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PREFACE

On the exact day that this volume will be offered to Gerard Lut-
tikhuizen, he will pass the milestone of an academic career spanning
some four decades, for the latter part of which he held the chair in
New Testament and Early Christian Studies at the University of Gro-
ningen. Educated at the Catholic University of Nijmegen, where he
had the good fortune to have Professor Bas van Iersel as his teacher
for the New Testament, he developed a keen scholarly interest in
the life and message of Jesus of Nazareth and its early reception,
which would have resulted in a thesis on Mark’s Gospel but for his
appointment to the theological faculty in Groningen. That faculty’s
engagement in Jewish Christian literature eventually led him to tackle
the Book of Elchasai, the study of which resulted in his 1984 thesis,
The Revelation of Elchasai: Investigations into the Evidence for a Mesopotamian
Jewish Apocalypse of the Second Century and its Reception by Judeo-Christian
Propagandists, supervised by Professor Freek Klijn. The widening of his
field of investigation had begun earlier than this, however, and gained
a solid foundation from his study of Coptic in Miinster. In Groningen
his teaching duties comprised both the New Testament and Coptic.
His initial love of the former area by no means diminished; in addition
to the synoptic Gospels he delighted in studying the letters of Paul, to
which he dedicated his inaugural lecture, and the book of Revelation.
With regard to Coptic, this not only satisfied his love of linguistics but
also enabled him to study that monument of Gnostic literature, the
Nag Hammadi Library. In point of fact, he was—and, of course, still
is—fascinated by Gnosticism, which, he never tires of stating, is so
important in early Christianity. It comes as no surprise that almost
all of his students have either written their theses on Coptic Gnostic
texts, or at least when writing them used the proficiency in Coptic
they had acquired from Gerard’s lessons. His own interests can be
surmised from the bibliography at the end of this Festschrift, and are
well reflected by the titles of volumes to which he has contributed,
and by the titles of his monographs, including his Gnostic Revisions of
Genesis Stories and Early Jesus Traditions (Brill, forthcoming), and his De
veelvormugheid van het vroegste christendom, a book in Dutch on the diversity
of earliest Christianity.

Nag Hammadi and the Coptic language naturally point to Egypt,
which Gerard first visited in 1976 and which interests him not just as
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an object of academic study. Indeed, not every tourist can say that
they hired a bike in Luxor and visited the villages and their inhabit-
ants in the neighbourhood instead of just gazing at the antiquities, as
he did. Thus, both scholarship and life seemed to suggest Egypt as a
focus for the present volume, which colleagues and students wish to
offer Gerard as a token of their admiration and friendship. It proved
in fact surprisingly easy to gather together a number of papers dealing
with subjects that might interest the honorand.

A number of the contributions are concerned with Egypt and Juda-
ism. These papers, in part one of this volume, deal with Jewish writings
whose provenance and/or subject matter scholarly consensus relates
to or situates in Egypt: the Greek translation of Genesis, compared
with the transformative interpretation of Genesis in Rabbinic and
Qumranic circles (Garcia MARTINEZ); the rewriting of the account of
Moses’ birth in Egypt in the Book of Jubilees (vaN RUITEN); the rewriting
of the Moses story by Artapanus, an Egyptian Jew of the Ptolemaic
era (KucLERr); the Egyptian setting of Joseph and Aseneth (Borykr); the
Wisdom of Solomon, taken as an example of Alexandrian Judaism and
compared with later Gnostic Wisdom speculation (LIETAERT PEER-
BoLTE); the last Ptolemaic ruler, Cleopatra VII, and her dealings with
Herod the Great according to Josephus (VAN HENTEN); and the pagan
magical use of the Jewish formula “The God who drowned the King
of Egypt’ (VAN DER HorsT). This part starts with the opposite of a
positive understanding of the ‘Wisdom of Egypt’—]Joshua’s mention
of ‘the disgrace of Egypt’, an enigmatic expression which seems to
highlight the ambivalent character of the relationship between Egypt
and Israel (NOORT).

Part two contains studies of the relations between Egypt and Early
Christianity. This part opens with a discussion of the Hosea quotation
at the beginning of Matthew’s Gospel: ‘Out of Egypt I have called my
son’ (MENKEN). The title of the Festschrift is not only inspired by the
utterance of 1 Kings 5.10 (MT) to the effect that Solomon’s wisdom
surpasses ‘all the wisdom of Egypt’, but also by Acts 7.22, where Moses
is said to have been ‘instructed in all the wisdom of the Egyptians’.
This passage receives separate treatment (HrLHORST). Other papers deal
with the expectations of Nero’s return in the Egyptian Sibylline Oracles
(book 5), the study of which is brought to bear on a reinterpretation of
the setting of Paul’s Second Letter to the Thessalonians (van KooTEN);
the notion of ‘the condemning heart’ in 1 John, seen from an ancient
Egyptian perspective (TE VELDE); the Egyptian-Jewish background of
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one of the Eucharistic prayers in the Didache (vAN DE SANDT); the set-
ting of the Letter of Barnabas in early second-century Egypt (Loman);
the interpretation of Paul’s rapture to paradise in early Christian
writings, among which several from Egypt (Roukema); the Egyptian
symbol par excellence, the sphinx, and its theological interpretation by
Plutarch and Clement of Alexandria (HERRMANN & vAN DEN HOEK);
the critical portrayal of two ‘foolish Egyptians’, Apion and Anoubion,
in the Pseudo-Clementines (BREMMER); the martyrdom of the Christian
Alexandrian Potamiaena, put in the context of the persecutions of
Emperor Severus (BAKKER); and the attitude towards women within
ascetic circles in early Christian Egypt (PESTHY).

Finally, Gnostic writings, in most cases Coptic Gnostic literature
from Egypt, are dealt with in part three. This part begins with
a paper devoted to Alexandrian Gnosticism at the beginning of
Christianity, emphasizing the peaceful coexistence of Gnostic and
non-Gnostic Christians within the Christian communities (JAKAB).
Other papers address the eschatology of the Gospel of Thomas in the
context of scholarly debate about the historical Jesus (HoGETERP); the
Gnostic Basilides of Alexandria and his sources of inspiration (Bos);
the apocrypha genre, applied in Gnostic literature, against the back-
ground of the secret book in ancient Egypt (van Dyk); the references
to antediluvian patriarchs such as Adam and Enoch in the Cologne
Mani Codex, which is believed to have been translated into Greek in
Egypt (T1ccHELAAR); the anthropology of the Acts of Andrew and other
Gnostic literature (Roia LanziLLoTTA); the Acts of Peter and the Twelve,
passed down among the Nag Hammadi writings, with regard to both
the supposed itineraries of the apostles (T'uBach) and the identity of
Lithargoel whom they meet on their journey (Czacugsz). The volume
concludes with papers on The Holy Book of the Great Invisible Spirit, or
The Egyptian Gospel, discussing its concepts of gnasis and mageia (MEYER),
and on fate, magic, and astrology in the encyclopaedic work entitled
Pustis Sophia, and written by an Egyptian author (VAN DER VLIET).

All the papers together highlight the Egyptian subject matter, back-
ground or provenance of many Jewish, Early Christian and Gnostic
texts. Covering a broad spectrum of themes, genres and traditions,
they show that Egypt was a vibrant point of reference, sometimes even
a focal point and cradle for Jews, Christians and their thought. They
impressively demonstrate the extent to which Egypt was involved in
the formative stages of Judaism and Christianity and, at the same
time, that it was far from isolated from the wider developments in
the ancient world.
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Issues like these stirred the scholarly imagination of Gerard Lut-
tikhuizen, and we all hope that Gerard will continue his scholarly
concerns. There is much that still needs to be said about the origins
of Gnosticism, most Nag Hammadi texts are still waiting for a Dutch
translation directly from Coptic, and several PhD students hope for
his continued coaching. But there is no denying that he has many
other interests. He likes travelling with his wife Marleen. He is a gifted
painter, and both creating works of art and enjoying those of others,
especially contemporaries, will take up much of his time. And without
a shadow of doubt he will continue to listen to the music of Bach,
Johann Sebastian of course, of whom he is a devotee and on whom
an expert, even if he is not an active musician himself. So we will just
have to wait and see, and wish him a wonderful otium cum dignitate.

Groningen, January 2005 Anthony Hilhorst
George van Kooten
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JUDAISM & EGYPT






THE DISGRACE OF EGYPT: JOSHUA 5.9A
AND ITS CONTEXT

Ebp Noort

1. Introduction

Egypt, Israel and the Hebrew Bible are interrelated in many ways' and
linguistic, literary, and cultural influences are not hard to detect.? For
example, Egyptian architecture, art and iconography are still visible in
the material culture of Ancient Israel, especially in the coastal plain.
The title of this collection of studies for our colleague Gerard Luttik-
huizen is derived from 1 Kings 5.10. Here, the legendary wisdom of
Solomon surpasses ‘all the wisdom of Egypt’. The image of Egypt
is that of a powerful, prosperous and highly educated country with
plenty of food (Gen 12.10; 42.1ff;; Exod 16.3; Num 11.5).% In times
of political crisis Egypt served as a shelter (1 Kings 11.26fF., 40 [Jero-
boam]; Isa 20; 2 Kings 25.26 [murderers of Gedaliah]) and Judean
kings sought Egyptian military assistance several times. However, the
overall picture of Egypt in the Hebrew Bible is a negative one.
Due to the infiltration of the Exodus tradition in almost all literary
compositions* of the Hebrew Bible, the foremost image is that of an

! For a general introduction see D.B. Redford, Egypt, Canaan and Israel in Ancient
Times, Princeton, NJ 1995%; M. Gorg, Die Bezichungen zwischen dem Alten Israel und
Agypten: Von den Anfiingen bis zum Exil (Ertrage der Forschung 290), Darmstadt 1997.
F.V. Greifenhagen, FEgypt on the Pentateuch’s Ideological Map: Constructing Biblical Israel’s
Identity (Journal for the Study of the Old Testament Supplement Series 361), Sheffield
2003, reconstructs the image of Egypt in the Pentateuch as a part of the ideological
map of the Jewish Diaspora within Egypt during the Persian period. B.U. Schip-
per’s dissertation Israel und Agypten in der Kinigszeit: Die kulturellen Kontakte von Salomo bis
zum Fall Jerusalems (Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis 170), Gottingen 1999, challenges the
antiquity of the relationship between Egypt and Israel. In his opinion the historical
contacts start only in the late monarchical period of Judah.

2 R J. Williams, ‘Agypten und Israel’, in: Theologische Realenzyklopidie (Berlin 1977),
i, 492-505 (Bibl.).

3 H. Ringgren, o°8n, in: Theologisches Werterbuch zum Alten Testament (Stuttgart
1984), iv, 1099-111.

* 'W. Zimmerli, Grundriff der alttestamentlichen Theologie (Theologische Wissenschaft
3), Stuttgart 19783 1§ 2: ‘Jahwe, der Gott Israels von Agypten her’, 16-20.
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oppressor. Egypt is the ‘house of slavery’ (Exod 13.3; Deut 6.12; 7.8 etc.)
and in the summa of ethical thinking, the Decalogue, YHWH presents
himself not as the God of Heaven and Earth, nor as the Creator, but
as the God ‘who brought you out of Egypt’ (Exod 20.2; Deut 5.6).
How deeply this image was rooted in Israel’s reflections on the past,
in its thinking about its own identity, may be demonstrated by a small
detail. Isa 19.25 reads ‘Blessed be Egypt, my people, and Assyria the
work of my hands, and Israel my heritage’, a stunning eschatological
vision in which the former enemies are called ‘my people’ and ‘the
work of my hands’. The blessing is framed by the contention that
there will be an altar to YHWH in the land of Egypt. The LXX did
not accept such a vision and introduced a prepositional ‘in’ to read
‘Blessed be my people that is iz Egypt ...” The object now is Israel in
slavery. Israel is now blessed, rather than the Egyptians! Translation
can be a deadly weapon.

2. The ambivalence of the role of Egypt and the crux interpretum of Josh 5.9

Without doubt, the praise of the wisdom of Egypt will be sung in this
collection of studies. There is ample reason for this in the book of
Proverbs, in the Psalms and in the narratives of the wisdom traditions.
However, in this paper I would like to stress the ambivalent character
of the relationship between Egypt and Israel by studying an enigmatic
expression from Joshua 5.9a, the famous crux interpretum

093 n29n.° The divine speech to Joshua in 5.9 reads:

oo'bun ©MER PEANTIR 'mS) o
M oern T %%y xmm opnn o Xp

Today I have rolled away the 2'32 N7 from upon you, and he
called the name of this @3 Gilgal until the present day.

The translation of @*3” N2 depends on the interpretation. Common

> M.N. van der Meer has recently intensively studied Joshua 5.2-12 in his dis-
sertation Formation and Reformulation: The Redaction of the Book of Joshua in the Light of
the Oldest Textual Witnesses, Leiden 2001, 219-352, with an excellent survey of the
history of research of the passage on 223-51. Two other important studies of Joshua
5.2-12 are K. Bieberstein, fosua-Fordan-Fericho: Archéologie, Geschichte und Theologie der
Landnahmeerzihlungen Josua 1-6 (Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis 143), Gottingen 1995,
194-223; G.C. den Hertog, Studien zur griechischen Ubersetzung des Buches Josua, Diss.
GieBlen 1996.
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Bible translations read: ‘the reproach of Egypt’ (American Standard
Version; Jewish Publication Society; King James Version; New King
James Version; Revised Standard Version), ‘the disgrace of Egypt’ (New
Revised Standard Version; Jewish Publication Society Tanakh), ‘die
dgyptische Schande’ (Einheitsiibersetzung) or ‘die Schande Agyptens’
(Elberfelder Bibel; Revidierte Luthertibersetzung); the Dutch transla-
tions read almost in unison ‘de smaad van Egypte’ (Leidsche Verta-
ling; NBG 1951; Statenvertaling; but cf. NBV 2004: ‘de schande van
Egypte’). The interpretations of the meaning of the 281 PN differ
greatly. The most important suggestions are either the uncircumcised
state of the people who left Egypt and their offspring born on the way
through the wilderness, or the humiliation of the slavery in Egypt,
depending on the interpretation of the context.

3. The early history of reception: the LXX

The situation is further complicated by the LXX, which reads:
kol elmer kUplog T 'Inool uvig Naun év tf) ofuepov Muépy ddeliov
Tov Oveldlopov Alylimtou 4’ LPGV. kol ékaieoery TO Gvopa Tob TOTOL
écelvov Tadyaio.

The Lord said to Iesous, son of Naue: On this very day I took away
the disgrace of Egypt from you. And he called the name of that place
Galgala.

A minor difference between MT and LXX is the patronymic plus
viog Nown after Joshua. A second one, the stress on ‘this very day’,
is not unusual.®

The more important difference in LXX is the lack of o1 =
M in MT 5.9bp together with 1 in v. 10. The most frequent
explanation is that the entire phrase 9113 5X232 9 from MT
is missing in LXX. In that case a homoioteleuton from 5153...5152
can easily be reconstructed. Presupposing this, the LXX translator,
however, had to find a new subject for émoinoav ...t0 Haoxe (5.10)
and he chose ol viot Iopani, which was exactly the same as in MT.

5 Contra Van der Meer, The Redaction of the Book of Joshua, 288. For Josh 5.9 &v tf)
ofjuepov Mpépe, see Jer 1.18, var. Josh 22.29 & toig onpepov muéparg; 1 Sam 17.10
ofuepov €v ) Muépe tedty; Judith 7.28; 8.12, 18;13.17 év tf muépe 1§ oruepov.
As an aetiological formula €w¢ tfic onpepov Muépac used in Joshua 4.9; 6.25; 9.27;
10.27; 13.13; 22.3; 24.31.
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For this reason—the accidental choice of the same expression’
homoioteleuton is an unlikely solution. The differences between MT
and LXX cannot be attributed to a technical mistake; we have to look
for an intended change in one or the other direction.

Van der Meer has come up with the following ingenious solution.
Because of the Qal of the verb X3P corresponding to ékaAeser in
the LXX, the subject must be either YHWH or Joshua. Between 5.3
Bouvog tév akpoPuotiav, ‘the Hill of the Foreskins’, and 5.8f. there
is no change of location, so, in the eyes of the LXX translator, Gilgal
and the Hill of the Foreskins must be the same place. After 4.19 the
name of Gilgal was already known by the people. Therefore, Van der
Meer presumes a divine subject in 5.9: ‘in Josh 5.9 [the place] receives
its proper name “Gilgal” from the mouth of the Deity himself.® The
consequence of this choice is that in his eyes the phrase ‘until the
present day’ ‘would not have been very appropriate’.? The LXX thus
intentionally removed the phrase from the Vorlage. The presupposi-
tion of this reasoning is that the formula ‘until the present day’ is only
used after human action and name-giving. In Ezek 20.29, however,
there is human name-giving but the context is a divine speech and the
argumentation is based on word play just as in Josh 5.9. Ezek 20.29
reads:

And I (YHWH) said to them: “What is the high place about, to which you
go up? Thus its name has become “high place” to the present day.’

—a

The word play around 22 using the elements 2 and 812 demon-
strates that it is not inappropriate to connect a divine subject or speech
with the formula ‘to the present day.

Thus, more possibilities are available as there is no decisive reason
why LXX should shorten the text. The actiological formula is there-
fore probably an expansion produced by MT. MT stresses both the
connection between the divine interpretation of Joshua’s action and
the divine name-giving, as well as the fact that this toponym is still
known to the present reader.

Is it possible to propose that the phrase 52523 SXa@™33 1m is
indeed an expansion of the MT and not a shortening by the LXX

7 Tt may be argued, however, that this choice is in line with the naming of the
whole chapter. The phrase ol viol Iopeni appears in 5.1(>), 2, 3, 4, 10, 12.

8 Van der Meer, The Redaction of the Book of Joshua, 335.

9 Tbid.
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translator? With regard to the frequency of both expressions, Y8712
in MT and vioi Iopani in LXX appear roughly the same number of
times. 987212 appears 69 times and viol Iopank 73 times in the
Book of Joshua. Given the varying lengths of both texts, this is not an
appreciable difference.

In four cases, however, there is an expansion of the MT vis-a-vis
the LXX. In these four cases LXX does not read any form of viol
IopomA or its equivalents. M'T 1.2 specifies the receiving party of the
promise of the land: ‘to them, fo the sons of Israel’. M'T 3.1 shifts from
the first person singular ‘Joshua got up’ to the plural ‘they set out’ by
inserting ‘he and all the sons of Israel’. Here too, the aim is to bring in
the Israelites, the group, rather than to solve a syntactical problem.
The opening sentence of the conquest of Jericho reads MT 6.1: ‘Now
Jericho was totally sealed off in the face of the sons of Israel. No-one could
leave or enter.” And, finally, MT has a remarkable plus in 18.10.
After the lot casting in Shiloh, MT reads: ‘And Joshua apportioned
there the land to the sons of Israel in accordance with their portions.’
Again there is no reason why LXX should have shortened the text
here. However, an expansion of MT can be explained. MT stresses
the fulfilment of the divine commands of Josh 13.6, 7. Everything
happened as YHWH and Moses ordered. So apart from MT 5.10,
we have four more cases where the text in MT has been expanded
for reasons of clarifying or stressing the role of the Israelites.

In several cases LXX reads ‘Israel’ or a personal pronoun, unlike the
MT where the 58732 are mentioned, for example in 11.19 in the
summing up of the war in the north, and in the particular note of the
killing of Balaam, the son of Beor. Josh 13.22 reveals a long tradition
of exegetical interpretation within the Hebrew Bible itself.!! LXX reads
kel Tov Bodoop tov 10D Bewp TOV MAVTLY GTEKTELVQV €V TR POTH.
The subject refers to the Reubenites, whose territory is discussed in
13.15-23. Related to those territorial claims, traditions about Balaam
are referred to. In Num 22-24 MT, Balaam—reluctantly—functions

10 bxaiv3 is by far the most used expression in Joshua MT; S8 (55) appears
only 41 times.

'l H. Donner, ‘Balaam pseudopropheta’, in: H. Donner, R. Hanhart, and R.
Smend (eds), Beitrige zur alttestamentlichen Theologie: Festschrifi fiir Walther Jimmerli zum
70. Geburtstag, Gottingen 1977, 112-23.
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as a prophet of YHWH. The overall picture is a positive one. This
is changed in Deut 23.3-5 and radicalized in the late text of Num
31.8 where not only the kings of Midian are killed, but also Balaam.
Depending on Num 31.8, Josh 13.22 pictures Balaam as a DO, a
diviner, and after the laws of Deut 18 and 13 such a false prophet is
put to death. What LXX claims for the Reubenites, M'T" claims in its
presumed orthodoxy for the totality of all Israelites. Under the guid-
ance of Moses the 587233 killed the dangerous false prophet.

Further, it can be observed that in expressions in M'T 7.23; 19.51
and 21.1, LXX mentions ‘Israel’ where MT offers combinations with
‘the sons of Israel’.!?

In conclusion, we have some indications that the MT has been con-
sciously expanded by mentioning Y8733 to stress the particular role
of the Israelites in the book of Joshua. There is no need to assume that
the LXX has been systematically shortened.

But how can we explain the encampment at Gilgal itself:
51523 5xwma2 N? The encampment at Gilgal is first mentioned
in 4.19: “The people came up out of the Jordan [on the tenth day of
the first month] and camped at Gilgal on the eastern border of Jeri-
cho.” Most exegetes!? agree that the verse itself originally belonged to
one of the older versions of the crossing narrative. The solemn date
formula ‘on the tenth day of the first month’, however, is understood
as a priestly insertion preparing for the Passover of 5.10-12. Indeed,
the priestly instructions for Passover from Exod 12.3, 6 refer to the
tenth and the fourteenth day of the first month. The two dates link
Josh 4.19 and 5.10. Within this framework the encampment of 5.10
is regarded as a repetition of 4.19, which LXX 5.10 with its supposed

12 The opposite can also be seen. In 3.7, 17; 6.18; 8.35; 10.10; 21.45 and 23.2, LXX
reads viol Iopani. Here viol Iopani is read as 58753 (3.7, 17; 23.2), by mmmn
(6.18), bxnr Srphs (8.35), b 1185 (10.10), 587 i3 (21.45). In most cases—about
fifty times—there is a one-to-one translation: S872°™13 with viol IopemA.

13 M. Noth, Josua (Handbuch zum Alten Testament 1.7), Tiibingen 19532, 39;
T.C. Butler, Joshua (Word Biblical Commentary 7), Waco, Texas 1983, 50-1; V.
Fritz, Das Buch Josua (Handbuch zum Alten Testament 1.7), Tibingen 1994, 48; R.D.
Nelson, Joshua (Old Testament Library), Louisville 1997, 70; J.L. Sicre, josué (Nueva
Biblia Espafiola), Estella 2002, 142. More critically: Bieberstein, Josua-jordan-Fericho,
184f. For an overview of the history of research see E. Noort, Das Buch Josua: For-
schungsgeschichte und Problemfelder (Ertrage der Forschung 292), Darmstadt 1998, 147-64;
Sicre, fosué, 147-54: Excurso 5: ‘Distintas aproximaciones a Jos 3-4’.
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systematizing character correctly removed.!* In this case a longer MT
1s presupposed, shortened by LXX.

Two problems' have to be solved here: the date formula and the
chronological system behind it, and the geographical marker Gilgal.
The following chronological remarks are made in the final text of
the first chapters of Joshua:
1.11 Joshua’s instruction to the officers: the crossing of the Jordan
will take place within three days: @Y nUsw Twals (A).7
2.2 The scouts sent out by Joshua stay overnight!® in the house
of the prostitute Rahab (B).
2.16 Rahab to the scouts: ‘hide yourselves in the hill country for
three days’ (B).
2.22 The scouts return to Joshua and report after hiding for three
days (B).
3.1 Itinerary: From Shittim to the Jordan: one day and a stay
overnight. The crossing will take place the next day (C).!?
3.2 Preparations at the end of three days for crossing on the fourth
day: o nuSY mspn?® (A).
3.5 Speech: Joshua to the people:  Tomorrow YHWH will do won-
ders among you’ (C).
3.7 Divine speech: YHWH to Joshua: ‘7oday I will begin to make
you great’ (D).

14 E. Otto, Das Mazzolfest in Gilgal (Beitrage zur Wissenschaft vom Alten und
Neuen Testament 107), Stuttgart 1975, 61 note 1: “‘So durfte wohl V. 10awx als neben
Jos 4,19 uberfliissig angesehen und gestrichen worden sein.’

15 The remarkable conjunction of Passover with eating the produce of the land
and the Feast of the Unleavened Bread could be a third problem. The conjunction,
however, is not so remarkable when Joshua 5.10-12 is recognized as the entry into
the land where the laws of Lev 23 are observed. Josh 5 is a practical exercising of
Lev 23.

16 The same expression in Joseph’s explanation of the dreams of Pharaoh’s chief
cupbearer and baker: Gen 40.13, 19.

17 The symbols A-F systematize the different chronological remarks.

18 XX does not mention ‘this/that night’ in v. 2 but refers to it in the speech
of the king’s servants to Rahab in v. 3. MT adds ‘that night’ in v. 2 to try to avoid
the sexual connotations of the simple ‘they lay down there’.

19 The chronology of 3.1 may fit with 3.2 if necessary, but is not related to the
time scheme of 1.11 and 3.2. For an overview of the positions in the literary-historical
debate, see Bieberstein, fosua-fordan-Fericho,171 note 141.

20 The expression only appears for a second time in Josh 9.16.
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4.19 Narrative: the people came up out of the Jordan on the tenth
day of the first month (E).

5.10 Narrative: the Israelites celebrated Passover on the fourteenth day
of the month (E).

5.11 Narrative: the Israelites ate the produce of the land the day
after*! Passover (E).

6.14 Narrative: six days of encircling Jericho (F).

6.15 Narrative: on the seventh day, the walls of Jericho came down

(E)-

A first look at the texts reveals that Josh 2 has its own chronology
(B), fitting with its character as an isolated story in the composition
of Josh 1-12. In the overall scheme the chronology of this narrative is
not related to the crossing story. The scouts return on the fifth day of
their adventure. They report to Joshua after the crossing has occurred.
Though belonging to different literary layers, Josh 1.11; 3.2, 5, 7 all
focus on the crossing of the Jordan and its meaning for Joshua and
Israel. The general time expressions, ‘within three days’, ‘at the end of
three days’, ‘the next day’ and ‘this very day’, stress the enigmatic role
of the crossing. This specific use of the date formulas is often seen in
(travel) narratives or itineraries. Especially the span of three days leads
to a decisive turn of the events: Gen 22.4 (Abraham — Isaac ); 31.22
(Laban — Jacob); 34.25 (Dinah — Shechem); Exod 19.16 (theophany);
Josh 9.16, 17 (Gibeon); Judg 20.30 (Israelites — Benjaminites) etc. The
tension-building function for a transition from old to new, here from
the wilderness to the Promised Land, is expressed by the date formulas.
Their general and symbolic content cannot be used for a precise time
scheme. They draw attention to a point of decision.

These general expressions differ significantly from the (post-)priestly
time formulas in 4.19 and 5.10, 11 where an exact day is meant and
given because of the relation with Exod 12.3, 6. The central item
is the Passover celebration connected with the Feast of Unleavened
Bread. The horizon of this redactor is not only Exod 12, but first
and foremost Lev 23. Lev 23.5, 6 connects the Passover offering on
the fourteenth day of Nisan with the Feast of Unleavened Bread on
the fifteenth day of the same month. Lev 23.14 forbids eating bread,
parched grain or fresh ears before the first offering. Dealing with these

2l According to MT, explicitly contrary to LXX.
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combinations, M T specified its text vis-a-vis the LXX. The story about
the manna in Exod 16.35 explicitly states that manna belongs to the
gifts of the desert and stops as soon as Canaan has been reached. For
LXX Josh 5.11, 12 manna stops on the very same day the Passover
meal is eaten, i.e. the fourteenth day.?> M'T, however, knowing Lev 23,
has to separate Passover, the eating of the unleavened bread and the
cessation of manna. MEBT NAMMAN, ‘the day after Passover’, is added
to its text. The chronological remark is thus again an expansion of
MT, not a shortening of LXX. M'T constructs a Passover which will
pass the examination of the strictest Deuteronomists as demonstrated
by 2 Kings 23.21-23. In the eyes of this author there are only two
regular Passovers celebrated in the Promised Land: the Passover of
Joshua and the Passover of Josiah. Up until this point we have noticed
expansions of MT, not shortenings of LXX. These expansions are
clearly painted in deuteronomistic colours.

Looking back at the different chronological formulas representing
different aspects and used in the first chapters of Joshua, it is no longer
possible to reconstruct a single chronological scheme for the crossing
of the Jordan, which is what Wilcoxen?® did in the days when exegesis
reconstructed many festivals as a background for the supposed cultic
character of the text:

The legend covers events of two seven-day periods, one containing a ritual
or symbolic crossing of the Jordan river by the Ark and the people and
commemorating the entry into the land, and one repeating, during the
festival period, the miraculous conquest** by the people and the Ark of
the great Canaanite city of Jericho.?’

Wilcoxen presumes a seven-day period for the crossing by reckoning
inclusively, ‘so that “three days” actually means “part of today, tomor-
row, and part of the next day”™ (62). However, his combination is an

22 For the relation between Josh 5 and Lev 23 see Nelson, Joshua, 80 and more
importantly M. Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel, Oxford 1985, 145-51,
who refers to Num 33.3 and the connection between Sabbath, Akkadian Sapatiu and
the full moon on the fifteenth of the month. Extensive coverage by Van der Meer,
The Redaction of the Book of Joshua, 275-6.

23 J.A. Wilcoxen, ‘Narrative Structure and Cult Legend: a Study of Joshua 1-
6’, in: J.C. Rijlaarsdam (ed.), Transitions in Biblical Scholarship (Essays in Divinity 6),
Chicago 1968, 43-70.

2* The seven-day scheme of Josh 6 is clear in spite of multiple reworkings of the text.
The walls of Jericho come tumbling down on the seventh day of the encircling.

% Wilcoxen, ‘Narrative Structure and Cult Legend’, 64.
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unlikely solution considering the different character of the chronological
formulas in this part of the book of Joshua.

The second problem is the geographical setting of the encampment
at Gilgal, which is missing in the LXX. However, Gilgal is not the
only toponym in the text. The celebration of Passover has a second
geographical marker in v. 10: 7 M27Y3, already known from Josh
4.13 and probably the original stage for Passover. We have seen that
Lev 23 and Exod 12 were in the background for the combination of
Passover and the Feast of the Unleavened Bread. Now Bieberstein?®
has drawn attention to the fact that Exod 12.48-50 requires every
participant of the Passover meal to be circumcised. This is the ratio-
nale for the circumcision narrative of Josh 5.2-8. It is here that cir-
cumcision enters the stage. As soon as Passover was combined with
the condition of circumcision and this combination functioned as the
‘Vorlage’ for Josh 5, the narrative of Josh 5.2-8 introduced the cir-
cumcision ceremony. Josh 5.2-8 is Exod 12 in action. The conditio sine
qua non for the Passover of 5.10 is the fact that every Israelite should
be circumcised. In fulfilling this command, however, MT and LXX?
each go their own way.

MT states explicitly that the older generation, coming out of Egypt,
was circumcised. They had died in the desert (5.4, 6).28 The younger
generation, however, those Israelites born in the desert and who would
enter the Promised Land, were not circumcised (5.5). Obviously the
narrator needs an explanation for this. His references to Numbers and
Deuteronomy are introduced by the phrase “This is the reason why’
(5.4), stressing the necessity of circumcision.

The main difference between LXX and MT is the group which is
circumcised: according to LXX, not only those who were born on the
way through the desert but also those who were uncircumcised when
they left Egypt were circumcised (5.4).2% This differs from MT, which
states that every man going out of Egypt had been circumcised and
that this entire generation had died by the time the Promised Land
was reached. This is generally not regarded as a complete contradiction

26 Bieberstein, Josua-jordan-Fericho, 408.

27 Discussed in detail by Van der Meer, The Redaction of the Book of Joshua, 255-
64, 287-329.

28 Reference: Num 14.21-35; 32.13 and Deut 1.34-36, 39.

2 kol GooL mote dmepitunToL Mooy TOV EEeAnivdétwy & Alylmtou.
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because Num 14.29 is aimed at men older than twenty years of age
who have to die. Some of the group who were younger than twenty
could be survivors of the group which had left Egypt. Van der Meer
has demonstrated that the Greek translator had a special concern for
the fate of the younger generation.?® Although not every point in Van
der Meer’s argument is convincing, one thing is clear. The MT version
with its emphasis on the death of an entire generation is replaced in
LXX by a more thoughtful exegesis of the Pentateuch passages about
Israel in the wilderness, the participants of the conquest and the entry
into the Promised Land. Whereas MT goes for totality, LXX prefers
to be the better student of Scripture. The same tendency towards
specificity can be seen in the fact that LXX describes the time in the
wilderness as a period of forty-two years (Josh 5.6) instead of forty
(MT), based on Num 10.11, 12; 12.16; 14*.3!

Both LXX and MT stress the fact that the circumcision is performed
with flint knives. There is no reason to assume that the rendering
‘sharp flint knives’ (LXX) demonstrates the purpose of the text show-
ing that ‘the painful operation on the adult population was at least
performed by sharp knives’, and that the aim of the addition in LXX
in Josh 24.31a where the flint knives are buried with Joshua is the
reassurance that ‘the crude practice of circumcising men with these
stones was restricted only to the time of Joshua.®? Flint knives can
be as sharp and useful as iron ones. Here in 5.2 | in the final text of
MT, it is said that in the narrator’s opinion circumcision is a very old
practice and that circumcision, Joshua, Passover and the entry into
the new land belong together. To combine all the elements, the ‘Hill
of the Foreskins’, the circumcision and the Passover in the plains of
Jericho, the MT author repeated the encampment at Gilgal from
4.19. Contrary to what we have seen in Josh 5.4-7, it was LXX, not
MT, that intended to expand, to include more refined scriptural refer-
ences.

In and around Josh 5.9 it is MT that stresses the role of the Isra-
elites, reminds readers of Gilgal’s name and repeats the encampment
of 4.19. MT watches over the correct chronology of Passover and
the Feast of the Unleavened Bread by constructing the fifteenth day.
LXX goes its own way with the addition of the circumcision scene.

30 Van der Meer, The Redaction of the Book of Joshua, 315-23.
31 Two years before and forty years after the Kadesh events.
32 Van der Meer, The Redaction of the Book of Joshua, 290-1.
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By means of scriptural exegesis, the author/translator reconstructs a
second group of uncircumcised Israelites. The developments within
the different versions referring to circumcision demonstrate a growing
refinement of inner-biblical exegesis. As Fishbane puts it:

They (the text and traditions) were...subject to redaction, elucidation,
reformulation, and outright transformation. Accordingly, our received
traditions are complex blends of #raditum and traditio in dynamic interac-
tion, dynamic interpretation, and dynamic interdependence.?®

4. A survey of explanations

Having surveyed the context of 5.9 and the variations between
MT and LXX, the question of the meaning of v. 9 and especially of
0"En Nen s still open. This exegetical crux can be solved in the
following ways:

1. It is frequently proposed that the disgrace of Egypt describes
the state of slavery during the time the Israelites dwelt in Egypt.
This slavery did not end with the Exodus but with the entry
into the new land.** The difficulty, however, is that nowhere
it is stated that the state of slavery was maintained during the
period in the desert. On the contrary, in the Ten Command-
ments YHWH presents himself as the God who liberated Israel
from Egypt: ‘I am YHWH, your God, who brought you out
of Egypt, out of the house of slavery’ (Exod 20.2). Bringing
the Israelites out of Egypt has brought an end to slavery. Not
the conquest of Ganaan but the Exodus was the central item
of Israel’s creed. Therefore YHWH reveals his own, previously
unknown and hidden name to Moses at the beginning of the
Exodus narrative (Exod 3.13-15; 6.2-8). Such examples, the
number of which can be increased easily, demonstrate the
immense importance of the Exodus theme as the liberation
from slavery.

2. 'The most obvious solution within the context of 5.2-9 seems to
be that the ‘disgrace of Egypt’ refers to a state of uncircumcision

33 Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel, 543.
3% According to the newer commentators: Butler, Joshua, 59; Fritz, Das Buch

Josua, 59.
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either in Egypt or during the period in the wilderness.*> Gen
34.14 refers to uncircumcision as a ‘disgrace’. For 5.9 ‘today 1
rolled away the disgrace of Egypt’ is the ultimate divine approval
of what happened in 5.2-8. Egyptians, however, practised cir-
cumcision, so the reproach can only refer to a state of not being
circumcised. According to MT this is the case only during the
wilderness time, but during that time a reproach of Egypt does
not make any sense.

3. Apart from the main positions of nos. 1 and 2, a great number
of variants can be observed. K. Galling refers to the 202 in
Judg 3.26 and the twelve stones set up in Gilgal (Josh 4.20) and
concludes: “Vielleicht hangt der doch nur gezwungen mit der
Beschneidung zu verbindende Ausdruck von dem “Abwailzen
der Schmach Agyptens” mit einem Abrenuntiationsritus (Gen
35; Josh 24) zusammen.” The ‘Hill of the Foreskins’ refers to
the place where foreigners were circumcised.*® However, besides
the difficult combination of texts, which allows speculation, we
do not know anything about an Abrenuntiation’ at Gilgal.

4. A non liquet is defended several times. It is no longer possible
to determine the exact meaning of ‘I have rolled away the
disgrace of Egypt’, because the original story included in the
conclusion of 5.9 is replaced by the later circumcision narrative.
This narrative, however, cannot be the background to 5.9.%

5. The ‘disgrace of Egypt’ means the state of slavery in Egypt,
but it has a function in the preparation of Passover. Crossing
the Jordan is repeating the enigmatic wonder of Exod 14 as
reflected in Josh 4.23. The Exodus and the wondrous crossing
of the Red Sea end the disgrace of Egypt, but it is represented
here, in the new land, after the crossing of the Jordan.?® The
difficulty with this approach is a literary-historical one. The
link between the two crossings of the Red Sea and the Jordan
belongs to the latest layers of the text. This combination only
plays a role in a final text reading.

35 1,. Koehler and W. Baumgartner, Hebriisches und aramdisches Lexikon zum Alten Tes-
tament, Leiden, 1, 1967, 342b.

% K. Galling, ‘Das Gemeindegesetz in Deuteronomium 23’, in: W. Baumgartner,
O. Eissfeldt, K. Elliger, and L. Rost (eds), Festschrift fiir Alfred Bertholet zum 80. Geburtstag,
Tiibingen 1950, 176-91, esp. 190.

37 Noth, Josua, 25.

38 MLA. Beek, Jozua (POT), Nijkerk 1981, 66.
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6.  The crossing of the Jordan and the erection of the stones are
the real end of the disgrace of Egypt, understood here as the
state of slavery. Situated after the circumcision, however, it is
the wrong text in the wrong place. 5.9 originally belonged to
the conclusion of 4.19 and should be read directly after that

verse.*

7. The ‘disgrace of Egypt’ should be related to the presumed
mockery of the Egyptians in Num 14.13-16 if YHWH would
eventually fail to bring his people to Canaan after he had
brought them out of Egypt.* ‘Israel’s bondage, which at the
Exodus had been broken in principle, was finally and defini-
tively removed now that the people were safely on Canaan’s
side, no longer subject to the words of shame of which Num
14.13-16; Deut 9.28 speak hypothetically’.*!

8. Josh 5.9 belongs to the latest layers of chap. 5. Its background is
the post-exilic situation. During the exile, circumcision became
the ultimate sign of Jewish identity in uncircumcised Baby-
lonian surroundings. After the return to Judah, circumecision
was related to the (re)conquest/resettlement of the land. In
retrospect, uncircumcision during the Babylonian exile was
the disgrace mentioned in 5.9. Egypt stands for Babylonia.*?
In the same way C.G. den Hertog explains the role of cir-
cumcision in the LXX of Josh 5. During the revolts of the
Maccabees, circumcision was a major bone of contention
between Hellenized and orthodox Jews. ‘Gerade in einer stark
von hellenistischem Geist geprigten Stadt wie Alexandrien
miussen wir solche Tendenzen vermuten... _]osU]OS wird die
Gelegenheit erkannt haben, seine “liberalen” Volksgenossen
auf die Notwendigkeit der Beschneidung hinzuweisen, damit
auch sie Tov dvelbiopov Alyimtov (v. 9) ablegen.’®® Egypt
means Alexandria, not Babylon.

39 J.H. Kroeze, Het boek Jozua (COT), Kampen 1968, 70.

40 K_.A. Deurloo, ‘Spiel mit und Verweis auf Torah-Worte in Jos 2-6; 9°, Dielheimer
Blitter zum Alten Testament 26 (1989/90[1992]) 70-80.

*1' M. Woudstra, The Book of Joshua (The New International Commentary on the
Old Testament), Grand Rapids 1981, 102.

2 Bieberstein, Josua-jordan-Fericho, 190-1, 420.

* Den Hertog, Jur griechischen Ubersetzung des Buches Josua, 148.
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With an eye to this wide variety of possibilities, the first question must
be how 1271, ‘disgrace’, ‘shame’ is used in the Hebrew Bible. The
closest parallel to the enigmatic expression 2182 N27M, ‘the disgrace
of Egypt’, is Zeph 2.8a 281 np7M, ‘the disgrace of Moab’. The
continuation of this verse in 2.8b, ‘with which they put my people
to shame’, illustrates that the expression refers to the humiliation
caused by the Moabites. The same can be concluded for Josh 5.9: it
concerns a disgrace effected or executed by Egypt. In social and politi-
cal relations childlessness is a 7571 (Gen 30.23), as is mutilation as a
condition for a peace treaty (1 Sam 11.2). Being raped is a disgrace
for the victim (2 Sam 13.13), as are widowhood (Isa 54.4) and famine
(Ezek 36.30). The same is the case for living in the ruins of Jerusalem
(Neh 1.3; 2.17) and the mockery of the Samarians and Sanballat (Neh
4.4). Social injustice in Judah is a reason for taunting the outsiders
(Neh 5.9). Towns, states and nations may become objects of shame
(Bozrah: Jer 49.13; Jerusalem: Lam 5.1; Ezek 5.14, 15; 16.57; 21.33
by the Ammonites; 22.4).

mD7M has its own place in the Psalms, especially in the psalms of
lament. The awful state of the prayer is a disgrace for the people
around him (Pss 22.7; 31.12; 44.14; 79.4; 89.42; 89.51; 109.25), for
God (Ps 69.8, 11) and for the prayer him/herself (Ps 69.21).** The
prayer does not want to be victimized, he wants his adversaries to be
in a state of disgrace (Pss 71.13; 79.12). In self-accusation Ephraim
speaks of ‘the disgrace of my youth’ (Jer 31.19).

In the relationship between God and man, the impious and the
nations or Judah/Ephraim are able to shame God (2 Kings 19.4; Hos
12.15; Joel 2.17; Pss 74.10, 18, 22; 79.12). In return, God shames his
adversaries (Ps 78.66) or confers everlasting disgrace on the Judean
community (Jer 23.40) and on the remnants of Jerusalem (Jer 24.9;
29.18 [insertion vis-a-vis LXX]). On the other hand, it is YHWH
who takes away the disgrace of his people (Isa 25.8 My n27m; Ezek
36.15 omy neam). His prophets or the prayer in general suffer from
disgrace on YHWH’s account (Jer 15.15; 20.8).

In relation to circumcision it was a disgrace for the sons of Jacob to

Q. de Vos, Klage als Gotteslob aus der Tiefe: Der Mensch vor Gott in den individuellen
Klagepsalmen (Diss. Groningen 2004), 144, 147, with the observation about the mixture
of social death and the mockery of a helpless God: ‘Damit schlieBen die Mitmenschen
den Betroffenen nicht nur aus ihrer Gemeinschaft aus, sie zweifeln dazu noch iiber
die Zuwendung, die er von Gott erwarten kann’ (147).
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give Dinah away to one who was uncircumcised (Gen 34.14). Goliath’s
cursing is a reproach on Israel, in David’s view the words of an uncir-
cumcised Philistine (1 Sam 17.26).*> The uncircumcised ears of the
remnant of Israel cannot listen. Therefore the word of YHWH is a
disgrace for them (Jer 6.10). D71 in relation to Egypt is mentioned
in texts referring to the murder of the governor Gedaliah and groups
fleeing to Egypt to escape the revenge of the Babylonians. Fleeing to
Egypt will bring disgrace (Jer 42.18) for the remnant of Judah among
all nations (Jer 44.8, 12). The notion that the disgrace is rolled away
(552) by God occurs in Ps 119.22.46

5. Conclusions

To sum up, the disgrace of Egypt is a unique formulation in the
Hebrew Bible. In the context of Josh 5.9 it means malicious pleasure
on the side of Egypt at the expense of Israel. It refers neither to the
slavery in Egypt nor to circumcision in the original setting of Josh 5.2-8.
There is no reason for mockery, either for the bondage in Egypt or for
a supposed state of uncircumcision during or after the Egypt period.

Now it is YHWH who explicitly ‘rolls away’ the disgrace of Egypt, a
common expression as Ps 119.22 proves. This expression was chosen
here to enable a pun on Gilgal. The reason for the Egyptian mockery
should be situated in the time between the exodus from Egypt and the
arrival at Gilgal. It is not the desert period itself to which the m27m
refers, but the active role of YHWH in it. In the scheme of Numbers
he condemned Israel to forty years of wandering in the wilderness until
the entire Exodus generation had died. In the eyes of the Egyptians,
however, YHWH, who had delivered Israel from the hands of Pharaoh,
was not able to bring his people into the Promised Land. This is the
main argument of Moses in Num 14.13-16 and Deut 9.25f. YHWH
1s blamed, therefore he himself takes away the disgrace.

The arrival at Gilgal grows theologically into an absolute new
beginning where everything important is present. 4QQJoshua® reads

Josh 8.30-35 M'T after the crossing of the Jordan and before the

4 Van der Meer, The Redaction of the Book of Joshua, 269 has drawn attention to the
fact that ‘it is not the state of being uncircumcised per se that is the object of humilia-
tion, but rather the humiliating subjection of Israel to uncircumcised foreigners.’

6 mpam "5 5 Var. Ps 119.39.
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circumcision scene of 5.2-8.*7 Even Deut 27.2-8 is executed directly
after the crossing. The Torah is written and recited. After the arrival
in the Promised Land, Sinai, the symbol for the Torah, once given
in the wilderness, repeated in Moab on the threshold of Canaan, has
come home.*®

The whole scenery of the disgrace of Egypt so far is firmly in deutero-
nomistic hands. Starting with eating the produce of the land, however,
the feasts of Passover and the Unleavened Bread are introduced. In an
exegetical refining of the relation between the laws of the Pentateuch
and the new beginning, late priestly hands make circumcision the
ultimate condition for a life coram Deo in the land. Now the circumci-
sion and the ‘Hill of the Foreskins’ appear. Without circumcision there
can be no life in the Promised Land.

This means that from the history of research, nos. 7 and 2 with
some aspects of 8 in a diachronical script offer the best possibilities for
understanding the final text of Josh 5.9 and the history behind it. Egypt
plays the role of the scapegoat in this text. Here, with the ‘disgrace
of Egypt’, the Egyptians were accused of something they were only
assumed to have done. There was no judicial proof, accusations were
made solely on the basis of collective memory, of an one-sided image
of Egypt. As we have seen in the introduction, changing this negative
image was difficult. The blessing of Egypt from Isa 19.25, with which
we began our discussion, was ‘Lost in Translation’. Perhaps that is
the tragedy of a small country with a mighty neighbour.

47 E. Noort, ‘4QJoshua® and the History of Tradition in the Book of Joshua’,
Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages 24 (1998) 127-44.

8 . Noort, Een plek om te zijn: Over de theologie van het land aan de hand van Jozua
8.30-35, Kampen 1993, 18.






LA GENESE D’ALEXANDRIE, LES RABBINS
ET QUMRAN

FLoRENTINO GARCIA MARTINEZ

Dans les écrits de la tradition rabbinique nous trouvons toute une
série de listes qui énumerent les changements du texte biblique qui
auraient été faits intentionnellement par les traducteurs au moment de
la traduction en grec de la Bible hébraique. Ces listes se trouvent dans
les midrashim tannaitiques (comme la Mekilta de Rabbi Ismael, dans le
commentaire a Exode 12.40), dans les talmudim (b. Meg. 9a-b; y. Meg.
71d, traité Sopherim 1.7-8), ainsi que dans des collections de midrashim
plus tardives, comme Abot de Rabbi Nathan (version B, chap. 37), Tanhuma
Exod (para. 22) ou le Midrash Hagadol (Exod 4.20), en dans d’autres
compositions postérieures comme le Yalkut Shimoni (Gen 3).!
Evidemment, ces listes ne sont pas uniformes, ni dans le nombre
de corrections faites, ni dans les lieux du Pentateuque concernant les
corrections. Certaines listes indiquent en téte le total de ces correc-
tions, bien que souvent le nombre des corrections enregistrées ne cor-
responde pas au nombre effectif de corrections transmises dans le texte.
Ainsi, la version B de I’dbot de Rabbi Natan nous dit «Cing anciens [pas
soixante-dix ou soixante-douze] écrivirent la Torah en grec pour le
Roi Ptolémée. Ils y changéerent dix choses. Ce sont, etc.» Mais quand
on compte le total des changements on arrive a onze. Tanhuma parle
aussi de dix corrections, mais ne nous rapporte pas moins de quatorze
passages, et Exodus Rabbah (5.5) nous dit que les changements faits furent
de 18, sans spécifier lesquels. Il est vrai que dans le cas de Abot, les

! 1’étude la plus compléte de ces listes est le chapitre «Die Devarim fiir Talmai»
dans le livre de Giuseppe Veltri, Eine Tora fiir den Konig Talmai: Untersuchungen zum
Ubersetzungsverstindnis in der jiidisch-hellenistischen und rabbinischen Literatur (Texte und
Studien zum antiken Judentum 41), Tibingen 1994, 22-112. Plus compact, mais
aussi fondamental, est I’article d’Emanuel Tov, «The Rabbinic Tradition concern-
ing the ‘Alterations’ Inserted into the Greek Pentateuch and Their Relation to the
Original Text of the LXX», Joumal for the Study of Judaism 15 (1984) 65-89, réédité
avec quelques modifications dans Id., The Greek and Hebrew Bible: Collected Essays on
the Septuagint (V' IT'Sup 72), Leiden 1999, 1-18 (les citations de cet article proviennent
toujours de la version publiée dans le 757.)
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corrections se trouvent dans des sections du livre qui énumerent des
listes de dix choses (comme un procédé mnémonique). Apres les dix
corrections Abot énumere les dix choses planifiées depuis le début du
monde, les dix choses créées a 'aurore du monde, les dix noms avec
lesquels on nomme la prophétie, les dix personnes qui furent appelées
‘hommes de Dieu’, et beaucoup d’autres listes de dix, pour finir avec
les dix fois ou le mot ‘générations’ apparait dans la Torah et desquelles
il ne nous donne que sept. Ce qui nous fait penser que le numéro dix
est tout a fait artificiel. D’autres listes (comme la Mekilta ou b. Meg),
par contre, ne mentionnent pas le nombre total des corrections mais
donnent simplement les passages corrigés, dont le total oscille entre
13 et 15. Dans les listes il n’y a pas non plus d’uniformité totale dans
la transmission des passages corrigés, bien que les variations ne soient
pas trop grandes, et en ce qui concerne la Genése on trouve une forte
consistance. En plus, presque la moitié des corrections concernent le
texte de la Genese.

Dans cette contribution, écrite pour honorer la passion «alexandrine»
de Gerard Luttikhuizen, collegue et trés cher ami dés les premieres heu-
res 2 Groningen, qui m’a tant appris non seulement sur la pluriformité
du christianisme dans son contexte grec, mais sur les interprétations
et transformations de la Genese dans les écrits gnostiques, je voudrais
regarder ces corrections dans une perspective qumranienne, ou le texte
de la Genese est souvent interprété et transformé. En vue des limites
imposées a nos contributions, uniquement les quatre premieres des
sept corrections concernant la Genese seront ici présentées.

Ma premiére intention était d’examiner les manuscrits bibligues
qumraniens de la Genese pour voir si on pouvait découvrir quelques
traces de ces corrections. Je ne m’attendais pas a trouver la forme
grecque de ces corrections a Qumran, parce que nous n’avons pas
trouvé de manuscrits de la Genése en grec 2 Qumran,” mais je pensais

2 La Genése n’est pas présente parmi les manuscrits grecs trouvés a Qumran.
Dans la grotte 4 on a trouvé deux copies du Lévitique (4Q119 = 4QLXXLeviticus® et
4Q120 = pap4QLXXLeviticus”), une copie du Nombres (4Q121 = 4QLXXNumbers)
et une copie du Deutéronome (4Q122 = 4QDeuteronomy), voir P.W. Skehan, E.
Ulrich, J.A. Sanderson, Qumran Cave 4.1V: Palaco-Hebrew and Greek Biblical Manuscripts
(Discoveries in the Judaean Desert 9), Oxford 1992, 161-97, et dans la grotte 7 un
fragment de ’Exode (7Q1) et un fragment de la Lettre de Jéremie (7Q)2), voir M.
Baillet, J.T. Milik, R. de Vaux, Les ‘Petites Grottes’ de Qumran (Discoveries in the
Judaean Desert of Jordan 3), Oxford 1962, 142-3. Sur les manuscrits bibliques en
grec trouvés a Qumran voir A.R.C. Leaney, «Greek Manuscripts from the Judaean
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que dans les nombreux manuscrits hébreux de la Genese des diverses
grottes® il aurait pu rester des traces avec lesquelles nous pourrions
déterminer si ces corrections correspondaient a des formes anciennes
du texte biblique, comme Tov le présume,* ou si elles étaient le produit
de Pactivité exégétique des rabbins, comme en conclut Veltri, sans
qu’elles aient aucune valeur textuelle.’

Mais, malheureusement les accidents de conservation des manuscrits
ne m’ont pas permis de développer cette ligne de recherche. De tous
les versets de la Geneése corrigés selon les rabbins, seulement Gen 1.1 a
été conservé partiellement dans deux manuscrits (4Q2, 4Q7, et dans
4Q8c qui semble étre le titre du livre) dans la forme représentée tant
par le texte massorétique que par la LXX. Il m’a fallu donc changer

Desert», dans J.K. Elliott (éd.), Sudies in New Testament Language and Text, Leiden 1976,
283-300; E. Ulrich, «The Septuagint Manuscripts from Qumran: A Reappraisal of
Their Value», dans G.J. Brooke-B. Lindars (éds), Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings:
Papers Presented to the International Symposium on the Septuagint and Its Relations to the Dead
Sea Scrolls and Other Writings (Septuagint and Cognate Studies 33), Atlanta 1992, 48-
80; Id., «The Greek Manuscripts of the Pentateuch from Qumran: Including Newly
Identified Fragments of Deuteronomy (4QLXXDeut)», in A. Pietersma et al. (éds),
The Septuagint: Studies in Honour of John William Wevers, Mississauga, ON 1984, 71-82;
LJ. Greenspoon, «The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Greek Bible», dans P.W. Flint-J.C.
VanderKam (éds), The Dead Sea Scrolls Afier Fifly Years: A Comprehensive Assessment, 1,
Leiden 1998, 101-27.

3 Pas moins de 19 exemplaires, voir E. Tov, «Categorized List of the ‘Biblical
Texts’», dans E. Tov et al., The Texts from the Judaean Desert: Indices and An Introduction
to the Discoveries in the Judaean Desert Seres (Discoveries in the Judaean Desert 39),
Oxford 2002, 167-8.

* f our analysis up to this point is correct, it is difficult to avoid the unconventional
assumption that the nine biblical passages which do not agree with the transmitted
text of the LXX reflect another textual form of the translation. This other text of
the LXX evidently contained the original text of the translation which differs from
its form which has been handed down in all manuscripts.» «Accordingly, in view
of this situation, we may presume that the biblical passages mentioned in this list of
alterations reflect the original text of the LXX, while the archetype of all manuscripts
known to us was corrected to MT.» Tov, «The Rabbinic Tradition concerning the
‘Alterations’», respectivement 74 et 76.

S Veltri, Eine Tora fiir den Konig Talmai, 112: «Die Devarim sind keine textkriti-
sche Liste. Vielmehr stellen sie eine ‘fiktive Uberlieferung’ dar, mit deren Hilfe die
Rabbinen/Redaktoren Schwierigkeiten der Bibelexegese auszuraumen versuchen. Mit
Ausnahme von Num 16,15 sind die Devarim keine ‘Lesarten’ des hebriischen Textes;
waren sie ‘Lesarten’, so sprache dies fiir ihren textkritischen Ursprung. In der Mehrzal
aber sind sie exegetische Anderungen und setzen den MT voraus. Die Devarim erkliren
ihn, sie stellen keine Allernative dar! Das rabbinische Verstandnis der “Tora fiir Talmai’
1aBt sich also i nuce folgendermalen definieren: eine Tora, bei der die Erklarung des
Textes im Text stattindet—und zwar dadurch, dal er verdindert wird.»
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de perspective et approcher ces corrections depuis la perspective
des textes non-bibliqgues de Qumran, dans 'espoir que ces textes nous
apporteront quelque lumiere, sinon sur la Genese d’Alexandrie, au
moins sur les pourquoi de ces corrections rabbiniques.

Ces corrections ont été transmises, évidemment, en hébreu; mais
selon les rabbins elles auraient été faites en grec, au moment de la
traduction alexandrine. Le fait que seulement une partie des corrections
corresponde au texte de la LXX connu,® a mené un certain nombre
d’auteurs (comme Shemaryahu Talmon)’ & penser que ces correc-
tions ont été faites sur le texte hébreu et que ces listes seraient donc
semblables aux listes des tigguné sopherim ou corrections des scribes qui
énumerent des changements faits sur le texte hébreu lui-méme.?

La référence a la traduction grecque pour le Roi Ptolémée dans les
introductions qui précedent les listes de corrections est trop constante,
trop explicite et trop emphatique, pour qu’elle puisse étre compléete-
ment accidentelle. Elle s’explique uniquement si les corrections ont été
réalisées sur la traduction grecque, c’est-a-dire si le texte hébreu a été
rendu intentionnellement en grec d’'une maniére qui ne corresponde
pas au texte hébreu des massoréetes. Le texte le plus clair dans ce sens
est b. Meg 9a qui commence ainsi:’

Cela concerne la narration d’un incident en rapport avec le Roi Ptolé-
mée, selon qu’il a été enseigné: On raconte du Roi Ptolémée qu’il avait
réuni soixante-douze anciens et les avait placés dans soixante-douze
chambres, et il ne leur révéla pas pourquoi il les avait rassemblés; et
il s’adressa a chacun d’eux et il leur dit: ‘écris pour moi la Torah de
Moise ton Maitre.” Le Saint, il soit bénit, mit du conseil dans le coeur

6 Les auteurs ne sont pas d’accord ni sur le nombre des corrections ni sur quelles
corrections précisément correspondent au texte de la LXX connu. Pour Tov (art. cit.,
73), Gen 2.2, Exod 4.20; 24.5 et 24.11, Nomb 16.15 et Lév 11.6 seraient identiques
avec les passages de la LXX, et Exod 12.14 assez proche. Pour Veltri (op. cit., 98)
seulement Gen 2.2, Exod 12.40, Lév 11.6 et Nomb 16.15 pourraient étre considérés
comme des retraductions du grec, «Die iibrigen Textanderungen zu den Bibelversen
spiegeln lediglich textkritische und exegetische Schwierigkeiten eines schon fixierten
hebraischen Textes wider.»

7 Sh. Talmon, «The Three Scrolls of the Law that were found in the Temple
Courty», Textus 2 (1962) 14-27 (p. 26).

8 Voir D. Barthélemy, «Les tigquné sopherim et la critique textuelle de ’AT»,
dans Congress Volume Bonn 1962 (Vetus Testamentum Supplements 9), Leiden 1963,
285-300, et C. McCarthy, The Tigqune Sopherim and Other Theological Corrections in the
Masoretic Text of the OT (Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis 36), Freiburg 1981.

9 Toutes les traductions, sauf indication du contraire, sont propres.
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de chacun, et eux tous s’accorderent et ils écrivirent pour lui ... (la suite
est la liste en question).

En plus, certaines de ces corrections ont été préservées dans les textes
grecs tels que nous les connaissons. Mais ’exemple le plus clair est la
correction a propos de Lev 11.6 (11.5 dans la LXX), parce qu’elle est
explicitée dans la tradition rabbinique et ne laisse aucun doute.

Dans le texte massorétique de Lev 11.6 (LXX 11.5) se trouve
un hapax (employé uniquement 1a et dans Deut 14.7), le mot N2y,
un mot de signification incertaine comme les mots employés pour
d’autres animaux mentionnés dans ce chapitre, mais qui est traduit
généralement par «lievre». Dans la LXX ce mot est traduit par
daolmode. (Seadmoug) et non pas par Aaywov (Aeydg).!’ Comme nous
Iexplique une note sur le grec du Pentateuque alexandrin de Michel
Casevitz, daoUmoug veut dire «qui a les pieds velus» et appartient au
vocabulaire technique, «le mot est déja attesté chez les Comiques
de I'époque classique et chez Aristote et remplace le plus ancien
et banal Aayddg».!! Cette derniére précision nous donne la clef du
changement. Dans la liste de b. Meg (et aussi dans y. Meg, le traité
Sopherim, Mekilta, et Abot de Rabbi Nathan) n3198 est en fait changé en
o511 s, que Pon traduit usuellement par «léger de pieds» (en
comprenant I’expression comme 2°9371 P7°ww due au changement
phonétique du @ en 3)'? une expression assez exactement traduite par
dooOmode. Le changement aurait été donc fait afin d’éviter 'emploi
du nom dynastique de Ptolémée.!® Ce que nous dit expressément le
texte du Talmud:

10 Aquila traduit na;s précisément par Aaywéyv dans ce cas.

"' Le Pentateuque. La Bible d’Alexandie, sous la direction de C. Dogniez et M. Harl,
Paris 2003, 638. Dans La Bible d’Alexandrie 3: Le Lévitique, Paris 1988, 128, les auteurs
P. Harlé et D. Pralon soulignent «Le choix de dasipous préféré a celui de lagss ne
poserait aucun probleme si la tradition rabbinique n’avait relevé ici un cas d’évitement
délibéré de la part des LXX ... Tl nous parait plus vraisemblable que le nom lagis
Lagos, fondateur de la lignée des Lagides.»

12 Veltri, Eine Tora fiir den Kinig Talmai, 101-2, a justement remarqué que lous les
témoins manuscrits sauf le manuscrit Miinchen 117 de la Mekilta portent la lecture
oo nwy, littéralement «‘junge/kleine’ oder ‘schnelle’ (?) Fiisse» et note «Der Aus-
druck ergibt zwar einen Sinn, der aber weder im biblischen noch im rabbinischen
Sprachgebrauch gelaiifig ist und iiberdies keine Parallele zur LXX von Lev 11,6(5)
aufweist» et par conséquence «dal} der Fehler zwar friih in den rabbinischen Schriften
auftrat, nicht aber zur selben Zeit, da die Anderung festgestellt wurde.»

13 E. Tov, «The Rabbinic Tradition concerning the ‘Alterations’», 89 laisse la
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Et eux n’écrivirent pas pour lui N2IART DX parce que le nom de la
femme de Ptolémée était N3N (C’est a dire Aaydig) afin qu’il ne dise
pas: ‘les juifs se sont moqué de moi et ils ont placé le nom de ma femme
dans la Torah.’

Selon y. Meg celle qui portait le nom de Lagos aurait été la mere de
Ptolémée, et nous savons qu’en réalité c’était le nom du pére, duquel
provient le nom dynastique des Lagides. Mais cela n’a aucune impor-
tance. Ce qui compte est que le texte du Talmud nous prouve sans
aucun doute que dans ce cas le changement a été fait sur le texte grec
et non pas sur le texte hébreu.

La tradition rabbinique affirme donc qu’au moment de la traduction
en grec du texte biblique un certain nombre de corrections auraient
été faites, notamment au texte de la Genese. Et je crois que dans
cette tradition pourrait se trouver un noyau de vérité historique, dont
I’étendue est impossible a préciser mais qui permet de considérer ces
corrections comme témoins de I’effort fait pour imposer une certaine
exégese du texte biblique déja a 'époque de la premiere traduction
grecque. L’examen de ces corrections a la lumiére des traditions
exégétiques attestées 2 Qumran (dans un cadre chronologique donc
beaucoup plus proche de la Genese d’Alexandrie que le monde des
rabbins) peut nous aider a comprendre les motifs et la portée de ces
corrections.

1. Gen 1.1

La premiére correction nous la trouvons dans la premiére phrase
de la Genese.!'* 1l n’est pas question dans ce cas d’'un changement
des mots, mais d’un changement dans 'ordre des mots. Les pre-
miers traducteurs de la LXX auraient traduit le texte massorétique

chose en suspens: «It may be that this claim is nothing but a post_factum explanation;
on the other hand, it is just possible that Aaywdv is the original translation of narw
which was later supplanted by daoimod0.»

4 Cette phrase a donné lieu a des interprétations innombrables, anciennes et
modernes, tant dans le judaisme que dans le christianisme. Dans notre perspective,
voir P. Schifer, «Beresit bara’ ‘Elohim: Zur Interpretation von Gen 1,1 in der
rabbinischen Literatur», Journal of Jewish Studies 2 (1971) 161-6; G. Anderson, «The
Interpretation of Gen 1.1 in the Targums», Catholic Biblical Quarterly 52 (1990) 21-9;
F. Garcia Martinez, «Interpretacién de la creacién en el Judaismo antiguo», dans
M.L. Sanchez Leon (éd.), Religions del mon antic: La creacid, Palma 2001, 115-53.
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D¥TON 812 PR3 «Au commencement créa Dieu» par mmoRT2 872 27198
«Dieu créa au commencement», nous disent les listes; c’est-a-dire par
0 Bed¢ €molnoev év dpyxM, au lieu du familier év apyfi €moinoer o
Bedg de la LXX.! Un tel changement semble tout a fait innocent,
mais, a mon avis, il n’est pas innocent du tout.

Pour E. Tov ce changement d’ordre aurait pu étre motivé par le
désir du traducteur de commencer la Torah avec le nom de Dieu.!® 11
dit: «In this instance the inversion of the word order can be ascribed
to the exegetical motivation of the translator who, it seems, wanted to
begin the Pentateuch with 6 8edc.»!” La correction serait donc plutot
d’ordre littéraire, une anticipation en quelque sorte de la tres belle
disputatio que nous raconte 'Alphabet de Rabbi Aquiva et dans laquelle
chaque lettre de ’alphabet intervient devant Dieu pour le convaincre
(avec les arguments tirés de ’Ecriture!) a commencer par elle a écrire
la Torah et qui est finalement gagnée par la lettre bet parce qu’avec
elle tout le monde «bénira» le Seigneur.!® On ne peut pas exclure,
évidemment, cette interprétation, ni que le changement d’ordre soit
purement stylistique. Mais je crois qu’il y a beaucoup plus que ca
derriere ce changement d’ordre des paroles.

Pour Hiittenmeister, dans sa traduction du traité Megilla du Talmud
Yerushalmi,!¥ la correction aurait pour finalité de rendre impossible
Iinterprétation de la phrase dans laquelle mwx"2 aurait été considéré
comme le sujet de la phrase et 2158 T’objet («Bereshit créa Dieu»)
et ainsi de couper court a toute interprétation polythéiste. Mais cette
interprétation ne fonctionne pas en grec, a moins d’imaginer qu’a la
place de 6 0ed¢ on aurait traduit «Dieu» par un nom indéclinable.

Pour Veltri, le motif de la correction serait d’affirmer sans ambages
une creatio ex nihilo et d’éviter 'impression que donne la Genese (quand

15 Aquila préserve le méme ordre des mots de ’hébreu, mais il change la traduction
grecque de mwxna par kepaAalov, reprenant ainsi le lien étymologique du mot hébreu
avec ‘la téte’, et celle du 872 qu’il traduit par ktifw: Ev keparaiw éktioer 6C.

16 Une explication que P'on peut trouver déja dans Tanhuma B Bereshit 4, ou
I’humilité de Dieu est contrastée (avec référence a Gen 1.1) avec la superbe des rois
qui font précéder de leurs noms la mention de leurs ccuvres.

17 Tov, «The Rabbinic Tradition concerning the ‘Alterations™, 87.

18 Voir L. Ginzberg, The Legends of the Jews, Philadelphia 19682, 1, 5-8. La méme
tradition se trouve dans y. Hag. 2,77c, b. Ber. 55a et dans Genesis Rabbah 1.10.

19 F.G. Hiittenmeister, Megilla: Schrifirolle (Ubersetzung des Talmud Yerushalmi
I1/10), Tubingen 1987, 56.



28 FLORENTINO GARCIA MARTINEZ

on lit 1.1-2 comme une seule phrase qui sert d’introduction a 1.3)
quwavant la création de la terre il y avait déja quelque chose.?’ C’est
vrai que dans le monde grec les opinions sur la creatio ex nifulo étaient
divisées, de sorte que Sagesse 11.17 dit «elle qui a créé le monde d’une
matiére informe (€€ uopdov)» en reprenant ’'expression platonicienne
du Timée 5la, et que 2 Mac 7.28 semble réagir précisément contre
cette idée: «regarde le ciel et la terre et vois tout ce qui est en eux, et
sache que Dieu les a faits de rien (o0k € Ovtwv)», mais les auteurs
sont divisés sur Pinterprétation précise de ces allusions,?! et 'idée d’une
matiére préexistante ne semble pas avoir joué aucun role dans les plus
anciennes interprétations de la Geneése.

Mo, je crois plutdt que la correction implique une affirmation
polémique et emphatique que c’est Dieu, et Dieu seul, le créateur
du tout, sans 'aide de personne, et que sa finalité est celle de couper
court a une interprétation instrumentale du bet (‘par’ ou ‘avec’). La
premiére note de La Bible d’Alexandrie,*® souligne admirablement
I’ambiguité profonde du grec et de ’hébreu:

Au commencement: cette initiale du récit, en grec (en arkhél) comme en hébreu
(littéralement ‘en téte’), a donné lieu a d’innombrables interprétations
juives ou chrétiennes. Pour les lecteurs grecs, 'expression prise au sens
temporel indique un début, mais peut aussi indiquer, en un sens instru-
mental, que Dieu a créé ‘par son principe’, ‘par son pouvoir’, autres
sens possibles du mot arkhé.

Que cette deuxieme interprétation n’était pas quelque chose d’ima-
ginaire est facile a prouver. Un hymne trouvé dans un manuscrit de
la grotte 112% nous dit expressément: 2an s M3 pPAR W M2

20 Veltri, Eine Tora fiir den Komig Talmai, 30: «Demnach wird die Umstellung in
der ‘rabbinischen’ LXX wohl eine deutliche Antwort auf die Frage der creatio ex nihilo
bzw. der seit den Anfingen wihnenden Existenz des Urstoffes dargestellt haben. Den
Rabbinen zufolge ist die Interpretation der griechischen Tora eine eindeutige Stel-
lungnahme fiir eine Schépfung ohne Urstofl, und zwar insofern, als die Umstellung
von mux1a an die dritte Stelle im Satz einen Temporal- bzw. Modalsatz unméglich
macht. Somit ist die Absolutheit des gottlichen Schaffens festgeschrieben.»

2l Voir J. Goldstein, «The Origins of the Doctrine of Creation Ex Nihilow, Journal
of Jewish Studies 35 (1984) 127-35 and D. Winston, «Creatio Ex Nihilo Revisited»,
Journal of Jewish Studies 37 (1986) 88-91.

22 Le Pentateuque: La Bible d’Alexandrie, 694.

23 11Q5 col. XXVI 9-15, publié par J.A. Sanders, The Psalms Scroll of Qumran
Cave 11 (Discoveries in the Judacan Desert of Jordan 4), Oxford 1963, 47. Sur ce
poeme, connu comme «Hymne au Créateur», voir F. Garcia Martinez, «Creation in

the Dead Sea Scrolls», dans G.H. van Kooten (éd.), The Creation of Heaven and Earth:
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22, «Béni soit celui qui créa la terre par son pouvoir, qui établit
le monde avec sa sagesse!»>* Cette phrase nous prouve clairement la
possibilité de I'interprétation au sens instrumental du bet de X132, et
elle nous aide aussi, avec sa mention de «avec sa sagesse» (MDIM2), a
comprendre le développement exégétique qui mena a I'interprétation
du texte hébreu que la correction essaie de bloquer.

Dans un trés beau poéme du livre des Proverbes, cité ici dans la
traduction de la Bible de Jérusalem, quelque peu modifié pour serrer de
plus pres le texte hébreu, la Sagesse personnifiée dit d’elle-méme:

YHWH m’a créée (23p),2 principe (rroxn) de son chemin,
la premicre de ses ccuvres les plus anciennes.
Des Péternité je fus formée,
des le commencement (ex7n), avant Porigine de la terre. (Prov 8.22-

23)

Et la méme sagesse nous dit dans un texte de Ben Sirach (24.9),
malheureusement pas conservé en hébreu, mais dont la traduction
grecque a circulé a Alexandrie: TpoO 100 @l@vog am apXfG €KTLOEV
pe «avant les siecles, dés le commencement il m’a créée.»

Sila Sagesse donc avait été créée la premiere, avant tout autre réalité,
si elle avait été créée comme «principe», comme «commencement»
(mwxn) de tout, 1l était donc possible de considérer le mot NwX7 comme
le nom de la Sagesse, et de traduire en conséquence M"WX2 non par
«au commencement» mais par «avec la sagesse». C’est effectivement
cela la traduction que nous donne ’hymne trouvé a Qumran, dont la
composition peut remonter au troisieme ou deuxie¢me siecle (’hymne
n’est pas une composition qumranienne). Et c’est aussi la traduction
que nous trouvons dans certaines traductions du Pentateuque en ara-
méen du premier verset de la Geneése.?® Les manuscrits fragmentaires

Re-interpretations of Genests I in the Context of Judaism, Ancient Philosophy, Christianity, and
Modern Physics (Themes in Biblical Narrative 8), Leiden 2005, 49-70; dans la note 78
de cet article se trouve une abondante bibliographie sur cet hymne.

2 11Q5 XXVI 13-14.

% Ta signification précise du verbe mp (‘créer’ ou ‘acquérir’) a été trés discutée,
parce que le verbe fut employé pour prouver I’éternité de la Sagesse, identifiée au
Verbe; mais la suite ne laisse aucun doute que la Sagesse est présentée comme
étant créée, et ainsi a été comprise par la traduction de la LXX: Klpioc ékTioév pe
dpymy 066V abdTod.

% Pour les textes, voir Biblia Polyglotta Matritensia. Series IV: Targum Palaestinense
wn Pentateuchum. L. 1. Genesis, Editio critica sub directione Alexandri Diez Macho,

Madrid 1988.
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du targum palestinien 110, 240 et 440, traduisent Gen 1.1, «Avec la
sagesse (mM2112) créa Dieu les cleux et la terre.» Le targum Neofiti
hésite apparemment et nous donne une double traduction: «Deés le
commencement (17P510), avec sagesse (M313) acheva la memra de
Yahveh les cieux et la terre».

Dans le monde grec, transi de platonisme, la création de la sagesse
avant les cieux et la terre, devait exercer une attraction particuliere.
Aristobule n’avait-il pas déja dit (dans le frag. 5 cité par Eusebe dans
sa Praeparatio Evangelica)*” que «un de nos ancétres, Salomon, avait
dit mieux et plus clairement que la sagesse existait avant les cieux et
la terre, ceci s’accorde avec ce que disent les philosophes grecs»? Et
Philon d’Alexandrie ne dira-t-il plus tard que A7kké est un des noms de
la sagesse? Dans son Legum Allegoriae 1 § 43, en commentant Gen 2.8,
nous lisons, dans la traduction de Claude Mondésert: «La sagesse élevée
et céleste a, comme il I’'a montré, des noms multiples (ToAvdvupoc):
il ’a appelée principe (@pyn), image (eikav) et vision de Dieu (0paoig
Be0D).»28

Je crois donc pouvoir conclure que cette premiére correction visait
précisément a éviter ce type d’exégese et a souligner que Dieu, et Dieu
tout seul, est le créateur.

2. Gen 1.26

La deuxieme correction de nos listes correspond a Genese 1.26, et
elle a une portée théologique évidente. Le texte massorétique lit
NS nb3a 0R YRl «Faisons Thomme & notre image, comme
notre ressemblance.» A la différence de la correction précédente qui
implique un simple changement dans 'ordre des mots, dans ce cas
le texte lui-méme aurait été corrigé. Bien qu’il y ait quelques petites
différences parmi les témoins (la deuxieme préposition est supprimée
dans Abot T M523, et dans la Midrash Hagadol une citation modi-

27 Les fragments attribués a Aristobule sont facilement accessibles dans A.M.
Denis, Fragmenta pseudepigraphorum quae supersunt graeca (PVTG 3), Leiden 1970, 217-
28. L’étude fondamentale reste N. Walter, Der Thoraausleger Aristobulos: Untersuchungen
zu seinen Fragmenten und zu pseudepigraphischen Resten der jiidisch-hellenistischen Literatur (TU
86), Berlin 1964.

% Claude Mondésert, Legum Allegoriae I-ITI (Les ceuvres de Philon d’Alexandrie
2), Paris 1962, 60-3. Dans la note, Mondésert suggére que Philon a pu s’inspirer du
texte de Prov 8.22, qu’il cite dans Ebr. 31.
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fie de Gen 1.27 est ajoutée) ils sont tous d’accord dans le double
changement du texte: le pluriel «faisons» aurait été traduit par le
singulier MR «Je vais faire», et les pronoms suffixes pluriels «notre»
auraient été supprimés. Le texte aurait donc était changé en o8 7R
T3 8583 «Je vais faire Thomme en image et en ressemblance,
c’est-a-dire TOLNOW GVOPWTOY €V €lkOVL Kol €V Opolwoel au lieu de
TOLNOWWEY avBpwTov kot elkove Tuetépay kol kod’ opolwoy de la
LXX.%

Cette correction élimine d’un trait non seulement le risque d’une
interprétation polythéiste du pluriel «faisons» mais aussi les pronoms
encore plus troublants et avec le risque évident d’anthropomorphisme.
La LXX que nous connaissons avait déja supprimé le deuxieme pronom
en traduisant M5%2 par kot elkdve HLeTépay, mais MMTS simplement
par kaf‘ 6polwoLy, sans pronom, mais avait conservé la signification
de Toriginal par I'introduction d’un kel qui ne se trouve pas dans le
texte hébreu et qui permet de relier 'image et la ressemblance avec
un seul pronom.’

Que le texte hébreu se soit prété a des interprétations de toutes
sortes, est facile a prouver dans le contexte alexandrin. Dans le livre
de la Sagesse de Salomon nous rencontrons dans 9.1-2 cette interpré-
tation: «Oh Dieu de nos peres et Seigneur de miséricorde, Tu as tout
fait avec ta parole et avec ta Sagesse tu as formé ’'homme.» Et chez
Philon (dans son De confusione linguarum 179)*' nous pouvons lire:

Dans ces conditions, il était normal que Dieu rende ses subordonnés
solidaires de la création de 'homme. Il dit: «Faisons I’homme», afin
qu’on Lui rapporte les seules bonnes actions de ’homme, et les fautes a
d’autres. En effet, il n’a pas semblé convenable a Dieu, au Chef Supréme,
que la voie, qui a I'intérieur méme de I’ame raisonnable, conduit au
mal, soit Son ceuvre. C’est pourquoi Il a confié aux étres qui Lui sont

2 La traduction au grec de Tov est moujow &vBpwmov kat' eikéve kol kod'
opolwoLy, parce que, malgré qu’il reconnaisse que la LXX a probablement lu les
prépositions 2 et > du TM comme > et 3, «it is impossible to be precise in regard
to this type of grammatical phenomena». «The Rabbinic Tradition concerning the
‘Alterations’», 78.

30 Cest peut-étre a cause de cela que La Bible d’Alexandrie, 94, traduit le texte
de la LXX par «Faisons un homme selon notre image et selon notre ressemblance»
(souligné FGM) malgré I’absence du deuxieme pronom. Les autres versions conser-
vent les deux pronoms pluriels, et Aquila fait méme la distinction des prépositions:
&V €lkdvL MUOY kel kb’ Opolwoly MUGV.

31 J.G. Kahn, De confusione linguarum (Les ccuvres de Philon d’Alexandrie 13),
Paris 1963, 142-5.
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inférieurs la création de cette partie de 'homme. Car il fallait bien que
le volontaire qui fait pendant a I'involontaire, et qui a été institué pour
remplir compleétement univers, fiit révélé.

L’exégese chrétienne, ou la Sagesse sera identifiée avec le Christ,
exploitera savamment ces ambiguités. Déja dans I'Epitre de Barnabé
(5.5) nous pouvons lire en parlant de Jésus-Christ: «Si le Seigneur a
supporté de soufirir pour nous, alors qu’il était le Seigneur du monde
entier, Lui a qui Dieu dit a la création du monde: ‘Faisons ’homme a
notre image et ressemblance’ ...»%> La méme idée se trouve exprimée
d’une maniere tres concise dans un beau poeme d’Ephrem le Syrien:
«Le Pére ordonna avec sa voix, mais c’est le Fils qui fit le travail »3

Les targumim nous offrent une traduction littérale du texte hébreu,
sans changer les pluriels. Neofiti et le manuscrit 110 évitent 'emploi
du mot «image» (@53) et traduisent par «a notre ressemblance, comme
semblable & nous» (J2 P21 72 MMT3 W1 72 X92), alors que Pseudo-
Jonathan évite 'emploi de «ressemblance» (117) et traduit «a notre
image, selon notre icone» (R3p1™15 NX15*23). Pseudo-Jonathan est
le seul qui essaie d’éviter le danger du polythéisme des pluriels en
introduisant une conversation de Dieu avec ses anges, auxquels évidem-
ment se réferent les pluriels problématiques: «Et Dieu dit aux anges
qui servent devant lui qui furent crées dans le deuxiéme jour de la
création du monde: Faisons Adam etc.»3*

Dans la littérature rabbinique nous rencontrons, évidemment, beau-
coup d’explications soit du pluriel du verbe «faisons» (y compris celle du
Pseudo-Jonathan) soit des formes plurielles des suffixes, toutes orientées
a sauvegarder I'idée que c’est Dieu, et lui tout seul, qui créa ’'homme
(le huitieme chapitre de Bereshit Rabba en rassemble une longe série),
face a des interprétations moins orthodoxes. Mais aucune n’arrivera a
la radicalité des corrections qui résolvent le probleme simplement en
changeant le texte. Bereshit Rabba 8.8 nous raconte comment Moise
lui-méme se troubla au moment d’écrire ce verset:

32 P. Prigent—R.A. Kraft, L’Epitre de Barnabé (Sources Chrétiennes 172), Paris 1971,
108-9. Voir F.R. Prostmeier, Der Barnabasbrief (Kommentar zu den Apostolischen
Vitern 8), Gottingen 1999, 242.

33 Cité par T. Kronholm, Motifs from Genesis1-11 in the Genuine Hymns of Ephrem the
Syrian (Coniectanea biblica; Old Testament Series 11), Lund 1978, 40.

3% Voir M. Pérez Fernandez, «Targum y midréas sobre Gen 1,26-27; 2.7; 3,7.21:
La creacién de Adan en el Targum de PseudoJonatan y en Pirqe de Rabbi Eliezer»,
dans D. Mufioz Leén (éd.), Salvacion en la Palabra: Targum—Derash—Berith. En memoria del
profesor Algandro Diez Macho, Madrid 1986, 471-87.
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Rabbi Shemuel bar Nachman dit au nom de Rabbi Jonathan: «Quand
Moise écrivait la Torah et devait consigner 'ccuvre de chaque jour, en
arrivant au verset ‘Et Dieu dit: faisons ’homme a notre image, etc.’, il
s’exclama: «Seigneur de I'univers, pourquoi veux-tu donner un prétexte
aux hérétiques?» «Moise, tu écris!—lui répondit-il—celui qui veut se
tromper qu’il se trompe!»»

J’ai déja mentionné que la version de la liste transmise dans le Midrash
Hagadol préserve ici une forme plus longue que tous les autres témoins,
et dans laquelle la citation de Gen 1.26 est directement suivie par le
début du Gen 1.27. En traduction, cette forme de la correction dit: «Je
vais faire ’homme selon image et ressemblance, et Dieu créa Adam
selon I'image et selon la ressemblance» (853%2 £787 nR 215K X727
M), Je suis convaincu que cette addition est secondaire et plus
tardive parce qu’elle nous donne en plus de la correction I’explication,
selon le principe rabbinique que les difficultés du texte biblique
s’expliquent par la suite du texte. Dans ce cas, le verbe au singulier
de la correction s’explique par 'emploi du verbe au singulier dans
Gen 1.27 (872m, ‘et créa’). Dans un dialogue entre Rabbi Shimlay et
des hérétiques dans Bereshit Rabba 8.9 nous pouvons lire:

Rabbi Shimlay dit: Dans chaque licu ou tu trouves un argument (71210
dans I’édition) pour les minim, tu trouves a coté sa guérison (mnRiz).
Eux (les hérétiques) lui demandérent a nouveau: Pourquoi est-il écrit:
‘Et Dieu dit: faisons 'homme, etc.” Lisez ce qui suit, leur répondit- il. 11
n’est pas écrit: ‘Et créerent (w1am) dieux ’homme’, mais ‘Et créa (x72m)
Dieu 'homme.”

A Qumran nous ne trouvons pas d’élaborations exégétiques sur ce
texte de la Genése, mais nous trouvons a sa place I'affirmation expli-
cite et emphatique que c’est Dieu, et Dieu tout seul (P7) qui créa
I’homme, a Poccasion le juste. Dans le Rouleau des Hymnes, dans la
colonne VIL.17-18 de la nouvelle numérotation® (XV.14 de Sukenik)
nous pouvons lire: P13 RT3 AR P 12727 M 51> Sov oW
«Comment quelqu’un pourrait changer tes paroles? Toi seul, tu as
créé le juste.»

Par contre, il n’est nulle part question dans les manuscrits conservés,
de Phomme comme image de Dieu. Le mot «image» 853 se trouve
seulement employé deux fois dans le Document de Damas (et dans deux

35 F. Garcia Martinez—E.J.C. Tigchelaar, The Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edition, 1,
Leiden/Grand Rapids 2000, 154-5.
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copies de la grotte 4) qui cite et interprete la mention des «piédestaux
de vos images» d’Amos 5.26. Et le mot nm1, si cher a Ezéchiel, se
trouve une seule fois (hors des Cantiques pour le Sacrifice du Sabbat ou 1l a
une signification particuliére) dans 40504 frag. 8, une collection de
prieres qui porte le titre de Paroles des Luminaires. Dans la priére pour
le premier jour de la semaine qui est centrée sur la création, nous
pouvons lire a la ligne 4 «[Adam] notre [pe]re, Tu (I')as fagonné
a la ressemblance de [Ta] gloire» 73735 MmT2 A%y wax ox.50
L’emploi du verbe 73° et non pas des verbes 872 ou 2P nous indique
que lauteur pense plutot a la deuxiéme création, celle de Gen 2, ou
Dieu faconna ’homme avec de I'argile. Mais ce qui est intéressant
c’est la substitution du pronom par la référence a la gloire de Dieu
qui permet a 'auteur d’introduire le théme de la gloire d’Adam (un
theme fréquent a Qumran) comme un reflet de la gloire de Dieu.

Ces deux textes qumraniens, donc, nous prouvent que cette «correc-
tion» de Gen 1.26 était parfaitement compatible avec 'interprétation
tout a fait orthodoxe de ce texte biblique & Qumran.

3. Gen 1.27

La troisieme correction de nos listes concerne le texte qui se trouve
dans Gen 1.27 et aussi dans Gen 5.1. Le texte massorétique lit
onR X172 13PN ot dans Gen 1.27 et @872 12p0 757 dans Gen 5.1,
c’est-a-dire «male et femelle il les créax», ce qui est traduit par la LXX
dans les deux cas par @poev kel 6fjAv €moinoer adtols «male et femelle
il les fit.» A la place de ce texte les listes présentent comme correction
un texte qui est constant dans I’élément essentiel, le changement du
pluriel au singulier de objet, soit il écrit comme suffixe W12 (comme
dans Gen 5.1), ou comme un pronom séparé MR X712 (comme dans
Gen 1.27), mais qui varie dans 'élément que précise la modalité exacte
de I'idée de base générale que 'on essaie d’introduire dans le texte
avec la correction.

Une partie des témoins®’ donne comme correction: map 931
W12 «male et femelle il le créa». Le résultat de la correction nous

% Edition et traduction de M. Baillet, Qumrdn Grotte 4.1II (4Q482-4Q520) (Dis-
coveries in the Judaean Desert 7), Oxford 1982, 162-3.

37 Pour une liste compléte de toutes les variantes dans les manuscrits, voir Veltri,
Eine Tora fiir den Komg Talmai, 37.
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donne en grec la phrase @poev kol 6fjAv €moinoer adTOV, et cette
phrase, comme la phrase en hébreu, veut dire tout simplement que
le premier homme fut créé par Dieu a la fois homme et femme, I’étre
androgyne de la tradition et de la pensée grecque. Evidemment, la
finalité de la correction vise a résoudre I'incongruité du TM, qui dans
le vers 27 change directement du singulier au pluriel, mais elle sert
aussi a accentuer que le texte biblique parle de ’'homme primordial
et a introduire dans le texte les conceptions sur 'homme primordial,
a Poccasion l'idée de 'androgyne importée de la pensée grecque.
Que nous ayons a faire a une importation directe, me semble prouvé
par le fait que dans Genesis Rabbah 8.1, dans une explication de Gen
5.1-2 attribuée a Rabbi Yirmeyah (et dans laquelle est dit explicite-
ment «Quand le Saint, béni soit-Il, créa le premier homme, il le créa
androgyne»), il emploie le mot grec avdpoyvvog transcrit en hébreu
OIMTTIN.

Dans l'autre partie des témoins de la liste le mot napn est remplacé
par »3pn or 1pn, un mot donc au pluriel et avec le suffixe mascu-
lin qui se rapporte au male que Dieu créa, c’est-a-dire au premier
homme. Le mot désigne des orifices, et il est normalement traduit
par les organes génitaux féminins (Saldarini, par exemple, dans sa
traduction de la version B de I’4bot traduit «A male with corresponding
female genitals he created him»;* Lauterbach traduit la version de la
Mekilta «A male with corresponding female parts created He him».*
Cette interprétation voit donc dans cette variante une confirmation
du caractere androgyne du premier homme. Méme Tov indique dans
une note «It appears that 1mapi/a1pn refers to the female orifices of
the primeval man who was thus androgynos»*’ malgré qu’il recon-
naisse que 21°1/3p1 «in rabbinic literature is used only in connection
with the male sexual organ».

Et pourtant, tant dans I’hébreu rabbinique que dans ’araméen, le
mot a la signification générale d’un orifice, un trou, également quand
on parle des orifices de ’homme. Le pluriel employé avec le suffixe
masculin doit se traduire simplement par «ses orifices». La correction
selon ces témoins de la liste est w72 1M21Pn 757 «un male et ses orifices il
créa». Ce que Dieu créa dans Gen 1.27 donc est seulement I’homme,

38 AJ. Saldarini, The Fathers According to Rabbi Nathan (Abot the Rabbi Nathan): Version
B (Studies in Judaism in Late Antiquity 11), Leiden 1975, 215.

39 J.Z. Lauterbach, Mekilta de-Rabbi Ishmael, i, Philadelphia 1976, 111-12.

*0 Tov, «The Rabbinic Tradition concerning the ‘Alterations’, 87.
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lui tout seul, avec ses orifices, non pas ’'homme et la femme, et non
plus androgyne, homme et femme a la fois. Il me semble que la
correction, dans la forme qui nous a été transmise par la moitié des
témoins représente une négation du caractere androgyne du premier
homme, et par conséquent une négation de tout élément féminin dans
la divinité dont ’homme (avec ses orifices) est I'image.

Pour Veltri*! 1a signification de la correction dans cette forme serait
celle d’introduire dans le texte la création de ’homme primordial
comme prototype formé (selon les conceptions gnostiques) d'un élément
céleste et d’un autre terrestre: d’une part «image et ressemblance»
de Dieu (la composante divine, en commun avec les étres célestes)
et d’autre part «male avec ses orifices» (la composante terrestre, en
commun avec les animaux). Veltri emploie le texte de Bereshit Rabba
8.11, et la discussion des rabbins qui suit la citation prouve certai-
nement que la correction est ainsi comprise, parce que la connexion
avec £o¥3 mnTa est explicite dans les mots de R. Tiflai. Mais ce
texte est le seul qui unisse Gen 1.27 et 5.2, et le seul qui donne cette
explication. Dans la version que nous offre b. Meg la correction lit:
DX72 13n> 8’51 w72 7apn ot «male et femelle il le créa, et ils n’écri-
virent pas 1l les créa». Ce détail final, nous indique que le motif de
la correction est I’harmonisation de la phrase avec la forme du verbe
qui précede directement dans le texte massorétique de Gen 1.27
IR XT3 oor obea, «a 'image d’Elohim il le créax, ou il est question
aussi de I'image de Dieu, mais sans que cela ait aucune importance
vis-a-vis de la «correction». Le premier homme est donc «male et
femelle» et cela parce qu’il a été créé a I'image de Dieu.

Chez Philon (De opificio mundi 134)*? le méme type de réflexion sur le
premier homme comme image de Dieu le ménera a nier sa corporalité
et a le considérer plutdét comme une idée, ni homme ni femme:

Moise dit ensuite: «Dieu fagonna ’homme en prenant une motte de terre
et 1l souffla sur son visage un souffle de vie» (Gen. 2,7). Il montre par 1a
trés clairement la différence du tout au tout qui existe entre ’homme
qui vient d’étre fagonné et celui qui avait été précédemment engendré
a 'image de Dieu. Celui-ci, qui a été fagonné, est sensible; il participe
désormais a la qualité; il est composé de corps et d’ame; il est homme
ou femme, mortel par nature. Celui-la, fait a I'image de Dieu, c’est une

U Veltri, Eine Tora fiir den Konig Talmai, 42.
#2 Roger Arnaldez, De Opificio mundi (Les ceuvres de Philon d’Alexandrie 1), Paris
1961, 230-1.



LA GENESE D’ALEXANDRIE, LES RABBINS ET QUMRAN 37

idée, un genre ou un sceau; il est intelligible, incorporel, ni male ni femelle
(@owpatog, obt’ &ppev olte BAAL) incorruptible de nature.

A Qumran le texte de Gen 1.27, dans la forme transmise par les
massoretes, a été employé pour justifier une opinion légale toute
particuliere et propre a la secte. Dans le Document de Damas les «con-
structeurs du mur» sont condamnés pour étre tombés dans les filets
de Bélial, et pour avoir forniqué «en épousant deux femmes pendant
leur vie (c’est-a-dire la vie d’eux), alors que le principe de la création
est: male et femelle Il les créa; et ceux qui entrérent dans I’arche: deux
par deux ils entrérent dans I’arche». (CD IV 20-21)* Ce texte a été
fortement discuté,** parce que pris dans le sens littéral il propose une
norme de vie censée contredire tout ce que nous savons du judaisme
de I’époque. Pour cela, une grande majorité de savants ont proposé
de changer le pronom masculin en féminin (Dupont-Sommer, par
exemple, dit «Entendons sans doute: de leur vivant a elles dewx»") et
comprendre en conséquence que le texte interdirait soit la bigamie
ou tout autre mariage apres divorce, ou simplement la bigamie, ou
un mariage nouveau pendant que la premiere épouse est encore en
vie. Mais ce que le texte en réalité interdit est tout deuxieme mariage,
méme aprés le déces de la premicre épouse.*® Le texte de la Genese
est interprété en donnant toute la force au singulier 73p21 121, Dieu
créa donc un seul homme et une seule femme, et cette interprétation
est considérée comme «la fondation de la création», et Dieu fit aussi
rentrer dans I’arche un seul male et une seule femelle de chaque
espece. Alors que les «constructeurs du mur» croient que ’homme
peut avoir successivement plusieurs femmes, soit parce que 1’épouse
est morte, soit parce qu’ils ont divorcé, le texte de la Genese signifie
pour les membres de la communauté de Damas que la loi de la créa-

# La meilleure édition du texte est celle de E. Qimron dans M. Broshi (éd.),
The Damascus Document Reconsidered (The Israel Exploration Society), Jerusalem 1992;
le texte est a la p. 17.

# Les études les plus importantes sont recueillies dans F. Garcia Martinez,
«Damascus Document: A Bibliography of Studies 1970-1989», dans M. Broshi
(éd.), The Damascus Document Reconsidered, 63-83.

5 A. Dupont-Sommer, Les écrits esséniens découverts prés de la Mer Morte (Bibliothéque
historique), Paris 1983, 144.

* Voir F. Garcia Martinez, «Man and Woman: Halakhah Based upon Eden in
the Dead Sea Scrolls», dans G.P. Luttikhuizen (éd.), Paradise Interpreted: Representations
of Biblical Paradise in Judaism and Christianity (Themes in Biblical Narrative 2), Leiden
1999, 95-115.
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tion exige une monogamie absolue: ’homme ne peut avoir qu’une
femme pendant toute sa vie; il peut, bien sar, divorcer d’elle, mais ni
apres le divorce ni apres I’éventuel déces de sa femme, il ne peut en
prendre une autre.

A Qumran donc il n’y a pas de place pour la correction du pluriel
onR X932 dans MR R93, et 713P1 est toujours la femme.

4. Gen 2.2

La quatriéme correction de nos listes concerne la Genese 2.2. Le texte
massorétique lit: "»*awn o012 o198 5o «Et Dieu conclut au septiéme
jour (Pouvrage qu’il avait fait)». Le texte hébreu a occasionné beaucoup
de difficultés parce que Dieu méme semble transgresser le repos du
Sabbat, vu qu’il conclut son ouvrage le septieme jour. Les listes sont
concordes dans P’essentiel: le changement du septieme jour pour le
sixieme: "wwn oM 53 «et conclut au jour sixieme» (la majorité des
témoins omet «Dieu»). Dans ce cas, nous sommes strs de la traduc-
tion grecque, parce que dans la Septante (comme dans la version
samaritaine et dans la version syriaque) nous trouvons ’ordinal six et
non pas sept: kel ouvetérecev O Oeog €v Tf Muépe tf €ktn «Et Dieu
acheva le sixiéme jour ses ceuvres, qu’il avait faites».

La présence de la méme lecture dans d’autres témoins comme
le Pentateuque samaritain pourrait nous faire penser que nous
nous trouvons ici devant une vraie variante textuelle. D’autre part,
laffirmation explicite d’Exode 20.11 «Car en six jours Yahveh a fait
le ciel, la terre, la mer et tout ce qu’ils contiennent, mais il a chomé
le septieme jour», et réitérée dans 31.17 «Car en six jours, Yahveh
a fait les cieux et la terre, mais le septiéme jour, il a chomé et repris
haleine» porterait plutdt a penser que la «correction» vise a harmoniser
le texte biblique discordant et a mettre en accord les deux visions sur
le repos sabbatique.*’

Etienne Nodet, qui n’est jamais a court d’idées originales, suggere
que derriere ce changement se trouve une polémique sur le début du
sabbat, le vendredi apres-midi selon le texte massorétique, et le samedi

#7 Sur les diverses interprétations rabbiniques, voir B. Grossfeld, «Targum
Ongelos and Rabbinic Interpretation to Genesis 2:1,2», Journal of Jewish Studies 24
(1973) 176-8.
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matin pour les autres témoins.*® Mais je pense plutdt que nous avons
icl aussi une «correction» exégétique motivée par une intensification
de la rigueur dans observance du sabbat,* dont le repos ne saurait
étre troublé par aucune ceuvre (7285m), soit-elle divine.

Plusieurs des témoins anciens du monde hellénistique, qui mention-
nent le nombre six a la place du sept, vont dans ce sens. Ainsi, Flavius
Joseéphe, dans ses Antiquités 1 § 35 nous dit:*>°

Ainsi, selon Moise, le monde avec tout ce qu’il contient fut fait en un
total de six jours; et le septieme jour, Dieu se reposa et suspendit ses
travaux. Pour cette raison, nous aussi nous passons ce jour-la dans le
repos de nos labeurs et I'appelons sabbat, mot qui en hébreu veut dire
‘repos.’

Et Philon dit que le monde fut achevé en six jours (De opificio mundi
89) et parle de 1’hexaeméron de la création (Leg. Alle. 2.12). Ou encore
I’ Epitre de Barnabé 15.2-3:°!

Si mes fils gardent le sabbat, alors je répandrai sur eux ma miséricorde.
Il mentionne le sabbat au commencement de la création: Et Dieu fit en
six jours les ceuvres de ses mains. Il les acheva au septieme jour pendant
lequel il se reposa et qu’il sanctifia.

Mais ce fait, est plus clair dans les deux écrits palestiniens qui nous
ont le mieux préservé les discussions sur le sabbat: le Livre des Jubilés
et le Document de Damas.>> Or dans Jub 2.1 nous pouvons lire:??

L’ange de la Face parla a Moise selon la Parole du Seigneur, en ces
termes: «Ecris le récit complet de la création, comment le Seigneur
Dieu accomplit en six jours tout Son ouvrage, tout ce qu’ll a créé, et
le septieéme jour a célébré le sabbat, I’a sanctifié pour tous les ages et
I’a institué comme un mémorial de tout Son ouvrage.»

* E. Nodet, «Josephus and the Pentateuch», Journal for the Study of Judaism 28
(1997) 154-94 (p. 179).

4 Suggéré comme une possibilité par Veltri, Ein Tora fir den Kinig Talmai,
48-9.

50 Dans la traduction d’Etienne Nodet, Flavius Joséphe: Les Antiquités juives. Livres
1 a I, 11, Paris 1990, 9.

5! Dans la traduction de Pierre Prigent, Epitre de Barnabé (Sources Chrétiennes
172), Paris 1971, 182-5.

2 Pour le sabbat dans Jubilés et 2 Qumran, voir Lutz Doering, Schabbat (Texts
and Studies in Ancient Judaism 78), Tibingen 1999, 43-118 (Fubulés) et 119-282
(Qumran).

%3 Selon la traduction d’André Caquot dans La Bible: Ferits intertestamentaires, Paris
1987, 641.
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Et avant de décrire en détail le sabbat et ses lois, il répéte dans 2.16-
17:

Il a achevé le sixiéme jour tout son ouvrage, tout ce qui est dans les
cieux et sur la terre, dans la mer et dans les abimes, dans la lumiére et
dans les ténebres, partout. Il nous a donné un grand mémorial, le jour
du sabbat, afin que nous soyons six jours au travail et que nous nous
reposions de tout travail le septiéme jour.

Du Livre des Jubilés (auparavant connu surtout a travers la traduction
éthiopienne) nous avons trouvé a Qumran pas moins de quinze copies
dans la langue originale, distribuées dans cing grottes,”® et 'ccuvre est
citée en plus comme une composition ayant autorité dans le Document
de Damas.” Rien d’étonnant donc que dans le code sur le sabbat du
Document de Damas*® et dans d’autres textes qumraniens nous retrou-
vions la méme rigueur d’interprétation des lois bibliques du repos
pendant le sabbat.

A Qumran, nous n’avons trouvé aucun témoin de Gen 2.2, ni dans
les manuscrits bibliques ni dans des citations dans les manuscrits non
bibliques; mais je suis convaincu que si le verset avait été préservé
nous y trouverions la «correction» diiment attestée, parce qu’a Qum-
ran ou 'on n’hésitait pas a changer le texte biblique en fonction de
'interprétation que I'on considérait comme la seule vraie, et les normes
qumraniennes sur le sabbat nous montrent une rigueur comparable
a celle du Luwre des Jubilés.

Mais si cette correction a été introduite dans le contexte des
polémiques sur le repos sabbatique, pourquoi est-elle mise en rapport
avec le Roi Ptolémée? Est-ce que les disputes sur le sabbat étaient «a
hot item» a Alexandrie? Je ne saurais donner une réponse concluante.
Mais peut-étre est-ce significatif que Aristobule (qui adressa son ceuvre
a Ptolémée), dans le fragment sur le sabbat transmis par Eusebe, cite
le texte biblique avec la «correction» incluse («Il est dit clairement
dans notre loi que Dieu se reposa le septieme jour... Parce que la
loi dit qu’ll fit les cieux et la terre dans six jours ...»). Dans le Genesis
Rabbah 10.9, nous trouvons une référence isolée a cette «correction»

> 1Q17-18 publiés dans D7D 1; 3Q19-20 et 3Q5 publiés dans D7D 3; 4Q176a
publié dans D7D 5; 4Q216-224 publiés dans D7D 13, et 11Q12 publié dans D7D
23.

% Dans CD XV 2-4.

% CD X 14—XI 18.
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(«Celui-ci est 'un des textes qu’ils modifierent pour le Roi Ptolémée:
Et il conclut au jour sixieme et se reposa le jour septieme»), mais nous
trouvons aussi le commentaire suivant:

Le Roi Ptolémée demanda aux anciens de Rome: ‘Dans combien de
jours créa le monde le Saint, bénit soit-il?’ ‘Dans six’, lui répondirent-ils.
‘Et depuis ce temps la brile la Gehenna pour les méchants? Malheur
au monde qui a un tel juge!

En tout cas, la polémique sur le sabbat continuera longtemps, et le
texte biblique continuera a étre employé contre les juifs encore a une
époque plus tardive. Jérome, en commentant Gen 2.2, nous donne
un bon exemple:®’

Pro die sexta in Hebraeo diem septimam habet. Artabimus igitur Iudaeos
qui de otio Sabbati gloriantur, quod iam tunc in principio sabbatum
dissolutum sit, dum Deus operatur in sabbato, complens opera sua in
eum, et benedicens ipsi diei quia in illo universa compleverit.

Rien d’étonnant donc que le changement de sept en six fusse déja
introduit au temps du Roi Ptolémée, et qu’a la différence des autres
changements que nous avons examinés, celui-ci nous pouvons le trouver
encore aujourd’hui dans La Bible d’Alexandrie.”®

5 CCL 72,4 cité par Veltri, Eine Tora_fiir den Kinig Talmai, 51.

% Une version préliminaire de cette contribution fut lue a I’Ecole Normale
Supérieure de Paris en présence du groupe de recherche sur La Bible d’Alexandre,
dirigé par M. Harl. Je remercie tres sincérement tous les participants a la discussion
qui ensuivit la conférence pour leurs précicuses observations.






THE BIRTH OF MOSES IN EGYPT ACCORDING TO
THE BOOK OF FUBILEES (FUB 47.1-9)

Jacgques T.A.G.M. van Rurren

1. Introduction

The Book of fubilees consists of a rewriting of the biblical narrative of the
book of Genesis: the primeval history and the history of the patriarchs,
with a special emphasis on Jacob. For this reason, one of the traditional
names of the book is The Little Genesis.! Despite its emphasis on Genesis,
however, the Book of Jubilees also deals with the book of Exodus. One
can point to the beginning of chapter 1, where the author combines
Exodus 19.1 (the arrival of the people of Israel in the wilderness of
Sinai) and Exodus 24.18-21 (the ascension by Moses of the mountain
to receive the tablets of stone) to describe the scene for the revelation.?
Moreover, the narrative of Exodus 1-14 is represented at the end, in
Jubilees 46.1-48.19. It 1s a very condensed rendering, however. Some
passages are omitted and other passages are significantly abbreviated,
for example the story of the plagues (Exodus 7-12), which the author
deals with in just four verses (Fub 48.5-8). The passage immediately
preceding the story of the plagues (Exod 2.23-7.9), and following the
period of Moses in Midian, is also dealt with very briefly (Fub 48.1-4).
The theophany at the burning bush, the commission of Moses, and

! This name occurs in four different forms 1 Aenthy T'éveoic (e.g., Epiphanius);
N Aemtoyéveoic (c.g., Didymus of Alexandria); T Aemta evéoewc (Syncellus);
N Mukpoyéveoic (Jerome). All forms probably reflect an original Hebrew form:
xonw pwnna. Cf. H. Rénsch, Das Buch der Jubilien: oder die Kleine Genesis; unter Beifiigung
des revidirten Textes der in der Ambrosiana aufgefundenen latetnischen Fragmente, Leipzig 1874
(repr. Amsterdam 1970), 461-8; R.H. Charles, The Book of Jubilees or the Little Genesis:
Translated from the Editor’s Ethiopic Text, London 1902, xvi.

2 Exod 19 and 24 are parallel versions of the episode on Mount Sinai, which
supplement each other in many ways. jub 1.1-4 may be an example of a text that
reflects a version in which elements of both chapters have been combined. According
to E. Tov, ‘4Q364: 4QReworked Pentateuch, in: H.W. Attridge et al., Qumran Cave
4-VIII: Parabiblical Texts. Part 1 (DJD 13), Oxford 1994, 221-2, the text of 4Q364
(Frg. 14) also shows a combination of elements of both chapters (i.e., Exod 19.17
and Exod 24.12-14).
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the revelation of the Name is dealt with in just one phrase (“You know
who spoke to you at Mt Sinai’). Although the rewriting in this part of
the book is very concise, the author nevertheless takes the opportunity
to present his world view. The narratives about Moses in Exodus 3-
14 are in fact being rewritten in Jubilees as a battle between Mastema
and the Angel of God. The world is under the control of the creator
God, all-powerful and good, yet He permits the forces of evil to have
some influence on mankind. Mastema is the leader of this host of evil
powers. The Egyptian magicians are on the side of Mastema, whereas
Moses is on the side of the Angel of God.

As far as the first two chapters of the Book of Exodus are concerned,
a few passages are omitted altogether (Exod 1.1-5, 13-21; 2.16-22),
whereas the text of Exod 1.6-8 is quoted merely as the basis for an
extensive addition in the Book of Jubilees (Jub 46.1-11), which serves
mainly as a transition between the Jacob episode and that of Moses.
It explains why the prosperous situation for Israel in Egypt changed
into a situation of slavery. The only passages that are followed quite
extensively are Exod 1.9-12 (cf. Jub 46.12-16), which describes the
situation of distress for the children of Israel, Exod 2.1-10 (cf. Fub
47.1-9), which describes the birth of Moses, and Exod 2.11-15 (cf. Jub
47.10-12), which describes the first period of his life until his flight
to Midian. In the context of this contribution, I shall restrict myself
to Jubilees 47.1-9, which can be considered as the rewriting of Exod
2.1-10, the story of Moses’ birth.

2. Exodus 1.22-2.10

In contemporary exegetical literature, most exegetes assume that Exod
2.1-10 is a literary unit,® but a few exegetes consider Exod 1.22-2.10,*
1.15-2.10,% or 1.8-2.10° as a unit. Exod 2.11-15 is regarded as part

3 F.g., C. Houtman, Exodus (COT), Kampen 1986, i, 254-77; J.I. Durham,
Exodus (WBC 3), Waco, Texas 1987, 13-17; W.H. Schmidt, Exodus, vol. 1: Exodus
1-6 (BKAT II.1), Neukirchen-Vluyn 1988, 49-64. According to some, Exod 2.1-10
is part of larger unity, either Exod 2.1-22 (e.g., G. Beer, Exodus mit einem Beilrag von
K. Galling [HAT], Tubingen 1939), or 2.1-15 (e.g., F. Michaeli, Le livre de I’Exode
[CAT], Neuchatel 1974).

* So W.H.C. Propp, Exodus 1-18 (AB 2), New York 1998, 142-60.

> Cf. 1. Willi-Plein, ‘Ort und literarische Funktion der Geburtsgeschichte des
Mose’, Vetus Testamentum 41 (1991) 110-18.

6 Cf. B.S. Childs, Exodus, London 19772, 7.
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of a larger entity, e.g., Exod 2.11-22 or Exod 2.11-25, whereas Exod
1.22 belongs to Exod 1.(8)15-22. I agree with the majority, and con-
sider Exod 2.1-10 as a unit, although I think that it is only possible
to understand this passage in close connection with Exod 1.15-22.7
The command of Pharaoh to kill every Hebrew male child (Exod
1.15-22) forms the background to the story of the birth of Moses
(Exod 2.1-10).8

Exodus 2.1-10 can be considered as a kind of a marriage and birth
report, which strengthens the unity of the passage. The basic structure
is as follows: 1. A man knew” / took!® a woman; 2. The woman con-
ceived; 3. The woman gave birth to a son; 4. The woman or the man
named this son; 5. Finally, an explanation of the name is given. Stages
3 and 4 are often taken together: the woman gave birth to a named
son. The text of Exodus 2.1-10 can be considered as an extended
form of this report: 1. A man from the house of Levi went and took to
wife a daughter of Levi (2.1); 2. The woman conceived (2.2a); 3. She
gave birth to a son (2.2b); 3b. Interlude in which it is made clear that the
son of the biological mother becomes the son of his adoptive mother (2.2c-10c); 4.
The adoptive mother named him Moses (2.10d); 5. Because she said
(explanation of the name) (2.10ef).

In comparison with the basic structure of the marriage and birth
report, it is striking in the first place that it is said in the beginning
that the man ‘went’, and, secondly, that after the mention of the
birth (2.2b), the giving of the name does not follow immediately but

7 Cf. Childs, Exodus, 7; Willi-Plein, ‘Ort’, 110-18.

8 The connection between Exod 1.15-22 and Exod 2.1-10 is stressed by the fact
that the root 7 (‘to give birth to’) occurs often in both passages: eleven times in
Exod 1.15-22 (1.15, 16, 17 (2x), 18 (2x), 19 (2x), 20, 21), mostly in the form of n75m
(‘midwifes’), and nine times in Exod 2.1-10 (Exod 2.2, 3, 6 [2x], 7, 8, 9 [2x], 10).
The relative independence of Exod 1.15-22 is expressed by the resemblance between
the beginning (1.16) and the end (1.22) of the passage.

9 For v in the meaning of *having intercourse’, see Theologisches Handwirterbuch zum
Alten Testament (THAT), 1, Munich etc. 1971, 682-701, esp. 691; Theologisches Werterbuch
zum Alten Testament (TWAT), iii, Stuttgart 1982, 479-512, esp. 494.

10" 515 means literally ‘to take’. Cf. THAT, i, 875-9; TWAT, iv, 588-94. It can be
used in the meaning of ‘take to wife’, as is the case in Exod 2.1. With the preposi-
tion—it is used in Exod 21.10 and other texts, e.g., Gen 4.19; 11.29; 22.19; 25.20
(cf. also Exod 34.16: ‘to take a wife for’). Cf. J. Scharbert, ‘Ehe und Eheschliessung in
der Rechtssprache des Pentateuch und beim Chronisten’, in: G. Braulik (ed.), Studien
zum Pentateuch: Walter Kornfeld zum 60. Geburtstag, Wien 1977, 213-25.
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is postponed until the end of the story (2.10d). Moreover, it is not the
biological father or mother who gives the child its name, but another,
1.e. the adoptive mother of the child, the daughter of Pharaoh. Between
the report of the birth and the giving of the name, the text explains
how a newborn son becomes an adopted son of a new mother. At
the same time, the text makes clear that he was initially brought up
by his own mother.

The story of the birth of Moses can also be considered as a tale.!!
The exposition consists of the command by Pharaoh that all Hebrew-
born sons are to be executed (1.[15-]22). In Exod 1.16, they are to
be killed by the midwives, in Exod 1.22, they are to be thrown into
the Nile. Generally speaking, Moses would have had no chance of
living. He would have remained without a name. Then the story
introduces the first complication. A Levite marriage produces a son
(2.1-2b). Because of the death penalty, this son brings crisis. Moses’
mother then decides to save her child. She puts the baby into a basket
prepared for the river and places it in the grass at the riverbank (Exod
2.3). The mother gives up her child in order to give him a chance
of life.!> The baby’s sister watches to determine what happens to the
child (Exod 2.4). However, this act by the mother heightens the tension
of the story. A female member of the royal house, a person who has
no relationship with the children of Israel, finds him (Exod 2.5). The
daughter of Pharaoh recognizes him as a Hebrew, a boy condemned
to death by the decree of her father. She has the power to condemn
the baby to immediate death. This can be considered as the climax of
the story. After this point the dénouement starts, because the storyteller
develops the account in such a direction, that the princess does not
condemn the child to his death. Instead, ‘she took pity on him’ and
cared for him (Exod 2.6). After this act, the sister of Moses approaches
the daughter of Pharaoh and the biological mother acts as Moses’ nurse
(Exod 2.7-9) and the infant is given his name (Exod 2.10).

The story of the birth of Moses is often compared to stories known

' For the genre of a tale, see, e.g., C. Westermann, Die Verheifungen an die Viiler:
Studien zur Vitergeschichte (Forschungen zur Religion und Literatur des Alten und Neuen
Testaments 116), Gottingen 1976; G.W. Coats, Genesis with an Introduction to Narrative
Literature FOTL 1), Grand Rapids, MI 1983, 7-8 et passim. For the following see also
G.W. Coats, ‘2 Samuel 12.1-72’, Interpretation 40 (1986) 170-4.

12 Cf. A. Brenner, ‘Female Social Behavior: Two Descriptive Patterns within the
‘Birth of the Hero’ Paradigm’, Vetus Testamentum 36 (1986) 257-73, esp. 269.
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to other people in the Ancient Near East. The ‘birth of the hero’ myth
is a well-known and widely used model.'® The difficult circumstances
attending the birth and childhood of a hero are almost universal.
One need only point to the Legend of Sargon of Akkad.'* He was
also set afloat on a river in a reed basket, rescued by a water-drawer,
nurtured, and became in time a mighty hero and king. The specific
modelling in Exod 2.1-10, however, deviates in many respects from the
general motif.!” The descent of the child is not completely anonymous
and socially insignificant in that his Levitical origin is mentioned. In
Exodus, nothing is written about a clear career at the royal court.
After the explanation of the name, the narrative ends abruptly. The
report of the birth has priority over the motif of the abandonment.
It is not the aim of the author to tell the story of the earliest youth of
Moses, he explains how a Levitical child becomes an Egyptian child.
Moreover, it seems striking that the actors in Exod 2.1-10 are nearly
exclusively women.!®

3. Blanks in the biblical text

On several points, the text is open for interpretation or is unclear.!’

Who were this man and woman (Exod 2.1ab)? What is meant by
the statement that the man ‘went’ (Exod 2.1a)? Why does Moses’

13 Cf. H. Gressmann, Mose und seine Zeit, Gottingen 1913; J. Campbell, The Hero
with a Thousand Faces, Princeton 1933; O. Rank, The Mpyth of the Birih of the Hero and
Other Writings, New York 1964; A. Dandes, The Study of Folklore, Englewood 1965;
D.B. Redford, “The Literary Motif of the Exposed Child’, Numen 14 (1967) 209-28;
Brenner, ‘Female Social Behavior’, 257-73; Schmidt, Exodus, i, 55-57.

4 The Legend of Sargon can be found in W. Beyerlin (ed.), Religionsgeschichtliches
Textbuch zum Alten Testament, Gottingen 1975, 123-4; J.B. Pritchard (ed.), Ancient Near
Eastern Texts relating to the Old Testament, Princeton 1955, 119.

15 Cf. Willi-Plein, ‘Ort’, 110-18. According to Durham (Exodus, 15) the form of
the story of the birth of Moses is dictated by the larger theological purpose govern-
ing Exod 1 and 2.

16 With the exception of the action of the father (Exod 2.1ab: ‘a man from the
house of Levi’) who has to play his role in the procreation, and the son (2.10a: ‘the
child’), only women are the subjects of the verbs used in this passage: Moses’ biological
mother (2.2a-3e, 9ef); Moses’ sister (2.4, 7); Moses” adoptive mother, the daughter of
Pharaoh (2.5-6; 8ab, 9a-d, 10b-f). In the genealogy (Exod 6.20; cf. Num 26.57-59)
the father is named (Amram), as is his wife (Jochebed).

17 For the following see S.C. Reif, ‘Classical Jewish Commentators on Exodus 2,
in: M. Bar-Asher (ed.), Studies in Hebrew and Jewish Languages Presented to Shelomo Morag,
Jerusalem 1996, *73-*112.
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birth follow immediately upon the reference to his parents’ marriage
(Exod 2.2ab), given the fact that he also has a sister (Exod 2.4, 7) and
a brother (cf. Exod 4.14)? Why was it possible to hide him for the
specific period of three months (Exod 2.2cd)? Why could she no longer
hide him (Exod 2.3a)? Why did she use asphalt and pitch? Why did
she place the basket in the grass at the riverbank (Exod 2.3e)? How
long did it stay there until the daughter of Pharaoh found it? Where
did Pharaoh’s daughter and her servants go and how and why was
the baby fetched (Exod 2.5)? How could Pharaoh’s daughter see that
Moses was a Hebrew child (Exod 2.6)? It is mentioned that the child
grew and that his mother brought him to Pharaoh’s daughter (Exod
2.10ab), but how long did Moses’ mother nurse him and how old
was Moses at that time? Why was it not possible for an Egyptian
woman to nurse him (Exod 2.7¢)? These are questions which readers
in subsequent generations have tried to answer in their commentaries
and rewritings.'®

4. An overall comparison between Exodus 1.22-2.10 and Jubilees 47.1-9

In this contribution, I shall thus confine myself to one of the rewritings
of Exod 1.22-2.10, i.e., Jub 47.1-9. In this part of his narrative, the
author of Jubilees 1s concerned with the birth of Moses and the first
twenty-one years of his life. The author struggles with some of the ques-
tions just mentioned. He tries to answer them with his rewriting.

As far as the overall structure is concerned, the text of Exodus 1.22-
2.10 can be considered both as a marriage and birth report and as a
tale. It is surprising that Jubilees does not follow the structure of the
marriage and birth report of the biblical text, as it does elsewhere.!?
As can be seen in the following table, the only element of the basic
structure of a marriage and birth report that is taken over is the men-

18 E.g., DJ. Harrington, ‘Birth Narratives in Pseudo-Philo’s Biblical Antiquities
and the Gospels’, in: M.P. Horgan (ed.), To Touch the Text: Biblical and Related Studies in
Honor of Joseph A. Fitzmyer, S.j., New York 1989, 316-24, esp. 319. For an anthology
of the interpretation in rabbinic and mediaeval Jewish literature of Exodus 1.22-2.10,
see M.M. Kasher, Encyclopedia of Biblical Interpretation, VII: Exodus, New York 1967,
35-58. See also A. Rosmarin, Moses im Lichte der Agada, New York 1932, 45-59.

19 For an overview of the structure of the genealogies of Jubilees in comparison to
the genealogies in Genesis, see J. T.A.G.M. van Ruiten, Primaeval History Interpreted: The
Rewriting of Genests 1-11 in the Book of Jubilees (JSJSS 66), Leiden 2000, 113-24.
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tion that Moses was born. The other elements that are taken over
from Exodus are elements that do not belong to the basic structure
of the birth report.

Exodus 2.1-10 Jubilees 47.1-9

1. A man from the house of Levi I.
went (2.1a)

2. He took to wife a daughter of Levi 2. —

(2.1b)

The woman conceived (2.2a) 3.

She gave birth to a son (2.2b) 4.

Interlude (2.2¢-10c) 5.

The adoptive mother named him 6.

Moses (2.10d)

7. Because she said (explanation of 7. —
the name) (2.10ef)

Your father came (47.1a)

You were born (47.1b)
Interlude (47.2-9)

SRl

The story of the birth of Moses can also be considered as a tale. In
this respect the narrative structure runs more or less parallel in both
versions. However, there are some striking differences, as one can see

in the following table.

Exodus 2.1-10
1. Exposition: Pharaoh’s command
that all Hebrew sons born are to be
executed (1.15-22).
2. First complication: A Levite marriage
produces a son (2.1-2b).

3. Second complication: Moses’ mother
puts the baby into a basket prepared
for the river and places it in the grass
at the riverbank (2.3).

4. Clhmax: Pharaoh’s daughter recog-
nizes him as a Hebrew (2.5-6¢).

5. Dénouement: The princess ‘took pity
on him’ and cared for him (2.6d).
After this act, Moses’ sister can go

to Pharaoh’s daughter, the biological
mother acts as Moses’ nurse (2.7-9).
6. Conclusion: Moses was brought to
Pharaoh’s daughter and is given his
name (2.10).

Jubilees 47.1-9
1. Exposition: return of Moses’ father
and his birth in a time of distress
(47.1).
2. First complication: Pharaoh’s com-
mand that all Hebrew sons born
are to be executed (47.2).
3. Second complication: Moses’ mother
puts the baby into a basket pre-
pared for the river and places it in
the grass at the riverbank (47.3-4).
4. Climax: Pharaoh’s daughter finds
him (47.5).
5. Dénouement: The princess ‘took
pity on him’ (47.6). After this act,
Moses’ sister can go to Pharaoh’s
daughter, the biological mother
acts as Moses’ nurse (47.7-8).
6. Conclusion: Moses educated by
his father, and brought to the royal
court (47.9).
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The arrival of Moses’ father and Moses’ birth bring about a complica-
tion in the narrative of Exodus, because he was born in a situation of
death penalty for every male who was born. In Fubilees, however, this
is explicitly mentioned as part of the exposition. The complication
there starts with the decree of the death penalty. As far as the conclu-
sion 1s concerned, the name-giving is left out by Fubulees, whereas his
education by his father and his bringing to the royal court is given
more importance.

Although the narrative structure is parallel in both texts, there are
only a few verbatim quotations. However, many variations strengthen the
similarity between both texts. The variations are partly caused by the
fact that the story of Exod 1-2 is told in Jubilees to Moses by the angel
of the presence. Several elements in the story of Exodus which are told
in the third person singular are put in the second person singular in
Fubilees (Jub 47.1a, b, 3c, 4a, d, 5c, 6b, 7a, 8b, d, 9a, b). In addition
to the verbatim quotations and the variations, there are many additions
and some omissions.

In the following synoptic overview, I have tried to present a clas-
sification of the similarities and dissimilarities between Exodus 1.22-
2.10 and Jubilees 47.1-9. I have used small caps and square brackets
to highlight those elements of Exodus which do not occur in Jubilees,
and vice versa, 1.e., the omissions and additions. Small caps in one text
correspond to square brackets in the other. I have used normal script
for the corresponding elements between both texts, 1.e. the verbatim
quotations of one or more words from the source text in jubilees. I have
used italics to indicate the variations between Exodus and Fubilees, other
than additions or omissions. Sometimes there is a rearrangement of
words and sentences. I have underlined those elements.?

20 Quotations from the biblical text follow the Revised Standard Version, with
slight modifications, whereas quotations from Jubilees are according to J.C. VanderKam,
The Book of Jubilees, vol. it (CSCO 511; Scriptores Aethiopici 88), Louvain 1989. Jub
47.1-9 is nearly completely preserved in Latin. Both the Latin and the Ethiopic
translations go back to a Greek translation of the Hebrew original. Cf. VanderKam,
Book of Jubilees, vol. ii, vi-xxxi; K. Berger, Das Buch der Jubilien (JSHRZ 11.3), Git-
ersloh 1981, 285-94. The edition of the Latin text of Jub 47.1-9 can be found in
J.C. VanderKam, The Book of Jubilees, vol. 1 (CSCO 510; Scriptores Aethiopici 87),
Louvain 1989, 298. The text-critical value of the Latin text of fub 47.1-9 is discussed
in the notes to the translation of the Ethiopic text of Fub 47.1-9 in VanderKam, Book
of Jubilees, i, 305-8.
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Exodus 1.22-2.10

b
‘Every son that is born to the Hebrews you
shall throw nto the Nile
BUT YOU SHALL LET EVERY DAUGHTER
LIVE’.

[ ]

2.1a A man_from the house of Levi went

4a

S5a

[ ]

AND TOOK TO WIFE A DAUGHTER OF
LEv.

THE WOMAN CONCEIVED

and bore a son; [ ]

[cf. Exod 1.22]

AND WHEN SHE SAW THAT HE WAS A
GOODLY CHILD,
she hid hum for three months.

When she could hide him no longer
she took for him a box MADE OF
BULRUSHES,

covered it with asphalt and pitch;
and she put the childin it [ ]

and put it in the grass at the
riverbank.

[ ]

And [ ] fus sister stood at a distance, to
know what would be done to him.

[ ] The daughter of Pharaoh went
out to bathe at the river,

AND HER MAIDENS WALKED BESIDE THE
RIVER;
SHE SAW THE BOX IN THE GRASS

la

2a

3a

S5a

Jubilees 47.1-9

[cf. Jub 47.24-3b]

DURING THE SEVENTH WEEK, IN
THE SEVENTH YEAR, IN THE FORTY-
SEVENTH JUBILEE,

_your father came FROM THE LAND OF
CANAAN.

[ ]

You were born DURING THE FOURTH
MONTH, IN ITS SIXTH YEAR, IN THE
FORTY EIGHTH JUBILEE,

WHICH WAS THE TIME OF DISTRESS
FOR THE ISRAELITES.

Pharaoh, TuE KING oF EGYPT had
given orders | | REGARDING THEM
that they were to throw theiwr sons—every
male who was born—into the river. [ ]
THEY CONTINUED THROWING (THEM
IN) FOR SEVEN MONTHS

UNTIL THE TIME WHEN YOU WERE
BORN.

[ ]

Your mother hid you for three
months.

Then they told about her.

She made a box [ ] for you,

covered it with pitch and asphalt,

and put it in the grass at the
riverbank.

She put you in it FOR SEVEN DAYS.
YOUR MOTHER WOULD COME AT
NIGHT

AND NURSE YOU,

and DURING THE DAY your sister
MIir1aMm would protect you from the
birds.

AT THAT TIME TARMUTH, the
daughter of Pharaoh, went out to
bathe in the river

[ ]
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Exodus 1.22-2.10

and sent her maid to bring .
WHEN SHE OPENED IT

SHE SAW THE CHILD;

and lo, the babe was crying.

[ ]

She took pity on Aim

AND SAID:

“T'H1s 13 ONE OF THE HEBREWS’
CHILDREN’.

Then /s sister said to the daughter of
Pharaoh:

‘Shall I go

and call for you a woman, a nurse, from
the Hebrew women,

to nurse the child for you?’

The daughter of Pharaoh said to her:
‘Go’.

The girl went

and called the child’s mother.

AND PHARAOH’S DAUGHTER SAID TO
HER:

“T’AKE THIS CHILD AWAY,

AND NURSE HIM FOR ME,

1 will give you YOUR wages’.

THE WOMAN TOOK THE CHILD

and she nursed him.

[ ]

And the child grew,

and she brought lim to Pharaoh’s
daughter,

and he became her son;

AND SHE NAMED HIM MOSES,

FOR SHE SAID:

‘BEcAUSE I DREW HIM OUT OF THE
WATER’.

[ ]

7a

o

o

T 0o A

9a

Jubilees 47.1-9

and heard you cg)gin%.

She told her slaves’! to bring you,
SO THEY BROUGHT YOU TO HER.

[ ]

SHE TOOK YOU OUT OF THE BOX
and took pity on you.

]

Then your sister said to her:

‘Shall I go

and call for you one of the Hebrew
women who will care_for

and nurse this infant for you?’

[She said to her:

‘Go’. ]2

She went

and called your mother JOCHEBED.

[ ]

She gave her wages

and she took care of you.
AFTERWARDS,

when you had grown up,

you were brought to Pharaoh’s
daughter

and you became her son.

[ ]

YOUR FATHER AMRAM TAUGHT
YOU (THE ART OF) WRITING.
AFTER YOU HAD COMPLETED
THREE WEEKS (= 21 YEARS),
HE BROUGHT YOU INTO THE
ROYAL COURT.

21 Most of the Ethiopic manuscripts read ‘Hebrew women’, while Latin has

‘slave’. For text-critical reasons, most translations opt for ‘slaves’. Cf. VanderKam,
Book of Jubilees, 11, 306.

22 With the exception of one manuscript, these words from Exod 2.8 have fallen
from the Ethiopic manuscripts. Cf. VanderKam, Book of Jubilees, ii, 307.
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5. An analysis of the rewriting of Exodus 1.22-2.10 in Jubilees 47.1-9

a. Dating the events

The first difference between Fubilees and Exodus that strikes the eye is
the dating of the events. The author of Jfubilees attaches great signifi-
cance to a chronological system within which he frames his rewriting,?®
He puts the biblical narratives in a continuous chronological system,
from the creation of the world until the entrance into the promised
land, which took place 2450 years after the creation. This system is
characterised by its heptadic arrangement: years, weeks of years, and
jubilees of years. The history is divided into periods of jubilees. Each
jubilee consists of seven weeks of years, i.e. seven times seven years.
Moses’ father arrived in Egypt in the 7th year of the 7th year-week
of the 47th jubilee (cf. Jub 47.1a), which is a.m. (anno mundi) 2303.
Moses was born in the 4th month of the 6th year-week of the 48th
jubilee, which is a.m. 2330. Between the arrival of Amram and the
birth of Moses is a period of 27 years. Moreover, Moses remained 21
years in his parental house (Jub 47.9d: ‘three weeks’). Later it is said
that he remained 21 years in the royal court (Fub 47.10a). So Moses
was 42 years when he ran away and arrived in Midian. This was
during the 6th year of the 3rd year-week of the 49th jubilee, which
is am. 2372 (cf. Jub 48.1). He lived for another 36 years in Midian,
and then returned to Egypt in the 2nd year of the 2nd year-week of
the 50 jubilee, which is a.m. 2410 (cf. Jub 48.1).

b. Naming the characters

A second difference is the naming of the characters. Exodus speaks
about ‘a man from the house of Levi’ and ‘a daughter of Levi’ (Exod
2.1), about ‘his sister’ (Exod 2.4, 7a), the daughter of Pharaoh (Exod
2.5-10), and of ‘Moses’ (Exod 2.10). All the characters are anonymous,
with the exception of Moses who is given his name at the end of the
story. By contrast, Jubilees names all characters with the exception of
Moses. The narrative starts with ‘your father’ (Jub 47.1a), who had
already been named Amram’ in the preceding chapter (cf. Jub 46.9).
Moses’ mother is called by her name ‘Jochebed’ (cf. Jub 47.8), his sister

23 Cf.J.C. VanderKam, ‘Das chronologische Konzept des Jubilienbuches’, Zzitschrift
Siir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 107 (1995) 80-100.
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by her name ‘Miriam’ (Jub 47.4g), and the daughter of Pharaoh by
her name “Tarmuth’ (Jub 47.5a).

Although Amram, Jochebed and Miriam are not called by their
names in Exodus 1-2, their names are in accordance with the biblical
data. In the genealogy of Exod 6.14-25, it 1s said that Amram mar-
ried his aunt Jochebed (Exod 6.20: ‘Amram took to wife Jochebed his
father’s sister’), and that she bore to him Aaron and Moses. In this
genealogy, it is made clear that Amram is from the house of Levi.
He is one of the sons of Kohath (Exod 6.18), who is one of the sons
of Levi (Exod 6.16). This shows that the author of Jubilees uses also
passages from the book of Exodus that he skips over in his rewriting.
As we will see later on, the author of Fubilees could not stress the fact
that Amram married his aunt.?* In the genealogy of Num 26.57-59,
it is mentioned that Jochebed, who was born to Levi in Egypt, bore
to Amram not only Aaron and Moses, but also Miriam their sister. In
Exod 15.20, Miriam is called the sister of Aaron. In contrast with the
biblical books, Aaron does not occur at all in the Book of Fubulees. This
is probably due to the choice of Levi as the prototypical priest rather
than Aaron who carries that role in Exodus-Numbers.?> The name
“Tarmuth’, the name of Pharaoh’s daughter, is not found in biblical
literature. Flavius Josephus calls her almost identical “Thermouthis’
(Jewish Antiquities 2.24). In rabbinic literature, she is called ‘Bithiah’
(cf. b. Meg 13a; Lev r 1.3).

c. The stay of Amram in Canaan

In Jub 47.1, the author mentions that Moses’ father Amram comes
‘from the land of Canaan’. This is nowhere stated in the biblical
literature. In the preceding chapter of the Book of Fubilees, it had
been explained how Moses’ father had left Egypt and had gone on a
journey to Canaan (cf. Jub 46.10). This was connected with the burial
of the bones of all Jacob’s sons, except those of Joseph, in Hebron
(Jub 46.9-10). The transfer of these bones is linked up with a battle
between the king of Egypt and the king of Canaan:

2 Cf. notes 32 and 33.

% Cf.J.C. VanderKam, The Book of Jubilees (Guides to Apocrypha and Pseudepig-
rapha), Sheffield 2001, 142. According to Ravid, in omitting any reference to Aaron
in the Book of Jubilees, the author intended to undermine the legality of the Zadokites’
right to act as High Priests. See L. Ravid, ‘Purity and Impurity in the Book of Jubi-
lees’, Journal for the Study of the Pseudepigrapha 13 (2002) 61-86, esp. 84.
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(5) Before he (= Joseph) died he ordered the Israelites to take his bones
along at the time when they would leave the land of Egypt. (6) He
made them swear about his bones because he knew that the Egyptians
would not again bring him out and bury him on the day in the land of
Canaan, since Makamaron, the king of Canaan—while he was living in
the land of Asur—fought in the valley with the king of Egypt and killed
him there. He pursued the Egyptians as far as the gates of Ermon. (7)
He was unable to enter because another new king ruled Egypt. He was
stronger that he, so he returned to the land of Canaan and the gates of
Egypt were closed with no one leaving or entering Egypt (8) Joseph died
in the forty-sixth jubilee, in the sixth week, during its second year. He
was buried in the land of Egypt, and all his brothers died after him. (9)
Then the king of Egypt went out to fight with the king of Canaan in the
forty-seventh jubilee, in the second week, during its second year. The
Israelites brought out all the bones of Jacob’s sons except Joseph’s bones.
They buried them in the field, in the double cave in the mountain. (10)
Many returned to Egypt but a few of them remained on the mountain
of Hebron. Your father Amram remained with them. (Fub 46.6-10)

It is difficult to interpret the events and characters mentioned in fub
46.6-10. The kings of Canaan and Egypt might reflect the conflicts
between the Seleucides who controlled Palestine and the Ptolemies in
Egypt.2® The description of this conflict, which has no parallel in the
biblical text, seems to serve a few goals. In the first place, it refers to
a saying of Joseph at the end of the book of Genesis:

And Joseph said to his brothers: ‘I am about to die; but God will visit
you, and bring you up out of this land to the land which he swore to
Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob’. Then Joseph took an oath of the sons
of Israel, saying: ‘God will visit you, and you shall carry up my bones
from here’ (Gen 50.24-25).

The text does not make clear why Joseph did not ask for his bones to
be taken up to Canaan right away, as Jacob had asked (cf. Gen 47.29-
30). The author of Jubilees suggests an answer to this question. A war
had caused the border between Egypt and Canaan to be closed. It is
for this reason that his bones could not be transported immediately
to Ganaan. Therefore, Joseph asked his brothers to make sure that
he would be buried in Canaan.?’ In the biblical text, this request is
executed during the exodus from Egypt (cf. Exod 13.19).

In the second place, according to the author of jubilees, the victory

26 VanderKam, Book of Jubilees, 81-2. Cf. Charles, Book of Jubilees, 245-6.
27 Cf. J.L. Kugel, The Bible As It Was, Cambridge, Mass. 1997, 282-3.
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of the king of Egypt enabled the Israelites to transport the bones of
the sons of Jacob outside Egypt in order to bury them in Canaan,
‘in the field, in the double cave in the mountain’ (Fub 46.9), which is
‘the mountain of Hebron’ (fub 46.10). According to the biblical data,
the bones of Joseph were to be kept in Egypt. However, they were
taken along by Moses and the Israclites at the time of the exodus
from Egypt (Exod 13.19). Nowhere in the biblical literature does it
state that the bones of the brothers of Joseph were also to be buried
in Canaan. According to the author of Fubilees, this must have been
obvious. He makes it possible by using a tradition that is not found
in the Bible and that connects the transport of the bones with a war
between Egypt and Canaan.

The same tradition can be found in the Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchs. There, too, it is said that the bones of all the patriarchs were
buried in Hebron.?® In the case of Simeon and Benjamin, a war is
also mentioned. In the Testament of Simeon 8.2, it is said that the bones
of Simeon were carried by his sons ‘in secret’ up to Hebron ‘during
a war with Egypt’. The sons of Benjamin also carried the bones of
their father in secret to Hebron, ‘because of a war with Canaan’
(Test. Beny. 12.3). They returned afterwards: “They returned from the
land of Canaan and resided in Egypt until the day of the departure
from Egypt’ (Test. Beny. 12.4). It is not clear whether, according to the
Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, the bones of all patriarchs, with the
exception of Joseph, were transported at the same time to Hebron, as
Jubtlees puts it, or at different times. Whereas with regard to Simeon
and Benjamin the text speaks about a war, with regard to Gad, the
text speaks about a period of five years after his death before his bones
were transported (7est. Gad 8.4), whereas in the case of Levi, Zebulon,
and Dan, it is said that they were transported ‘later’ (cf. 7Zest. Levi 19.5;
Test. Zebulon 10.6; Test. Dan 7.2).%°

The tradition that the bones of Joseph’s brothers were brought from
Egypt to Canaan before the bones of Joseph is also found in Flavius
Josephus, although no war is mentioned:

His brothers also died in Egypt, after a rich and prosperous life. Their
bodies were taken later by their descendants and buried in Hebron. The

2 Cf. Test. Reuben 7.1-2; Test. Simeon 8.1-2; Test. Levi 19.5; Test. Judah 26.4; Test.
Lebulon 10.6; Test. Dan 7.2; Test. Naflali 9.1-2; Test. Gad 8.3-4; Test. Asher 8.1; Test.
Bewjamin 12.1-4.

29 Cf. Charles, Book of Jubilees, 245.
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bones of Joseph were carried away to Canaan much later, when the
Hebrews moved away from Egypt (Few. Ant. 2.199-200).

Acts also speaks about the transport of the bones, but does not men-
tion a war:

And Jacob went down into Egypt. And he died, himself and our fathers,
and they were carried back to Shechem and laid in the tomb that
Abraham had bought for a sum of silver from the sons of Hamor in
Shechem (Acts 7.15-16).30

According to the author of Jubilees, the burial of the bones of the
patriarchs enabled Amram, one of the descendants of Levi, to go to
Canaan in the company of many other Israelites. After the burial of
the patriarchs, most of the Israelites returned to Egypt. A few of them,
however, remained on the mountain of Hebron, among whom was
Moses’ father Amram. The reason why these few stayed in Canaan is
not made clear. It may possibly have been because after some time the
king of Canaan prevailed over Egypt: “The king of Canaan conquered
the king of Egypt and closed the gates of Egypt’ (Fub 46.11). It is not
said for how long the gates of Egypt remained closed. In any case,
Amram stayed for 40 years in Canaan. He arrived in Canaan in the
2nd year of the 2nd year-week of the 47th jubilee, which is a.m. 2263
(cf. Jub 46.9), and he arrived back in Egypt in the 7th year of the 7th
year-week of the 47th jubilee, which is a.m. 2303 (cf. Jub 47.1a).

The additions about a war between Egypt and Canaan were pos-
sibly also motivated by the wish to explain why the people of Egypt
were afraid of the people of Israel. The king of Egypt conceived an
evil plan against Israel because he was afraid of them (cf. Jub 46.12).
When war came they would also fight against Egypt and unite with
the enemy, i.e. the king of Canaan, because their minds were oriented
towards Canaan (cf. Jub 46.13). The slavery imposed on them was
meant to stop them multiplying and to make them weaker.

d. Marriage report

The marriage report (Exod 2.1b: ‘He took to wife a daughter of
Levi’) and the reference to the subsequent intercourse (Exod 2.2a:

30 Likewise, in rabbinic literature it is said that the bones not only of Joseph but

also of his brothers were eventually brought for burial in Hebron. Cf. Mekhilta de Rabb:
Ishmael, Beshallah, Introduction; Mekhilta de Rabbi Shimon bar Yohat 14; Gen r 100.11.



58 JACQUES T.A.G.M. VAN RUITEN

“The woman conceived’) is omitted in Jubilees. The narrative passes
on directly from ‘your father came’ to ‘you were born’. There is of
course a period of 27 years between Amram’s return (a.m. 2303) and
Moses’ birth (a.m. 2330). Since Jub 47.4¢g (cf. Exod 2.4) presupposes the
birth of a sister prior to Moses’ birth, the marriage between Amram
and Jochebed must have taken place at least some years before Moses’
birth. Since Jochebed was born in Egypt (cf. Num 26.59), and it is not
said that she went with Amram to Canaan, nor that she came back
with him to Egypt, it seems most probable that the marriage took place
in Egypt between a.m. 2303 and some years before a.m. 2330.

The omission of the marriage report is quite unusual because it is
an important issue for the author of Jubilees.*! He even adds a mar-
riage into reports of events where the biblical text does not have a
marriage report. The author is very interested in genealogical affairs.
The reason for the omission may have been that Amram, grandson of
Levi, married Jochebed, daughter of Levi, i.e., he married his aunt (cf.
Exod 6.20). According to Halpern-Amaru, the relationship between
Amram and Jochebed is too well documented in the Bible to rework
it into another kind of relationship.*? This might otherwise have been
preferable inasmuch as a marriage between an aunt and a nephew
is not permitted according to Levitical law (Lev 20.19: ‘You shall
not uncover the nakedness of your mother’s sister or of your father’s
sister, for that is to make naked one’s near kin; they shall bear their
iniquity’).>® The author of Jubilees was indeed unwilling to confirm that
an impure marriage had produced Moses. Therefore, he just omitted
the marriage report between Amram and Jochebed. According to rab-
binic literature, before Sinai this Levitical law was only concerned with
maternal relationships. In their eyes, Levi had married two different
women, one of whom was the mother of Kohath, and the other of
Jochebed (cf. b. Sota 58b).3*

31" Cf. note 19.

32 Cf. B. Halpern-Amaru, The Empowerment of Women in the Book of Jubilees (JSJSS
60), Leiden 1999, 122-4.

33 The Jubilees genealogies avoid this kind of relationship between husband and

wife also elsewhere. Cf. Halpern-Amaru, Empowerment, 123.
3% Cf. Halpern-Amaru, ibid.
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e. Three months of hiding

The author of Jubilees also omits the phrase: ‘And when she saw that
he was a goodly child’ (Exod 2.2¢).*> The subsequent mention of a
period of hiding, i.e., three months (Exod 2.2d), has produced a tra-
dition in aggadic literature about a premature birth of Moses, i.e., in
the sixth or seventh month of the pregnancy of Jochebed.?® There is
another example of this in Targum Pseudo-Jonathan, on Exod 2.2: “The
woman conceived and bore a son at the end of six months. When she saw
he was viable, she hid him for three months, which gives a total of nine’.
Also in the Mekhilta can be read: “The Egyptians counted nine months
for her, but she bore in six months’.>” The clue to this tradition is that
it is written in Exod 2.2 that Jochebed hid Moses for three months.
This would make sense only if the Egyptians expected the baby three
months earlier than the actual birth.

In another, probably later, tradition it is said that Moses was born

%5 1 do not know the reason for the omission. Ezekiel the Tragedian (Exagoge 14)
and Flavius Josephus (Few. Ant. 2.218) also omit the phrase, although the excellence
of Moses is revealed to his father in a dream (Few. Ant. 2.210-217). The word 21w
can be applied to moral qualities as well as to physical appearance. The Septuagint
translates dotelov (‘fine’, ‘handsome’) which can refer to physical qualities. 7argum
Pseudo-Jonathan translated with ‘viable’ (mp 92). Moses’ mother sees that her son
is healthy despite his premature birth (see below). Therefore she tries to keep him.
Rabbinic literature tries to explain the significance of the description: “T’he woman
conceived and bore a son and she saw that he was fine. R. Meir taught: His name
was Tob. R. Joshia: His name was Tobiah (“The Lord is good’). R. Judah: He was
worthy of the prophecy. The others say: he was born circumcised’ (Fxod r 1.20; cf.
b. Sotah 12a). Some rabbis connected it with the beginning of Genesis: “When Moses
was born the house was filled with light. For here it 1s written: ‘She saw him, that
he was good’, and elsewhere we read that ‘God saw the light, that is was good” (Gen
1.4). Cf. Rosmarin, Moses, 50; Kasher, Encyclopedia, 39-40; G. Vermes, Scripture and
Tradition in Judaism (SPB 4), Leiden 1973, 184-5; A. Salvesen, Symmachus in the Pentateuch
(JSSM 15), Manchester 1991, 67.

36 P. van der Horst, ‘Seven Month’s Children in Jewish and Christian Literature
from Antiquity’, Ephemerides Theologicae Lovanienses 54 (1978) 346-60, esp. 234-5 (reprint
in Id., Essays on the Jewish World of Early Christianity [NTOA 14], Goéttingen 1990,
233-47). Cf. also L. Ginzberg, The Legends of the Jews, v, 397 note 44; E.B. Levine,
‘Parallels to Exodus of Pseudo-Jonathan and Neophyti I’ in: A. Diez Macho (ed.),
Neophyti I, iti, Madrid-Barcelona 1971, 424; R. Bloch, ‘Moise dans la tradition rab-
binique’, in: H. Cazelles et al. (eds), Moise, homme de Ualliance, Paris 1955, 102-18;
D. Daube, The New Testament and Rabbinic Judaism, London 1956, 7; J. Heinemann,
210 Years of Egyptian Exile’, Journal of Jewish Studies 22 (1971) 19-30; M. Abraham,
Légendes juives apocryphes sur la vie de Moise, Paris 1925, 49.

37 J.N. Epstein and E. Z. Melamed, Mekhilia de Rabbi Shim on bar Yohai, Jerusalem
1955, 6, 17.
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six months after the remarriage of Amram and Jochebed. After the
decree of Pharaoh to throw all newborn Hebrew boys into the river,
Amram divorced Jochebed, who was at that moment already three
months pregnant (cf. Exod r 1.13, 20). However, Miriam rebuked her
father, and after this he remarried immediately. The Egyptians con-
sidered the return of Jochebed as the beginning of the pregnancy.®

Jubilees does not explicitly mention either of these traditions with
regard to the birth of Moses. However, what should one think of the
addition in fub 47.3ab: “They continued throwing the Hebrew sons
into the river for seven months, until the time when you were born’® This seems
to imply that there is a relationship, whatever it may be, between the
commandment of Pharaoh to kill every male who was born, and the
expectation of the birth of Moses.?? The rearrangement of the decree
and the conception in Jubilees not only clears Amram and Jochebed
of the accusation that they had intercourse in a time when the decree
was already proclaimed, it also makes a connection between the decree
and the birth of Moses. It is possible that, according to the author of
Jubilees, the decree was issued at the conception of Moses. In this case,
too, ‘seven months’ then implies that Moses was born too early.

f. Moses at the riverside (Exodus 2.3-10 // Jub 47.3d-9)

In the continuation of the narrative, the author of Jubilees follows
more or less the storyline of Exodus. There are a few additions,
some omissions and several variations, as can be seen in the synoptic
overview.

The story in Exod 2.3a about the end of Moses’ period of hiding
merely reads: ‘when she could hide him no longer’. It gives no reason
why she could hide him no longer. Jub 47.3d has a variation on the
biblical text and reports that after she hid the infant for three months,
they, i.e. unidentified informers, told on her. It gives a reason why
Moses” mother could no longer hide him. The Egyptians were tracing
her. In a certain way, it gives her an excuse. This variation matches
other aggadic elaboration, for example that in Targum Pseudo-fonathan:

38 Cf. Rosmarin, Moses, 45-6.

39 Flavius Josephus mentions the fact that a priest reports to the king that in the
near future a child will be born among the Israelites who will, when he has grown
up, end the dominion of the Egyptians, and who will bring the Israelites to power
(Jew. Ant. 2.205). However, this started before the conception of Moses.
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‘It was no longer possible for her to hide him, because the Egyptians
had noticed her’ (Tg P57 Exod 2.3).%

Exodus continues with the report that Moses” mother gets herself
a box made of bulrushes, and covered it with asphalt and pitch. In
Jubilees, the mother makes the box herself, and the material is not
specified. The materials asphalt and pitch are reversed in jubilees. In
Exodus, the mother first puts the child in the box, and then leaves
the box on the riverbank. In Jubilees, the mother first puts the box
on the riverbank, and then puts the child in it. It indicates perhaps
something of the special care and tenderness Moses receives, which
we find also in the continuation of the text.

Exodus is not explicit about how long the basket stayed there until
the daughter of Pharaoh found it, nor does it state what happened
with the baby before it was found. The biblical text only reads that ‘his
sister stood at a distance to know what would be done to him’ (Exod
2.4). Jubilees, however, is more specific. In line with its stress on the
number seven, it relates that Moses stayed in his basket for seven days.
Moreover, he was taken special care of by his mother and his sister.
At night, his mother would come to nurse him, whereas during the
day his sister kept an eye on him. Unlike the biblical text, according
to which Moses’ sister stood some distance away (Exod 2.4), Miriam
did not watch at a distance;*' she protected him from the birds.*?

10 So also in b. Sotah 12a; Exod r 1.20; Song of Songs r 2.15.2. See also Ezekiel the
Tragedian: “When she could no longer escape detection’ (Exagoge 15); cf. Philo, De
Vita Mosis 1.9-10.

1 See also Ezekiel the Tragedian, Fxagoge 18: ‘My sister Mariam stood guard
nearby’. See also Philo, De Vita Mosis 1.12.

42 According to Halpern-Amaru, Empowerment, 123 note 52, the reference to the
birds appears to be a subtle indicator of Mastema for its recalls the young Abram
combating the work of Mastema in Chaldea (Fub 11.11-13, 18-21). It is true that
apart from the reference to the Prince of Mastema in Abraham’s words to Jacob, he
occurs after the binding of Isaac only in the Exodus story. With regard to Abram,
the Prince of Mastema sent crows and birds so that they might eat the seed which
was being sown in the earth. In this way, he reduced the inhabitants of Babylon to
poverty (Jub 11.9-13). Then the birth of Abram is recounted, and the mention that
his father taught him writing (Fub 11.14-17). As a young boy, Abram protected the
seed (Jub 11.18-22). In the story about the binding of Isaac, Prince Mastema ques-
tioned the nature of Abraham’s faithfulness, and suggested that he should be tested
by offering his son (Fub 17.16). With regard to Moses, his birth and his education
by his father is recounted (Fub 47.1-9). However, it is his sister who protected Moses
from the birds. Later on, the Prince of Mastema wanted to kill Moses and save the
Egyptians (fub 48.3-4), and he empowered the magicians (Fub 48.9).



62 JACQUES T.A.G.M. VAN RUITEN

The princess comes to the Nile to bathe. The narrative is slightly
changed in Jubilees at this point. The biblical text mentions that the
princess was accompanied by her maidens. When she saw the box,
she sent her maid to bring the box. Only after she had opened the
box does she see the child and hear him crying (cf. Exod 2.5-6¢). In
Jubilees it 1s not said that Pharaoh’s daughter was accompanied by her
maidens, although they are presupposed. Exodus uses four verbs before
arriving at the crying of the child (‘she saw’, ‘she sent’, ‘she opened’,
‘she saw’, and only then she heard the child crying). In Jubilees, it is
said immediately that she heard Moses crying (Fub 47.5b). This is
probably what arouses her compassion. Thereafter, she ordered her
slaves to bring Moses to her, and they did so. Then she took Moses
out of the box (Fub 47.5-6).

When the princess saw the baby, she recognized him as a Hebrew
child, in the biblical text (Exod 2.6f). The text does not explain how
she knows this. This might be the reason for the omission of this
identification in Jubilees.*3

Furthermore, there is no direct conversation between Moses’
mother and Pharaoh’s daughter in Jfubilees. The text simply says that
the princess gave wages to Moses’ mother, and that she took care of
him (Fub 47.8ab).

In Exodus, Moses is brought by his mother to the royal palace. It
is not said in the biblical text how long his mother took care of him
(Exod 2.9e-10b: “The woman took the child, she nursed him, the
child grew, she brought him to Pharaoh’s daughter’). In JFubilees, it is
said twice that Moses was brought to Pharaoh’s daughter, without the
mother being mentioned in this respect. The first time an indefinite
formulation is used: ‘Afterwards, when you had grown up, you were
brought to the Pharaoh’s daughter’.** Shortly after this, the father is
named explicitly as the one who brought Moses to the court: ‘He (=
your father Amram) brought you into the royal court’ (Jub 47.9e).
Moreover, the text makes clear at what age Moses went to Pharaoh’s
daughter. He was 21 years old (Fub 47.9d: ‘after you had completed
three weeks’). This makes clear that, according to jubilees, Moses got

3 Tn rabbinic literature, it is said that she saw that he was circumcised (. Sotak
12a). According to others, an angel told her that Moses was a Hebrew son (b. Sotah
12b).

* Tn fact a plural form of the verb is used: ‘they brought you’. This functions as
an indefinite plural. Cf. VanderKam, Book of Jubilees, 11, 307.
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his earliest education not in the palace of Pharaoh, but in his own
house, by his own father (7ub 47.9¢c: ‘your father Amram taught you
the art of writing’). This resolves a problem that the biblical text does
not answer, namely how does Moses become aware that he was one
of the Israelites?® But there is something more. He could use his
skill to write the Book of Jubilees.*® Moreover, the notion that Moses’
father Amram taught him the art of writing seems to be at odds with
a tradition that reports on Moses’ education in Egyptian wisdom.*’
However, it is consistent in the Book of Jubilees, and it puts Moses on
one line with all the patriarchs.

The art of writing is an important issue in the Book of Jubilees. Fathers
teach their sons the art of writing (cf. 7ub 8.2; 11.16; 47.9; cf. 19.14).
In addition, it was Enoch who was the first on earth to learn the art
of writing, instruction, and wisdom (fub 4.17). Abraham learned to
write from his father (Jub 11.16), although it was the Angel of the
Presence who taught him Hebrew (Fub 12.25-27). When Jacob and
his brother grew up ‘Jacob learned the art of writing, but Esau did
not learn it’ (Fub 19.14).

The art of writing and reading is often connected with halakhic
instruction of one type or another that is written down by the fathers
in a book (Fub 4.17; 7.38-39; 10.13-14; 10.17; 12.27; 21.10; 39.6-7;
45.16) and handed down to their sons. In this way, the author of
Jubilees creates a chain of tradition which is quite distinctive: Enoch,
Methuselah, Lamech, Noah, Shem, Abram, Isaac, Jacob, (Joseph), Levi.
In Jub 19.24, the chain of tradition is traced back to Adam: Adam,
Seth, Enos, Malaleel, Enoch, Noah, Shem.*® It is interesting to note
that some links in the chain have been omitted. I would point to the
generations between Shem and Abram (Arpachsad, Kainan, Shelah,
Eber, Peleg, Ragew, Serug, Nahor, Terah), which the author of jubilees

5 Cf. Jacobson, Exagoge, 78. Fzekiel the Tragedian recounts that it was his mother
who told Moses about his descent: ‘My mother brought me to the princess’ palace,
after telling me all about my lineage and God’s gifts’ (Exagoge 33-35).

¥ VanderKam, Book of Jubilees, 118-20.

7 F.g., Ezekiel the Tragedian, Exagoge 37; Philo, De Vita Mosis 1.20-24; Acts 7.22.
Cf. Berger, Jubilien, p. 539. See also the article by A. Hilhorst in this collection.

8 Cf. K. Miiller, ‘Die hebriische Sprache der Halacha als Textur der Schépfung:
Beobachtungen zum Verhaltnis von Tora und Halacha im Buch der Jubilden’, in: H.
Merklein, K. Miiller, and G. Stemberger (eds), Bibel in jiidischer und christlicher Tradition
(BBB 38), Frankfurt 1993, 157-76, esp. 161 note 6.
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sees as being erratic, troubled generations.*” This could be seen in
conjunction with the fact that during these generations, the earth was
divided (cf. Fub 8.9-9.15; 10.27-36), the Tower of Babel was built (cf.
Jub 10.19-26), and evil spirits began to have an influence on Noah’s
grandchildren (7ub 10.1-15). As a consequence of the collapse of the
Tower, the knowledge of the Hebrew language was lost (Fub 12.25;
cf. Jub 10.26). The antediluvian patriarchs Kenan and Jared are also
omitted from the chain of tradition. This is possibly due to the fact
that Kenan was associated with Cain, and Jared is associated with the
Watchers, because in his days they came down to earth.

The halakhic instructions that are written in the books of the fathers
are about several subjects. Enoch wrote down ‘the signs of the sky
in accord with the fixed pattern of their months so that mankind
would know the seasons of the years according to the fixed patterns
of each of their months’ (Fub 4.17). He also taught the law of the first
fruits (Fub 7.38-39; cf. Jub 7.35-37). Noah wrote down all the kinds of
medicine which would preclude the evil spirits from pursuing Noah’s
children (7ub 10.12-14). When he was in the house of Potiphar, Joseph
remembered Abraham’s words ‘that no one is to commit adultery with
a woman who has a husband’ (Jub 39.6). The purpose of linking the
halakhic instructions to the chain of tradition was obviously to anchor
those instructions that are important for the author of Jubilees in the
time of the Patriarchs.’® In fact the halakhah of Jubilees is immanent
to the creation.’! The halakhah written in the books of the Patriarchs
is on various occasions said to be derived from the teachings of the
angels. Enoch wrote down his testimony ‘as we [the angels] had told
him’ (Fub 4.18). Noah wrote ‘everything (just) as we [the angels] had
taught him’ (Fub 10.13; cf. Jub 10.10) in a book. It was the Angel
of the Presence who taught Abraham Hebrew in order to enable
him to study the books of his fathers (Fub 12.25-27). Joseph himself

19 Cf. Halpern-Amaru, Empowerment, 21.

50 K. Berger, Das Buch der Jubilien (JSHRZ. 5.3), Giitersloh 1981, 279; S. Rosenkranz,
“Vom Paradies zum Tempel’, in: S. Lauer and H. Ernst (eds), Tempelkult und Tempelzer-
storung (70 n. Chr.): Festschrift fiir Clemens Thoma zum 60. Geburtstag (Judaica et Christiana
15), Bern 1995, 27-131, esp. 36; B. Ego, ‘Heilige Zeit—heiliger Raum—heiliger
Mensch: Beobachtungen zur Struktur der Gesetzesbegriindung in der Schépfungs-
und Paradiesgeschichte des Jubilaenbuches’, in: M. Albani, J. Frey, and A. Lange
(eds), Studies in the Book of Jubilees (ISAJ 65), Tubingen 1997, 207-19, esp. 207.

>U Cf. Jub 12.25-27, where Hebrew is called ‘the language of the creation’. Miiller,
‘Hebriische Sprache’, 165.
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remembered that for committing adultery, heaven had ordained the
death penalty (Fub 39.6). This means that the halakhah was ultimately
anchored in the order of heaven.”?

Moses is placed within the authoritative written tradition that began
with Enoch before the flood and extended through the patriarchal
period to Moses’ time. All patriarchs contributed to this written tradi-
tion and they transmitted it to their favourite sons. The full law would
be recorded in Moses’ time.”?

6. Final remarks

The comparison between Jub 47.1-9 and Exod 1.22-2.10 showed
that the narrative structure runs more or less parallel in both ver-
sions. However, the structure of the marriage and birth report is not
taken over. As far as the wording is concerned, the author of Jubilees
sometimes reproduces the text of Exodus quite literally, but he also
changes his model at other places. He omits certain phrases and pas-
sages, and he adds others, while he also modifies passages that run
parallel. The author of Jubilees is a careful reader of the biblical text.
This text poses some difficulties to him (e.g., blanks, inconsistencies).
With his rewriting he tries to solve these problems. I point to the relo-
cation of Exod 1.22, the omission of the marriage report, the naming
of the characters, the stay of Amram in Canaan, and several of the
variations in the report of the abandonment of Moses (Exod 2.3-10;
cf. Jub 47.3-9). Sometimes the alterations in the rewriting are in line
with biblical data (e.g., the naming of the characters). However, some-
times they are not, and in these cases the author of Jubilees is able to
put his own bias in the text. I point not only to the periodization of
history, but also to the omission of the marriage report, and Moses’
education by his father.

52 This is, in fact, in line with the mention of the ‘heavenly tablets’ in Jubilees at
other places (Fub 3.10; 4.5; 5.13-14; 6.31, 35; 16.3, 9; 19.9; 23.32; 24.33; 30.19-22;
31.32; 32.21-22). Several halakhot can be found on the heavenly tablets. For a study
on the heavenly tablets see F. Garcia Martinez, “The Heavenly Tablets in the Book
of Jubilees’, in: Albani, Frey, and Lange, Studies in the Book of Jubilees, 243-60.

53 Cf. VanderKam, Book of Jubilees, 120.






HEARING THE STORY OF MOSES
IN PTOLEMAIC EGYPT:
ARTAPANUS ACCOMMODATES THE TRADITION

Ros KuGLER

Although hardly an all-sufficient explanation for the violence committed
in recent years by some minority religious groups, literalist readings of
sacred texts in the face of culturally pluralistic challenges have long
played a part in engendering extremism in the name of God. Knowing
that obliges those of us who study the compositional and interpretive
histories of religious texts to identify and lift up the constructive ways
religionists have wielded their sacred texts in the face of the threat
of hegemonic pluralism. This essay, offered in honor of Prof. Gerard
Luttikhuizen, points to one such instance, the rewriting of the Moses
story from a Ptolemaic-era Egyptian Jew called Artapanus.

1. Artapanus on Moses: An overview of the account and its genre, provenance
and date

Eusebius’s Praeparatio FEvangelica and Clement’s Stromata preserve frag-
ments of this striking work. Three portions survive.! The first two
provide an etymology for the name Jews and an overview of the
sojourns of Abraham and Joseph in Egypt.? The third fragment, our
focus, 1s the longest.

! Fragment | appears in Praep. Ev. 9.18.1; fragment 2 is found in Praep. Ev.
9.23.1-4; and fragment 3 is taken from Praep. Ev. 9.27.1-37 (with parallel material to
23-25 in Clement, Stromata 1.23.154.2-3). Note that Alexander Polyhistor (mid-first
century BCE) provided the summaries recited by Eusebius; thus we have no verbatim
extracts of Artapanus’ own work. The edition used in preparing this essay is that of
Holladay 1983.

2 The first fragment only provides a (mostly inexplicable) etymology for the name
Jews (‘Hermiouth’) and an account of Abraham’s journey to Egypt where he taught
Pharaoh astrology and remained for twenty years, after which time he returned to
Syria while others who traveled with him there remained to enjoy Egypt’s prosperity.
Fragment 2 tells Joseph’s story, repeating elements of Genesis 37.39-47. It describes
his rise to power in Egypt and his accomplishments as a cultural patron in ancient

Egypt.



68 ROB KUGLER

The account rehearses Moses’ story according to Exodus but adds
much to it. It begins by explaining that Merris, a barren daughter of
Pharaoh betrothed to an Egyptian named Chenephres, took as her own
a child of the Jews and named him Moses. As an adult he earned the
name Mousaios (the mythical Greek poet of Thrace), but according
to Artapanus he was the feacher of Orpheus, not his son or disciple as
was normally the case according to Greek literature. The fragment
then notes that Moses was a cultural benefactor, giving Egypt ships,
means for lifting stones, water-drawing and fighting devices, philosophy
and the division of land in Egypt. He also gave sacred writings to the
priests of Egypt and assigned gods as animals. Moses did these things
to maintain the stability of Pharaoh’s rule, who by this point in the
story was Merris’ husband, Chenephres. As a result the masses loved
Moses, the priests gave him ‘divine honor,” and he was called Hermes
because of his skill at interpreting the scriptures. Chenephres became
jealous and sought to destroy Moses by sending him as the commander
of an army of ill-prepared and poorly-equipped farmers against the
advancing Ethiopians. Moses and his army, however, endured suc-
cessfully a ten-year war. In Moses’ honor the army founded a city and
consecrated the ibis to it. The Ethiopians themselves were won over
by Moses and it is he who taught them circumcision. Chenephres con-
tinued to be jealous of Moses, and when Moses suggested in Memphis
that Egypt adopt a breed of oxen for its tilling capacity, Chenephres
sought to take credit for the innovation by naming a bull of the breed
Apis and dedicating a temple to it, and having the beasts consecrated
by Moses buried in Memphis ‘to conceal the [good] ideas of Moses.’
This too only created more honor for Moses: as any reader in Egypt
would have known, the slain bull was honored by the Mempbhites with
the Apis necropolis. Thus Chenephres plotted again to kill Moses by
sending him with the assassin Chanethothes to bury the body of the
now-deceased Merris. Aaron learned of the plot and warned Moses
so that he was able to slay Chanethothes instead.

Thus Moses fled to Arabia where he met Raguel and married
Raguel’s daughter. Then Moses foiled Raguel’s wish to make war on
Egypt out of concern for the safety of his countrymen. Meanwhile,
Chenephres died for his opposition to the Jews. Back in Arabia Moses
was confronted in the wilderness by God and commanded to set the
Jews free from Egyptian rule. When Moses came to Pharaoh with his
brother Aaron and his intentions became known, Pharaoh imprisoned
him, but God opened the prison to release Moses and he went to the
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palace where he met with the king. When at the king’s command Moses
whispered the name of God in the ear of the king, the king died, only
to be immediately revived by a generous Moses. After writing the name
of God and sealing it to keep it from harming others, Moses used the
rod provided by God to direct against Egypt the full range of plagues
to gain his people’s release. After the requisite series of plagues Pha-
raoh let the people go and they left Egypt with legitimately procured
supplies from the Egyptians. They then miraculously passed through
the sea dry-shod under Moses’ leadership while Pharaoh’s pursuing
army suffered a fiery-watery death. Fleeing into the wilderness Moses
and the people were sustained there with manna from heaven.

For obvious reasons there is little disagreement that this is the work
of an Egyptian Jew.? Its intense interest in Egyptian religious traditions
suggests an origin in the Mempbhite region,! and its apparent respect
for religious boundaries and balances reflects a conscious appreciation
of the Ptolemaic policy of religious tolerance.’

It is also generally agreed that the work was likely in circulation
among the Jews of Egypt by around the middle of the second century
BCE.S This was a period of relative political stability in the Ptolemaic
empire, but of considerable political uncertainty for the Jews within
the imperial realm. This unease was the result of Onias having sided
with Philometor’s widow, Cleopatra II, in her struggle for the throne
with Physcon (who assumed power as Ptolemy VIII Euergetes II in
145 BcE). Only because Physcon had the wisdom to marry Cleopatra,
his brother’s widow, did the crisis end and were the parties to it spared
further punishment, the Jews under Onias’ command included. The
result, in any case, for Jews throughout Egypt was renewed concern
to appease the new Ptolemaic ruler; one obvious way to do so was to

3 This in spite of the observation that Artapanus’ name ‘is of Persian origin, and
this may point to a mixed descent’ (Holladay 1983, 189).

* That the work comes not from Alexandria, but from the chora, is in any case
widely accepted; see, for example, Collins 2000, 39. On the importance of Memphis
for Egyptian religious traditions, see Thompson 1988.

> On the Ptolemaic openness to the cultures of others, see especially Samuel
1983, and further comments below.

5 The text’s dependence on the LXX places it after the middle of the third
century BCE and Polyhistor’s acquaintance with it requires it to have gained some
breadth of distribution before 60 Bck. A handful of other indicators have assured most
observers that the work was completed before the last third of the second century
BCE. For a summary of arguments regarding the treatise’s date of composition, see

Collins 2000, 38-9.
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seek the stability and prosperity of his kingdom lest he hold Onias’
mistaken allegiance against them.

With respect to genre, although it does not evince every one of the
elements of a biography or romance, the Moses account is perhaps best
described as a mixture of the two. Like a romance it entails the pairing
of two partners (here Moses and the people of Israel), travel toward
a destination while under threat, and a denouement that brings the
partners to the fulfillment of their happy fate. At the same time, the
tale evokes the biographical genre in that it relates Moses’ life history
with the added effect of cultivating in auditors a virtue ascribed to the
story’s hero, notably Moses’ concern for the stability and prosperity
of the state in which one dwells.’”

2. Constructing the receptive context for Artapanus’ account of Moses

What in the experience of Jews in Egypt might have prompted an
author to compose this sort of account of Moses’ life? What does the
account indicate about its implied audience? Thanks to the enormous
wealth of papyri unearthed in the Egyptian chora over the last century
and a half we may answer this question with considerably more detail
than is usually the case in speculating about ancient audiences. Indeed,
the broad range of papyrological and archaeological evidence provides
material first for some basic insights into the life of all ethnicities
resident in Ptolemaic Egypt.® On the strength of that evidence the

7 This view of the genre of Artapanus’ work is surely to be regarded as unusual,
but it simply joins an already long line of commentators who, reflecting the difficulty
of the matter, offer sharply competing proposals on this topic. See, for example
Holladay 1977, 215-18 (and Holladay 1983, 190-1) for a description of it as a ‘his-
torical romance’; Collins 2000, 39-40 has dubbed it ‘competitive historiography’;
and Koskenniemi 2002, 18 note 3 regards it as a ‘romantic history.” What all of
these commentators seem to overlook or underplay is the distinctly biographical
character of the Moses account, and the possibility that audiences may have sensed
in this the contours of a Greco-Roman romance narrative, even without a pairing of
two individuals as lovers. That such genre-bending and genre-blending was actually
intended by an author can hardly be certain, but it does seem quite possible, even
likely, that receptors of the text would have observed these genre elements just as
we do. That such an authorial strategy or audience perception gives rise in part to
a text’s capacity to move an audience and endure over time is the insight of Hans
Robert Jauss (1982).

8 For the Jewish experience in particular see the papyri presented in Tcherikover
and Fuks 1957-64 (henceforth CP7); inscriptions which add to the evidentiary base
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classical historian Alan Samuel has observed that all ethnicities living
under Ptolemaic rule in Egypt were subject to and beneficiaries of the
Ptolemies’ conservative commitment to maintaining the status quo in
the local economy, and likewise to permitting without interference the
perpetuation of ethnic literatures, religions, and art.” Samuel’s analysis
of economic policy in Ptolemaic Egypt reveals the pursuit of stasis as
the basic principle behind the rulers’ actions and thought in all areas
of human endeavor.!'” With respect to religious matters, for instance,
the Ptolemies confined their adaptation of Greek divinities to Egyptian
norms to matters of appellation alone; otherwise they preserved the
native religious practices and encouraged Egyptians and other resident
aliens to do likewise.

This policy is unsurprising given the widely-held conviction in the
ancient world that goods of all kinds were limited in nature.!! The

are provided in Horbury and Noy 1992 (henceforth CIj). This body of evidence is
due for reassessment, since especially Tcherikover and Fuks applied principles of
selection that we now know too narrowly defined the pool of papyri that pertain to
Jewish life in Egypt.

9 Samuel 1983. Note that Samuel thinks—probably correctly—that this basic
principle is rooted, in turn, in the Macedonians’ appreciation of Aristotelian and
Platonic notions of the state as an entity that flourished best when it was static and
the individual lived in subordination to the state and its goal of maintaining a steady
status quo.

10 Samuel 1984, 48-9, observes (chiefly on the basis of the Revenue Laws of Ptol-
emy Philadelphus) a resistance to pursuing economic expansion even when popula-
tion growth required it or technological advances permitted it. In pursuing a policy
of maintaining static agricultural outputs the Ptolemies either eschewed technical
advances or used them only to reach the goals established by the productivity levels
they discovered upon conquering Egypt. For instance, Samuel notes that although a
number of advances were available throughout the period, only a handful actually
appear in the sources (e.g., the Archimedian screw as an aid to a pumping device,
and this is datable only to the late Hellenistic period at best). Likewise, when growing
populations challenged the limits of their existing local economies, the Ptolemaic solu-
tion was not to expand that local economy, but to relocate a portion of the populace
to another region where their needs could be met without economic expansion.

' For the classic study of the notion of ‘limited good,” see Foster 1965. That the
concept was more generally dispersed in the ancient human imagination is apparent
from quotes like the following from Aristotle in Nichomachean Ethics 1106b29: ‘Again,
it is possible to fail in many ways (for evil belongs to the class of the unlimited, as
the Pythagoreans conjectured, and good to that of the limited), while to succeed is
possible only in one way (for which reason also one is easy and the other difficult—to
miss the mark easy, to hit it difficult); for these reasons also, then, excess and defect
are characteristic of vice, and the mean of virtue.” For more extensive proof of the
power of this notion in the Greek social and political philosophy that shaped Ptolemaic
policy, see Nichomachean Ethics, Book V and Politics, Book I, as suggested by Samuel
himself in a related vein (16)!
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state, the economy, culture, and religion were all natural organisms
of limited scope, determined in their natures. The proper goal of
human interaction in these areas of life was therefore to maintain
the balances already in place among them. So in economic life to
increase inordinately one’s wealth or to expand an existing economy
were actions that violated the natural order of things and harmed the
common good. Likewise, to adjust the ‘religious economy’ through
hegemonic claims which actually reduced allegiance to one god for
the sake of another disturbed the natural order. Obviously, this basic
principle had enormous implications for religious thought and practice
in a pluralistic context like the Memphite region, and concomitantly,
for the sort of challenges that in particular a Jewish community might
have faced in that context with its sense of being chosen by the one
God.

The Herakleopolis papyri support this general observation about
the Ptolemaic concern for stasis, and they add nuance and detail to it.
The papyri are the correspondence between Jewish citizens of Herak-
leopolis and the leaders of the municipality’s Jewish politeuma.'> They
confirm that at least the Jews in this part of Egypt—close to Memphis
and its religious center—embraced the notion of limited good and
the Ptolemaic passion for economic, cultural, and religious stasis. In
almost all cases the appeals from citizens to the rulers of the politeuma
had to do with the failure of a party to meet his or her contractual
obligations, whether they be pecuniary interests or the apparently more
consuming passion for maintaining proper balance in human relation-
ships. In P. Koln Inv. 21038 (date to June or July 134) the complainant
asks the rulers to require a family, two of whose members he cared
for during an illness, to recompense him with time-limited household
assistance from one of their daughters. In P. Koln Inv. 21046 (date to
March 134) the petitioner seecks the assistance of the politeuma’s rul-
ers in settling the case of an unsolved death or murder of a servant.
The concern is not so much to achieve justice for the deceased as to
provide the survivors some remuneration from the responsible parties
for the loss.!® Without any economic interests, in P. Heid. Inv. G 4927
(dated 7 October 135) ‘Andronicus of the politeuma’ petitioned the rul-

12 See Cowey and Maresch 2001 for the papyri. Throughout this essay the papyri
are cited by their titles and numbers as they are presented in Cowey and Maresch.

13 The petitioner bids the rulers to take the matter in hand ¢¢ €l pev TevEd-
pebe tod Bikalov, ‘so that we achieve justice’ (lines 29-30).
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ers to call before them Nicharcus, a non-Jew and inhabitant of the
wharf area. Andronicus wanted the leaders of the politeuma to enter
a judgment against Nicharcus for having publicly cursed Andronicus
before other citizens of the politeunma and non-Jews as well. Androni-
cus clearly sees this slight by a non-Jew of low status (indicated by
Nicharcus’ residence in the wharf area) as a violation of his honor and
secks remediation of the imbalance created by the affront. A similar
concern apparently lies behind P. Vindob. 57700 (dated 30 September
142): this records the appeal of a politeuna ruler in Peempasbytis to the
ruler in Herakleopolis for help in settling an honor dispute between
parties who fell into an alcohol-induced public cursing contest. A final
piece of evidence that the Jewish community embraced the value of
social stability and equitable distribution of honor appears in P. Heid.
Inv. G 4877 (from ca. 133). Here the petitioner appeals from the local
jail to the rulers of the politeuma for release. His argument is not that
he was unjustly imprisoned, but that incarceration has accomplished
its goal of drawing from him recompense for the wrong done to his
neighbors. The imbalance his wrongdoing caused, whatever it may
have been, has been corrected and he feels that there is no further
purpose in his confinement.

That this shared commitment in the c¢hora to stasis and stability
likewise entailed respect for existing religious affiliations is also well
attested by the Herakleopolis finds. Of first order significance is the
very fact of the politeuma papyri, testifying as they do to the existence
of this Jewish political-social organization in the cities and villages of
Ptolemaic Egypt. The details reported in the papyri also bear wit-
ness to the freedom of religious groups to adhere to their ways in
the chora. P. Heid. Inv. G 4931 (dated 12 January 134) shows that
Jews observed their own marriage laws in lieu of those imposed on
Greek citizens living in Egypt. P. Koln Inv. 21041 (dated 15 March
133), though demonstrating that the Jewish community adapted on
occasion to Ptolemaic loan laws, reminds the reader that nonetheless
the Ptolemies left the enforcement of such laws to the leaders of the
separate Jewish community. P. Vindob. G 57704 (dated 6 July 135),
though introducing the notion of swearing an oath, does say that the
obliged party stands under compulsion according to the ancestral cus-
toms (see also P. Koln Inv. 21031, lines 7-8, 40). And P. Vindob. 57700
(dated 30 September 142) records the correspondence between rulers
in Peempasbytis and Herakleopolis, indicating that we may speak of
Jewish politeunata throughout the Memphite region, not just a single
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such community (see also P. Vindob. G 57706 [Penei] and P. Miinch.
III 1, 149 [Tebetnoi]).

Finally, we should also take into account the work of Dorothy
Thompson on the religious character of the city of Memphis under
the Ptolemies and its influence on the surrounding region.!* By means
of a much-to-be-emulated comparative and multicultural approach
Thompson not only reveals the diverse religious economies that existed
alongside the dominant Egyptian cults in the Memphite region; she
also documents further the Ptolemaic policy of offering and requir-
ing from others respect for the religious boundaries and balances the
Ptolemies encountered upon asserting hegemony over the region and
created by importing new populations into the area.

All in all then, a target or receiving audience in the Memphite
region for Artapanus’ account of Moses consisted of at least a few
Jews who lived cheek to jowl with Egyptian neighbors and their cul-
tural and religious claims; who saw themselves as engaged in a social,
religious and cultural economy of limited goods and honor; and who
were themselves permitted, and even encouraged, to pursue their own
religious beliefs and practices in this larger context. But they were
also compelled by Onias’ opposition to Physcon to be particularly
mindful-—even publicly appreciative—of the different cultures around
them, that of their neighbor Egyptians in particular.!'?

Here, however, is where Jews most closely associated with the
native Egyptian population may have experienced tension with their
environment. While the Ptolemaic and general limited-good ancient
worldview depended on all parties in a pluralistic context adopting a
laissez-faire stance vis-a-vis the alternative religious and ethnic claims
of the neighbor, Judaism’s monotheism and its scripturally-based self
definition as the chosen people of the one God were intrinsically hege-
monic. Reconciling these central notions of the Jewish faith with the
demands of life in the pluralistic context of Ptolemaic Egypt—especially
in one potentially hostile to Jews thanks to Onias’ misplaced support
of Philometor—must have presented a serious challenge to many Jews
trying to make their way in Ptolemaic Egypt. Indeed, it could have
promoted a religious extremism not unlike what we often witness in

* Tn introducing Memphis to her readers, Thompson quotes P. Oxp. 2332.531,
which describes Memphis as the city ‘which gave birth to the gods’ (4).

15 See Appendix for further discussion of the profile of Egyptian Jews who were
most inclined to appreciate Artapanus’ account.
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the contemporary context, including rigid readings of sacred tradi-
tions as a defense against the dominant culture’s or plural cultures’
hegemony.

3. Recetving Artapanus in mid-second century BCe Herakleopolis

Extremism, though, was not Artapanus’ response. His solution for
Andronicus-of-injured-pride and the rulers of the politeumata in Peem-
pasbytis and Herakleopolis was not to offer refuge in rigid inerrantist
or literalist readings of their sacred traditions, but to provide instead
a bold, clever adaptation of those traditions to the new, demanding
circumstances, an adaptation that nonetheless did not surrender the
core of Jewish belief.

First, whether Artapanus intended it as such or not, the curiosity
of the work’s mixed genres would almost certainly have earned it an
attentive audience from the outset. Literary theorists have long observed
that from antiquity to the present, texts that use familiar genres in
innovative ways are the works most likely to succeed in captivating
their audiences. So while an ancient audience in Herakleopolis, for
instance, might have expected to be entertained inasmuch as the plot
hints at a romance, they surely also were aware that as a biography it meant
also to persuade them to a particular virtue; that is, charmed by the
account’s appeal they were likewise made captive to its argument. '

And at its most basic level, that argument was that recipients should
emulate Moses, a hero of the faith. The deviations from the Exodus
narrative especially see to this as they work consistently to burnish
Moses’” image: as Mousaios he is not the student of Orpheus, but
his teacher instead; for all of his effort on Egypt’s behalf the masses
loved him and the priests deemed him worthy of divine honor; for his
ability to interpret texts he earned the honorific name Hermes. And
what would one do to emulate Moses? Seek the stability and well-
being of one’s Egyptian neighbors and respect and appreciate their
religious practices. After all, acting on the authority of their sovereign
God, Moses, a founder of their tradition established those religious
realities for Egypt.!” He brought to Egypt the skills it needed for its

16° As noted above, for this understanding of how genre-mixing and genre-bend-
ing functions, see Jauss 1982.
7 Holladay 1977, 226 says of Moses as he appears in Artapanus’ sights: ‘It
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glory: shipping to profit from the Nile; machines for lifting stones to
create the pyramids; the weapons unique to Egyptian war-making;
tools for drawing water for irrigation; and philosophy (thought by
many in the ancient world to have originated in Egypt).'® He estab-
lished the nomes of the land of Egypt that permitted it structure and
prosperity. He assigned to the nomes their respective gods to watch
over them and guard their success. He assigned the sacred writings
of the Egyptians to their priests. And he established the cults of the
dog, cat, and ibis for the Egyptian people. And all of these things he
did for the sake of guarding the stability of the monarchy and the
kingdom as a whole. And even after Pharaoh unreasonably became
his enemy, Moses continued to prosper Egypt by his own actions as
well as by those taken against him. He inspired his soldiers to found
a city and name it Hermes and under his influence they consecrated
the 1bis to it. His suggestion of a breed of cattle to the Pharaoh for its
agricultural usefulness moved Pharaoh to institute the Apis cult and
Pharaoh’s murder and burial of the bulls chosen by Moses established
the all-important animal necropolis in Memphis. After he was driven
from Egypt by the plot against his life, Moses thwarted his father-in-
law’s plan to attack Egypt, and this out of regard for the people of the
land. And when upon returning to Egypt he whispered the name of
the God whom he served in the ear of Pharaoh and Pharaoh expired
at the sound of it Moses graciously revived Pharaoh. His flooding of
the Nile established for the first time the river’s eternal pattern of
overflowing its banks to make fertile the surrounding alluvial plain.
And the rod he used to enact the plagues on Egypt inspired the rod
present in each Isis temple. Indeed, the narrative encouraged recipients
to accept the boundaries imposed on them by life in the Egyptian
chora under Ptolemaic rule, to live uncomplainingly within the limited
good world they were fated to inhabit, for it was one created by God
through Moses for that world’s own good.

But with this Moses narrative Artapanus would have also reminded

becomes obvious that Artapanus’ list [of Moses’ benefactions for Egypt] has been
compiled to fit with the rest of his portrait of Moses as cult benefactor and political
leader who establishes karmonia successfully.”

18 Holladay 1977, 223, observes that the list of cultural benefactions provided by
Moses is not so long as to make him an equal of Prometheus, thus a divine being,
but rather reveals his care for Egypt inasmuch as each is ‘singularly beneficial to

Egypt.’
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recipients that in spite of the legitimacy of their neighbors’ religious
choices and traditions, their God was still sovereign. This is especially
true of the latter half of the fragment where it behaves most like bib-
lical historiography and hews most closely to the Exodus narrative.
Again, here the deviations from that well-known account were likely
particularly formative of their recipients’ imagination. The latter half
of the fragment shows that not only did the God of Israel sponsor
the religions of Egypt; when the practitioners of those religions were
hostile to the people of Israel this God did not hesitate to take action
against the perpetrators. Even in this limited good, static world that
required respect for the neighbors’ beliefs, the God of Israel remained
master of the universe. It is the God of Moses who was in charge and
who benefited or destroyed Egypt, its people, and its leader. This is
the God who killed Chenephres for his abuse of the Jews. This is the
God who answered Moses’ prayer for a respite for the people from
a fire without fuel. This is the God who commanded Moses to make
war against Egypt to set the people free. This is the God who, at least
according to Clement’s fragment of Artapanus, opened the doors of
the prison in which Moses was restrained by Pharaoh. This is the
God whose name, when whispered in someone’s ear or disdained in
its written form, can slay them. This is the God who provided Moses
with a rod that had power over Isis, the Egyptian divinity of earth
and water. This is the God who subordinated and shamed Egypt’s
priests when they thought to challenge him. And this is the God who
delivered the people led by Moses through the miracle of the parted
sea. Here, in subtle changes to and embellishments of the scriptural
narrative, the audience would have encountered a story that assures
the absolute superiority of the God of Israel over all other powers and
religious realities.!” Although they may be legitimate—indeed their
sponsorship by the God of Israel through Moses assures the recipient
that they are—Egyptian religions and their demands remain subor-
dinate to the God who made them in the first place.

19" Among the changes the most significant might be use of the rod as the instru-
ment of control throughout (to subordinate Isis). Among the embellishments one in
particular stands out, though it has not, to my knowledge, been recognized as yet. The
relationship between Moses and Pharaoh seems to be modeled on that between David
and Saul, as if to say that this is not a contest between one who is of God and one
who is not, but between two who are both under God’s control. It goes the hegemonic
claim of the Exodus narrative that Pharaoh is subject to God one better.
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In short it seems quite likely that Artapanus’ work, often sold short
by commentators as naive, pagan, or at least syncretistic, in fact worked
powerfully to assuage Egyptian Jews’ natural anxieties relative to the
legitimacy of their own self understanding as the chosen people of the
one God. By following the example of Moses they could happily grant
legitimacy to their Egyptian neighbors’ religious practices and even
put their shoulder to the plow that prospered Egypt as a whole. But
at the same time they could rest assured that, within the boundaries
of their own community and imaginations, they remained the chosen
people of the one God, the master of all the universe. They could be
certain that push-come-to shove, their God would see to them in a
pinch. Thus Artapanus’ response to a stiff cultural challenge was not
an inerrantist or literalist retreat into his sacred texts that might have
engendered religious extremism in his audience. Instead, he offered a
richly interpretive reading of his people’s most revered traditions that
authorized them to adapt to the competing, dominant culture while
remaining faithful to their own tradition. I suspect we could learn
from this ancient Jew, were we to listen to him well.

APPENDIX

The evidence permits us to speak even more specifically of who among
the Jews of Egypt would have been inclined to concern themselves with
the sentiments of their non-Jewish neighbors, that is, who might have
found Artapanus’ account particularly suggestive. Those least inclined
to accommodate the Egyptian neighbors would have been Jewish sol-
diers of all ranks who often received cleruchies and reduced tax burdens
from the Ptolemies for their services. As a result of their nearly exclusive
affiliation with the Greek rulers they did not integrate well with local
Egyptian culture (see CPf 18-32; CI7 1531, cited in Barclay 1996, 23
note 9). The remaining groups, however, were probably entangled with
Egyptian culture and life and so were likely target or receiving audi-
ences for Artapanus’ work. Poor farm workers—from day laborers to
peasant owners of small plots of land—had many opportunities to inte-
grate with their Egyptian neighbors with whom they shared the lowest
rungs on the socioeconomic status ladder (see CP7 9, 13, 14, 36, 38,
39, 133, cited in Barclay 1996, 24 for evidence of this wide association
between Jews and Egyptians). Another group included administrators
for the Ptolemaic government and some artisans (e.g., potters) who,
in spite of their close association with the Ptolemies, were oriented in
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their daily activities mostly to the local population, and so were also
particularly ‘deeply enmeshed in Egyptian society’ (Barclay 1996, 24;
in support of this claim Barclay cites CPf 12; 25; CPF 1 section V, and
CI7 1443, and especially CP¥ 46 which indicates a Jewish family [two
members of which have Egyptian names]| shared its crockery with an
Egyptian family; among the burcaucrats we find police officers and
chiefs as well as tax farmers for the Ptolemaic government). Lastly, of
course, there may have been some Jewish slaves still on the scene in
mid-second century BcE Egypt (in spite of the story in Letter of Aristeas
12-27 that suggests Ptolemy II Philadelphus freed the Jewish slaves).
These Jews, too, would have had reason for intimacy with aspects of
the culture native to their home.

The recent papyri finds at Herakleopolis support this taxonomy of
Jewish groups in Egypt. One text, P. Vindob. G 57701, dated to 135/34
BCE, 1s an appeal to the rulers of the politeuma for help in a marriage-
related real estate transaction from ‘Polyktor . . . of the Macedonians
and a member of the cavalry of Demetrius.” This soldier was clearly a
Jew inasmuch as he sought judgment from the Jewish politeuma. Yet he
made certain to identify himself explicitly by his regimental associa-
tion—the Macedonians—and to name his commander, Demetrius,
likely a Greek himself. With this language Polyktor unmistakably
telegraphed his desire to link himself to his Ptolemaic masters and
to disassociate himself from his Jewish roots. Given this, there is little
left to the imagination regarding his view of local Egyptians. On the
other hand two papyri (P. Koln Inv. 21031, dated 20 June 132; P. Vin-
dob. G 57704, dated 6 July 135) indicate that Jews made legal oaths,
a practice not easily attributed to Ptolemaic influence and unusual
among Jews, but more frequently observed among Egyptians (see,
for example, P. Duke Inv. 754 R [scriptorium.lib.duke.edu/papyrus/
records/ 754r.html]; P. Duke Inv. 11 R [scriptorium.lib.duke.edu/
papyrus/records/ 11lr.html]). Unfortunately the social status of the
parties to the disputes is not entirely clear, but the casual use of oaths
indicates their assimilation of some Egyptian practices, and thus close
association with their Egyptian neighbors.

Bibliography

Barclay, J.M.G. 1992. ‘Manipulating Moses: Exodus 2.10-15 in Egyptian Judaism
and the New Testament,” in: R. Carroll (ed.), Test as Pretext: Essays in Honour of
Robert Davidson (JSOTSup 138), Sheffield, 28-46.



80 ROB KUGLER

Barclay, J.M.G. 1996. Jews in the Mediterranean Diaspora: From Alexander to Trajan (323
BcE-117 cE), Edinburgh.

Collins, J.J. 2000. Between Athens and Jerusalem: Jewish Identity in the Hellenistic Diaspora
(2nd edition), Grand Rapids, MI.

Cowey, J.M.S. and K. Maresch (eds). 2001. Urkunden des Politeuma der Juden von Herak-
leopolis (144/3-153/2 v. Chr.) (P. Polit. Iud.): Papyri aus Sammlungen von Heidelberg,
Kiln, Miinchen und Wien (Papyrologica Coloniensia 29), Wiesbaden.

Foster, G.M. 1965. ‘Peasant Society and the Image of Limited Good,” American
Anthropologist 67 (1965) 293-315.

Holladay, C.L. 1977. Theios Aner in Hellenistic Judaism: A Critique of the Use of this
Category in New Testament Christology (SBLDS 40), Missoula, MT.

Holladay, C.L. 1983. Fragments from Hellenistic Jewish Authors, 1, Historians (SBL Texts
and Translations Pseudepigrapha Series 10/20), Chico, CA.

Horbury, W. and D. Noy. 1992. Fewish Inscriptions of Graeco-Roman Egypt, Cam-
bridge.

Jauss, H.R. 1982. Toward an Aesthetic of Reception (Theory and History of Literature
2), Minneapolis, MN.

Koskenniemi, E. 2002. ‘Greeks, Egyptians and Jews in the Fragments of Artapanus,’
Journal for the Study of the Pseudepigrapha 13 (2002) 17-31.

Samuel, A. 1983. From Athens to Alexandria: Hellenism and Social Goals in Ptolemaic Egypt
(Studia Hellenistica 26), Louvain.

Tcherikover, V. and A. Fuks. 1957-64. Corpus Papyrorum Judaicarum, 3 vols., Gam-
bridge, MA.

Thompson, D. 1998. Memphis Under the Ptolemies, Princeton.



EGYPT AS THE SETTING FOR JOSEPH AND ASENETH:
ACCIDENTAL OR DELIBERATE?

JAnos BoLykr

The Jewish Hellenistic romance Joseph and Aseneth' is set in Egypt, its
protagonists are mostly Egyptians, and its heroine is the daughter of the
chief priest of Heliopolis. The plot is based on Gen 41.45: ‘Pharaoh
gave Joseph the name Zaphenath-paneah; and he gave him Asenath
daughter of Potiphera, priest of On, as his wife.” In this famous Old
Testament narrative, Joseph is a slave thrust into prison, but Pharaoh,
impressed by his ability to interpret dreams, appoints him as his coun-
sellor and charges him with the task of collecting the harvest for seven
years and distributing it for the following seven years, and finally he
also marries him to Aseneth. We have little information about when
the romance was composed,? the exact intentions of its author® or its
targeted readership;* consequently, any information that helps to define
its provenance will facilitate a better understanding of the book. All
suggestions are important, whether they concern historical, statistical
or material evidence, the period of writing, the religious historical
background, or the literary character of the work. Such information,
however, will only shed light on the circumstances of the composition,
and then only from the perspective of provenance.

Our object in this paper goes beyond this. Not only do we want to
demonstrate that this romance was certainly written in Egypt, but also
that it must have been written in Egypt on account of its deepest level
of meaning. We will first address traditional issues, such as vocabulary
statistics, material evidence, authorial intent, situation of the first read-

! References are to the chapter and verse division of Philonenko’s edition: M.
Philonenko, Joseph et Aséneth, Leiden 1968. The expansions by C. Burchard, Joseph und
Aseneth, Gutersloh 1983, are specifically noted. Henceforth referred to as josAsen.

2 Rescarchers have dated it to between 150 Bc (G. Bohak) and ap 3-400 (R.S.
Kraemer), reflecting uncertainty.

3 We shall duly see the differences in explaining authorial intent, i.e. as a ‘roman
a clef’, a missionary tract, a family saga, a treatise serving the internal affirmation of
the community, a writing of solar epiphany and mystery.

* Most students believe the Egyptian Jewish Diaspora as the targeted readership,
though some think it might have been meant for proselytes.
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ers, and literary analogies; we will then examine the existential motifs
of the romance, proceeding from a study by Gerard Luttikhuizen.’

Overview of the history of research

Although most scholars believe that the romance was written in Egypt,
there are exceptions. Let us first consider the majority opinion. C.
Burchard, who edited the text and is one of its major experts, addresses
the question of provenance in several of his works.® He believes that
the book was written in Egypt because the plot is set in Egypt, the
heroine, the circumstances, and several recurring expressions (‘the gods
of Egypt’, ‘Egyptian idol gods’) are Egyptian; finally, the romance’s
material concerning Joseph’s presence in Egypt is identical with that
of Gen 37.39-50. ‘Eine judisch-hellenistische Missionsschrift, die von
einer Agypterin handelt, die sich von den dgyptischen Gottern zu dem
einen Gott bekehrt, sollte in Agypten entstanden sein.”” He notes that
other alternative localisations have to date not been proven. ‘Egypt
is the most likely birthplace of a tale extolling the conversion of an
Egyptian chief priest’s daughter and showing the children of Israel
involved in local political strife.”® M. Philonenko, another editor of
the text, agrees with Burchard with regard to the provenance of the
romance. He claims that the story of Joseph and Aseneth is a ‘roman a
clef’ that was written in the Jewish Diaspora of Egypt by a Juif d’origine
égyptienne’.? However, he locates the romance not in Alexandria but
in rural Egypt. D. Singer, who considers the romance as a writing
composed in order to reinforce the identity of a community of Jews and
those Egyptian proselytes who had joined them, as well as to regulate
the possibilities of mixed marriages between them, agrees with the
theory of an Egyptian provenance.!® G. Bohak takes the firmest stand

% G.P. Luttikhuizen, ‘The Hymn of Jude Thomas, the Apostle, in the Country of
Indians (A7Th 108-113), in: J. Bremmer (ed.), The Apocryphal Acts of Thomas, Louvain
2001, 101-14. Let me here acknowledge all that I have learned from the scholar
being honoured, and that I very much appreciated the hospitality of the Luttikhuizens
during my stays in Groningen.

% C. Burchard, Untersuchungen zu Joseph und Aseneth, Tiibingen 1961; Id., Gesammelte
Studien zu Joseph und Aseneth, Leiden 1996.

7 Burchard, Untersuchungen, 142.

8 Burchard, Gesammelte Studien, 307.

9 Philonenko, Joseph et Aséneth, 611F., 101, 109.

10D, Sanger, ‘Bekehrung und Exodus: Zum jiidischen Traditionshintergrund von
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behind the Egyptian provenance,!! dating the book between 160 and
145 Bc, a decisive period in the history of the Egyptian Jews. Finally,
we can refer to R. Chesnutt, who studied FosAsen from the perspec-
tive of mystery religions with reference to the motifs of ‘conversion
and rebirth’ or ‘heavenly food’ (in chapters 10-17). In his opinion,
‘virtually all specialists who have commented on the provenance of
JjosAsen have pointed to Egypt (...) Nothing militates against the idea
that JosAsen was written in Egypt.’!?

Let us now turn our attention to the minority opinion. P. Batiffol,
who published Josdsen at the end of the nineteenth century, was not
primarily interested in the provenance of the romance but its Chris-
tian background. He suggested the northern part of Asia Minor as
a place of origin. Accepting several of Batiffol’s points, E.W. Brooks
nevertheless preferred Syria. V. Aptowitzer, who claimed that josdsen
was written originally not in Greek but in Hebrew, believed that it
was composed in Palestine.'® Recently, R.S. Kraemer has published a
profound study based on a wide range of sources.!* She implies that
the author was a Christian living in Syria in Late Antiquity, and in
particular in a monastery where the spiritual influence of Ephraem
Syrus could be felt. However interesting Kraemer’s hypothesis is, I
cannot subscribe to it because (as I have tried to demonstrate in a
former study) the ethical attitudes in Josdsen are typically Hellenistic
Jewish and not Christian."

Statistics and the use of words

The noun ‘Egypt’ and its derivative adjective ‘Egyptian’ occur twenty-
one times in the text of the romance. Nine of them refer to Joseph’s

“Joseph und Aseneth™, Fournal for the Study of Judaism 10 (1979) 11-36 at 35.

' G. Bohak, Joseph and Aseneth and the Jewish Temple in Heliopolis, Atlanta, Georgia
1996, 27-30.

12 R. Chesnutt, From Death to Life: Conversion in Joseph and Aseneth, Sheffield 1995,
78-9.

18 Chesnutt, From Death to Life, 76-80.

4 R.S. Kraemer, When Aseneth Met Joseph: A Late Antique Tale of the Biblical Patriarch
and His FEgyptian Wife Reconsidered, New York/Oxford 1998, 286-93.

15 J. Bolyki, ““Never Repay Evil with Evil”: Ethical Interaction between the Joseph
Story, the Novel Joseph and Aseneth, the New Testament and the Apocryphal Acts’, in:
F. Garcia Martinez and G.P. Luttikhuizen (eds), ferusalem, Alexandria, Rome: Studies in
Ancient Cultural Interaction in Honour of A. Hilhorst, Leiden 2003, 41-53.
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commission (collecting and distributing corn) or his wedding ceremony
and the guests invited; in five cases, ‘Egyptian’ refers to the gods of
Egypt, always derisively, from the point of view of the Jewish Diaspora
in Egypt. As far as Joseph is concerned, it was part of his duty ‘to go
round the whole land of Egypt’ (1.1). His rank was the ‘ruler of all
the land’ of Egypt (&pywv, 4.8).'° He had to ensure that no one in
Egypt would die of famine (26.3). Though eating in the same room
with Egyptians, he could sit at a separate table (7.1). He calls Phar-
aoh ‘my father’; who appointed him ‘the supervisor of all the land of
Egypt’ (20.7 in Burchard’s text). All leaders of Egypt were invited to
his wedding banquet, and no work was allowed in the country until
the celebration was finished (21.6-7). After Pharaoh’s death, Joseph
ruled (€Boolrevoev) as a regent for Pharaoh’s son; when he ascended to
the throne, Joseph became the ‘father’ (foster father) of the new ruler.
The young Joseph was so extraordinarily handsome that distinguished
Egyptian women suffered much, ‘indeed pushing’ to make love with
him, but Joseph rejected them out of hand (7.3-5).

Aseneth was also very beautiful, but was quite unlike the daughters
of the Egyptians (1.7). In the same chapter, the text claims that the
fame of her beauty spread through the land (looking at Egypt from
without, vv. 9 and 13) as well as all around the land (looking at Egypt
from within, including the countries maintaining contacts with Egypt).
‘Egypt’ and ‘all the world’ (oikoupévn) are used synonymously: in 1.13,
Philolenko’s shorter text has ‘all the world’, while Burchard’s text has
‘all Egypt’. As already mentioned, the romance often speaks of the
gods of Egypt, though always derisively. Made of gold or silver, their
effigies can be hung on walls (2.4). Their names and images can be
inscribed on jewels (3.10); furthermore, they can be destroyed (11.3).
Those that eat from the sacrifices offered to the gods ‘transgress the
law’ and ‘act impiously’ (12.5).

To sum up, the use of words and imagery are closely related to
Egypt; although they render its Egyptian provenance probable they
do not exclude all other possibilities.

16 References to chapter and verse divisions follow the (shorter) Philonenko
edition.
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Material evidence

We will begin our survey by referring to R.S. Kraemer, who is of
the opinion that josdsen was probably not written in Egypt. As a fair
debater, she lists the material evidence that supports the views of her
opponents rather than her own.!” These she divides into two groups:
(1) calendar references and (2) agricultural data. As far as calendar
data are concerned, the events of 1.1 and 3.1 take place at the time
of the summer solstice, which the author connects with the encounter
between the young hero and heroine, the main event of the romance.
On the basis of several facts, it is best to define the time of the plot of
JosAsen as the period of autumn harvest. The reason is that Aseneth’s
parents bring dates, figs, pomegranates, and grapes from their land
(4.4). This squares with ancient Egyptian produce. The rite, which is
described in Greek tracts of magic, and which was practised at the
time when the Nile inundation began to retreat, i.e. in the autumn,
1s roughly identical with the calendar date of Josdsen (1.1 and 3.1).
Kraemer also refers to the fact that the fruit brought by Aseneth’s
parents appear in the mosaics of several synagogues, as part of the
allegorical representation of autumn. The observation that certain army
units in the battle scene of the romance lay in ambush in the bed of
a brook—possibly because they dried out in the autumn—might be
relevant here (24.16, 26.5). Also in relation to the agricultural produce
listed in the romance (4.4), G. Bohak came to the conclusion that the
recurring expression ‘land of our heritage’ (3.7, etc.) is also used for
the area Pharaoh gave to the chief priest Onias IV for the purposes
of the temple and as property. This supports an Egyptian provenance
for the romance, because the author and his readers used the story
about the patriarchs as a literary justification of their claims to the
areas mentioned.'®

The arguments in support of an Egyptian provenance proposed by
C. Burchard are more theological in nature, although he does propose
an argument of material and historical character worth considering:
the firstborn son of the Pharaoh in the romance is betrothed to the
daughter of the King of Moab (1.9). ‘Moab’ had by then long ceased
to exist, and it actually refers to the Nabatean kingdom; based on

17" Kraemer, When Aseneth Met Joseph,, 292 note 6, cf. ibid., 107 note 35.
18 Bohak, Joseph and Aseneth and the Jewish Temple in Heliopolis, 64-7.
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this piece of information, the story can be dated to around 100 Bc,
which fits in well with the Egyptian conditions. R. Chesnutt argues
for an Egyptian provenance on the basis of the following material
data: ‘architecture, landscape, seasons, agriculture, furniture, and
) 19

hygiene’.

Clarification of a ‘scandalous’ biblical issue and its consequences

This issue is related to the purpose of writing the book. Gen 41 and
following are unbiased about the marriage of the patriarch Joseph
with an Egyptian, i.e. Gentile, girl. Such a relationship is exceptional
even in the narratives of the patriarchs (e.g. Gen 24.41) because the
Egyptians were not only Gentiles, but also the descendants of Ham
whom Noah had cursed (Gen 9.22-27). History justified the practice,
since endogamy was necessary for the survival of the Jewish Diaspora
after the captivity (Tob 4.12). This was particularly so in Egypt where,
in the period of Hellenism, a significant Jewish community lived, joined
by a large number of Gentile proselytes.

In his book on Aseneth, V. Aptowitzer discusses the three answers
Jewish theology gives to these issues.?’ (1) Aseneth was the daughter of
Dinah, who had been raped (Gen 34). She was sent away from home
and ended up in Egypt, where chief priest Pentephres and his wife
adopted her. She was thus a descendant of Jacob, Joseph’s niece in
fact. (2) Aseneth saved Joseph from Pharaoh, disproving the accusations
of Potiphar’s wife. (3) Aseneth is a pious and upright woman who,
like Ruth the Moabite, was accepted in the community of Israel. The
problem is that the Aseneth in Genesis existed long before the romance
itself, and the ‘solutions’ listed by Aptowitzer were devised even later, in
Haggadic literature. JosAsen was written between the two, and sought
answers to problems typically arising from the Egyptian Diaspora situ-
ation. To put it simply: those Egyptian Gentiles who, denying their
gods, sought protection under the wings of the God of Israel?! could
fit into the community of Israel and join Israel as proselytes; marriage

19" Chesnutt, From Death to Life, 80.

20 V. Aptowitzer, ‘Asenath, the Wife of Joseph: A Haggadic Literary-Historical
Study’, Hebrew Union College Annual 1 (1924) 239-306, especially 242-3.

2l Aseneth herself is given the honorary title of ‘City of Refuge’ (15.6) by the
prince of the angels, meaning that she became the prototype and ancestral mother of
Gentile-proselytes joining the God of Israel. Cf. Burchard, Gesammelte Studien, 307.
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with such partners was legal. In R. Chesnutt’s opinion, the ‘target
community’ for the romance cannot be defined rigidly or one-sidedly;
it has something to say to both God-fearing Gentiles drawn to Jewish
monotheism and Jews wanting to be reassured of the values of their
faith. Nevertheless, an important punch line of the ancient author is
that converted Gentiles should have equal rights with ethnically born
Jews in the Jewish community.?? Consequently, it is clear that the
marriage of Joseph and Aseneth was no mere academic or abstract
theological question for either the ancient author or his readers, but
a daily and practical problem. Finally, one should be aware that this
issue was especially important for the rather numerous Jewish Diaspora
in Egypt; this, too, renders an Egyptian provenance probable.

Aspects of Egyptian religion

According to some scholars, the complexity of the romance is partly
caused by elements of Hellenised Egyptian religion that appear in
it with varying degrees of intensity. With respect to the relationship
between astrology and religion, M. Philonenko regards it as a ‘roman
a clef’.?% In his opinion, on the one hand, the name Aseneth contains
the name of the Egyptian goddess Neith, and means ‘belonging to
Neith’.?* According to Philonenko, this figure was later assimilated
into the goddess Isis. On the other hand, Joseph personified the sun
god, Helios. Pharaoh was considered to be the son of Re, the sun
god, and he adopted Joseph as his son.?> This is what Aseneth says
as Joseph visits her: ‘behold the sun is come to us from heaven in his
chariot and has come into our house today’ (6.5). Thus Philonenko
believes that the romance is ‘an astrological allegory’®® reporting the
encounter between Helios (represented by Joseph) and the goddess
Neith (represented by Aseneth) at a certain point of time defined by
Egyptian astrology. He also calls attention to the fact that the sun,
moon and the eleven stars feature as an allegory of Joseph and his
family in Joseph’s dream in the Genesis story itself. Kraemer notes

22 Chesnutt, From Death to Life, 264.

23 Philonenko, Joseph et Aséneth, 61-79.

2% Sanger, ‘Bekehrung und Exodus’, 13(T.

2 920.7 according to the longer version by Burchard.

%6 Philonenko, Joseph et Aséneth, 79ff. Chesnutt speaks of a ‘solar epiphany’ when
discussing Philonenko’s view (From Death to Life, 79).
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that the seven virgins attending Aseneth (2.10-11; 17.4-5) represent
the cosmos. This imagery occurs in Sumerian and Babylonian sources
as well as the Mithraic cult, and was known and applied by Jews in
Egypt, as the example of Philo demonstrates (On the Creation of the World
112).27 FosAsen also notes that the virgins attending Aseneth ‘were
very beautiful, like the stars of heaven’ (2.11). This also suggests an
Egyptian provenance.

JosAsen, however, not only contains elements of Hellenised Egyptian
religion, but could also be related to some Gnostic features. Philonenko
therefore calls it not only a ‘mystical’ romance and ‘roman a clef’, but
also ‘a Gnostic drama’.?® Thus the God of Israel is the ‘Most High’,
who blesses Aseneth, the representative of the personification of Wis-
dom (17.5; 21.3). Aseneth thus becomes the daughter of the Most
High (21.3). Her contrition, spiritual suffering and prayer parallel the
conversion and prayer of the Gnostic Sophia or Pistis Sophia. And
Joseph, whom the text calls Saviour (cwtnp) (25.6), saves Aseneth/
Sophia. Philonenko himself admits that it is not ‘pure’ Gnosis that is
present in the romance, rather a type of Gnosis related to the Old
Testament and the consciousness of faith among the Egyptian Jewish
community. As a matter of fact, the majority of scholars do not accept
Philonenko’s ‘Gnostic drama’ hypothesis. Luttikhuizen, for instance,
does not even regard certain parts of Hermetic literature as Gnostic;
in his view ‘they belong to the Platonic koine of late antiquity.’*

All this concerns us insofar as the part of Gnostic literature related to
Hermetic literature is demonstrably Egyptian in origin, and renders an
Egyptian provenance for Josdsen probable. This is why K.-W. Tréger
approaches the rebirth scenes of JosAsen through a review of the rebirth
tract in Hermetic Gnosis (Corpus Hermeticum XIII). He considers this
tract as certainly Egyptian: ‘Agypten ist ihr Ursprungsort (...) Vielleicht
ist die Hermetik aus den agyptischen Mysteriengemeinden entstanden.
Gerade der Wiedergeburtstraktat (Corpus Hermeticum XI1I).”3°

27 Kraemer, When Aseneth Met Joseph,, 118fY.

28 Philonenko, Joseph et Aséneth, 83-9.

2 Luttikhuizen, ‘The Hymn of Jude Thomas’, 101.
K.-W. Tréger, ‘Die hermetische Gnosis’, in: Id., Gnosis und Neues Testament:
Studien aus Religionswissenschafl und Theologie, Berlin 1973, 101.



EGYPT AS THE SETTING FOR JOSEPH AND ASENETH 89
Hellenistic Jewish narratives and Deuterocanonical wisdom literature

If we study the romance from the perspective of Hellenistic Jewish
narratives and Deuterocanonical wisdom texts, we come to interesting
results concerning provenance again. It can be observed that these
writings always summarize their conclusions in a confession, which
can inform the reader about life in the Hellenistic Jewish Diaspora.
Without attempting to be complete, let us consider a few examples.
In the Book of Tobit, the author has the angel Raphael state the lesson:
‘Now therefore, when thou (= Tobit) didst pray, and Sara thy (future)
daughter-in-law, I did bring the remembrance of your prayers before
the Holy One: and when thou didst bury the dead, I was with thee
likewise’ (12.12). This sentence was probably interesting for those
Diaspora Jews who practised their faith only within the family. What
means would they have otherwise had, lacking not only a Temple
but also a synagogue? The angelic apophthegm mentions two: private
prayer and the proper burial of the members of one’s family. The
book of Fudith was written in the period of the Maccabean wars, its
readers were Jews who had returned to Palestine and even took up
arms to fight the enemy. The main message of the book (its confession,
as it were) i3 as follows: ‘Woe to the nations that rise up against my
kindred! The Lord Almighty will take vengeance of them’ (16.17). The
Wisdom of Solomon is a masterful work of wisdom literature influenced
by Hellenism; it is addressed to those who want to hold on to the
Old Testament traditions in a new intellectual climate. To this end,
a knowledge of the new intellectual environment had to be coupled
with its critique from the perspective of Jewish religion. This is why
the author summarizes the essence of his book in this way: ‘As for
Wisdom, what she is, and how she came up, I will tell you, and will
not hide the mysteries from you.” Sirach, another document of wisdom
literature, was written from a somewhat more conservative point of
view than the Wisdom of Solomon, but certainly with a view to the future
of Israel. This is what it advises the reader: ‘And put thy feet into her
[Wisdom’s] fetters, and thy neck into her chain’ (6.24). The book of
Baruch can be regarded as a prophetic sermon, exhorting the people
to maintain the Wisdom/Torah: ‘Hear, Israel, the commandments of
life. (...) Thou hast forsaken the fountain of wisdom. (...) Learn where
is wisdom (...) that thou mayest know also where is length of days’
(3.9, 14). Finally, here is an example of heroism choosing martyrdom
in the face of tyranny from an apocryphal writing, the Martyrdom of
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Isaiah, which is part of the Ascension of Isaiah: “You can take away from
me nothing but the skin of my flesh’ (5.10).

These observations may prove useful for understanding FosAsen.
Our romance also contains didactic summaries. The summaries can
be divided according to the two parts of the book: the marriage of
Joseph and Aseneth (chapters 1-21) and the struggle between Joseph’s
brothers for and against him (chapters 22-29). The two apophthegms of
the first part are about the roles of the protagonists: Joseph ‘is ruler of
all the land of Egypt’ (4.8); and ‘you shall no more be called Aseneth,
but “City of Refuge” shall be your name (...) and within your walls
those who give their allegiance to God in penitence will find security’
(15.6). The important message of the second part is that the brothers
of Joseph must not be hostile to one another in the land of Egypt:
‘Do not repay evil for evil’ (23.9; 28.4,14; 29.3). The Jewish Diaspora
living there must not forget that they were not always oppressed there,
but rather that they once had a leading role. Joseph is a symbol of
political-economic leadership; Aseneth is the prototype of the Gentile-
turned-Jewish proselytes. This, however, needs solidarity between the
brothers; they cannot allow some of them to join with the evil son of
Pharaoh against Joseph, the chosen one of God. All this is related to
Egypt, and makes an Egyptian provenance probable.

Scholars who believe that an Egyptian origin for Josdsen is prob-
able or certain on the basis of examining the Jewish Diaspora in
Egypt find three ways of explaining the author’s intention and the
readers’ anticipated response. The first explanation is that life in the
Jewish Diaspora was threatened. D. Sanger®! sees the political situation
of Egyptian Jewry in the first century ap reflected in the romance,
and this is how he infers the date of its composition. In his opinion, in
order to understand the motive behind writing the romance we need
to find serious conflicts between the Egyptian indigenous population,
the Roman authorities, and the Jews living there, following periods of
relative peace. In this respect, the period between 100 Bc and ap 117
can come under consideration. On this basis, Sanger relates the writing
of the Aseneth romance to three historical events: (1) the persecution
beginning in 88 Bc; (2) the pogrom that broke out in ap 38 and (3)

31" Sénger, ‘Bekehrung und Exodus’, 11-36; Id., ‘Erwigungen zur historischen
Einordnung und zur Datierung von “Joseph und Aseneth™, in: A. Caquot (ed.), La
Luttérature Intertestamentaire, Paris 1985, 181-202.
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the clashes of Ap 66 during the reign of Emperor Caligula. Sianger
thinks the year 38 Ap the most probable.?> Whichever date is true, the
Egyptian origin and setting is certain, according to this hypothesis.

The second explanation for the provenance of josdsen that derives
from the situation of the Jewish Diaspora in Egypt has a religious char-
acter. It is based on the mussionary or proselyte-reassuring purpose of the
novel. According to Philonenko, josdsen was written with the twofold
intention of spiritually strengthening the members of the Jewish Dias-
pora in Egypt and winning sympathizers.** According to Aptowitzer,
the romance has an analogy in the conversion of Queen Helena of
Adiabene—of which Josephus was so proud to write. Aseneth is the
high-ranking Gentile lady who is happy to serve the God of Israel
and his Law.?* G.W.E. Nickelsburg thinks that the book was written
for people interested in Judaism and who had been acquainted with
it, in other words for those for whom ‘Judaism is made attractive
and understandable through the use of motifs and elements to which
Gentiles are accustomed’.® In his study of ancient romance, Szepessy
argues that Josdsen should not be thought of as a love story, for we
have good reason to deem it a work ‘of religious propaganda (...) with
a missionary purpose’.%

We know that works meant for those interested in Judaism (the
proselytes) sought to prove that monotheistic Jewish religion was not
alien to the Hellenistic world and were often written in Egypt, more
particularly in Alexandria. We just have to think of the works of Philo
and Pseudo-Phocylides. Would it not be only self-evident to mention
the intentions of josdsen among these, with the difference that the
former are wrapped in philosophical and ethical argument, while the
latter in a narrative?

It is particularly interesting how G. Bohak connects josAsen with
the ancestral myth of a Jewish settlement in Egypt.>” In his opinion, the book

32 Sanger is certainly justified in believing that political conflicts are reflected
in the romance, but it must not be forgotten that they are mainly about the feuds
between the sons of Jacob and not conflicts with outsiders. The only enemy the sons
of Jacob have in the romance is the son of Pharaoh.

33 Philonenko, Joseph et Aséneth, 53-61 and 106-7.

3t Aptowitzer, Asenath, 305-6.

% G.W.E. Nickelsburg, Joseph and Aseneth’, in: Id., Jewish Literature Between the
Bible and the Mishnah, Philadelphia 1981, 262.

36 T. Szepessy, Héliodoros és a girig szerelmi regény, Budapest 1987, 46.

37 Bohak, FJoseph and Aseneth and the Jewish Temple in Heliopolis, 881Y.
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was written in Egypt between 160 and 145 Bc by a Jewish author
who maintained close links with the temple in Heliopolis. This was
built by Onias IV, the exiled high priest with Egyptian (i.e. Ptolemaic)
permission, and rivalled the Jerusalem temple for a while. By naming
Aseneth the ‘City of Refuge’, the angel suggested that Jewish refugees
would settle where the girl lived. This settlement, which Josephus, with
a tinge of exaggeration, calls the ‘country of Onias’ (The Jewish War
7.430), actually did exist: Jewish inscriptions and tombstones have
been found in the area.’® Bohak thus explains the writing of FosAsen
not by the fact that the community was threatened, nor by the faith-
reassuring or missionary intentions of the author, but on the basis of
the need for the Jewish community to prove, to both themselves and
to outsiders, that they did have the right to settle and build a temple
in Egypt, and this even had primacy over the temple and congregation
of Jerusalem. This was why they resorted to ‘correcting’ the text of
Exod 1.11 by inserting the name of their city (On = Heliopolis) after
Pithom and Ramesses, and thus it ‘turned out’ from the context that
they had built it. This was the purpose of using the figures of Joseph
and Aseneth. The latter, in spite of being an Egyptian girl of rank,
joined them according to Gen 41.45. She ‘was a perfect peg on which
hang any claims for the city’.* Both the method of approach and the
diligent researches of Bohak demonstrate an Egyptian provenance for
the book.

Ancient romance

We also find signs referring to Egypt if we study Josdsen from the
perspective of ancient romance. On the basis of the text of one of the
best-known ancient romances in Greek, Heliodorus’™ Aethiopica, and
relying on the discussion by T. Szepessy, we can establish the fol-
lowing arguments. Since most of Aethiopica takes place in Egypt, we
can compare it with the Egyptian features of Josdsen. Considering
the material analogies, the descriptions of Egyptian foodstuffs show

3 Thid., 84-7. By ‘ancestral’ or ‘self-interpretation myth’ we mean a story whereby
a community justifies its existence through an old story.

39 The popularity of Joseph in their circles is witnessed to by the fact that they
often gave the name of Joseph to their sons, ibid., 92.

40" Szepessy, Heéliodoros és a gorig szerelmi regény.
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a conspicuous similarity. The protagonists of Aethiopica eat walnuts,
figs, freshly picked dates and other fruits. We have seen that josAsen
4.4 lists almost the same diet. Second, it might be interesting to note
that both romances mention the bellicose shepherds’ hiding in the
marshy Nile delta, whom Szepessy calls ‘semi-barbarian’.*! We know
that Joseph’s herdsman brothers rising up against him hid in the reed
bed of a brook*? when they wanted to abduct Aseneth and turn her
over to the son of Pharaoh (24.16-17). Although the herdsmen in
Heliodorus are called ovkorog (cowherd), not mowuny (‘shepherd’,
the usual Biblical expression), they nevertheless remind us of the fact
that Joseph’s brothers were permitted by Pharaoh to settle in the Nile
delta area, and that they could easily be involved in scuffles with one
another or the representatives of the state (chapters 24-29). It might
seem unlikely that Joseph’s faithful brothers (Levi, Simeon, Benjamin)
confronted the soldiers of Pharaoh in josAsen, but this becomes more
plausible if we realize that, in Heliodorus’ romance, the leader of the
cowherds returning from a round of marauding is received ‘as a king’
by the ones who remained in the hideout.**

Similarities of content between the two romances also direct our
attention to Egypt. As far as their genre is concerned, they are both love
stories, or, to be more precise, ‘family sagas’. Adopted from Euripides’
play Helene, the theme became central to the ancient novel. The plot
of the novels focuses on the encounter between the young people,
their immediate falling in love, separation, and their reunion after
many adventures. As Euripides’ play takes place in Egypt, many of
the much later romances follow suit. ‘Greek writers had a predilection
for having their heroes and heroines travel to the land of Egypt’,** but
there was no need to ‘have’ Joseph or Aseneth ‘travel’ to Egypt, as the
basic story already took place there. One of Heliodorus’ protagonists
says: ‘In the poetry of Homer, the deepest secrets are blended with
the most wondrous beauty in an Egyptian way’ (Heliodorus, Aethiopica

- Fosdsen 24-29 and Heliodorus, Aethiopica 2, passim; cf. Dio Cassius 7.71.4.1-2.
Szepessy, Hélwdoros és a girig szerelmi regény, 107-8.

*2 The same sort of ambush tactic is described in Heliodorus, Aethiopica 8.16.1:
the Ethiopian scouts hide in the reeds on the banks of the Nile and suddenly attack
their enemies (Chariclea at the Stake).

3 TIbid., 101.

 Tbid., 107.
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3.15.1; Calasiris’ divine commissioning). This may well be equally true
of JosAsen.

Literary motifs and psychological archetypes

We have left our most cogent reason for an Egyptian origin of JosAsen
to the last. In this respect, we are no longer using the word origin in its
geographical sense but, to borrow Luttikhuizen’s nice expression, as a
‘network of allusions’.*> We wish to prove, on the basis of Luttikhuizen’s
study mentioned above, that the Egyptian character of Joseph and Aseneth
is a necessary consequence of s literary motyfs and psychological archetypes. In
other words, the Egyptian setting is not accidental but deliberate. In
his study, Luttikhuizen reviews and discusses the famous Hymn of
the Pearl in the Acts of Thomas. The Hymn is about a Parthian prince
who is sent to Egypt by his royal parents to fetch the precious pearl
that is guarded by an evil dragon.* If he succeeds, he will inherit the
kingdom. The prince undertakes the task, forgetting his valuable robe
‘that gave him his princely identity and dignity’. Arriving in Egypt,
he begins to adopt Egyptian customs and clothing and eat Egyptian
food. He forgets about his mission and falls into a deep sleep. Then
his parents send him a letter reminding him of his dignity and obliga-
tion. He recovers the pearl from the dragon, and sets out for home.
On the way he finds his royal robe, which helps him find his way.
Luttikhuizen suggests that this is a poetic image of the Hellenistic idea
of the descent of the soul into matter and its ascent after receiving
divine warning.

It was not only the Parthian prince who lost his genuine home in
Egypt. There are many similar elements in Josdsen. For the contrite
Aseneth, Egypt is under the power of the dragon, which thrusts her
into a deep spiritual dream, and from whom she has to flee (12.10).
Upon the advice of the angel, Tobias drives the demon to Egypt, its
actual home (Tob 8.3). In these narratives, however, Egypt is not
only the place of spiritual descent but also that of dream. Awoken by
the letter from his parents, the Parthian prince remembers his royal

4 Luttikhuizen, “The Hymn of Jude Thomas’, 114: ‘A coherent story provoking
a network of allusions’.

6 See recently A.FJ. Klijn, The Acts of Thomas: Introduction, Text, and Commentary,
Leiden 20032, 182-98.
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home. However, Joseph is led to Egypt by his ambitious dreams (Gen
37.1-11) where, after interpreting Pharaoh’s dreams, they come true
(Gen 41.1-36).

The ‘network of allusions’ is further tightened by the motif of dress.
The Parthian prince left behind his robe ‘shot with gold’, as he set
out for Egypt, but it was sent to him by his parents on his way home.
The robe here stands for man’s real, divine self. What a lot of dress
symbols there are in both the biblical stories of Joseph and in josAsen!
His brothers envy his many-coloured coat (Gen 37.3-4). The brothers
make their father believe that a beast killed his son by clothes dipped
in blood (Gen 37.31-35). Pharaoh gives Joseph, the slave freed from
prison, fine linen vestments and a gold chain around his neck (Gen
41.42). Joseph visits Aseneth for the second time ‘wearing a marvellous
white tunic, and the robe wrapped around him was Byssus purple’
(5.6). And we have not even mentioned all the dresses Aseneth wears
and changes! Having met Joseph, she throws her royal, gold-laced robe
away, changes, and sprinkles herself with ashes (10.9-13 and 13.1-3).
But, upon the command of the angel, she takes her mourning attire
off, and puts on the best, as yet untouched garments. All this reminds
us of the importance of dress, the taking off of poor-slavish rags, and
putting on the new clothing symbolizing our ‘genuine’ self and lifting
us into the higher spheres. The New Testament clearly states that
putting off our old clothes means leaving behind our old nature, and,
with the new clothes, we put on our new existence (Eph 4.22-24).

The archetypal nature of Egypt and its related motifs are quite
obvious from the above. According to K. Kerényi, the heroes of all
ancient romances can be traced back to the legend of Isis and Osiris;
they are variations of the archetypal couple, expressing some general
human sense of life and self-interpretation.*” It is an everlasting human
desire ‘to be freed from the Egypt of sin’ and to rise to a higher sphere.
In this respect, what is interesting is not the influence that one text
exerted upon the other, but the relationship between archetypes pres-
ent in all. Nonetheless, we must realize that the thought-world of the
Jewish Diaspora of Egypt was not so much dominated by the Old
Testament ‘Exodus motif’, the desire to be delivered from Egypt, as

47 K. Kerényi, Die griechisch-orientalische Romanliteratur in religionsgeschichtlicher Betrach-
tung, Darmstadt 19622, 229; Thomas Mann and Karl Kerényi, Gespréich in Briefen,
Zirich 1960, quoted by Szepessy, Héliodoros és a girig szerelmi regény, 218 note 40; cf.
R. Merkelbach, Roman und Mysterium in der Antike, Munich 1962, 53-5.
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rather the purpose of ensuring the right to live there. This was not the
expression of an individual desire but an archetypal expression of the
desire of a community. The author of FosAsen fortuitously combined
the psychological archetypes of individual and collective unconscious
in the heroes, personifying basic historical claims and aspirations. It is
this very feature of the romance that justifies the conclusion that the
Egyptian setting is not accidental but essential, getting to the heart of
the matter.



THE WISDOM OF SOLOMON AND THE GNOSTIC
SOPHIA

BerT Jan LieTAERT PEERBOLTE

Over the years Gerard P. Luttikhuizen has drawn attention to the
many varieties in early Christianity as well as to the importance of
Hellenistic Judaism to the diverging beliefs of these groups.! Especially
his study of Gnostic literature forms an important contribution to our
understanding of the formative period of Christianity.? The present
contribution is offered to Luttikhuizen on the occasion of his 65th
birthday as a token of gratitude for his role as teacher in the first
years of my theological education in Groningen and his continuing
friendship after these years.

On the occasion of the retirement of his predecessor A.F J. Klijn,
Luttikhuizen argued that the Sophia myth, which is so prominent
in Gnostic writings, e.g. the Apocryphon of John, was not influenced
directly by Jewish wisdom speculations.® According to Luttikhuizen,
‘the personified Wisdom of Jewish Wisdom literature and the Sophia
of the Gnostic myth are quite different figures.”* Notwithstanding the
many similarities in terminology that can be found between Jewish
wisdom speculations and the Gnostic Sophia myth, Luttikhuizen
points to two important differences. Firstly, the Gnostic myth does

! Luttikhuizen has summarized his views recently in Dutch: De veelvormigheid van
het vroegste christendom, Delft 2002.

2 See especially his PhD dissertation, which was published as The Revelation of
Elchasar: Investigations into the Evidence for a Mesopotamian Jewish Apocalypse of the Second
Century and its Reception by Judeo-Christian Propagandists (T'exte und Studien zum antiken
Judentum 8), Tibingen 1985, and numerous other contributions after that.

% G.P. Luttikhuizen, ‘The Jewish Factor in the Development of the Gnostic Myth
of Origins: Some Observations’, in: T. Baarda, A. Hilhorst, G.P. Luttikhuizen, and
A.S. van der Woude (eds), Text and Testimony: Essays in Honour of A.Fj. Klyn, Kampen
1988, 152-61. Luttikhuizen develops his argument in contrast to G. MacRae, “The
Jewish Background of the Gnostic Sophia Myth’, Novum Testamentum 12 (1970)
86-101. On the Apocryphon of John, see among many other publications also G.P.
Luttikhuizen, ‘Intertextual References in Readers’ Responses to the Apocryphon of
Johr’, in: S. Draisma (ed.), Intertextuality in Biblical Writings (FS Van Iersel), Kampen
1989, 117-26.

* Luttikhuizen, Jewish Factor’, 160.
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not describe Sophia in terms of Jewish wisdom speculation as either
the first helper or emanation of the highest God, nor is Sophia char-
acterised as companion and helper of the creator-god as she is in
Jewish wisdom speculations. Secondly, Luttikhuizen points out that
the fall of Sophia in the Gnostic myth cannot be compared with the
descent of wisdom in Jewish literature. According to Luttikhuizen,
the similarities between the Gnostic Sophia myth and Jewish wisdom
speculation do not imply that the spiritual and intellectual milieu in
which the Gnostic Sophia myth originated was that of Hellenistic
Judaism. In search of this milieu, Luttikhuizen more recently focused
on the Apocryphon of John to conclude that (its) authors (...) were sec-
ond-century Christians with an intellectual background in popular
Greek-Hellenistic philosophy.™

A Jewish writing in Greek that contains an extensive description of
Wisdom and for that reason is relevant to the Gnostic Sophia myth
is the Wisdom of Solomon. Many scholars regard this writing as a clear
example of Alexandrian Judaism in which the Jewish religion was
described in terms of popular Greek philosophy. It is the aim of this
contribution to check Luttikhuizen’s argument by looking into both
the Gnostic Sophia myth as found in the Apocryphon of john and the
portrayal of wisdom in the Wisdom of Solomon. If Luttikhuizen is right,
it means that the Sophia myth found in e.g. the Apocryphon of John does
not necessarily indicate a Jewish origin. In order to test Luttikhuizen’s
view, I will first briefly treat the description of Sophia in the Apocryphon
of John and two other Gnostic writings, and next discuss the role of
wisdom in the Wisdom of Solomon, especially Wis 7.22-8.1. That peri-
cope will be discussed as a case study, the outcome of which may be
extrapolated to the Wisdom of Solomon as a whole.

1. The Sophia myth in the Apocryphon of John

The Apocryphon of John is a Gnostic writing that describes the origin
of the world and the cosmos as a whole. It is cast in the narrative
framework of a revelatory speech by the risen Christ to John, son of

> G.P. Luttikhuizen, ‘The Rewriting of Genesis’, in: F. Garcia Martinez and
G.P. Luttikhuizen (eds), Jerusalem, Alexandria, Rome: Studies in Ancient Cultural Interaction
in Honour of A. Hilhorst (SJS] 82), Leiden/Boston 2003, 187-200 at 199; see also his
discussion of the Apocryphon of John in FS Van Iersel.



THE WISDOM OF SOLOMON AND THE GNOSTIC SOPHIA 99

Zebedee. Irenaeus’ reference to it in his Adversus Haereses 1.29 indi-
cates that some form of this writing must have been in use by 185
ck. The writing is found in four manuscripts, three of which belong
to the Nag Hammadi codices (NH), whereas the fourth is part of the
Berlin Codex (BG).

In its crucial passage the Apocryphon of John describes how Sophia,
the lowest of twelve aeons, haughtily tries to bring forth an emana-
tion by herself. In the Gnostic theogony this is depicted as an act of
haughtiness, because only ‘the Monad [is a] monarchy with nothing
above it’ (NH I1.1.2.26-27). The aeons can only produce offspring in
a male-female combination, but Sophia brings forth a thought all by
herself, and this thought turns into a being: the creator-god Yaldabaoth
(NH I1.1.9.25-10.19). This is the evil deity who in the end is responsible
for the creation of the cosmos as a whole. The unauthorised way in
which Sophia brings forth her offspring results in a gradual loss of the
light: eventually the cosmos created by Yaldabaoth is characterised
by darkness.

The Apocryphon of John thus accounts for the problem of evil in the
world by interpreting it as intrinsically connected with the creation of
the cosmos.® The whole process of creation was eventually triggered
by Sophia’s decision to generate Yaldabaoth all by herself. This Yalda-
baoth is the one who creates the cosmos, but since he himself was not
the result of a pairing of two aeons, his creation fails. Yaldabaoth was
cast out of the divine light-world, and did not share the light with his
creation. Ultimately, Sophia is presented as responsible for the creation
of the cosmos, but also for the lack of light that characterises it.

The description found in the Apocryphon of John is perhaps the most
explicit, but not the only account of Sophia’s part in the process of
creation. In the tractate On the Origin of the World (NH 11.5 and XII1.2)
Sophia 1s described as the creator of the stars and the heavenly lumi-
naries:

5 For an introduction, edition, translation and synopsis of the Apocryphon of John,
see M. Waldstein and F. Wisse, The Apocryphon of John: Synopsis of Nag Hammadi Codices
1L1; 1L 1; and 1V, 1 with BG 8502,2 (Nag Hammadi and Manichean Studies 33), Leiden
1995. See also the discussion in R. Roukema, Gnosis and Faith in Early Christianity: An
Introduction to Gnosticism, London/Harrisburg 1999, 36-49.

7 Transl. F. Wisse, in: J.M. Robinson (ed.), The Nag Hammad: Library, Leiden
1996*.

8 On this, see Luttikhuizen, De veelvormigheid van het vroegste christendom, chap. 7,
119-28.
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Now when she wished, the Sophia who was in the lower heaven received
authority from Pistis, and fashioned great luminous bodies and all the
stars. And she put them in the sky to shine upon the earth (...) (NH
I1.5.112.1-5).%

It 1s noteworthy that the creation process in the Apocryphon of John
results in a cosmos devoid of light, whereas On the Origin of the World
describes Sophia as the creator of heavenly luminaries. In The Sophia
of Jesus Christ (NH II1.4 and BG 8502.3) Sophia is even introduced as
the consort of the First Man. The risen Christ, also described as ‘the
Holy One’ or the ‘Saviour’, explains to Bartholomew:

I want you to know that First Man is called ‘Begetter, Self-perfected
Mind’. He reflected with Great Sophia, his consort, and revealed his first-
begotten, androgynous son. His male name is designated ‘First Begetter
Son of God’; his female name ‘First Begettress Sophia, Mother of the
Universe’. Some call her ‘Love’ (NH 1I1.4.104.5-20).1°

There is an obvious difference between the picture of Sophia in the
Apocryphon of John and that in On the Ongin of the World and The Sophia
of Jesus Christ. In both these texts Sophia is depicted in a less negative
way than in the Apocryphon of JFohn. Furthermore, The Sophia of Fesus
Christ describes her as acting in conjunction with First Man, and On
the Origin of the World depicts her as responsible for the creation of the
lights of heaven. The picture of Sophia in the Gnostic writings referred
to above is that of the creator-deity who played a leading role in the
origin of the cosmos.

Many scholars have argued that this view of Sophia was gener-
ated by Jewish wisdom speculations.!! Since perhaps the most explicit
description of wisdom is found in the Wisdom of Solomon, the remainder
of this article will consist of an analysis of the most important features
of this description.

9 Transl. H.-G. Bethge and B. Layton in: Robinson, Nag Hammadi Library.

10 Transl. D.M. Parrott, in: Robinson, Nag Hammadi Library; see also Eugnostos the
Blessed (NH 111.3.8.31-9.5).

1 See especially MacRae, “The Jewish Background’, 97: “The Jewish contribu-
tion to the myth is already clear from the large number of points of contact between
the two traditions ..."
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2. The Wisdom of Solomon and its picture of Wisdom

The Wisdom of Solomon is usually dated either to the third or second
century BCE or to the decades around the beginning of the Common
Era.'? The more recent date of the writing is argued in a very con-
vincing manner by Giuseppe Scarpat in a number of articles and in
his three-volume commentary on the writing.!3 According to Scarpat,
the kpathoic of Wis 6.3 is a reference to the capture of Alexandria
by Augustus Gaesar in 30 BCE. Scarpat elaborates his argument with
reference to the language of the Wisdom of Solomon. Since the vocabulary
shows a remarkable similarity to texts that supposedly were written
in Alexandria, Scarpat concludes that the provenance of the Wisdom
of Solomon should indeed be located there. The evidence he mentions
from P. Fayum 22 is indeed a strong indication that the writing should
be dated somewhere after 30 Bce.!* This means that the writing origi-
nated around the beginning of the Common Era.!®

The Wisdom of Solomon is an implicit pseudepigraphon using the
genre of a protreptikos.' Tts author purports to be King Solomon, but
he does not explicitly identify himself as such. Only in the references
to his status as king and his special relation to wisdom does the implied
author state his identity.!” Hence, the implied reader has to be familiar
with the figure of Solomon to identify the narrator of the book with
this king. This, in combination with the Greek language in which the

12 For a discussion of the textual tradition of Wisdom, the date of origin, its pro-
venance and other introductory questions, see C. Larcher, Le liwre de la Sagesse ou la
Sagesse de Salomon, 1, Paris 1983, 53-161. According to Larcher (141-61) Wisdom was
originally composed in three different parts that were combined into the present
form.

13 G. Scarpat, Libro della Sapienza: Testo, traduzione, introduzione e commento, 3 vols
(Biblica 1, 3, 6), Brescia 1989-99.

4 P. Fayum 22 speaks of ‘the thirty-eighth year of the kpdtnolg by Caesar, son
of god’ to date an event that apparently took place in 8 ce. Cf. Scarpat, Libro della
Sapienza, 1, 17 (étoug 0y800L kel TpLakootod TAg Kalowpog kpatnoewe 6eod uiod,
pfivog ktA.). The identification of Alexandria as the place of origin is likely, although
there is no solid evidence to prove it. ;

15 For this date, see C. Larcher, Le livre de la Sagesse ou la Sagesse de Salomon (Etudes
Bibliques 1), 1, Paris 1983, 141-61. Larcher argues in favour of a date around 15/10
BCE.

16 For this definition of the genre of the Wisdom of Solomon see G.J. Boiten, Wijsheid
in conlext: Een onderzoek naar de retorische opbouw van het boek Wiysheid van Salomo en naar de
betekenis van Vrouwe Wijsheid (PhD-diss. Groningen 1996), 53-4.

17 See esp. Wisdom 8.17-21.
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writing is cast, defines the intended audience as a Hellenistic Jewish
audience.'®

a. Wisdom and righteousness

The figure of wisdom in the Wisdom of Solomon is not a new literary
creation, but part of a longer tradition of a personified portrayal of
wisdom. Other texts witnessing to this tradition are e.g. Proverbs 1-
9; Job 28; Wisdom of Sirach; / Baruch; and I Enoch. According to
L.L. Grabbe, this tradition on wisdom as a person takes two main
forms, viz. that of wisdom as a goddess-like figure or a seducer, lover
or erotic figure.!” Both types of personification can be found in the
Wisdom of Solomon.

There is reason to divide the Wisdom of Solomon into three parts: (1)
1.1-6.21; (2) 6.22-11.1; (3) 11.2-19.22.2° The first part of the Wisdom of
Solomon defines cople in terms of Sikarootvn. The opening statement
of the writing is an appeal to the rulers of the earth to love righteous-
ness (1.1), which is further elaborated by the remarks on ‘goodness’
and ‘sincerity of heart’. The three characteristics mentioned here are
presented as preconditions for the entrance of wisdom into a person’s
life: “‘wisdom does not enter into a deceitful soul’ (1.4). After the relation-
ship between wisdom and justice has been postulated in this way, it is
further explained in the following parts. In 1.6 wisdom is explained as
a ‘kindly spirit” (pLAavbpwmov mvedua) that is apparently synonymous
with the Spirit of God that fills the entire earth (1.7; mveduo kvplov
TemAnpwkey Ty oikoupévny?!). Verses 1.14-15 subsequently describe
God as the creator of everything and conclude that ‘righteousness is
immortal’.

18 Scarpat, Libro della Sapienza, i, 13-29.

19 L.L. Grabbe, Wisdom of Solomon (Guides to the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha
3), Sheffield 1997, 68.

20 This division has been proposed by H. Hiibner, Die Weisheit Salomos, Liber
Sapientiae Salomonis (Das Alte Testament Deutsch; Apokryphen 4), Géttingen 1999. It
1s clearly not the only option. Scarpat chooses a division in two parts: 1.1-6.21 and
6.22-19.22. For Larcher, see note 12. G. Gilbert also proposed a division in three
parts, but it differs from that of Hiibner—I. chaps 1-6; II. chaps 7-9; III. chaps 10-19;
see G. Gilbert, ‘Wisdom Literature’, in: M.E. Stone (ed.), Jewish Writings of the Second
Temple Period: Apocrypha, Pseudepigrapha, Qumran Sectarian Whitings, Philo, Josephus (Com-
pendia Rerum Iudaicarum ad Novum Testamentum, section 2), Assen/Philadelphia
1984, 301-13.

2l The perfect tense is used here as a ‘resultative perfect’; cf. J.H. Moulton and
N. Turner, 4 Grammar of New Testament Greek, iii, Syntax, Edinburgh 1963, 84-5.
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The main section of the first part of Wisdom (1.16-6.21) depicts
the opposition between the ungodly and the righteous, in which the
ungodly are portrayed as cruel oppressors who do not care about
the widow and the orphan, whereas the righteous are described as
oppressed, but still safe with God. Especially the description of the
fate of the suffering righteous in 3.1-9 is of great importance for the
early responses to Jesus’ ministry. But for the present purpose it is
of greater interest to see that the first six chapters of the Wisdom of
Solomon depict wisdom as closely related to God’s Spirit who enables
humans to distinguish between ungodly and righteous behaviour. After
the remark in 1.6 on wisdom as a ‘kindly spirit’, and the apparent
equation of that spirit with the ‘Spirit of God’ (1.7), the first mention
of wisdom follows in 6.9, where the rulers of the earth are again (cf.
1.1-4) called upon to learn wisdom by the practice of righteousness.
Thus, wisdom is implicitly defined as the God-given ability to distin-
guish between righteousness and ungodliness. This ability starts with
the correct attitude, viz. the willingness to be instructed (6.17), which
eventually leads to immortality, and thus brings people near to God
(6.18-19).

Two observations in particular should be made here. Firstly, the
closeness of wisdom to righteousness is related to the view of the
Wisdom of Sirach, and yet there is an important difference. Whereas
it is Ben Sira’s view that wisdom 1is intertwined with knowledge and
obedience of the Torah (cf. Sir 15.1; 19.20; 21.11), this connection
is not explicitly made in the Wisdom of Solomon. As we said above, the
first part of the Wisdom of Solomon presents wisdom as the attitude of
distinguishing between righteousness and ungodliness. The examples
of righteous behaviour mentioned in chaps 1-6 are indeed cast in
traditional terms that can also be found in the Torah, but nowhere
is the Law mentioned explicitly. Thus, there is an obvious difference
between the descriptions of wisdom in the Wisdom of Sirach and the
Wisdom of Solomon.

Secondly, although wisdom is presented as an attitude, it is also
depicted in the guise of a personification. Especially the image of
6.13-14 is telling. There wisdom is described as sitting by the door of
those who rise early to meet her. This description is an inversion of
the situation depicted in Prov 8.34, which contains a blessing of those
who meet wisdom at her doors or gate. Already this single example
points out that the personification of wisdom in the Wisdom of Solomon
is part of a longer tradition.
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The remarks in 6.22-25 indicate that the implied author, ‘Solo-
mon’, will continue the writing with a description of wisdom and her
actions. Read from this perspective, part two (6.22-11.1) is a culogy
on wisdom and a presentation of Solomon as the king who received
wisdom after he had prayed for it. The remainder of the writing (part
three, 11.2-19.22) is a Midrash-like exposition of the Exodus narra-
tive in which ‘wisdom’ is hardly mentioned anymore.?”> Nevertheless,
6.22-25 indicates that this third part of the writing should probably
be read as a description of the liberating effects of wisdom. Hence,
regardless of whether the three parts of the writing were originally
intended as a unity or not,?® the present text of the Wisdom of Solomon
describes wisdom in terms of righteousness and the history of Israel.
It is presented as active throughout this history, and it is even equated
with the Spirit of God. God is presented as present in Israel’s history
through his Spirit, his Wisdom. The fact that this specific description
of God’s liberating presence in Israel’s history originated in Alexandria
around the beginning of the Common Era indicates that the author
must have had a special hermeneutical interest.?* The re-telling of the
Exodus narrative should be read as a reflection upon the actual situ-
ation of Jewish residents of Alexandria. This specific narrative, with
its heavy accent on liberation from the bonds of Egypt, must have
formed a means of encouraging Jewish readers in a difficult social
context.”

In part three (11.2-19.22) of the Wisdom of Solomon the role of wisdom
is stated in a more implicit manner. Part one (1.1-6.21) more or less
equates wisdom with the ability to learn and practice righteousness,
and part two focuses on the description of wisdom itself. For this
reason, it is important to take a closer look at this second part of the
Wisdom of Solomon. In doing so I shall limit myself to a central passage,
viz. the encomium of wisdom in 7.22-8.1.

22 Although 18.14-15 does mention the Aéyoc.

23 See the discussion in Larcher, Le livre de la Sagesse, mentioned above in note
12.

2% This is elaborated by S. Cheon, The Exodus Story in the Wisdom of Solomon: A
Study in Biblical Interpretation (Journal for the Study of the Pseudepigrapha Supplement
Series 23), Sheffield 1997.

% The situation of the Jews in Alexandria at this time is clearly described in
Philo’s Embassy to Gaius. For a discussion of this situation, see E.M. Smallwood, The
Jews under Roman Rule from Pompey to Diocletian: A Study in Political Relations, Leiden
1981, esp. 220-55.



THE WISDOM OF SOLOMON AND THE GNOSTIC SOPHIA 105

b. A case study: Wis 7.22-8.1

The passage 7.22-8.1 contains a eulogy on wisdom presented by the
author as a description of her character and her relationship to God.
This passage is crucial to the understanding of the writing as a whole,
since it is here that ‘Solomon’ explicitly gives the description he has
previously announced. In the opening lines of the second part of the
book (6.22-25) ‘Solomon’ states that he will reveal the character of wis-
dom to his readers, who have been addressed in 6.1 as the ‘kings” and
‘judges of the ends of the earth’. The announcement is that the history
of wisdom will be described ‘from the creation onward’ (6.22).

The next pericope presents ‘Solomon’ as a mortal man (7.1-6).
Especially the remark in 7.5 (008€lc yap Paolréwv €tépav €oyev
yevéoewe apynv—mnone of the kings had a different start of his origin’)
appears to be polemical against the Hellenistic ideology of the divine
king.?® In contrast to the divine rulers of the Hellenistic world, Solo-
mon is portrayed here as a man who has received wisdom as a gift
from God (7.7-21). God is mentioned as the ‘guide of wisdom’ (0t0¢
kol Thc codlag 66nyog €otwy; 7.15), who is able to grant wisdom to
human beings. It is God who is depicted as the one who gave wisdom
to Solomon (7.17), and this wisdom is explained as the knowledge of
all existing things (t@v 6vtwy yvdoic). Thus, codie is defined here in
terms of yv@olg, and the objects of this knowledge are mentioned: the
cosmic order, the structure of time, the essentials of all living creatures,
the spiritual and the human world, and the effects of plants and roots
(vv. 17-21). Solomon is hence depicted as an initiate of wisdom with
great knowledge of astrology, physics, demonology, and alchemy. The
Testament of Solomon proves that this perception of Solomon as a great
Initiate in esoteric secrets brought about speculations on his power
over demons and his knowledge of magic and medicine.?’” Solomon’s
knowledge is summarised in his remark in Wis 7.21: ‘Both hidden
things and those that are clear I have learned, because the fashioner
of all things, wisdom, has taught me’ (6oa té éoTiv KpuTTO Kol
epdorf Eyvwr N yop Tavtev TexUiTic €dLdakév pe codiw).

The translation ‘fashioner of all’ (also in NRSV) is used for the words

% As found in e.g. P. Fayum 22; cf. above, note 14.

27 See especially the introduction by D.C. Duling, in: J. Charlesworth (ed.), The
Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, i, New York 1983, 935-59.
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7 ... Tavtwv teguiti. For the present purpose it is important to find
the exact meaning of these words, because they may ascribe the role
of creator to wisdom, and thus reduce the parallel to the picture of
Sophia in the Apocryphon of Fohn. At first sight, it is likely that wisdom
is indeed portrayed as the creator here: the masculine form of the
noun (texvitng) is used in Wis 13.1 as a metaphorical reference to
God. There, it is stated that human beings can know God from his
works as they can know the artisan from what he creates. This verse
indicates the usual meaning of the noun as ‘artisan’, and the metaphor
clearly refers to God’s work as the creator of all. Human beings are
able to acknowledge the creator through the creation. Notwithstand-
ing the clear parallel with the words used in 13.1 (€méyvwooy tov
texvitny), however, Scarpat argues that the use of texvitic for wisdom
does not indicate that wisdom is depicted as the creator of all in 7.21.
According to him, this would not agree with the logic of the writing
as a whole.? Scarpat’s argument is important for a comparison of the
portrayal of wisdom in the Wisdom of Solomon with the Gnostic Sophia
myth and therefore deserves some attention.

Scarpat argues that 7.21 first of all characterises wisdom as the
knowledge of all things ‘hidden and manifest’.?? The parallel in LXX
Dan 2.47 indicates for Scarpat that 7.21 does not speak of visible
and invisible things, but of occult and well-known truths. Next, Scar-
pat argues that the noun texvitig does not designate wisdom as the
creator of all things, but as the most important of the artes liberales.
Among a number of other texts, Scarpat refers to Philo’s De Ebr. 88,
where wisdom is characterised as the first of the crafts (coplo Téxvn
texv@v). John of Damascus (8th century) even refers to philosophy as
the ‘téxvm of all arts’. Thus, the expression used in 7.21 (| mavtov
texvitic) does not necessarily identify wisdom as the creator of all
things, but as the artisan who was involved in the process of crafting.
Wisdom is depicted as the most important of the artes liberales.

Scarpat’s analysis is clearly important, and yet it is difficult not to
see a connection between 7.15-21 and 6.22. In the latter verse, ‘Solo-
mon’ had announced that he would speak about the history of wisdom

% Scarpat, Libro della Sapienza, ii, 61-2: ‘Dunque Taviwy Texyitic non vorra dire
“creatrice del mondo”, anche perché non si capisce la logica di un tale appello
all’aspetto creativo della Sapienza.’

29 For this paragraph see Scarpat, Libro della Sapienza, ii, 59-61.
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‘from the creation onward’. Furthermore, the designation teyvitig
immediately after 7.17-20 implies an involvement of wisdom in the
‘structure of the world’, the ‘activity of the elements’, and all other
natural, cosmological, spiritual, and physical objects mentioned. These
observations urge us to read 7.21 as a statement on the involvement
of wisdom in the genesis of all there is, even though copie may not be
presented explicitly as the creator. Apparently the Wisdom of Solomon
does relate godle. to creation but does not explicitly state its role as
that of the creator. And yet wisdom is depicted as somehow involved
in the origin of all things. This ambivalence indicates an important
difference between the role of wisdom in the Wisdom of Solomon and
Sophia in the Apocryphon of John: the latter is explicitly described as
ultimately responsible for the process of creation (even though Yalda-
baoth is eventually the creator), whereas the former is only implicitly
depicted as present in the process of creation. In the Wisdom of Solomon
it is clearly God who is depicted as the creator. Another difference is
formed by the fact that the whole process of creation is regarded as
negative in the Apocryphon of John and other Gnostic writings, whereas
the Wisdom of Solomon does not view it as such.

Many parallels have already been mentioned by others to clarify
Wis 7.21.3Y To mention but one: the Corpus Hermeticum (fragment 23,
§§64-65) contains a passage in which Isis describes the Monarch God
as the texvitng of all:3!

kol €k ToUTou €imer “Qpogt "Q tekodow, TG obY Ty Beod amdppoLov
Exew ebtiymoev 1 vi); kol elmery  “loig Iopertoduor yéveoly LoTopely:
o0 yop BeuLtov ofic Omopas KUTHAEYELY GpYMV, ® WeyaAooBevec “Qpe,
w¢ pnmote Uotepov elg avBpwdmoug abavatwy €AOn yéveolc Bedv:
TANY 0T ye 0 povapyoc 6edg, 6 TOV CUUTOVTWY KOOWOTOLNTNG Kol
texvitng, [...] TOV WEYLoTOV oov TpoOg OALyov éxaplonto Tatépo
"Ooipwy kel ThY peylotny Beav “Iow, ve 1) TOVTWY S€0UéVy KOOWW
Bonbol yévwvtal.

And, at that, Horus said: ‘O Mother, how was the earth so fortunate as
to receive the emanation of God?’

And Isis answered: ‘I refuse to tell you the beginning, because it is not
permitted to describe the origin of your procreation, o Greatest Horus,

lest the beginning of the immortal gods would become known later to
humans. Only this can I say, that the Monarch God, the maker and

30" See e.g. the discussion in Scarpat, Libro della Sapienza, ii, 60-2.
31" A.D. Nock and A,J. Festugiere, Corpus Hermeticum, iv, Paris 1954, 20-1.
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fashioner of all that is, [...] for some time he graciously favoured Osiris,
your father, and the greatest goddess Isis, so that they should become
helpers for the world that is lacking in all.

Here, the ‘Monarch God’ is depicted as responsible for the creation
of life itself. The situation resembles the one reflected in the Wisdom
of Solomon, in that the Highest God is presented as the creator of the
cosmos. For this, he is characterised as koopomointr¢ and texvitng.
Isis” role, at best, is that of an assistant. And yet the similarity to the
Apocryphon of John may even be more important, since the Highest God
is mentioned as 0 povapyog 8eo¢. In NH 11.2.26-27 the reconstructed
text describes this deity as “The Monad’, who ‘is a unity with nothing
above it” (THONAC €OYMONAPXIA TE€ EMN [ETWOOTT 21X(J)C).32 Many
other examples could be mentioned, but already this single passage
from the Corpus Hermeticum indicates that both the Wisdom of Solomon and
the Apocryphon of John show a proximity to pagan religious language.
Therefore, this language, notably from the Isis religion, but also from
other deities worshipped as creators, should be taken into account in
any further comparison of the two sources.*?

The most explicit description of wisdom in the Wisdom of Solomon is

given in the eulogy of 7.22-8.1 (quoted from NRSV):

22 There is in her a spirit that is intelligent, holy,
unique, manifold, subtle,
mobile, clear, unpolluted,
distinct, invulnerable, loving the good, keen,
irresistible,
23 beneficent, humane,
steadfast, sure, free from anxiety,
all-powerful, overseeing all,
and penetrating through all spirits
that are intelligent, pure, and altogether subtle.
24 For wisdom is more mobile than any motion;
because of her pureness she pervades and penetrates
all things.

32 For this reconstruction, see Waldstein & Wisse, Apocryphon of John, 20-1.

33" Also Boiten, Wisheid in context, 131-42, points at the many similarities between
the description of wisdom in the Wisdom of Solomon and the cult of Isis. She indicates
that the use of images and words known from the cult of Isis implies that the author
of the Wisdom of Solomon was familiar with that imagery, but also wanted to present
the Jewish religion as superior to the cult of Isis.
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25 For she is a breath of the power of God,
and a pure emanation of the glory of the Almighty;
therefore nothing defiled gains entrance into her.
26 For she is a reflection of eternal light,
a spotless mirror of the working of God,
and an image of his goodness.
27  Although she is but one, she can do all things,
and while remaining in herself, she renews all things;
in every generation she passes into holy souls
and makes them friends of God, and prophets;
28  for God loves nothing so much as the person who lives
with wisdom.
29  She is more beautiful than the sun,
and excels every constellation of the stars.
Compared with the light she is found to be superior,
30  for it is succeeded by the night,
but against wisdom evil does not prevail.
8.1  She reaches mightily from one end of the earth to the
other, and she orders all things well.

Many scholars have pointed out that this description of the character
of wisdom has been heavily influenced by Hellenistic philosophical
vocabulary, and it is not necessary to repeat their argument here in
detail.** The fact that verses 22-23 list 21 characteristics of wisdom
is no coincidence: this number equals 3 times 7, two symbolic num-
bers that are often found in numerical speculations of the Hellenistic
period.?> What is especially important in this passage is the fact that
wisdom is described as a positive force in the world that acts on behalf
of God. Since it is impossible to discuss all details of the passage in
the present contribution, I will limit myself to three important features:
the epithets for wisdom mentioned in vv. 22-23, the cosmological
terminology used in the passage as a whole, and the relation to God
described in vv. 25-26.

1. It has been noted that the twenty-one epithets of wisdom given in
vv. 22-23 agree to a certain extent with descriptions found in several

3 See e.g. D. Winston, The Wisdom of Solomon: A New Translation with Iniroduction
and Commentary (The Anchor Bible 43), New York 1979,178-83; also Boiten, Wysheid
wmn context, 79-90.

35 For a discussion and numerous Hellenistic parallels to this passage, see also
Larcher, Livre de la Sagesse, 11, 479-93; Scarpat, Libro della Sapienza, ii, 112-28.
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pagan Hellenistic texts.>® Comparison of Wis 7.22-23 with contempo-
rary pagan texts shows that the genre applied here was not unknown
in the Hellenistic world. One of the texts that is often mentioned as
evidence is the Hymn of Cleanthes. This hymn has been preserved
by Clement of Alexandria, and describes Zeus in a large number of

epithets that are given in similar fashion to those of wisdom in the

passage under discussion:?’

Téyabov épwtag W olov é0t’; dGkove of
Tetayuévor, dikatov, dolov, edoePéc,
kpatodv €xvtod, ypnoLuov, KaAdy, Séov,
adoTNPOV, abBékaoToV, alel GuudEPOV,

" M S

adofov, aivmov, AuoLtedEC, avWdLVOV,
ddérpor, ebapeatov, dodarég, Gliov,

A ¢ ¢ skesfesiestesk

€vtipov, Opoloyolpevoy

L, , , - ,
€UkAeec, atudov, eTLUereG, Tpaov, odhodpov,
xpovi{opevov, Gueuntov, alel Slalévov.

You ask me what the good is like—listen:
well ordered, just, holy, pious,

self-controlled, useful, beautiful, necessary,
austere, blunt, always profitable,

fearless, painless, advantageous, harmless,
beneficial, pleasurable, secure, friendly,
honoured, of one mind ***¥*

famous, not puffed up, careful, gentle, strong,
lasting, blameless, everlasting;

It is immediately clear that this hymn uses the same genre as Wis
7.22-23 does in its enumeration of the epithets of wisdom, although
the number of characteristics mentioned differs. In the Cleanthes
Hymn the number probably even amounts to thirty (depending on
the reconstruction in line 7 of **¥¥) and in that case consists not of
3 x 7 but of 3 x 10 epithets. A relationship of literary dependence
of the Cleanthes Hymn on the Wisdom of Solomon is improbable, and
cannot be substantiated. Furthermore, the date of attestation for the
hymn is later than that of the Wisdom of Solomon. For these reasons

% The Stoic philosopher Cleanthes mentions 26 divine attributes; cf. E. des

Places, ‘Epithétes et attributs de la “Sagesse” (Sg 7,22-23 et SVF 1 557 Arnim)’,
Biblica 57 (1976) 414-19.

37 Clement, Strom. 5.110.2; also Protr. 72.2. For the text, see O. Stihlin (ed.),
Clemens Alexandrinus, 11, Stromata Buch I-VI, Berlin 1985.
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the use of the same genre and comparable epithets in the descrip-
tion of Zeus rather indicates that the presentation of wisdom in Wis
7.22-23 has been put in words that the author must have known from
his pagan environment.

2. The cosmic characteristics of wisdom as described in 7.22-8.1
entail a comparison of wisdom with the sun, the stars and the light.
The characterisation in 7.26-27 clearly presents wisdom in a cos-
mological metaphor as the dmoadyaope ... ¢wtoc @diov, and this
cosmological terminology is also used in vv. 29-30. There, wisdom
is mentioned as edTpemeotépa MALov and OTMEP TAOKY HOTPWY OEOLV.
And in 8.1 the encomium concludes with a description of the cosmic
power of wisdom, who ‘reaches mightily from one end of the earth
to the other’ and ‘orders all things well’.

The characteristics of wisdom mentioned here are put in terms of
‘sun’, ‘light’ and ‘stars’. This characterisation recalls the description of
Sophia in e.g. the Gnostic tractate On the Origin of the World (cf. above),
where it is said that ‘she created great luminaries and all the stars’.
Indeed, Wis 7.29-8.1 describes wisdom as superior to the sun, the
stars, and the heavenly luminaries, but this is also the point where the
comparison stops: Sophia is mentioned as the creator of these heav-
enly lights, but the Wisdom of Solomon does not say this of wisdom. It is
evident that in this regard the description of the Gnostic Sophia does
use the same vocabulary as that of wisdom in the Wisdom of Solomon,
but that there is also an important difference. The Wisdom of Solomon
does not describe wisdom as the creator of these cosmic elements.
Again, it is likely that descriptions of Isis and other Hellenistic deities
who were worshipped for their creative power constitute the tertium
comparationis. The language of these pagan cults should be seen as the
prime source for the vocabulary, style, and metaphors used both in
the Wisdom of Solomon and in the Gnostic Sophia myth.

The closeness to this pagan religious vocabulary is made evident,
for instance, by a comparison with what is commonly known as the
Isis Aretalogy found in Kyme, Thessaloniki, and Ios, also described by
Diodorus (I,27).% In this text, Isis is depicted as proclaiming her power

38 M. Totti, Ausgewdihite Texte der Isis-Serapis-Religion (Studia Epigraphica 12),
Hildesheim 1985, 1-4.
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by an enumeration of her most important deeds. She is presented as
the creator of the cosmos in §§12-14:

&yw exwpoe Yy am odpavod

&yw dotpwr 08ovg €delfo

€yw MALOL kel oeAyng Topelay ouveTaEouny

I have separated earth from heaven

I have pointed out the paths of the stars
I have assembled the course of the sun and the moon

It is remarkable that the relation between Isis and the sun recurs in
the same Aretalogy in §§44-45:

éyw év toig tod MAlov adyedc elul

&y moapedpedw TH Tod MAlov mopelq

I am there in the rays of the sun
I am present in the course of the sun

The parallel to the role of wisdom in the Wisdom of Solomon 1s evi-
dent, but again it is also clear that the picture of Isis as the creator
of the sun, the moon and the stars is closer to that of Sophia in the
Apocryphon of John than to the picture in the Wisdom of Solomon.
Given the many other similarities between Isis and wisdom in the
Wasdom of Solomon, John S. Kloppenborg is correct in concluding that
this work has been thoroughly influenced by the language of Isis
worship.® It was probably this same language that later played a for-
mative role in shaping the picture of Sophia in the Gnostic myth.

3. The relationship of wisdom to God in the Wisdom of Solomon is
relatively vague throughout the writing, but 7.25-26 describes wisdom as
a ‘breath of the power of God’, an ‘emanation’ of his glory, a ‘spotless
mirror of the working of God’, and ‘image of his goodness’. These are
poetic images reminiscent of neo-Platonic descriptions.*’ The relation
of wisdom to God is described in these metaphors as close, and it is
clear that God 1s the one who brings forth wisdom. Wisdom is not a
separate person or entity, apart from God, but a power of God himself.
This resembles the situation in the Apocryphon of John. There, Sophia
is one of the acons emanating from the Monad, and for that reason

39 J.S. Kloppenborg, ‘Isis and Sophia in the Book of Wisdom’, Harvard Theological
Review 75 (1982) 57-84.
40 Cf. Winston, Wisdom of Solomon, 184-90.
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she is also depicted as stemming from the highest God. Nevertheless,
Sophia’s position is that of the lowest of the aeons, whereas wisdom
in Wis 7.25-26 1s mentioned as the sole emanation of God. Again,
the concepts of wisdom in the Wisdom of Solomon and Sophia in the
Apocryphon of John appear related, but they are also distinct. Again the
two sources share the same vocabulary. In this respect it is important
to note that the Apocryphon of John uses the same terminology as Wis
7.25-26, but applies it to the ‘only-begotten One’, the Son of Barbelo
and the Father, and not to Sophia. The Father is described as the
‘pure light’ into which Barbelo looks (NH II1.9.10-12; ayw aCcswwT
€MAWO NI TRAPRHAON €20YN ET2IAIKPINEC NOY€EIN— And Bar-
belo gazed intently into the pure light’). The same metaphor is used
for the Supreme God as in Wis 7.25 (elAwkpivnc). After turning to the
Father, Barbelo ‘gave birth to a spark of light resembling the blessed
light, but he is not equal in greatness.” This smaller light is described
as ‘the only-begotten One, who came forth from the Father, the divine
Self-Generated, the first-born Son of all the Father’s (sons), the pure
light” (NH II1.9.16-19). The last characterisation (‘the pure light’
TMAIKPINEC NOYEIN) refers to the Iather. Here, again it is obvious
that the Apocryphon of John uses the same metaphors as the Wisdom of
Solomon, but in a different context. A relation of literary dependence
cannot be substantiated, and therefore the link must be considered
traditio-historical in character.

Conclusion

The case study presented here supports the conclusion that the picture
of wisdom as described in the Wisdom of Solomon is similar to that of
Sophia in the Gnostic myth, but differs from it on a number of deci-
sive points. The language used in the Wisdom of Solomon is comparable
to that of the Apocryphon of Fohn, but the differences should not be
overlooked. Both sources have been influenced by pagan Hellenistic
terminology, in which especially the cult of Isis and other creator-
deities must have played an important role. The picture of Sophia in
the Apocryphon of John is probably somehow related to Jewish wisdom
speculations as found in the Wisdom of Solomon, but this relation can-
not be substantiated as one in which concepts or ideas are directly
borrowed. Instead, the conclusion should be that the Gnostics who
described the myth of Sophia and the theogony in the Apocryphon of
John were thoroughly influenced by the pagan Hellenistic milieu in
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which the Wisdom of Solomon was also written. Within this Hellenistic
milieu they expressed their views in terms that are reminiscent of, but
also different from, Jewish wisdom speculations. Hence, Luttikhuizen’s
view that the Gnostic Sophia myth differs in an important manner
from Hellenistic Jewish wisdom speculations does hold true when put
to the test in the case of one of the most important sources in which
these speculations are found, the Wisdom of Solomon.*!

*1 T sincerely thank Prof. Riemer Roukema for his critical remarks on an earlier
version of this article.



CLEOPATRA IN JOSEPHUS: FROM HEROD’S RIVAL TO
THE WISE RULER’S OPPOSITE

JaNn WILLEM vaN HENTEN

Introduction

Cleopatra VII was the last Ptolemaic ruler, who for some time partly
restored the huge Ptolemaic empire by using her unorthodox partner-
ships with powerful Romans. Roman authors murdered her character
after her and Antony’s demise at Actium in 31 Bce. Cleopatra VII
became world-famous as a most clever seductress through Shakespeare’s
Antony and Cleopatra, which was strongly inspired by Plutarch’s biog-
raphy of Antony. Elizabeth Taylor’s part of Cleopatra in Joseph L.
Mankiewicz’s 1963 movie Cleopatra made her even more famous in
our own age.

Josephus is one of the most negative ancient sources about Cleopatra.
He goes beyond the usual contempt for Cleopatra’s sexual immorality,
greed and perverted hunger for power, and portrays her in Against Apion
as the ultimately wicked foreign ruler. Josephus’ Cleopatra passages
show an increasing tendency to blacken the famous and intelligent
queen; so much so that Michael Grant concludes in his biography of
Cleopatra that Josephus ‘is savagely biased against the queen’.!

Why is a separate discussion of the Cleopatra passages in Josephus
useful? First, Cleopatra’s dealings with Herod the Great, as reported by
Josephus, show two client rulers in action, fighting for Roman support
and benefactions in very different ways. Second, the various Cleopatra
passages have been treated before as one coherent cluster,? but this
approach does not do justice to the changes of Cleopatra’s image in
Josephus’ works. Third, although Josephus’ descriptions show many
parallels with statements by non-Jewish authors, there are some issues
in his works that are remarkable if not altogether unique, and deserve
further discussion. This contribution, therefore, aims at giving a survey

I M. Grant, Clegpatra, London 1972 (repr. London 2001), 240.
2 L. Becher, Das Bild der Kleopatra in der griechischen und lateinischen Literatur, Berlin
1966, 63-8.
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of all Cleopatra passages in an ongoing discussion, while highlighting
the differences between Josephus® works.?

1. Cleopatra in the Jewish War

Parallel passages that appear in the Antiguities and show only minor
differences in comparison to the Ffewish War will also be discussed in
this section when relevant.* Cleopatra is first mentioned in the Jewish
War in connection with one of the unsuccessful Jewish delegations
coming to Antony in order to protest against Herod and his brother
Phasael, who took over the rule from Hyrcanus II (War 1.243// Antiquities
14.324). According to the jewish War the location of Antony’s hearing
of this delegation was Daphne near Antioch, upon the Orontes. The
Antiquities passes over the location in silence, but briefly indicates its
context by hinting at Antony and Cleopatra’s first meeting in Cili-
cia, with the famous seduction scene on a golden barge in Tarsus
in 41 Bce.” The important thing for us here is Josephus’ note in the
margin that Antony ‘was already enslaved by his love for Cleopatra’
CAvtadvior fdn 1@ Kieomdtpog épwtt Sedoviwpévov) at this very early
stage, whereas Roman authors suggest that Antony fell in love with
Cleopatra at a much later date.® Josephus’ not at all flattering state-
ment about Antony, which anticipates Cleopatra’s attempts to make
Antony act against Herod, is, in fact, only partly warranted by further
events as told by Josephus. Antony was certainly extremely generous
to Cleopatra, but there are clear cases where he did not give in to
her when it did not match his or Rome’s interests (cf. below).” Several
Roman authors also suggest that Antony was Cleopatra’s slave.? The

3 The relevant passages are: (1) Jewish War 1.243-4; 1.277-9; 1.359-61; 1.362-3;
1.365-7; 1.389-90; 1.396-7; 1.439-40; 7.300; (2) Antiquities 14.324; 14.374-6; 15.24, 28,
32, 45-6, 48, 62-3, 65, 75-9; 15.88-95; 15.96-103; 15.104-5; 15.106-7; 15.110; 15.115-
7; 15.131-2; 15.140; 15.191-2; 15.215, 217; 15.256-7; (3) Against Apion 2.56-61.

Y War 1.243// Antiquities 14.324; War 1.361// Antiquities 15.94-5; War 1.363
// Antiquities 15.104; War 1.365// Antiquities 15.110; War 1.367// Antiquities 15.115-7,
140; War 1.396-7// Antiguities 15.215, 217.

S Plutarch, Ant. 26.1ff.; Strabo C 673f.; Appian, Bell. civ. 5.8; Cassius Dio 48.24.2.
Many biographies of Cleopatra, more or less popular, have appeared, but the most
balanced is still H. Volkmann, Kleopatra: Polittk und Propaganda, Munich 1953. Cf. H.
Schalit, Kinig Herodes: Der Mann und Sein Werk, Berlin 20012, 69.

6 Livius, Periocha 130: 36 BcE; Velleius Paterculus 2.82.3f.: 34 BCE.

7 With Schalit, Herodes, 120.



CLEOPATRA IN JOSEPHUS 117

parallel passage in Antiquities 14.324 formulates it slightly differently,
focusing upon Cleopatra as actor: ‘she laid her hands on him by love’
6L épwroc alTov ékexelpwro).’

The second Cleopatra passage in the Jewish War concerns Herod’s
return to Egypt in a rather difficult situation during his struggle for
power against Antigonus and the Parthians (War 1.277-9// Antiquities
14.374-6) in the winter of 40-39 BcE. The War reports that Herod
was respectfully escorted to Alexandria by Cleopatra’s commanders,
and was even splendidly received by the queen herself. She tried to
persuade Herod to become one of her military commanders for an
upcoming campaign (War 1.279). Josephus does not elaborate her
motives, but the offer to become a commander in her army is quite
probable, not only because there was a tradition of Jewish command-
ers in the Ptolemaic army, but also because Herod managed to make
an excellent impression on foreign rulers.!? Josephus even suggests
an eagerness on Cleopatra’s part by using the plural TepakAnoeig
(‘requests’, ‘exhortations’). However, Herod declined her offer and
sailed for Rome despite the winter and the disorder in Italy.

The War's next passage about Cleopatra (War 1.359-62// Antiquities
15.89-103 contains a cluster of very negative information about her. It

8 Becher, Kleopatra, 64-5, whose view of Josephus’ description of Antony’s relation-
ship with Cleopatra is contradictory. On the one hand she states: ‘Die Gestaltung des
Verhaltnisses Antonius-Kleopatra entspricht in die Einzelheiten hinein (Zauber- und
Liebesmittel) dem Tenor der rémischen, besonders augusteischen Interpretation (ant
XIV 324, xv 93; bell I 243.359; Ap. II 58)’ (p. 64), on the other hand she notes that
Josephus’ suggestion that Antony behaved as Cleopatra’s slave is a correction of the
usual Roman view (p. 65). Yet, several Roman others suggest the same (Florus 2.14.4;
Dio 50.5.25-6; Appian, Bell. civ. 5.8-9), and Antony’s behaviour towards his sweetheart
was by no means considered ‘un-Roman’ by all Romans: J. Griftin, Latin Poets and
Roman Life, London 1985, 32-47. Cf. the defence of Antony in R. Syme, The Roman
Revolution, Oxford 1939, 104-5: “T'he memory of Antonius has suffered damage multiple
and irreparable. The policy which he adopted in the East and with the Queen of
Egypt were vulnerable to the moral and patriotic propaganda of his rival. ... Many
of the charges levelled against the character of Antonius—such as unnatural vice or
flagrant cowardice—are trivial, ridiculous or conventional’ (p. 104).

9 Cf. also Antiquities 15.93 (Antony totally overcome by Cleopatra), 15.101 and
15.131 concerning the Arabs.

10" Grant, Cleopatra, 128. P. Richardson, Herod: King of the Jews and Friend of the Romans,
Columbia 1996, note 131, has doubts about the offer because of the later tensions
between Herod and Cleopatra. Schalit, Herodes, 83 and 104 note 26, assumes that
Cleopatra would have murdered Herod if she would have known that he intended to
become king of Judea, because she herself wanted to incorporate Syria and Phoenicia
again in the Ptolemaic territories.
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concerns Antony’s grants of important and partly Judaean territories
to Cleopatra (37-6 or 34 BcE). It is introduced by Josephus’ statement
that Antony was already corrupted by his love for Cleopatra and
overcome in every respect by his desire for her (fdn yp ‘Avtdviog
16 Kieomatpag €pwti SLedpBapuevoc HTiwy v €v maowy tg embupleg,
1.359), and that she had murdered all her relatives. Both points do
appear in other sources,!! but Josephus focuses on the consequences
for the client kings in Egypt’s periphery, and not on those for Rome.
He also highlights these points by putting them at the beginning of
this passage, as a signal for his readers to understand that Cleopatra’s
murderous plans—getting rid of high-ranking officials in Syria as well
as the kings of Judaea and Arabia, and taking over their territories (cf.
War 1.365)—were partly successful because Antony behaved as her
slave. The passage emphasizes Cleopatra’s greed (mieovetia, 360) for
more possessions and territories, and mentions her murderous inten-
tions several times (War 1.359, 360, 361; cf. 440). Antony refrained
from killing officials according to War 1.359-360, but Josephus men-
tions in passing, in connection with a fabricated accusation of Mari-
amme by Herod’s sister and mother (below), that both king Lysanias
of Chalcis and the ‘Arab’ (i.e. Nabataean) king Malchus died because
of Cleopatra’s ‘cleverness’ (6ewdtne, perhaps a double entendre), and
that Herod feared for his life as well (War 1.439-40).'2 War 1.359-60
tells us that Antony behaved not very loyally towards his client king
Herod.!® He granted Cleopatra all the cities ‘this side of the River
Eleutherus [Antiquities: between the River Eleutherus and Egypt] except
Tyrus and Sidon’'* as well as the balsam plantation of Jericho (War
1.361// Antiquities 15.95), which was leased back from Cleopatra by
Herod (War 1.362// Antiquities 15.96)."> The Antiquities’ description of

1 Velleius Paterculus 2.85.6 notes that Cleopatra ruined Antony. Cf. Becher,
Kleopatra, 62. For Cleopatra’s murdering her siblings, see below pp. 127, 131.

12 The death of Lysanias is confirmed by Antiquities 15.92, that of Malchus (56-
28 BCE) not; this must be a mistake, because other sources confirm that he outlived
Cleopatra, Richardson, Herod, 165 note 62.

13 Josephus suggests that the client kings mentioned lost their status as ‘friends’
(War 1.361), but Schalit, Herodes, 774 suggests that t0 8¢ toltwy éyyiov didoug is
corrupt.

" Antiquities 15.95 explains the exception of Tyrus and Sidon by their being free
cities from the time of their ancestors onwards.

15 Jericho’s profits because of the balsam, used as a medicine against headache
and eyesight problems, and palm wine production were enormous. The lease that
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Antony’s gift of territories to Cleopatra suggests that there had been
earlier grants, and that Antony tried to satisfy Cleopatra by giving
her Coele-Syria!® instead of Judaca (Antiquities 15.79). Antiquities 15.92
refers to the gift of Lysanias’ kingdom of Chalcis to Cleopatra.!” Both
gifts are not mentioned in the Jewish War.

Herod had to pay Cleopatra equalled half of his annual income in 4 Bce. Cf. Rich-
ardson, Herod, 166.

16 The reference ‘Coele-Syria’ (‘Hollow Syria’) in this period is unclear, because
it was associated with several areas, including the Decapolis area with, perhaps,
Damascus as its capital, Chalcis as well as the area between the Lebanon and
Anti-Lebanon Mountains. Cf. E. Bickerman, ‘La Coelé-Syria: Notes de géographie
historique’, RB 54 (1947) 256; H. Buchheim, Die Orientpolitik des Triumvirs M. Anto-
nius: thre Voraussetzungen, Entwicklung und Jusammenhang mit den politischen Ereignissen in
talien, Heidelberg 1960, 16 note 28; Richardson, Herod, 70 note 74; Schalit, Herodes,
775-7, and for a later period F. Millar, The Roman Roman Near East: 31 Bc - AD 337,
Cambridge, MA 1993, 121-3.

17 Josephus seems to date Antony’s grants of territories to Cleopatra at least in
the Antiguities to 35-34 Bck, after Herod’s giving account to Antony about the death
of Aristoboulos (Antiquities 15.64-79). This chronology does not match with Plutarch’s
and Porphyrius’s date for the grants in 37 Bce (Eusebius, Chron. ed. Schoene 1.170)
and the latter date should be preferred. Cf. Buchheim, Ornentpolitik, 68-74; Grant,
Cleopatra, 240; G. Holbl, Geschichte des Ptolemderreiches: Politik, Ideologie und religiose Kultur
von Alexander dem Grossen bis zur romischen Eroberung, Darmstadt 1994, 217; Schalit,
Herodes, 120, 773-4. Schalit, Herodes, 773-7, suggests that there may have been three
successive grants of territories to Cleopatra. The first grant (37-36 BcE) consisted of
Lysanias’ Kingdom of Chalcis, Coele-Syria (either the area between Lebanon and
Antilebanon that traditionally carries that name, or, following Schalit [p. 775] and
Buchheim [p. 101 note 28] the region of the Decapolis in Jordan), Cilicia, Cyprus
and the cities between the Eleutherus and Egypt (i.e. the coastal area of Phoenicia
south of the Eleutherus and Palestine). Gaza may have been a separate grant in 35
BCE, and the third grant (34 BcE) would consist of Jericho and certain Nabataean
areas. The separate grant of Gaza is doubtful. Antiguities 15.217, 254 implies that Gaza
was taken away from Herod in the thirties and given to Cleopatra, Antiquities 15.254
states that Herod, on his accession to the throne in 40 BcE, appointed Costobarus
as governor of Gaza, and 15.217 notes that Octavian returns it to Herod as part of
Cleopatra’s former territory. Dio 49.32.4-5 and Plutarch, Ant. 36, mention most of
Antony’s gifts together, confirming a huge grant of territories to Cleopatra in 37 (36)
BCE, but referring to Phoenicia instead of the cities between the Eleutherus and Egypt.
Schalit’s identification (p. 777) of ‘Phoenicia’ in Dio and Plutarch with Josephus’s
‘cities between the Eleutherus and Egypt’ is not entirely accurate, because Dio (loc.
cit.), contrary to Plutarch, does not refer to Phoenicia only, but to ‘large parts of
Phoenicia and Palestine’. This phrase probably equals Josephus’ reference to ‘the
cities between the Eleutherus and Egypt’ in Antiquities 15.95. In that case, Josephus
and Dio refer to the same, large coastal area. Assuming that Josephus’ and Dio’s
geographical references are correct and Plutarch’s account deficient, a separate grant
of Gaza becomes improbable, because it was part of the coastal area included in
Antony’s grant in 37 (36) BcE. That would leave us with two grants only, one in 37
(36) BcE and one in 34 BCE. Strabo reports Antony’s gifts of Korakesion and Amaxia
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In War 1.362 Josephus moves on to a campaign of Antony against the
Parthians, which was, in fact, directed at the Armenians (34 Bcg).'® He
notes without further comments that Cleopatra accompanied Antony
up to the Euphrates, and then came to Herod in Judaea, returning
via Apamea and Damascus. Herod behaved as if he was her client
king, mollifying her hostility (Suopéveiaw, cf. Antiquities 15.65) with huge
presents and leasing the territories that Antony had taken away from
his kingdom for an annual sum of 200 talents. Antiquities 15.106 notes
that Herod faithfully paid this sum ‘because he considered it unsafe
to give Cleopatra a reason for hating him’.!? At the end of her visit
he escorted her to Pelusium, treating her with the highest respect
(cf. Antiquities 15.103, 132). After Antony’s victorious return from
Armenia Cleopatra got the Armenian king Artabazes, as well as the
money and all the booty, as spectacular presents from Antony (War
1.363// Antiquities 15.104).%° Josephus consistently refers to Parthians
in War 1.362-3, but other sources confirm that it was the Armenian
king who was brought to Alexandria as prisoner of war.?!

The next episode (War 1.365-85// Antiquities 15.110-60) precedes the

(C 669, 763), but does not mention Jericho. He also recalls that Cleopatra owned the
island Elaiussa, but does not mention Antony’s gift of it (C 671). Becher, Kleopatra,
40-1; E. Schiirer, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ (175 Bc-AD
135): A new English Version, rev. and ed. by G. Vermes, I. Millar, and M. Goodman,
i, Edinburgh 1973, 298, 300 with note 36.

18 Schalit, Herodes, 774, is not persuasive in arguing that this is not a mistake of
Josephus, referring to Dio 49.33.3, where it is noted that Antony tried to fool the
Armenian king by pretending that he marched out against the Parthians; Josephus
even refers to the Parthians after Antony’s return (War 1.363). The parallel passage
in Antiquities 15.96 correctly refers to Armenia.

19 The Antiquities offers more information about Herod leasing back the territories
given to Cleopatra (15.96, 106-7, 132) and reports that Herod leased the Nabataean
parts in turn to Malchus, who had to pay him 200 talents (15.107). Richardson, Herod,
166 note 74 with references, doubts that the annual sum that Herod had to pay to
Cleopatra was 400 talents (as implied by Antiquities 15.132), and argues that 15.106-7
implies that Herod had to pay 200 talents all in all, and, therefore, got Jericho for
free (receiving 200 talents from the Nabatacan king). But the Antiquities reports that
Malchus was very lax in paying Herod (15.107), and the 200 talents for Malchus’
lease is as improbably high as the total sum for Herod of 400 talents. From ‘Arabia’
Cleopatra got the enclave at the southern section of the Dead Sea that produced
bitumen. The lease of Jericho and the Dead Sea section must have been an important
contribution to Cleopatra’s enormous wealth at the end of her life (Dio 51.15.4).

20 Antiquities’s formulation is slightly different and adds that Artabazes’ sons and
satraps accompanied him as prisoner of war.

21" Josephus, Antiquities 15.104; Dio 49.31-40; Plutarch, Ant. 50.7. Buchheim,
Orientpolitik, 90-1; Becher, Rleopatra, 29.
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definitive battle between Antony and Octavian at Actium (31 BCE).
As most loyal client king Herod prepared himself to support and join
Antony, but Cleopatra’s scheming spiked his guns. In a cunning plan
of divide and rule she persuaded Antony to order Herod to fight ‘the
Arabs’ (i.e. Nabataeans),?? so that she could take over the kingdom
from the king who would lose this war (War 1.365// Antiquities 15.110).2®
A theme obvious in other sources, that Cleopatra wanted to play the
first fiddle in assisting Antony’s decisive battle against Octavian, is not
mentioned by Josephus at all.?* A series of confrontations between
Herod and the Nabataeans follow, with Herod finally gaining a great
victory.” The treacherous and disastrous interference of Athenion,
one of Cleopatra’s generals, in a second battle (War 1.367, 369, 375;
Antiquities 15.115-7, 140), matched, of course, Cleopatra’s plan for
both kings.?®

In the aftermath of Actium Herod persuaded Octavian, during a
meeting at Rhodes in the Spring of 30 Bck, to allow him to become his
client king. In his impressive speech, Herod suggests to Octavian that
he had advised Antony to get rid of Cleopatra by murdering her:

I told him that the death of Cleopatra was the only remedy for his
misfortunes, and I promised him, once he killed her, money, walls
for his safety, an army, and myself as an ally in war against you (keli
€uautOV DToYYoUUNY Kowwror 1od Tpoc o ToAéuov). However, his
passionate love for Cleopatra (o Kieomatpag Tpepot), as well as God,
who wanted to grant you victory, stopped up his ears (War 1.389-90
// Antiquities 15.190-2).

The assumption that this rather improbable statement flowed out of
Josephus’ own pen, as most of the information about speeches in his
works seems to do, is supported by the observation that it links up with

22 The pretext for the war, the treachery of the Nabataean king, is only provided
by Antiquities 15.110; cf. 15.107.

23 Josephus® description of Cleopatra’s successful scheming to keep Herod away
from Antony in his final battle against Octavian is trustworthy in the opinion of Becher,
Kleopatra, 67-8, because it matches descriptions of similar performances by her.

2 Herod, one of her serious enemies, could have complicated that. Cf. Grant,
Cleopatra, 196. Cleopatra’s role in the Battle of Actium has been much discussed by
ancient authors. Cf. Becher, Kleopatra, e.g. 32, 75-7, 108-10, 182-3.

%5 About the battles and Herod’s commander speech, see Richardson, Herod,
166-8; Schalit, Herodes, 122-4; ].W. van Henten, ‘Commonplaces in Herod’s Com-
mander Speech in Josephus’ Antiquities 15.127-46" (in print).

%6 See esp. Antiquities 15.116. Josephus explicitly refers to his treachery in War
1.369.
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Josephus’ earlier point, that Antony’s deeds resulted out of his love
for Cleopatra (War 1.243, above).?’ It also cleverly notes in passing
that Herod saw himself as the much better alternative for Cleopatra:
if Antony had killed Cleopatra, he would have had Herod as ally in
the battle against Octavian.

Thus, the statement makes explicit what has been presupposed in
several of the passages discussed: Herod and Cleopatra were competi-
tors, both fighting for benefits from Antony. Octavian’s decision to
maintain Herod as client king must have been motivated mainly by
his strong expectation that the relationship was going to be mutually
beneficial.?® Herod’s statement about Cleopatra in the parallel passage
in Antiquities 15.191-2 is rather different:

For, he [Herod] said, if she had been got out of the way earlier, he
[Antony] would have had the possibility to maintain his rule and would
have found it easier to make his arrangements with you rather than be
enemies. But he did not take thought of any of these considerations,
unfortunately for him but profitably for you, and preferred his ill-
advisedness.

Here Herod suggests that Antony and Octavian would have not
become enemies without Cleopatra’s interference, turning Cleopa-
tra—not Antony—into Rome’s real enemy, in line with Augustean
propaganda.?

War 1.396-7// Antiquities 15.215, 217 notes the deaths of Antony and
Cleopatra without any details, and Octavian’s return to Herod of the
territory that had been given to Cleopatra as well as his generous grant
of Gadara, Hippus, Samaria, Gaza, Anthedon, Joppa and Straton’s
Tower, and his transfer of Cleopatra’s four hundred bodyguards from
Gaul.*® These grants were made during a visit of Herod to Alexandria
in 30 BcE, after Octavian had secured his control over Egypt. Finally,
the note in War 7.300 suggests that Herod prepared the fortress of

27 Schalit, Herodes, 127-9 argues, with W. Otto, that the speech derives from
Herod’s memoirs and that it is probable that Herod did make such a statement,
trying to show in this way that he was loyal to the Roman people, in line with the
legal argument that Cleopatra and not Antony was Rome’s enemy at Actium. W.
Otto, ‘Herodes’, PRE, Supplementband II (1913), 1-158 at 1.

28 Cf. Becher, Kleopatra, 68; Schalit, Herodes, 129.

29 P. Zanker, The Power of Images in the Age of Augustus, Ann Arbor 1988, 58-60.

30" See for details about these grants Schalit, 2001, 130, 162 and 776, who argues
that Gaza and Samaria also had been transferred by Antony from Herod’s territory
to Cleopatra.
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Masada as a refuge specifically because of his fear of Cleopatra (tov
pellw &€ kal yodemwtepov €k Thg Paotievodone Alyimtou Kieomdrpac),
apart from the possible threats from the Jewish people. The weapons
and food supplies would be used a hundred years later by the Zealots
at Masada (War 7.295-9).%!

In short, the information about Cleopatra in the Jewish War is brief
and mostly in passing, apart from War 1.359-67, which mentions her
frequently. With his strongly negative statement at the beginning of
this passage Josephus emphasizes Antony’s love for her and her use
of her sexuality, as well as her greed and murderous intentions. He
creates the impression that Antony was ruined by this evil woman,
which is very much in line with her portrait in several Roman sources.
Cleopatra and Herod appear as each other’s natural enemies in the
War, because both were extremely ambitious and strongly dependent
on Antony’s favours.*?

2. Cleopatra in Jewish Antiquities 74-15

The Antiquities’ version of Herod’s visit to Alexandria at the beginning
of his career (War 1.277-9// Antiquities 14.374-6) differs in two ways from
the report in the War. Cleopatra’s reception of Herod is rephrased in
more neutral terms: Herod was ‘held by Cleopatra’ and she could not
persuade him to stay (... U0 KXeomdtpag katelyeto. TelowL pévtol
pévely abdtov ok Nouvndn ..., 375-6). Herod’s splendid reception in
the War and the offer to become one of her commanders are both
left out, which implies that one of the very rare positive portrayals
of Cleopatra in the War is retouched in the Antiquities.

In the Jewish War the next event in which Cleopatra is involved
concerns Antony’s transfer of territories, including Jericho, to Cleopatra
(War 1.359-61// Antiquities 15.88-103), but the Antiquities inserts an impor-
tant cluster of references to Cleopatra before this transfer. Mariamme’s
mother Alexandra addresses Cleopatra several times as an intermediary
to Antony and a protector against Herod, her son-in-law (Antiquities
15.24, 28, 32, 45-6, 62). Cleopatra was not only the woman with the

31" Becher, Kleopatra, 66.

32 Grant, Cleopatra, 139-41, 158-60. After Antony’s gift of Jericho and the cities of
Coele Syria up to the Eleutherus river to Cleopatra, she must have become Herod’s
worst enemy. Cf. Becher, Kleopatra, 65-6.
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greatest status (@Elwue, Anfiguities 15.101) in the ancient world,* but
also the person closest to Antony when they were together, and as
a consequence a powerful help for manipulating Antony. Josephus’
description suggests the existence of a complicated web of competing
royal persons and factions, all dependent on Antony as the ultimate
patronus. They could use Cleopatra as broker, by entering into a client
relationship with her as well. Costobarus uses such a strategy during
his defection from Herod (Antiquities 15.256-8).3* He proposes in a
message that Idumaea should be ‘returned’ to her and that he would
gladly serve under her rule.

Alexandra does something similar. First, she secretly writes to
Cleopatra in order to get her son Aristoboulos appointed as high priest
instead of Ananel (15.24), hoping, in fact, that he could be Herod’s
successor (15.42). When Antony’s friend Dellius visits her, he persuades
Alexandra to send portraits of her exceptionally beautiful children to
Antony in order to make sure that her wish would be fulfilled, but
decides against taking Mariamme with him to Alexandria: ‘he feared
summoning the girl, who was married to Herod, and also wanted to
avoid accusations passed on to Cleopatra because of such an affair’
(15.28).3° This passage, hinting at Antony as somebody indulging in
sexual pleasures (cf. 15.27), points at a dangerous trait of Cleopatra in
Josephus’ portrait of hers: she accused whoever she could in order to
gain something out of it and everybody was afraid of her accusations,
including Herod (15.48, 65, 77). When Alexandra writes a second
time to Cleopatra, the queen advises her to come over secretly to
Alexandria with her son (15.45-6), obviously undermining Herod’s
power by supporting someone who could take over the rule from him.
Alexandra’s clever plan to escape together with Aristoboulos in two
coffins ultimately fails because Herod discovers it, but the king refrains
from punishing her as well as from blaming Cleopatra: ‘He thought
that Cleopatra, out of hatred towards him (éml @ mpoc adtov uicel),
would not bear to receive the blame’ (15.48). When Herod finally
succeeds in having Aristoboulos murdered in the swimming pool of

33 B. Mayer-Schartel, Das Frauenbild des Josephus: Eine sozialgeschichtliche und kultur-
anthropologische Untersuchung, Stuttgart/Berlin 1995, 86.

3+ Details: Schalit, 2001, 142-4, 777.

35 Schalit, Herodes, 104-7, argues that the Antiquities’ version of this portrait story
(cf. War 1.439-40) is highly improbable, but that the manufacture itself of portraits
was not uncommon within the Herodian family.
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his palace in Jericho (36 BcE),%® Herod almost overplays his hand.
Cleopatra jumps to the case after receiving Alexandra’s complaint,
and urges Antony to avenge the murder:

She [Cleopatra] was for a long time already eager to help her [Alexan-
dra] with her request and felt pity for Alexandra’s mishaps. She made
the entire thing her own business and did not let Antony go, urging
him to punish the murder of the boy. For it was not right that Herod,
who was king through him over a territory that in no way belonged to
him, displayed such unlawful matters to the ones who were real kings
(15.63).

Cleopatra’s contempt for Herod as a self-made king of non-Judean
origin is obvious,?” and the situation becomes very dangerous for him
because of Cleopatra’s interference. Antony demands from him to
render an account, and Herod has to obey:

Since he was afraid of the accusation and Cleopatra’s hostility (6 6¢
™y te altiav dedoikwe kol thy Kheomdtpag duopéveiav), because she
did not cease working to achieve that Antony became hostile to him,
he decided to obey (15.65).

This delicate power game between Herod and Cleopatra, both trying
to get Antony to do what would support their interest, temporarily
ends with the king as winner—at least this is what a letter from Herod
to his relatives, paraphrased by Josephus, implies (Antiquities 15.74-9).
Herod apparently won Antony over with his gifts from Jerusalem and
satisfying explanations: ‘Cleopatra’s words meant little in comparison to
the favours coming from Herod’ (15.76; cf. 15.131). Cleopatra was even
warned by Antony not to interfere in the rule of the Judaean kingdom
(15.77). The letter also explains Cleopatra’s behaviour, anticipating,
in fact, the next Cleopatra episode in the Antiquities narrative:

He [Herod] also wrote that he gained these honours [i.e. participating
in Antony’s legal decisions and feasting with him] all the same despite
Cleopatra’s giving him a hard time with her accusations of him. Cleopatra
desired his country and demanded that his kingdom would be given in
addition to her, doing her very best in every way to get him out of the
way (N m06p Thc xWpog eEaitovuérn ty Paciielay abtf) TpooyevéoHul
TavTo, TpOTOY EKTodwY adTOv €omoudokel Tol€labat) (15.77).

36 Aristoboulos had been appointed high priest by Herod around the turn of the
year 37-36 BcE, Schalit, Herodes, 111.
37 Becher, Kleopatra, 67.
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Cleopatra’s strategy of eliminating rival kings in order to take over
their territories becomes obvious in the Antiguities’ next episodes (below).
Whether or not by means of this strategy, as emphasized by Josephus,
Cleopatra did in fact manage to restore most of the Ptolemaic kingdom
and its huge territories outside Egypt.3® At this moment, however,
Herod’s letter in the aftermath of Aristoboulos’ death notes that Antony
partly satisfied Cleopatra by giving her Coele-Syria instead of Herod’s
territory (15.79, above).

Antiquities 15.88-103 variously expands the War's rather compact
passage about Cleopatra’s murderous attitude towards Antony’s client
kings, and Antony’s grant of cities and territories to her (War 1.359-61);
it also changes the sequence of the events somewhat. First, Josephus
anticipates Cleopatra’s attempt to kill Herod and take over his terri-
tory by noting beforehand that she wished for his death and territory
(Antiquities 15.77, 79; cf. 15.92). Antiquities 15.88 links up with these
passages and notes that Cleopatra kept pressing Antony for giving
her the dominions (duvaotelag) of neighbouring rulers after murdering
them and that Antony gave in to her in most cases ‘out of his passion
for her’ (ék tfig ékelvouv mpog adtny émbuulag, 15.88). Yet, Antony
did not give Cleopatra the main territories of Herod and Malchus,
probably because that did not fit in with his general policy concerning
these kingdoms, which provided important extra support for his wars
against the Parthians and Armenians.

Second, Josephus offers his own shorthand commentary on Cleopa-
tra with a brief excursus (dntiquities 15.89-91), which surpasses the
parallel comment in War 1.359 in its repetitive negative vocabulary
and devastating characterization. Josephus emphasizes Cleopatra’s
greed (Theovebia; 15.89, 90; perhaps also 15.79)* and her lawlessness
(mapavopte; 15.89; cf. 15.90). Her greed for money is exemplified by
making her into a robber of temples and tombs in general:

For temples and tombs were violated (kal veolL kel TadoL Tapevoundnoay)
for the sake of money; if it was only hoped for somehow. No sacred place
seemed so inviolable to her that it could not be stripped of its valuables,
no secular place would not suffer any forbidden act whatsoever, if it
only was bound to enhance the abundance fuelled by the greediness of
this wrong-doing lady (15.90).

38 Holbl, Geschichte, 217-18.
39 The Greek in 15.79 is ambiguous and can be translated by ‘hope for a greater
advantage’ or ‘hope of satisfying her greediness’.
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This statement perhaps echoes Cleopatra’s desperate attempt to col-
lect whatever money she could lay her hands on after the defeat at
Actium,* but it closely corresponds to the stereotypic image of the
godless foreign tyrant as applied to Antiochus IV and Nero in other
sources.! Josephus also elaborates the general reference about mur-
dering her relatives in War 1.359 with specific information about the
murder of her brother Ptolemy XIV with poison and her sister Arsinoe
in Ephesus with Antony’s help (15.89).*? Josephus final criticism of
Cleopatra in this passage bluntly disqualifies her as a ruler: she was
intemperate and totally lacked self-control:

In short, nothing at all was sufficient for this woman, who was extrava-
gant and a slave of her desires as well (to 8 GAov obdev alrtapkec AV
yoveuki Kol ToAuTeA€l kol Goudevolon toilc émbupioic). Everything
thinkable was deficient of the things she was craving for (15.91).

Incidentally, Josephus suggests here that Cleopatra’s greed was related
to an addiction to extravagant luxury, which is also a prominent motif
in Plutarch, Fronto and Lucan (Phars. 10.109-10, 139-40).*3

Third, the case of Lysanias, the king of Chalcis is proof that
Cleopatra’s murderous plans to have rulers killed and take over their
territories succeeded. She accused him of siding with the Parthians
and had him killed (Antiquities 15.92), whereupon Antony gave her
Lysanias® kingdom.**

Fourth, one element of Cleopatra’s character, her use of seduc-
tion as strategy, gets special attention in Antiquities 15.88-103. Like

40 Cf. Against Apion 2.60. After the disaster of Actium Cleopatra executed wealthy
Egyptians, confiscated their possessions and plundered temples as well (Dio 51.5.4).
Becher, Kleopatra, 68, following T. Reinach, assumes that Josephus’ exaggerated
reproach originates in the bitterness of Alexandrian Jews about Cleopatra’s aggres-
sive behaviour towards them (cf. Against Apion 2.60).

#1 J.C.H. Lebram, ‘Kénig Antiochus im Buch Daniel’, VT 25 (1975) 737-72;
J.W. van Henten, ‘Antiochus IV as a Typhonic Figure in Dan. 7°, in: A. S. van der
Woude (ed.), The Book of Danel in the Light of New Findings (BETL 106), Louvain 1993,
223-43; 1d., ‘Nero Redivivus Demolished: the Coherence of the Nero Traditions in
the Sibylline Oracles’, Journal for the Study of the Pseudepigrapha 21 (2000) 3-17.

42 Cf. for the murder of Cleopatra’s siblings Appian, Bell. civ. 5.1.9, who wrongly
gives Miletus in stead of Ephesus as location of Arsinoe’s death. The Antiquities also
delivered Serapion to Cleopatra. The poisoning of Cleopatra’s brother Ptolemy XIV
1s only attested by Josephus, Becher, Rleopatra, 64.

3 Becher, Kleopatra, 119, 134-45, 181.

* This happened in 37-6 or 34 BcE. See Schiirer, Hislory, i, 253, 287-8 with
notes 5 and 565.
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the War, the Antiquities states that Cleopatra had a huge influence on
Antony because of his love and desire for her (€mBuple in War 1.359
and Antiguities 15.88; cf. Antiquities 15.93, 101), but the Antiquities refers
explicitly to her sexual relationship with him* and also adds her use of
drugs in order to make him obey her (un povov €k Tfc OutAlog, aAid
kot dapuaxors, Antiquities 15.93). Cleopatra’s use of drugs or sorcery
in her attempts to seduce men is well known from other sources, and
her success with males was attributed to her beauty in later sources
only.*® The Antfiquities adds a detailed report about Cleopatra’s attempt
to seduce Herod (15.96-103), when she visits Herod in Jericho after
having received the territories including Jericho from Antony and
having returned from escorting him on his campaign against the
Armenians. This was first and foremost a business meeting, in which
Herod leased back parts of Arabia and Jericho from her. Josephus
suggests that Cleopatra enjoyed her visit and stretched it, and tried to
seduce Herod. Josephus is ambiguous about her motive: he notes that
she was used to enjoy sexual pleasures with other men and hints that
she was attracted to Herod, but also suggests that it was a trap:
Being in this region and meeting Herod frequently, she kept trying to
have sex with the king. By nature she enjoyed the pleasures from this
without disguise. Perhaps she did experience some erotic desire for him,
or, which 1s more plausible, she was secretly preparing the outrageous act

that was going to be done to her as the beginning of a trap. Altogether
she kept showing herself as having been overcome by desire (15.97).

Ironically, when Herod considers murdering her while she was in
Judaea, he condemns her licentiousness and notes that she would not
even be faithful to Antony (Antiquities 15.98-9), and Herod’s friends,
who advise him not to murder her, imply that giving in to her was a
sin (Antiquities 15.102).

This seduction passage, which links up with Josephus’ characteriza-
tion of Cleopatra in 15.89-91 through the repetition of ‘by nature’
(dvoeL, 15.89, 97), turns her into a most audacious killer queen. But
to whom should we attribute this tradition? Otto and Schalit con-
sider it absolutely possible that Cleopatra did try to seduce Herod

5 Grant, Cleopatra, XVII, states that Cleopatra’s sexuality dominated her char-
acter.

4 Cleopatra’s ravishing beauty is a later motif, which arises for the first time in
Lucan’s Pharsalia. Cf. Becher, Kleopatra, 108-10.
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because she could be trusted to do such a thing,*’” but in that case it
would probably have been incorporated already in the War. Another
explanation of the story’s origin is that it came from Herod’s mem-
oirs, which were incorporated in the Antiguities according to 15.174.48
Whether Herod has invented it himself or not, it definitely turns him,
in the light of the developments after Actium, into a friend of the
Roman people, and it anticipates his advice, which he said to have
given Antony, to kill her, as reported to Octavian after Antony and
Cleopatra’s death (War 1.389-90// Antiquities 15.191-2). Finally, the story
about Cleopatra’s attempt to seduce Herod and Herod’s inclination
to murder her could also be Josephus’ own invention, perhaps taking
Herod’s discussion with Octavian (War 1.389-90// Antiquities 15.191-2)
as point of departure.*’

Thus, in the Antiguities Josephus consistently expands the Cleopatra
materials from the War and blackens her image, probably by incor-
porating contemporary traditions about her that circulated in Rome.
One example of this tendency is that the War, in line with other
earlier sources, suggests that Cleopatra’s use of sexual relationships
served to accomplish political goals, whereas in the Antiquities (15.97)
her image becomes more negative in this respect and lines up with
suggestions by several contemporaneous authors that it was a goal in
itself.?° Cleopatra’s attempt to seduce Herod, only described by the
Antiguities, emphasizes her shameless use of sexuality, which reminds
one of the dangerous strange woman of Proverbs 7. Cleopatra’s portrait
in the Antiquities is a key example of Josephus’ distrust of women in
general,’! and also shows him applying a double standard: promiscu-

¥ Otto, ‘Herodes’, 47; Schalit, Herodes, 121. Grant, Cleopatra, 159-60, considers
both Cleopatra’s attempt to seduce Herod and Herod’s plan to murder her as certainly
untrue, because both would have made Antony extremely angry.

48 Otto, ‘Herodes’, 46; Schalit, Herodes, 121.

9 Another possibility is that Josephus constructed Cleopatra’s attempt to seduce
Herod in order to suggest a parallel to her well-known unsuccessful attempt to seduce
Augustus, reported in Cassius Dio 51.12 and Florus 2.21.9, Becher, Rleopatra, 34. Of
course, Herod would have loved such an association, so we should not exclude the
possibility that the story ultimately derives from his memoirs.

50 Plinius, Nat. hist. 9.119, who characterizes her as a whoring queen (regina meretrix);
Lucan, Phars. 10.358-60, 369-70, 374-5. Becher, Kleopatra, 181-2.

5 Mayer-Schartel, Frauenbild, esp. pp. 184-91. A. Brenner, ‘Are we Amused?
Small and Big Differences in Josephus’ Re-Presentations of Biblical Female Figures
in the Jewish Antiquities I-VIIT', in: A. Brenner (ed.), Women and Humour in the Bible and
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ous behaviour by women was a horror for him, who seems to have
advocated the univira ideal for women;*? but male rulers like Herod
could display similar behaviour without any criticism. Josephus’ own
comment, especially in 15.89-91, offers a totally negative portrait of
Cleopatra, which becomes close to the stereotypic image of wicked
tyrants, displaying enormous greed, lawlessness, murder of their own
family, robbing of temples and tombs, and total lack of self-control.

3. Cleopatra in Against Apion

The one passage about Cleopatra in Against Apion (2.56-61) relates
to Apion’s accusations against the Jewish people, which apparently
included an accusation of Cleopatra (‘... apparently reproaching us
for her ungracious treatment of us’, 2.56).%% Josephus bounces back
Cleopatra’s accusation without reporting any detail of it, and it is hard
to avoid the impression that he constructed a pretext to present his
condensed catalogue of Cleopatra’s crimes, which deals specifically
with the Jews just at one point, at the end. Most of the information in
the catalogue of Cleopatra’s crimes is Rome centred, but remains brief
and not very specific. Only readers with considerable knowledge of the
queen’s deeds and her reputation in Rome would have understood its
finesses. The passage introduces Cleopatra as the last queen of the Alex-
andrians (ultima Alexandrinorum regina), and this phrase may have been
triggered by the fact that Apion was an Alexandrian; it is derogatory
for Cleopatra nevertheless. Interestingly, the first part of the passage
(2.57-8) shows a partial overlap with Antiguities 15.88-90, implying that
the image in Against Apion is closest to the queen’s pitch-black image in
the Antiguities. I present this section as a list, with the parallel passages
in the Antiquities (and the War) indicated in brackets:

(2.57) cut mihal ommnino intustitiae et malorum operum defuit (Antiquities 15.89)
uel circa generts necessarios (War 1.359)
uel circa maritos suos, (Antiquaties 15.89)

Related Literature (The Bible in the 21st Century 2), London 2004, 90-106.

2 J.W. van Henten, “The Two Dreams at the End of Book 17 of Josephus’
Antiquities’, in: J.U. Kalms and F. Siegert (eds), Internationales Josephus-Kolloguium
Dortmund 2002 (Minsteraner Judaistische Studien 14), Miinster 2003, 78-93, esp.
83-4 with references.

%3 The translations from Against Apion derive from H.S J. Thackeray, Josephus: The
Life. Against Apion, Cambridge, Mass. 1926.
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qui etiam dilexerunt eam,

uel tn communt contra Romanos omnes et
benefactores suos imperatores,

quae (2.58) etiam sororem Arsinoen occidit in templo

nthil sibt nocentem, (Antiquaties 15.89)
peremit autem et fratrem insidis (Antiquities 15.89)
paternosque deos et sepulcra progenitorum depopulata est, (Antiquaties 15.90)

percipiensque regnum a primo Caesare etus filio

et successori rebellare praesumpsit,

Antoniumque corrumpens amatoriis rebus (War 1.359 etc.)
et patriae tnimicum_fectt

et infadelem circa suos amicos instituit

alios quidem genere regali spolians,

alios autem demens et ad mala gerenda compellens.

The opening of the catalogue in 2.57, ‘who committed every kind of
injustice and crime’ (cut nihil omnino inwustitiae et malorum operum defuil) sets
the tone and echoes Antiquities 15.89 (“Taking pleasure in greediness
by nature she left no unlawful deed undone’), although the ‘greedi-
ness’ comes only later in Against Apion. The cluster of correspondences
with the Antiguities is confirmed by the fact that both passages con-
tinue with Cleopatra’s crimes against her relatives. Against Apion 2.57
has the general phrase wuel circa generis necessarios, which matches War
1.359 most closely, but it is articulated in 2.58 in a similar way as
in Antiquities 15.89. Cleopatra’s brother remains anonymous in both
passages (above). The phrase uel circa manitos suos qui etiam dilexerunt eam,
‘and her devoted husbands’, can be explained in several ways. The
passage may be repetitious if we assume that it was inspired by the
assumption that the murdered Ptolemy XIV was not only Cleopatra’s
younger brother but also her husband, as Cassius Dio 42.44.1-2 appar-
ently does.”* Marriages of brothers and sisters within the royal family
were a well-known practice. If Against Apion hints at this, did Josephus
indeed make the most out of Cleopatra’s murders of her brother and
her sister. Ancient readers could, however, easily link these phrases
to the stereotype of evil tyrants like Nero (above). And finally, the
general phrasing of the passage also allows an association to Antony’s
fate (see below).

The next reference, ‘the Romans in general, and their emperors,
her benefactors’, implies that Cleopatra was the archenemy of all

5% References in Holbl, Geschichte, 212 with note 71.
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Romans. Strictly speaking, ‘emperors’ is anachronistic, but the pas-
sage is written in a post-Actium perspective. Augustus’s propaganda
tried to turn Cleopatra, instead of Antony, into the actual enemy of
the Roman people; but Josephus formulates it a little differently: he
blames Cleopatra of making Antony into the enemy of his fatherland,
thus causing civil war between Antony and Octavian.’® The reference
may also hint at Cleopatra’s treachery towards Antony, in general
(ct. Antiquities 15.98-9) or specifically at her role during the battle at
Actium, which is mentioned in Against Apion 2.59, or after the defeat,
when she tried to switch camps.’® Or, it may refer to her infidelity in
sexual relationships, mentioned by Josephus in Antiquities 15.97. Against
Apron 2.58, ‘plundered her country’s gods and the sepulchres of her
ancestors’ (paternosque deos et sepulcra progenitorum depopulata est), corresponds
with Cleopatra’s violation of temples and tombs in Antiguities 15.90,
but the minor additions of paternosque and progenitorum make her image
even worse because these changes turn Cleopatra into an enemy of
her own people too. There is hardly evidence for this Josephan state-
ment in indigenous sources. The next phrase (percipiensque ...) makes
Cleopatra’s role as antagonist of Augustus explicit, and is ironic as well:
‘who owing the throne to the first Caesar, dared to revolt against his
son and successor’. Julius Caesar did come to rescue Cleopatra’s rule,
but Octavian/Augustus was his adoptive son, while Cleopatra and
Caesar had a son, Caesarion, whom Cleopatra presented as co-ruler
in Egypt after her plan to make him Caesar’s heir failed because of
Caesar’s murder.®’ As indicated in the list above Antoniumque corrumpens
amatoriis rebus ‘and who corrupted Antony by sensual love’ parallels
War 1.359 most closely, but Antony’s servility to Cleopatra because
of his love for her, and the disastrous result of the relationship, are
hinted at several times in both the War and the Antiquities (above).
Several mouthpieces of Augustus emphasized that Cleopatra made
Antony into an enemy of the Roman people (et patriae inimicum fecit,
see above about War 1.365-85).

The continuation of the catalogue in Against Apion 2.59 is more
specific and not paralleled by other Josephus passages, but the picture

%5 Several other ancient authors have done the same, Becher, Kleopatra, 67 and
182.

% (leopatra may have fallen for Octavian’s secret declaration of love for her
after Actium (Dio 51.8.6-7; 51.9.5; 51.10.6-9).

5T Haolbl, Geschichte, 207-14.
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remains extremely negative. Cleopatra would have deserted Antony
during the Battle at Actium, and compelled him, dramatically named
as the father of her children, to surrender his army and his title. This is
a distortion of what really happened at Actium, but fits in with certain
Roman views about Antony’s defeat. The tradition about Cleopatra’s
‘treason’ at Actium was apparently triggered by her breaking Octavian’s
blockade with her ships and sailing home.*® Against Apion 2.60 brackens
Cleopatra’s suicide after Octavian had taken control over Alexandria
together with her refusal to give corn to the Alexandrian Jews during
the famine in 43-42 Bce.”” The Romans probably could not care less
about this reproach of her maltreatment of the Alexandrian Jews.
However, this must have been a significant point for Jewish readers,
not only because some of their ancestors may have suffered from this
famine, but also because this claim contrasted Cleopatra with other
rulers who did provide food to Jews in case of a famine, like Joseph
according to the Jewish Bible, Herod himself and Helena of Adiabene.
Josephus presents Herod’s measures during the famine of 28-7 or
25-4 BcE 1n a favourable light (Antiguities 15.299-314), and Helena of
Adiabene is highly praised because she bought grain in Alexandria
for a large sum and dried figs in Cyprus to relieve the famine in 46-
7 ck for the Jerusalemites (Antiquities 20.51-3). The most appealing
counter example for Jewish readers, however, was probably Joseph,
who took care of his father and brothers’ families in Egypt during
the years of famine (Gen 41.53-47.27; Antiquities 2.93-193), who did
not succumb to the seduction of Potiphar’s wife (Gen 39; Antiquities
2.39-63), and who was for Josephus a prime model of the prudent
statesman, exemplifying a ruler’s most important virtue, self-control
(owppootvn).%” Finally, Josephus briefly notes in Against Apion 60 that
Cleopatra’s end was what she deserved, like every wicked ruler who
turned against the Jews, as one could add on the basis of parallels
from Josephus” own works.

58 Plutarch, Ant. 66; Cassius Dio 50.33.2-3; Orosius 6.19.11. Cf. Becher, Kleopatra,
32, 75-7.

9 Appian, Bell. civ. 4.108; Seneca, De malo belli civilis (= Anth. Lat. no. 462). Becher,
Kleopatra, 65-6, 87, 116. Grant, Cleopatra, 219, does not consider Against Apion 2.60
trustworthy, referring to Thackeray and Smallwood.

60 M. Niehoff, The Figure of Joseph in post-Biblical Jewish Literature (Arbeiten zur
Geschichte des antiken Judentums und des Urchristentums 16), Leiden 1992; L.H.
Feldman, Josephus’ Portrait of Joseph’, Revue Biblique 99 (1992) 379-417 and 504-
28.



134 JAN WILLEM VAN HENTEN

Thus, in Aganst Apion 2.56-60 the transformation of Cleopatra into a
wicked ruler has been completed. The catalogue of her crimes partly
overlaps her portrayal in the Antiquities, but details make her picture
even worse. She becomes the archenemy of the Roman people but
also turns into the enemy of her own people by violating Egypt’s gods
and the tombs of her ancestors. The additional material focusing on
Actium and its aftermath supports her extremely negative image and
the final cut is her refusal to supply corn to the Alexandrian Jews,
which contrasts her in Josephus’ own works with Herod, Helena of
Abiadene and Joseph, the model of the wise ruler.®!

61 T thank Prof. Athalya Brenner and Luuk Huitink for many most helpful sug-
gestions.



‘THE GOD WHO DROWNED THE KING OF EGYPT":
A SHORT NOTE ON AN EXORCISTIC FORMULA

PieTeEr W. vaN DER HorsT

In the middle of the third century ck, the Christian scholar Origen
wrote in his apologetic work Contra Celsum that

the formula ‘the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of
Jacob’ is used not only by members of the Jewish nation in their prayers
to God and in their exorcisms of demons, but also by almost all others

who deal in magic and spells. For in magical treatises it is often to be
found that God is invoked by this formula (4.33).!

He then goes on to say that

furthermore, ‘the God of Israel’, and ‘the God of the Hebrews’, and
‘the God who drowned the king of Egypt and the Egyptians in the
Red Sea’, are formulae which are often used to overpower demons and
certain evil powers (4.34).>

Pagan use of originally biblical or Jewish formulae, including the
above-mentioned, is indeed widely attested.® It is upon the formula
last mentioned by Origen, ‘the God who drowned the king of Egypt
and the Egyptians in the Red Sea’, that I want to focus here. To begin
with, it is to be observed that this is not a literal quote from Scripture.
In Exod 15.4 LXX we read that God ‘cast Pharaoh’s chariots and

I As a matter of fact, the formula ‘the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and
the God of Jacob’ indeed occurs more often in the Greek Magical Papyri than the
other formulae mentioned by Origen (see below in the text). For references and
literature see R. Kotansky, Greek Magical Amulets: The Inscribed Gold, Silver, Copper, and
Bronze Lamellae, 1, Published Texts of Known Provenance, Opladen 1993, 291.

2 Translation (slightly modified) by H. Chadwick, Origen: Contra Celsum, Cambridge
1965, 209-10. On Origen’s own belief in the efficacy of magic see G. Bardy, ‘Origéne
et la magie’, Recherches de science religieuse18 (1928) 126-42, and N. Brox, ‘Magie und
Aberglaube an den Anfingen des Christentums’, Trierer Theologische Zeitschrift 83 (1974)
157-80, esp. 161-6.

3 See, inter multos alios, W.L.. Knox, ‘Jewish Liturgical Exorcism’, Harvard Theological
Review 31 (1938) 191-203, and Id., St. Paul and the Church of the Gentiles, Cambridge
1939, 208-11 (Jewish Influences on Magical Literature’) and M. Smith, “The Jewish
Elements in the Magical Papyri’, in his Studies in the Cult of Yahweh (ed. by S.J.D.
Cohen), ii, Leiden 1996, 242-56.
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his army into the sea, he sunk (katemévtioer) his picked officers in
the Red Sea.” And in Deut 11.3-4 LXX Moses says to the people of
Israel that they have to remember

all [God’s] signs and the miracles that he did in Egypt to Pharaoh, the
king of Egypt, and to all his land, and what he did to the army of the
Egyptians, to their chariots and their cavalry, how he made the water
of the Red Sea flow over (émékAvoev) them as they pursued you.

All the ingredients of the formula are found in these two biblical pas-
sages, so although it is not a quote, the contents are there. The wording
of the formula—0 0e0¢ 0 katamovTwWong €V Tf €pubpd OwAwoon ToOV
Alyvrtiov Baotdée kel tobg Alyvmtiouc—is reminiscent of both pas-
sages, KaTaTOVTWooG being closer to katemovtioer in Exod 15.4 than
to émékAvoev in Deut 11.4, but ‘the king of the Egyptians’ being closer
to ‘the king of Egypt’ in Deut 11.3 than to ‘Pharaoh’ in Exod 15.4.
Be that as it may, the important thing is that the formula captures
in a nutshell the essence of the most dramatic story of Israel’s past,
its liberation by God from Egypt and the consequent destruction of
its enemies.

In the framework of a magical spell such a formula has the function
of a historiola, a mini-history* about the great deeds of a deity in the
past, told in order to induce the deity concerned to remain true to its
reputation and repeat its powerful act(s) in the present. As Fritz Graf
has aptly said about fistoriolae, they are ‘in magische Rezepte eingebaute
knappe Erzahlungen (...), die einen mythischen Prizedenzfall fiir eine
magisch wirksame Handlung liefern.”® And in the same framework
David Frankfurter writes about Aistoriolae in terms of ‘the idea that the
mere recounting of certain stories situates or directs their “narrative”
power into this world’.® Of this phenomenon we have many pagan,
Jewish, and Christian instances.’

In the famous exorcistic charm called the Hebraikos logos in the great

* D. Aune, ‘Magic in Early Christianity’, Aufstieg und Niedergang der Romischen Welt
11.23.2 (1980), 1547, aptly calls it a ‘mini-aretalogy.’

5 F. Graf, ‘Historiola’, Der Neue Pauly 5 (1998) 642.

6 D. Frankfurter, ‘Narrating Power: The Theory and Practice of the Magical
Historiola in Ritual Spells’, in: M. Meyer and P. Mirecki (eds), Ancient Magic and Ritual
Power, Leiden 1995, 457-76, here 457.

7 See T. Hopfner, ‘Mageia’, Pauly-Wissowa 14.1 (1928), 343, and A.A. Barb,
“The Survival of Magic Arts’, in: A. Momigliano (ed.), The Conflict Between Paganism
and Christianity in the Fourth Century, Oxford 1963, 122. Frankfurter’s is the best treat-
ment to date.
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magical papyrus from Paris (PGM IV 3007-3086), we find the follow-
ing adjuration: ‘T adjure you by the great god Sabaoth, through whom
the Jordan river drew back and the Red Sea, which Israel crossed,
became impassable’ (3053-3055).% This passage makes reference to
both Joshua 3.13-14 (or Ps 113.3) and Exod 14.27. Here we do not
find the exact formula ‘the god who drowned the king of Egypt’ but
the idea is implied clearly in the words about the Red Sea becoming
impassable. In spite of the biblical language and echoes, this spell most
probably is not of Jewish origin but is a case of pagan borrowing of
Jewish motifs.” This pagan magician had no qualms about evoking
powerful biblical scenes; the only thing that mattered to him was that
his spell was effective. What could be more effective in chasing away
a demon than invoking the deity who made the Red Sea impassable
to the king of Egypt and drowned him in it? One can observe that in
general the imagery of the plagues of the exodus is strongly emphasized
in this spell. This should not surprise us. Morton Smith has figured
out that out of the roughly 560 spells found in the corpus of pagan
Greek magical papyri, some 200 show biblical or Jewish material one
way or another.!” This is strong evidence of the pervasive influence
of biblical and post-biblical Jewish traditions in the international and
interdenominational world of late ancient magic. A striking instance,
which is very similar to the case under discussion, is PGM XXXVI
295-311, a love spell in which the magician evokes the image of the
angels of God descending and overturning the five cities of Sodom,
Gomorrah, Admah, Zeboiim, and Segor, and of the God who rained
down sulphur on these cities. Here Genesis 19 is taken into service
in order that the woman desired by the client may come to him and
‘fulfil the mystery rite of Aphrodite’ (306), 1.e., have sex with him!
Although it is to be expected that the magical use of the motif of
‘the God who drowned the king of Egypt’ started its career in Jewish
circles, there are hardly any Jewish examples prior to the pagan ones
attested by Origen (third cent.).'! From the third century cE we have

8 Translation by W.C. Grese, in: H.D. Betz (ed.), The Greek Magical Papyri in Translation,
Chicago/London 1986, 97. For the Greek text see K. Preisendanz (and A. Henrichs),
Papyri Graecae Magicae: Die griechischen Zauberpapyr, 1, Stuttgart 1973,170-2.

9 See my ‘The Great Magical Papyrus of Paris (PGM IV) and the Bible’ (forth-
coming), and Smith, Jewish Elements’, 250.

10" Smith, Jewish Elements’, 246-7. The only ‘purely Jewish’ spell found in PGM
is no. XXIIb 1-26, the ‘Prayer of Jacob’.

' Those scholars who regard the ‘Hebrew logos’ as a Jewish document dating
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a Jewish lead tablet from Hadrumetum in Tunisia containing a love
charm in which the sorcerer casts a spell in the name of him ‘who
created the heaven and the sea’ (10) and ‘who split the sea with his
staff” (12).!2 In view of the parallelism with ‘who created the heaven
and the sea’, there can be no doubt that the subject of ‘who split ...
the sea’ is here God, not Moses. Here we do not find the drowning
of the pharaoh explicitly mentioned, but it is certainly implied. Also
from later centuries we only find instances that do contain the motif
but not the exact wording of the formula, as was also the case in PGM
IV (4th cent.). Among the magic bowls from late ancient Babylonia we
find a few instances. In bowl 21 published by Naveh and Shaked,!?
we read the following adjuration:

He who places a crown for the kingship, and makes dominion in the
sky, and who has subdued Goliath by the hand of David, and Pharaoh
by the hand of Moses, and Egypt by the hand of Joseph, and the wall
of Jericho by the hand of Joshua bar Nun, may he ... (10-11).

This string of Aistoriolae briefly lists some of the main mighty deeds of
the God of Israel, of which the drowning of the king of Egypt is only
one in a series. In the second instance, the largest Aramaic incanta-
tion bowl known so far,'* the exorcism starts with the words, ‘In the
fullness of thy triumph thou overthrowest thy adversaries, thou send-

from before 70 ck, will of course take exception to this. On that matter see my
forthcoming “The Great Magical Papyrus of Paris (PGM 1V) and the Bible’.

'2 For the text see G. Maspéro, ‘Sur deux tabellae devotionis de la nécropole
romaine d’Hadrumete’, Bibliotheque Egyptologique 2 (1893) 303-11. It is also to
be found in A. Deissmann, ‘Ein epigraphisches Denkmal des alexandrinischen
Alten Testaments’, in his Bibelstudien, Marburg 1895 (repr. 1977), 29; L. Blau,
Das altjiidische Zauberwesen, Budapest 1898 (repr. 1970), 97; A. Audollent, Defix-
tonum tabellae, Paris 1904, 373-7, no. 271 (cf. ibid., 323, no. 241, line 26:
xwploae Ty 6aeocoav Taw); and R. Wiinsch, Antike Fluchtafeln, Bonn 1912, 21-6, no.
5. For an English translation and commentary see J.G. Gager, Curse Tablets and Binding
Spells from the Ancient World, New York/Oxford 1992, 112-15 (no. 36). Gager doubts
its Jewish provenance, unrightly so; sece R. Kotansky, ‘Greek Exorcistic Amulets’, in:
Meyer & Mirecki, Ancient Magic and Ritual Power, 274. Literally the text reads, ‘who
split his staft with the sea’, but this is obviously an error; so rightly Deissmann, ‘Ein
epigraphisches Denkmal’, 38, and P.S. Alexander, Jewish Elements in Gnosticism and
Magic’, in: W. Horbury et al. (eds), The Cambridge History of Judaism, iii, Cambridge
1999, 1075 with note 51.

13 J. Naveh and Sh. Shaked, Magic Spells and Formulae: Aramaic Incantations of Late
Antiquaty, Jerusalem 1993, 127-30.

" J. Naveh and Sh. Shaked, Amulets and Magic Bowls: Aramaic Incantations of Lale
Antiquity, Jerusalem/Leiden 1985, 198-9, no. 13 line 2.
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est forth thy fury, it consumes them like stubble’ (Exod 15.7). To be
sure the pharaoh and his army are not mentioned here explicitly, but
these words, quoted from the Song at the Sea, are almost a direct
continuation of the words ‘Pharaoh’s chariots and his army he cast
into the sea’ (Exod 15.4), and there is no doubt that it was exactly
these adversaries the magician had in mind. So again we see how
important the evocation of this mighty deed of God was for exorcists,
just as Origen mentioned, the parallel between the two—exorcism
and exodus—of course residing in the element of liberation from an
evil power. "

No wonder that in Christian circles, both in Egypt and elsewhere,
many of these originally Jewish elements were adopted for exorcistic
purposes.'® Typically Christian elements were added, however, the
cross and the resurrection of course foremost among them, being the
Christian counterparts of the exodus from Egypt. Hence they could
serve the same purpose.!” In his Dialogue with Trypho 85.2 Justin quotes a
summary of the Creed which has been taken over from an exorcistic
formula, as Knox has convincingly argued.'® And in Contra Celsum
1.6, Origen says that Christian exorcists subdue demons ‘by the name
of Jesus with the recital of the histories about him’. What else is the
Creed than a recital of the histories (fustoriolae) about Jesus? “These
credal exorcisms are surely formed on the earlier Jewish model of
reciting the Aistoria of the God of Israel.”!? There is abundant evidence
indeed that in exorcistic formulae Christian fustoriolae very soon began
to be added to those of Jewish origin, or to supplant them.?’ But that
is another story.

15 T did not find any instances in the three volumes Magische Texte aus der Kairoer
Geniza, edited by P. Schifer and S. Shaked, Tiibingen 1994-99.

16 E.g., the death of the Egyptians at the exodus is mentioned (as part of a long
series of megaleia tou theou, all from the OT) in an exorcistic formula said to have
been composed by Gregory Thaumatourgos; see for the Greek text Th. Schermann,
Griechische Zauberpapyr und das Gemeinde- und Dankgebet im 1. Klemensbrief, Leipzig, 1909,
20. Note that the motif occurs also in Hebrews 11.29; and cf. Justin, Dialogus 131.3
and the prayer in Constitutiones Apostolicae 8.12.12.

17 See K. Thraede, ‘Exorzismus’, RAC 7 (1969) 44-117, esp. 109-14.

18 St. Paul, 209. After the quote it is added that in this name (sc. of Jesus Christ whose
life has just been summarized) every demon will be defeated and conquered.

19 Kotansky, ‘Greek Exorcistic Amulets’, in: Meyer & Mirecki (eds.), Ancient Magic
and Ritual Power, 263 note 47. Also Kotansky, Greek Magical Amulets, 174-80.

20 See Aune, ‘Magic’, 1547-8. See also W. Heitmiiller, Tm Namen Jesu’: Eine sprach-
und religionsgeschichtliche Untersuchung zum Neuen Testament, speziell zur altchristlichen ‘Taufe,
Gottingen 1903, 334-6 (‘Die Entstehung des Tauf-Symbols’).
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‘OUT OF EGYPT I HAVE CALLED MY SON’: SOME
OBSERVATIONS ON THE QUOTATION FROM
HOSEA 11.1 IN MATTHEW 2.15

MAARTEN J.J. MENKEN

At the beginning of Matthew’s Gospel we find, after the genealogy
(1.1-17), a chain of five narratives on the birth and the early years
of the hero of the story, Jesus. The narrator first relates how Jesus
is born (1.18-25). Magi come to visit the newborn King of the Jews,
whose birth frightens King Herod (2.1-12). Because Herod intends
to kill the child, Joseph flees to Egypt with the child and his mother
(2.13-15). Herod then has all boys of two years and under in Beth-
lehem and its surroundings killed (2.16-18). When Herod has died,
Joseph returns with the child and his mother to the land of Israel,
and they settle in Nazareth (2.19-23). A remarkable trait of the chain
is that all five stories contain a quotation from the Old Testament.
One of these occurs in the mouth of the scribes who inform Herod
of what Scripture says on the place of birth of the Messiah (2.5-6),
the four others belong to the characteristically Matthean series of
fulfilment quotations (1.22-23; 2.15, 17-18, 23)." These quotations
are part not of direct discourse but of the words of the narrator, and
are introduced by a more or less standardized formula in which the
fulfilment of prophetic words is emphasized. The formula basically
runs as follows: {va TANpwOY tO PnBev bue Tod TpodmTou A€EYOVTOG
..., ‘that what was said by the prophet might be fulfilled, when he
said ...". In the fulfilment quotations, the narrator shows post factum
that in what he has just told, God’s plan as revealed by the prophets
has been realized. Fulfilment quotations normally occur at the end
of a narrative; in Matthew 1-2, this is clearly the case with the final
three quotations.

' See further Matt 4.14-16; 8.17; 12.17-21; 13.35; 21.4-5; 27.9-10. The editorial
character of the fulfilment quotations is obvious: some have been inserted in Markan
materials (I presuppose the two-document hypothesis), all can be omitted without a
loss of flow of the story line, and the introductory formula shows several Matthean
traits; see Menken 2004, 2-3.
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The position of the quotation

Nevertheless, there is something odd about the first of these three, the
quotation from Hos 11.1 in Matt 2.15. It reads: €€ Aiyomtov ékaieow
Tov ulov pov, ‘out of Egypt I have called my son’. In the Matthean
application to Jesus, these words must refer to Jesus’ return out of
Egypt to Israel, not to his leaving Israel for Egypt: God has called his
son out of Egypt, not into Egypt. However, at the point in the story
where the quotation has been appended, Joseph, Mary and the child
have left Israel and are in Egypt; the return out of Egypt occurs later,
when after the massacre of the innocents (2.16-18) and the death of
Herod (2.19a), Joseph returns on God’s command to the land of Israel
(2.19-21). One could say that the quotation from Hos 11.1 would be
better at home after 2.21.

Scholars have of course been looking for explanations for the odd
position of the quotation. According to some, Matthew would focus
in 2.21 not on the return out of Egypt but on the journey to Israel.”
In the view of others, the point of the quotation would be that God
preserves Jesus from Herod’s violence.? Against the former view, it
should be said that a journey to Israel is in the present case still a return
out of Egypt; moreover, this view might explain why the quotation
does not follow after 2.21, but it still leaves its position in 2.15 unex-
plained. Against the latter view, it should be said that the quotation
speaks of calling out of Egypt, not of preserving from danger. Both
explanations look like efforts at circumventing the difficulty. Assum-
ing that the source materials used by Matthew in the composition of
2.13-23 roughly consisted of vv. 13-15a, 16, 19-21,* we must say that
Matthew was at liberty to arrange his text differently, for instance
by placing the Hosea quotation after v. 21, or by inserting another
prophetic passage after v. 15a.° In fact, however, he has arranged his

2 So Strecker 1966, 58; Soares Prabhu 1976, 217; Brown 1993, 219-20; Gnilka
1986, 51; Davies & Allison 1988, 262-3; Fuf3 2000, 203-4.

3 So Gundry 1994, 34; Miler 1999, 47-51.

* The fulfilment quotations are due to Matthew’s editing, and Matt 2.22-23a was
composed by the evangelist: it is very similar to Matt 4.12-13, which is the result of
Matthew’s rewriting of Mark 1.14a. Matthew no doubt edited his source materials.
See Menken 2004, 261-2.

3 If Matthew had the intention to emphasize that God preserves his Christ from
danger, he could have quoted from many other prophetic passages (e.g., Isa 41.8-
13; 50.7-9).
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text in such a way that a quotation on God’s calling his son out of
Egypt is appended to a narrative on God’s Son going to and being
in Egypt, while a narrative on his return out of Egypt follows later.
Is there a reasonable explanation for the apparently unusual position
of the quotation, preferably an explanation that is consistent with
Matthew’s editorial habits?®

To answer this question, it is useful to take a look at the two instances
in Matthew’s Gospel where a fulfilment quotation does not occur at
its usual place at the end of the episode but at an earlier point: the
narratives of the birth of Jesus and of the entry into Jerusalem (Matt
1.18-25; 21.1-11). Some decades ago, Rudolf Pesch carefully analyzed
them, and his view has rightly been accepted by many scholars.” In
the two narratives, we find the following sequence: (1) somebody with
divine authority gives an order: an angel to Joseph in 1.20-21, Jesus
to the disciples in 21.1-3; (2) a fulfilment quotation follows (1.22-23;
21.4-5); (3) the person or persons to whom the command has been
given, respond to it; the evangelist states, by means of an alttestamentliche
Ausfihrungsformel, that the order is executed (‘he did as the angel of
the Lord had commanded him’, 1.24; ‘they did as Jesus had directed
them’, 21.6), and the execution is related in detail (1.24-25; 21.6-7).
The pattern also occurs in Matthew’s narrative on the preparation
for the Last Supper (26.18-19; cf. also 28.15), but without a fulfilment
quotation. In the case of 21.1-7 and 26.18-19, comparison with Mark
(11.4-6; 14.16) shows that the Ausfiiirungsformel (‘as Jesus had directed
them’; 21.6; 26.19) is due to Matthew. So we may assume that in the
birth narrative, not only the fulfilment quotation in 1.22-23 but also
the execution formula in 1.24 comes from the evangelist in his role of
editor. The fulfilment quotations in 1.22-23 and 21.4-5 are the only
ones in Matthew’s Gospel where the introductory formula is preceded
by the words ‘(all) this happened in order that’ (1.22; 21.4). The reason
for this addition may well be that without it, the OT quotation might

% The quotation has other problematic aspects as well, such as its textual form
or the circumstance that a statement on Israel’s exodus out of Egypt has become a
prophecy on the Christ’s flight to and return from Egypt. On the former, see Menken
2004, 133-42; on the latter, see Miler 1999, 47-55.

7 See Pesch 1966-67, and for the acceptance of his view, e.g., Nellessen 1969,
27, 33, 50; Soares Prabhu 1976, 55-6, 232-4; Brown 1993, 144-5; Luz 1992, 100;
Davies & Allison 1988, 218; Miler 1999, 15, 208.
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be mistaken for part of the direct discourse of the order.? In any case,
it is striking that the command is immediately followed by the fulfil-
ment quotation. It is even more striking that in these two instances
the quotation precedes its realization, for the real fulfilment of the
quotation now follows, in the events of Jesus’ birth (1.24-25) and of
his entry into Jerusalem (21.6-11).

By arranging the narratives of Jesus’ birth and his entry into Jerusa-
lem in the way just described, Matthew has achieved a double effect.
Firstly, the command issued by the angel of the Lord or by Jesus and
the words of the prophet in the quotation which immediately follows,
are put on a par: both have the same divine authority. Secondly, the
execution of the order also implies the fulfilment of the words from
Scripture. This is even perceptible in the wording: Matthew has taken
care that the same words return in order, quotation and execution
(see 1.21, 23, 25: TikTew vV, kedelv tO Ovopa altod; 21.2, 5, 7:
ovov kal ... TOAOV).

The peculiar position of the fulfilment quotation from Hos 11.1
in Matt 2.15 can, I think, be explained plausibly on the basis of the
Matthean pattern detected by Pesch in Matt 1.20-25 and 21.1-7.
The pattern is not directly present in the context of our quotation,
but a sequence of command, fulfilment quotation, and execution of
the command which implies fulfilment of the scriptural word, is to
be found here, and all three (command, quotation and execution)
concern Jesus’ return out of Egypt. To perceive the pattern, we have
to take the scene 2.13-15 together with the very similar scene 2.19-21,
in which the return out of Egypt is narrated: the two scenes together
constitute a sequence of command and execution, with the Hosea
quotation in between.’

To demonstrate this, I start with a comparison of the two scenes:

8 See Rothfuchs 1969, 33-6.

9 The scene 2.13-15 displays in itself, just as the scene 2.19-21, a pattern of com-
mand (by the angel) and execution (by Joseph), but this cannot explain the position
of the quotation: the execution in v. 14 consists in the journey o Egypt.
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