; Ant. XVIII, 3,5). 
Generally Judaism including the Apocalyptists assumed that man does 
have free-will, e.g. Wisd 15.11-17; 21,5,6; II Bar 54.19; 15.5-6;
19.1-4; 55.2. It is free-will that makes the doctrine of individual 
judgment and resurrection meaningful (Dan 12. Iff.); see P. Vielhauer, 
"Apocalyptic," p. 590; D.S. Russell, Method, p. 380f. It is in 
IV Ez and Qumran where determinism is given some expression. See
G. Maier, Mensch, p. 206ff. on Qumran, and below,

Q6 ̂E.g. Gen 6.5; I Kings 8.46; Ps 53.3; 130.3; Prov 20.9;
Ecc 7,20; Is 53.6; 64.6; Micah 7.2, as well as Rom 7.18; 8.7; 5.12; 
Eph 2.1,3, et al.

97So N.P. Williams, Ideas, p. 79. The issue of determinism 
in IV Ez is closely related to which person in the book represents 
the author. The position of the author is problematical and has 
elicited a number of theories. See the summary of opinions in 
A, Hayman, "The Problem of Pseudonym!ty in the Ezra Apocalypse," 
JStJud VI, no. 1 (June, 1975). We follow the opinion of W. Harnisch, 
Verhhngnis, pp. 46f.; 60ff.; and E. Brandenburger, Adam, p. 30, 
who believe the author speaks through the angelus interpres to 
refute the deterministic beliefs of his antagonists which seem to 
appeal to his audience represented by "Ezra." Thus while the author 
polemicizes against "Ezra" he does so only to correct him and support 
him by making known the two ages doctrine.
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However it must be noted that the author often agrees with 
"Ezra" and would not deny his basic complaint about the world and 
the role of the yeser and sin in it - e.g. compare 7.116f.(Ezra) 
with 7.If.(angel). W. Harnisch, ibid., p. 67, n. 2, acknowledges 
the very real attraction that "Ezra’s" views had for the author’s 
congregation and also possibly for the author himself. On p. 127 
Harnisch acknowledges that the author does apparently presuppose 
(and accept?) "Ezra’s" concept of the yeser (e.g. IV Ez 8.53).
More recently A.L. Thompson, Responsibility, p. 100-102, has argued 
against Harnisch and the position that IV Ezra is a "polemic" 
against gnosticizing elements in Judaism. According to Thompson, 
following Gunkel, the book reflects the inner turmoil of the 
author as he wrestles with the very same dilemmas as his people.
In either case the fact remains that the position of "Ezra" is 
that of at least a part of the apocalyptic movement itself.

^^Cf. IV Ez 9.7f.; 14.22.
It should be noted that there we find evidence that some 

Jewish (apocalyptic) circles had combined the otherwise incompatible 
doctrines of the evil inclination and the fall of Adam implying a 
hereditary transmission of the yeser and presumably the sin it 
engenders. Exactly how this occurs is not fully explained nor 
necessarily fully foirmulated, as D.S. Russell, Method, p. 254, 
and N.P. Williams, Ideas, p. 59, note. E. Peterson in Enciclopedia 
Cattolica, s.v. "Gnosi," VI, p. 880-881, suggests that it is 
transmitted by heredity as does Williams, Ibid., p. 79-81.
W.D. Davies, Paul, p. 32, rejects this view and the position that 
Apocalypticism or the rabbis ever formulated a doctrine of original 
sin. F.C. Porter, "Yeçer," p. 47, also fails to find in IV Ez a 
concept of original sin but suggests that the cor malignum was 
the cause of Adam’s fall not the product of it. Logically this 
would appear to be correct. But in order to combine these two 
dissimilar theories IV Ez affirms the opposite.

For discussion of the evil heart, evil germ and the yeser 
in IV Ez and their relationship see R.H. Charles, ^  II, p. 555;
W. Bousset, Religion, p. 404; and W. Hamisch, VerhHngnis, p. 48-49, 
who cites all the literature and possibilities and concludes that 
the evil heart does not equal the evil yeser but the evil germ 
does. Thus the evil heart develops from the evil germ (yeser) 
within it. See also E. Brandenburger, Adam, p. 33; Box in R.H, Charles,
AP II, p. 563. But cf. A.L. Thompson, Responsibility, p. 334ff.

goE.g. IV Ez 4.27-30; 7.11-12,48; see above chapter II, p.95ff. »
^^^See W. Harnisch, VerhMngnis, p. 47f., who recognizes the |

problem of the Law and the election promises of God and their !
apparent invalidity. Cf. the gnostic rejection of Law and lawgiver: j
Carpocrates, Clem. Strom. Ill, 7.Iff.; Apelles, Hipp. Ref. VII, j
38.2; Basilides, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 24.5; Ophites, Iren. Adv. ;
Haer. I, 30.10; _et al. I
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A further development from this observation could well be 
a calling into question the goodness or power of the creator for 
the ultimate origin of the yeser is recognized to be God himself.
Logically we can argue that the yeser is not anti-godly insofar 
as it functions according to God’s will in offering man a choice - 
to obey God’s will or to rebel. See e.g. A.L. Thompson,
Responsibility, p. 54, 337, who notes that the evil yeser serves 
a useful function in one’s life. It becomes, or is, anti-godly 
only insofar as it is successful in leading the Self to sin.
It is precisely here that Ezra’s lament is so poignant. The yeser 
is too successful, too powerful an attraction. Why did God make 
it so? The temptation is great to make God responsible for the 
nature of the man he so created. Accordingly W. Hamisch, Ibid., 
p. 49f.jwrites: "Das apriorische Vorhandensein des jesaer hara 
stellt nicht nur den Sinn und Wert der Verheissung, sondern 
ebensosehr die Allmacht und SchHpfertreue Gottes in Frage."
Interestingly enough in IV Ez 3.4 Ezra asks if God did not create 
alone I It is this kind of dilemma which could lead some to turn 
from an eschatological/ethical theodicy to an ontological one, 
assigning the creation to a lesser figure than Yahweh, the Highest 
God, which is, of course, the gnostic solution. Perhaps F,C.
Porter’s earlier conjecture that the good yeser was developed by 
the rabbis to alleviate the problem of God creating man with a 
weakness is correct. See his "yeqer,” p. 117.

^According to W. Hamisch, Ibid., p. 19,26,49, passim, 
especially p. 43ff., apocalyptic pessimism took two forms:
a) a calling into question the goodness and power of God, and
b) seeing sin as a fate rather than as an individual act. To 
this we might add the notion that there is no possibility of 
overcoming the yeser God himself implanted in man all by oneself.
E. Brandenburger, Adam, p. 36, n. 2, calls attention to the 
fact that this concept of sin/yeser understood as fate (against 
which the author of IV Ez argues) is close to the teaching of 
LAE/ApocMos on sin which "...sich gnostichen SelbstUndnis nhhren."
Cf. IV Ez 8.33 with 7.17 and 8.3.

102See IV Ez 7.48-49; 4.29; 6.26; 8.53; cf. ApocMos 13.5.
103W. Harnisch, Ibid., p. 52, recognizes this too but maintains 

instead that here we find a penetration of gnostic speculation 
into apocalyptic thought : "Der auffEllige und merkwUrdige Sachverhalt, 
das8 hier der Erde eine sUndenerweckende FMhigkeit zuschrieben 
wird, erklHrt sich mOglicherweise als Einschlag gnostiker 
Spekulation: Adam 1st der Gefangene seiner erdgebundenen Herkunft." I

^°^IV Ez 7.119; also 7.68ff. {
^^^See ThDNT, s.v. " ," by Schrenk, IV, p. 213; also j

s.v. " é-ysL xé-K.ro s " by Schrenk, IV, p. 183-184; cf. W. Schraithals, j
Apokalyptik, p. 33, who notes the interest in election but suggests |
that Apocalypticism refuted pessimism by asserting that Adam’s î
sin does not effect us all, e.g. II Bar 48.42; 54.19. !
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Ez 9.16; see E . Brandenburger, Adam, p. 31, on the "few": 
e.g. IV Ez 7.47,51,139; 9.15f.; 10.10. That there are "righteous 
ones" is affirmed by 4.35f.; 7.79ff.,88ff.; 8.38ff.; cf. 3.11; 
7.17,102; 9.13. Ez;ra is one of these righteous ones - 7.76; 8.47; 
10.57; 12.7; as are the Apocalyptists themselves. See L. Morris, 
Apocalyptic, p. 60.

^According to W, Foerster, "Geist," p. 119, the change of 
heart refers to the removal of the evil inclination.

108IV Ez 6.26; see also TJud 24.3; TLevi 18.11; See ThDNT, s.v.
," by E. SjBberg, VI, p. 384f.

109IV Ez 6.20.
^^^Jub 1.15.
111Jub 1.22-23.
112In other words the Apocalyptists would themselves be the 

fulfillment of Is 32.15; 44.3; Ezek 11.19; 36.26; Joel 2.28;
Zech 12.10; Mai 4.6?

According to U. Luck, "WeltverstHndnis," p. 301, God’s spirit 
can be identified with his wisdom, similarly the "heart" of IV Ez 
corresponds to the NOUS of Wisdom theology so that if Ezra has 
received wisdom, as his book claims, he has also received God’s 
spirit, the new heart. See also W. Bousset, Religion, p. 397, 
who provides evidence of this identification of Wisdom and Spirit 
in Judaism, e.g. Wisd 7.15-20,27; 8.8.

See further, W. Foerster, "Geist," p. 132, who maintains 
that this living in the "Zwischenzeit" where the spirit is both 
a present and future reality was also true of Qumran, but not the 
rabbis (p. 119).

^^^IV Ez. 5.22; 14.37f.; TLevi 2.3; Sir 48.24; in IV Ez 14.22 
he also prays for the "Holy Spirit;" see W. Foerster, "Geist," 
p. 120, for evidence within Judaism that assumes that the Spirit 
is at work even now, before the Heilzeit.

^Method, p. 159ff. We note that the Apocalyptists are 
"inspired", e.g. I En 91.1; MartIs 1.7; 5.14; TAbr 4; they are 
caught up in the spirit in their ascents: I En 68.2; 70.2;
II Bar 6.3. According to W. Bousset, Religion, p. 395, the 
Apocalyptists believed that figures of the past (i.e. their fore
runners) were pneumatic, possessing the spirit of God: Dan 4.5,6,15; 
5.11,14; LXX 5.2; 6.4; see also TLevi 2.3; Jub 25.14, 31.12;
TSim 4. However, both A. Hilgenfeld, Apokalyptik, p. 227, and 
W. Foerster, "Geist," p. 133, argue that Apoalypticism was not 
pneumatic.

^^^I En 49.3; cf. Is 42.1; 61.1.
^^^I En 62.2; see also TLevi 18.7; TJud 24.2.
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117I En 39.6a.
^^ShDNT, s.v. "ékl>>éKros," IV, p. 184f.; see also I En 48.7.
119See e.g. I En 41.8 where God strengthens the spirits of the 

righteous. However, cf. W. Foerster, "Geist," p. 133. See further 
A.L. Thompson, Responsibility, p. 58f.; 62, who notes the blending 
of yeser and ruah traditions at Qumran, Test XII.

120E.g. Epistle of Barnabas 18.1-2; Shepherd of Hermas,Mand. VI, ;
2.1 (angels); Clementines, Horn. XX, 2-3; see also I Jn 4.6 and the j
spirit of truth in Jn 14.17; 15.26; 16.13. The two spirits are I
also related to the two ways concept, e.g. Epistle of Barnabas 18-21; |
Didache 1-6; Shepherd of Hermas. See J. Danielou, Theology, p. 357f.;
A.R.C. Leaney, Rule, p. 48ff.; also J. Milik, Ten Years of Discovery !
in the Wilderness of Judea, SBT, 26, trans. J. Strugnell (London: .1
SCM, 1959), p. 118. j11 2 1  1TJud 20,1; TReub 2.If. This spirit of error is sometimes
depicted as 7 spirits of error various of which appear in TJud |
23.3; TGad 4.7; TBenj 6.If.; TDan 1.6; cf. the 7 spirits of Mt 
12.45; Lk 11.26 and the 7 spirits of God in Rev 4.5f. On these |
7 spirits see E. Schweizer, "Die sieben Geister in der Apokalypse," I
EvT 10-11 (1951-52); J. Danielou, Theology, p. 358f. j

See also discussion in B. Otzen, "Sektenschriften," p. 125ff. I
and the critique of Otzen in M. Burrows, More Light, p. 281ff. |

122A.R.C. Leaney, Rule, p. 114, believes this section of the ;|
rule is taken from an older work "which enjoyed a circulation well j
beyond Qumran..." In IQS the usual expression is the spirits of |
truth and deceit/perversion which is quite similar to TJud 20.1 j
(Greek) which speaks of the spirits of truth and error; cf. Hermas,
Mand. Ill, 1,2,4. |-Î123E.g. A. Dupont-Sommer, The Jewish Sect of Qumran and the 
Essenes, trans, R.D. Barnett (New York: Macmillan, 1956), pp. 118-130;
K.G. Kuhn, "Sektenschrift," p. 276-298; E. Schweizer, "Gegenwart," 
p. 485-488.

^^^See e.g. O.J. Seitz, "Two Spirits," p. 83ff.; G. Driver,
Scrolls, pp. 551-552. According to G. Maier, Mensch, p. 242ff., 
the two spirits doctrine is based on a "Peschermethode" of exegeting 
Gen 1 and 2, especially Gen 1.3-5,14-18 which leads to realms of 
light and darkness. F.M. Cross, Library, p. 160, would trace the 
concept back to that of the heavenly court of Yahweh where Satan 
and the angel of the Lord stand as accuser and advocate of man.

12SIQS 3.25f. (Vermes translation).
^^^So M, Burrows, More Light. p. 281; W.D. Davies, "Flesh," 

p. 172-173: "...they are regarded as a kind of permanent element 
in every man..." "On the other hand, that they are not merely 
inherent properties of man, as such, emerges clearly from the use 
of the term ’angel’ to describe the two spirits..." H.W. Huppenbauer,
Welten, p. 102; cf. A.R.C. Leaney, Rule, p. 37, who suggests this
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betrays a confusion of thought.
127G. Molin, SBhne, p. 129f., speaks of this as ’heart dualism’,

i.e. a warfare in the heart of man; see also M. Burrows, More 
Light, p. 280; J. van der Ploeg, Excavations, p. 115.

The soul is the seat of decision, i.e. the essential self 
which must choose between the spirits. See IQS 2.26f.; IQH 10.29ff. 
16. lOf. ; CD 1.20 eit The soul is the equivalent of the "person"
IQH 2.34f.; 11.19; 5.12,17f.; 6.24, et al. However, even at Qumran 
the seat of decision making can be called Spirit, e.g. IQH 5.35f.; 
4.35f.; cf. TJud 20.1-3. See G. Maier, Mensch, p. 185.

128Text: DSSE.
129Rule, p . 37. In other words it is an anthropological or 

psychological dualism ethical in nature. Cf. Christianity where 
the Spirit of God descends at Pentecost. See e.g. W. LaSor,
Scrolls, p. 234.

1 30E.g. IQH 1.11; 3.22f.; 13.8; cf. IQS 3.24; in ApocAbr 13f. 
angels fight over man. For discussion see M. Burrows, More Light, 
pp. 280-281. It should be noted that it is this external aspect 
of the two spirits doctrine that distinguishes it from the two 
yeser theory. On this see G. Maier, Mensch, pp. 235-236. However, 
it should be remembered that the fabbis could equate or link that 
yeser with Satan. See note 91 above.

131"Sektenschriften," p. 135f., however, he fails to find this 
concept in the Text XII (p. 136-137 ). Exactly how these spirits 
can be immanent and yet transcendent is not dealt with by DSS.
Otzen himself rejects the notion that the two spirits in man are 
subordinate to a mythological cosmic struggle between ,
and suggests that the whole concept is a variation of the yeser 
theme. Ibid., p. 139. See the criticism of Otzen’s position by 
M. Burrows, More Light, p. 281. See also notes 84, 85 above.

132E.g. IQH 7.3f. Man’s struggle with the evil spirit, or 
better the struggle between the two spirits within man, reflect in 
miniature the cosmic struggle between Belial and the angel of God 
(Michael?) so that when man succumbs to the evil yeser/spirit one 
can actually see Belial at work. Cf. TBenj 6. If.; 3. 3f. ; TAsh 1.8; 
TGad 4.7; cf. TDan 4.7. So H.G. May, "Reference," p. 5.

] 33Ibid., p. 139; cf. M. Burrows, More Light, p. 28Iff., 283.
^^^M. Burrows, Ibid., p. 280; D.S. Russell, Method, p. 239;

N.P. Williams, Ideas, p. 69.
135Text : DSSE. Thus G. Maier, Mensch, pp. 245-246, can say 

that the angel of darkness is an aggressive agent instilling in 
man, even the righteous, the impulse to sin. See also TReub
2.1-3.6; TSim 2.7; TDan 1.6; 2.4; TGad 3.1; 4.7; 6.2; TJos 7.4.



397

M. Burrows, Scrolls, p. 262ff.; A.R.C. Leaney, Rule, p. 149.
137Text: DSSE.
^^^According to E. Schweizer, ThDNT, s.v. ” VI,

p. 390, the good spirit is implied in references to the "spirit 
of light," "angel of truth," "prince of light," or "spirit of 
knowledge." See CD 5.18; [7.19]; IQM 13.lOf. A.R.C. Leaney,
Ibid., p. 15, writing on IQS 4.2ff. says, "The concepts of light
and darkness are thought of now as being or causing ethical
qualities as in Test. Levi 17.6f.; Test. Benj. 5.2; 6.4; Test. Gad 5.7."

139Text: A, Dupont-Sommer, The Essene Writings from Qumran, 
trans. G. Vermes (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1961). See also TBenj 
6.If.,4; 8,2; TGad 4.7.

^"^^Text: DSSE; ' According to G, Maier, Mensch, p. 256, the equal 
measure God has allotted these two spirits is an equal amount of 
time until the end-time. See further IQS 5.1,8; 1.11; IQH 14.26;
15.10; also TSim 3.5; TIss 7.7; TDan 2.1; TGad 3.1.

141According to A.R.C. Leaney, Rule, p. 149, IQS 3.2 provides 
evidence that the evil spirits can and do defile those who belong 
to the dominion of the sons of light. See also IQS 1.24ff.; 3.21;
11,7-10. Similarly, K.G. Kuhn, "New Light on Temptation, Sin, and 
Flesh in the New Testament," in The Scrolls and the New Testament, 
ed. K. Stendahl (London: SCM Press, 1958), p. 102, suggests that 
in IQS 11.7-10 the "I" passages represent a "gnomic, descriptive of 
human existence" and not an autobiographical style. This he says 
is because man is "flesh" and so open to the attacks of the spirit 
of Beliar. See also P. Hyatt, "View," p. 278, who calls IQH’s view 
of man more pessimistic than is usual in Judaic literature; 
e.g. IQH 3.23-25; 35.21-23,26-27; 38.29-31; 53.1-4. So also 
M. Burrows, More Light, p. 290; G. Maier, Mensch, p. 178ff.; 201-202.

^^^IQS 9.24-11.22; also M. Mansoor, The Dead Sea Scrolls (Leiden:
E.J. Brill, 1964), p. 106; A.R.C. Leaney, Rule, p. 126. See 
further IQM 14.9; IQS 1.18,23ff.; 2.18 - so M. Burrows, More Light, 
pp. 286-287.

^^^See G. Molin, SBhne, p. 138f.; G. Driver, Scrolls, p. 559;
J. Licht, "The Doctrine of the Thanksgiving Scroll," IsrEJ 6 (1956), 
p . 89ff. ; ^  al.

See further IQH 14.13; 15.23; 16.4,12; 17.21; also 6.5; 7.19;
14.18.

On the problem of free-will and determinism see K.G. Kuhn,
"New Light," p. 99, who discusses the problems and illogic of the 
issue and of the Essene solution,

^^^E.g. XIII, V.9 (cf. XVIII, i.5) .
'̂̂ M̂ensch und freier Wllle. See also E. Schweizer, "Gegenwart,"

p. 488, and his article in ThDNT, s.v. " v <éru-/u,," VI, pp. 389-390.
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Text: DSSE. So A.R.C. Leaney, Rule, p. 154. Commenting on
this M. Burrows, More Light, pp. 290-291, writes: "Every man belongs 
either to the sons of light or to the sons of darkness. The sons 
of darkness are wholly governed by the powers of Belial, but the 
warfare between good and evil extends also to the souls of the 
righteous. God has allowed the two spirits to be mingled and to 
struggle for mastery even in the sons of light. Dominion over 
them belongs to the ’prince of lights,’ yet ’by the angel of 
darkness is the .straying of all the sons of righteousness.’"
(IQS 3.20-22).

According to G. Maier, Mensch, p. 252ff. and A.R.C. Leaney,
Rule, p. 155, one’s membership in either group is determined by 
one’s proportion or share of each of the spirits - a portion which 
can be measured using the astrological tables. According to Maier, 
p. 206-207, it is this election to possess a greater share of the 
good spirit that makes the covenanters the "willing ones" who strive 
to keep the Law of God and the community.

^^^On these tables see A.R.C. Leaney, Rule, p. 155; G. Maier,
Mensch, pp. 252ff.

^^^The sectarians designated themselves, "bene rashon" (sons of 
[divine1 good pleasure" (IQH 4.33f.), "bechire rashon" (elect of 
Cdivine] good pleasure" (IQS 8.6); see also IQH 15.12-20; IQS 8.6.
See K. Schubert, The Dead Sea Community, trans. J.W. Doberstein 
(London: Adam and Charles Black, 1959), p. 60; M. Mansoor, Scrolls, 
p. 106; M. Burrows, Scrolls, p. 262f., speaks of Qumran being almost 
’fatalistic’ in that each man’s destiny was allotted by God. This 
belief leads, of course, to the division of mankind into the men of 
God and those of Beliar, sons of light and sons of darkness.

149IQS 3.20f., DSSE. See also IQS 4.16,22,24; 3.24; but cf. 5.1.
^^^So e.g. G. Maier, Mensch, p. 208-209, who believes one’s will 

is transformed by election (i.e. the gift of a large measure of 
the good spirit) to correspond to God’s will, as in IQS 10.11-13.
And even though the language sounds like that of free will, actually, 
all is predetermined. The choices one makes are due to one’s prior 
election. See also F. NBtscher, "Schicksalglaube in Qumran und 
Umwelt," in his Vom Alten zum Neuen Testament, Bonner Biblische 
BeitrHge 17 (Bonn: Peter Hanstein Verlag, 1962), pp. 38-39. So 
also W. Foerster, "Geist," p. 128, who cites IQH 15.13-21; 4.38;
CD 2.7ff.; see also TBenj 6.If.; 8.2.

^^^E.g. IQH 12.11. According to W. Foerster, "Geist," p. 122-123, 
this explains why the DSS are not pseudepigraphic.

152Library, p. 83; W.D. Davies, "Paul and the Dead Sea Scrolls :
Flesh and Spirit," in The Scrolls and the New Testament, ed. K,
Stendahl (London: SCM Press, 1958), p. 173f., remarks that it is 
surprising that only one passage (IQS 4.18ff.) speaks of the |
eschatological spirit. Otherwise at Qumran the spirit is said to |
be immanent - not exactly what we would expect in an eschatological |
community. See further W. Foerster, "Geist," pp. 126-127. j
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153See below, chapter V, p. 25If.
154See E . Peterson’s article in Enciclopedia Cattolica, s.v, 

"Gnosi," VI, p. 880, where this correspondence was first noted,
155It should be noted that the evil yeser/spirit is not the 

same thing as the will or the self (ego), but according to N.P. 
Williams, Ideas, p. 68, is more like the libido, the seat of 
temptation, of modem psychological theory.

^^^So E. Peterson, Ibid., p. 881; e.g. TJud 11.1 ~ the yeser 
"blinds the mind."

157Cf, Paul in Rom 7.14ff. Even G. Maier, Mensch, p. 245, asks 
whether the notion that those with the good spirit can still sin 
(e.g. IQS 3.22-25) does not suggest that the righteous sin against 
their will; i.e. that the impulse to sin in the righteous comes 
from the angel of darkness.

158Judaism (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1954) I, p. 482
159On the evil root see W. Harnisch, VerhMngnis, p. 127, n. 6; 

cf. "root" in GPh 83.Iff, and other gnostic texts as well as in 
the rabbinic literature, e.g. R. Judah (AD 150) Sukk 52a. See 
discussion in W.D. Davies, Paul, p. 22.

^^^Text: DSSE; so A.R.C. Leaney, Rule, p. 156. See also 
IV Ez 4.29-30; 7.48-49; 8.53; also 6.26b-27 (Arabic); ApocMos 13.5. 
On this removal and its consequences see W. Hamisch, VerhMngnis. 
p. 127, n. 6. O.J. Seitz, "Two Spirits," p. 93, n. 9, cites the 
following regarding the removal of the evil inclination: Exodus R. 
51 end; cf. Num R. 15.16; Deut R. 6.14 cit. Joel 3.1; Cant R. I 2 
and 4; also b. Sukk. 52a. See also W.D. Davies, Paul, p. 22.

^^^Cf. Jub 50.5; l,24ff. where Satan is to be destroyed and 
Israel cleansed from its guilt of fornication; TJud 25.3.

^^^See W. Foerster, Gnosis I, p. 8; e.g. Ptolemaeus, Iren.
Adv. Haer. I, 7.1.

^^^E.g. according to G. Molin, SBhne, pp. 133-134, the struggle 
in man’s heart corresponds to that in the cosmos where the two 
powers (angels) are equally at work in the creation in the events 
of history.

^^^See above, chapter II, p. 80,also IQS 4.19; TJud 25.3.
^^^Text: Dupont-Sommer; K.G. Kuhn, "New Light," p. 99, writes 

that man "...stands either under the dominion of one, or under the 
dominion of the other, and his deeds are proof and expression of 
his subjection, as they are, at the same time, the execution and 
realization of the dominion of one or the other power." ([emphasis 
mine].
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The Relevance of Apocalyptic (London: Lutterworth Press, 1961), 
p. 161. Rowley understands Beliar as the totality of human rebellion 
against God, i.e. as a projection of the whole of human rebelliousness 
in the cosmic sphere. Thus we ’create’ Beliar by our own evil 
thoughts and deeds.

^^^See already, H.J. Schoeps, "Das gnostische Judentum in den 
Dead Sea Scrolls," ZRelGg (1954), p. 1-4, who saw in the two spirits 
doctrine a Jewish Gnosis; E. Peterson would go much farther in 
claiming to find the two yeser theory to be the origin of the 
determinism, pessimism and anticosmism in Gnosis; see Enciclopedia 
Cattolica, s.v. "Gnosi," VI, p. 880-881. See further, A. BBhlig, 
"Hintergrund," p. 99-100.

^^^E.g. W. Schmithals, Apokalyptik, p. 67.
^^^So A. Bbhlig, "Zum Antimimon Pneuma in den koptisch- 

gnostischen Texten," in his Mysterion und Wahrheit (Leiden: E.J.
Brill, 1968), p. 173; B. Otzen, "Sektenschriften," p. 136.

170Cf. TriTrac 106.6ff.,18ff.; DialSav 136.19f.; 137.5?
171"Antimimon;"^it should be noted that in AJ(BG) 55.8 the Coptic 

text refers to an < i v r i v o v s p i r i t  which Bbhlig suggests betrays 
the hand of the redactor of BG who attempted to stress the fiendly 
aspect of the opposing spirit (p. 162).

172Cf. AJ(BG) 55.4ff.
173So K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 200; cf. G. Quispel, "L’homme 

gnostique (La doctrine de Basilide)", ErJb XVI (1948), p. 129, who 
suggests that the counterfeit spirit is the soul (psyche).

174Compare PS III, 258a; 259a-b; also 260-262. This is similar 
to Valentinus’ belief that the heart is like an inn occupied by 
various kinds of demons - Clem. Strom. II, 20 = 114.3-6.

Î 75'^AJ(CGII) 29.33-30.2; AJ(BG) 68.14f.; 67.14f.; 56.10ff.;
PS III, 268a; cf. 301b.

176’,Hintergrund," pp. 99-100; cf. his "Antimimon," p. 174 where 
he thinks that both the Gnostics and Qumran used the same Zervanite 
sources. So also J. Doresse, "Gnosticism," p. 557. See further,
R. McL. Wilson, Problem, p. 246, n. 213.

^^^"Hintergrund," p. 100 ; see also S. Giversen, Apocryphon, 
p. 259f. N.P. Williams, Ideas, p. 59f., similarly argues that both 
yesers were created by God which leaves no room for a "Fall" concept 
for its origin. Yet he notes that despite this illogic the two do 
come together in IV Ez (p. 75).

^^^Cf. AJ(BG) 71.2ff.; PS III, 264b (here the evil spirit has 
its origin with the archons). W.-p, Hauschild, Gottes Geist und der 
Mensch, BEvT 63 (München: Kaiser, 1972), pp. 151-182, would trace 
this counterfeit spirit back to Enochian tradition (Watchers myth).
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En 6; 7.If.;. 8.Iff.; 9.1: 86.Iff.; 106.13; Jub 4.15; 5.Iff.; 
TReub 5.6ff.; TNaph 3.5; II En 7.Iff.; 18.Iff.; II Bar 56.10ff. See
D.S. Russell, Method, p. 249f.; Y. Janssens, "Fornication,” p. 490-491.

This same myth apparently underlies a preceding section in 
AJ (CGII) 28.11-33, where the archon seduces Sophia and so begets 
fate from which sin and ignorance of God follow. Thus the evil spirit 
is man’s individual portion of fate according to the text.

En 7.2ff.; 15.8,9,11; 16.1; cf. 10.6,15; 19.1; Jub 10.5-11;
86.Iff. See D.S. Russell, Method, p. 250-251.

If we are correct this would speak against the position of 
W. Foerster, "Geist," p. 131, and others who argue that the two 
spirits/yeser doctrine could not be the Vorstufe of Gnosis since 
they are created and not the product of a fall.

181Yet another example of this adoption may be found in the 
GTr which speaks of two spirits: the spirit of Error )
and the spirit of Truth C^ A 6 ) *  These, as 0. Betz, "Anfang," 
p. 30f., has shown, have their counterparts in Judaism, e.g. TJud
20.1 and the two spirits of IQS 3.18f.

182A.R.C. Leaney, Rule, p.150, writes on IQS 4.2ff.: "The concepts
of light and darkness are thought of now as being or causing ethical
qualities as in Test. Levi 17.6f.; Test. Benj. 5.2; 6.4; Test. Gad 5.7." 
Elsewhere, p. 149, Leaney suggests that the Spirit of Truth should be 
identified with the Spirit of Holiness (e.g. IQS 4.21), which is 
given to man to purify the "soul" or inner man; e.g. IQH 16.Ilf.; 
cf. 7.6f.; 17.26; 2.9,13.

^"Gegenwart," p. 491 ; see also ThDNT, s.v. " by
E. Sjdberg, VI, p. 281. SjBberg maintains that the spirit creates 
in one a moral life, e.g. TJud 20; TSim 4.4; TLevi 18.11 (cf. 18.7); 
TBenj 8.2; see also IQS 3.24f.; similarly according to Kiddushin 
30b, man could not overcome the evil yeser if God did not help him,
O.J. Seitz, "Two Spirits," p. 93.

It should be noted however that some Rabbis taught that the 
spirit was the reward for a moral life, not its basis, e.g. R.
Nechemiah M. Ex., 15.1. See ThDNT, s.v. " m  , " VI, p. 383,
also KNTTM II, p. 135.

^^^So G. Molin, SBhne , p. 133; E. Schweizer, "Geister," p. 511;
F . Notscher, "Geist," p. 306f.

Exactly how this empowering or soteriological spirit is 
related to and distinguished from the life principle (also "spirit") 
is and was apparently difficult to resolve, even for the Apocalyptists. 
See A.R.C. Leaney, Rule, p. 158ff.; and E. Schweizer, in ThDNT, s.v.
" ," VI, p. 389ff.

Moreover, as E. Schweizer, Ibid., notes, related to the 
question of the relationship between the life principle and the 
soteriological spirit is that of their relationship to the Spirit 
of God, viz. God as Spirit. It is the same problem that lies at 
the heart of gnostic anthropology, as R.McL, Wilson, "The Spirit in 
Gnostic Literature," in Christ and Spirit in the New Testament, FS 
for C.F.D. Moule (Cambridge: The University Press, 1973), p. 350, has 
noted.
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^^^6.4; cf. IQS 4.2; see D.S. Russell, Method, p. 148; also 
TSim 4.4; TBenj 8.2; TJud 20.1,5; Jub 40.5.

^^^Text: DSSE ; see also IQH 12.11.
187 Scrolls, p. 107.
188Text: DSSE ; see also I En 58.6,

189Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 25.2.
190See also Poimandres. CH I, 17, where the soul comes from 

Life and Nous from Light. Here too Nous functions like the good 
spirit from Qumran. Interestingly, C.H. Dodd, Bible, p. 209, 
would date Poimandres in the late 1st or early 2nd centuries 
AD before the rise of Valentinianism.

191HA 96.17ff. (text, Foerster); cf. Qumran.
In the Valentinian baptismal rite recorded in Iren. Adv.

Haer. I, 21.3, the officiant calls upon the ’good spirit’ and 
the initiate thereby claims he has redeemed his soul from this 
age. Cf. Clem. Strom. II, 20 and Hipp. Ref. VI, 34.4ff. In 
ExSoul 135.25ff. the Father sends light to the soul for deliverance.

192 'N.B. The reference to Holy Spirit need not be Christian, but
can be pre-Christian. See R.McL. Wilson, "Spirit," p. 352.

193Cf. Ptolemaeus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 5.6, where Sophia puts the 
spirit into the demiurge secretly so that the spirit in man 
happens in accordance with the Genesis account.

^^^See also ApocAd.
IQSApocAd 64.24-65.25.
^®®ApocAd 76.17-27.
197This inconsistency has already been noticed in the system 

of Saturninus (Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 24.1) by R.McL. Wilson, "Spirit," 
p. 349. One would expect that if the divine spirit has been 
implanted in man to raise him up then all men would have the spirit 
and so be saved. But the Gnostics must explain why, if all men 
have this spirit, all are not saved, why some accept the gnosis 
and some do not, why some are good and some evil. The answer for 
Saturninus was to assert that not all men have "the spark of life" 
in them. Here in the Ophite system Sophia apparently only grants 
the "trace of light" to certain men. The underlying dilemma which 
produced this problem already existed in Judaism as E. Schweizer 
has noted. ThDNT, s.v. " ir ," VI, p. 389ff.

^^^Cf. AJ(CGII) 15.7-29; 19.11-12.
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AJ(CGII) 19.15-33.
problem is related to how one decides to define 

"Nephesh" - Is it to be understood as God’s spirit breathed into 
man, or more properly as the Pysche of Greek philosophy, i.e. 
something distinct from spirit.

201 Cf. AJ(CGII) 15.29-19.6; 20.5-9.
202 Cf. AJ(CGII) 20.9-28; see S. Giverson, Apocryphon, p. 257.
203R, McL. Wilson, "Spirit," p. 350 n. 14, has pointed out 

that there is no parallel for the Epinoia of light working at the 
whole creation ... setting up her own perfect temple, in AJ(CGII). 
He suggests this theme contains echoes of Jewish Wisdom tradition 
(e.g. Prov 8.22ff.; 9.1).

^^^So R.McL. Wilson, "Spirit," p. 346, n. 2; 350; so also AJ(BG) 
71.5-14.

205Cf. AJ(CGII) 21.15-16; 22.33f.
^^^So K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 199. Here again, soul is 

obviously understood in the Jewish sense as "Nephesh" - the 
indwelling life-giving spirit of God.

^^^Cf. AJ(CGII) 26.12-19.
208Cf. AJ(CGII) 26.22-32; also 27.17-21. Commenting on this 

passage, R.McL. Wilson, "Spirit," p. 350, writes; "the vital point 
is not so much the reference to the spirit of life but the fact 
that it ’comes down’, and that the saved ’have united with the 
power’. There is a difference between the spirit that is in man 
and the saving power .... although it [the saving power] must bear 
some sort of relationship to the spirit in man."

209This concept of the saving or soteriological spirit sent 
to save the divine spirit/Nephesh in man may be more widespread 
than is realized. A careful reading of the Nag Hammadi library 
suggests it may well underlie the following as well; AJas 12.If.; 
4.18f.; GPh 64.26; HA 88.12-15; 96.22-28; cf. 87.17-19; OnOrWld 
115.4ff.; 124.9f.; SJC 119.6f.,16; 120.Iff.,4f.; ApocAd? 76.17-27; 
TriTrac? 72.Iff.; 105-106; 106.18-31; GrPow? 47.9-14; ApocPet?
77.17-19; 83.Iff.; Zost? 11.29-12.1; 46.15-30; 47.Iff.; TestTr? 
43.2ff.; Allog? 45.10f.; 50.25f.; TriPro? 40.29-41.1; 41.20-23; 
47.31f.

210On AJ see already the description of AJ in K. Rudolph,
Die Gnosis, p. 199-200.

211pp. 65-97 of Christenturn und Gnosis, ed. W. Eltester (Berlin 
Alfred TBpelmann, 1969) .
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212Ibid., p. 91-92; the concept ’saved by nature’ had already 
been questioned by E. Haenchen, "Das Johannesevangelium und sein 
Kommentar," TL2 89 (1964), p. 12; so also now K. Rudolph, Die 
Gnosis, p. 134-136.

Ibid., p. 90, citing Clem. Strom. II, 115.2; II, 10-11; see 
also p. 85.

^^'^Ibid., pp. 92ff.; see also Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 6.1; 7.1;
5.6; 7.5; Clem. Exc. 53.5; 63.1; cf. Iren. Adv. Haer I, 7.1.

215^•'^Ibid., pp. 83ff.
^^^See Schottroff, Ibid., p. 96; K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, 

p. 134-136. Clem. Exc. 2.1-2; 53.2; Iren. Adv. Haer, I, 5.6, . 
where the elect soul receives the male angelic seed (spirit?).

One wonders, if this reconstruction is correct, if it may 
point to the origin of the saved-savior concept. For if the soul, 
as Nephesh, consists of the indwelling spirit of God, it should be 
saved by nature. But since it is lost in ignorance it needs a 
saving spirit implanted to save it - a saving spirit which ultimately 
must be identified with the spirit which it is sent to save. On 
this motif, see K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 139ff.

217So already, A. Bdhlig, "Hintergrund," p. 99-100.
218Additionally, for the Apocalyptists the Fall was a post- 

mundane event, while for the Gnostics the Fall was pre-mundane.
See R.McL. Wilson, Problem, p. 207.

Of course the notion that the Self is somehow divine - a 
part of the world-soul or intelligible being - is a part of /
Platonism, Stoicism, Neoplatonism, ^  j§l. See ThDNT, s.v. 
by A. Dihle, IX, pp. 613-614.

21QReligion, p. 404.
220Paul, p. 17f.; also Bousset, Religion, p. 405, who sees this 

as Paul’s Hellenization of Christianity and the yeser concept.
However, F.C. Porter, "Yeçer," p. 98ff., 134, rejects this assertion 
of Bousset, as does Davies, Ibid., p. 162.

In this discussion one might note the similarity between 
Paul’s list of the fruits of the sarx (e.g. Gal 5.13-21) and that |
of the spirit at Qumran (IQS 4.9-11). W.S. LaSor, Scrolls, |
p. 175-176, finds here an impressive parallel but doubts that there 1
is an inherent relationship. Î

221gee also IQS 11.7,12; IQM 4.3; 12,12; IQH 4.29; 5.6,31f.; |
10.23; 13.13; 15.12,21; 17.25; 18.21,23, etc. This identification j
is not unknown to the Old and New Testaments: Gen 6.3,12; Is 31.3; I
40.6; Jer 17.5; Job 10.4; Ps 56.4; 78.39; Mk 14.38; Jn 1.13; 3.6; j
6.63; 8.15; Rom 6.19; 7.15,18,25: 8.3-13; 13.14; I Cor 5.5; 15.50; j
II Cor 10.2; Gal 4.23; 5.16-24; Eph 2.3; Phil 3.3; Col 2.11; I Pet :
1,24; II Pet 2.10,18; Jude 23. See A.R.C. Leaney, Rule, p. 255, I
also 167 for further discussion. !
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J. Licht, "An Analysis of the Treastise of the Two Spirits 
in DSD," in Scripta Hierosolymitana, vol. IV: Aspects of the Dead 
Sea Scrolls (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1958), p. 96-97, would find 
in IQS 4.20-21 yet another reference to the spirit of evil residing 
in the tissues of flesh. He translates the text: "God shall cleanse 
.., all the deeds of man ... and purify the human body to destroy 
all spirit of evil from the tissues of his flesh..." However,
G. Maier, Mensch, p. 192, argues that "flesh" at Qumran simply 
means "man".

^^^"New Light," p. 101. See further IQM 4.3; IQS 11.9. See 
also the criticism of Kuhn’s position by G. Maier, Ibid., p. 171ff.

223Kuhn, Ibid., p. 103; G. Driver, Scrolls, p. 572-573; W.D. 
Davies, "Flesh," p. 164-165, 171.

224Philo, for example, accepted the Platonic concept of the 
descent of souls into voluntary self-imprisonment in material 
flesh and so to enslavement to the evils in this world. See his 
De somn. i. 22 Ciü» p. 244]; De gigant. 3 (iii p. 53), according 
to N.P. Williams, Ideas, p. 84. Of course, Philo’s anthropology 
is much more complicated than this. See further EPh, s.v.
"Philo Judaeus," M.H. Wolf son, VI, p. 152; see also M. Simon,
"Elénents gnostiques chez Philon," OG, pp. 359-379.

225 'E.g. Wisd 19.13-18; II Enoch, - see F.C. Burkitt, Church,
p. 30-35; also B. Otzen, "Schriften," p. 138. See also above, p.196f

226.So Box,R.i. Charles, ^  II, p. 563, following the Syriac 
and Ethiopie texts. The Latin text according to ThDNT, s.v, 
"cK/AjcAp̂aîuj by Stahlin/Grundmann, I, p. 291, is; "Cor 
malignum baiulans, primus Adam transgressas et vietus est..."
See further discussion in A.L. Thompson, Responsibility, p. 352 n. 81,

227This of course is the hypothesis of E. Peterson in Enciclopedia 
Cattolica, s.v. "Gnosi," VI, p. 880: "Pero si puo constatare nel
giudaismo tardivo I’esistenza di un dualismo antropologico sotto 
la forma della dottrina delle due inclinazioni nell’uomo: della 
inclinazione cattiva ( jezer har-ra*' ) e della inclinazione buona 
(.jezer hat-tobh) che pare sia stata l’origine della g."



FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER FIVE

^Thls is the position taken by K. Rudolph, "Randerscheinungen," 
p. 120f. and Die Gnosis, p. 299. Rudolph would trace the common 
skepsis of Gnosticism and Apocalypticism back to Jewish-aramaic 
wisdom schools and doubt in the power of the divine wisdom. Of 
course the real problem was a sense of fatalism in both. G. Driver, 
Scrolls, p. 563, attributes it to a belief in astrology. J. Menard, 
"Littérature," pp. 300-301, refers to the socio-political environment 
and their common loss of confidence in themselves and their possibilities.

 ̂ ^See W. Schmithals, Apokalyptik, pp. 77, 83; ThDNT, s.v.
"jcTT vj kf iS ," by A. Oepke, III, p. 578; G. Driver, Scrolls,
p. 563; W. Harnisch, VerhMngnis, p. 323. K. Rudolph, "Randerscheinungen," 
p. 121, writes; "Die Sehnsucht nach ErlBsung aus dem irdischen Jammertal 
haben Gn.und apk, ebenso gemeinsam wie das heilsverblirgende Wissen 
um die güttliche Welt und ihre Mysterien."

^E.g. Clem. Strom. II, 10.2; ,115.If.; IV 89.4; V, 3.3; Origan 
De princ. Ill, 4; Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 6.2; Clem. Exc. 56.3. This 
has been the general scholarly consensus, e.g. ThDNT, s.v. " v < £ - ," 
by E. Schweizer, VI, p. 395; J. Zandee, "Ideas," p. 41. However see 
now L. Schottroff, "Animae," especially pp. 91-95, who argues that 
this was not what the Gnostics were asserting, but that this represents 
the Fathers* misunderstandings or polemicizing. She has been followed 
by K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 134f.

^J. Zandee, "Ideas," p. 59; K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 131ff.
5See e.g. the so-called "Hymn of the Pearl" (Acts of Thomas 

108-113); See K. Rudolph, Ibid.
^"The inner, spiritual man is redeemed through knowledge..." - 

Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 21.4 (Valentinians). Thus the gnostic phenomenon 
itself is supposed to be uniquely "gnostic" because of its concept 
of salvation by knowledge according to R. Haardt, Gnosis, p. 3;
H. Jonas, "Delimitation," p. 92; K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 132.
Cf. Th. P. van Baaren, "Definition," p. 175: "It does, however, not 
follow that anywhere we encounter this fgnostic ] conception of 
knowledge we have found a form of gnosticism." He concludes that 
Phenomenology "...has tended in the case of gnosticism to isolate 
the element of knowledge-that-brings-salvation as the essential 
characteristic ... of gnosticism..."

^Corinth, p. 27.
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^See below, p.254f.
QSee below, p. 276f.
^^E,g. Apocalypticism affirms the Law which Gnosticism rejects.

On the importance of the Law in Apocalypticism see W. Bousset,
Religion, pp. 119ff.; L. Morris, Apocalyptic, pp. 68ff.; see also 
I En 99.2; IV Ez 14.21.

^^Religion, p. 387; see also IV Ez 8.26-30; II Bar 75.7.
^^Ibid., p. 198.
^^Ibid., p. 202ff.; e.g. I En 5.4; 99.2,14.
^^See W. Harnisch, VerhMngnis, p. 145. The Law was also the 

basis for life at Qumran as well. See e.g. M. Burrows, Scrolls, p. 250.
However, the apocalyptic attitude toward the Law can be 

distinguished from that of Rabbinic Judaism inasmuch as the Law was 
not the sole, final, or most complete form of divine revelation.
For the Apocalyptists revelation was not a static deposit (i.e. the 
written Law), but an ongoing experience. See L. Morris, Apocalyptic, 
p. 68-70.

Bousset, Religion, p. 388, 392, passim.
^^VerhMngnis, p. 323.
^^See also IV Ez 3.8ff.; 3.20ff.; 7.62-69; 7.116-126. See 

further E.P. Sanders, Paul, p. 41, who cites also Johanan b. Zakkai 
(Berakoth 28b), Eleazer b. Azariah (Hagigah 4b), et al.

18The centrality of this question has also been noted by U.
Luck, "WeltverstMndnis," p. 301.

19So W. Bousset, Religion, p. 197.
20Ibid., pp. 392-393.
21This is also the case at Qumran. The catechism in IQS 3-4 

attempts to solve the question as to whether an individual is 
righteous or unrighteous, i.e. saved or damned, on the basis of 
predestination to the lot of one or the other spirits. See G.
Maier, Mensch, p. 260-261.

22OG, p. xxvi; This definition could be criticized for being 
too broad to be meaningful,seeR.P. Casey, "Gnosis, Gnosticism and 
the New Testament," in The Background of the New Testament and its 
Eschatology, FS for C.H. Dodd, ed. W.D. Davies and D. Daube (Cambridge:
The University Press, 1956), pp. 52-80; also K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 64,

^^ThDNT, s.v. " ̂  u/(5^ r ///?/<5 -»̂ ," IV, p. 813; so also G.
Quispel, Weltreligion, p. 37.
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24At the very least we can say that certain aspects of the 

gnosis are described as mysteries: "mystery of the passion," Iren.
Adv. Haer. I, 18.4; "mystery of the betrayal,” Iren. Adv. Haer. I,
31.1; "mystery of Eden," Hipp. Ref. V, 16.9; see also Epiph. Pan.
XXXI, 6.6; Clem. Exc. 44.2.

25 'E.g. Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 12.3. r /;/<?/u-v , especially in
the plural, is frequently used to denote gnostic rites, e.g. Epiph. Pan. 
XXXVII.5; PS 115 (193,32); but see also Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 21,3;
GPh generally and especially logion 68 (67.27-30); also ThDNT, s.v.
/ĵ u <r I o ," IV, p. 813.

^^See further Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 6.1 (the "mysteries of 
Achamoth"); Adv. Haer. I, 30.14 ("great mysteries"); Hipp. Ref. VI,
36.2 ("the great mystery of the father and of the aeons"); also 
Adv. Haer. I, 24.4.

According to the account of the Naassenes, Hipp. Ref. V, 7.19,
27f., 34; 8,7,9,25f.,41f., the gnostic message, i.e. the gnosis, can 
be discerned in the "mysteries" of the Hellenistic mystery religions.

27Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 1.3.

^^ThDNT, s.v. ’V o < r  r / 7 ^ ' p .  815; so also C.K.
Barrett, "Eschatology," p. 138; e.g. I En 37ff. This theme is 
also common to Qumran, e.g. IQS 3.23ff.; 4.6; 11.5-6; 11.15-20; IQH 
1.22; 2.8-14,17-18; 4.27-28; 18.9-14. See G. Driver, Scrolls, 
pp. 565-566; W. LaSor, Scrolls, pp. 112f. Thus I. Willi-Plein, 
"Geheimnis," pp. 68ff., sees the twofold concept of secret and 
revelation as the canon by which to define or delimit apocalyptic 
literature.

It should be noted, however, that raz as used by the 
Apocalyptists and at Qumran does not mean "mystery" in the gnostic 
sense. Again, Apocalypticism is not Gnosticism. Our point is that 
both movements presented themselves as having access to secret 
knowledge. On the differences in the content see e.g. H. Ringgren, 
"Qumran," p. 382; M. Wilcox, "Dualism," p. 92.

29Dan 2.28; also 2.47; IQpHab 7.1-14; CD 7.12-16; IQH 4.27-28.
ThDNT, s.v. " yU-<-/<r-r ^ / o-V ," IV, p. 815.

31I En 63.3, According to E. SjBberg, Menschensohn, p. 106, 
these are called mysteries because they are hidden from man until 
the eschaton and because they belong to the divine world, i.e. it 
is divine knowledge.

32Knowledge is also said to have been revealed to the sectarians 
at Qumran, e.g. IQS 4.6; 5.15-16; 8.11-12; 9.16-17; 10.24-25; IQH
1.21; IQpHab 7.1-14.

33"Apocalyptic and Pharisaism," in his Christian Origins and 
Judaism (London: Darton, Longman and Todd, 1962), p. 24; similarly,
K. Schubert, "Jildischer Hellenismus," p. 456, 458, defines Apocalypticism 
as a "Jewish gnosis". See also I. Gruenwald, "Knowledge," p. 104; 
also CrA. Keller, "BBsen," p. 71, who note this correspondence.
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^^E.g. K.G. Kuhn, "Texte," p. 205, where he once saw Qumran as 
a "Vorform des gnostischen Denkens..."; Kuhn was later to modify his 
position somewhat by drawing out the important distinctions between 
Gnosticism and the DSS; see ZTK 69 (1952), pp. 200ff. and 296ff. For 
a summary of positions and criticism, see K. Rudolph, "Forschungsbericht,"
T ^  N.F. 36/2 (1971), pp. 101-103.

35"Nature," p. 393. Yet his own position seems to be summed up 
best in his final sentence: "With Qumran we are certainly close to 
Gnosticism,but we have not yet passed the point of transition between 
pre-gnosis and Gnosticism proper," (p. 400).

E.g. R.McL. Wilson, Problem, p. 74f., writes: "...it would 
appear that while the Scrolls may fairly be called pre-gnostic, they 
are not yet Gnostic in the proper sense." For a summary of the 
differences between Qumran and the Gnostic message see E. Lohse,
Umwelt, pp. 188-189; H. Ringgren, "Qumran," p. 382f.; B. Reicke,
"Traces," pp. 137-141.

^^"Traces," p. 137-138; so also M. Mansoor, "Nature," pp. 396-397; 
similarly 0. Cullmann, "The Significance of the Qumran Texts for 
Research into the Beginnings of Christianity," JBL 14 (1955), pp. 213ff.;
J. Licht, "Doctrine," p. 97; K. Schubert, Community, p. 71-72; et al.

Yet, N.B., Reicke, Ibid., p. 141, concludes: "They ^the DSS] 
contribute to filling the gap between Jewish Apocalyptic and Gnosticism."
See further his "Da*at," pp. 245-255; W.D. Davies, "’Knowledge’ in the 
Dead Sea Scrolls and Matthew 11:25-30," HarvTR 46 (3/1953), pp. 118ff.

38In particular, gnostic gnosis is basically knowledge about 
man’s predicament, while raz and da'ath refer more to the divine 
purpose and its fulfillment. See below.

39The phrase is Pauline, see I Cor 2.7; Eph 3.9; Col 1.26.
^^See H. Jonas, Religion, p. 44; H. Schlier, "Mensch," p. 62.
^^E.g. I En 9.6, speaks of "T<% r-oZ Aj

secrets of the age or eternal secrets. See E. SjBberg, Menschensohn, 
p. 112; also IQS 2.3 where "knowledge of the aeons" is usually rendered
"eternal knowledge" by Vermes, et al, as one would expect.

^^See below, on heavenly ascent, p.275ff. j
43 !Religion, p. 45; cf. Poimandres, CH I, 24. j
*̂ "̂ E.g. I ApocJas 33.2ff. ; Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 21.5; Epiph. !

Pan. XXVI, 13; Origen, Cont. Cels. VI, 31-32. !
Such formulae were also known to Judaism as evidenced by the |

Hekaloth literature. See Gruenwald, "Knowledge," p. 98; G. Scholem, j
Jewish Gnosticism, pp. 80-83, 133. |
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^^See e.g., GPh. For an excellent introduction to these 
gnostic rites or sacraments, see K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, pp. 242-257,
A. Bühlig, "Mysterion und Wahrheit," in his Mysterion und Wahrheit 
(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1968), p. 32, notes that the Gnostics took 
over only the outer forms of the mysteries of others which consequently 
played a role in the development of the gnostic rites.

^^See e.g. IQS 11.3ff.; I En 48.6,7; 51.3; 61; 62.1,2; 68.5;
69.14; 89.1; 103.2; ^

^^See K. Schubert, "Jüdischer Hellenismus," p. 458; J. Schreiner, 
"Bewegung," p. 219; at Qumran, see J. Licht, "Doctrine," p. 98.

^^E.g. I En 85-90; II En 12; 16; III Bar 9.
49E.g. I En 41.3,6; 43.1-4; 52.5-9; 60.11-22; 71.4; 80.7;

II Bar 48.2-3; 54.1. K. Schubert,"Jüdischer Hellenismus," p. 458, 
finds this reason enough to call Apocalypticism (including Qumran) 
a Jewish Gnosis.

^^Calendrical speculation was especially important at Qumran.
See G. Driver, Scrolls, p. 565; A.R.C. Leaney, Rule, pp. 86ff., 
argues that Qumran, I En and Jub were attempts to introduce a 
solar calendar to Palestine. See I En 72-82; Jub 29-32.

^^E.g. Jub 2.2f.; Dan 10.13; I En 9.If.; 20.2f.; 40.6f.; 69.2ff.; 
IQS 3.13-15; also the "Angelic Liturgy," from Qumran. According to 
Josephus, B.J. II, 8.7, the Essenes swore to preserve the names of 
the angels; cf. IQS 9.17; 10.24.

A.R.C. Leaney, Rule, p. 39, passim, would find in this 
Apocalyptic and Qumranian interest in calendars, astronomy, and 
angel names an attempt and a desire of these ancients to live in 
harmony with the cosmos. Thus in I En 2-5 the ordering of the 
heavens is given as an example for man. See also TNaph 3.2; I En 
41.5; 43.2; 69.20ff. Their interest was thus focussed on more than 
ceremonial holiness or righteousness, but on being right or righteous 
in God’s scheme of things - a restoration of the primal harmony.
See also G. Driver, Scrolls, pp. 108-109; RAC, s.v. "Engel," 
by J, Michi, V, pp. 60-97.

52On the gnostic interest in angels see RAC, s.v. "Engel," 
by J. Michi, V, pp. 97-109. See also the impressive list of angel 
names in AJ(CGII) 15.23-17.30 and the discussion in S. Giversen, 
Apocryphon, p. 245ff. Giversen himself thinks that this section 
of AJCGII is an interpolation. Another list of angelic names 
appears in PS II, 126; see the translation by V. Macdermot, pp.
316-318.

53Religion, p. 34; e.g. Eug 74.20ff. See above, chapter III, 
p.142f.

^^A. Richardson, ed. A Theological Wordbook of the Bible 
(London: SCM, 1965), p. 222. K. Schubert, "Religion," p. 81, sees
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this as one aspect of the "gnosis" of Jewish Gnosis. However, 
according to E. Lohse, Umwelt, pp. 188-189, this is what distinguishes 
gnostic knowledge from that of Apocalypticism - one deals with God, 
the other with His will. See also J. Zandee, "Ideas," p. 68.

At Qumran, the sectarians had their own secrets - a Book of 
Secrets, a War Scroll, etc. which foretold the course and outcome 
of the coming war between the sons of light and the sons of darkness. 
See M. Black, Scrolls, p. 130; J. Van der Ploeg, Excavations, pp. 
119-122; see e.g. IQS 4.2-4,18-22; 11.3-4; IQpHab 7.6-14.

55K. Schubert, "Religion," p. 81; see above, chapter III, p.l37f,
^^So I. Gruenwald, "Knowledge," p. 105, who says this is the 

Jewish counterpart to gnostic knowledge of God; see also W. Foerster, 
"Geist," p. 125.

^^E.g. I En 38.2; 41.2; 45.1-2; 46.7; 48.10; IV Ez 7.21-24.
See above chapter III, pp. 139f.

58This is one of the points behind the descriptions of God’s 
appearance and that of his throne as found in I En 14,18ff.;
II En 22.Iff. - God and man stand face to face again.

W. Foerster, "Geist," p. 127, maintains that this is one of 
the themes of the hymns from Qumran. They reveal a new knowledge 
of God. See e.g. IQH 1.9f., 19,21 ,i23f. ; 4.13; 7.31f.; IQS 11.3f.
M. Burrows, Scrolls, p. 256, however, argues that at Qumran knowledge 
referred primarily to knowledge of the Law.

5QSee also e.g. ThCont 138.8-18; GTr 22.36,39; 23.Iff.;
J, Zandee, "Ideas," p. 68; H. Jonas, Religion, p. 44; H. Schlier,
"Mensch," p. 62; R.M. Grant, Early Christianity, pp. 8-9, says that 
this is what sets Gnosticism off from all other religions; Gnosis 
is "self" and not God centered. Similarly, W. Schmithals, Corinth, 
p. 33 n. 26, maintains that this also differentiates Gnosticism from 
the mystery religions. In the mysteries, one had to become enthused 
or possessed of the deity by ritual, etc., whereas in Gnosis man
is by nature divine - he only needs to be informed of it. Finally,
see K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, pp. 130ff. and above chapter IV.

60 ^In summary, G . Bomkamm, ThDNT, s.v. ”  ̂ v--' »"
IV, p. 816, concludes that "apocalyptic usage discloses clear 
connections with that of the mystery cults and Gnosticism." But 
he notes the following differences: "1. The apocalyptic mysteries 
do not relate to a destiny which the deity or the heavenly redeemer 
suffers, but to one which the deity decides and ordains; 2. reception 
of the mysteries is not deification in apocalyptic; 3. the mysteries 
are in apocalyptic oriented to an eschatological cosmic revelation."

^^Judaism knows of "hidden things" unknown to man, e.g. Sir
3.21-22; 11.4; Job 28.12; 6-15; 38-39; also DBS, IQS 4.22; 9.19;
11.5f.; IQH 7.32; 10.3ff.; 12.27f.; 13.3f. See A.R.C. Leaney,
Rule, p. 253; G. Maier, Mensch, pp. 204-205; M. Wilcox, "Dualism," 
pp. 89ff.
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For example, compare Job 28.25-26 which says there are 
secret laws of nature which are unfathomable to man (also 28.6-15 
and chapters 38-39 listing the riddles of the universe) with I 
En 41.3-9; 60.11-24; II En 23.1-6A; 40.1-12A where these secrets 
and riddles are revealed to the Apocalyptist. Apocalypticism 
answers the questions raised by the Wisdom tradition and so it seeks 
to replace and surpass it. Apocalypticism can be seen to be a 
superior Wisdom tradition.

Similarly at Qumran the sectarians claimed to have new 
insight, a special revelation based on the O.T. text (e.g. the 
prophets) which enabled them alone to properly exegete O.T. scripture; 
e.g. IQpHab 7.1-14. See I. Gruenwald, "Knowledge," pp. 69ff., 76; 
also U. Luck, "Weltverst&idnis," p. 295, who compares Eccles 3.10ff. 
with I En 102.4-104; also M. Burrows, Scrolls, p. 247; G. Maier,
Mens ch, pp. 219-220. See also R.E. Brown, "The Pre-Christian 
Semitic Concept of ’Mystery’," CBQ 20 (1958), pp. 436ff.

On the gnostic conceit see, e.g. Basilides, frag. 14, Clem. 
Strom. VI, 6 = 53.2-5; see also J. Zandee, "Ideas," p. 23f.;
C.-A. Keller, "Bbsen," p. 89. N.B. M. Hengel, Judaism I, p. 210f., 
notes that "higher wisdom through revelation" was a common feature 
of religion in late antiquity.

^^See W. Schmithals, Apokalyptik, pp. 7-72, who recognizes 
their common appeal to the "newness" of their messages (due to 
revelation) although the truth they both share is supposed to 
have been revealed to the ancients. See also M. Hengel, Judaism I, 
pp. 202ff.; H. Jonas, Religion, p. 45.

'̂̂ Kyrios, p. 252; compare W. Baldensperger, Hoffnungen, 188, 
who calls Apocalypticism "...eine Welt des Traumes und der Romantik." 
So also W. Albright, Stone Age, p. 374. See GPh 61.20-35;
GMary 10.20f.; which suggest that visions are important in becoming 
a Gnostic.

^^Hipp. Ref. V, 10.If.
^^Val. frag. 7, Hipp. Ref. VI, 42.2; cf. 37. See also AJ(BG)

21.If.; (CGII) 2.If., where John is said to have been encountered 
by a child/old man revealer; Epiph. Pan,XXVI, 3.1; GPh 66.30-33;
GTr 42.40-43.5?; W. Bauer, Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest 
Christianity, ed. R.A. Kraft, (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1971), 
p. 176.

^^So Ref. VI, 43; see also Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 14.1 = 8.1; 
see W. Bauer, Ibid., p. 177.

On the variations within Gnosticism as to whether the 
revelation occurred in the primordial past; at various times, or 
now in the last age, see K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, pp. 146ff,

^^See below, p.254ff.
6QE.g. ApocPaul (CGV,2).
^^Pan. XL, 7.6 - Martiades and Marsianus.
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^^See A. Helmbold, "Elements," pp. 222-227; Epiph. Pan. XL, 2.2.
72See J. Doresse, Secret, pp. 45-46.
73Ibid., pp. 285-286 on Enoch, Daniel and Jubilees; see also 

R.M. Grant, Early Christianity, p. 41.
^^This interest is perhaps also implied in 3StSeth 118.20-23; 

see also below, p. 243, on gnostic revelation gospels.
^^See P. Vielhauer, "Apocalyptic," pp. 582f.; ThDNT, s.v.

 ̂, Q by G. Bornkamm, IV, p. 815.
^^The earliest form of apocalyptic revelation was apparently 

the dream or night vision, usually presented in symbolic form; 
e.g. Dan 7; 8; I En 85-90 (Beasts); II Bar 36 (Vine and Cedar);
53 (Black and White Waters); IV Ez 9.38-10.57 (Disconsolate Woman); 
10.60-12.39 (Eagle); 13.1-13 (Son of Man). See RGG, s.v. "JUdische 
Apokalyptik," by H. Ringgren, I, p. 465.

This type of vision is not mentioned by our gnostic witnesses 
perhaps because there was a development away from this type of 
vision, even in the catholic church. See P. Vielhauer, "Apocalyptic," 
p. 583. However, in ApocPet 75.Iff. there seems to be a polemic 
against those (in the catholic church?) who say that the Gnostics’ 
dreams are from Satan which would 'suggest that they too may have 
experienced dream visions. But as literary device it is absent from 
the Nag Hammadi library.

At Qumran only IQH 4.18 refers to a "vision" of knowledge.
Generally revelation came through studying the Torah, e.g. IQS 4.22;
9.19; 11.3,6 for the sectarians were the special recipients of God’s 
truth, e.g. IQH 1.27; 2.10; 5.9; 7.24; 9.4,9,10; IQM 13.9-10,12.
See discussion on revelation at Qumran in A.R.C. Leaney, Rule, 
p. 63ff.; M. Wilcox, "Dualism," pp. 89ff.; M. Burrows, Scrolls, 
pp. 247, 255, 260f. Yet cf. 4QMess 1.5-6: "And then he will acquire 
wisdom and learn und C^rstanding3 ...vision to come to him on his 
knees." A vision experience may also be implied by the account of 
the divine throne-chariot among the liturgical fragments of the 
"Angelic Liturgy." See Vermes, DSSE, p. 212.

77See below.
Angelophanies (waking visions) are a common trait of Apocalypticism, 

e.g. IV Ez 4.Iff,; 5.31ff.; 7.Iff.; 10.29ff.; 12.7ff.; I En 60.4ff.;
Dan 9.20f.; 10.10; II Bar 55.3-74.4; perhaps IQM 10.8-11; 4QTest Amram.

78Ascent visions: Dan 8.2?; Ezek 8.2ff.; 37; 40; I En 14.18;
39.3f.; 71.1, et al; ApocAbr; TLevi; TAbraham 7b; 8b; 9; 10; II En;
Ascis; ApocPaul; TIsaac; perhaps IQH 3.20 (so T.H. Gaster. Scriptures, 
p. 330); see H. Hubner, "Anthropologische Dualismus in den Hodayoth?"
NTS 18 (1972) ; ThDNT s.v. by G. Bornkamm, IV, p. 816.

79Apokalyptik, p. 287.
^^"Mysterion," p. 34.
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81Wm. Beardslee,,"N.T. Apocalyptic," p. 425, however, believes 
that Gnosis, with its interest in revelations, a consequence of 
the apocalyptic movement: "...it is possible to see the core of 
apocalyptic in its self-understanding as esoteric revelation. Such 
a view moves it quite close to Gnosticism which was, it seems, a 
principal consequence of the apocalyptic movement." Similarly, U. 
Wilckens, Weisheit, p. 128, says on the basis of AJ(BG) 75.18:
"Das Offenbarungsschema der jUdischen Apokalyptik ist vollkommen 
gnostifiziert."

0 9 See Wm. Beardslee, Ibid., pp. 422-423; C.-A. Keller, "Bbsen,"
p. 70.

83So J. Doresse, Secret, p. 156; also his "Les apocalypses de 
Zoroastre, de Zostrien, de Nicothee, ...’ (Poryphyre, Vie de Plotin,
§ 16)," in Coptic Studies in Honor of Walter Ewing Crum (Boston:

The Byzantine Institute,1950), pp. 255-263.
^^For discussion of the relationship of these "revelations" 

to those bearing similar titles at Nag Hammadi, see J. Doresse,
Ibid.; see also Epiph. Pan. XXVI, 8.1, who mentions a "Revelations 
of Adam."

Q C
These include: CGV: ApocPaul; I ApocJas; II ApocJas; ApocAd; 

CGVI: the revelation of AsclepiusCGVII; ApocPet; Apoc of Dositheus, 
now known as 3StSeth; CGVIII: Zost; CGXI: Allog, a revelation to 
Messos. See J. Doresse, Secret, p. 156.

^^"Apocalyptic," p. 599. On the whole issue of a definition for 
"apocalypse" see K. Koch, Rediscovery, pp. 18ff.; J. Schreiner, 
"Bewegung," pp. 215f.

87 "Gnostic Gospels" include AJ, SJC; DialSav; GMary; PS and 
the two books of leu according to H.-C. Puech, "Gnostic Gospels and 
Related Documents," in Hennecke-Schneemelcher, New Testament Apocrypha 
I (London: SCM Press, 1963), pp. 231-232. To these we would add 
HA even though the revealer is not Jesus/Christ but an angel.

N.B. J.M. Robinson, "Logoi Sophon: On the Gattung of Q" in his 
Trajectories Through Early Christianity (Philadelphia: Fortress 
Press, 1971), p. 106f., suggests that this "gospel" genre should not 
be confused with what he designates )KCy'o\ (To (e.g. the GTh) which 
he would trace back to Jewish wisdom.

88H. Koester, "One Jesus and Four Primitive Gospels," in J.M. 
Robinson, ed. Trajectories Through Early Christianity (Philadelphia: 
Fortress Press, 1971), p. 196, 193. Koester notes a number of 
characteristics of these gnostic "gospels" which are common to 
apocalypses, but not the canonical gospels. These include :

1) the seer has his encounter on a mountain (apocalypses: a 
special place; see below, p. 259 )•

2) Jesus appears from heaven - the scene is that of an epiphany 
(apocalypses: an angelophany; see below, p. 259 )*

3) Jesus introduces himself to the disciples, e.g. AJ(BG) 19ff. 
(apocalypses: angel introduces himself to the seer).
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4) the revelations take on a pattern of question and answer 
dialogue (so also in the apocalypses; see below, p.261).

5) In the closing sections of the tractates one frequently 
finds a "curse formula" pledging the reader to not reveal the 
secrets to the uninitiated, e.g. AJ(CGII) 31-32; AJ(BG) 76; II 
Book of leu; cf. Book Baruch by Justin, Hipp. Ref. V, 27.2; Iren.
Adv. Haer. I, 24.6; see HrC. Puech, "Gnostic Gospels," p. 263.
(So also in the apocalypses; see Dan 8.26; 12.4,9; AsMos 1.16f.;
cf. 10.11; 11.1; II En 33.11-12; IV Ez 14.45f.; 14.6; cf. Rev 22.17; 
see also IQS 4.6; 9.17. See further, D.S. Russell, Method, p. IlOf.; 
J. Doresse, Secret, p. 78 ).

To these characteristics noted by Koester, we would add the 
following which suggest that the gnostic gospels are describing 
visionary experiences according to the pattern of Jewish apocalyptic 
literature:

6) The experiences occur when the seer/disciples are deeply 
troubled; see below, p. 259-260.

7) The appearances of Jesus/revealer are described in the 
termini technici of visionary accounts*, see below*

8) Gnostic gospels (as well as apocalypses) are pseudepigraphic; 
i.e. they are ascribed to Adam, Seth (ApocAd), Norea (HA), and 
various disciples (GMary, SJC).

See further C.-A. Keller, "Bbsen," p. 70. A recent study of
the apocalypse genre including an article on "The Gnostic Apocalypses" 
by F. Fallon has come to our attention too late to be included in 
this survey. See now J.J. Collins, Apocalypse; The Morphology of 
a Genre, Semeia 14 (Missoula; Scholars Press, 1979).

89H. Koester, "One Jesus," pp. 197-198; so also Pherae Perkins
in an unpublished Harvard Dissertation, see HarvTR 64 (1971),
p. 574. Her present position is unclear; see her The Gnostic 
Dialogue (New York: Paulist Press, 1980), pp. 25, where she says 
gnostic dialogues employ revelations like apocalyptic literature,
"they do not follow the angel-seer model of the Jewish apocalypses." 
Cf. p. 41: "Since the Nag Hammadi writings provide many examples of 
esoteric Jewish traditions, the affinities between Gnostic dialogues 
and Jewish apocalypses probably indicate the genera in which those 
traditions were handed on in Gnostic circles."

^^"Synkretismus," p. 74; see also his "Mysterion," p. 34; Wm.
R. Murdock, "History," p. 184; U.Wilckens, Weisheit, p. 128.

o 1Gnosis, p. 3; See also M. Mansoor, "Nature," pp. 396-397; 
also Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 21.4; cf. HfC. Puech, "Time," p. 55; R.P. 
Casey, "Gnosis," p. 55.

92Most scholars reject any soteriological claims for apocalyptic 
knowledge; e.g. B, Reicke, "Traces," p. 138; K. Schubert, "JÜdischer 
Hellenismus," 456; W. Foerster, "Geist," p. 131; et al. Yet knowledge 
does have a role to play in salvation as Wm. S. LaSor, Scrolls, 
p. 92, at least, recognized.

The first to recognize and publish the following observations 
was I. Gruenwald, "Knowledge,"-pp. 63-107; but see also J. Maier, 
Kultus, p. 16; and now K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 294.
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Q qSo U. Luck, "WeltverstMndnispp. 283-305, esp. pp. 292f.; 
so also at Qumran? According to IQS 11.6, God is said to command 
his knowledge to depart before man completes his days. See above, 
p. llOf.

94See Wm. R. Murdock, "History," p. 185, n. 87; as I. Gruenwald, 
"Knowledge," p. 73, points out, this motif of a restoration of 
wisdom and so liberation from ignorance is an often overlooked 
aspect of Jewish (apocalyptic) eschatology which indicates the 
direction of development of apocalyptic thought conferring faith and 
knowledge. See also U. Luck, "WeltverstHndnis," p. 292f.; G. Maier, 
Mensch, p. 258, on IQHab on 2.14; IQS 4.22*

®^See also I En 5.8a,81; 48.1-2; 49.1,3; 51.3; 91.10; cf. 90.35; 
99.10; II Bar 44.14; IV Ez 7.35-42; 8.52.

96IV Ez 8.52; the text is that of J.M. Myers, I&II Esdras, The 
Anchor Bible (Garden City, New York: Doubleday, 1974), p. 224, 246; 
G.E. Box, in Charles, ^  II, p. 598, translates the text: "wisdom 
is preconstituted"; Gunkel in Kautzsch, Pseudepigrapha,p. 382, "die 
Weisheit bereitet." According to Myers, Ibid., p. 224 note f., 
the Syriac reads, "wisdom has been perfected."

97On the date of the Similitudes, see the excursus, p .40.
98 'Cf. IQSa; IQS 11.3ff,; see also A.R.C. Leaney, Rule, p. 246-

247 on IQS 10.12.
99Also see 49.1,3; 61.7; it is implied in 90.35; see E, Sjbberg, 

Menschensohn, p. 104.
^^^See U. Luck, "Weltverstdndnis," p. 293. This is also the case 

at Qumran, e.g. IQS 4.22-23. Thus J, Licht, "Analysis," p. 97, sees 
the gift of "knowledge of the Most High and the wisdom of the Sons 
of Heaven" as an eschatological event; cf. Acts 2.11,16-22.

^^^So also E. Sjbberg, Menschensohn, p. 106; also D, Lührmann,
Offenbarungsverstdndnis, p. 98.

However, it must also be recognized that this wisdom was 
believed to be revealed in ways other than heavenly ascents as 
well. For example at Qumran, mysteries were disclosed and wisdom 
was received by the study of Biblical texts. See R.E. Brown, 
"Mystery," pp. 436ff.; also I. Gruenwald, "Knowledge," pp. 68ff., 
passim. See, e.g., IQS 11.3-9.

N.B. Paul was also familiar with the ascent into heaven (II 
Cor 12.1-4) which apparently involved the reception of secret wisdom 
(I Cor 2). But this he insists (against his audience?) is the Christ- 
mystery. The question remains, was the system of thought (and its 
mysteries) against which he polemicizes gnostic or apocalyptic?
See W. Bousset, "Die Himmelsreise der Seele," Archiv für Religion- 
swissenschaft 4 (1901), pp. 143-144.

109I. Gruenwald, "Knowledge," p. 71.
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103I En 37.4; XI En 24.3; also at Qumran, IQH fr, 1.2-3.
^°^II En 27.4A; see 33.3A.
^°^I En 37.1; see also IQS 11.5-6,
^^^I En 71.14.
^^^See also TLevi 2.4, where Levi prays for salvation; 4.2-3,5 

his prayer is answered and assurance of his salvation is bestowed; 
so also II En 22.6-7; AscIs 11.35; II En 64.5; IQH 2.13-14; 4.27-28.

Already at Qumran the connection had been made between 
knowledge and righteousness leading to salvation, e.g. IQS 11.5f. 
according to G. Maier, Mensch, pp. 117f.

108So also I. Gruenwald, "Knowledge,” p. 72.
R, Murdock, "History," p. 184; see also G. von Rad, O.T. 

Theology II, p. 302; D.S. Russell, Method, p. 117.
^^^As Murdock, Ibid., p. 184, concludes: "...the apocalypse 

was an archetype of the later Gnostic documents in which the reader 
also received the gnosis (= revealed sophia) by reading the documents."

Luck, "WeltverstHndnis," jpp. 293ff.; 299, argues for the 
relationship of wisdom (knowledge) to the Law which in turn would 
lead to salvation; i.e. Wisdom leads to righteousness according to 
the Law and so to salvation.

112I. Gruenwald, "Knowledge," p. 72, writes: "Knowledge means 
salvation;" (p. 77): "knowledge 4— salvation," See now also K. 
Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 294.

113Cf. Ps 139.16. See summary and discussion in D.S, Russell,
Method, pp. 125, 107ff.; 231; F. NBtscher, "Himmlische Bûcher und 
Schicksalglaube in Qumran," in his Vom Alten Zum Neuen Testament,
Bonner Biblische Beitrâge (Bonn: Peter Hanstein, 1962), pp. 72-79;
ThDNT, s.v. " ," by G. Schrenk, I, p. 620.

^^^The Book of Enoch (1912), p. 92, according to D.S. Russell, 
Method, p . 109.

11 SE.g. Jub 3.8-44; 4.5; 6.17-18; 15.25; 16.9,16-29; 18.18-19;
24.33; 28.6; 30.9; 32.2ff.; 33.10; 49.Iff.; 50.6-13; TLevi 5.4.

^^^TAsh 2.10?; TLevi 5.4?; I En 93.Iff. See also D.S. Russell, 
Method, p. 108.

^^^I En 107.1; II En 23.4.
^^^I En 89.61f.; 90.14f.; 91.14; 98.7; 104.7; Jub 1.29; 23.21-22;

30.21-22,32; 32.21-22; at Qumran see IQH 1.24; cf. IQM 12.3; IQHab 
7.13; IQS 10.6,8,11; cf. Ps 139.16; Mai 3.16; Is 65.6; Ps 56.9.
See F . NBtscher, "BÜcher," p. 76.
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There is, of course, a difference between the assertion that 
these books contain a record of sins already committed and that 
they contain a forecast of sins to be committed. However, the 
difference may be more imagined than real. When I En (103,2; 106.19; 
107.1; 108.7 and II En 23,4) suggests that the record is already 
written the author need not be denying "free-will", but may be 
building his case on the assumption of God’s foreknowledge. God 
already knows the outcome of man’s life as well as the judgment.
He is assuming that this is already recorded in the books revealed 
to Enoch. Other apocalyptists, e.g. II Bar, seem to assume that 
the angels keep a running account. Yet even here one must assume 
that the names and their relative standing in regard to the Judgment 
must be available for those like Enoch who have the privilege to 
see them - a privilege not claimed by all the Apocalyptists,

Citing F. NBtscher, H.G, May, "Reference," p. 6, finds a true 
deterministic theme in the reference to heavenly books at Qumran,
"...in which all that is to happen is written, for everything is 
foreknown and foretold: ’Everything is inscribed before thee in 
a memorial inscription to all eternal times’ (IQH 1.23-24; cf. 1.27-28)."

NBtscher himself seems to argue that at Qumran and in the 
pseudepigrapha these books were not believed to record man’s fate, 
yet in reference to the pseudepigrapha he writes : "Merkbuch und 
Schicksalsbuch ist da nicht scharf zu unterscheiden. Indirekt kann 
der Eintrag in das Meric-oder Protokollbuch schon das Schicksal 
bedeuten, an dessen Gestalten der JBetroffene aber keineswegs unbeteiligt 
ist. Er hat es durch sein Verbalten selbst mit herbeigefUhrt." - 
Ibid., p. 79.

119Similarly, we are told in II En 23.4A that Enoch wrote down 
"...all the souls of mankind, however many of them are born, and 
the place prepared for them to eternity."

F. NBtscher, "Bûcher," p. 73, would distinguish the Book of 
Life from the book(s) which records the deeds of mankind; cf.
Rev 20.12; Dan 7.10; also I En 47.3; 104.1?; Jub 30.22. The 
distinction is valid of course, but in terms of consequences 
insignificant.

120Elsehwere Enoch addresses them as "my children" - e.g. II 
En 40.1; 47.1; cf. 48.6ff.; 54.

121While we have no extant list of names from Qumran either, we 
do find references to such lists. For example IQM 12.2-3 speaks of 
a roster of the names of God’s Elect Holy people (cf. IQH 16.10).
F. NBtscher, "Bûcher," p. 77ff., argues that if these references 
actually do refer to heavenly lists of the Elect, they are the 
heavenly counterparts of Qumran’s own membership lists, e.g. CD 4,If.; 
13.12; 14.3-4; cf. IQS 5.23; 6.10,22,26; 7.21; 8.19; 9.2; IQSa 1.21;
IQS 7.2 (priests). However, it is equally as likely that the 
membership lists at Qumran were an attempt to be true to the heavenly 
lists of God’s elect. See below, p. 252f.

Again, that we should have no extant lists or rosters of the 
Elect need not surprise us for it would have been the Apocalyptists’ 
most secret information. It would not have been the kind of thing
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the church would have preserved either. But more likely, such 
lists need not have been a written list per se, but simply an 
assurance that one's name was inscribed on the tablets above. In 
other words, what is important is not the form, but the belief 
that one could know his eventual fate right now.

Such an understanding of the heavenly books can also be 
found among the Gnostics. First of all what is important is the 
heavenly list, the living book of the living which becomes manifest 
in the Gnostic's heart (GTr 19.35f.). Secondly, those who are to 
be saved and are on that list can be known. According to GTr 21.4 
(Foerster translation): "But those who will accept teaching are the 
living ones who are written in the book of the living, they are 
taught about themselves." This in turn is related to the "gnostic 
call". H, Jonas, Religion, p. 75, writes: "In the Valentinian 
elaboration, the call is specifically the calling by 'name,' 
i.e., the person's mystic name, from eternity 'inscribed' with God 
in the 'book of the living': 'Those whose names He knew in advance, 
were called at the end, so that he who knows, is he whose name has
been spoken by the Father. For he whose name has not been pronounced,
is ignorant. Truly, how should a person be able to hear, if his 
name has not been called? For he who remains ignorant until the 
end, is a creature of 'Oblivion' and will be destroyed with it. If 
this is not the case, why have these miserable ones received no 
name, why do they not hear the call?'" (GTr 21.25-22.1; see also 
AJ(CGII) 31.If.: "who is it that calls my name?").

W. Foerster, Gnosis I, p. 2, would see this call process in 
a mystical way - the person is confronted by the gnosis, if he is 
pneumatic he will feel himself addressed and so will answer the 
call. This is true of the faith process generally, but what seems to 
be the common factor in the gnostic call and the apocalyptic interest 
in the heavenly roster is an interest in providing assurance, i.e. 
knowledge, of salvation. For if the gnostic catechumen experiences 
this calling by name, he knows his name is contained in the heavenly
book of the living ; he knows he is saved. In both Gnosticism and
Apocalypticism, especially at Qumran (CD 4.If.), there is thus a 
correspondence between becoming a member of the movement and 
being identified in the heavenly books as a member of the Elect 
generation, i.e. the saved.

122D.S. Russell, Method, pp. 230ff.; especially p. 232; e.g. q
I En 41.8; PsSol 5.6; II En 49.2; ApocAbr 21, 22; II Bar 42.7; i
also IQS, see J. Licht, "Analysis," p. 9If.

123E.g. II Bar 48.40; 54.15f.; 85.7; II En 30.15; ApocAbr 26.
^^^This distinction is made by I. Gruenwald, "Knowledge," p. 79. 

We note that J. Licht, "Analysis," p. 91, n. 8, writes concerning 
IQS 3.15f., that "God of Knowledge" refers to God's foreknowledge; 
cf. p. 99, n. 41; also A.R.C. Leaney, Rule, p. 147.

1 oqSo U. Luck, "WeltverstHndnis," pp. 292ff.
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See M. Hengel, JudaismI, p. 209f. , who writes of the "saving 
character" of apocalyptic wisdom, which brings mankind to salvation. 
Such wisdom includes the totality of the apocalyptic message,

127See P. Volz, Eschatologie, p. 316. Cf. G. Maier, Mensch, 
p. 214f., who argues that at Qumran righteousness follows from 
election, i.e. from being one of the elect, not from free will.

128See A.R.C, Leaney, Rule, p. 129 ; thus the sons of light are 
also known as the "men of the lot of God". See also I En 1.1: 5.7f.; 
25.5; and the Similitudes.

129See G. Maier, Mens ch, pp. 208, 209 on IQS 10.11-13; cf.
OnOrWld 127.16f.

130This is also the case at Qumran according to M. Burrows,
Scrolls, p. 263, who wrote: "Membership in the community is therefore 
a sign of the divine election." Cf. W. Hamisch, VerhHngnis, p. 140, 
who rejects any notion of election, at least in IV Ezra.

131Cf. K. Schubert, "JÜdischer Hellenismus," p. 456, who seems 
to miss this point : "Gnosis und Apokalyptik, besonders die Texte 
von Qumran, kennen die Vorstellung einer auf einen engen Heilbezirk 
begrenzten arkanen Erkenntnis. Für die Gnosis bedeutet diese 
Erkenntnis aber selbst das Heil oder ist wenigstens der zum Heil 
fUhrende Weg, wMhrend für die Apokalyptik und die Qumran-Texte das 
Heil nur ausschliesslicher Besitz der erwHhlten Gemeinde ist.
Hier liegt der Schwerpunkt weniger auf der Erkenntnis oder der 
Erkenntnisakt selbst, sondern auf dem ErwHhlungsbegriff. Die dem 
Apokalyptiker eigene Erkenntnis ist die Einsicht derer, die zum 
'Rest Israels' gehüren."

132Mensch, p. 252ff. On these fragments see J.M. Allegro, "An 
Astrological Cryptic Document from Qumran," JSS 9 (1964), pp. 291-294; 
see also A.R.C. Leaney, Rule, p. 155; M. Hengel, Judaism I, p. 320. 
This fragment is designated 4Q 186,

133On this admission policy see IQS 5.20ff.
^^^See also frag. 12 Clem. Strom. IV, 26; Clem. Exc. 1.Iff.; 

also the Sethians, Epiph. Pan. XXXIX, 2.5f., who are an "elect race,"
135W. Bousset, Religion, pp. 402ff., esp. 405.

See above, p.240; so also A. BBhlig, "JUdisches und Iranisches 
in der Adamapokalypse des Codex V von Nag Hammadi," in his Mysterion 
und Wahrheit,(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1968), p. 152, who writes of 
ApocAd: "Die Spiritualisierung wird auch an der Beurteilung des 
Gesetz deutlich. Die reinen Menschen haben nicht ein Gesetz, das 
aufgeschrieben ist, erhalten, sondern die Worte Gottes sind ihnen 
durch Engel Ubergeben worden. Somit wird Gesetz und Gnosis 
gleichgesetzt. Durch solche Umdeutungen macht man sich die jüdische 
Tradition dienstbar." See ApocAd 85.3ff.
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137"Knowledge," p. 76; see also p. 87: "It thus seems that 
Jewish apocalypticism may well be taken as one of the prominent 
[sic] contributing factors in the shaping of the 'gnostic' Weltanschauung 
of gnosticism. It, in all likelihood, provided gnosticism with its 
particular concept of knowledge and the soteriological function of 
this knowledge..."

^^^Schule, p. 198.
139See e.g. E. Yamauchi, Pre-Christian.
^^^Burkitt, Church, p. 88; Petrement, "La notion de gnosticisme," 

RMetMor 65 (1960), p. 387; other scholars who have followed the Fathers 
include AT'^arnack, G. Kretschmar, H. Leisegang, J. Duchesne-Guillemin, 
T.W. Manson, E. Percy, H.-C. Puech, C. Schmidt, E. de Faye, R.P. Casey,
J, Munck, and A.D. Nock. See E. Yamauchi, Ibid., p. 20f.

^^^E.g. W. Bousset, Hauptprobleme, pp. 238-276; R. Reitzenstein, 
Poimandres, p. 81; so also S. Mowinckel, Cometh, p. 420ff.; G.
Widengren, Attitude ; more recently F. Wisse, "The Redeemer Figure 
in the Paraphrase of Shem," 12 (1970), pp. 135, 139.

^^^So W. Bousset, Hauptprobleme, pp. 242, 246f.; in his Kyrios, 
p. 267f., Bousset actually proposed three basic gnostic myths, but 
these are frequently combined by members of this "school" into a 
composite myth, e.g. R. Bultmann, Christianity, pp. 163-164, who 
combines the "Urmensch" and the "Redeemer" myths to create the 
redeemed-redeemer complex. On this whole problem see R.McL. Wilson, 
Problem, pp. 218ff., who compares the Iranian and gnostic concepts; 
also E. Yamauchi, Pre-Christian, pp. 2Iff.

See now K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, pp. 136ff., who maintains that 
there is no one redeemer myth, but a variety of redeemer figures.

^^^These assumptions include using late texts assuming that they 
preserve the earlier myth and also assuming that an allusion to the 
myth proves the myth existed in its entirety at that time. See the 
discussion of methodology in E. Yamauchi, Pre-Christian, pp. 170ff.

144So Colpe, Schule, pp. 30, 198, passim; Schenke, Gott, pp. 1-5;
16ff.; also his "Das Problem der Beziehung zwischen Judentum und 
Gnosis," Kairos 7 (1965), p. 132; cf. W. Schmithals, The Office of 
Apostle in the Early Church, trans. J.E. Steely (New York: Abingdon 
Press, 1969), p. 115f.; cf. 134, n. 153; also his Corinth, p. 30, 
n. 12. Schmithals would agree with Colpe concerning the "redeemer 
myth" but would substitute instead the "Man" myth.

^^^"Anthropos," p. 224, 234. Similarly R.M. Grant, Early 
Christianity, pp. 66-69, notes that there are only three gnostic 
"redeemers" - Jesus, Simon Magus, and Menander and the latter two 
must be based on Jesus. There is simply no evidence for a pre- 
Christian gnostic redeemer, while the notion that Jesus descended, 
in orthodoxy, is based on the Jewish concept of the Name, Wisdom, 
or the Shekinah of God. Grant's position would seem to require

J
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some amendment with the publication of the Nag Hammadi corpus.
Thus K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 141, maintains that the variety 
of redeemer figures in this literature forces us to give up the 
thesis of a Christian origin for gnostic soteriology. See further 
below.

'̂̂ P̂re-Christian, p. 165; so also R.McL. Wilson, Problem, p. 225; 
also his "Some Recent Studies in Gnosticism," NTS 6 (1959/60), 
p. 43; cf. K. Rudolph, "Forschungsbericht," TRu 36 (1971), p. 12.
On Bultmann's redeemer myth see again the critique of C. Colpe,
Schule, p. 191; See also H.-M. Schenke, "Die neutestamentliche 
Christologie und der gnostische Erlbser," in K.-W. TrBger ed.,
Gnosis und Neues Testament (GUtersloh: Glltersloher Verlagshaus,
Gerd Mohn, 1973), who seeks to replace the Bultmannian view with 
a more accurate one of his own.

^^^See e.g. J. Zandee, "Ideas," p. 62ff.; K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, 
p. 162ff. On gnostic Christology see K. Koschorke, Die Polemik der 
Gnostiker gegen das kirchliche Christentum, NHS VII (Leiden: E.J. 
Brill, 1978).

^^^Thus as reported by Clem. Exc. 61.6, it is absurd to believe 
that the savior could be overcome by death since there was no true 
incarnation. See also the "laughing savior" of ApocPet 82.4-16; 
GrSeth 56.4-19. »

Even W. Bousset, Hauptprobleme, p. 238, recognized the gnostic 
difficulty in assimilating Jesus and making the appearance of gnosis 
in the world an historical event. It is this difficulty, in part, 
which led him as well as W. Schmithals, Office, p. 133f., to argue 
for a pre-Christian non-historical redeemer figure. On the variety 
of ways the Gnostics could use the Christ figure see K. Rudolph,
Die Gnosis, pp. 165-184.

149See e.g. K.-W. TrBger, "Doketistische Christologie in Nag- 
Hammadi-Texten. Ein Beitrag zum Doketismus in frühchristliche Zeit," 
Kairos 19 (1/1977), pp. 45-52.

^^^E.g. Ptolemaeus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 7.2; cf. Clem. Exc.
59.1-4; Ophites, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 30.13; cf. Cerinthus, Iren.
Adv. Haer. I, 26.1; ApocPet*

151E.g. Ptolemaeus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 6.1; Val. frag. 3,
Clem. Strom. IV, 7 = 59.3; also Epiph. Pan. XXXIX, 3.5; Archontics, 
Epiph. Pan. XL, 8.2; GTr 31.4; ApocPet 81.15ff.; cf. Melch which 
stresses the reality of the incarnation! On docetism, see K.-W. 
TrBger, Ibid.; K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, pp. 177-182.

152See J. Zandee, "Ideas," p. 52f,; e.g. Valentinians, Hipp.
Ref. VI, 36.4; see also R.McL. Wilson, Problem, p. 218. Elsewhere 
it is said that the redeemer only appeared to suffer; actually it 
was Simon of Gyrene who died - e.g. Basilides, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 
24.4; GrSeth 56.9.
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K.-W. TrBger, Ibid., pp. 45-52, would find yet another theory 
among the Nag Hammadi tractates, that being the belief that the 
redeemer really did suffer even though it is basically impossible 
for him to suffer. This he finds in Zost, Silv, I ApocJas, and PetPhil,

153Cf. OnRes 44.13,21ff.; Melch.
^̂ '̂ Problem, p. 104; also J. Zandee, "Ideas," p. 63,
155So R.McL. Wilson, Problem, p. 104; e.g. GTr 18.12ff.; Poimandres 

CH I, 22-26; Naassene Hymn, Hipp. Ref. V, 10.1 ; see further, K.
Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 136ff., on this dilemma.

156"Time," p̂  gO; so also R.M. Grant, "Two Gnostic Gospels,"
JBL 79 (1960), p. 3; W. Foerster, Gnosis I, p. 15; and already 
W. Bauer, Das Leben Jesu im Zeitalter der Apokryphen (Tübingen, 1909), 
p. 375. See e.g. Epiph. Pan. XXXIII, 3.7; Hipp. Ref. V. 10.1; 
Poimandres CH I, 22-26; SJC 125.10ff.; cf. GTr 30.25; 31.10ff.;
AJ(BG) 22.Iff.

^Although Schmithals attempted to carry through the Bultmannian 
theory to the full, in the 3rd edition of his Die Gnosis in Korinth,
(on which the English translation is based), he differentiates 
between a pre-Christian system of "Christ Gnosticism" based on the 
Primal Man myth (e.g. p. 49) and the so-called "redeemer myth" which 
(p. 30, n. 12) is not constitutive for Gnosticism. In his The Office 
of the Apostle, e.g. p. 126, 115-116, passim, he attempted to find 
this revealer figure (i.e. based on the Man myth?) lying behind 
even the angelus interpres and figures like Enoch in the apocalyptic 
literature - the opposite of what we argue here.

W. Bousset, Hauptprobleme, p. 321, already recognized the fact 
that in some sects, e.g. the Ophites of Origen's Cont. Cels., the 
Nicolaitans, the Archontics, there is no redeemer figure
mentioned.

1 eq
Office, p. 126, 192ff. In this regard it should also be 

noted that many of the tractates from Nag Hammadi mention a non- 
Christian revealer figure, or betray being secondarily Christianized, 
E.tg. SJC is based on Eug according to M. Krause. See G.W. MacRae,
"Nag Hammadi and the New Testament," in Gnosis, FS for H. Jonas 
(GBttingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1978), pp. 148, 154, passim ; 
see also K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, pp. 139, 141f.

159Office, pp. 121-122. It is interesting that Schmithals includes 
Enoch and his literature in the discussion noting that it is 
gnosticizing (p. 155f.) but rejects it as being gnostic in the way 
he finds Gnosticism everywhere else.

^^^Pre-Christian, p. 169.
^^^See above, chapter II, p. 81.
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This is not to suggest that the angelus interpres is the 
only basis for the development of the gnostic revealer. As E.
Sevan, Sibyls and Seers (London; George Allen & Unwin, 1928), points 
out, the notion of epiphanies or appearances of the gods is a common 
feature in the religions of antiquity. However on p. 89 he notes that 
Poimandres is significant because the god appears solely to impart 
knowledge about the heavenly world and is therefore different from 
other epiphanies. It is this which would again correspond to the 
tradition of the angelus interpres in apocalyptic Judaism.

W. Schmithals, Office, p. 128, 145f., recognizes this corres
pondence as well but would attribute it to Gnosis influencing 
Judaism. Again the problem here is one of definition. Schmithal's 
definition of Gnosticism is broad enough to incorporate nearly every 
ancient religious expression where revelation occurs.

^^^See above, notes 76 and 78.
164E.g. IV Ez 4.Iff.; 5.31ff.; 7.Iff.; 10.29ff.; 12.7ff.; I En 

60.4ff.; Dan 9.20f. ; lO.lOf. ; II Bar 55.3-74.4; perhaps IQM 10.8-11.
^^^E.g. Zech 1.7ff., al; Ezek 40.3f.; 43.6f.; 47.6; Gen 18f, 

(Abraham's three visitors); Josh 5.13ff.
According to E. Sevan, Sibyls, p. 85f., one should distinguish 

between O.T. visions which are concerned with knowledge about this 
world and apocalyptic visions which he says are preoccupied with 
the beyond. See also R.E. Brown, "Mystery," p. 430, n. 57, who 
traces this form back to the Heavenly Council motif as in Amos 3.7.

^^^Also I En 60.11; see D.S. Russell, Method, p. 242.
^^^Gabriel: II En 21.3; Michael: I En 24.6; 71.3; Ramiel: II 

Bar 55.3; Phanael: III Bar 2.5; Uriel; IV Ez 4.12; 5.20; I En 20.2; 
21.9; Raphael: I En 22,3; Raguel: I En 23.4; II En 33.6; Samuil:
II En 33.6.

On angels generally see the bountiful article in RAC, s.v. 
"Engel," by J. Michi, V, pp. 53-258. On angels as revealers see 
also J. Gunther, Opponents, pp. 284ff.

^^^See e.g. Dan 8.15; 10.5,16; I En 87.2; 90.21,31; II En 1.4;
18.1; ApocAbr 10.5; cf. Ezek 40.3; 43.6f.; Zech 1.7. For rabbinic 
traditions see RAC, s.v, "Engel," by J. Michi, V, pp. 88f.

169Dressed in white: I En 87.2; 90.21; TLevi 8.2; see D.S.
Russell, Method, p. 127.

Fiery or bright: Dan 10.6; IV Ez 8.21; II Bar 21.6; 59.11;
II En 1.4f.; 19.1; 20.1; 29.1,3; 30.1; ApocAbr 19.6; 4QS TAmram.

Prince of Light ; IQM 10.10 ; cf. 4QS TAmram.
^^^Fasting: Dan 9.3; 10.2f.; IV Ez 5.20; 6.31,35; II Bar 5.7;

9.2; 12.5; 21.1; 47.2;
Eating special food: IV Ez 9.26; 12.51; 14.38f.
Special Location: II Bar 6.1; 21.1; 55.1; 77.18; IV Ez 14.1.
Troubled soul: Dan 7.15; II Bar 6.Iff.; IV Ez 1.1-3; 5.20; 9.28.
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171Cf. the pesher motif in AJ: "not as Moses said.,.", e.g.
AJ(BG) 58.15f.; 59.15f.

172Even in those accounts where the distress of the seer is not 
a factor, the purpose of the angel's visit is to impart knowledge, 
to instruct, and to explain. See further I En 40.2,9; 43,3; 46.2; 
60.9-11,24; TReub 5.3; TLevi 2.6; TIss 2.1; TJos 6.6; LAE 25;
ApocMos 1; ApocAbr lOff.; III Bar l.Sff.

1 73Cf. ApocAd 64f.; 67.15, where Adam is a revealer for Seth; 
cf. LAE 25, 29.

^ '̂̂ See A. Wilder, "Rhetoric," p. 449; H, Koester, "One Jesus," 
p. 193f.

The term "dialogue" is itself ambiguous in that it can be 
used to designate any number of conversation types. H. Musurillo, 
NCE, s.v. "Dialogue," IV, p. 849, thus finds four specific forms 
of dialogue; so also M. Hoffmann, "Der Dialog hex den christlichen 
Schriftstellern der ersten vier Jahrhunderte," ^  96 (1966), pp. 4-5.

Dialogue as a didactic device was well known in the Hellenistic 
world ; see e.g., L. Robin, Greek Thought and the Origins of the 
Scientific Spirit (London: Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner & Co., 1928), 
pp. 184f., and N. Gulley, The Philosophy of Socrates (London: 
Macmillan, 1968), pp. 23f., 32f. However, what distinguishes 
apocalyptic dialogue from that of the philosophers is that in 
apocalyptic dialogue the angel reveals knowledge that is otherwise 
unavailable to man and beyond his grasp (cf. IV Ez 4.13ff.; 7.52ff.). 
The dialogue is not the tool of a logical process (either inductive 
or deductive) as it is in the philosophies, but of revelation 
(Dan 9,22). Thus it is usually linked to a vision experience.

175IV Ez 3.1-5.13; 5.20-6.34; 6.35-9.25.
^^^J. Schreiner, "Bewegung," p. 222; D.S. Russell, Method, p. 18.
177E.g. Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 3.1; cf. the opening of GTh.
178Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 3.6; Heracleon’s exegesis is preserved in 

Origen's commentary on the Gospel of John, see e.g. W. Foerster, 
Gnosis I, pp. 162-183; E. Pagels, The Johannine Gospel in Gnostic 
Exegesis (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1973); on Valentinus and the 
use of allegory see F.C. Burkitt, Church, p. 51.

179See S. Laeuchli, Language, p. 22; K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, 
p. 165; P. Perkins, Dialogue, pp. 26ff., passim. See e.g. GMary 
10.Iff.; ThCont 138.Iff.; AJas l.lOf.; DialSav (lacks setting); 
cf. Iren, Adv. Haer. I, 30.4.

1 80Text: Hennecke-Schneemelcher, NTA I, p. 256.
1 qi This is alluded to in Hipp. Ref. VII, 20.1, as the origin of 

the gnosis of Basilides.
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’■®^E.g. SJC 90.If..; AJCCGII) 1,5-2.1, (BG) 19.15-21.1; ThCont 
138.20f.; cf. ApocPaul 18.3f.; I ApocJas 30,15-31.1; PetPhil 134,lOf. 
According to AJas 2.19, Jesus departs from the disciples 550 days 
after the resurrection; cf. Ascis 9.16 and Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 30.14; 
also I, 3.2. See P. Perkins, Dialogue, pp. 47-48; A. Helmbold, 
"Elements," p. 223.

183We find a number of termini technici of visionary experiences: 
"appear" (oywAft ): SJC(BG) 77.9f.; AJ(BG) 21.3f. ; I_ApocJas 31.2; 
cf. PetPhil 134.10; AJas 2.15f. ; "disappear" (ùyp<^ToywN^) : SJC
(BG) 126.17; AJ(BG) 76.17; "saw" ( d i M a V  )’ AJ(BG) 21.5; PS 7a;
GMary 10.11; cf. ApocPet 72.5f.; 81.Iff.; At times the experience 
is actually called a vision ( O ) , e.g.
GMary lO.lOf.; cf. Epiph. Pan. XXVI, 8.1. * ^

(BG) 77.9ff.; 126.17; AJ(BG) 21.3f.; 76.17.
185AJ(BG) 21.3-5; ApocPaul 18.3f.; cf. PS; Zost; and the Acts 

of John 88-89 (see NTA II, p. 225). G. Quispel, "Demiurge," 
pp. 1-33, would trace this theme back to traditions about the god 
Aion; but K.-W. TrBger, "AnsMtze," p. 314, finds its origin in 
apocalyptic speculation. See generally P. Perkins, Dialogue, pp. 49-55

186He is glorious, bright. Light itself: PetPhil 134.10; cf. PS 
5-6; ApocPet 22.35f.; cf. GPh 57.28-58.2. Commenting on this P. 
Perkins, Dialogue. p. 50, states that such descriptions of the 
revealer's appearance are so ubiquitous as to be "the mark of Gnostic 
resurrection stories". She concludes: "The luminous descriptions 
of the Risen Christ came to play an important role in the Gnostic 
argument against orthodox doctrines of the bodily resurrection.
But, whatever its polemic use, the luminous revealer derives from 
Jewish descriptions of angelic messengers."(Ibid., p. 50-51, emphasis 
mine).

187So H. Koester, "One Jesus," p. 193f.; P. Perkins, Ibid. pp.
40, 50ff.

188The Gnostics are not concerned with the historical Jesus per 
se, but with the account of his post-resurrection appearances/visions 
to use him as yet another vehicle for revealing their gnosis. See 
also A. Helmbold, "Elements," p. 223.

It should be noted that there is an angel Christology known 
to Gnosis; see Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 2.6, which claims that there are 
"angels of the same kind" as Christ; also I, 4.5; Clem. Exc. 35.1; 
see further RAC, s.v. "Engel," by J. Michi, V, pp. 107-108. This 
angel Christology is also common to Jewish Christianity and Philo; 
see J. Danielou, Theology, pp. 117f.

1 89 PS 4; SJC(BG) 77.9ff.; AJ(BG) 20.5; I ApocJas 30.18ff.;
ApocPaul 19.12-13; also Epiph. Pan. XXVI, 3.1; also PetPhil 133.15; 
134.10. P. Perkins, Dialogue, pp. 41; 48, notes the correspondence 
here with the settings in the Jewish apocalypses.
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6b; I ApocJas 30.15; cf. HA 92.30ff.

^^^AJ(BG) 20.5ff.
192SJC(BG) 78.2f.; cf. Zost 3.15ff.; Allog 52.7f.
193Dialogue, particularly the question/answer format, is common 

to the Nag Hammadi texts, e.g. AJas; AJ; HA: GTh; SJC; DialSav; 
ApocPaul; I ApocJas; ApocPet; PetPhil; also GMary; Poimandres, _et 
al. It is widely recognized as a gnostic literary trait. See 
e.g. H.-C. Puech, "Gnostic Gospels," pp. 320, 339; K. Rudolph,
"Der gnostische ’Dialog’ als literarisches Genus," in Problème der 
koptischen Literatur, ed. P. Nagel, Wissenschaftliche Beitrage der 
Martin-Luther-UniversitHt (Halle, 1968/1 CK2]), pp. 106-107.

That this gnostic dialogue has its counterpart, if not its 
origin, in Apocalypticism, see A. Helmbold, "Elements," p. 223; 
cf. P. Perkins, Dialogue, p. 19-20,26, 40.

^^^Thus the answers or gnosis is meant for "the race which does 
not waver," AJ(BG) 75.20f.

195This is especially obvious in the SJC which many, led by M. 
Krause, think is a Christianized form of Eug. Thus SJC received 
its present form by the insertion of questions to create an artificial 
dialogue. See the introductions tp both by D.M. Parrott in NHLE, 
p. 206; also G.W. MacRae, "Nag Hammadi," p. 148.

For an extensive discussion of the nature of gnostic dialogue 
see K. Rudolph, "Dialog," esp. pp. 95-96; see further P. Perkins, 
Dialogue; and RAC, s.v. "Erotapokriseis," by H. Dürrie and H.
Dbrries, VI, pp. 342-370, especially p. 346.

196See unpublished dissertation by P. Perkins, "Studies in the 
Origins and Development of Gnostic Revelation Dialogue;" dissertation 
summary can be found in HarvTR 64/4 (October, 1971), pp. 573-574.
Cf. her Dialogue.

197See K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, pp. 158ff.; W. Schmithals, Office, 
p. 132, considers the book to be evidence of a pre-Christian revealer 
Gnosis.

198See the introduction to Melch by B. Pearson in NHLE, p. 379.
1 99E.g. 50.20f.; 52.lOf.; et al; cf. Zost 125.lOf.; (N.B. Zost 

57.Ilf. reads "Yoel").
^^^Derdekeas: ParaShem 1.If.; Authrounios: Zost 8.5f.; Ephesech: 

Zost 13.5f.; 45.Iff.; Hermes Trismegistus: Ascl; (Poimandres), et 
al; also Apophantes and Aphropois: Zost 129.Iff.; cf. the 3 "men" 
in ApocAd 67.15ff.

^^^HA 92.30-93,10.
202HA 93.Iff.
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203 93.5ff.
^^^HA 93.13ff.
205See his introduction to HA in NHLE, p. 152; cf. R.McL. Wilson, 

Gnosis, p. 126,127, who sees the Christian elements as not being 
prominent, and therefore perhaps a Christianizing of older Jewish 
material (p. 9).

^^^Commenting on the two Nag Hammadi dialogues which are not 
"overtlyChristian, i.e. Zost and HA, P. Perkins, Dialogue, p. 26, 
writes "... if one considers them the product of non-Christian Gnostic 
groups, then one has two alternatives. They may have been influenced 
by the Christian Gnostic dialogue, or they may reflect an independent 
formulation of the revelational dialogue on the basis of Jewish 
models, which were also influential in the Christian Gnostic type."
K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 142, in turn, has argued that these non- 
historical revealer figures (e.g. Eleleth) belong to the oldest form 
of Gnosis. Only later were these figures "historicized" and assumed 
to be Christ, Simon, Zoroaster (Zostrianos), et al.

^^^See above, chapter II, p. 105f*; also R.M, Grant, "etres," 
pp, 141-143.

^^^This was particularly stressed by G. von Rad, O.T. Theology 
II, p. 306, who would find the roots of Apocalypticism in Wisdom; 
see also D.S. Russell, Method, p. 117; ThDNT, s.v. " i ,"
by Fohrer, VII, p. 489.

^^^See Ü. Wilckens, Weisheit, pp. 170ff. ; ThDNT, s.v. " ^
by Wilckens, VII, pp. 496-505. See, e.g., Prov 3.13ff.

210See above, chapter II, p. 105ff.
211See M. Hengel, Judaism, pp. 207-208; certainly the Apocalyptists 

claim to have wisdom: IV Ez 8.4; 14.40; Dan 1.4,6,17,20; 5.11,14; 
2.21,23; cf. IQS 2.3; 4.3-6; 11.5f.; IQH 7.26f.; 10.4f.; IQM 10.16.
See also above, p. 244f.

212IQH 1: "These things I know by the wisdom which comes from 
Thee..." Vermes, DSSE, p. 151.

213See above, n. 110; also U. Luck, "WeltverstHndnis, pp. 293-294. 
Thus the Apocalyptist becomes the source of wisdom for his community: 
Dan 12.3; I En 99.10; 100.6; 104.12; IV Ez 12.36ff.; 14.13,25,38-40; 
46f.; II Bar 28.1; II En 48.7-9.

214i^ Ez 14.47; see also Jub 4.18.
215"Background," p. 90; see Ü. Wilckens, Weisheit, pp. ISOff. 

who argues that Wisdom is both revealer and savior, e.g. Wisd 6.19f.; 
6.22; 9.18.
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ThDNT5 s.v. *'<ro<fc\o<w VII, p. 509; not a few scholars regard 
the Sophia myth or tradition to be either earlier or independent of 
the Adam/Anthropos myth that others believe lies behind the development 
of Gnosticism, see, e.g., C, Colpe, S chule, p. 170, ThDNT,
s.v. " crô\<\ by G. Fohrer, VII, pp. 476-496; G, Quispel, 
"Anthropos," pp. 195-234, esp. 199ff.; B.L. Mack, Logos, p. 17f,

017For example compare AJ(BG) 38.6; 45.15; 47.10 and 51.4f.;
AJ(CGII) 23.21f., where she is ignorant and yet innocent. The 
dilemma which is Sophia is discussed by L. Schottroff, Glaubende, 
p. 47; see also G.C. Stead, "Myth," p. 92; ThDNT, s.v. " <ro ,"
by TJ. Wilckens, VII, p. 509; G.W. MacRae, "Background," p. 90.

This dilemma already existed in Judaism, Thus in Wisdom of 
Solomon Sophia is both the creative agent of the world and the agent 
of salvation from it. See B.L. Mack, Logos, p. 72f.

^^^See G.W. MacRae, "Background," p. 98ff.; cf. G.C. Stead,
"Myth," p. 102.

219E.g. AJ(BG) 46.9f. ; AJ(CGII) 14.Iff.; Zost 10.5f.; Iren. Adv.
Haer. I, 4.1; 30.12; Hipp. Ref. VI, 32.3-6.

220Prunicos: Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 30.3,7,9,11; I, 29.4; Origen 
Cont. Gels. VI, 34f.; Epiph. Pan. XXV, 3.2; XXI, 2; XXXVII, 3;
Whore: GrSeth 50.25f.; Thund 13.15?

See also G.W. MacRae, "Background," p. 97; L. Schottroff, 
Glaubende, p. 46, believes that "Prunicos" originally had sexual, 
i.e. ascetic, implications.

221 So G.C. Stead, "Myth," pp. 78, 81; J. Zandee, "Ideas," p. 23f., 
esp. p. 28. See Ptolemaeus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 2.2; GTr 17.4-20.

222Stead apparently overlooked this fact even though in his 
reconstruction of Valentinus’ own teaching Sophia would have to have 
had knowledge of the Father; see his "Myth," p. 84. Such is also 
the case in Stead’s B version of Valentinianism, p. 78. See also 
AJ(CGII) 9.25f.

223Acting without consent or consort: AJ(BG) 36.15-37.If.; 44.19; 
AJ(CGII) 9.25ff.; SJC 114.14f.; cf, PetPhil 135.9ff.; HA 94.5-7; 
OnOrWld 98.14f.; Zost 9.16ff.

Spilling over: Ophites, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 30.3; cf. OnOrWld 
108.15f. (Pronoia). A. BBhlig, "Hintergrund," p. 85, argues that 
this motif of spilling over is the earlier form of the myth which 
preceded the shift to make Sophia’s descent a "Fall." If correct 
this would mean that the original form of the myth is closer to 
the Jewish tradition on which he believes it depends. Compare this 
to the "Ursystem" proposed by H.-M. Schenke, "Hauptprobleme," 
p. 123, which he believes consisted of 1) the "unknown" God with 
Sophia his consort in the Ogdoad; 2) Sophia begets an abortion without 
her consort; this Demiurge dwells in the 7th heaven; 3) this demiurge 
creates 6 archangels and together they create the material world 
and man; 4) since this man cannot rise, the Highest God sends the 
spirit/soul into the body which in turn enables the man to recognize
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his origin and the demiurgic nature of the world. See further
the summary and cautionary note of K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, pp. 328-329

09/1So G.C. Stead, "Myth," pp. 93-94, 103, citing Iren. Adv.
Haer. I, 21.5 (Marcosians); I ApocJas 35.5-19; Epiph. Pan. XXXVI,
2; Clem. Strom. IV, 90.2.

Thus as in Jewish Wisdom (e.g. Prov 8.30; Wisd 7.25f.) she 
can be associated with the Father as one, or the, emanation of 
him in the world, e.g. OnOrWld - so G.W. MacRae, "Background," p. 88.

225See above, chapter II, p.l05ff.
996E.g. G.W. MacRae, "Background," pp. 97ff.; Ü. Wilckens, in 

ThDNT, s.v. " ," VII, p. 514; cf. his earlier position
in Weisheit, pp. 193-197, where he said that the gnostic and Jewish 
traditions were independent although arising from a common religions- 
geschichtliche - background. At that time he believed the Jewish 
form had no influence on the gnostic. J. Zandee, "Die Person der 
Sophia in der vierten Schrift des Codex Jung," OG, pp. 210-212, has 
argued that the Hellenistic-Jewish concept of Sophia did influence 
that of Gnosis. However, he also recognizes other Hellenistic 
influences (Platonic and Stoic) on the Jewish concept and especially 
Philo where "...die Person der Sophia ihre Wurzeln unter anderem in 
einem vorchristlichen jUdischen Gnostizismus oder Protognostizismus 
findet..." See also K.-W. TrBger,i "AnsHtze," p. 318.

99 7ThDNT, s.v. " ," VII, p. 509; he thus compares
this to "Goodness" in the Odes of Solomon. But Wilckens has recently 
changed his mind and now denies that Sophia had redeemer functions 
in Gnosis. See his "Zu 1 Kor 2, 1-16," in Theologica Crucis, Signum 
Crucis, FS for E. Dinkier (Tübingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1979), p. 525.

Perhaps this is but a problem of definition of "redeeming 
functions", for Sophia certainly does act to thwart the schemes 
of the demiurge. On Sophia as a savior in AJ see L. Schottroff, 
Glaubende, pp. 60ff.

228See G.W. MacRae, "Background," p. 91; e.g. Iren. Adv. Haer.
I, 29.4; 30.6; HA 94.29f.; OnOrWld 113.5ff.; cf. 115.10ff.; SJC 
107.15ff.; AJ(CGII) 19.15ff.

229The Ophite system is unusual in the extent to which it claims 
that Sophia has been active in the world trying to reveal herself 
(gnosis) to men; albeit these attempts can be categorized as taking 
place at creation, among the first ancestors, and now in Jesus 
Christ. See L. Schottroff, Glaubende, p. 78f., who notes that 
Sophia is the real savior in this system; e.g. we are told that 
the Mother (Sophia) saves what belongs to her (I, 30.9); this theme 
is also found in I ApocJas 36.9; as well as AJ(BG) - on the latter 
see P. Perkins, Dialogue, p. 92.

230I, 30.6; so also in Valentinianism, Hipp. Ref. VI, 36.2; also 
OnOrWld 102.15f.; 103.5-104.35; HA 95.5-8; cf. AJ(BG) 47.15f.;
AJ(CGII) 14.14f. In HA 95.30f. and OnOrWld 103.30ff. Sophia goes 
on to instruct the demiurge’s son, Sabaoth, leading him to forsake



431

his father.
30.7.
30.9.

233I, 30.9.
30.9; cf. HA 91.30f.

2 35I, 30.10; cf. Epiph. Pan. XXXIX, 3.1 (Sethians); see further 
Wisd 10.4.

^^^I, 30.11; cf. Ptolemaeus, Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 7.3, where 
Achamoth spoke through the demiurge; see Clem. Exc. 53.4; cf.
TriTrac 100.30f.

237I, 30.11-12.
^^^I, 30.12; cf. Eug (CGIII) 77.Iff.; Eug (CGV) 8.30ff.;

SJC 101.5-104.5ff.; so also AJ(BG) 75.10ff.; cf. Hipp. Ref. VI,
35.3 (Holy Spirit=Sophia) . See ThDNT, s.v. " dTo 4̂ ," by
U. Wilckens, VII, p. 511.

239See G.W. MacRae, "Background,," pp. 89, 91. This doubling of 
the Sophia figure need not be a gnostic invention, for it already 
has its counterpart in Jewish Christianity, e.g. Ps. Clem.
Recognitions 2.12. See G. Quispel, "Gnosticism," p. 261 ; see 
also below.

^^^E.g. see Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 4.1; 21.5; I ApocJas 35.5-9; 
cf. "Truth and Error" in GTr as well as in Test XII; see further,
G.W, MacRae, "Background," p. 94f.

'̂̂ ^GPh 60.10-18 (omitting the dittography) ; curiously, GPh inverts 
the position of Echamoth/Achamoth from that described by Irenaeus (Adv. 
Haer. I, 4.1; 21.5). According to him the lower Sophia is Achamoth 
which GPh claims is Echmoth, etc. Cf. Prov 2.18; 5.5; 7.22-27.

242So G.W. MacRae, "Background," pp. 95, 97-98, who notes that 
in I ApocJas there seems to be a distinction between those who 
are followers of the higher Sophia (the Gnostics themselves), and 
those who run after Achamoth.

243Cf. Prov 2.16-18; 7.10-27; 9.13-18. N.B. in I En 42 it is 
"unrighteousness" who comes forth from her chambers when Sophia 
departs. Similarly in 4QH 184 false doctrine (folly?) is likened 
to a harlot; cf. IQS 4.24 where the two spirits lead man to walk 
in wisdom or folly.

See further R.M. Grant, "^tres," pp. 142-143.
244"Myth," p. 103. It is Stead’s thesis that the Gnostic Sophia 

myth’s complexity is due to an inner gnostic development based on 
a simpler (Jewish?) myth of an unfallen Sophia, see e.g. p. 75, 88.
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^^^Barbelo; Iren. Adv. Haer I, 29.1; Epiph. Pan XXV, 2.2,4; 3.4;
XXVI, 1.9; 10.4,10 (Barbero:); AJ[BG) 27-32; AJ(GGXI) 4.36; 5,13,19, 
25,26,31; 6.1,5,10,22; 7.3,14,17; 3StSeth 121.21; Zost 14.6; 36.14,20; 
37.20; 53.10; 62.21; 63.7; 83.9; 87,10, et Melch 5,27; 16.26;
Mars 4.11; 8.28; 43.21; Allog 51.13; 53.28; 56.27; 58.21; 59.3,6;
TriPro 38.9.

Ennoia: e.g. Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 1,1; ÂJCBG) 27.15f.; AJ(CGII)
9.25; Nor 27.11.

Protennoia: TriPro 35.1; 38.8.
Holy Spirit: Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 4.1; I, 29.4; Hipp. Ref. VI, 34,1.
Epinoia: AJ(CGII) 20.25; Nor 28.2; TriPro 35.13; 39.19.
Pronoia: AJ(BG) 27.10f.; AJ(CGII) 4.32; 5.16; ValExp 36.10; 37.21.
"Background," p. 92. L. Schottroff, Glaubende, p. 45, sees 

this doubling (Barbelo, Prunicos) as a further attempt to exonerate 
the Pleroma from the origin of this world; but their correspondence 
is evident in that both are called "Mother," e.g. AJ(BG) 51.14,19;
60.19; cf. 21.20; 35.19.

^^^"Gnosticism," p. 264.
248Thus G.C. Stead, "Myth," p. 88, argues that originally there 

was only one Sophia and that this Sophia, like that of O.T. Judaism,
was an unfallen entity.

^^^E.g. AJ(BG) 53.9-10; cf. 38.10f.; also "Sophia Zoe" in OnOrWld 
115.12; 121.27.

950Cf. Wisd 10.1-2; according to AJ(CGII) 22.Iff. the Epinoia is 
the tree of knowledge of good and evil; OnOrWld 166.25ff. she enters 
the tree of knowledge. According to I En 32,3-6 the tree from which 
Adam ate is said to be "the tree of wisdom." In Prov 3.18 we are 
told that Wisdom is "a tree of life" for those who are able to hold her,

251So G.W. MacRae, "Background," p. 91, n. 3.
252It is apparent that Protennoia is the equivalent of Sophia for

at 40.5f. Protennoia like Sophia rebukes the demiurge. Similarly,
Barbelo can be substituted for Sophia. Thus in Epiph. Pan. XXV,
3.2, we are told that the mother of the demiurge is Barbelo, while 
in AJ(BG) 36.15-38.15, his mother is Sophia. See AJ(CGII) 9,25 
on the identification of Sophia and Epinoia.

958^•^E.g. I En 5.8a; 5.81; 48.1-2; 49.1; 91.10; II Bar 44,14; IV 
Ez 7.35-42; see above p. 245f.

Again, like Sophia in Apocalypticism, Protennoia is said to 
have withdrawn from creation, after putting the Holy Spirit into 
her own as a breath; see 45.25f.

254The revelation of gnosis is the revelation of Sophia; according 
to I ApocJas 35.5-9, wisdom is gnosis.

255Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 6.4.



433

256i ^ 2  gives two accounts of the descent of Wisdom (vs, 1,
2); however, I. Gruenwald, "Knowledge," p, 69, n. 27, for one, 
believes these are parallel accounts of the same event.

257Understood in this light, one wonders if those references to 
Sophia’s threefold descent in Gnosticism (e.g. TriPro), might not 
refer to 1) the Fall, 2) the coming to Adam and 3) the coming now, 
at the End of the Age; or alternatively, 1) the Primordial time,
2) the Jewish (Apocalyptic) time, and 3) the Gnostic time.

W. Bousset, Hauptprobleme, p. 274f., once noted in this regard 
that one of the features of Gnosis is not its eschatological revelation, 
but its Uroffenbarung, i.e. its revelations to the primordial parents.
We see now, that Gnosis does have an eschatology. But it should not 
be overlooked that Apocalypticism cast its literature in the form of 
pseudepigrapha to stress the fact that this special knowledge and 
wisdom was once revealed to the ancients. Uroffenbarung is also a 
typical feature of Apocalypticism,

258E.g. in I ApocJas 36.9, we read, "...the imperishable Sophia 
(is) through whom you will be redeemed..." See again, U. Wilckens, 
Weisheit, p. 191 (summary). In part the soteriological function of 
Sophia/Wisdom is linked to the heavenly ascent which again is found 
already in I En 42 - so Wilckens, Ibid., p. 162.

259The angelus interpres here could easily be identified with the 
with whom Sophia unites to bring gnosis to the world in 

the form of Jesus Christ. Already Philo could identify angels with 
the Stoic Logos concept, e.g. leg, all. 3, 177 (see RAC, s.v. "Engel," 
V, p. 83). Moreover, in the 4th treatise of the Jung Codex (= CGI, 5),
Sophia and the logos are identified. See J. Zandee, "Person,"
pp. 203f., 210f. This identification Zandee would again trace back
to Philo. In any event, it is Sophia who is the true revealer behind
the angelus interpres; Sophia reveals herself.

^^^So U. Wilckens, Weisheit, p. 195. Yet as G.W. MacRae, 
"Background," p. 101, notes, even the materials to construct the 
"Fall" myth were present in Judaism. But Judaism itself (including 
Apocalypticism) does not provide a reason for designating this a 
"Fall," per se. MacRae believes, p. 98, that the reason or need for 
a Fall of Sophia is related to the fundamental gnostic attitude of 
anticosmicism (i.e. its ontological dualism). But equally important 
and related to this is the reason argued for by L. Schottroff,
Glaubende, e.g. p. 45, passim, that the whole gnostic myth, but 
especially that of the "Fall" of Sophia,is an attempt to exonerate 
God from responsibility for this world, i.e. a theodicy.

^^^E.g. AJ(BG) 47.4-7; AJ(CGII) 21.8-11; et al. See L.
Schottroff, Glaubende, p. 57, passim.

Again this gnostic ambivalence toward Sophia may be related 
to a "saved-savior" concept. See L. Schottroff, Ibid., p. 59; 
also J. Zandee, "Person," pp. 209-210. On the saved-savior motif 
see K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 139ff.
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262It is impossible to deny the influence of Hellenistic myths, 
traditions and philosophies on nascent Gnosticism which utilized 
much in its environment regardless of which "root" it sprang from.
That it had its own developmental history cannot be denied, but is 
frequently forgotten.

263The following is a modification of his earlier position in 
Weisheit, pp. 190-197.

^^^ThDNT, s.v. ," VII, p. 514. Wilckens bases this
conclusion primarily on the Hellenistic Wisdom tradition, e.g.
Wisd (See Weisheit, pp. 174ff.),and its concept of union with 
Wisdom and therefore with God (Das Motiv der Synusie) where Wisdom 
is the bride of both God and man. But the same principle, without 
this simile, is true of Jewish apocalyptic thought as well.

^^^H. Grhtz, Gnosticismus, p. 3, called this ascent motif the 
"Grundton" of Gnosticism. So also W. Bousset, "Himmelsreise," 
p. 151, following Anz ("Ursprung des Gnostizismus," TU 15 (1899)).

^^^See generally, C. Colpe, "Die ’Himmelsreise der Seele’ 
ausserhalb und innerhalb der Gnosis," OG, pp. 429-447; W. Bousset, 
"Himmelsreise."

J. Doresse, "Gnosticism," pp. 559f., believes the gnostic 
ascent motif was borrowed from Platonism, e.g. Phaedr. 249A;
Rep. 614 DE; Phaedo 80D. But C. Colpe, Ibid., p. 435, notes ascent 
was also a part of the Orphic mysteries. W. Bousset, Ibid., pp. 153ff 
notes that the motif is found in Iranian religion. R.McL. Wilson, 
Problem, p. 47, believes it may possibly be found in Philo, while 
J. Pryke, "Eschatology," p. 56, suggests it may not be unknown to 
Qumran either, e.g. IV QSl i.24-26, the-angelic liturgy.

See W. Bousset, Ibid., p. 154ff. In the texts from Nag Hammadi 
we also find 7 archontic wardens in AJ(CGII) 10.24-11.6; OnOrWld 
103.24-104.2; I ApocJas 33.5-11 (3 gates); Valentinus, Clem. Exc.
80.1.

See also F.C. Burkitt, Church, pp. 32ff.
268In other words, Gnosticism contradicted Hellenistic piety.

See W. Bousset, Kyrios, p. 247f.; also Plotinus’ criticism of the 
Gnostics in his Ennead II, 9.5; 9.9; 9.18.

^^^See H. Jonas, Religion, pp. 167-168; H.-C. Puech, "Time," 
pp. 59-61, 67; K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 185.

W. Foerster, Gnosis I, p. 18, and W. Schmithals, Corinth, 
pp. 27-28, however, both question the centrality of this doctrine 
in Gnosis, and believe it is a late adoption of a motif from 
Hellenistic paganism.

Such passwords and formulae were not unknown in Judaism, 
particularly in the Merkabah speculations. See I. Gruenwald, 
"Knowledge," pp. 98, passim; G . Scholem, Jewish Gnosticism, 
pp, 80-83, passim; J. Maier, "Das GefHhrdungsmotiv bei der 
Himmelsreise in der jüdische Apokalyptik und ’Gnosis’," Kairos 5 
(1963), pp. 18-40.
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270Epiph. Pan. XXXVI, 26.13; see also I ApocJas 33.2ff.; an 
allusion in AJas 8.35-36; cf. Origen, Cont. Cels. VII, 40; VI, 27,
See K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, pp. 185-189.

271N.B. This GPh is apparently not the same as that found at 
Nag Hammadi but perhaps is based on the GEgypt according to Doresse, 
See A. Helmbold, "Elements," p. 225.

272Adv. Haer. I, 21.5; see also his account of the Marcosians,
I, 13.6.

273Weisheit, p. 109; cf. pp. lOSff.
^^^See particularly Iren. Adv. Haer. I, 21.5; see further K. 

Rudolph, Die Gnosis, pp. 98, 132, 184ff.; M. Peel, "Gnostic 
Eschatology and the New Testament," 12 (4/1970), pp. 143, passim.

This contradicts the antithesis proposed by D. Lührmann,
OffenbarungsverstHndnis, pp. 102-103, that the Gnostic escapes this 
world now by means of ecstasy whereas the Apocalyptist awaited the 
eschaton. On the other hand, it is precisely this eschatological 
or teleological aspect which differentiates the gnostic ascent from 
all other Hellenistic (i.e. shamanistic) ascents since these are 
temporary. So also Th. P. van Baaren, "Definition," p. 176.
According to I. Gruenwald, "Knowledge," p. 92, this would also 
differentiate gnostic ascents from» those of "Jewish Gnosis" or 
Merkabah mysticism.

2 75"Definition," p. 176; H. Jonas, "Delimitation," p. 99; 
similarly R. Bultmann, Christianity, p. 168, wrote, "...Redemption 
[in Gnosis] must be an absolutely eschatological event ... a 
dissolution or separation of the real Self from the body and soul."

Bousset, Kyrios, p. 249.
277According to J. Doresse, "Gnosticism," p. 560, mystic ascents 

were apparently limited to a few gnostic prophets, e.g. Seth, 
Nicotheus, Phosilampes, Marsanes, Possible references to mystic 
ascents from the Nag Hammadi codices include ApocPaul; GEgypt;
3StSeth; and AJas. Cf. A. Bbhlig, "Zum 'Pluralismus’ in den Schriften 
von Nag Hammadi," in Essays on the Nag Hammadi Texts ; ES for Pahor 
Labib, NHS VI (Leiden, E.J. Brill, 1975), pp. 21-22.

278According to W. Bousset, "Himmelsreise," p. 136, mystic ascents 
and teleological ascents are closely related for just this reason.
The mystic ascent anticipates the teleological one. On this "already/ 
not yet" tension in gnostic eschatology see M. Peel, "Eschatology," 
p. 163; K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 132.

279See H. Jonas, Religion, p. 45; C. Colpe, "Himmelsreise," 
pp. 438-439. Colpe, however, would see this as "gnostic" only 
where the soul is divided into a saving and saved hypostasis 
(p. 439f.),and clearly depicted in terms of a macrocosm-microcosm 
construct (p. 440).
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280So also R. Haardt, Gnosis, p. 8.
^^^ethod, p. 373.

Charles, Eschatology, p. 130; e.g. Dan 12; I En 10.7,20; 
61.5; (58.3-5; 62.15); 91.1; II Bar 30.1.

283See his Method, pp. 366-374; R.H. Charles, Eschatology, passim,
p. 479; M. Hengel, Judaism I, p. 199, also notes the fact that not
all apocalyptic conceptions of the resurrection were materialistic.

2 84K. Schubert, "Problem," p. 4, maintains, e.g., that Platonic 
body-soul dualism underlies both, but in Judaism a reaction to this 
concept resulted in the concept of a concrete resurrection of the 
flesh which marks a reunion of the separated body and soul.

285See generally, W, Bousset, "Himmelsreise," pp. 138ff.; IDS, 
s.v. "Ascension," by Robinson, I, pp. 245-247. For examples:

Enoch: Gen 5.24; Jub 4.23; Sir 44.16; 49.14; Wisd 4.10-11;
I En 39,3ff.; 70-71; II En; I Clem 9.3; Josephus, Ant. I, 3.4.

Elijah; II Kings 2.1-12; I Macc 2.58; I En 89.52; 93.8; Sir
48.9; also Mk 9.2-8//; Rev 11.3-12.

Levi: TLevi 2-5.
Baruch; II Bar 13.3; 25.1; 46.7; 76; III Bar.
Ezra: IV Ez 14.9,49.
Moses : Josephus, Ant. IV, 8.49; AsMos; also Mk 9.2-8//;

Jude 9; Rev 11.3-12.
Abraham: ApocAbr 15-29.
Isaiah ; Ascis 6-11.
Adam; LAE 25-29.

The precise origin of this ascent tradition in Judaism is disputed.
D.S. Russell, Method, p. 168, and R.E. Brown, "Mystery," p. 421, 
think it is based on the concept of the divine heavenly council as 
described in I Kings 22,19ff.; also Job 1.6ff.; Is 6.6ff.; Ps 89.7;
Jer 23.18, with influence from the Greek Himmelsreise traditions,
J. Maier, Kultus, p. 20, believes the Apocalyptists brought together
O.T. assumption legends and various cultic practices of the Temple 
cult. F.H, Borsch, Myth, p. 196, implies that apocalyptic ascents 
are based on the king-cult complex where an earthling is baptized 
in the waters of chaos and so ascends to heaven to be anointed for 
his new office (e.g. II En 22.8; Dan 10.8). W. Bousset, "Himmels
reise," pp. 154ff.; would with Anz trace the origin of mystic 
ascents back to Iran since the true late-Jewish afterlife motif was 
supposed to be the resurrection. He finds such ascents already 
in the youngest sections of the Avesta, Mithraism, and the Sassanid 
period texts where it continued on and contributed to the develop
ment of Jewish mysticism with its emphasis on temporary mystic 
ascents for a vision of God on his throne. It should be further 
noted that Josephus, B.J. II, 7,11, claimed such ascents were a 
part of Essene tradition; cf. IQH 3.19ff. But whatever its origin, 
the belief that saints of old, as role models for the present pious, 
had been taken up into heaven, was widespread in Apocalypticism 
and Judaism generally.
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ZG^E.g. Ezek 8.3ff.; II Bar 6.3ff.; I En 70f.; Rev 4.1; II En;
Dan 8.2. See P. Vielhauer, "Apocalyptic," pp. 583ff.; W. Bousset, 
"Himmelsreise," pp. ISSff.; D.S. Russell, Method, pp. 166f., 
suggests this shows the influence of Hellenism on Judaism; thus the 
Apocalyptist could adopt the idea of mystical ascents because he 
already believes in the independent viability of the soul.

287Such ecstatic ascents are also known in rabbinic circles; thus 
Talm Bab. Trakt. Chagiga 14b refers to the ascent into heaven of 
Ben Asai, Ben Soma, Acher, and R. Akiba (cf. that of Paul, II 
Cor 12.2,4); see W. Bousset, Ibid., p. 145. It is this temporary 
ascent (rapture) that developed into Merkabah mysticism which some 
would designate a "Jewish Gnosis" (overlooking the less obvious 
parallel to the gnostic ascent - the "translation ").

On Merkabah mysticism and Jewish Gnosis, see NCE, s.v.
"Gnosticism, Jewish," by K. Schubert, VI, pp. 528-533; G. Scholem,
Jewish Gnosticism, p. 17f.; and H. GrHtz, Gnosticismus; I. Gruenwald, 
"Knowledge," pp. 90-92, passim.

However, as J. Maier, Kultus, pp. 17,25, points out there are 
a number of differences between Merkabah mysticism and Gnosis. For 
example, in Merkabah mysticism the ascent comes due to human initiative; 
it is temporary; the goal is a vision of God or his throne and not 
absorption of the Self into the Deity; it is non-soteriologlcal 
and liturgical. That of Gnosis is none of these things.

288 'Thus G. Haufe, "Entrückung und eschatologische Funktion im
SpHtjudentum," ZRelGg 13 (1961), p. 107, believes I En 39.3; 52.1 
refer to temporary ascents, but 70.1-4 represents the final 
translation where Enoch becomes the Son of Man. See also J. Maier,
"GefHhrdungsmotiv," p. 22, n. 8.

289See note 285 above.
290This correspondence between the gnostic ascent and the apocalyptic 

translation has been noted by a number of scholars including R.M.
Grant, Early Christianity, pp. 61-62; I. Gruenwald, "Knowledge," 
p. 106; K. Sehubert, "Jüdischer Hellenismus," p. 456.

D. Luhrmann, OffenbarungsverstMndnis, p. 32, notes the 
similarity but misses the correspondence that both are eschatological 
and soteriological. Similarly J. Maier, "GefHhrdungsmotiv," p. 30, 
passim, finds the roots of the apocalyptic ascent, including that 
of Merkabah speculation, in the rituals of the Temple cult in 
Jerusalem. This, in spite of the cult-ascent’s temporary nature and 
non-soteriological function, he believes is the most striking parallel 
to the gnostic ascent of the soul.

291 So J. Maier, Ibid., p. 30; similarly C. Colpe, "Himmelsreise," 
p . 437, argues that this is precisely what distinguishes the gnostic 
concept of the ascent of the soul from that of Middle Platonism,
Philo, Hermeticism, the Mithras liturgy, Oracula Chaldaica and 
Neoplatonism. The gnostic ascent is not the result of self initiative.

292Weisheit, p. 173.
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293Ibid., p. 174; see above, p. 278f.
294^^Cf. II Bar 51.Ilf.

Perhaps it is here that the real significance of the Merkabah 
and Hékàloth traditions lies if one assumes that these mystical 
ascents were understood and intended to anticipate the soul's final 
ascent to the throne of glory. If such is the case we would possess 
even further evidence of the late Jewish belief in the ascent of the 
soul, alongside that of the resurrection.

295See above, p. 244ff.; in fact Enoch may represent the all the 
Elect of Israel. See M. Black, "Throne-Theophany," pp. 71, 73.

In other words, we should understand that in some apocalyptic 
circles, at least, the resurrection could be understood as an ascent 
to heaven. As we mentioned above, the Jewish concept of resurrection 
was in no way crystalized, and many divergent views existed side by 
side in the movement. An earthly Messianic kingdom would require an 
earthly, material resurrection. However, where the future age was 
believed to be a spiritual kingdom existing now in heaven, in which 
the physical body would be both unnecessary and perhaps undesirable 
as a vestige of this present world/age, the resurrection was under
stood in terms of spiritual bodies usually called "garments of light" 
or "garments of glory." See, e.g.,II Esdras 2,39,45, ^  aA.; cf. Rev 
3.5,18; 4.4; Dan 12.3; II Bar 51.3-5,10; IQS 4.6-8. (According to Sir 
6.29-31 it is Wisdom who bestows gkrments of glory on her disciples.). 
Thus we read in I En 62.15-16: "And the righteous and elect shall have 
risen from the earth, and ceased to be of downcast countenance. And 
they shall have been clothed with garments of glory, and these shall 
be the garments of life from the Lord of Spirits: and your garments 
shall not grow old, nor your glory pass away before the Lord of 
Spirits."

This expectation of receiving new heavenly bodies may in part 
be based on the hope that in the future age man would be made ’like 
unto the angels’ (II Bar 51.10), or be turned into "the splendor of 
angels" (II Bar 51.5; also IV Ez 7.97; AscIs 8.14; I En 39.7b; 58.
2; 62.15-16; 108.Ilf.; cf. 69.11; II En 22.10; 30.11; Wisd 5.5; 
and Philo, de Sacrif. 5). But equally important is the cultic 
mandatum of Lev 16.3f. that the High Priest must be properly vested 
before he may enter the Holy of Holies to stand in the presence of 
God. Thus when Enoch ascends to stand before the Most High, God 
commands Michael to take Enoch out of his earthly garments and put 
on him garments of glory after anointing him (II En. 22.8f.; cf.
Zech 3.1-5; Ezek 42.14; 44.17ff.; Is 61.10; Rev 3.4-5,18; 19.7-8;
TLevi 8.4-5). This background of this concept is very complex and 
beyond the scope of this work, but it should be noted that this 
theme of anointing and receiving new garments reappears in Gnosticism, 
e.g. DialSav 138,16-139.2; GrPow 46.6-19; TriPro 45.12-20. AuthTeach 
32.2-8; GrSeth 57.7-16; and Clem. Exc. 61.8; 63.1, refer to these 
as wedding garments which suggests that this complex is related to 
the Valentinian Bridal Chamber motif as well.

However, it is the significance of this concept for the 
apocalyptic belief in the resurrection which is important to us here.
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For Enoch’s ascent, the casting off of his old ’garments’ and his 
re-clothing in garments of glory is to be understood as a proleptic 
anticipation of the eschatological event of resurrection. The gar
ments of glory are the resurrection body, and Enoch participates in 
the resurrection now by means of his heavenly ascent or translation 
into the new age, viz. heaven. In this way the resurrection is 
linked to the heavenly ascent and re-clothing with heavenly apparel 
and the ascent of Enoch becomes the typological model for the resur
rection of all the righteous and elect - the Apocalyptists themselves,

Colpe, "Himmelsreise," pp. 438f., believes this soteriolog
ical function is the most distinctive trait of the gnostic concept of 
the ascent of the soul. Again, it is based on the presupposition that 
the present material world is intrinsically evil (ontological dualism) ; 
thus the ascent provides escape from this world to its antithesis.
This is precisely the message presented by Apocalypticism, albeit in 
accordance with its ethical and not ontological dualistic presuppo
sitions. Enoch is translated from this anti-godly world/age (con
ceived here spatially as well) into the realm where God’s will is done. 
The two motifs serve the same function - salvation from this anti-godly 
world, viz. age.

Colpe, Ibid., p. 440, further argues that phenomenologically the 
gnostic concept of the ascent of the soul only exists where this soter
iological function is expressed in salvator-salvandus and Micro/Macro
cosm language. While the latter may be present in Apocalypticism in 
man’s freedom from the evil yeser/spirit at the eschaton/teleological 
ascent, the former is apparently absent.

297"Knowledge," p. 106. Similarly, D. Llihrmann, Offenbarungsver
st Hndnis, p. 32, commenting on Poimandres and the so-called Mithras 
liturgy writes, "Typisch für diese Visionsschilderungen sind die 
Be griff e des Schauens, denen gegenilber das Hbren keine Rolle spielt.
Das ergebnis ist Vergottung, Wiedergeburt, Eingehen in die hühere 
Lichtwelt. Flir die Frage nach dem OffenbarungsverstMndnis bedeutet 
das; Offenbarung ist ein Geschehen, das aus einer anderen Welt komrat 
und dem Off enb arun gs emp fMng er ermüglicht, in der Ekstase die Geschicht- 
lichkeit zu überwinden, aus dieser Welt herauszutreten und verwandelt 
in der Lichtwelt zu leben. In diesen Zusammenhang gehdrt auch die in 
der apokalyptischen Literatur singulMre Schilderung der Entrückung 
Henochs in Mth. Henoch 70f. (vgl. slav. Hen. 21f.)."

^^^So I. Gruenwald, "Knowledge," p. 86; K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, 
p. 294.

299I. Gruenwald, Ibid., pp. 86-87, who nevertheless misses the 
fact that election plays a part in this whole process.

^^^See above, also I ApocJas 32.29-35.25; see further K. Rudolph, 
Die Gnosis, pp. 184ff.
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3 0 1K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, p. 185; H. Jonas, "Delimitation," 
p, 94; R. Haardt, Gnosis, p. 9; and even W. Schmithals, Apokalyp- 
tik, p. 81. Cf. H.-G. Puech, "Time," pp. 39-40, who argues that the 
gnostic concept is neither cyclical nor linear, but something like a 
"broken line."

302This point was well made by Wm. Murdock, "History," p. 179.
On the wide variety of ways the eschaton and afterlife could be 
envisioned in Apocalypticism see D.S. Russell, Method, especially 
pp. 263-390.

303See I. Gruenwald, "Knowledge," p. 86; R.A. Markus, "Pleroma 
and Fulfillment," VigChr 8 (1954), p. 198; K. Rudolph, Die Gnosis, 
pp. 203, 211ff, A, BBhlig, "Hintergrund," p. 101, writes; "Wir 
kbnnen daraus ersehen, wie nahe die gnostische Theologie doch dem 
jUdischen Gedanken vom Siege Gottes steht, trotz aller Abwandlungen 
durch mythologische Konstruktionen, die durch hellenistische Bedanken- 
gUnge angeregt wurden."



FOOTNOTES FOR CHAPTER SIX
^See Chapter II, note 178; also see the discussion by W. Rollins, 

"Apocalyptic," pp. 472f., who follows J.M. Robinson, "World," p. 109.
2"Qumran," p. 838.
oIt should be remembered, however, that the use of such definitions 

does not in and of itself guarantee any historical relationship between 
the two movements. In all our phenomenological categorizing we must 
never forget that theories about relationships based on phenomenology 
alone remain just that, theories. This does not debase the method insofar 
as phenomenology can direct us to those correspondences where other 
methodologies and even other disciplines can establish the historical or 
textual evidence to establish the validity of such theories.

^Dialogue, p. 174.
^See above, Chapter II, pp. 44, note 55.
^Opponents, pp. 1-9, passim.
7"I Kor," pp. 501-537.
^Thus K. Schubert, "Problem," p. 6, could write; "Man hat somit 

den Eindruck, dass etliche Apokalyptiker, wenn sie nicht Juden gewesen 
wMren, filr die es am Gottes- und SchBpfungsbegriff kein Rütteln gab, 
heidenische Gnostiker geworden wMren."

^"The Literalization of the Apocalyptic Form in the New Testament 
Church," BiRes 14 (1969), pp. 5-18.

^Qpialogue, p. 18.

Community, p. 72.
^^History of Dogma, i,(London, 1897), p. 226, from R. McL. Wilson, 

Gnosis, p. 5.
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