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INTRODUCTION

This book is a joint enterprise emerging from Michael Stone’s senior semi-
nar during the years 2003-2005.! The seminar was devoted during those two
years to a study of the traditions about a book or books of Noah and about
Noah himself. The subject is enormous, as will be seen from the chronological
and geographical range of the material assembled here. Two questions were
defined that focused the discussion and, consequently, the material presented
in this book. The first was to assess references to a Noah writing in the Second
Temple period, including segments of existing works that scholars had in the
past attributed to a Noah writing. As a corollary of this, the traditions of Noah
in other Second Temple period works were studied, first, to gain insight into
their character and, second, to see whether distinct enough traditions sur-
vived in those, often incidental, references to witness to the existence of a
Noachic writing or writings.

The second main purpose of the papers presented was to examine Noah
traditions and documents after the destruction of the temple. On the one
hand, once again the purpose was to get a picture (this time, in view of the
enormous amount of material surviving, a less exhaustive one) of how Noah
and Noah writings were portrayed in a series of Jewish, Christian, gnostic,
Samaritan, qur'anic and other sources. The role of the Noah traditions in early
modern discussions of geological strata and the seemingly eternal search for
Mount Ararat and Noal’s ark have not been documented here, nor were rab-
binic and medieval Jewish sources squeezed until the last drop of juice was
extracted. The Muslim tradition is represented basically only by the material
in the Quran proper. The medieval Christian sources, too, are rather sampled
than exhausted. Doubtless, the learned reader will find other, glaring omis-
sions.? In addition, comparative material from the ancient Near East and the

1. A previous publication of the seminar is Stone, Wright, and Satran 2000.

2. The work by Dorothy M. Peters, Noah Traditions in the Dead Sea Scrolls: Conver-
sations and Controversies of Antiquity (SBLEJL 26; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature,
2008), appeared too late to be taken into account.

-1-



2 NOAH AND HIS BOOK(S)

classical tradition has been introduced by the various authors but has not
been the object of an independent study.

The reason for this is the nature of the volume. It was written and edited
by members of the senior seminar, but no compromises were made on this
account with scholarly standards. However, the human resources required
to study the complete range of everything ever said about Noah were not
available, nor could they, in all likelihood, have been assembled at any other
university. We aspired to be as exhaustive as feasible as far at the predestruc-
tion sources go, but only to provide a responsible representation of the later
sources. Even then, some essays by former members or nonmembers of the
seminar were included.

A former member, Erica Martin, contributed the chapter on the quranic
materials. Albert Geljon of Leiden kindly answered our invitation to write on
Philo’s Noah, and Benjamin G. Wright III, another former seminar member,
contributed the study of Noah in the Septuagint. All other essays were written
by members of the seminar.

The three editors shared the work, and they share the responsibility for
the imperfections, such as there are. Aryeh Amihay served as secretary both
of the seminar and of the editorial board and kept us all in control of the
very complex material and coordination. Vered Hillel worked on bibliography
and knocked a very diverse series of essays into a standard format and shape.
Michael Stone did the first scientific editing of the manuscripts, guiding their
transformation from seminar presentations to scholarly chapters. Amihay,
Hillel, and Stone read and edited all the manuscripts. Thanks are expressed
to Ruth Clements, who assisted in many ways, particularly in questions of
format and bibliography. Lauren Stevens was responsible for the final updat-
ing and polishing of the manuscript and pounced on many inconsistencies
that slipped by the editors. Thanks are duly expressed to them.

The copyright holders kindly granted permission to quote the following
material: from Louis H. Feldman, Flavius Josephus, Judean Antiquities 1-4:
Translation and Commentary (Leiden: Brill, 2000), the translation of Ant.
1.105-108 on pages 37-38, Ant. 1.92-95 on pages 33-35, Ant. 1.72-74 on
pages 26-28, Ant. 1.110-112 on pages 39-40; from John M. G. Barclay, Flavius
Josephus, Against Apion: Translation and Commentary (Leiden: Brill, 2006),
the translation of Ag. Ap. 1.128-131 on pages 70-81; Harm W. Hollander and
Marinus de Jonge, The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs: A Commentary
(Leiden: Brill; 1985), page 101 verse 6 “For thus they” until page 102 verse 7
“unto heaven,” page 301 verse 4 “so that you” until verse 5 “and fruits” (line 5
from the bottom), page 431 verse 3 “Therefore was also” until verse 4 “righ-
teous brother” (by permission of the authors); Michael E. Stone and Gary A.
Anderson, A Synopsis of the Books of Adam and Eve: New and Revised Edition
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(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1999) page 91E, from verse 49:2 “Michael the arch-
angel” until verse 50:2 “will be fired”

Jerusalem, Tevet 5796
January 2009






PART 1: FRAGMENTS AND DOCUMENTS ASSOCIATED
WITH A “BOOK OF NoAH”






THE BoOK(S) ATTRIBUTED TO NOAH*
Michael E. Stone

There has been considerable scholarly debate in recent years over whether
or not a book of Noah existed. This question is of interest not least because
if such a book of Noah did exist, it would be one of the most ancient Jewish
works outside the Bible. A book of Noah is cited by Aramaic Levi Document
(ALD) 10:10, and, since ALD is dated to the third century or early second
century B.C.E., a source document of ALD must have been even older.! Pieces
of the puzzle of the “dark age” of the history of Judaism in the fourth and
third centuries B.C.E. are gradually being found and fitted together, and if the
book(s) of Noah turns out to have existed, it will fill in a significant part of this
puzzle. Moreover, the relationship between Enoch and Noah, and between the
documents bearing their names, demands our attention, though it is beyond
our scope in this essay. The disappearance of the book(s) of Noah is a further
part of this enigma. If such a work existed and if it was so ancient, then why
did it disappear? Is this historical happenstance, or does it reflect changes in
the streams of Judaism in the fourth and third centuries, changes that are still
beyond recovery? Such issues sharpen the question: Did a book of Noah exist?

The present writer, indeed, expressed a guardedly positive response to
this question in a study published in 1999 in which he addressed both explicit
references to the book of Noah in ancient pseudepigrapha and also textual

* This paper is presented in honor of John Strugnell, whose contribution in learn-
ing and teaching the Dead Sea Scrolls and Second Temple Period Jewish literature is non
pareil. The article originally appeared in DSD 13:4-23. It is republished here with errata
and additional notes.

1. The early date (early second century B.C.E. at the latest) of ALD has recently been
challenged by Kugel 2007. The crux of his argument rests on the relationship between ALD
and Jubilees, on the one hand, arguing that ALD is dependent on Jubilees, and on the sup-
posedly Hasmonean date of ALD implied by the application of royal, i.e., Judahite language
to Levi, on the other. These issues are complex, and I intend to broach them in a future
publication. Suffice it to say here that I remain unconvinced by Kugel's demurrers on my
dating. On one aspect of the issue, see n. 22 below.

-7



8 NOAH AND HIS BOOK(S)

fragments, not explicitly attributed to a book of Noah, but that many scholars
consider “Noachic”? In the present essay, I do not seek definitively to resolve
issues of the composition, indeed of the very existence of a book(s) of Noah,
but to contribute to the solution of this contentious issue. To do this, it seems
to me most reasonable to take as the point of departure those places in ancient
literature where the title “Book of Noah” or a book associated with Noah is
mentioned explicitly. A close examination of those texts should provide an
initial insight into the question implied by the title of the present essay.

The study here, then, is directed solely toward instances in which the title
or the book is actually mentioned. This seems to me to be methodologically
justified: it is necessary in my view to distinguish between two categories of
texts relating to the book(s) of Noah: (1) those in which the title or a book of
Noah is clearly mentioned in an ancient source; (2) those in which scholars,
in the course of their study of ancient sources, have come to regard passages of
certain works as coming from a Noachic source, even though such an attribu-
tion is not explicit in the original. In the search for clarity, it may eventually
become necessary to divide the second category itself into two subcatego-
ries: texts in which Noah is the central actor or speaks in the first person;
other texts that for one or another reason have been regarded as belonging
to Noachic literature. In the present study, however, I will consider only the
unambiguous cases in group 1, that is, those instances in which the title “Book
of Noah” or a book transmitted by Noah is actually mentioned.?

GENESIS APOCRYPHON

The only surviving copy of the Genesis Apocryphon (1QapGen or 1Q20)
is a first-century manuscript from Qumran Cave 1. The work is older than
that, but more cannot be said securely about its date (see n. 15 below). In the
fifth column of the Genesis Apocryphon, line 29, the reading has been found
mi] *5n ana 13wIa[ “[copy of] the Book of the Words of Noah,” of which
the first word is a restoration. Richard Steiner wrote a detailed discussion of
this title, the only book of Noah title surviving in Hebrew or Aramaic from
antiquity.* Steiner points out that it occurs following a blank line and so seems

2. Stone 1999, 136-41; 2000, 613-14. In 1996b, I already assembled much material
relating to the book of Noah (283-88). See earlier Stone 1971.

3. Hindy Najman (1999, 382 and n. 6) suggests that Noah writings are mentioned
in Jub. 8:11 and other places because of the special role of writing: “It is central to Jubi-
lees’ notion of divine speech that it be accomplished in writing—indeed, Noah received,
recorded and then transmitted the already revealed heavenly tradition” Such an attitude, of
course, bears neither positively or negatively on the question we are seeking to answer here.

4. Steiner 1995.
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to be the beginning of a new section that continues, as far as we can tell, until
column 17. This material, though fragmentary, is first-person narrative, and it
differs from the Noah narrative occurring in columns 2-5 of the same scroll.
The subject there is the wondrous birth of Noah, but the narrative is set in his
father Lamech’s mouth, so the material about Noah is predominantly in the
third person.>

Chapters 106-107 of the book of Enoch also contain material dealing
with Noal’s birth. Intriguingly, that narrative, too, is in the third person,® set
in the mouth of Enoch, Noal’s great-grandfather. The material in 1QapGen
columns 2-5 is, therefore, most probably not drawn from the same source as
that which starts with the title “[copy of] the Book of the Words of Noah” at
the bottom of column 5 of that scroll. The change of framework and speaker,
the blank line, and the beginning of a new section seem to indicate this more
than does the variation of grammatical person, and they mark the beginning
of a different literary source.

Before the identification of the phrase “Book of the Words of Noah” in
column 5 line 29 in the Genesis Apocryphon, Garcia Martinez opined that
1QapGen columns 1-17 “contains a summary of the lost Book of Noah which
is independent of Jubilees”” He argued that the Genesis Apocryphon is inde-
pendent of Jubilees, so the Noah material in it is not drawn from Jubilees
but from a source it shared with Jubilees.® That source, he maintains, was the
book of Noah.? Steiner and others have elucidated the implications of the

5. The relationship between Enoch and Noah is discussed in Nadav Sharon and
Moshe Tishel’s “Distinctive Traditions about Noah and the Flood in Second Temple Jewish
Literature” in the present volume.

6. Scholars have attributed other material in the book of Enoch to a book of Noah, and
this material will be dealt with in a separate study (see also Vered Hillel's “A Reconsidera-
tion of Charles’s Designated ‘Noah Interpolations’ in 1 Enoch: 54:1-55:1; 60; 65:1-69:25” in
the present volume). It has, of course, been the object of considerable attention in the past,
starting notably with the observations of Charles 1906, subsequently modified in Charles
1912, xlvi—xlvii. See also James 1920, 11-12.

7. Garcia Martinez 1992, 40. On doubts raised about one specific point of Garcia Mar-
tinez’s reconstruction, see Scott 1997b, 372.

8. This is surmised on the basis of halakic argument by Werman 1999, 173-76. She
argues that material shared by Jubilees, ALD, and 1QapGen was drawn with adaptations
by Jubilees from the other two works. She concludes: “Jubilees knows of a Book of Noah
only by hearsay, from these secondary sources that contradict one another as to the nature
of this putative work” (181). This conclusion goes beyond the outcome of her convoluted
argument there.

9. Garcia Martinez 1992, 40. He supports his contention by a comparative analysis,
40-43. See further Stone 1996b, 286-88. No stand is taken on the existence of a book of
Noah by Morgenstern, Qimron, and Sivan in their edition of the material (1995, 32).



10 NOAH AND HIS BOOK(S)

new reading; Garcia Martinez’s position should consequently be modified,
and, if a book of Noah is cited by 1QapGen, the phrase “Book of the Words of
Noah” in column 5.29 was most likely its title or, less probably, an introduc-
tory lemma.

Dimant singled out the story of Noah’s birth as a likely candidate for
inclusion in the “Hebrew narrative midrash,” the existence of which she pos-
tulates, but she denies that this story comes from a book of Noah.!? I prefer
for the moment to leave the determination of this aside but note that it seems
to be significant that the narrative of Noal’s birth is usually presented in the
third person. This may have been the case in 1Q19 frg. 3, the so-called “Book
of Noah” from Qumran Cave 1, though the literary framework is lacking that
would enable us to transform this tentative assertion into a definite one.!! In
1 En. 106-107 the incident is related by Enoch, and within that first-person
literary framework, it is third person narrative.!? The same is true of 1QapGen
column 2, except that there the narrative is set in Lamech’s mouth. In 2 En.
71, which is the comparable story of the birth of Melchizedek, the narrative is
in the third person and is included within a discourse.!* This consideration, it
seems to me, effectively diminishes the argument based on first- or third-per-
son style as determining whether the birth story was part of a book of Noah.!4

It is still possible to maintain that the story of Noah’s birth was not neces-
sarily part of a book of Noah. After all, the story is either anonymous, as in
1Q19 (but that is probably due to the fragmentary state of 1Q19), or set in the
mouth of Noah’s father or grandfather. Later it even circulated separately, in
Latin at least.’> In 1QapGen it is not included in the material following the

10. Dimant 1998 is extremely skeptical of the existence of a book of Noah, while gladly
admitting the possible existence of “a more comprehensive Hebrew narrative midrash,
written perhaps in a style similar to the Aramaic Genesis Apocryphon, which would have
included at least some of the materials dealing with Noah, such as his miraculous birth”
(146). Her difficulties lie in the specificity and singular nature of the document she posits
to be implied by the title “Book of Noah” Hers is an overly rigid understanding of the latter
term. A slightly later article making the same points in more detail is Werman 1999.

11. See Barthélemy and Milik 1955, 84-86 and 152.

12. For similar reasons, the fragmentary “third person” narrative of 1Q19 should not
be taken too seriously.

13. Here I will not discuss Orlov’s (2000b) proposal that the displacement of the birth
story from Noah to Noah’s nephew Melchizedek resulted from contention about the role of
Noah. That view is worthy of detailed discussion elsewhere.

14. See Dimant 1998, 164; in 1QapGen 10:2 ,Noah is spoken of in the third person.
It is interesting to compare the first-person Noah material in columns 5-6 with the first-
person Enoch material in the preceding columns 2-3.

15. James 1893. He regards it as a fragment of a Latin version of the book of Enoch
(146), while Milik doubts whether such an integral translation ever existed (1976, 80-81).
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title “Book of the Words of Noah” but occurs in the Lamech material, three
columns earlier. What that title in column 5 of the Genesis Apocryphon does
is strengthen the probability of the existence of an ancient book of Noah, parts
of which may occur in or have served as a source of the succeeding columns
of 1QapGen. It does not make the inclusion of the birth story in such a book
of Noah more likely.!6

The usual response of those who would deny the significance of the title’s
occurrence in ancient sources is to remark that some of the Enoch quotations
in Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs are not drawn from any Enoch work
we know and so are fabrications. Consequently, they infer, the mention of the
title book of Noah in 1QapGen and Jubilees is equally likely to be the inven-
tion of the authors of these works. This argument is, of course, illogical. It is
quite possible that the Enoch quotations in Testaments of the Twelve Patri-
archs were drawn from an Enoch work that has not survived.!” Moreover, and
even more tellingly, Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs is a later Christian
document, probably from the second century c.e.!® Its practice in citation
cannot be used either to discredit or to verify citations made in 1QapGen,
which was written at least three centuries earlier and in very different cir-
cles.!? Instead, seeking comparable instances of citation in ancient sources,
we should perhaps consider the quotations of Aramaic Levi Document itself
and of Jubilees by the Damascus Document, which are genuine, though some-
times periphrastic.?’ This bears upon all the ancient references to a book of
Noah that we will discuss later.

Milik does adduce quite a lot of evidence for knowledge of Enoch material in Latin. Lawlor
1897 argues that the Latin version is not a translation from 1 Enoch, but from a book of
Noah (see 174-75, 224-25). I have not reached a definite conclusion on this point.

16. The birth of Noah, and in particular the later forms of the story, is discussed in
the present volume by Aryeh Amihay, “Noah in Rabbinic Literature,” and Jeremy Penner,
“Is 4Q534-536 Really about Noah?” Most recently, see also the discussion of later develop-
ments of this material by Orlov 2007, 371-75, 382.

17. See Lawlor 1897.

18. T accept M. de Jonge’s views on the date and origins of Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchs. These are set forth very lucidly and documented by Kugler 2001, 35-39. A full
list of de Jonge’s numerous writings on the topic may be found in DiTommaso 2001, 919-
75.

19. Fitzmyer would date the work most probably to the first century B.C.E., but, in fact,
there is no evidence except that it is older than its manuscript, 1Q20. That manuscript is
dated by paleography to the Herodian period. See Fitzmyer 2000.

20. See Greenfield 1988. In addition, the Damascus Document clearly refers to Jubi-
lees (CD 16:3). Other Qumran texts also apparently refer to Jubilees or another work of the
same title, with varying degrees of certainty: see 4Q228 f1i:4; 4Q270 f6ii:17; 4Q271 f4ii:5;
and 4Q384 {9:2. On the question of “fake” citations, see also Kaufman 1932.
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ARrRAMAIC LEVI DOCUMENT

In ALD 10:10 we read that the series of ritual commandments given by Isaac
to Levi were taken from fj¢ fifAod ol Née mepl Tod aipatos, “Of the Book
of Noah concerning the Blood” Greenfield, Stone, and Eshel remarked on the
ambiguity of this phrase, which might be read either as a title, “Of “The Book
of Noah concerning the Blood,” or as “of “The Book of Noah’ concerning
the blood,” where the last words designate the subject of the book of Noah.?!
Whichever interpretation is correct, this is the oldest explicit reference to
the book of Noah, for ALD is to be dated to the third or very early second
century B.C.E. at the latest.?? Although the phrase we have cited did not sur-
vive among the Qumran fragments of ALD, nor in the Genizah Aramaic
folios, but only in an excerpt from a Greek translation, there is no reason to
doubt its originality.?> The Aramaic might have been M3 2n2 (cf. 1QapGen

21. Greenfield, Stone and Eshel 2004, 180.

22. Ibid., 19-20.

23. It does not seem that the ideas proposed by Kugler 2008 make any difference
to this conclusion. His conclusions seem to go beyond the evidence he adduces, and a
“Qumran” reading or recension of ALD cannot be taken as demonstrated, though of course
it is possible. Indeed, in principle, each copyist of a work in fact produces an interpreta-
tion, and no text-form is identical to any other. An example of a systematic attempt to
clarify such differences for one work is the research of Levison, 2000. Greenfield and I
showed the existence of at least two recensions of ALD at Qumran on literary grounds in
1996, 43-45, 54-60. So it has a complex literary history, not more than some other works
at Qumran, such as S (The Community Rule) and D (The Damascus Document). Kugler’s
claim of a Qumran recension to serve sectarian purposes is unproven. The lack of a frag-
ment from some anyway fragmentary witnesses does not show its deliberate composition
and insertion in another witness as part of a sectarian recension. This is otherwise dem-
onstrated only by a single variant between a first-person singular and a first-person plural.
Kugler is correct that there were different text-forms, though strangely he does not relate
his “Qumran” text-form to the different Qumran Aramaic recensions discerned on literary
grounds. Instead, he argues on narrow grounds for a theory of Qumran retelling of ALD
that is not implausible but that remains unproven. Even if he is right and such a retelling
existed, we can, and should, still talk of ALD as a single work. The long and short recen-
sions of Hebrew Jeremiah are just that. The work remains one work, and there is good
reason to try to place its parts in some sort of order and not just to deconstruct them into
discrete manuscripts. There are sixty-four manuscripts of the Armenian version of Testa-
ments of the Twelve Patriarchs. They differ from one another, sometimes by the dynamic
of copying and sometimes by deliberate recensional activity, with literary and ideological
purposes. Are we then to say the work cannot be edited but must be published as sixty-four
different compositions? Surely there are other ways of presenting the evidence. So Kugler’s
article must be appreciated for raising our consciousness about recensional and tenden-
tious readings of ancient documents, but regarding what happened at Qumran as different
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5:29). It seems from ALD that this book of Noah contained all the teach-
ing that ALD attributed to Isaac (i.e., 6:1-10:10) and that Isaac had received
from Abraham. Abraham, in turn, so the story goes, drew it from the book
of Noah. In 10:3 we read, “[f]or my father Abraham commanded me to do
thus and to command my sons,” while in 10:10 we find: “[f]or thus my father
Abraham commanded me, for thus he found in the writing of the [B]Jook of
Noah concerning the blood.”?* The conclusion of Isaac’s teaching is found in
10:10. Next comes the blessing he pronounced in 10:11-14, which has its own
beginning, “And now, beloved child....”

The detail, length, and tight structure of this passage of priestly teaching
make it probable, in my view, that it comes from a source document, and
the title of that source document is explicitly said to be “Book of Noah?” This
teaching was also cited by Jubilees, as we shall see in the next paragraph.

Jubilees 21:1-10 records part of the priestly instruction given by Abra-
ham to Isaac. This is another form of the priestly teaching given by Isaac to
Levi, according to ALD.? In Jubilees, Abraham concludes the first part of
this instruction with the words: “for so I have found written in the books
of my forefathers (in the words of Enoch and the words of Noah).”?¢ R. H.
Charles remarks, “There was probably no ground for the statement made by
our author”?’” Yet, one wonders. It seems very likely that, since this chapter
of Jubilees is dependent on ALD, the reference to “words of Noah” has been
taken from there (ALD 10:10). The additional mention of Enoch is either an
expansion of the information in ALD or else Jubilees knew a tradition that the
words of Enoch were transmitted through Noah.?8

from what happened in other contexts of transmission seems to be unwarranted. At the
very most, non liquet.

24. All citations from Aramaic Levi Document are drawn from the edition mentioned
in note 21, above.

25. The relationship between these two passages will be explored in a subsequent
study. Observe, however, that in TLevi 9:3, which is radically abridged in comparison with
ALD, Isaac attributes part of the teaching to Abraham, without any reference to Noah.
However, as has been noted above, TLevi is secondary to ALD. V. Hillel in the following
chapter of the present volume discusses the Noachic fragments in 1 Enoch, and in her
paper “Demonstrable Instances of the Use of Sources in the Pseudepigrapha” in Hempel
(forthcoming), she addresses most recently the issue of the interrelations between ALD,
Jubilees, and Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs.

26. Sparks, 1984, 68.

27. Charles 1902, 134.

28. On this line of transmission of antediluvian knowledge through Noah to Abraham
and Levi, see Stone 1999. See also Jub. 7:38-39, but no book is transmitted there. On trans-
mission of Enochic material through Noah, see Orlov 2007, 119-31.
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THE BOOK OF JUBILEES

The book of Jubilees was composed sometime in the first third of the second
century B.C.E. We have a complete text of it in Ethiopic, fragments in Latin,
and a substantial number of fragmentary copies from Qumran.?® Jubilees
10:1-14 is a passage dealing with the demons that afflicted Noah’s children
after the flood. Noah prayed to God for help (10:13), and God commanded an
angel to teach Noah all the remedies against them (10:10).

10:12 And we explained to Noah all the remedies against their diseases,
together with their seductions, and how to heal them with herbs. 10:13 And
Noah wrote down everything in a book, as we instructed him about every
kind of remedy; thus were the evil spirits kept from doing harm to Noah’s
sons. 10:14 And he gave everything he had written to Shem, his eldest son;
for he loved him most of all his sons.>°

This passage then relates that Noah wrote a book of remedies and transmit-
ted it to his son Shem. A very similar passage was included in the medieval
Jewish medical work Sefer Asaf Harofe,?! and it was translated into English

29. See introductory remarks in VanderKam 2000b.

30. Translation by Charles, revised by Rabin in Sparks 1984, 42. For 10:4, VanderKam,
in his translation, reads, “He gave all the books that he had written to his older son Shem
for he loved him much more than all his sons” (1989, 59). Betsy Halpern-Amaru observes
in a personal communication that the Ethiopic in 10:13 has the singular “book,” while in
10:14 it has the plural. “It seems that there are multiple books and that in an ‘orderly’ way he
kept different ‘books’ for the various traditions he would pass on” (letter of 7 April 2005).
Yet, as she observed in a later communication, the textual basis for “books” is ambiguous,
and VanderKam accepts Charless reading and does not read “books” As for the plural,
Halpern-Amaru points to the use of the plural in Jub. 45:16, where Jacob transmits “books”
to Levi (letter of 11 April 2005). This latter reading does not seem to me to bear on the issue
of the book(s) of Noah.

31. It was introduced into the scholarly discussion by Jellinek 1938, 3:xxx—xxxiii and
text on 155. See general discussion in Lewis 1968, 12-14. Werman (1999) regards this as a
separate source from Jub. 10:1-14, asserting that “the author of Jubilees used material from
... the Introduction of the Book of Asaph, but with changes” (172). Of course, since Jubi-
lees antedates Sefer Asaf Harofe by more than a millennium, she must mean that the source
used by Sefer Asaf Harofe was that used by Jubilees. In fact, Werman was far from the first
to put forth this proposal; Charles had already done so in 1902, xliv; see also Himmelfarb
1994, 127. She points out that the story (without any mention of a book) was known to
George Synkellos (128; Adler and Tuffin 2002, 36). This assertion demands that the issue of
the transmission of the material found in Sefer Asaf Harofe be addressed energetically. A
beginning of this labor has been made by Himmelfarb 1994.
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by Martha Himmelfarb.3? The parallel to Jubilees in Sefer Asaf Harofe con-
cludes:

DV 112 OWY 1030 80 5P AHRA 070 DR N3 anoM
And Noah wrote these things in a book and gave it to Shem, his oldest son.
(cf. Jub. 10:14)

Intriguingly, Sefer Asaf Harofe adds two further book of Noah references
of its own in this passage. At the opening it reads: “This is the book of rem-
edies that the ancient sages copied from the book of Shem son of Noah. It was
transmitted to Noah on Mount Lubar of the mountains of Ararat after the
flood.”33 The mention of Mount Lubar is a distinctive tradition, and this name
of “one of the mountains of Ararat” only occurs elsewhere in ancient Jewish
literature in Jubilees and 4QpseudoDaniel®. It is mentioned in the Byzan-
tine Chronography of George Synkellos as the place of Noal’s burial (cf. Jub.
10:15).3* It is not mentioned in Jub. 10:1-14, which is the pericope to which
Sefer Asaf Harofe is parallel. However, it does occur in the next pericope in
Jubilees, where it is the site not of revelation of the book of Noah but of some
other incidents. This leads us toward the conclusion that Sefer Asaf Harofe
was familiar with more of Jubilees-allied traditions than the “medical” passage
it is quoting.3> The second reference to a book of Noah in Sefer Asaf Harofe
is found in the continuation of the passage quoted above, where the transmis-

32. Himmelfarb 1994, 129-30 published the first English translation of this passage.
On pages 130-31 she clearly assumes that the material in Sefer Asaf Harofe draws on a
Hebrew source of Jubilees that has been tailored to fit the interests of the author of Sefer
Asaf Harofe.

33.90N1 AWK M 12 DW 79010 MWK OO0 1PNy WX MKISI7 980 7
51200 INR VIR A A0 92193 N (Jellinek 1938, 3:155). Here I have departed
from Himmelfarb’s translation. It is to be noted that Mount Lubar is mentioned in the verse
following this passage in Jub. 10:15, in connection with Noah’s burial. It is also mentioned
in Jub. 5:28, 7:1, and 7:15 and further in 1QapGen 12:13 and 4Q244 {8:3 (4Qpseudo-Dan-
ielP), also apparently in connection with Noah. On Mount Lubar, with a possible etymol-
ogy, see Steiner 1991.

34. On which, apparently, Synkellos draws; see Adler and Tuffin 2002, 63.

35. See above. As already noted, it is conceivable that both Jubilees and Sefer Asaf
Harofe are dependent on a third document. Himmelfarb (1994, 127-36) argues vigorously
in support of this view. Another interesting analysis of this passage in the context of hekha-
lot and magical texts may be found in Swartz 1994, 225-26. The question of the origin and
date of Sefer Asaf Harofe is debated, but apparently it comes from soon after the middle
of the first millennium c.. See Muntner 2007. A detailed study is Aviv Melzer’s doctoral
thesis of 1972. On the date, see 34-57.
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sion of the book is traced down to Galenus.3¢ The reference to a Noachic book
in Jub. 10:14, therefore, is accompanied by a medical/demonic explanation of
the human state, which also occurs either in a derived form or drawn from a
similar source, in the much later Sefer Asaf Harofe.

THE SIMILITUDES OF ENOCH

Similitudes (Parables) of Enoch is the least readily dated and located of the
parts of 1 Enoch.?” However, it seems to have been written about the turn
of the era or a little later. Similitudes of Enoch (1 Enoch) 68:1 sets the fol-
lowing words in Noah’s mouth: “And after this my great-grandfather Enoch
gave me the explanation of all the secrets in a book and the parables that had
been given to him, and he put them together for me in the words of the book
of the Parables (Similitudes).” This statement, coming toward the end of the
Similitudes of Enoch, is apparently intended to give it authority. It is intrigu-
ing that it occurs in this particular position. The surrounding text has been
characterized as Noachic, a claim that will be discussed elsewhere.?® 1 find
myself uncertain about the relationship between this Noachic text and the
Enochic context. Whether the surrounding text is Noachic or not, indubitably
this particular claim was set in Noah’s mouth, who alone could have said “my
great-grandfather Enoch.” Noah claims that Enoch gave him explanation of all
the secrets in a book.?® Thus the expression in Jub. 21:10 is not unparalleled,
and the idea was current that Enoch and Noah both had and transmitted
books that were connected with one another.*

TaBuLA GENTIUM

In recent years James M. Scott has drawn attention to the tabula gentium,
the division of the earth among Noah’s three sons in Gen 10.! This passage

36. Some further references to the book of Noah in medieval literature will be dis-
cussed in the appendix below.

37. On the date of Similitudes, see most recently Boccaccini 2007.

38. See Hillel in this volume, 27-45.

39. This line of transmission is mentioned in Jub. 7:38. 1 En. 108:1 speaks of a book
Enoch wrote for Methuselah and all who would come after him.

40. These issues were dealt with in a broader context in Stone 1999, especially 138-40.
That paper was concerned primarily with the role of Noah as transmitter of antediluvian
knowledge. On similar transmission in later sources, see the discussion of Jub. 21:10 above.
An early, perceptive, and learned discussion of the Noachic material in 1 Enoch is Schmidt
1926. He discusses 1 En. 68:1 on pp. 122-23.

41. Scott 1997b.
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was extensively developed in Jub. 8:10-9:15, apparently in the fragmentary
column 12 of 1QapGen, and further elaborated in later sources.*? Scott cor-
rectly points out that, according to Jubilees, this division was inscribed in
a book, as Jub. 8:11 says, “When he summoned his children, they came to
him—they and their children. He divided the earth into the lots that his three
sons would occupy. They reached out their hands and took the book from the
bosom of their father Noah”** Scott makes the following points concerning
this passage. First, the explicit mention of a book in Jub. 8:11 (and, I venture
to add, 8:12) means that the division of the earth was included in a “book
of Noah”4* Second, such a book of Noah is distinct from books of Noah on
other topics.*> He also observes that the division of the earth was the subject
of the fragmentary 1QapGen columns 16-17, which confirms the antiquity of
this material. Moreover, Gen 10 is already found to have influenced 1QapGen
12:10-12, although it is in tension with it at a number of points.4¢

The above are all the uses of the title “Book of Noah” or explicit references
to such a book in Jewish literature from the Second Temple period.*’” The
question remains to be discussed whether these references are fabricated in
order to add a patina of authority to the works citing them or whether they
indeed refer to an ancient document(s) that actually existed. As I have said, I
prefer to assess the use of the titles separately rather than to deal with the titles
together with various unattributed literary pieces that scholars have assigned
to Noah.

From the analysis above, it emerges that there are four substantial pieces
of unique text that ancient documents attribute explicitly to a book of Noah.
These are: (1) the extensive material in 1QapGen 5:29-17;* (2) the cultic
material attributed to the book of Noah in ALD 6:1-10:10 and the text that is

42. E.g., Stone 1981, 271-77; and works cited by Scott 1997b, 370 n. 8; Charles 1902,
68. See also Eshel 2007.

43. Jub. 8:12 continues, “In the book there emerged as Shem’s lot...” (VanderKam
1989, 52).

44. Scott thus advances Garcia Martinez’s argument considerably; see Scott 1997b,
269-70.

45. Ibid., 370.

46. Ibid., 371-72. The tabula gentium material entered Midrash Aggadah associated
with R. Moses the Preacher and is discussed by Himmelfarb 1994, 121-23. It was also used
in the Ethiopic tradition; see Cowley 1988, 31-33.

47. 1 have also included a discussion of Jub. 8:11-12, in which an untitled book by
Noah is mentioned.

48. The material in cols. 2-5 of 1QapGen is not presented there as part of a book of
Noah.
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most probably derived from it in Jub. 21;* (3) the magico-medical material
that Noah wrote in a book, according to Jub. 10:1-14, which material and
attribution are also found in Sefer Asaf Harofe; and (4) the tabula gentium
that Noah is said to have written in a book (Jub. 10:11-12). First Enoch 68:1,
which seems to be part of a subscription to the Similitudes of Enoch, raises
issues about the relationship between Enoch and Noah and is problematic and
thus best left out of the present discussion.

One of the most vigorous opponents of the existence of a book of Noah
has been Devorah Dimant.>® I shall discuss her arguments in detail, not
because they are better or worse than those of others, but because they are
typical. Dimant surveys the references to Noachic books in Jub. 10:21 (surely
an error for 10:13), 21:10 and T. Levi 2:3 (Greek). (I assume that by this last
reference she intends ALD 10:10; old section 57.)°! She asserts that “fictional
postulation of such works in pseudepigraphic and legendary writings cannot
be taken as historical evidence, unless there exists reliable, independent
confirmation.”? I find this assertion to be bizarre. Why should citations that
are explicitly said to be drawn from a Noachic document, and each of which
is associated with a very distinct body of material, be regarded ab initio as
“fictional postulations”? Dimant offers no reason except that the references
are made in “pseudepigraphic and legendary writings.” Indeed, she does not
adduce the strongest argument of which I know, namely, the existence of
unidentifiable Enoch citations in Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs. This
has been taken (albeit unjustifiably, in my view) to throw doubt on all quota-
tions in ancient sources. As I have shown above, this argument itself is not

49. Above I have dealt with the additional attribution to Enoch found in Jub. 10:21.
See also the paper by C. Werman referred to in n. 8 above.

50. See above, n. 10.

51. Testament of Levi refers to a “book of Enoch” twice, in 10:5 and 16:1, but nowhere
to a book of Noah. Following T. Levi 2:3 in one manuscript is a Greek expansion that
is actually part of ALD, but it does not contain the reference to a book of Noah either.
That occurs in the long passage following T. Levi 18:2 in the same Greek manuscript of
Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs. So, I am forced to assume that Dimant is confused
here. In addition, on pages 144-45, Dimant enumerates passages that have commonly been
assumed to derive from a book of Enoch. I forbear to treat this part of her argument.

52. Dimant 1998, 145. I suspect that L. Schiffman would hold a similar view. Compare
his article on pseudpigrapha (2004), where his “book” in ALD 13:4 is the result of a misun-
derstanding: see Greenfield, Stone, and Eshel 2004, 206. In general, the instances I am dis-
cussing in this article are more complex than his categories would suggest. The mysterious
“writing” mentioned (if the editors are correct) in 4Q243 is unclear. See the discussion in
DiTommaso 2005, 128-29. His connection of this writing with Adam’s testament is specu-
lative, but it does not seem to have been Noachic either.
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convincing.” Indeed, I maintain that a citation formula, title, or subscription
that is associated with a substantial and distinct block of text has a good claim
to be considered genuine, unless the work in which it occurs is rife with obvi-
ously forged citations. This is not the case in Jubilees, which mentions only
books of Enoch and Noah, except for Jubilees itself in the superscription and
books of Jacob in the subscription. 1QapGen mentions the book of Enoch
twice on column 20, and these two mentions, in addition to the reference to
the book of Noabh, are its only surviving references to books. Thus the burden
of proof falls on scholars who would deny the authenticity of the book of
Noah titles and sections a priori, not on those who would assert it.>*

The second argument adduced by Dimant is that the fragments of the
book of Noah “diverge in form and detail” and are “of diverse character” This
case is made not just on the basis of the titled passages but also on the basis of
other unascribed passages that scholars have attributed to a book of Noah.>®
Yet, it seems to me that, even should we group the titled and untitled passages
together, this consideration is not convincing. On the one hand, there is no
need for there to have been only one Noachic book (or “booklet”). Second,
and more telling, we have not a few works from antiquity that contain mate-
rial of very diverse character. Suffice it, perhaps, to mention the Book of the
Watchers in 1 Enoch. If, for example, we had only fragments of chapters 1, 3,
7, 22, and so on of the Book of the Watchers, would we not be able to make
Dimant’s argument about their divergence in form and detail and their diver-
sity of character and infer that they do not derive from the same document?

It is my conclusion, therefore, that unless contrary evidence emerges, the
titles discussed above do designate an ancient literary work (or works) that
has not survived in full but that is being cited. This being the case, in a future
study I hope to discuss the relationship of fragments attributed by scholars to
a Noachic work to these assured Noachic fragments. A final remark should be
made on the Noachic document(s). It was a very old work, of the third cen-
tury B.C.E. at least, and perhaps older. It fell out of use early, it seems,*® and for

53. The title “Book of the Words of Noah” in 1QapGen was unknown to Dimant, for
it was deciphered after she wrote her article, but the instance in 1QapGen is no different
from those she rejects.

54. The case might be different were these merely passing references. However, in
these major, ancient instances, a block of textual material, distinct from its context, follows
the reference to the book of Noah.

55. See the similar remarks in Fletcher-Louis 2002, 36.

56. 1Q19, which is preserved in a first-century manuscript, is a Noah birth story, with
much in common with 1QapGen 2-3 and 1 En. 106-07, as I have observed. The title “Livre
de Noé” was given by the first editors. I shall discuss this story in a future study, but it is not,
in my view, necessarily or even particularly probably drawn from a book of Noah.
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that reason survives only in these citations. It also seems to have fallen more
or less completely out of the memory of the fathers of the church, though a
couple of possible references to it survive.>” In later Jewish traditions, a book
of Noah is mentioned in a number of sources, as well as in medieval and sub-
sequent Christian traditions. Of these mentions, many are later inventions.>®

If the argument proposed here is accepted as a point of departure, further
study is required in order to clarify the contents and character of the book
of Noah, as far as is possible. As indicated above, the literary fragments that
scholars have attributed to a Noachic source must be investigated anew, and
the corpus of texts relating to the birth of Noah should be considered once
more. Issues of considerable importance cannot yet be determined. These
include the relationship between both the figures and the writings of Enoch
and Noah. This is still unclear and will remain so until the literary issues sur-
rounding the book of Noah have been resolved. It is possible that different
traditions of learning are here involved, and it is possible that the Noah mate-
rial was taken over by the Enochic material. If that is the case, and if such a
development has a sociological correlative, the question of why remains to
be addressed. It may never be answered fully, but even to pose the question
is significant for understanding the early development of postexilic Judaism.

Some similar problems with the figure of Noah occur in later sources,
particularly in 2 Enoch, and the replacement of Noah in the birth story by
Melchizedek is most striking®—and it is not the only case. Therefore, it will
be necessary also to examine traditions about Noah and later Jewish and
Christian retellings of the Noah story, which may preserve elements of old
Noah traditions.

For the moment, the modest aim of this paper has, I believe, been achieved.
It seems to me more than likely that a book or books of Noah existed in the
third century B.C.E. or earlier. Some material drawn from this document is
preserved in ALD, Jubilees, and the Genesis Apocryphon.

57. However, see below, in the last section.

58. Fabricius 1713, 240-77; Migne 1856, cols. 640-49. See Schmidt 1926, 113, who
discusses many of the references. Compare Stone 1982a, 88-103.

59. See Orlov, cited in n. 13 above. He tends, however, to see polemic and confronta-
tion between traditions in very many instances. This often involves thinking of a single
paradigm against which various groups react, while the actual socioreligious reality might
have been more complex. His work, however, is very perceptive and stimulates innovative
ways of thinking about tradition development.
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APPENDIX: SOME LATER INSTANCES OF “BOOK OF NoAH”

In this appendix I give some preliminary information on certain significant
medieval sources relating the existence of a book of Noah. These sources do
not have any weight in answering the question whether a book of Noah existed
in the early postexilic period. They can only illustrate how the medieval Noah
traditions developed. The idea of a book of Noah was not foreign to medieval
Jews, Samaritans, and Christians. I do not intend the appendix to be exhaus-
tive but to indicate the riches that may be drawn from later traditions.

SEFER HARAZIM AND SEFER RAZIEL

Sefer Harazim is a work of magical character dated to the first millennium
C.E., probably toward the middle of that millennium. It has survived in frag-
ments from the Genizah and was published with many variants by Mordechai
Margaliot in 1966. An English translation was prepared by Michael Morgan
and published in 1983. At the start of this work we read:

= S A U 1 I nowInn [f= '[73'7 [f= mi5 1NIW 0177 M0 780 At
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This is a book of the books of mysteries that was given to Noah, son of
Lemech, son of Methuselah, son of Enoch, son of Jared, son of Mehalalel,
son of Kenan, son of Enosh, son of Seth, son of Adam, from the mouth of the
angel Raziel in the year in which he came to the ark, before entering (it). And
he wrote it on sapphire stone very clearly, and from it he learned wonderous
acts and secrets of knowledge [etc].

Noah's role as transmitter of a book of primordial knowledge is clear here,®
and he is the one who records the secret knowledge, dictated by the angel
Raziel, whose name means “secret of God.”®! This is the most prominent chain

60. In Pirqe de Rabbi Eliezer ch. 8 (Jerusalem: Eshkol, [n.d.]), [24]-[26], which is
translated in Friedlander 1981, 52-54), a similar genealogy is given for the transmission of
“the principle of intercalation” (called in Hebrew 2P T10 “the secret of intercalation”).

61. There are many variants to the text of Sefer Harazim. The chief one, noted by
Margaliot on p. 113, reads: “This is a book of secrets of knowledge that was revealed to
Adam from the mouth of the Angel Raziel in the three hundredth year of the life of Jared,
son of Mahalalel, son of Kenan, son of Enosh, son of Seth, son of Adam.” Intriguingly, this
genealogy stops in the generation before Enoch. Margaliot, however, considers this variant
to be secondary; see his note on p. 65. The text was published earlier by Jellinek 1938, 3:159,
drawn from Sefer Raziel; see ibid., 3:xxxii.
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of tradition to be found in Jewish magical literature.®> Michael Swartz has con-
trasted it with the chain of tradition of the hekhalot books, which starts with
Moses.5? Intriguingly, he points out that the Moses tradition is also connected
with healing, and he has also explored its relationship with Sefer Harazim (pp.
28-29). Of course, all this is not evidence for the existence of an ancient book
of Noah. I adduce it to illustrate how the Noah traditions developed. The role
played by the material from Jubilees or allied with Jubilees in the crystalliza-
tion of this specific Noachic material in Sefer Harazim and Sefer Raziel is
most significant.

The same angelic name, Raziel, is set on a book that Jellinek cited in
his presentation of the book of Noah.%* This is a later work, published in
Amsterdam in 1701. Margaliot verified the Amsterdam edition against the
manuscript and confirmed JellineK’s reading in Beth Hamidrasch.5> The pas-
sage cited by Jellinek is quite long and contains much interesting material.
The book was revealed by the angel Raziel to Adam, following his prayer of
repentance upon his expulsion from Eden.%® The book contained secrets of
the future and nature and the course of history. The text continues:

And the angel Raziel opened the book and read it to Adam. And it came
to pass when he heard the words of this holy book from the mouth of the
angel Raziel, he fell upon his face trembling. And he said, “Adam, rise and be
strong. Do not fear and be not in awe! Take this book from my hands, and
be preserved through it, from it you shall have knowledge and understand-
ing. And make it known to everyone who is worthy of it and it will be his
portion.”

[21] At the time when Adam took this book, fire burned on the bank
of the river, and the angel ascended to heaven in a fiery flame. Then Adam
realised and knew that he was an angel of God and that this book was sent
from the presence the Holy King. And he kept it in pure sanctity.

And after four generations Enoch, son of Jared, arose and had under-
standing in the awe of God and conducted himself in purity. He used to wash
and sanctify himself in living water (fresh water) and beseech the Creator
of all. And in a dream, the place where the book was hidden was revealed,
how it was to be handled®” and what its function was and its pure sanctity.
And he arose early and went to a cave and delayed until midday and through

62. Swartz 1994, 212-17.

63. Ibid, section 2.

64. In fact, in an early printing, Sefer Harazim is called “Book of Noah”; see Margaliot
1966, 59-60. See further Blau 1906.

65. See Margaliot 1966, 65 n. 1.

66. Jellinek 1938, 156-67.

67. Ibid., 158.
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the sun’s power his soul came there, so that the local people should not per-
ceive [13°2’] him. He besought God Blessed be He and ascended (to heaven)
in purity and held to the pure Name. And when he understood it, his eyes
enlightened all his ways, and he conducted himself through it and continued
until he became like the holy ones on high and he was separated from the
inhabitants of the earth and was not, for God took him.

For through this book he instructed and gave knowledge of the orbits
and the constellations and all the luminaries that serve for each month, and
the names by which each orbit is called, and the angels that serve in the four
seasons of the year, and he learned the names of the earth and the names
of the heaven and also the names of sun and moon. And he continued to
honour it with all his might and he learned all wisdom, more than Adam the
first man, and he learned that all the generations that came after him did not
have strength to withstand it, for it is mighty and glorious. And he hid it until
Noabh, son of Lamech, arose, a completely righteous man [0 P*T¥] in his
generations. And in the 500th year of his life the earth was corrupted by the
violent action of the generations and all flesh corrupted their way upon the
earth and the cry of the earth rose up to heaven before the throne of glory of
the Holy One Blessed be He, and Noah found grace in the eyes of the Lord.

And then Raphael, the holy archangel [7W] was sent to him and he said
to him, “T was sent through/by the word of God to you to heal the earth and
to make known what will be and what (a man) should do and escape” Then
he gave him this holy book and taught him how to handle it and what its
function was, and what was the sanctity of its purity.

And he said to him, “Hear the word of the Lord. Since you were found
to be a perfectly righteous man in your generations, behold, I have given
you this holy book and I have made known to you all its secrets and myster-
ies, to do it in sanctity and purity and modesty and humility, and from it
you shall learn to make (an ark) of gopher wood. And you shall enter, you
and your sons and your wife and the wives of your sons, to hide for a short
time, until the wrath shall pass” And Noah took the book from the hand of
Raphael the holy archangel [7W], and when he learned in it the letters that
were engraved, the spirit of the Lord rested upon him and he made the ark
by length and width with the knowledge that he learned through this holy
Name [...].

Then Noah, son of Lamech, hid it before he came into the ark [...]. Then
he opened his mouth with the spirit of wisdom and understanding and he
blessed the Lord God, the great, mighty and awesome king.3

The text continues to relate the transmission of the book to Shem, Abra-
ham, Isaac, Jacob, Levi, Moses, Aaron, Phinehas, and all the generations. So
here we have a legend of a book of Noah, revealed to Adam and transmitted

68. Ibid., 156-58.
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to Enoch, to Noah, and then to Levi and through him to the priestly line.
It contains many points of interest for the student of Second Temple period
texts, and its full exegesis must await a future study. The sources used by
Sefer Raziel, however, are much more extensive than those preserved in Sefer
Harazim. Particularly striking is the section on Enoch as well as the transmis-
sion from Noah through Abraham to Levi and his sons. The text gives no
extracts from the Noachic book but indicates that it is a repository of secret
knowledge, including the divine Name by which Noah built the ark. Because
of the etymology of Raphael, the connection of Raphael with the revelation of
the book to Noah evokes the section from Jub. 10 and its parallel in Sefer Asaf
Harofe, even though this angel is not mentioned in the latter work.

THE BOOK OF ASATIR

In the medieval Samaritan history entitled The Book of Asatir, we read in
chapter 3:

And Noah sat in Adam’s place after Adam’s death. In the seventh year (of his
life or after Adam’s death?) he learned three books of the covenant: the Book
of the Signs, the Book of the Constellations and the Book of the Wars, this is
the Book of the Generations of Adam.®

The work is discussed by J. T, Milik, who sees in the reference to the Book of
the Signs (MMIRM 78D) a possible hint that Adam created the true calendar.”’
He would interpret the three Noachic books to be related to Enochic writings:
“we can recognize in these without much difficulty the earliest compositions
attributed to Enoch: the sacred calendars ... the astronomical treatise (1 En.
72-82) and the Vision of Enoch (1 En. 6-19)”71 I do not find Milik’s identi-
fications convincing, the less so since Asatir relates the three works to Noah
and not to Enoch. It is intriguing, however, that here once more we have books
associated with Noah in a medieval tradition.”?

69. The Aramaic text with a Hebrew translation is given by Ben-Hayyim 1943; 1944.

70. Milik 1976, 64-65.

71. Ibid, 67-68.

72. Moreover, Milik is surely correct in finding the association of the Book of Signs
with Enoch to be significant. I take exception only to his specific identification of the three
books that Noah learned with specific parts of 1 Enoch.
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OTHER REFERENCES

Hugh J. Lawlor points out that Tertullian, in De cultu feminarum 3, apparently
knew of no work he regarded as Noachic.”®> On the other hand, “Augustine,
speaking of Enoch and Noah in City of God 18.38, says that the only reason
their writings are not canonical is their excessive antiquity. The Zohar, Beresit,
1.37b and 55b refers to a book of secrets revealed by the angel Raziel to Adam,
who transmitted it, via Seth, to Enoch. Noah does not figure in this transmis-
sion.

73. Lawlor 1897, 179-80.






A RECONSIDERATION OF CHARLES’S DESIGNATED “NOAH
INTERPOLATIONS” IN 1 ENOCH: 54:1-55:1; 60; 65:1-69:25
Vered Hillel

The book of Noah and Noah traditions have long intrigued scholars and have
recently led to considerable scholarly debate and a growing number of publi-
cations.! The book of Jubilees (10:3; 21:10), Genesis Apocryphon (col. 5, line
29), and Aramaic Levi Document (10:10) mention a book(s) of Noah,? while
Jubilees, 1 Enoch, and various Qumran fragments preserve Noah traditions.3
As early as 1893, R. H. Charles distinguished certain passages in the Simili-
tudes of Enoch (1 En. 37-71) as Noachic fragments belonging to the book of
Noah or the apocalypse of Noah mentioned in Jubilees. Using a specific set
of criteria, he determined that 1 En. 54:7-55:2; 60; and 65:1-69:25 are such
interpolations. Characteristically, Charles liberally proposed interpolations
and emendations together with his criteria to help him arrive at his conclu-
sions.

Charles has been criticized for this type of “cut-and-paste” treatment of
texts* and for paying too much attention to historical allusions and theological
doctrines and too little attention to literary structure and symbolism.> He has
even been accused of “hindering the study of Second Temple Judaism.”® While
many of these comments may be true, we need to remember that Charles
wrote in a time when the source-critical principles of Wellhausen dominated

1. For a bibliography of publications until 1999 devoted to Noachic traditions, see
DiTommaso 2001, 427-30; see also Orlov 2000b, 207 n. 1.

2. See Stone 2006a.

3. Jub. 7:20-39; 10:1-15; 1 En. 6-11; 54:7-55:2; 60; 65:1-69:25; and 106-107; 1Q19;
4Q534-536; 4Q252-254.

4. Black 1985, 238; de Jonge 1953, 31-36.

5. Collins 1986, 348.

6. Charlesworth 2002, 227.
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the German and the British scholarly traditions” and when Christian scholars,
who were in the majority, approached texts with their own bias and presup-
positions searching for the background of Christianity and/or the historical
Jesus.® These ideas created an anti-Jewish portrayal of Second Temple Judaism
characterized by stereotypes gleaned from the New Testament and tenden-
tious polemics that did not begin to change until after the Second World War.
In essence, Charles, like all scholars, was a product of his time.

Since Charles, new “criticisms” (form, text, literary, structural, etc.) and
methods drawn from the social sciences, as well as archaeological discover-
ies such as the Dead Sea Scrolls and the Cairo Genizah, have modified the
methodology by which texts are studied and the point of view from which
they are approached. Despite these advances, Charles’s work on the Apocry-
pha and Pseudepigrapha remains seminal and is consulted by students and
scholars alike. A case in point is his 1912 translation of and commentary on
the Ethiopic text of 1 Enoch. This work remained the standard edition of
1 Enoch until 1978, when Michael Knibb published a new edition based on
Rylands Ethiopic ms 23. Subsequently in 1985, Matthew Black, building on
Charles’s 1912 edition, published a revised translation and commentary; in
2001, George W. E. Nickelsburg published part 1 of the Hermeneia commen-
tary on 1 Enoch, which unfortunately does not include the Similitudes, and
in 2005 Nickelsburg and James C. VanderKam published a new translation
of the whole book.

Also seminal are Charless designated “Noah interpolations”: scholars
either adopt them without question or reject them without demonstrating
why the designation is invalid. This article investigates Charles’s designated
Noah interpolations in the Similitudes in light of his own criteria and meth-
odology to see if his arguments hold. In his 1912 edition, Charles listed seven
criteria (emended from his 1893 edition) used to determine three Noah inter-
polations in the Similitudes.®

CHARLES’S CRITERIA

1. The interpolations always disturb the context in which they occur.
2. They profess to be a revelation to Noah.

7. Already in the eighteenth century the British and German schools were collaborat-
ing. Ideas worked out in Britain were quickly translated into German and disseminated
among the Protestant faculties of theology. For more information, see O’Neil 1992, 726.

8. For bibliography on the details of the anti-Jewish interpretation of Judaism, see
Nickelsburg and Kraft 1986, 10. See also the discussion in Sanders 1977, 1-19 esp. 1-12.

9. Charles 1912, 106-7; 1893, 146-47.
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3. There are definite dates in the additions; as in 60:1: “In the year
500, in the seventh month on the fourteenth of the month in the
life of Enoch.”

4. 'The demonology is different.

5. The interpolator seeks to adapt his additions to their new contexts
and accordingly incorporates in them many terms and phrases
from the Similitudes but misuses technical terms and phrases,
either through ignorance or set purpose.

6. The interpolator misunderstands the Similitudes and combines
absolutely alien elements.

7. 'The Similitudes follow the rxx chronology; the interpolations
follow the Samaritan chronology.

This essay first evaluates the integrity of Charles’s criteria, then examines
his three designated Noah interpolations (54:7-55:2; 60; 65:1-69:25) in light
of these criteria. Two points to bear in mind before beginning our investiga-
tion are that: (1) the extant Ethiopic text is a third-generation translation; it is
a translation of a Greek translation of a Semitic original; and (2) the surviving
manuscripts are often confused and corrupted.

SECTION 1: INTEGRITY OF THE CRITERIA
CRITERIA 2 AND 3: ATTRIBUTION AND DEFINITE DATES

According to Charles’s criteria, the interpolated passages profess to be a rev-
elation to Noah; as a result, he also attributes to Noah any passage related to
the flood or the first judgment. This is true of 54:7-55:2, which does not men-
tion Noah by name but focuses on the flood and thereby is linked to Noah and
satisfies Charles’s second criterion as an interpolation.

It is clear from 60:1 and 60:8 that chapter 60 is erroneously attributed
to Enoch instead of Noah.!? The mention in verse 8 of the visionary’s great-
grandfather, the seventh from Adam, and the dating “in the year 500,” which
is drawn from Gen 5:32,!! could apply only to Noah, as according to both
the Lxx and MT, Enoch was 365 years old when he walked with God (Gen
5:22-23). Noachic and Enochic traditions often occur together, and in some

10. The erroneous attribution to Enoch instead of Noah has been argued since Dill-
mann 1853. Suter (1979b, 32, 154) does not accept this as a wrong attribution; cf. Dimant
1998, 144-46.

11. Noah was 500 years old when his sons were born.
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texts the “words of Noah” follow closely on the “words of Enoch.”!? There
is interdependence between Noachic and Enochic material; some type of
affinity lies behind the “Enoch-Noah axis” Even the texts that seem to show
a theological polemic against Noah (e.g., 2 Enoch) are based on some type
of “original” Noachic material.!> Although the “original” Noah motifs and
themes are substantially rewritten in it, they nevertheless exhibit parallels to
the Noah material.'* The same is true in 1 En. 60, where the Noah material
has been reworked to read as an Enochic vision. Interestingly, definite dates
like those given in 60:1 and 60:8 are only found in Charles’s designated “Noah
fragments” Elsewhere in the Similitudes, only general phrases such as “in
those days” or “all the years of the world” are used.

Of the passage 65:1-69:25, only 65:1-68:1 is attributed to Noah. While
Noachic attribution could possibly apply to the discourse between Michael
and Raphael in 68:2-69:25, it seems unlikely, as both Noah and the flood
suddenly vanish when the discourse begins, leaving no indication that the
passage is connected to Noah. The introductory phrase to the discourse, “And
on that day;” also signals a break in the section, as it points to the last judgment
instead of the first. While no definite dates are used in either section, two dis-
tinct time-related phrases are mentioned: “in those days,” which appears only
in 65:1-68:1; and “on/from that/this day,” which is relegated to 68:2-69:25.
This corresponds to the attribution division just mentioned. Thus only the
first section (65:1-68:1) can be attributed to Noah.

CRITERION 4: DIFFERENT DEMONOLOGY

Charles contends that the demonology in the additions is different from that
of the Similitudes proper. It is difficult to assess this criterion, as Charles’s
arguments are as bewildering as the demonology in the text. His line of rea-
soning must be teased from his commentary just as the demonology from the
text; nothing is stated explicitly. The demonology in the Similitudes includes
the fallen angels and their leader Azazel, satans, Satan, and the angels of pun-
ishment. Satan and satans only appear four times in 1 Enoch and then only
in the Similitudes: Satan appears as the leader of the angels of punishment
(53:3) and as the ruler who subjugates the hosts of Azazel (54:6); the satans
are the accusers of (40:7) and teachers of violence (65:6) to those who dwell
on the earth. The angels of punishment are instruments of retribution for the
condemned who oppressed humankind and led them astray (53:3; 56:1; 62:11;

12. Kvanvig 1988, 71-86; Stone 1999; Jub. 21:10.
13. Orlov 2000a; 2000b. For a slightly modified position, see Orlov 2005.
14. Orlov 2000b.
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63:1). However, in 66:1 they have power over the waters that are released to
punish those who dwell on the earth.

Charles classifies these references into two groups of evil agencies: the
satans, comprised of the satans and the angels of punishment, led by Satan;'°
and the fallen angels, led by Azazel. This classification allows Charles to pro-
pose three roles for the satans: (1) accusers who have access to heaven (40:7);
(2) punishers of the condemned (53:3; 56:1; 62:11; 63:1); and (3) those who
lead people astray (69:4, 6).1° The first two functions, accusers and punishers
of the condemned, appear only in the Similitudes proper and stand in opposi-
tion to their function in the interpolation as those who lead astray (69:4, 6).
Thus the term is used differently in the interpolation.

The reference to the angels of punishment in 66:1, which was omitted
from Charles’s argument summarized above, also supports his criterion. In the
Similitudes, the satans interact with those who dwell upon the earth (40:7; 65:6)
and the angels of punishment with the condemned, the hosts of Azazel, and the
kings and the mighty. However, in 66:1, a designated Noah interpolation, the
two terms have been confused. Here the angels of punishment, instead of the
satans, are paired with those who dwell on the earth: the angels of punishment
have control over the waters that will bring judgment and destruction on those
who dwell on the earth. The two groups, satans and angels of punishment, have
been fused. While the Similitudes allude to their amalgamation, the interpola-
tion executes it. Consequently, the demonology in 66:1 is different from the
Similitudes and thus qualifies the verse as an interpretation.

The two lists of fallen angels in 1 En. 69 also exhibit differences in demon-
ology that indicate that they are interpolations. The first list in 69:2-3, which
lists the angels who were placed over the elements of the cosmos, is the same,
with some variations, as that in 6:7 and is generally considered to be a second-
ary insertion.!” According to Suter, this list probably did not originally refer
to fallen angels. Although this would indicate redactional activity, it does not
provide information on the use of the list in the Similitudes. Charles contends
that this list refers to the angels who fell in the time of Jared, but it is not clear
how he reached this conclusion. Regardless of its status or to whom it refers,
the list contains no information pertinent to our evaluation of criterion 4.

The second list (69:4-15) parallels one in 8:1-3. Both lists give the
names of the angels along with their function in leading humankind astray.
In the Book of the Watchers (8:2), men are led astray into godlessness and

15. See Charles 1912, 78 (40:7); cf. Black 1985, 200 and references there.

16. Charles 1912, 78.

17. For example, see Charles 1912, 136; Knibb 1978, 136. Knibb thinks the variations
are due to inner-Ethiopic variants of the names in 6:7 (1978, 76,159).
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fornication, while in 69:4-6 Jeqon and Asbeel lead the sons of god to defile
themselves with the daughters of men and Gadreel leads Eve astray. Accord-
ingly, both Jeqon and Asbeel existed before the sins of the Watchers and Eve.
Consequently, either the list does not refer to the fallen angels as stated in 69:2
(Jeqon and Asbebel are the cause of the Watchers going astray) or the demon-
ology in the list is different from that of the Similitudes.

Several other incongruities exist between the two lists of names; for
example, Gadreel has assumed the role of Azazel (or Asael) as the angel in
charge of making weapons of war (8:1; 69:6) and Kasdeja the role of Sam-
jaza as the angel in charge of enchantments and root-cuttings (8:3; 69:13).
But the most significant for our investigation is the leader of the fallen angels.
In the Book of the Watchers, Semjaza is the leader of the fallen angels (6:3;
8:3; 9:7) and Azazel is responsible for all unrighteousness and corruption on
earth (9:6; 10:4-9; 13:1-2), while in the Similitudes Azazel is the leader of the
fallen angels (54:5; 55:4). To the contrary, 69:4 designates Jaqon as the leader,
indicating that the demonology in the list in chapter 69 is different from the
rest of the Similitudes. While the incongruities uphold Charles’s criterion that
the demonology is different in the interpolations, it not clear that they can be
attributed to a book of Noah or a Noah tradition. However, Suter’s assertion
that 69:4-12 represents “the original form of the tradition” and the names
in 8:1-3 are the “result of redactional assimilation”® lends credence to this
theory.

CRITERION 5: TECHNICAL TERMS

Charles claims that the interpolator adapts many technical terms and phrases
from the Similitudes but misuses them. Bear in mind that the terminology
“misuse of technical terms” is a quote from Charles and not a value judgment
on our part.

Term 1: “Those Who Dwell on the Earth”

This phrase is used most prominently in the Similitudes to indicate the elect,
the righteous, those who have eternal life, whereas in the three passages that
Charles attributes to Noah, the phrase designates the unrighteous, the wicked,
those being judged, or merely their geographical location as inhabitants of
the physical world. In 54:7-55:2, “those who dwell on the earth” refers to the
wicked inhabitants on earth who are judged in the flood; in chapter 60, the
phrase designates their geographical location; and in 65-69 it indicates both

18. Suter 1979b, 73.
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the unrighteous, wicked people (65:6, 12; 66:1; 67:8) and their geographical
location (67:7; 69:1).

Term 2: “Angels of Punishment”

The role of the “angels of punishment” only occurs in one interpolated passage,
66:1, where it also deviates slightly from its regular usage in the Similitudes.
All four times that the “angels of punishment” appear in the Similitudes, they
punish the condemned (53:3; 56:1; 63:1; 66:1). Three times (53:3; 56:1; 63:1)
they deal with the eschatological, second judgment, and once (66:1) with the
first judgment. In 66:1 (a Noah fragment), they have control over the waters.
Hence, the angels of punishment are related to the flood, the first judgment by
water, and consequently to Noah and ultimately to Noachic traditions.

Term 3: “Lord of Spirits”

The “Lord of spirits” is a unique term found only in the Similitudes. Although
the term probably stems from Num 16:22, its closest parallel in Jewish lit-
erature appears in 2 Macc 3:24. “Lord of spirits” occurs 104 times in the
Similitudes, 28 of which appear in Charles’s interpolated sections. In most
instances, “Lord of spirits” refers to the all-knowing, wise God who interacts
with the figure(s) who appear(s) with him. He is not an austere deity who acts
alone to judge and condemn. On the contrary, he gives wisdom, knowledge,
mercy, and revelation to the Righteous One, the Elect One, elect ones, and so
on, who, in turn, depend on him. The angels surround him, and the righteous
dwell with him. He is extolled, praised, and blessed. Some believe in his name,
while others deny it. Punishment proceeds from him, but he is not said to
perform the action.

In the second, less frequent use, the Lord of spirits is impersonal and inde-
pendent. He himself judges and punishes; there is no interaction between him
and the figures who appear with him. This second, less frequent use appears
only in the sections designated by Charles as Noah fragments. So in 54:7-55:2
the Lord of spirits is an impersonal figure connected with the judgment of
the temporal world. He executes the punishment of those “who dwell on the
earth” and “under the ends of the heaven” by opening the chambers and the
foundations of water. Even though the Head of Days is mentioned in this sec-
tion, there is no interaction between him and the Lord of spirits.

The title “Lord of spirits” also appears three times in chapter 60 (once in v.
6, twice in v. 25). Here he acts independently to judge and to punish those who
dwell upon the earth. Although his mercy and longsuffering are mentioned,
his patience has run out. It is time for judgment! There is no hint of praise or
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adoration of the Lord of spirits or of the righteous or elect accompanying him.
Instead, he acts alone to judge and to punish those who deny his name. As in
54:7-55:2, the characteristics of the Lord of spirits in chapter 60 fall within the
secondary usage, which only appears in Charles’s Noah passages.

Significantly, in 65:1-69:25, the third Noah passage in question, both
understandings of the title have been very cleverly woven together. The Lord
of spirits is presented as the all-knowing God and judge (65:9-11), as the
plumb line of judgment for those who deny his name (67:8), as the angry
judge (68: 4-5), and as one who is thanked and praised (69:24). In all five ref-
erences, the Lord of Spirits is an impersonal deity who is talked about but with
whom there is no interaction. Even his role as the all-knowing God, extolled
and praised, is passive. Although clearly adapted to its context, the use of the
“Lord of spirits” as impersonal and independent in 65:1-69:25 is consistent
with the less frequent use of the title and is distinctive of Charles’s designated
Noah interpolations.

Term 4: “Head of Days”

The title “Head of Days” appears less frequently than “Lord of spirits” and then
only in the second part of the Similitudes, in visions inspired by Dan 7.1° Of its
eight occurrences, five times the “Head of Days” is connected with the “son of
man,’?? and three times he acts alone.?! Primarily, the Head of Days is described
as “ancient, primordial, from the beginning of all time and eternal” (46:1; 48:2;
71:10, 12, 13), as in Dan 7:9.22 In contrast, Charles’s designated Noachic inter-
polations (47:3; 55:1; 60:2) emphasize the literal interpretation of the figures
role as the majestic Chief or Head. The first-person narrative in 54:7-55:2, in
which the Head of Days speaks and acts alone, reflects none of the characteris-
tics derived from Dan 7. Instead, it emphasizes his omnipotence. Consequently,
the passage echoes the second usage and the so-called interpolations.
Contrary to the other occurrences where the “Head of Days” and the “son
of man” appear together (46:1; 48:2; 71:10, 12), in chapter 60 there is no rela-
tionship between the two; they are totally independent figures. Here the Head
of Days is seated on the throne with the angels and the righteous surrounding
him (v. 2), while the son of man figure does not appear until later, after the
throne-room vision and the introduction of Leviathan and Behemoth (v. 10).

19. Dillmann 1853, 156.

20. 1 En. 46:1; 48:2; 71:10, 11, 12. For the relationship of the two phrases, see Charles
1893, 127 n. 151912, 85.

21.1En. 47:3; 55:1; 60:2.

22. Black 1985, 193; cf. Charles 1893, 127.
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This differs from the most common usage in the Similitudes, where the two
figures are associated and work in tandem. Another deviation in chapter 60
that points to a Noah interpolation is the way in which the Head of Days is
depicted as a majestic chief accompanied by angels and by the righteous and
not as the eternal, primordial being.

Term 5: “Son of Man”

The “son of man” figure, the last term we will address, is the most intricate.
The significant corpus of scholarly writing on the “son of man figure” extends
well beyond the scope of this paper. Even a limited study of the figure within
the Similitudes elicits divergent scholarly opinions.??> Because of these com-
plexities, we will limit our comments to a general description of the term’s use
in the Similitudes and its comparative use in 60:10, the only time it appears
in Charles’s interpolations. Most often in the Similitudes, the “son of man” is
more than simply a “human figure”;>* he is a redeming, eschatological figure
whose defining characteristics are righteousness and election.?> He is the
judge of the world whose appearance will expose every hidden thing and will
signal the revelation of good and the unmasking of evil. These characteristics
are derived from Dan 7.

However, in 60:10 the “son of man” does not reflect the eschatological
figure of Dan 7 but resembles a form of address peculiar to the book of Eze-
kiel, where the human prophet is called “son of man.” Like Ezekiel, Enoch
himself is called “son of man.” In 60:10, Enoch plays no eschatological role and
exhibits none of the characteristics usually ascribed to the son of man in the
Similitudes. Above all, he is not a revealer of all things, but quite the reverse.
He is a human seeking to know and understand hidden things. This usage of
the term “son of man” has no parallels in the Similitudes, not even in other
designated “Noah passages.”?6

Clearly the technical terminology is used differently in the designated
interpolations than in the body of the Similitudes. Thus, according to the
single criterion of the “misuse of terminology; it seems that Charles was justi-

23. On the term “son of man” in the Similitudes, see Nickelsburg 1992b, 138-40;
VanderKam 1992b, 174-85; Collins 1980; and Casey 1976. See also Boccaccini 2007.

24. See note 23.

25.1En. 46:2-7; 48:2-10; 62:5-14; 63:11-12; 69:26-29.

26. A possible exception is 71:14. However, most scholars consider chapters 70 and 71
a double epilogue and not part of the original Similitudes. VanderKam (1992a, 177-79), on
the other hand, finds these two chapters integral to the text and crucial to one’s understand-
ing of the phrase “son of man.” See, for example, Boccaccini 2007.
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fied in drawing a distinction between the interpolations and the body of the
Similitudes.

CRITERION 6: COMBINATION OF ALIEN ELEMENTS

Charles correctly observes that the “interpolator misunderstands the para-
bles and combines absolutely alien elements.” For example, 67:4-5 locates the
“burning valley” in the west among the mountains of metal. This combina-
tion of elements is found in chapters 52-54: Enoch is swept away toward the
west, where he sees mountains of metal (52:1-2). Next to these mountains is
a deep valley in which the angels of punishment are making Satan’s instru-
ments (53:1-3). Enoch then turns to “another part of the earth,” where he sees
a burning valley into which the kings and mighty were being cast (54:1-2).
To the contrary, in chapter 67 the fallen angels are cast into the burning valley
that lies in the west among the mountains of metal. Also note that in 54:1
the burning valley lies in a different, unknown direction from the mountains.
The writer not only combines details of the valleys and mountains of metal
but also incorporates flood traditions (54:7-55:2) to create an entirely new
scenario in which all the elements from chapters 52-54 coalesce: the burning
valley, the great convulsion of waters, and the punishment of the kings and
the mighty.

SECTION 2: INTERPOLATED SECTIONS

We shall now proceed to apply all of Charles’s criteria to his interpolated
“Noah” passages: 1 En. 54:7-55:2; 60; and 65:1-69:25. We will examine
the context of each “interpolation” (criterion 1), then see how all the crite-
ria, including those discussed above, come to bear on a single passage. It is
important to remember that, although a significant part of the Similitudes is
a reworking of earlier Enochic traditions drawn from the Book of the Lumi-
naries?’” and the Book of the Watchers,?® the Similitudes is distinct from the
rest of 1 Enoch, among other things, in its origin, in its use of the names of
God, and its view of eschatology.?® The Similitudes is the second of 1 Enoch’s

27. Chapters 1-16 and 17-36 in the Book of Luminaries closely parallel the first par-
able in the Similitudes, chapters 38-44.

28. The Similitudes 41:3-8; 43-44; 60:11-24; and 69:22-24 parallel the Book of the
Watchers. Similarly, the “Noachic” narratives in 65-67 are related to stories in 83-84 and
106-107.

29. For an explanation of the chief characteristics that differentiate the Similitudes
from the rest of 1 Enoch, see Charles 1893, 106-7. See also Boccaccini 2007.
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five major divisions and is usually itself divided into three major blocks (first
parable, 38-44; second parable, 45-57; and third parable, 58-69), plus a brief
introduction (37:1-4), an epilogue (70), and an appendix (70-71).30

1 ENOCH 54:7-55:2
Criterion 1: Disturbs the Context

According to Charles’s criteria, the interpolated passages profess to be a rev-
elation to Noah (criterion 2), so any passage related to the flood or the first
judgment is also attributed to Noah. This is true of 54:7-55:2. The verses do
not mention Noah by name, but they do focus on the flood. As a result, the
passage is linked to Noah and satisfies Charles’s second criterion as an inter-
polation. He also states that this section disturbs the context of the second
parable (45-57; criterion 1). The preceding verses, 53:1-54:6, address the final
judgment: the condemnation of the watchers; the resurrection of the dead;
and a deep, burning valley prepared for Azazel and his armies. Suddenly,
54:7-55:2 begins discussing the first judgment, the punishment of the flood.
Then in 55:3 the text returns to the final judgment, that is, to the angels on the
day of tribulation and pain, to the judgment of Azazel and his hosts, and to the
deep valley, thereby connecting 55:3 back to 54:6.

The change from the second judgment to the first in this passage defi-
nitely disturbs the context, and when the section is removed, the remaining
material flows well together. However, the first judgment material has been
cleverly worked into the context. This passage imitates 1 En. 8-10 in the Book
of the Watchers; in both instances, the flood material is introduced after the
account of the condemnation and temporary incarceration of the Watchers.!
So, although the material may be out of context, it is not out of place.

The first-person utterance by the Lord of spirits in 55:3 concerning the
judgment of Azazel and his armies is problematic. While the declaration
smoothly follows the first-person narrative in 55:2, it connects clumsily with
54:6, where the angel of peace is speaking about the Lord of spirits. Four or
five words of this text are confused and corrupt, with some parts of the text
missing.3? Charles translates the corrupt text “this is in accordance with my
commandment” and attaches it to the end of 55:2, as he understands the
phrase to refer to the “pledge of faithfulness”

30. That 71:1-17 is generally considered an appendix, see Stone 1984a, 401 n. 97, 403
n. 106. Milik 1976, 90, proposes different divisions.

31. Black 1985, 184.

32. Charles 1906, 99.
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And He sware by His great name: “Henceforth I will not do so to all who
dwell on the earth, and I will set a sign in the heaven: and this shall be a
pledge of good faith between Me and them for ever, so long as heaven is
above the earth. And this is in accordance with My command. 3 When I have
desired to take hold of them by the hand of the angels on the day of tribula-
tion and pain because of this, I will cause My chastisement and My wrath
to abide upon them, saith God, ... the Lord of Spirits....” (emphasis added)

On the other hand, Black, like other translators, follows the traditional verse
division and places the phrase at the beginning of 54:3.3* He assumes that a
reference to Azazel and his host is missing. Thus he emends Charles’s reading
to: “And this is my command [with regard to the host of Azazel] when I am
pleased to seize them by the hand of the angels” Black’s emendation smoothes
the transition between 54:6 and 55:3, showing that the text flows as a whole
without the Noah passage in 54:7-55:2. However, there is no need to try to
smooth or justify all the inconsistencies in an ancient text, so Charles’s sug-
gestion is tenable.

Summary

Only three of Charles’s criteria apply to 1 En. 54:7-55:2: context; attribution;
and the “misuse of technical terms.” The section, based on its subject of the
flood, the first judgment, interrupts the flow of the context and indirectly pro-
fesses to be a revelation to Noah. Its distinctive use of these technical terms
“Lord of Spirits,” “Head of Days,” and those “who dwell on the earth” reflects
a secondary usage found only in the so-called interpolations. These findings
uphold Charles’s designation of this section as an interpolation. The fact,
noted above, that the text flows more or less smoothly after the interpolation

is removed, corroborates this conclusion.

1 ENocH 60

Criterion 1: Disturbs the Context

The textual complexities’* and lack of distinct unity®® make it difficult to

determine the overall position of chapter 60 within the third parable and
thus whether or not it disturbs the context. The chapter begins with Enoch’s

33. Black 1985, 220.

34. Charles 1906, 108; Martin 1906, 124; Knibb 1978,148; Black 1985, 230-31. Charles
actually places v. 25 between vv. 6 and 7 in the translation (1912, 114-15).

35. Knibb 1978, 143; cf. Black 1985, 225.
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(Noah’) vision of the heavens that quake so violently that all the heavenly
hosts are disquieted and he is prostrate with fear. Subsequently, Michael sends
an angel3® to raise Enoch up and to warn him of the impending judgment
and punishment, during which two monsters, Leviathan and Behemoth, will
either be food for or devour the victims. A short excursus on the mysteries of
nature (thunder, lightning, snow, hail; 60:11-23) interrupts the description of
Leviathan and Behemoth material, which concludes in the first part of verse
24. The subject then returns to the eschatological judgment and punishment,
and in chapter 61 suddenly introduces two angels who measure paradise and
the righteous.

These opening verses of the third parable consist of several units of tra-
ditional material. K. William Whitney Jr. demonstrates this in the following
chart:7

58:1-3 Eschatology  Introduction
59:1-3 Cosmology Lightning and thunder
60:1-6 Eschatology =~ Heavenly throne room and judgment

60:7-10 Eschatology =~ Behemoth and Leviathan
60:11-23  Cosmology Heavenly secrets

60:24ab Eschatology =~ Behemoth and Leviathan
60:24c-25  Eschatology = The judgment

61:1-5 Eschatology =~ Measuring of the righteous
61:1-3 Eschatology ~ The elevation of the Chosen One

The rapid shifts between eschatological and cosmological concerns
may indicate the displacement of original material.3® Nickelsburg proposes
regrouping the material thematically by relocating 60:11-13 to follow 59:1-3
immediately, thus reuniting the two cosmological units as well as that of Levi-
athan and Behemoth.? Although the textual integrity of an apocalyptic work
should not usually be judged by thematic consistency, Whitney states that at
the very least the two references to Behemoth and Leviathan should be treated
as an original unity.%°

Even if we accept Nickelsburg’s emendations, they do not solve the tex-
tual difficulties. Several questions still remain: (1) How should 60:24-25 be
handled? Should the corrupt text be emended by repositioning the verses to
follow the Noah material in verses 1-6, or should they remain in place? (2)

36. Probably the angel of peace named in 60:24.

37. Whitney 2006, 46-47.

38. See Whitney 2006, 47 esp. n. 58 for bibliographic references.
39. Nickelsburg 1981, 219.

40. Cf. Knibb 1978, 143 n. 60.6.
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How should the Leviathan/Behemoth material be interpreted: does it apply
to the flood or the eschaton? Knibb explains that verses 24c and 25 are out of
place in most manuscripts, probably due to missing words that were reinserted
in verse 25.4! He joins 24ab to verses 7-10 because they answer the question
about the two beasts posed in verse 9, and he connects verses 24c-25 to the
Noachic material that broke off in verse 6.2 In 1893, Charles recognized the
textual problem and inserted verse 25 after verse 6, thereby connecting the
verse with the Noah material. Although Charles mentioned the displacement
of verse 24, he did not emend the text. In contrast, Black, following Dillmann,
sees no need to emend the text because they interpret the Leviathan/Behe-
moth material as pertaining to the first judgment, to the flood. He interprets
the passive verb “to feast” (yessesayu) in 60:24 to mean “to be supplied with
food,” not to provide food for the righteous, as other commentators main-
tain.*3 Accordingly, the role of the two monsters was to devour the victims
of the flood. This interpretation describes the first judgment and removes the
need to emend the text: the cosmological material in verses 11-23 becomes
less intrusive because the flood deals with the cataclysm of nature.** Thus,
according to Black and Dillmann, all of chapter 60 refers to the flood and as
such can be attributed to Noah and Noachic traditions.

Conversely, Whitney and Knibb understand the Leviathan/Behemoth
material to refer to the eschaton. Whitney, based on verbal tenses, terminol-
ogy, and parallels found in 4 Ezra 6:49-52 and 2 Bar. 29:4, has convincingly
demonstrated this position.*> According to 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch, Leviathan
and Behemoth are huge monsters created on the fifth day as food for the righ-
teous during messianic times.*® Whitney concludes that these texts all stem
from a common tradition that was set in primordial times.*” This interpreta-
tion accounts for the tension in 1 En. 60:7-10, 24ab but is suspect because it
derives from the author’s attempt to impose an eschatological context on the
originally primordial material.

Besides the false attribution, the verse describes the abode of Behemoth
as being in Dendayn. Many attempts have been made to clarify the location

41. Knibb 1978, 148 n. 60.24.

42. Knibb 1978, 143 n. 60.6, 148 n. 60.24.

43. Black 1985, 225, 230-31; Dillmann 1853, 183-84, 190-91. For dissenting opin-
ions, see, e.g., Whitney 2006, 56.

44, Black 1985, 230-31.

45. Whitney 2006, 50-51.

46. This tradition seems to be a reworking of Ps 74:14. See Bousset and Gressmann
1966, 285. The Bablylonian Talmud (B. Batra 74a) also understands the two monsters to be
food for the righteous in messianic times.

47. Whitney 2006, 57.
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and name of this desert.® Whitney shows how Dendayn is of “considerable
antiquity” and a much earlier form of the similar tradition found in 4 Ezra
6:51.%° Furthermore the association with Enoch (v. 8) indicates that the work
arose from the community of “ancestral heroes.” If we accept this assessment
along with the correct attribution of Noah, we can deduce that some type of
Noah tradition lies behind this chapter and possibly even a “book of Noah.”

No matter how one interprets or emends chapter 60, the opening verses
of chapter 61 are problematic: the identity of the two angels>® is not immedi-
ately obvious. It is clear that they do not refer back to the hosts of angels in
60:1, because their characteristics are different. Scholars resolve this uneven
seam in various ways: Dillmann simply links these angels to the angels that
appeared previously in the Similitudes; Charles characteristically explains
their sudden appearance by “some preceding part now lost.”>! Black proposes
that they are a “midrashic treatment” of Zech 2:1-3, and Knibb is silent. If, on
the other hand, Nickelsburg’s proposed relocation is accepted, then the pas-
sage in 61:1-5 dealing with the angels’ measuring of paradise and the righteous
would directly follow the Leviathan/Behemoth unit. This order is similar to
the eschatological blessings that follow the Leviathan/Behemoth material in 2
Baruch. Though such an emendation smoothes the uneven seam, it does not
explain the sudden appearance of the two angels. Even with the restoration of
“Noah” for “Enoch,” it is not clear that the entire chapter or even parts ever
belonged to an original book of Noah.

Summary of Chapter 60

The textual complexities of this chapter complicate the assessment of Charles’s
criteria more than any other section. How one resolves important issues con-
cerning the Similitudes and its language influences the decision as to whether
the passage is interpolated Noah material or not. Based on the definitive dates
given (criterion 3), the material clearly should be ascribed to Noah (criterion
2). However, the author has thoroughly reworked the material and applied it
to Enoch. Thus it is difficult to discern precisely what is Noachic tradition.
Whether or not the passage is out of context depends on one’s interpretation
of the Leviathan/Behomoth material. If the passage refers to the final, escha-
tological judgment, it does not interrupt the flow of the text, seeing that it

48. For example, Dillmann 1853, 30, 184; Charles 1913, 115-16; Milik 1971, 348;
Black 1978, 231-32; 1985, 227.

49. Whitney 2006, 53-55, 57.

50. Some manuscripts read “those angels.”

51. Dillmann 1853; Charles 1912, 119.
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relates thematically to chapters 59 and 61 and therefore cannot be classified as
an interpretation. However, if one accepts Whitney’s assessment of the Levia-
than/Behemoth material, as I do, the passage refers to the first judgment. This
assessment, coupled with his contention that the legend contains primordial
material of “considerable age,” verifies the criterion and makes this passage
an interpolation related to ancient Noah traditions. The technical terms in
chapter 60 reflect the secondary usage, which equates them with the “interpo-
lated” passages. Consequently, I conclude that chapter 60 relies on some type
of Noah tradition that has been thoroughly reworked by the author. Although
the chapter may reflect a book of Noah, it cannot be tied to a specific writing.

1 ENocH 65:1-69:25
Criterion 1: Disturbs the Context

This section deals mainly with three subjects: the impending flood and the
deliverance of Noah (65:1-67:3); the punishment of the fallen angels (67:4-
68:1); and the judgment of the fallen angels and the secrets they disclosed
(68:2-69:25). The narrative shifts between first person and third person:
64:1-2 is a first-person narrative by Enoch; 65:1-2a briefly shifts to a third-
person narrative about Noah; and 65:2b-68:1 is a first-person narrative by
Noah.>? The material then turns to a discussion between Michael and Raphael
about the judgment and the aftermath thereof (68:2-69:25).

Enoch and Noah appear together in 65:1-68:2: Noah cries out to Enoch,
his grandfather—actually, his great-grandfather—who is located at the ends
of the earth, in order to find the reason for the impending destruction of the
earth.>® Enoch explains to Noah that the destruction is coming because the
earth has been corrupted by the teaching of the angels and the satans, then
gives him (Noah) a promise of redemption (65:6-12). As a sign of confirma-
tion, Enoch shows Noah that the angels of punishment who hold the power
over the waters prepared to bring judgment and destruction are restrained
by the Lord of spirits (66:1-2). Noah temporarily leaves Enoch’s presence
(66:3). The two appear together again in 68:1, where Noah receives the book
of secrets and parables from Enoch. In the intervening chapter (67), Noah
expounds Enoch’s revelation and reiterates God’s promise to him. This time

52. Black (1985, 239) regards vv. 1-3 as a first-person narrative based on the reading
of Etht, which he regards as the correct reading. Dimant classifies this section as a discourse
and not a narrative (1998, 145).

53.In 1 En. 83-84, Enoch relates to Methuselah a dream vision he had concerning
the flood.
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Noah receives the revelation directly from God; Enoch is not the intermedi-
ary. In 68:2-5, Michael and Raphael discuss the severity of the judgment of
the secrets and of the fallen angels, while chapter 69 lists the names and func-
tions of the fallen angels and satans.

It is clear that 65:1-69:25 deals with two separate traditions (65-67 and
68-69). Chapter 64 shifts from the preceding description of the eschatologi-
cal judgment of the kings and the mighty (chs. 62-63) to the following Noah
material (chs. 65-67). Another transition is found in 68:1, in which Enoch
entrusts Noah with a book of parables. This verse is an apparent interpola-
tion, as it assumes that the Similitudes already exists, that it tries to smooth
the seam between the following Michael-Raphael discourse and the preceding
Noah material, perhaps to lend authority to the Michael-Raphael tradition.

Chapters 65-67 clearly deal with the first judgment, and chapter 68 is
assigned to the time of the flood because it discusses the judgment of the
angels who are identified as the Watchers. Chapter 69 is assigned to the first
judgment because it names the fallen angels and satans and because it reworks
1 En. 6:6-8, which definitely refers to the flood. These separate traditions have
been adapted into a coherent literary unit that can stand as a whole, indepen-
dent of its context. When removed from their context, the text flows smoothly
from chapter 63 to chapter 70. Although out of context, these verses are not
out of order. They have been carefully worked into the Similitudes. The judg-
ment of the angels is described in 55:3-4 as a warning to the mighty kings,
whose own judgment appears in chapter 62. Somewhere between chapter
55 and chapter 62 the mighty kings became two entities, the mighty and the
kings. The kings and the mighty resurface again in the middle of the judgment
of the fallen angels in 67:8, tying them together by Stichworte.>* Nevertheless,
their association with the first judgment disturbs the context of the Simili-
tudes and satisfies Charles’s first criterion as a Noah interpolation.

Summary of 65:1-69:25

Our examination of this passage in light of Charles’s criteria shows that it con-
sists of two separate traditions—chapters 65-67 and 68-69—that have been
intricately woven together to create one literary unit that refers to the time
of the flood. Section one reflects Noah traditions that probably came from a
book of Noah. The second section, however, represents an independent tra-
dition that cannot be traced to a book of Noah or even to a Noah tradition.

54. Black (1985, 238-39) points out that “connection of pericopae by Stichworte is
a familiar literary device in the growth of traditions” Charles (1912, 135) thinks that this
may be a play on words between angels (0¥3%91) and kings (0%351).
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Although the two sections deal with different subjects, together they inter-
rupt the flow of the context, thereby fulfilling Charles’s first criterion. Both
sections use specific time-related phrases but do not give explicit dates, so
the relevance of criterion 3 is questionable. Chapters 65-69 satisfy Charles’s
second criterion as an interpolation, in that they deal with the flood and spe-
cifically with Noah in 65-67. The technical terminology is misunderstood in
this passage (criterion 5); nonetheless, the terms have been cleverly adapted
into the context and into the Similitudes as a whole. Unique to this section are
the demonology and the manner in which the author combined elements (i.e.,
the metal mountains and the burning valley): both reflect a secondary usage
and therefore an interpolation.

CONCLUSION

Devorah Dimant denounces Charles’s recognition of 54:1-55:1; 60; 65:1-69:25
as traces of the lost book of Noah without examining his criteria for such
designations.> The above examination reveals that her assessment is faulty.
Conversely, our examination of the criteria that Charles proposes upholds
their integrity and shows that : (1) 54:7-55:2 is an interpolated Noah passage
that probably can be traced to a book of Noah; (2) chapter 60 relies on some
type of Noah tradition, but the material, which has been attributed to Enoch,
has been so thoroughly adapted that it is an integral part of the Similitudes;
and (3) 65:1-69:25 consists of two sections (65-67 and 68-69:25) carefully
woven together to form a literary unit. Chapters 65-67 are Noah traditions
that probably reflect a book of Noah, and chapters 68-69 are an independent
Michael-Raphael tradition that is made to look like a Noah tradition.

Dimant partially basis her denunciation of the designated Noah frag-
ments on David W. Suter, who does not think that 54:7-55:2 and 64:1-69:12
belong to a book of Noah but are a midrash of Isa 24:17-23.56 Although Suter
does not agree that this material belonged to a book of Noah, his exegesis of
the passage confirms Charles’s designation of these two sections as interpola-
tions and relates them to the flood, which makes them Noah traditions. He
correctly points out the literary and structural reasons to view chapter 60 as an
integral part of the third parable.>” Thus, we concur with Charles that 1 Enoch
contains Noah interpolations. One further observation is in order. Charles
erroneously concludes that the Noah material has no right to form a part of

55. Dimant 1998, 144.
56. Suter 1979b.
57.1Ibid., 133-35; cf. Dimant 1998, 146.
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the text of Enoch.® This conclusion is unnecessarily extreme. While the Noah
interpolations may be out of context, they have been so thoroughly adapted
that they are not out of place.

58. Charles 1912, 129; cf. 106-7.






Is 1 ENOCH 6-11 A “NoAcHIC” FRAGMENT?
A SCHOLARLY DISCUSSION
Michael Tuval

Most scholars working on 1 Enoch agree that the chapters called the Book of
Watchers (chs. 1-36) belong to one of the earliest strata of the Enochic corpus,
possibly being predated only by the Book of the Luminaries (chs. 72-82).!
Most of these scholars also adhere to the view that chapters 6-11 comprise the
earliest stratum of the Book of Watchers. The aim of this essay is to reevalu-
ate the hypothesis first formulated by R. H. Charles concerning the possible
Noachic provenance of these chapters in the light of some recent studies. As is
well known, in his 1912 commentary on 1 Enoch, Charles speculated on the
possible existence of a book of Noah, to which the various fragments, identi-
fied by him as “Noachic” and now embedded in the book of Enoch, belonged.?

In distinction from his many other suggestions concerning the structure
of 1 Enoch and the history of its traditions, Charles’s identification of various
Noachic fragments in 1 Enoch has not met with a scholarly consensus. This
is especially true in the case of 1 En. 6-11, for reasons that will be mentioned
in due course.?

It would certainly be unfair to say that Charles’s hypothesis in relation
to 1 En. 6-11 was promptly consigned to total oblivion. Indeed, it has been
reevaluated a number of times by various scholars, whose work will be dis-
cussed below. At the same time, it should be said that no definitive statement
has been made and no scholarly consensus reached. The indeterminate status
of the question hasled to the situation where some scholars preferred to ignore
the issue completely. Thus, to mention only the most conspicuous cases, the
Noachic hypothesis was not even mentioned in relation to chapters 6-11 in
such major treatments of 1 Enoch as J. T. Milik’s The Books of Enoch (1976)

1. See Milik 1976, 4-41; Nickelsburg 1992a; 2001, 7-8, 165-72; Collins 1998, 47-62.

2. Charles 1912, xlvi-xlvii, 13-14. See also Charles 1913, 168-70.

3. See also the paper of Vered Hillel in this volume on Charles’ procedures and on
“Noachic” passages elsewhere in 1 Enoch.
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and George W. E. Nickelsburg’s recent 1 Enoch 1 (2001). It seems that these
important scholars thought that the question neither had much relevance to
their research on these chapters, nor did it have anything to contribute to the
tradition-historical criticism of the Book of Watchers.*

It should be emphasized that, in contradistinction to their treatment of
chapters 6-11, neither Milik nor Nickelsburg ignores the question of the prov-
enance of the Noachic traditions in other parts of the book of Enoch.> This
makes the reexamination of the evidence for 6-11 all the more compelling.

Since much form-critical work has already been done on these chapters,
I will not try to trace the history of their development but rather deal with
them as a single unit.® Thus, I am not particularly interested here in the Sitz im
Leben of the various traditions embedded in the narrative, such as the histori-
cal background of the myth of the Watchers, nor in the relationship between
its different strata.” The unity of 6-11 has been recently emphasized and dis-
cussed at length by Devorah Dimant, and it will shortly become clear that the
following discussion is much indebted to her analysis.®

At the beginning, I would like to reiterate the main points that led Charles
and some other scholars to think that these chapters (whether in their entirety
or in part) came from a distinct source that predated the book of Watchers and
that they were incorporated into it at a later stage. It should be emphasized,
however, that not all of these scholars believed that these chapters originated
from a lost book of Noah. Actually, most of them do not think that a book of
Noah ever existed. The main reasons for their skepticism will be considered
later.

First, from the compositional point of view, it is quite obvious that 6:1
introduces totally new material and that what follows differs stylistically from
chapters 1-5 and belongs to a different genre. It has also been recognized by
most scholars that 12:1-2 is a seam and serves to bring Enoch into the story
of the Watchers, in which until this point he has not been mentioned at all. In
addition, the narrative of 6-11 is a self-contained unit, making perfect sense

4. In another major commentary, Uhlig (1984, 506, 516) just states that chapters 6-11
stem from an earlier book of Noah but does not discuss the matter at length.

5. Thus, Milik deals with the question of the book of Noah in 1976, 55-60; Nickels-
burg discusses the matter in 2001, 539-50. Both discuss the issue mainly in relation to
1 En. 106-107.

6. In addition to the studies by Charles, Collins, and Nickelsburg listed above, see
Collins 1982; Dimant 1974; 1998; 2002; 2006; Molenberg 1984; Newsom 1980; Nickels-
burg 1977; Suter 1979a. For a more comprehensive bibliography, see DiTommaso 2001,
394-401.

7. See Nickelsburg, 2001, 165-72; Dimant 1974; 2002.

8. Dimant 2002.
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on its own, without any inherent need for what precedes it in chapters 1-5 or
for what follows in chapter 12.°

Second, as has already been mentioned above, in distinction from all the
rest of the Book of Watchers, in chapters 6-11 the figure of Enoch is not men-
tioned even once, and the only named human character who plays any role in
the narrative is Noah.!?

Third, these chapters are an elaboration of the “sons of God” myth from
Gen 6:1-4, where it precedes the description of the earth’s corruption and the
subsequent flood. In 1 En. 6-11, the fall of the Watchers is actually used to
explain the earth’s corruption. The flood, then, is a punishment for the sins of
the Watchers. These chapters follow the biblical text much more closely than
do any other parts of 1 Enoch.

Fourth, it seems that other Noachic narratives in latter chapters of 1 Enoch
are dependent on 6-11, and it is also likely that the author of the book of Jubi-
lees uses this material in 7:21-25.11

In light of these points, I beg to disagree with the view of Florentino
Garcia Martinez, who, while accepting that the author of 1 En. 6-11 drew on
a lost book of Noah, seeks further to identify smaller Noachic fragments that
in his view came from that book.!? In my opinion, Dimant sufficiently dem-
onstrated the unity of 6-11 in her above-mentioned article, and if the book of
Noah ever existed, no reason why all of the material in these chapters could
not have originated in it is evident.

Lest any confusion result, I must emphasize that Dimant herself does not
adhere to the view that chapters 6-11 come from a book of Noah, and she is
extremely skeptical concerning whether it really existed at all.!> On the other
hand, she is certain that chapters 6-11 come from an independent “parabibli-
cal work” that was used by the author/compiler of the Book of Watchers.!# At
this point, then, the discussion is over the name of that parabiblical work.

It seems that one of the main reasons that Dimant and other scholars
are hesitant to postulate the existence of a book of Noah in antiquity is the
lack of agreement of different sources mentioning it concerning the kind(s)
of material it contained.!> In the opinion of these scholars, the divergence
between the sources as to the contents of the book of Noah compromises the

9. All these peculiarities are discussed at length by Dimant 2002.

10. As already noticed by Charles 1912, 14.

11. Ibid, xivii, 14.

12. Garcia Martinez 1992, 26-36.

13. See also Dimant 1974, 122-40; 1998, esp. 144-46, and most recently, 2006.
14. See Dimant 2002.

15. The most detailed defense of this view is Werman 1999.
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very probability that a book of Noah ever existed outside the imagination of
the authors of these sources or of modern scholars. Therefore, the skeptics
suggest that the authors of Aramaic Levi Document, Jubilees and the Genesis
Apocryphon did not use a real “book of Noah” but invented it in order to gain
more credence for their statements.

In response to the first point, I would like to say that, in light of the
recent discussion by Michael E. Stone,'® I do not see any reason why the same
composition could not have contained different types of traditions or even
different genres. Indeed, if a book of Noah existed, it could have easily been
of a composite nature. As has been pointed out by Stone, there are plenty of
examples of this phenomenon in biblical and postbiblical literature, such as,
among others, the book of Deuteronomy, the book of Jeremiah, and 1 Enoch
itself.

As far as the invention of never-existing sources is concerned, although
I do understand and appreciate the caution of the scholars who think that it
is quite possible that the authors of ALD, Jubilees, and Genesis Apocryphon
invented the book of Noah to add verisimilitude to their statements, I do not
see any reason to postulate axiomatically the nonexistence of sources in every
case. It is well-known that pseudepigraphy was a widespread phenomenon in
the period under discussion.!” Indeed, it is possible that nonexistent sources
were composed and then “quoted,’!® but at the same time it is also known that
not all sources quoted in the Second Temple documents are fictional. Thus,
for example, it is widely accepted that the author(s) of the Damascus Docu-
ment quoted Jubilees and ALD.!®

Objections of a different kind from those of Dimant and Werman
have been raised by Moshe Bernstein in his article “Noah and the Flood at
Qumran” (1999). After a detailed discussion of the different materials dealing
with Noah and the flood in the Qumran corpus, Bernstein asks his concluding
question—Was there a “book of Noah” at Qumran?—and answers no. In his
view, “[a] reasonable alternative hypothesis to the predication of the existence
of a large-scale ‘Book of Noah’ from which these other works made selections
is the possibility that different events or aspects or themes of the Noah story

16. Stone 20064, reprinted as pages 7-25 in this volume. See also Stone 1999.

17. See Speyer 1970; 1971; Stone 1984a, 427-33; 2006b.

18. For an example of one such “source,” see D. R. Schwartz 1990, 200-207. “The
chronicle of the high priesthood of John Hyrcanus” in 1 Macc 16:24 might well be another
example.

19. CD 16:3, 4:15-19. However, as in the case with the quotations from a “book of
Noah,” Dimant also thinks that CD does not quote Jubilees; see Dimant 2006, 242-48.
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were expanded beyond their pentateuchal scope at some early date and then
circulated in a variety of forms either orally or in writing.’?

While there is nothing inherently impossible in this alternative hypoth-
esis, several points should be emphasized. First, this explanation makes more
sense if one presupposes that a “book of Noah” never existed. If its existence
could be proved, this hypothesis would be less convincing. Second, even if a
book of Noah existed, it did not necessarily have to include all the various tra-
ditions mentioning Noah and the flood—either at Qumran or anywhere else.
Moreover, if such a book did in fact exist, nothing would prima facie exclude
the possibility that such material as 1 En. 6-11 originated from it.?!

In the context of this discussion, I would also like to raise a terminologi-
cal issue. As has been mentioned, Dimant has made a good case for chapters
6-11 being a part of a “parabiblical work,” although she does not believe this
parabiblical work to be the book of Noah. She agrees that it blames the Watch-
ers for the corruption of the earth, mentions Noah, and interprets the flood as
the punishment for the Watchers’ sins. However, if such a parabiblical work
had ever existed (and in light of Dimant’s treatment of these chapters, its exis-
tence is more likely now than ever before), how can we be sure it was not
called “Book of Noah”—whether by its author(s), its redactors, or its ancient
readers? In many cases we simply do not know what the ancients called their
compositions. Can we even be sure that 1 Enoch was called the “Book of
Enoch” by its authors and redactors?

In light of the recent discussion of the book(s) of Noah by Stone,?? it
seems that most objections to its/their existence have been overcome. How-
ever, although this makes the identification of 1 En. 6-11 with a portion of
the book of Noah more likely, it must be admitted, that a clear-cut decision
one way or another is hardly possible at this stage. The purpose of this essay
is to emphasize the likelihood that 1 En. 6-11 may point us toward the more
ancient book.

20. Bernstein 1999, 229.

21. The comparison with the various Enochic materials might be useful here: not all
Enoch traditions occur in the book(s) of Enoch. Some are attested in Ben Sira, Jubilees,
Pseudo-Eupolemus, etc. Moreover, not every passage in 1 Enoch discusses Enoch, and
large portions do not mention him at all. So, if we only had fragments or quotations in an
ancient source, the arguments of Dimant, Werman, and Bernstein could be marshaled to
prove that a “book of Enoch” did not exist, when, of course, several “books of Enoch” did
in fact exist.

22. Stone 2006a.






TRADITIONS OF THE BIRTH OF NOAH*
Aryeh Amihay and Daniel A. Machiela

The birth of Noah is recounted in a brief and straightforward manner in Gen
5:28-29, as part of his antediluvian genealogy and providing an explanation
for his name (i.e., as a midrash shem).! The story of Noah’s birth was expanded,
however, into a much more extensive narrative in ancient times, as is evident
from the similar accounts found in 1 En. 106:1-107:32 and the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon (also known as 1QapGen and 1Q20) 2-5,3 in addition to several other
early Jewish texts. In this narrative, Noah is born with a striking appearance
and praises God upon his birth. This leads his father, Lamech, to fear that
the child is of angelic descent, and Methuselah, Lamech’s father, journeys to
Enoch, his own father (and Noal’s great-grandfather) to receive an answer
on this matter. Enoch assures him that Lamech is the father and provides a

* The following is the fruit of our work in the Thursday Night Seminar of Prof. Michael
E. Stone, 2004-2005, which dealt with Noah traditions. We gained invaluable insights, ref-
erences, and methodological tools from Prof. Stone’s guidance while working on this paper.
Its flaws are solely our own.

1. There are, however, idiosyncrasies in comparison with the other names listed in the
genealogy. See Skinner 1910, 124-34; Sarna 1989, 44; and Cassuto 1961, 287-90.

2. Quotations from 1 Enoch, are taken from Nickelsburg and VanderKam 2004. For
other translations, see Black 1985; Charles 1913; Isaac 1983; Knibb 1978; Nickelsburg 2001.
A synoptic translation to English of all versions can be found in Stuckenbruck 2007.

3. The scroll was first published, although only in part, by Avigad and Yadin 1956.
Later publications of the same or other parts of the scroll include Jongeling et al. 1976,
75-119; Beyer 1984, 165-86 (1994, 68-70; 2004, 89-101); Greenfield and Qimron 1992,
70-77; Morgenstern, Qimron, and Sivan 1995, 30-54; and Fitzmyer 2004. New editions are
currently under preparation by Daniel A. Machiela and Esther Eshel. The English transla-
tion provided here is that of Fitzmyer.

4. E.g., 1Q19, and perhaps 4Q534-535 (see below). For more on the comparative
material, see Machiela 2007, 43-50. This dissertation has been published as Machiela 2009
but may be accessed in pdf format at: http://etd.nd.edu/ETD-db/theses/available/etd-
07022007-205251/.
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prophecy alluding to the deluge and to Noah’s role as the survivor of it.> It is
noteworthy that this narrative was not developed or even preserved in later
Jewish traditions.

The purpose of this paper is to discuss the various components making
up the expanded birth story of Noah in early Judaism, taking special note of
any features found in later literature or that might be traced back to the bibli-
cal account. In conclusion, we will address the relation between the account
given in 1 En. 106-107 and other accounts of Noal’s birth and its possible
implications for the question of a discrete book of Noah, with which these
texts are often associated.

1. NoAH’Ss MOTHER

Noal’s mother is not mentioned by name in 1 Enoch, but the mere notifica-
tion of her presence in 106:1 is significant. The explicit element of a wife is
an expansion vis-a-vis the biblical narrative, since in Genesis Noah’s birth is
mentioned in the framework of a genealogical list in which fathers beget sons
and the role of the mother is disregarded. In 1 En. 106-107, however, it is
precisely Lamech’s fatherhood of Noah that is in doubt, making his wife’s role
crucial for the dramatic unfolding of the story.

The role of Noah’s mother is expanded much further in the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon, where she is named Batenosh. Although the text is badly damaged,
enough is preserved in the Apocryphon to see a clear connection with the
version in 1 Enoch, at the same time allowing us to discern some important
differences, such as Batenosh’s heightened function in the story.

Although Lamech’s suspicion of Batenosh is not taken directly from the
brief report of Noah’s birth in Genesis, it does take up the tradition preserved
in the biblical story of the sons of God taking wives for themselves from the
daughters of men (Gen 6:1-4). This story, or the tradition it reflects, together
with the extraordinary appearance of the child to be discussed below, provide
the basis for Lamech’s suspicion.

In the Genesis Apocryphon, Batenosh confronts Lamech’s suspicion and
rebukes him for it, reminding him of her sexual pleasure as a proof of her
fidelity. Her monologue is extensive, and despite her vehement, emotional
assertion she stresses her respect for and submissiveness to Lamech, whom
she addresses twice as “my brother and my lord,” (1QapGen 2:9, 13).5 This is

5. For interpretations of the birth story, see VanderKam 1992a, reprinted in 2000a,
396-412; Nickelsburg 2001, 536-50; Stuckenbruck 2007, 606-89.

6. Avigad and Yadin (1956) do not include the full address in the second instance,
but it may now be read with some hesitation on more recent, narrowband infrared photo-
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probably intended to evoke in Lamech feelings of both love and responsibility,
at the same time imploring that he will acknowledge her own affection (exhib-
ited in her sexual pleasure) and deference to his role as “lord”

The name of Batenosh appears once more, with slight variation, in Jub.
4:28, where she is called Betenosh.” The Jubilees account is much shorter than
either 1 Enoch or the Genesis Apocryphon, remaining much closer to Gen
5:28-29, although the additional detail that Betenosh is the daughter of Bara-
kel is introduced.

2. CONCEPTION BY ANGELS

Noah’s remarkable physical appearance at birth, coupled with his ability to
speak, leads Lamech to suspect that he is not the father of the child. The con-
nection between the child’s appearance and his conception is clearly stated in
1 En. 106:5. There Lamech observes that the child resembles “the sons of the
angels of heaven” and continues in verse 6, “I think that he is not from me, but
from the angels”

This connection is also explicit in the extant passage of the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon, where Lamech reports in the first person, “it occurred to me that
the conception was from the Watchers, and the seed from Holy Ones, and to
Nephil[in...]” (1QapGen 2:1). In line 2 he adds, “and my mind wavered con-
cerning this infant”® It is clear that the speaker here is Lamech, because 2:3
continues with the resumptive “Then I, Lamech’”

In 1 Enoch Lamech’s concern is assuaged quickly by his grandfather
Enoch (106:18). This feature also has a parallel in the Genesis Apocryphon.
Although not as well preserved as the confrontation between Lamech and his
wife in column 2, 1QapGen 5:3-4 contains the words, “In[ot] from the sons of
Heaven, but from Lamech your son” The Apocryphon repeatedly stresses the
veracity of this fact by invoking the word “truly” (01W7) at a number of points
throughout Enoch’s testimony.” The word “truth” appears twice in 1 Enoch as
well (106:18; 107:3), in order to convince Lamech that Noah was not begotten
by angels. This particular aspect of the story figures much more prominently
in the Genesis Apocryphon than in 1 Enoch.

graphs. See Machiela 2007, 80. See also Fitzmyer 2004, 69, 130; Nickelsburg 1998, 144.
Note that Methuselah uses a similar address to his father as a precaution, in case Enoch is
cross at his disturbance (col. 2, lines 24-25).

7. On the different vocalizations of the name, see Fitzmyer 2004, 127 (who prefers
Bitenosh). For further discussion of the name, see Stuckenbruck 2007, 621.

8. Literally, “My heart within me was changed” (Fitzmyer 2004, 126).

9. Note the use of this word to emphasize Noah’s righteousness as well. See Bernstein
2005, 52.
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Despite the fact that Noah’s conception turns out to be entirely human in
these works, the doubt imputed to Lamech makes it worth mentioning several
accounts of angelic or divine conception in ancient times. One thinks imme-
diately of Jesus of Nazareth, who was not only said to be the son of God but
also plays a dual role as both human and deity akin to Noah’s (and Enoch’s)
exaltation elsewhere in the Enoch traditions.!® We are also told that Jesus
was conceived miraculously.!! Of course, this analogy should not be unduly
exaggerated. For instance, the point of the story about Noah’s conception is
ultimately his humanity, while it is precisely the opposite with Jesus. More-
over, divine conception carries negative connotations in the Noah story, an
element not present in the story of Jesus’ nativity.!2

There are other examples of joint human-angelic conception in ancient
Jewish traditions as well. Of course, the possibility of such union is first sug-
gested by Gen 6:2-4. Although Noah was not born from the sons of God, the
fact that women could, and indeed did, beget children from angels appears to
be one of the oldest traditions in the Bible.!?

Another account of divine conception is of the birth of Cain. Targum
Pseudo-Jonathan rephrases Gen 4:1 as follows: “And Adam knew his wife Eve,
that she had conceived by Samael, the angel of the Lord.”!# There are multiple
exegetical techniques employed here. One is taking the verb “to know” (Y77,
which is used regularly as a euphemism for sexual intercourse in the Bible,
back to its original sense. Adam did not “know” Eve (i.e., have intercourse
with her), but rather he knew that Eve had intercourse with Samael. In addi-
tion, the Targum seems to be playing on the biblical explanation of Cain’s
name, relating it to divine origin: Eve proclaims that she produced a man with
the Lord. This could be understood as a poetic expression of the awe in front

10. Enoch’s exalted status is conveyed most clearly in 1 En. 70-71. Noah’s exaltation
may be seen in the Animal Apocalypse (1 En. 89:1).

11. Matt 1:18—2:12; Luke 2:5-20; see also the account of John the Baptist’s birth in
Luke 1:5-78. See Nickelsburg 2001, 540. For further bibliography on these passages, see
the following commentaries on these passages: Davies and Allison 1988; Fitzmyer 1981,
303-448. Note also Fitzmyer’s comment on the significance of this narrative for the study
of Qumran as background of Christianity (Fitzmyer 2004, 123). See also nn. 39, 52.

12. This notion is probably due to the disruption of cosmic order, implied already in
the narrative of the Nephilim in Gen 6:1-4. Cf. Eshel 2003, 78; Davidson 1992, 316-22;
Stuckenbruck 2004; 2007, 666. For the sociological background of this theology, see Suter
1979.

13. See Gunkel 1997, 56-59; Westermann 1984, 363-83.

14. For the text, see Clarke 1984. Further comments on this Targum and its variations
are to be found in Shinan 1992b, 130-31.
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of the miracle of birth, but the Targum prefers to understand it literally in this
case.l®

By adding this information about Cain’s conception, the Targum is pro-
viding an explanation for the source of evil, utilizing an idea already present in
Gen 6:2-4 and developed more fully in 1 Enoch, Jubilees, and elsewhere. The
Targum’s explanation of Cain’s origin is mentioned in several later sources.®
The relation between angelic conception and the origin of evil in these sources
helps illuminate the desire to prove that Noah had a purely human concep-
tion, despite his miraculous appearance at birth.

One last relevant example of divine conception is the story of the birth
of Melchizedek, Noah’s nephew, in 2 En. 23.17 In this account, Noah’s brother
Nir rebukes his wife Zophanima for infidelity upon learning that she is preg-
nant. She denies any infidelity and further rejects having any knowledge of
how the pregnancy came about. Consequently, the mistrusted Zophanima
dies of sorrow, and the child emerges of its own accord, sitting beside his dead
mother and praising the Lord. Like the story of Noal’s birth in 1 Enoch and
the Apocryphon, the mother is unjustly blamed of infidelity; however, very
much unlike these accounts, we are explicitly told that Nir did not have inter-
course with his wife from the day he assumed the mantle of the priesthood. It
is evident that the reader is expected to believe that Zophanima did not know
how she was impregnated and therefore assume that the child was, in fact, of
supernatural origin. Thus, in contrast to the presumed negative connotations
attending supernatural conception in the stories of Cain and Noah, the divine
conception of Melchizedek (like Jesus of Nazareth) was understood positively,
perhaps being another Christian trait of 2 Enoch.

3. DESCRIPTION OF THE BABY

Several features of Noah’s miraculous birth are shared by other traditions. We
shall discuss each of the following separately, although at points they are inter-
connected: (1) the child’s physical traits; (2) the light accompanying his birth;
and (3) his immediate ability to speak, stand, and utter praise to the Lord.

15. See Garcia Martinez 2003; 2004.

16. E.g., Pirqe R. EL 21, perhaps implied in the Life of Adam and Eve. See Garcia
Martinez 2003, 29.

17. On the comparison between 2 Enoch and earlier Noah traditions more gener-
ally, see Orlov 2000b (repr. Orlov 2007, 361-78); Dimant 1998, 131; Himmelfarb 1993, 41.
Orlov contends that shifting the features of a miraculous birth from Noah to Melchizedek
is part of an anti-Noachic polemic. See Orlov 2007, 371-75.
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3.1. PHYSICAL TRAITS

Almost nothing remains of the description of Noah’s physical attributes at
birth in the extant passages of the Genesis Apocryphon, but Lamech’s response
to his son’s alarming appearance at the beginning of column 2 implies that
they were once described at the end of column 1.1 This coheres with what we
find in 1 En. 106-107.

First, Enoch lists several remarkable physical features. Early in the narra-
tive we read, “And when the child was born, his body was whiter than snow
and redder than a rose, his hair was all white and like white wool and curly”
(106:2). Later on (106:5), Lamech tells his father that the child resembles the
sons of God: “his form is strange, not like us” Similar assertions are implied
by the Genesis Apocryphon.'?

Lamech’s statement is significant not only for Noah’s description in 1 En.
106:2 but also for Second Temple period angelology. By providing such a
description, and then a few verses later stating that the child looks like an
angel, we are offered a glimpse of how the narrator envisaged an angel at the
time this story was written.?

It may also be possible to garner insights into Noah’s description from
other biblical sources. For example, the contrast of the white and red of the
child’s flesh brings to mind the description of the lover in Song 5:10, “My
beloved is brilliant and red; he stands out among the multitudes”?! Many
commentators have understood the adjective X to be a designator of quality
(i.e., “radiant”), such as Brenner’s opinion that both terms are a depiction not
of contrasting colors but rather of different, complementary personal traits.??
While this may be the original intent, Song of Songs has a very ancient tradi-
tion of allegorical interpretation dating back to at least the first century c.E.,?

18. Contra Fitzmyer, who interprets Lamechs suspicion as deriving from “such
remarkable beauty” (Fitzmyer 2004, 123). What we have here is Lamech’s fear and confu-
sion (explicitly stated in col. 2, lines 1-3; col. 5, line 16), not admiration. Cf. Fitzmyer’s
quote of Rosenthal on 126.

19. See 1Q20 col. 2; 5:5, 7, 10.

20. See Stuckenbruck 2007, 607-10, 626. However, Stuckenbruck does qualify this by
stressing that Lamech thinks that Noah is of the angels but not an angel himself (636-38).
This is also apparent in the emphasis that Noah is not of the Nephilim, reflecting that this
was Lamech’s true fear (633, 654). On this matter, see also Fletcher-Louis 2002, 37-49.

21. The translation is our own.

22. Brenner 1982b. For an English version, see Brenner 1982a, esp. 73-75. For the
previous view, see Murphy 1990, 164-65; Pope 1977, 531-34.

23. Alexander 1996b, 15. This point has been more recently and elaborately discussed
by Stone 2007b.
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according to which the lover is identified as God. If a similar tradition under-
lies the colors used to describe Noah in our texts—which seems a distinct
possibility—the belief that this verse describes divine attributes may have
been held as early as the time these chapters of Enoch were composed.?* The
fact that the next verses in Song of Songs (5:11-12) describe the lover’s hair
and eyes—the same features employed to describe Noah—reinforces the pos-
sibility that the writer has this passage in his purview.

We might also note the metaphorical meaning of these specific colors in
Isa 1:18: “Come now, let us argue it out, says the Lorp: though your sins are
like scarlet, they shall be made white as snow; though they are red like crim-
son, they shall become like wool.” Here we see that, while a modern view
of the archetypal contrast of colors may be black and white, for biblical and
parabiblical authors it was red and white.?> Consequently, the description of
Noah’s flesh may not only suggest his similarity to an angel but also carry
theological importance, the contrast in his flesh reflecting the notion of good
and evil residing together.?6 This would coincide with other contrasts woven
into this narrative, such as the idea that the origin of evil stems from the inter-
mixture of angels and humans. It may also portend the cleansing of present
evil by the flood.

Of course, the features of Noah’s hair are reminiscent of the Ancient of
Days (1" »'NY) in Dan 7:9.%7 Here the Ancient of Days’ garment is as white
as snow—a specification echoed in 1 En. 106 (though in reference to Noah’s
flesh)—and his hair compared to lamb’s wool, like the description of Noah’s

24. For the dating of the 1 Enoch chapters, see Nickelsburg 2001, 118-19 (our chapters
discussed on 542); Alexander 2002, 69.

25. See also Lam 4:7.

26. See Nickelsburg 2001, 543. Stuckenbruck (2007, 627) cautions here against
assigning specific attributes or symbolisms to each color but does agree that the impression
as a whole bears significance.

27. This is not to say that 1 Enoch is drawing from Daniel, nor the opposite. Whether
1 Enoch is earlier than Dan 7:9 or thirty years later, it is unlikely that the book of Daniel
would have reached an authoritative stance to justify its usage by the author of 1 Enoch (as
the book of Genesis did, for example). The resemblance between these metaphors reflects a
shared literary background and interest, not a literary dependence. See Stuckenbruck 2007,
628. For discussions of the relation between the visions in Enoch and Daniel, see Collins
1992; Grelot 1978; Henze 2005; Reid 2004; Koch 2007; Stuckenbruck 1997; 2001; Vander-
Kam 2006, 291-307. Note also the similarity of the divine epithet “Most High” in 1Q20,
col. 2, line 4 and Daniel (Fitzmyer 2004, 127). As for the question of usage of scripture in
the book of Enoch, see Alexander 2002, 57-68; VanderKam 1993 (repr. in VanderKam
2000a, 276-304).
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hair upon birth.?® There is, however, an interesting point of divergence here.
One could say that, since the Ancient of Days has hair like wool, Noah’s hair
is a sign of his heavenly or angelic appearance. Yet while the white hair of the
Ancient of Days befits his age (or, perhaps, agelessness), Noah, as a newborn,
would not be expected to have white hair.

This may perhaps be explained by the passage in Jubilees where “the
heads of the children shall be white with grey hair, and a child of three weeks
shall appear old like a man of one hundred years” (Jub. 23:25). Noah’s white
hair could thus be a contrast of youth and old age somewhat similar to the
contrast of red and white (signifying good and evil) evoked in the description
of Noah’s flesh. It may also be significant that this chapter of Jubilees speaks
of the effects of sin at the end of days—an age with which Noah’s genera-
tion is identified repeatedly in Second Temple literature.?’ The continuation
of events in Jubilees reinforces this connection: “In those days the children
will begin ... to return to the right way. The days will begin to become numer-
ous.... There will be no old man ... because all of them will be infants and
children” (Jub. 23:26-28).30 Although Jubilees is not referring to Noah in this
passage, the vision echoes suitably Noah’s birth and its context,?! illuminating
the depiction of his birth in 1 Enoch: he is born in a time of sin and fornica-
tion and returns, as it were, to the path of righteousness, thereby heralding a
new era.>

Another special appearance of a newborn that has been identified
intermittently with Noah is found in 4Q534-536 and is dealt with in detail

28. Following Sokoloff’s (1976) argument that 83 should be understood as a word
for sheep and not as “pure”” See also Collins 1993, 301.

29. That is, the generation of the flood is equated with the sinners of the end of time, as
the flood itself is a prototype for the Day of the Lord. See, e.g., 1 En. 83-90; 4 Ezra 4:1-28,
9:4-22; Sib. Or. 3:93-161. See Collins 1997, 30-51; Nikiprowetzky 1987; Stone 1990, 63-67,
292-301.

30. Translation from VanderKam 1989, 2:148-49.

31. For the function of Noah’s birth narrative in the eschatological views of 1 Enoch,
see Nickelsburg 2001, 539-40, 543; Stuckenbruck 2007, 620. Stuckenbruck also stresses
that Enoch begins his prophecy by describing past events, providing the background for
the significance of Noah’s birth (662-63). On the birth narrative in the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon, cf. Falk 2007, 49. This fits well with the vision in Jub. 23 and with the tension
of past and future in general in apocalyptic literature. For relations between Jubilees and
1 Enoch, see Nickelsburg 2001, 72-73; van Ruiten 1999, 79-82.

32. Note also the wish to gain a life-span that existed in antediluvian times (Vander-
Kam 2001, 58-59). For the context of this vision in the theology of the book of Jubilees, see
Segal 2007, 292-99. Cf. Frey 1997.
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elsewhere in this volume.?? It is worthwhile noting for our purposes that the
extant text begins with a physical description including the color red and the
mention of hair (4Q534 col. 1, lines 1-2). While these features are also found
in 1 En. 106, they are not presented in the same way, and not enough has been
preserved to say just how this description progressed and thus would have
looked as a whole.

4. LIGHT APPEARS WITH BIRTH

Noal’s birth is accompanied by a profusion of light in our texts. The source
of the radiance is described twice in 1 Enoch: “When he opened his eyes, the
house shone like the sun” (106:2), and “[h]is eyes are like rays of the sun, and
glorious is his face” (106:5). Enoch speaks of the same features in 1QapGen
5:12: “he lifted his face to me, and his eyes shone like [the] su[n...]” The par-
allelism employed in 1 En. 106:5 (and perhaps at one time in the Genesis
Apocryphon as well) heralds and significantly heightens the exalted role that
Noah is ascribed in these works, seeming to imply some sort of quasi-divine
status. In the Hebrew Bible and New Testament, shining eyes are character-
istic of angelic beings (Dan 10:5; Rev 1:12-16). The use of this trait of the
angel in Daniel is significant, since both 1 Enoch and the Genesis Apocry-
phon share much in common with that book. Another interesting parallel is
that of Moses’ shining face in Exod 34:29-35. In some respects, this passage
reflects even more closely the attitude of our works, since Moses is a human
being infused only for a time with the heavenly attribute of facial radiance.
Furthermore, it is a direct sign of his status as chosen by God.

Light at Noah’s birth is also found in 1Q19. Despite the fragmentary
nature of the preserved text, we are fortunate enough to have Lamech speci-
fied by name on the same fragment as the phrase “the rooms of the house like
shafts of sunlight” (frag. 3, line 5).34

Light shining at the birth of an infant is a feature attributed to several
other figures. We might first mention Cain, whose angelic conception has
been discussed above. The Life of Adam and Eve recounts that Eve “brought
forth a son who shone brilliantly” (21:3),3> and his special appearance is noted

33. Jeremy Penner, “Is 4Q534-536 Really about Noah?” in this volume. See further
bibliography on this text there.

34. See Barthélemy and Milik 1955, 84-86; Stuckenbruck 2007, 629.

35. This is the translation of the Latin text, provided in Anderson and Stone 1999, 24E.
The Armenian version reads: “Then, when she bore the child, the color of his body was like
the color of the stars” A similar version is found in the Georgian text: “Eve arose as the
angel had instructed her: she gave birth to an infant, and his color was like that of the stars”
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in Pirge R. El 21. In explaining how Adam knew that Eve had been impreg-
nated by an angel, we are told that Adam looked at the child’s face and saw
that he resembled the upper ones and not the lower ones. Here we are not only
reminded of Lamech’s suspicion, but the text also seems to imply that the child
was radiant, as in the Noah texts.3

We also possess a tradition of Abraham shining at birth, but the existing
record of this tradition is not as ancient. It is found in Jellinek’s Bet Ha-Midr-
asch, where he writes that the manuscript on which he drew was first printed
in Constantinople in 1519.37 This is likely a much later tradition than the other
stories dealt with above, and it contains an abundance of motifs from variant
traditions, such as the persecution of male newborns by Nimrod, hiding in a
cave, and a miraculous birth. What we seem to have here is a cluster of tradi-
tions, Christian and Jewish, gathered together in order to be reworked and
redeployed in reference to Abraham.3®

Moses is yet another hero who is said to radiate light at his birth.3° The
most ancient evidence of this tradition is found in the Talmud (b. Sotah 12a-
13a), but apparently derived from tannaitic sources, and is later repeated in
Exodus Rabbah. The starting point for this midrash is a juxtaposition of the
statement that Moses’ mother “saw that he was good” (Exod 2:2) with the
statement that “God saw that the light was good” (Gen 1:4).° According to
another version of this story, Moses’ father recognized that the newborn was
a savior due to the light that filled the house upon his birth. Although in the
midrash this tradition relates most directly to the statement that Moses was
good, it is clear that in a narrative sense it foreshadows the brilliance of Moses’
face following his encounter with the Lord at Sinai, noted above.

36. Although it is possible that this tradition implies that Adam saw a strange figure,
as Lamech saw Noah in 1 Enoch, there are no references to angels having strange appear-
ances in this composition. The only reference to their physical appearance describes them
as burning fire (Pirqe R. EL 4).

37. Jellinek 1938, 1:25-34.

38. For discussions of Noah traditions in Jewish medieval literature, see Rebecca
Scharbach, “The Rebirth of a Book: Noachic Writing in Medieval and Renaissance Europe,’
in this volume.

39. Cf. Shinan 1997. For the relation between this tradition and the Jesus birth stories,
see Hughes 1997; Kensky 1993.

40. On this expression, see Feldman 2002, 278-80. The other explanations provided
for the statement that he was good are that his mother saw that he was prepared for proph-
ecy or that he was born circumcised. The tradition of Moses being born circumcised is
interesting, as it is said of Noah in ’Abot de Rabbi Nathan and perhaps in 4Q535 as well. For
’Abot de Rabbi Nathan, see Aryeh Amihay, “Noah in Rabbinic Literature,” in this volume;
for 4Q535, see Penner in this volume.
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None of these natal traditions—Cain, Abraham, or Moses—include the
element of eyes emanating rays of light, but they do provide a general descrip-
tion of luminescence strikingly similar to Lamech’s statement in 1 En. 106:5.
Cain should again be distinguished from the others in this group, since his
shining marks his ignoble, although supernatural, origin, while the others are
both of human origin and are righteous characters who play a significant role
in establishment of the true worship of God.

Despite the rather late source of Abraham’s birth story, it seems appropri-
ate to note that the three heroes who shine at birth share other characteristics
as well. This alignment of any one patriarch with others by means of par-
allelism (thus constructing a broad template of patriarchal righteousness) is
characteristic of Second Temple literature. That Noah’s role as transmitter of
knowledge is intensified and stressed far more here than in the Bible is part
of this trend.*!

5. THE BABY STANDS AND SPEAKS IMMEDIATELY

Another remarkable trait of Noah is his youthful manifestation of adult facul-
ties. Unlike other animals, which learn to stand just hours after their birth, the
human newborn takes years to master the human traits of standing upright,
walking, and speaking. In our texts, however, Noah is an astounding excep-
tion. His instantaneous speech marks him as outstanding, and the fact that his
first words are addressed to the Lord of righteousness marks him as a wise and
prophetic individual 42

We find similar traits in some of the other figures mentioned above: Cain
stands up and walks immediately, going to gather flowers for his mother
(L.A.E. 21:3). Abraham learns to walk when he is ten days old, somewhat of a
late bloomer in comparison to Noah and Cain, but he also recognizes God on
his own, according to several traditions.** In addition, Melchizedek, Noah’s
nephew in 2 Enoch, has the appearance of a three-year-old child upon his
birth, and he also praises the Lord as his first utterance (2 En. 23:22).

Here, too, it is clear that Cain should be singled out. He (apparently)
does not have the faculty of speech, and we would not expect him to praise

41. Stone 1999. For the relation between Abraham, Noah, and Moses, see Rendtorff
1999. Dimant (1998, 123-24) is correct in pointing to Noal’s parallelism with Adam, too,
but it is not surprising that this is not expressed in the birth narrative, as Adam was never
born, thus making this point irrelevant for our discussion.

42. Nickelsburg 2001, 543; Stuckenbruck 2007, 653-54.

43. This is told in the Testament of Abraham, several times in Genesis Rabbah, and
also in the tale brought in JellineK’s Bet Ha-Midrasch mentioned above (n. 37).
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the Lord, since he will eventually be identified as evil. Thus exempting Cain,
we have traditions of Abraham, Noah, and Melchizedek sharing the trait of
prophecy in connection with their miraculous birth.

6. NoAH’Ss NAME MIDRASH

Genesis 5:29 provides the first name midrash (etymological explanation of
his name) for Noah. Here Lamech declares that his name shall be Noah (nJ;
V), since “this one will bring us comfort [331A13% 0N1] from our labors, and
from the toilsome struggle of our hands against the soil, which the Lord has
cursed.” This formulation is quoted in Jub. 4:28 and reworked in 1 En. 106:18
and 107:3.4

As noted already by Rabbi Yohanan “The midrash is not a name, and
the name is not a midrash” (Gen. Rab. 28.2). He refers here to the discrep-
ancy between the root 03, which is part of the explanation of Noah’s name,
and the root M3, which is the root underlying the name. VanderKam has dis-
cussed this problem extensively in his study of the birth of Noah.*>

It is interesting to observe how the explanation of the name is reworked
in 1 Enoch. In Genesis, Lamech employs the imperfect tense to designate his
hope that the newborn will provide some relief from the hardships and toils
of life. However, in 1 Enoch it is not Lamech alone who names his son, but
Noal’s great-grandfather Enoch as well, thus giving the name a doubled expla-
nation. Enoch first explains the name by citing the fact that Noah will survive
the flood and “be your remnant, from whom you will find rest” (106:18). This
is closer to the meaning of the root M3 than the explanation provided in Gen
5:29. At the end of the story, however, Lamech names his son (107:3) in a way
that echoes the explanation provided in Genesis. This shows that the author
was aware of the etymological problem in Gen 5:29 and tackled it by provid-
ing a twofold explanation.

7. NOAH—SURVIVOR WHO Is A SAVIOR

Having discussed the various components of Noah’s miraculous birth in
1 Enoch, we turn to two features of Noah that are not related solely to his
birth but that have to do with his exalted status and are also evident in this
narrative.

44. See further discussion on the onomastic tradition by Michael E Stone and Vered
Hillel, “Noah in Onomastic Traditions,” in this volume.

45. VanderKam 1992a, repr. in 2000a, 396-412. See also Black 1985, 322-23; Fitzmyer
2004, 143; Nickelsburg, 2001, 546-48; Stuckenbruck 2007, 674-76.
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The first may seem a self-evident feature of Noah’s character, namely, that
he is simultaneously a savior and a survivor, or remnant.*¢ There are several
texts that isolate this trait as Noah’s most prominent characteristic, such as
Ezek 14:12-20. Together with Job and Daniel, he is mentioned as someone
who would be saved from any plague or calamity that God would bring on
the earth. Although modern scholars have pointed out that the choice of these
three specific men is due to the fact that they were considered three univer-
sal (i.e., non-Israelite) righteous figures,” it is noteworthy that traditional
Jewish commentators considered their common denominator to be a connec-
tion with some significant destructive event and their ultimate salvation from
it. Rashi says: “For these three saw three worlds. Noah saw the world built,
ruined, and (re)built. Daniel saw the temple, or [a different explanation for
Daniel] himself, originally prince of princes, led to the lions’ den and returned
to his original prominence, and so Job who saw himself settled, ruined, and
settled (again).”*® We have here evidence of later Jewish exegetes who consid-
ered the fact that Noah was chosen to survive the flood as a special trait of his
character, undoubtedly tied to his blamelessness.

Similarly, Sirach says of Noah that “in the time of wrath he was taken in
exchange [for the world]; therefore was he left as a remnant upon the earth”
(44:20). This text, along with Ezek 14, clearly recognizes that Noah’s survival
is at the same time the redemption of all humanity. Due to his righteousness,
he survived the flood, thus enabling the continuity of the human race.*’ Noah
as a survivor is mentioned twice more in 1 Enoch. His survival of the flood is
alluded to in the Animal Apocalypse (1 En. 89:1-9) and also in the Book of

46. On Noah as a remnant, see Nickelsburg 2001, 546-47; Stuckenbruck 2007, 609,
669-70.

47. Cf. Noth 1951; Spiegel 1945; and, more recently, Wahl 1992. This has also been
accepted by the major commentators on Ezekiel such as Zimmerli 1969, 320-21 (for Eng-
lish translation, see Zimmerli 1979, 314-15); Brownlee 1986, 206-7; Eichrodt 1970, 188-
89; Greenberg, while recognizing the non-Israelite nature of the three, also criticizes his
predecessors (1983, 257-58).

48. Radak follows Rashi on this point, while other commentators such as Yossef Kara
and Eliezer of Beaugency stress their righteousness. Noah's righteousness as his major trait
was stressed by various commentators. Philo says his name means righteous (Worse 121;
cf. Nickelsburg 2001, 548); Ephrem the Syrian says that Noah was an example to his sons
by his virtue, keeping his virginity for five hundred years (Commentary on Genesis, section
6). Several rabbinic Midrashim state that Noah’s birth marked the beginning of a fruitful
agricultural period (Gen. Rab. 25; Tanhuma Bereshit). See also b. Sanh. 113b; t. Sotah 10:2.

49. VanderKam 1980; 2000a, 411; Nickelsburg 2000, 251. This is once again tied in
early Christian traditions to the parallels between Noah and Jesus. See Origen, who says:
“our Lord, the true Noah, Christ Jesus” (Genesis homily 2 in Heine 1982, 76). Cf. Lewis
1968, 101-20; Moberly 2000, 345-56.
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Parables, where the notion of his election on the basis of his righteousness is
specifically stated (1 En. 67:1). Since this motif is also mentioned in the proph-
ecy given by Enoch to Methuselah (1 En. 106:15-18), it seems linked to Noah’s
astounding birth. The quotation “and he shall not die in the day of evil” (891
NYWI 012 M), which appears in 4Q536 (frag. 2, col. I, line 11), is remi-
niscent of this prophecy given by Enoch. It also bears the notion of singling
someone out, bringing to mind the words concerning Noah in Ezek 14:14.

8. THE KNOWLEDGE OF NOAH

In discussing the light accompanying Noah’s birth, we noted that Noah’s affilia-
tion with Abraham and Moses also evokes his role as transmitter of knowledge
to humanity. This trait seems to play an important role in Second Temple lit-
erature and is probably intended to solve a historical problem that arises from
the accounts given in Genesis. Genesis 4:20-22 recounts the development of
human knowledge, assigning different crafts to descendants of Cain. After
the flood, all these craftsmen should have perished, and the Bible does not
provide an explanation as to how these skills were acquired once more. This
seems to be the reason that Noah’s role as a transmitter of knowledge becomes
important in later traditions.

The main stories of Noah’s birth—1 Enoch and the Genesis Apocryphon—
do not elaborate the motif of Noah’s knowledge and wisdom, although the fact
that he is able to talk and praise the Lord upon birth might be considered indic-
ative of it. Furthermore, the emphasis on the fact that he and his family will be
the sole survivors of humanity anticipates the significance of his knowledge.
Upon Noah’s birth, Enoch issues a prophecy that distinguishes Noah from the
rest of humanity. If Enoch is the archetype of the righteous man who was trans-
lated to higher spheres due to his unique traits, Noah is to be his successor and
messenger on earth. If Enoch gained knowledge from this translation, as is
specified in the birth narrative (1 En. 106:19; 107:3) we might also deduce that
Noah should also gain some of this knowledge as part of his role.

The relation between Noah as a transmitter of knowledge and narratives
concerning his birth may be drawn together in 4Q534-536 (if, indeed, they
refer to Noah). These fragments, directly following the description of his
remarkable appearance (4Q534, frag. 1, col. I, lines 4-8), provide an extensive
description of the main character’s knowledge.

It is also of interest that this text attributes the knowledge of “three books”
to the individual in question.>® Noah’s relation to a book(s) is mentioned in
Jub. 10:14 and the Genesis Apocryphon (see below). Finally, it should be men-

50. Garcia Martinez 1992, 8-9, 19-20.



AMIHAY AND MACHIELA: TRADITIONS OF THE BIRTH OF NOAH 67

tioned that 4Q534-536 also mentions the knowledge of secrets (4Q534, 1, I,
8; 4Q536, frags. 243, lines 8-9), a motif also employed in 1 Enoch’s account of
the birth of Noah (106:19; 107:3).

9. THE ROLE OF ENOCH IN NOAH’S BIRTH

Enoch’s role in Noal’s birth story was stressed in the preceding two sections.
His role is instrumental in Noah’s distinction as the survivor-savior, and he is
even more prominently placed in the descriptions of Noah’s knowledge. Not
only is he the one who utters the prophecy regarding Noah’s future role, thereby
assigning him the task of transmitting human knowledge to future genera-
tions, but he is apparently also the source of much of that knowledge. That this
is the case is merely implied in 1 Enoch, but it is stated more explicitly in some
later traditions. The question of Noah’s knowledge is not addressed directly in
1 En. 106-107, but Enoch’s knowledge is dealt with extensively in the book as
a whole. Indeed, this is the reason Methuselah seeks his advice regarding the
newborn Noah. Directly following the birth narrative, we encounter a new
account in which Enoch writes a book for Methuselah “and for those who
would come after him” (1 En. 108:1). We are also told of Enoch providing a
book to Noah in 1 En. 68:1. Whoever incorporated Noah’s birth narrative into
the book of Enoch was probably aware of this connection and of Noal’s role
as a messenger situated between Enoch and humanity.

Enoch provides Noah with knowledge more explicitly in Pirqe Rabbi
Eliezer, where he is said to have given him the secret of the Ibbur, the inter-
calation of the lunar calendar. This late text probably draws upon or reworks
an ancient tradition, possibly one of those contained in 1 Enoch or Jubilees.

CONCLUSIONS

The special connection between Enoch and his great-grandson Noah is sig-
nificant for the question of the relation between 1 En. 106-107 and the rest
of the book of Enoch, as well as the relation between 1 En. 106-107 and the
Genesis Apocryphon. From the beginning of the study of 1 Enoch, it has been
noted that the book is made up of a number of distinct components, not all of
which relate seamlessly to each other. In this case, 1 En. 106-107 is a new, sep-
arate unit—a non sequitur of sorts—not closely related to what precedes and
follows it.>! This serves as an indicator that these chapters are an insertion,
and we can now say so with more assurance due to the Genesis Apocryphon.
The fact that we have two parallel texts, one of the major points of diver-

51. Milik 1976, 55; Nickelsburg 2001, 3-8, 539.
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gence between which is the main speaker, supports the conclusion that in
1 En. 106-107 we find the reworking of an earlier narrative for the purpose of
incorporation into the broader composition of 1 Enoch.>

In any case, we have here multiple attestations of Noah’s birth story and
yet another sign of Noah’s significance during the Second Temple era. The
accumulation of shared components in these sources with 4Q534-536 leads
us to conclude that it is quite likely that 4Q534-536 is yet another narrative
relating to the birth of Noah, reworking and expanding existing traditions
such as those found in the Genesis Apocryphon and 1 Enoch.>? If we add
1Q19 to these, we have no less than three, and most likely four, distinct but
related accounts of the birth of Noah in Hebrew and Aramaic from the Second
Temple period.

The remarkable number of Noachic birth stories (given our general pau-
city of ancient written sources), especially when compared with the brief
account given in Genesis, begs once more the question of a hypothetical
book of Noah that may have served as their shared source. Whether such
a book ever existed has been the cause of ongoing debate.”* The main argu-
ments against the existence of such a book have been the diversity of materials
attributed to the book of Noah, the fact that such a book has not been found,
and problems of dating the various sources that allegedly drew from the book
of Noah.

This study has attended to a marked preoccupation with Noah’s birth,
which plays only a part in the broader interest in the figure of Noah during
this period. All texts know something of Noah’s spectacular natal appearance,
implying the possibility of celestial origins. However, all texts expand on this
differently, focusing on traits and persons according to their taste. It is highly
probable that these texts drew from a common well of traditions.

Assigning this source to a book of Noah has been made especially com-
plicated for the birth narrative by the discovery of the words ™3 "5 an3

52. On the relation of the Genesis Apocryphon to Enoch, see Machiela 2007, 43-50.
Cf. Bernstein 2005; Nickelsburg 2001, 541-42; Stuckenbruck 2007, 607. See also, on the
style of the Genesis Apocryphon and its adaptation of various traditions, Bernstein 1996;
Falk 2007, 26-106; Frohlich 1998, 88-96; Lehmann 1958; Miller 1991; VanderKam 1978.

53. See Garcia Martinez 1999, 94-95.

54. Barthélemy and Milik 1955, 84; Baxter 2006; Bernstein 1999, 226-31; 2005, 53;
Bhayro 2006; Charles 1913, 163; Davidson 1992, 118; Dimant 1998, 144-46; 2006, 231-42;
Fitzmyer 2004, 122; Fletcher-Louis 2002, 53; Garcia Martinez 1992, 24-44; 1999, 88-89;
Lewis 1968, 10-15; Milik 1976, 56; Nickelsburg 1998, 156-58; Puech 2001, 117-27; Schmidt
1926; Scott 1997b, 368-81; Segal 2007, 152; Steiner 1995, 66-71; Stone 2000; 2006a (see
reprint in this volume); Stuckenbruck 2007, 610-14; Werman 1999.
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preserved in the Genesis Apocryphon.”>> What would seem to be the title of a
book is found only after the birth account, thus excluding the birth narrative
from the “book” On the one hand, this seems logical, since we might expect
that “The Book of the Words of Noah” would include only things that were
written after his birth (even if only shortly after it, considering he knew how
to speak immediately).

On the other hand, there is the issue of what we might call the lost source
that recounted the birth of Noah and that was known to numerous authors.
Jubilees 10:14 implies the existence of several books of Noah, and this suggests
one possible solution to the problem: assigning the birth narrative to another
book, distinct from that to which the Apocryphon refers. We are unable, in
fact, to say whether the fount of these many tellings of Noah’s birth was in a
book of Noah, a work associated with Enoch, or even some other composi-
tion. Moreover, the title of the work is of no real importance. It is important,
however, that we have considerable grounds for believing that the birth of
Noabh, as reflected in 1 En. 106-107 and the Genesis Apocryphon, was part
of a broader antecedent and reflects the tendency to intensify Noah’s role and
significance in Second Temple Judaism.

55.1 QapGen 5:29. Cf. Steiner 1995; Stuckenbruck 2007, 610-14.






A NoTEe ON 1Q19: THE “Book OrF NoaH”
Claire Pfann

1Q19, a collection of twenty-one Hebrew fragments, was first published in
1955 by J. T. Milik in DJD 1.! The manuscript as published comprised five
somewhat substantial fragments containing three or more lines of text and
sixteen smaller fragments. Milik arranged the fragments into two groups,
apparently based on content and paleographic features. Although the name
Noah is not preserved on any of the fragments, Milik entitled the manuscript
“Le Livre de Noé,” based upon the explicit mention in fragment 3 of Lamech
and Methuselah, the father and grandfather of Noah, the implicit description
in fragment 1 of conditions on the earth prior to the flood, and the apparent
list of angels in fragment 2. Milik further noted the affinities of this text to the
accounts of the birth of Noah in 1 En. 106-107 and in the Genesis Apocry-
phon.?

1Q19 is the only text from late antiquity dealing with the birth of Noah
to have been preserved in Hebrew. The composition of this text in Hebrew
and its potential relationship to its Aramaic sister-texts as source, derivative,
or companion remains undefined. Michael Stone notes, “1Q19 does combine
a number of the elements from part 1 of 1 Enoch that scholars believe are
ultimately derived from a Noachic work. However, 1 Enoch was composed
in Aramaic, as the Qumran fragments of it attest, while 1Q19 was written in
Hebrew. We cannot determine whether 1Q19 was a ‘Book of Noah’ or another
work embodying Noachic material”?

Furthermore, what has puzzled scholars since the editio princeps of this
collection of fragments is the apparent change in content and character in

1. In Barthélemy and Milik 1955, 84-86. Fragment 2, known as 1Q19 bis, was early
separated from the main manuscript. Its photo was published by John Trever 1965, pl. VII,
and its transcription by Milik in Barthélemy and Milik 1955, 152.

2. See Aryeh Amihay and Daniel Machiela’s “Traditions of the Birth of Noah” in this
volume.

3. Stone 2000, 613-15.
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fragments 13-21, which lack any distinctively Noachic character. Fragments
1-3 deal with themes and individuals familiar from biblical and extrabiblical
accounts of Noah. The wickedness of humankind and impending judgment
(frag. 1), the intercession of the archangels (frag. 2), and the birth of a miracu-
lous child (frag. 3) are well-known motifs associated with Noah and the flood.
With fragment 13, a shift from narrative to hymnic material takes place as
language, including 7122, 977, NIRAN, and 7'N3, is introduced. Any explicit
connection with Noah traditions disappears, as such hymnic or poetic mate-
rial is lacking in the known Noah passages in the Bible, 1 En. 106-107, and
1QapGen ar, for example. As Stone notes, “The combination of Flood motifs
with the story of Noah’s birth is highly suggestive. The remaining fragments of
1Q19, however, do not seem to have any recognizable relationship to material
connected to Noah and Enoch.” The language of fragments 13-21 is reminis-
cent, rather, of Berakhot, Mysteries, Shirot Olat Hashabbat, and other poetic
compositions. Indeed, Crispin Fletcher-Louis (2002) has recently pointed
out the presence of such “angelomorphic” language as reflective of a theme
occurring, in his opinion, across a wide range of Second Temple Literature,
including 1 Enoch, Jubilees, Ben Sira, 4QInstruction, and other texts. In these
texts, the heavenly or divine aspect of a human figure is stressed. Further-
more, in 1Q19, the use of the niphal of V722 and VR with passive meaning
evokes a sense of the future glorification or exaltation of an individual by
divine agency.> Due to the fragmentary nature of the text, this individual
cannot be identified with certainty. Within Second Temple literature, only a
few individuals were expected to have an “exaltation experience,” in particu-
lar, the Messiah (cf. Dan 7 and 4Q246 Aramaic Apocalypse, the “Son of God”
text, both in Aramaic and in both of which the niphal with passive meaning
is used to indicate divine agency). Milik tentatively suggested that these frag-
ments contained a song of Methuselah and referred to the miraculous child
who had just been born. However, no other text preserves an enthronement
or exaltation theme connected with Noah.

This paper suggests that 1Q19 as published by Milik is, in fact, at least two
separate manuscripts. A close examination of the photographs of the frag-
ments reveals several distinctive features that indicate the presence of at least
two scribal hands. These features include line height, letter height, and letter
shape. The line spacing in fragments 1-12 is 10 mm on average, where mea-
surable, while that in fragments 13-21 is 11 mm on average. More important

4. Stone 2000, 613.
5.Tam indebted to my husband Stephen J. Pfann for elucidating the character of these
fragments and their implications and for compiling the alphabet chart that follows.
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is the fact that the average letter height in fragments 1-12 is 4 mm, while that
of fragments 13-21 is 3 mm.

When we set out exemplars from the main fragments side-by-side, the
distinctiveness of each scribal hand is clearly visible. In the figure on the fol-
lowing page, the larger letters on the right are taken from fragments 1 and 3,
dealing with the birth of Noah, while the smaller letters on the left are from
fragments 13 and 15, the hymnic section. After even a cursory examina-
tion, the dramatic difference in letter height is seen, as well as the fact that
the scribal hand of fragments 1 and 3 is characterized by slanting or curved
descenders, while that of fragments 13 and 15 features vertical or straight
descenders, particularly in 7, 3, and *. Other letters, in particular K, 3, and 2,
also help to support the distinction between the scribal hands.

The R in fragments 13 and 15 contains a highly stylized, inverted v serif
on the upper right arm, while the same arm in the X of fragments 1 and 3
exhibits merely a thickening or triangulation.

The 1 in fragments 1 and 3 contains a pronounced curved upper stroke,
and the lower cross stroke extends well to the right of the vertical stroke. In
the 2 of fragments 13 and 15, these features are less pronounced.

The 2 of fragments 1 and 3 contains a short upper cross stroke and a long
base stroke, while the 2 of fragments 13 and 15 is quite squared, with the
upper and the lower strokes almost equal in length.

Milik did not date the scribal hand(s) of 1Q19, but Stephen Pfann has
suggested that the hand of fragments 1-11 is a semiformal Herodian hand
dating to the end of the first century B.C.E. or beginning of the first century
C.E., with some features typical of the rounded or rustic scribal hands of that
period. Fragments 13-21 likely date to the second quarter or mid-first century
C.E., based particularly on the squared or even slightly squat, rectangular form
of many of the letters (e.g., 3, 3, 7, V).

Milik himself seems to have been cognizant of some distinction in
paleographic features within the manuscript, for his grouping of the smaller
fragments within the two groups (frgs. 1-12 dealing with the birth of Noah,
frgs. 13-21 containing hymnic material) shows that he recognized the com-
patibility of each subgroup. Given his tremendous expertise, the question
remains why he did not identify the fragments as two separate manuscripts
from the start.

How does this analysis of 1Q19 bear on the study of Noah traditions in
Second Temple period literature? First of all, it is clear that, on the basis of
line height, letter size, and palaeographic features, 1Q19 comprises two dis-

6. Personal communication with the author. He feels that frg. 12 may not belong to
either manuscript.
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tinct manuscripts that I demarcate as 1Q19a and 1Q19b. Furthermore, the
palaeographic division among the fragments is supported by a division in
subject matter, vocabulary, and style. While these observations cannot move
us forward in determining the origin or relationship of the Noah traditions
present in 1Q19a, 1 En. 106-107, 1QapGen?, or 4Q534-536, they do liberate
us from having to devise a hypothesis by which we can incorporate hymnic
material (1Q19b) within the Noah traditions, for which no parallels exist.”
Furthermore, they yield a new, tantalizing, though decidedly meager, manu-
script describing, in a manner perhaps similar to that of 4Q246, the future
exaltation or enthronement of an individual, perhaps the Messiah. As a result,
we might dub this newly discovered composition “1Q19b Exaltation [or, Glo-
rification] Hymn.”

TABLE 1: PALAEOGRAPHIC ASSESSMENT OF 1Q19

Fragment | Line Height Letter Height Descenders Triangulated 8
1 10-11 mm 4 mm curved/hooked | lacking
2 9 mm 4-5mm curved lacking
3 10-11 mm 4 mm curved lacking
4 4-5mm curved o
5 9-10 mm (only | 4 mm curved

one example)

6 10 mm 4 mm curved S
7 4 mm curved damaged
8 10 mm 4 mm curved e
9  — 4 mm curved  —
10 — 4 mm —_— —_—
11 10 mm 4 mm straight —_—

7. It may be worth noting that 2 En. 71:18-19 relates the miraculous birth of another
child, the priest Melchizedek. In this account, the child is born as a fully developed three-
year-old, wearing the “badge” of the priesthood (ephod? breastplate?) and already capable
of speech. The text mentions that he “blesses God,” reminiscent of Noal’s blessing of God
upon birth in 1 En. 106, although no poem or hymn of praise is recorded.
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12 —_— 4 mm straight? —_—
13 11-12 mm 3 mm straight present
14 10 mm 3-4 mm straight o
15 10-11 mm 3 mm straight present
16 e 3 mm —_— E—
17 — — — e
18 —_ 3 mm —_ _—
19 —_— 3 mm straight/NA damaged
20 _— 3 mm?  — —
21 — 3 mm straight S




THE NoAH CYCLE IN THE GENESIS APOCRYPHON™
Esther Eshel

INTRODUCTION

The Genesis Apocryphon—an Aramaic parabiblical text—recounts, with
additions, omissions, and expansions, some of the stories from Gen 5-15.!
The scroll, opened in 1956, contains the remains of twenty-two columns, but
it was originally longer; the sheet to the right of column 22 was clearly cut
away in antiquity, and the text of column 22 breaks off in the middle of a
sentence. It is now generally accepted that text survives from at least one addi-
tional column that preceded column 1. This earlier column has been labeled 0.
The work is generally attributed to the second or first century B.C.E., but based
on my study of this composition, an earlier date in the third century should
not be ruled out.2 Like the other Aramaic texts found at Qumran, the Genesis
Apocryphon is not considered sectarian.’

1. THE CONTEXT OF THE GENESIS APOCRYPHON

The surviving text of the Genesis Apocryphon retells the narratives of the

* This paper was written while I was a Kennedy-Leight Fellow at Oxford Centre for
Hebrew and Jewish Studies, Oxford University.

1. See Bernstein 2005.

2. For the latest edition of the Genesis Apocryphon, see Fitzmyer 2004. The readings
and translation of the Genesis Apocryphon are based on this edition. However, certain
readings were arrived at by the author in conjunction with Moshe Bernstein; others were
formulated in the course of working on this essay, together with the readings and transla-
tions made in the Ph.D. dissertation of Machiela 2007; see now Machiela 2009.

3. Note that Noah waited until the fifth year to drink the fourth-year wine (1QapGen
12:13-15; see also Jub. 7:1-2), as required in sectarian law, rather than in the fourth year,
as in rabbinic law. See Kister 1992. On the other hand, a reference to Noah’s endogamy in
choosing his children’s spouses (col. 6) may point to general, nonsectarian, Second Temple
practice.

-77-
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patriarchs corresponding to Gen 5:18-15:5, that is, from Enoch to Abram’s
vision of the stars. It does so mainly through first-person narration by Lamech,
Methuselah, Enoch, Noah, and Abram. Recently, Daniel Falk suggested that
the preserved text could be divided into three stories—a story of Lamech, a
story of Noah, and a story of Abraham—but finally concluded: “It is preferable
to view the Genesis Apocryphon—at least as preserved for us—as structured
around two stories: a Noah cycle and an Abram cycle” Thus, according to his
understanding, “[tJhe Lamech section is best seen as part of the Noah cycle,
and its purpose is to more fully place the story of Noah in the context of the
sons of God myth from Gen 6.1-5 As for the text’s style, he notes: “it is part
of the narrative’s style to allow characters to speak in their own words.” Nev-
ertheless, since he traces a change in the middle of Abram’s narrative, from
column 21:23 until the end of the existing text, to an impersonal narration, he
concludes that “the narrative voice does not seems to be an entirely reliable
guide to the intended structure.”

My reading of the first two columns shows that the picture is more com-
plicated. Columns 0-1 include parts that do not seem to belong to Lamech’s
speech, such as a speech in first-person plural, which seems to best fit the
Watchers’ appeal, for example, [R1Wa1 5p] RINOKR T R[NP1AWI] TOR 53PJ1,
“we took an oath [and a vow] that we bind [ourselves (?)]” (0:2-3), and X7 jp2
" OR RIMNIR, “And now we are prisoners” (line 8). Furthermore, the first-per-
son appeal to God, referring to his anger or his decision to destroy the world,
seems to fit Enoch’s appeal to God rather than that of Lamech, to be compared
with 1 En. 12-16. The Enoch cycle includes apocalyptic visions referring to
God’s deeds that will take place at PP1 X273 RI"7 D3, “[...] at the Day of the
Great Judgment and End” (4:12), to be compared with 4QEnGiantsf (4Q206
2-3) frag. 1 xxii:2-3 72PN’ 1730 7T R RIT [T KRP OV 127 T, “and until
the time of the Day of the End o[f] the Great Judgment which will be exacted
of them” (1 En. 22:4);6 as well as with 4QEn¢ (4Q212) frag. 1 iv:22-23: |/
[...0pINY IR37 RIT PR RADY T AY[PAwaT MWy 1w nnal, “And affter
it, the tenth week, in the se]venth [part of which] an eternal Judgment and the
(fixed) time of the Great Judgment [shall be executed in vengeance...]” (1 En.
91:15).7 It also includes various visions regarding Noah’s future and the mis-
deeds of humanity (5:16-19)

The Enoch cycle features some elegant interweaving of first-person nar-
ration: Lamech’s first-person reaction to Noah’s exceptional appearance (he

4. Falk 2007, 30.

5. Ibid, See earlier Bernstein 1998, 145.
6. Milik 1976, 229-30.

7. 1bid., 266, 269.
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feared he was the son of an angel) followed by his confrontation with his wife
Bitenosh (col. 2); Enoch’s assurance to Lamech through Methuselah that Noah
is indeed his son (5:2-23); and Lamech’s final reaction to Enoch’s assurance
(5:26-27). Therefore I suggest assigning the first six columns to Enoch rather
than to Lamech, thus dividing this composition into three cycles, which seems
to me more suitable in terms of both structure and content:

The Enoch cycle (cols. 0-5:27)
The Noah cycle (cols. 5:29-18:22)
The Abraham cycle (cols. 18:24-22:?)

This division is further supported by the physical marker of blank lines
left between the cycles, that is, in column 5 line 28, at the end of the Enoch
cycle, and in column 18 line 23, at the end of the Noah cycle.® Of these three,
although poorly preserved, no less than thirteen columns of the Noah cycle
survived, while only four to five columns of each of the other two cycles have
survived. There is, however, no reason to doubt that both of the other cycles
were originally much longer. As for the proposed Enoch cycle, one might
suspect that column 0 was preceded by additional passages devoted to the
story of the Fallen Angels, which together with the surviving reference to this
myth, might be added to other such compositions that are so dominant in
the Qumran library.® It is worth noting in this context that references to the
Watchers are found on numerous occasions in the surviving parts of this com-
position, especially in columns 0-1, and are not confined to the Enoch cycle.
This is also the case with the words of Lamech (2:1, 16) and probably in the
words of Enoch referring to *aR 77" *121'2, “for in the days of Jared my father”
(3:3),!10 as in his answer to Methuselah (5:3-4). The Watchers also appear in
Noah’s vision (6:19-20).

The remains of the Genesis Apocryphon, of which the beginning and
end have not been preserved, thus comprise three cycles: the Enoch cycle; the
Noah cycle; and the Abram cycle. Therefore, it might originally have included
additional cycles that are now lost. From the extant text, we can see a well-
written story, with smoothly connected individual components that share
both themes and terminology. Thus, the Noah cycle seems to be an integral
part of the composition, not an independent work taken from a written source

8. Armin Lange has suggested that in col. 18:23-24 there was a vacat of 1.5 line, which
probably marked the beginning of the Abraham story at line 25; see Lange 1996, 192 n. 10.

9. See Stone 1999, 133-49.

10. Compare with 4QEn?® 1 iii:4-5 (1 En. 6:6): [\NN1 ¥T PNXRN IHBD NMN] T M3; see
4QEn° 5ii:17-18 (1 En. 106:13)
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and introduced as a whole into the Genesis Apocryphon. This, in turn, does
not exclude the possibility that the Genesis Apocryphon used earlier sources,
which is probably the case in the Enoch cycle, where clear connections with
1 Enoch are found. Being one of the earliest and most detailed sources dedi-
cated to the figure of Noah, one might assume that the Genesis Apocryphon
was used by later compositions, such as Jubilees.

The Genesis Apocryphon draws significant parallels between the main
characters, and I suggest that this literary technique be termed a “chain of
traditions.” The way the story is told, Enoch, like Noah, struggles with a sinful
generation, that of the Fallen Angels and their sinful offspring. He also seems
to be singled out as the only righteous person, as Abram will later be singled
out with respect to Sodom, serving as the mediator between the sinners and
God and bringing their appeal to heaven. Like Abram, he also has immedi-
ate communication with God, being vouchsafed various visions regarding the
future of humanity that can be compared with Gen 15. By the same token,
Noah is described in terms close to those applied to Abram, being the ultimate
righteous individual who has a vision regarding the future of humanity.

With regard to shared terminology, the following main locutions stand
out.

1.1. ENocH AND NOAH

(1) The root DR, meaning both “to swear” and “to bind,” is found in the
Enoch cycle used for both sin and punishment of the Watchers (col. 0:2, 8,
12). Yet a third meaning of this root, “to gird,” is used in Noah’s biography *¥m
ROWIP N2 NIOR, “T girded my loins with a vision of righteousness” (6:4).

(2) In connection with Enoch’s visit to heaven, it says that 258 127, “he
shares his lot (with the angels)” (2:21). This terminology derives from Josh
15 and is used later to describe Noah’s division of the world among his sons,
as in RIRIN RATY PHI DWY, “For Shem emerged the second lot” (1QapGen
16:14), as well as "1 "2 358 nai], “[And] Japhet divided between his
sons” (1QapGen 17:16).11

(3) The reference to 1 “mystery” is found in both stories: 17 is first men-
tioned in the Enoch cycle in the Watchers’ appeal in column 1, XYW 19, “the
mystery of wickedness” (1:2; and just 817 in lines 3, 7). Later, when Enoch
speaks to his son Methuselah, he says 837 X192 "nKX T71[...], “[...] your
son make known by this mystery” (5:21). Methuselah then tells it to his son

11. 27y is used by Targum Jonathan to Joshua to translate Hebrew 513 (Josh 15:1;
16:1), as well as DINN “portion,” found numerous times as the translation of Hebrew 513
in Targum Jonathan; see VanderKam 2000a, 488.
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Lamech: 551 12 nn2 '[05 o, “and he spoke with Lamech his son about a
mystery” (5:25). When we move to the Noah cycle we hear again: XT3 19001
*2252 17, “T hid this mystery within my heart” (6: 12); see ALD 4:13 & N0
A3 RS WK 5217352 17, “And I hid this, too, in my heart, and I revealed it
to nobody.” 17 probably has a neutral meaning, and it gets its value weighting
from its context. Thus, while in the Watchers’ context the mystery has a nega-
tive sense, to be compared with the Watchers’ story according to the book of
Watchers, 4Q201 iv: 4-5: 111"w15 17 A[939 17w 1153, “[And they all began
to reveal] secrets to their wives” (1 En. 1:4/8?),12 in our context of both Enoch
and Noabh it is given a positive sense.

1.2. NOAH AND ABRAM

(1) When Noabh exits the ark, after the flood, he says, NP2 M3 RIR ["TR]
R1MAaY RDMRY KPR N9, “[Then] I Noah went out and walked on
the land by its length and by its width...” (11:11), which is clearly taken from
God’s command to Abraham 72m7%1 12MRD PIRA TN 01 (Gen 13:17),
described in the Genesis Apocryphon as {221 R7127R 122 1M 5181 751 0P
NN, “Rise, walk about, go and see how great is its length and how great its
width” (21:13-14). Abram obeys this command: IMDAY D728 RIR NN
RYIR MY RAITAY RNN N0 TH N7IRI ... RPIR AR, “So I, Abram,
went to go around and look at the land ... and moved along Mount Taurus
toward the east through the breath of the land” (21:15-16).

(2) God’s promises to Noah are clearly taken from those to Abraham in
the Bible; thus, God says to Noah: (11:15) T3 DP1 RIR TP M3 & 5170 5N
onbyS TnRIa RS T, “Do not fear, O Noah, T am with you and with those
of your sons who will be like you forever,” which is based on Gen 26:24: 5&
7Y OANAR 2P TP DK AT N2 IR TOXR 2 RN, “do not
fear, for I am with you and will bless you and make your offspring numerous
for my servant Abram’s sake;” as well as on Gen 15:1a: 1313 Y238 D72 87N 9N
19, “Do not fear, Abram, I am your shield”!> Furthermore, the second part of
this verse, TIRI 713277 772V, “your reward shall be very great” (15:1b), can
be found earlier in the Genesis Apocryphon, when God promises Noah p”
75 ©5Wn 7R 13RI, “honor and reward I am paying to you” (7:5).

(3) In one of his dream visions (14:9-19), Noah sees a large cedar tree
with three branches. The interpretation of the dream identifies the different

12. Cf. ywa 17 in 1QH? 13:38; 24:9; 1Q27 1 i:2; See Bernstein 2005, 45 n. 15, which
also refers to 2 Thess 2:7.

13. See also SITA HR ... 7902 11 7335 “to your sons after you for all ... do not fear”
(8:33-34).
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parts of the tree. Thus Noah is the cedar, and the three shoots are Noah’s three
sons. Shem can be identified as the first scion, described as coming forth from
the cedar and growing to a height (14:10). A cedar also plays a role in Abram’s
dream vision (19:14-21) when, just before he and Sarai descend to Egypt due
to the famine in the land of Canaan, Abraham has a dream. In his dream
Abraham sees a cedar, which people are trying to cut down, and a palm tree,
which is left alone. This dream reflects Abraham’s awareness that his life is in
danger. His response is to ask Sarai to protect him by claiming that they are
brother and sister.

(4) When Noah divides the world among his sons, Arpachshad’s allot-
ment (17:11-15) is the same as that in Abraham’s tour of the Promised Land
as described in the Genesis Apocryphon (21:16-19).

Furthermore, not only does the author use parallels between the main
three characters, but I would like to suggest that within these cycles one also
finds secondary characters that serve transitional functions. Each of these is
used as a “link” connecting the earlier and later main figures, thus creating
an even closer connection between the cycles. Thus one might characterize
Lamech as a “secondary figure” who serves as the connection between Enoch
and Noah, by appealing to Enoch in regard to Noah’s miraculous birth. The
end of the Noah cycle and the beginning of the Abraham cycle have not sur-
vived, but I would like to suggest, based on the Noah story, that we might
tentatively expect parts of columns 17-18 to be devoted to the figure of Shem
as the “secondary character”

Shem’s special role is first found when he is identified with the first scion,
on which Noah’s name will be called (14:12). Thus, as in the case of Noah,
Shem and his descendants are also called “a plant of truth” (14:13). Later,
when Noah wakes from his dreams, he goes and tells them to him: N7"PNNRI
115[ A)NR 89121792 owH IR H[INT LW 0 M3 RI[R, “Then 1], Noah,
[awoke] from my sleep.... ]I went to Shem, my son, and relat[ed] everything
to [him]” (15:21-22). God’s promise earlier to be with Shem and his descen-
dants is being referred to, when God promises Noah, “I am with you and with
those of your sons who will be like you forever” (11:15).

Shem’s special role seems to be further developed by the author of Jubi-
lees, particularly in the detailed description of Shem’s portion found in Jub.
8:12-21. This includes Noah’s happy reaction, especially when he makes his
portion the best, including the three main mountains, and being in the center
of the world (see below).

2. NoaH CyCLE

After the title 13 *51 202 1[3w[78], “A [co]ply] of the words of Noah” (5:29),
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which probably marked the beginning of the Noah cycle,!* there remain very
few decipherable letters, providing no indication of the content of the last six
and a half lines of that column (5:29a-36). When the text is readable again, at
the beginning of column 6 line 1, we are already in Noah’s biography: “And
in the furnace of my gestation I flourish to truth, and when I left my mother’s
womb I was rooted in truth” (6:1). Thus one might infer that the previous lines
dealt with Noah’s birth, to be compared with its earlier description of that
event by his father Lamech (col. 2), as well as in 1 En. 106-107. As a whole, the
story of Noah covers almost thirteen columns of thirty-six lines each column:
a total of more than 260 lines.

The following table summarizes the above-mentioned subjects with their
parallels.’

Subject 1QapGen Genesis Jubilees
Noah’s righteousness from 6:1-5 (6:9)— (10:17)—
early life
Noah’s marriage 6:6-7 — 4:33a
Noah’s children 6:7-8 5:32; 6:10 [4:33D]
Marriage of Noah’s children 6:8-9 — —
Noab’s first set of visions 6:9-22 —
Noah find favor 6:23 6:8 [5:5, 19]
God’s planned destruction 6:24ff. 6:6-7,

11-17
God blesses Noah 6:2-7:6 (9:1-2): —

after the

flood!
Noabh rejoices (?) 7:7-9 — —
God responds (?) 7:10-15 — —

14. Some argue that this part of the Genesis Apocryphon originated as an indepen-
dent composition, probably from the book of Noah. See Steiner 1995, 66-71. For a discus-
sion of the possible existence of a lost book (or books) of Noah, see Stone’s comments on
pages 8-11 of this volume (= 2006a, 5-9), where he also relates to earlier studies.

15. See Falk 2007, 31-32.
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15-17:24%

Noal’s second set of visions 7:16ff.- 9:2 | —
Noah and the flood 9:[?2]-10:1 7:11-12 [5:24-27]
Noah and his family praise 10:1-10 —
God
The ark rest on Hurarat 10:11-12 8:4 5:28
Noah offers sacrifice 10:12-13 8:20 6:1b-2
Details of sacrifice 10:13-17 — 6:2-3
God accepts sacrifice (?) 10:18-? 8:21-22 [6:4]
Noah watches at the ark’s door | 11:1-10 (?) | — —
Noah’s survey of the land 11:11-12 — —
Noah blesses God 11:12-14 — —
God blesses Noah 11:15ff 9:1-7 6:5-9
God’s covenant with Noah 11:2-12:6 9:8-17 [6:15-16]
Noah descends the mountains | 11:7-9 (9:18)
@)
Noah’s second generation 12:9-12 10:1-11:11
Noah plants a vineyard 12:13 9:20
The fourth year’s wine 12:13-14
Fifth-year wine celebration 12:14-19 — 7:1-2
and prayer
Noal’s second set of visions 12:19-

15:21
Noah wakes from his dreams, | 15:21ff
blesses God, tells to Shem
Division of the land end of col.
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This table shows quite clearly that, while some detailed descriptions
expand upon a very small biblical base, such as Noah’s righteousness men-
tioned in Gen 6:9, 1"N7T2 7"0 0NN PYIR W'R N3, other elements have no
parallel at all, not only in Genesis, but also in other parallel accounts, such as
1 Enoch and Jubilees.

Another significant difference is that Noah is described only in a positive
way, being in close contact with God. Thus, the biblical description of Noah
being drunk and shamed, starting with 75nR TIN2 530" 920w P nwn,
“He drank the wine and became drunk, and he uncovered himself within the
tent” (Gen 9:21), and ending with 131" N3 Pp™, “When Noah woke up from
his wine” (9:24), is reinterpreted in the Genesis Apocryphon columns 12-15,
in an opposite manner, where 934" is interpreted in the sense of having a
vision (from *93/793 “to reveal”),'6 and Noah is described as having a set of
symbolic dream visions, starting with his statement “and I was lying on my
[...]” (12:19), perhaps his side or his bed. This formula can be compared to
God’s command to Ezekiel, “Lie on your left side” (4:4), as well as to Dan 7:1,
which states, “Daniel saw a dream and a vision of his mind in bed” Even more
closely related is Levi’s statement in the Aramaic Levi Document: “Then [...]
I lay down, and I remained o[n...]” (4:3), which is immediately followed by
a vision (4:4fF.).17 This set of dream visions ends by saying: RI[R NYNNR
PR OIRY L] RADY OR Thanb [ mn] IR R0 RWAWY MW (A
[...n]5[ N)NR 85121 12 DWY, “[Then 1,] Noah, [awoke] from my sleep, and
the sun [...]” ('col. 15:21).18 Thus, after waking up, not only does Noah not
curse Canaan, but he blesses God and goes to tell his dreams to Shem.!® In the
following very fragmentary text (15:23ff.), Noah apparently speaks to Shem,
mentioning the righteous one and God. Here I would assume that a major
part of the bottom line of column 15 (lines 23-36) and maybe even parts of
the beginning of column 16 were devoted to our “secondary figure,” who is
Shem. Nevertheless, one cannot rule out the possibility that Noah’s curse of
Canaan was included in the nonpreserved lines at the end of column 15. If
so, one might speculate that it was based on Noah’s set of dream visions in
which he was informed of Canaan’s future violent deeds; thus Noah might
have cursed him for that rather than for his father’s deeds.

16. To be compared with 4Q201 iv: 4-5: {wib 11 A3H 1w 175, “[And they
all began to reveal] secrets to their wives”; for a detailed discussion of this interpretation,
suggested by Machiela, see Machiela 2007, 211-18.

17. Greenfield, Stone, and Eshel 2004, 66-67.

18. See Fitzmyer 2004, 92-93.

19. Contra Bernstein (1996, 43), who hypothesizes that Noah’s drunkenness and its
ensuing embarrassment is to be reconstructed in the missing parts of 1QapGen.
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In the Noah cycle, three unique phenomena occur that merit our atten-
tion. These are the “two-ways” terminology, Noah’s dream visions, and the
division of the world.

2.1. THE Two-WAYS TERMINOLOGY

The beginning of the Noah story is lost, and its first surviving text starts with
his biography:

[...] And in the furnace of my gestation I flourished to truth; and when I left
my mother’s womb, I was rooted in truth and I conducted myself in truth all
my days, and I walked in the paths of eternal truth. For I was instructed (?)
by the Holy [One(s)], to w([alk] on the path of the way of truth, and to warn
me away from the path of falsehood which leads to everlasting darkness.
[...] I girded my loins in a vision of truth and wisdom [...] all the paths of
violence. (6:1-5)

This description is unique in many ways: a poetic structure, similar to
biblical stichoi, with parallels and contradictions, to be compared with the
wisdom poem of ALD 13, using paired words and parallel phrases, which is
already known from earlier Aramaic poetry.2’ Within these lines we find the
following “ways” terminology: N3, IR, 572w, 1501.2! We also find adjec-
tives describing the right way, using VWP “truth” or NAR “truth”?? This, in
turn, is contrasted with the adjectives describing the wrong way as Ipw “false-
hood,” T'Wn “darkness,” or ©AN “violence.”?3

The concept of walking in “the path of truth” has its roots in the biblical
DR 77, “way of truth,” mentioned in Gen 24:48. The metaphor of the two
ways, of the paths of good and of evil, first appears in Deut 30:15-30, where the

20. See Greenfield 1979, 49-51; Greenfield, Stone, and Eshel 2004, 102-9, 201-6.

21. Two of these—190M and 2’Ni—are Hebrew words found in this Aramaic com-
position. The inclusion of both Hebrew and Aramaic terms brings to mind the name-
midrashim of Levi’s sons in ALD (ch. 11) and his grandson Amram (12:4), which include
both Hebrew and Aramaic etymologies. Thus Merari, who has triple onomastic midrash,
the first of which is 77715 MY *H 91 ™MK, “for I was bitter on his account particularly;”
where "9 91, “I was bitter” (11:8) is a Hebraism, probably based on Ruth; as well as that of
Jochebed, on whom it says 589w 71239, “for glory for Israel” (11:10), which is a midrash
based on the Hebrew word T7122. In those cases we suggested either a usage of earlier
Hebrew source or a name-midrash made by “a literate Jew of the third century BCE”; see
Greenfield, Stone, and Eshel 2004, 184-193.

22. Again, a Hebrew term.

23. This rich imagery of the two ways includes both Hebrew and Aramaic terms; see
above, n. 21.
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ways of life and death are related to obedience or disobedience of divine com-
mandments. This metaphor also “runs like a thread through Prov 1-824 These
ancient texts (as well as Jer 21:8, which interprets Deut 30:15 in an ironic exege-
sis?®) “appear to employ the two ways as a construct for envisioning alternative
behaviors rather than to constitute a fixed two-ways literary form.2

Noah’s testimony as walking in the path of truth in the Genesis Apocry-
phon is to be compared with ALD 3, where Levi says in his prayer:

3:4 And now my children are with me,

And grant me all the paths of truth.

3:5 Make far from me, my Lord,

the unrighteous spirit,

and evil thought and fornication....

3:6 Let there shown to me, O Lord, the holy spirit,

and grant me counsel, and wisdom and knowledge and strength,
3:7-8 in order to do that which is pleasing before you....

3:9 And let not any satan have power over me,

to make me stray from your path.

As we argue in our edition of ALD, “It is related to the idea of the two ways,
one good and one bad ... but is distinct from it in its use of the idea of the two
spirits.”?”

Another early source in which this motif occurs is Tobit. As part of his
programmatic statement, Tobit states, “I, Tobit, walked the paths of fidelity
and righteousness all the days of my life” (1:3).28 The same motif appears later

in Tobit’s testamentary instruction to his son Tobias:*

Be mindful of (God) the Lord, my boy, every day of your life
Do not seek to sin or transgress His commandments.

Practice righteousness all the days of your life,

and tread not the paths of wickedness.

For those who act with fidelity will prosper in all they (you) do.
To all those who practice righteousness. (4:5-6)30

24. Nickelsburg 2001, 455.

25. See Holladay 1986, 573-74.

26. Nickelsburg 1999, 98. For a detailed discussion of the Jewish sources of the “two
ways” in Did. 1-6, see van de Sandt and Flusser 2002, 140-90.

27. Greenfield, Stone, and Eshel 2004, 34.

28. Where G!' = G}; the translation is based on Fitzmyer 2004, 98.

29. According to G!, which unless noted, is usually identical with GL.

30. Fitzmyer 2004, 163, according to G!, where G! reads, “For if you act in fidelity,
success will attend all you do. To all those who practice righteousness”
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For almsgiving preserves one from death and keeps one from going off into
darkness. (4:10) 3!

A third reference is found in Tobit’s instructions to Tobias: “On every
occasion praise God and beg him that your ways may be made straight and all
your paths [G'+ and plans] may lead to prosperity” (4:19).

Unlike Tobit, which, as mentioned, relates the path of righteousness to
Torah, in the Genesis Apocryphon, as in ALD, no reference to the divine com-
mandments is found. But not only is Genesis Apocryphon’s description of the
two ways more detailed; it also introduces a significant new element, the eter-
nal nature of both good and evil: “I walked in the paths of eternal truth,” which
is contrasted with the “path of everlasting darkness” Accordingly, the Genesis
Apocryphon represents the bestowing of an eschatological dimension on the
two-ways motif, to be compared with Levi’s prayer in ALD 3:17, asking God
ooy 5125 vwp T [TaYnY..., “.. And make (me) participant in your words,
to do true judgment for all times”

Next, I would like to adduce another parallel to the two-ways imagery,
which is found in Jubilees, and to argue for its possible reference to the far
more detailed description in the Genesis Apocryphon. As we saw above, in its
early biography of Noah, the Genesis Apocryphon documents how he walked
in the path of truth. Jubilees’ initial recounting of the story of Noah’s ark relies
on 1 Enoch (6-16; 86-88) but also quotes Gen 6:8 (Jub. 5:5: “He was pleased
with Noah alone”). Jubilees returns to the Noah story in 5:19, which reads:

To all who corrupted their ways and their plan(s) before the flood, no
favor was shown, except to Noah alone, because favor was shown to him
for the sake of his children whom he saved from the flood waters for his
sake because his mind was righteous in all his ways, as it has been com-
manded concerning him. He did not transgress from anything that had been
ordained for him.

I suggest that the two-ways terminology underlies this description, in which
Noah’s righteous way (“his mind was righteous in all his ways”) is contrasted
to that of others who chose the wrong way (“To all who corrupted their ways
and their plan[s]”).>? Furthermore, the addition of nonbiblical elements using
the two-ways terminology to explicate Noah’s righteousness echoes the Gen-

31. Ibid, 164.

32. The addition of “and plans” seems to have originated in Tob 4:19, where G!! reads:
“On every occasion praise God and beg him that your ways may be made straight and all
your paths may lead to prosperity”; Gl reads: “your paths and plans”
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esis Apocryphon: “and I walked in the paths of eternal truth” (6:2), as opposed
to “the path of falsehood that leads to everlasting darkness [...]” (6:3).33

I would like to suggest that the author of Jubilees might have used and
adapted the Genesis Apocryphon in his portrayal of Noah. Thus, both texts
describe Noah as walking in the righteous path, but Jubilees shifts the empha-
sis to what is significant in his worldview, namely, that Noah follows God’s
commands: “as it has been commanded concerning him. He did not trans-
gress from anything that had been ordained for him.” As we have seen, this
element is also found in Tobit’s biography. Another element shared with Tobit
is the existence of a reward for following the right way: Jubilees, “because favor
was shown to him,” and Tobit, “For those who act with fidelity will prosper
in all they do. To all those who practice righteousness” (4:6). But, as opposed
to the Genesis Apocryphon, this context contains no eschatological theology.

2.2. NoaH’s DREAM VISIONS

In contrast to its biblical source, one outstanding feature of Noah's biography
in the Genesis Apocryphon is the large number of divine communications
to Noah, including dreams. Thus, according to the Genesis Apocryphon,
Noah had two sets of dream visions. The first antediluvian vision (6:11-12)
is concerned with “the conduct of the sons of heaven” (6:11), and since it is a

33. Further, VanderKam discusses the difficult phrase “favor was shown to him” (Jub
5:19; 1989, 2:34) having the “Hebrew 0%8 XW1 underlie the Ethiopic words,” explaining
it in “a positive sense, ‘to be gracious to’ (Gen 32:21)” I would like to argue that Jubilees
here is probably corrupt. The biblical phrase is '71 "'y {1 8¥1 131 (Gen 6:8), translated by
Jubilees as “he was pleased with Noah alone,” to be translated literally: “Noah alone found
favor before his eyes” (5:5; VanderKam 1996, 33). This verse is referred to in the Genesis
Apocryphon 6:23: ] TOWIPI 127 i1 M MR NN2[WRI, “And I Noah found favor, greatness,
and truth” We might trace Jubilees’ version’s development as follows: J1 81 was under-
stood as parallel with j17 8W3, the latter also found in the phrase s10h 1 R¥N, e.g., Esth
2:17. Being paralleled with 385 j11 8w, where 189 = D18, thus creating the wrong phrase
RW1 + 074, It is interesting to note that the verb 75N in the phrase 50NN o TORA DR
11 (Gen 6:9) is translated in LXX as eunpéotnoey, from edaperTéw, meaning “to please” The
same verb is used earlier in the same phrase regarding Enoch 01987 Nk Tun THnm
(Gen 5:22, 24), as well as later, with regard to Abram: AN "M ) '[bnnn (Gen 17:1;
see 24:40), as well as in Joseph’s reference to his ancestors: "NaR 19500 WK 0TOKRN
PR DANAR 1185 (Gen 48:15), and in Sir 44:16: ™ OY '[‘mnrn 0N R¥NDI TN (Ms
B), translated to Greek as Evwy ednpéotnoey xupiw. Thus it seems that all share the same
exegesis, which might be as old as or even older than Jubilees. One might wonder whether
this shared title of Enoch, Noah, and Abram was behind our author’s parallel descriptions
of these characters.
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mystery, he then hides it and does not tell anyone.>* Next, Noah is visited by
“[an em]issary of the Great Holy One” (6:15) who seems to explain to him the
behavior of the sons of God and its result in the bloodshed of the Nephilim
(RS0 1TWR *T RNT; 6:19). This vision and Noah’s subsequent communica-
tion with God seem to explain to him why God decided to destroy the world
as a result of the fallen angels’ misdeeds. The surviving portion of this vision
is nonsymbolic in nature.3

The second set of visions includes symbolic dream visions. Although
poorly preserved, Noah’s dream visions in the Genesis Apocryphon col-
umns 12-14 include at least three separate dreams. In composing this dream
sequence, the author of Genesis Apocryphon did not follow one specific bib-
lical source; rather, he drew the various images found in these visions from
different biblical visions belonging to this genre. The first dream refers both to
an object made of gold, silver, stone, and pottery as well as iron, from which
everyone is breaking off pieces, and “chopping every tree and taking it for
themselves.” It reads as follows:

8[...] the wild beasts [...] and the creeping creatures of the dry land were
passing [...] [°gold and silver,] stone and pottery were chopping and taking
of it for themselves. I watched those of gold and silver [1°...] iron, and were
chopping every tree and taking it for themselves. I watched the sun and the
moon, 'land the stars, chopping and taking of it for themselves. I watched
until the earth and the water habitant ?terminated it” (13:8-12)3¢

This dream bears striking parallels to Nebuchadnezzar’s dreams of the statue
made of iron and clay in Dan 2 and of the great tree in Dan 4, a study that is
beyond the scope of this article. The second dream vision reads as follows:

131 turned to observe the olive tree; and behold the olive tree grew in height
and for many hours [...] great foliage'4[...] appeared among them. I con-
templated the olive tree, and behold the abundance of its leaves]...] 150.]
they tied on it. And I wondered tremendously at this olive tree and its leaves.
I wondered [...] '®[the four] winds of the heaven blowing strongly, and
they mutilated this olive tree, removing its branches, then breaking it. First
[came] 7western [wind], and struck it and cast off its leaves and fruit, and
scattered it in (all) directions. After it (came) [...]. (13:13-17)

34. The same terminology is used in ALD 4:13b: “And I hid this, too, in my heart, and
I revealed it to no one,” which concludes Levi’s vision(s).

35. It might have been followed by another heavenly communication, which might
have included building instructions (see m1anY in 7:19).

36. Fitzmyer 2004, 88-89.
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This dream concerns a large olive tree that is being destroyed by the “[four]
winds of heaven” (13:16). This reference to the “[four] winds of heaven” is
related to Balshazzar’s dream of the four beasts in Dan 7. The large gap in the
Genesis Apocryphon (13:18-14:8) probably contained the interpretation of
the olive-tree dream and perhaps some additional dreams. Again, although
the dream of the olive tree clearly relies on various biblical prophecies, includ-
ing the image of the olive tree used to represent Israel in Jer 11:16, without its
interpretation I can provide no further detail as to its meaning.

The third, and most significant, dream for this discussion, that of the
cedar tree in column 14, combines both the elements of symbolic use of the
cedar for persons and the prediction of future events. The details of the dream
itself have not been preserved; it can, however, be reconstructed from its par-
tially preserved interpretation. That reads as follows:

[...] °[and now] pay atten[tion] and listen! You are the gre[at] cedar, [and]
the [cedar] standing before you in a dream on the top of mountains 100, ]
truth. A branch which sprouted from it and grew to a height. Three s[on]s
[...] 11... And as for the fact that] you saw the first scion reaching to the
stump of the cedar [...] and the tree from it [...] 12[. ] all his days he will
not part from you, and your n[am]e will be called in his seed [...] B will
grow into a plant of truth for all [times (?)...] 4] standing forever. And
as you, seeing the scion reaching the stfum]p [...] 15[...] and that which
you saw [...] the last scion [...]'¢ vacat [...] from the edge of their foliage
it enters the foliage of the first. Two sons [...] 7[...]from the [ea]rth [...]
on the north [...] And what you saw part of their foliage entering into the
foliage of the first [...] 18[...] they were placing in his land [...] and not [...]
19and I told the secret until [...] (14:9-19).

In this dream Noah sees a large cedar tree with three branches. The interpre-
tation of the dream identifies the different parts of the tree. Thus Noah is the
cedar, and the three shoots are Noah’s three sons. Shem can be identified as the
first scion, described as coming forth from the cedar and growing to a height
(14:10). The further characterization of Shem as “the first scion reaching
to the stump of the cedar” (14:11), which is interpreted in this son’s name-
midrash, introduces the metaphor of an upright planting. Regarding Shem,
the Genesis Apocryphon states: “(he will not part from you), and your n[am]e
will be called in his seed [...]” (F[A]W NApn* AY1AY) (14:12). The follow-
ing line denotes Shem, and his descendants, “a plant of truth” (14:13).3” The
cedar-tree vision of the Genesis Apocryphon also contains predictive ele-

37. On the use of tree imagery in the Noah cycle in Genesis Apocryphon, and its
parallels, see Eshel 2009.
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ments. It foretells the future of Ham and Japheth, according to which they
will depart from their father, moving “left,” that is north, and “right,” to the
south. This probably refers to Japheth going to Europe and Ham to Africa,
as implemented in the division of the world described in columns 16-17
(see below). After a blank space in the text, we find yet another development
involving prediction in the cedar image. Using the image of “some of their
boughs entering into the midst of the first one” (14:17), the Genesis Apocry-
phon foretells acts of aggression to be conducted by the descendants of Ham
and Japheth against Shem. This part of the vision probably refers to the period
when Canaan inhabited the southern part of Syria. Jub. 10:28-34 describes
how Canaan violently seized “the land of Lebanon as far as the river of Egypt”
This land was originally assigned to Shem, and because Ham took it, he was
cursed by his father and brothers. One might assume that the same explana-
tion for Noah’s curse of Canaan is to be found in the Genesis Apocryphon,
namely, due to his violent capture of the land not assigned to him (not the
shameful act of his father Ham). Unfortunately, due to the fragmentary con-
dition of the scroll, such a reference did not survive. Furthermore, according
to Jubilees, Madai, one of Japheth’s sons, negotiated with Shem’s sons Elam,
Asshur, and Arpachshad to be allowed to settle within the patrimony of Shem
(10:35). No reference to the conflict or negotiations between the brothers has
been preserved in the columns of the Genesis Apocryphon treating the divi-
sion of the world among Noah’s descendants.

2.3. THE DI1viSION OF THE WORLD

The last part of Noahs story is the division of the earth. At least two col-
umns—16 and 17 as well as perhaps some of the almost lost 18—are devoted
to the division of the earth among Noah’s sons. Accordingly, the author of
the Noah story endows this topic with considerable weight. The section fol-
lowing Noah’s awakening from his dream visions (15:21) is illegible, and the
next decipherable part is the conclusion of Japheth’s portion. Elsewhere I have
discussed the mapa mundi in detail, mainly comparing the descriptions found
in the Genesis Apocryphon (cols. 16-17), Jubilees (8-9), and Josephus (Ant.
1.122-147).38 In short, those sources reflect both reliance on Gen 10 and a
shared cartographical basis for their construction of the world,* namely,

38. Eshel 2007.

39. Such constructs also appear in Pseudo-Philo, L.A.B. 4:1-10, Sib. Or. [ 3: 110-14;
Acts 2:9-11, and later, in Gen. Rab. 37:1-8. The War Scroll (1QM 2:10-14) also contains a
Gen 10-based list of nations to be fought in the third phase of the thirty-three-year war.
See Y. Yadin 1962, 26-33. 1QM 10:14-15 also alludes to the division of the world.
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an updated version of the ancient, sixth-century B.C.E. Ionian world map,
based on Dicaearchus’s (ca. 326-296 B.C.E.) division of the world by a median
running through the Pillars of Hercules, the Taurus Mountains, and the
Himalayas.*® Of these texts, the Genesis Apocryphon is, in my opinion, the
oldest surviving Second Temple period text mapping the inhabited world.*!

Both Jubilees and the Genesis Apocryphon provide detailed descriptions
of each son’s allotment, with many parallels, including shared terminology,
mainly land-related terms taken from Josh 15. Nevertheless, there are sig-
nificant differences between the Genesis Apocryphon and Jubilees, some of
which enable us to draw conclusions with regard to the interrelationship of
these texts. The most crucial difference lies in the actual lots given to each son
and in the prominence Jubilees ascribes to Jerusalem. According to Jubilees,
Shem received all of Asia Minor, together with Syria, Phoenicia, and Pales-
tine, whereas according the Genesis Apocryphon, the region of Asia Minor
belonged to Japheth. In that respect, Genesis Apocryphon accords with the
map of Shem’s lot according to Josephus (Ant. 143). Moreover, the surviv-
ing text of the Genesis Apocryphon documents no concept of Jerusalem’s
superiority.

In Lud’s allotment, the Genesis Apocryphon mentions “the Sea of the
East” (XM 0% 17:10). The “Sea of the East” can be identified as Jubilees’
Maugq Sea, the present-day Sea of Azov. This reference to the Sea of the East
reflects the orientation from Greece, namely, with Delphi at the center. Thus,
as opposed to Jubilees, which converts the Ionian map to a Jewish perspective,
placing Jerusalem at the center of the world, the Genesis Apocryphon retains
the focus of the original Ionian map. Only someone using Greece as a refer-
ence point could refer to the Sea of Azov as “the Sea of the East”

Some scholars suggest that the author of Jubilees utilized and adapted
the Genesis Apocryphon for his needs or that both authors used a common
source.*? T argue that the distinct development of the world division in each
of these texts emerges more strongly from examining the differences between
them rather than from the similarities. The Genesis Apocryphon is the older
source, and the original Jonian map can still be traced in it. This text was later
used by the author of Jubilees, and he converted it to fit his Jewish perspec-
tive, awarding Shem the major portion and function—as he received all of
Asia Minor, together with Syria, Phoenicia, and Palestine—and placing Jeru-

40. Alexander 1982, 204; Feldman 2000, 43.

41. See Fitzmyer 2000, 1:302. Fitzmyer argues for its literary dependence on Jubilees,
therefore suggesting a possible first century B.C.E. dating. See, however, Stone 2006a, 9
(page 11 in the current volume).

42. See van Ruiten 2000.



94 NOAH AND HIS BOOK(S)

salem at the center of the world. Thus, both the identification of mistakes and
a conceptual shift in the nature of the mapa mundi indicate that the Genesis
Apocryphon served as a source for Jubilees.

CONCLUSION

As we have seen, the Noah cycle covers the major portion of the surviving
columns of the Genesis Apocryphon, that is, no less then twelve columns. Not
only is the presentation of the Noah material very different from its biblical
parallel, but it is unique in comparison with other known Jewish traditions
about Noah. The portrait of Noah according to the Genesis Apocryphon is
that of a patriarch, structured in parallel with both Enoch and Abram. Noah,
according to Genesis Apocryphon, was a righteous patriarch, communicat-
ing with heavenly beings, who had various dream visions in which he was
informed about both past events, such as the sin of the Watchers, as well as
future events, such as the division of the world among his sons. Apparently,
some of his visions also referred to eschatological events, among them the
final judgment. This positive description of Noah seems to lead the author
to change the biblical story from the shameful result of his drunkenness to a
glorious set of visions.

Furthermore, Noal’s story is interwoven into the Genesis Apocryphon as
an integral part, with both thematic and linguistic interconnections with the
other cycles of Enoch and Abram. As I have argued, between these three main
characters there were probably two “secondary characters,” that of Lamech
and probably Shem, who served as “links” that connected these cycles.

Finally, a comparison of the major parallels between the Genesis
Apocryphon and Jubilees shows some possible contacts between the two
compositions, and a close study of its parallels leads to the tentative conclu-
sion that, in most cases of shared traditions, the most reasonable explanation
is the use of the earlier traditions found in Genesis Apocryphon by the later
author of Jubilees.

APPENDIX: THE ORIGINAL LENGTH OF THE GENESIS APOCRYPHON

Matthew Morgenstern has argued for a calculation of the original length of
the Genesis Apocryphon based on the letter goph found on the upper side
of column 17, which is a first column of a sheet on which six columns were
written (cols. 17-22), and the letter tsade written on the sheet on which seven
columns were copied (cols. 10-16). Since these two letters are in sequence, he
assumes that it numbered the sheets sewn together. On this basis, he made
the calculation that the original text was very long and that we are lacking
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between 70 to 105 columns, that is, between fourteen to fifteen sheets, which
according to his calculation is about 9 meters.*> To that one should add,
according to Morgenstern’s assumption, three more sheets at the end (marked
as resh-shin-taw), with eighteen to twenty-one additional columns. Thus, this
scroll will have had no less than 115 columns, which would measure no less
then 25 meters all together!**

This reconstruction for one scroll seems to be impossible. Based on
Morgenstern’s calculation, Fitzmyer commented, “one wonders whether it
contained other texts along with the Genesis Apocryphon”*> However, it is
preferable not to accept Morgenstern’s claim regarding the extreme length of
the scroll.

The longest surviving scroll, 11QT, is reconstructed as 8.75 meters long,*
while 1QIsa? is 7.34 meters. Thus, although the Genesis Apocryphon has
relatively wide columns, including up to seven columns per sheet and each
column has between thirty-four and thirty-six lines, it is still hard to believe
that the scroll was as long as suggested by Morgenstern.

I therefore suggest that these letters found at the top of the sheets were in
use only by the one who prepared the parchment for writing, as his own prac-
tical signs. Even if we assume that he started his marks with aleph (even that
assumption is not necessarily the case), he was probably marking the sheets
he was making at a certain period, to fill a specific order or the like, and not
necessarily marking them for one scroll alone.

43. Morgenstern 1996, 345-47.

44. Based on Morgenstern’s calculation of the second and third sheet measuring
63-64 cm, together with the preserved twenty-three sheets, there will be an additional ca.
14.5 m, and presumably three more sheets are missing at the end (of resh-shin-taw) which
are ca. 2 m. Going with the minimal calculation of an average of six columns per sheet,
probably one column is missing before the surviving col. 0, thus having six columns in the
first sheet before col. 5, and probably at least one more sheet after col. 22, with about six
more columns. This yields a scroll of no less than thirty-five columns of 2.5 m, which is the
average size of a scroll.

45. Fitzmyer 2004, 38.

46. Another proposed reconstruction of an extremely long scroll was put forth by Tov;
see Tov 2004, 76, with regard to 4QRP*7¢. Tov posits that this scroll originally contained
all of the Pentateuch and reconstructs an original length between 22.5 and 27.5 m. This
reconstruction might not be correct, since we have no indication that the whole Pentateuch
was included in RP.






Is 4Q534-536 REALLY ABOUT NOAH?

Jeremy Penner

1. INTRODUCTION

That the Second Temple period is marked by an active interest in the patri-
archs is evident from the proliferation of biblical retellings and legends
found in the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha. The same abundance is true of
Noah.! Since their discovery, the Dead Sea Scrolls, particularly the Genesis
Apocryphon, have added significant new material to the corpus of Noachic
traditions found in Second Temple period. Another text, 4Q534-536, might
also be included in this growing collection of material, but the identity of
the central figure within this text remains elusive and under considerable
discussion.?

The purpose of this paper is twofold: (1) it will attempt to bring some
clarity to the identity of the figure in 4Q534-536; evidence given to support
the claim that the text is about Noah will be weighed as well as alternative
theories; (2) if a conclusion favoring Noah is reached, this paper will then seek
to determine what, if anything, 4Q534-536 contributes to our understanding
of Noachic traditions in the Second Temple period.

1. Noah is often referred to as a patriarch of Israel during this period. See, for example,
Jub. 19:24; Josephus, Ant. 1.106; Tob 4:12. Ben Sira also includes Noah in his praise of
Israel’s ancestors (Sir 44:17).

2. Starcky 1964, 51-66; Carmignac 1965, 199-217; Fitzmyer 1965, 348-72; Green-
field 1973, xx—xxi; Grelot 1975, 481-500; Milik 1978, 91-106; Garcia Martinez 1992, 1-44;
Wise, Abegg, and Cook 1996, 428; Caquot 1991, 145-55; Davila 1998, 367-81; Zimmer-
mann 1998, 170-204; Abegg and Evans 1998, 191-203; Puech 2001, 117-70; Dimant 2006,
239-41.
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2. TExT AND CONTEXT
2.1.4Q534-4Q536: A SHORT HISTORY OF INTERPRETATION

4Q534 was first published by Jean Starcky in 1964, who assigned this manu-
script the siglum 4QMess ar.> He published only the first two columns of the
text (frags. 1-2), which include a physiognomic description of an unknown
figure’s miraculous birth and some events that take place during his adult life.
After reading a certain “three books,” he will gain wisdom “that will go to all
the peoples, and he shall know the mysteries of all the living” (4Q535 1 i 8).
Now endowed with sage-like wisdom, he will also face much opposition but
will remain unharmed because of his acquired wisdom and because he is the
“elect of God” (RMYR 7'M3). Starcky’s initial impulse was to identify the figure
as messianic, as he saw strong parallels between the motifs and events of his
life and the life of Jesus, in particular the use of the title X198 9"M2.4

In the following year (1965), however, Joseph A. Fitzmyer challenged
Starcky’s reading of “elect of God” (RnYX 7'M3), concluding that “it is not
per se evident that the title ‘Elect of God’ was Messianic in Qumran circles.”
He further observed that many of the literary motifs in 4Q534, such as the
miraculous birth, a long life, books, destruction, an emphasis on wisdom,
and the presence of Watchers, are very similar to the motifs found in Noachic
literature of the same period, and therefore concluded that the figure is in
fact Noah (see, e.g., 1 En. 6-11; 54; 65-69; 106-108; Jub. 7:20-39; 10:1-15;
21:10).6

This proposal gained some support, and shortly thereafter J. T. Milik took
Fitzmyer’s proposal a step further, arguing that 4Q534 belonged to a lost book
of Noah.” In addition, he also identified four other manuscripts belonging to
the book of Noah: two more copies of 4QMess ar (4Q535-4Q536), 4Q561,
and 4Q186.8 Thus, according to Milik, “These four Aramaic manuscripts (and

3. Starcky 1964, 51-66.

4. For example, both figures are miraculously born, they both grow in wisdom, and
both are proclaimed as the “elect of God” (cf. John 1:34; Luke 23:35). Starcky also thought
that 4Q534 was relying on the themes present in Isa 42:1 and 61:1, texts that were also
interpreted in the New Testament to refer to Jesus, thus adding further evidence of the
messianic identity of the figure in 4Q534 (Starcky 1964, 59).

5. Fitzmyer 1965, 354.

6.Ibid., 371.

7. Grelot also agreed with Fitzmyer in 1975, 498.

8. Cf. Milik 1978. Garcia Martinez reached a similar conclusion to MiliK’s in 1992,
1-44 (a translation of Garcia Martinez 1981, 195-232) but did not include 4Q561 and
4Q186 as texts belonging to a book of Noah.
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the Hebrew version of 4Q186) belong to a ‘Book of Noah’ in which the birth of
the Patriarch (with an astrological section giving a series of horoscopes), and
probably his whole life, was narrated in great detail”®

Since then Puech has verified that 4Q534, 4Q535, and 4Q536 are copies
of the same document, but not 4Q186.1° He also kept Fitzmyer’s proposal of
the identity of the figure as Noah!! and emended the title of the text from
4QMess ar to 4QNaissance de Noé (following Milik; see note 9).

2.2.Is 4QQ534-536 REALLY ABOUT NOAH?

Some scholars still prefer to identify the figure in 4Q534-536 as someone
other than Noah, primarily because of his title as K158 7'M, In his book
Messianische Texte aus Qumran (1998), Johannes Zimmermann, following
Starcky’s initial suggestion, argued in favor of a messianic figure in 4Q534-
536.12 Wise, Abegg, and Cook have also concurred, positing that the “‘chosen
one’ is a messiah, if not the messiah.”13

Other possible identities of the unknown figure have also been claimed.
Jonas Greenfield, for example, briefly speculated that the figure could be
Melchizedek, as his miraculous birth story in 2 (Slavonic) Enoch is some-
what similar to the birth story of the figure in 4Q534-536 (2 En. 69-73, esp.
71). Greenfield also points out that the traditions found in 2 Enoch and later
Jewish texts firmly place Melchizedek within the Enochic genealogy by con-
flating the priest-king of Salem with either Shem, the son of Noah (in rabbinic
literature), or with Nir’s son (in 2 Enoch).!* Targum Pseudo-Jonathan on Gen
14:18, for example, states that “Shem, the son of Noabh, is the righteous king
[or Melchizedek: pT% "5n] of Salem” (see also Targum Neofiti on Gen 14:18;

9. Milik 1976, 56. Later Milik (1992, 357) renamed the text “Naissance de Noé.”

10. Puech 2001, 120-21. Puech, however, while acknowledging some similarities
between 4Q534 and 4Q561, argues that they are not copies of the same manuscript and
that their relationship at this point is uncertain. See also the similar arguments of Zim-
mermann 1998, 190.

11. Puech, 121.

12. Zimmermann 1998, 170-204.

13. Wise, Abegg, and Cook 1996, 428.

14. The child in 2 (Slavonic) Enoch is supposedly already three years old when deliv-
ered. He is named Melchizedek by Noah and his brother Nir. In a night vision, Nir is told
of the impending flood and that an angel will bring Melchizedek into Paradise to escape the
flood. 2 (Slavonic) Enoch also makes clear that Melchizedek will eventually return through
Noal’s genealogical line as a postdiluvian priest (ch. 71), and in the end-time he will return
a third time as a messianic priest. Cf. 2 En. 69-73.
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b. Ned. 32b).!> Thus the equation Shem = Melchizedek would implicitly place
Melchizedek within a diluvian context, which also seems to be the context of
4Q534-536, especially in light of the motifs “devastating waters” (4Q534 1 ii
14) and “Watchers” (4Q534 1 ii 16, 18). Finally, Greenfield saw the title “elect
of God” and phrases such as “his wisdom will be known to all the nations and
he knows the secrets of all the living” to further evince his claim, as they could
have easily been used to describe Melchizedek.!

But upon further consideration, Greenfield’s proposal seems unlikely. It is
true, as Greenfield remarks, that we see an increased interest in Melchizedek
at Qumran, especially in such texts as 11Q13. But a connection between Shem
and Melchizedek is unattested in any sources contemporary with 4Q534-536.
Moreover, one can observe that the two names are never conflated in his-
torical narrative dealing specifically with the flood. In rabbinic literature, the
conflation occurs only in narratives that originally refer to Melchizedek (i.e.,
Gen 14:18), and in 2 Enoch, Melchizedek ascends to paradise before the flood
comes. Again, because of the fragmentary state of the text of 4Q534-536,
it is difficult to determine the historical period that it describes. In light of
what appear to be diluvian references as well as a testamentary-type scene (in
4Q536), in which the figure implores his audience to write down his words,
it seems unlikely, though not impossible, that the text is about Melchizedek.

In an article in 1991, André Caquot speculated that the unknown figure is
none other than Enoch and that the text is announcing his return (as “Henoch
redivivus”).'” He observed that the figure in 4Q534-536 is described in terms
similar to Enoch in the Parables of Enoch, again referring to the title “chosen
one” (1 En. 46:2). He also points out that both figures reveal divine knowledge
(see 46:3; 51:3), an important function of Enoch.!?

As part of his argument, Caquot also prefers a difficult reading of the
phrase 8w 8711 912 M0 IO TMHY PATNAWN 9191 (4Q534 119), translat-
ing it as “et tous les calculs les concernant saccompliront d’apres lui et si grand
que soit le numbre de tous les vivants il sera...[selon?] ses calculs”! Thus, by

15. See Orlov’s helpful article written on the matter (2000a, 23-38). He writes, “As
shown, 2 Enoch presents Melchizedek as a continuation of the priestly line from Methuse-
lah, son of Enoch, directly to the second son of Lamech, Nir (brother of Noah), and on to
Melchizedek. 2 Enoch therefore considers Melchizedek as the grandson of Lamech” (28).

16. See Greenfield 1973, xxi.

17. Caquot, 1991, 145-55.

18. Others have also noted similarities between 4Q534-536 and the Parables of
Enoch. See, e.g., Zimmermann, 1998, 196-97, who suggested that 4Q534 might provide a
link to Parables at Qumran.

19. Caquot 1991, 148. His reading of 4Q534 1 i 9 depends on the particular meaning
he gives to the word NADN, which is based on the supposed existence of a second root
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reading the phrase MY NMAWN 9131 as referring to the total number of
humans that must come into existence before the destruction of the world,
Caquot is able to speculate that the figure in 4Q534-536 is privileged with
the same information as given to Enoch (according to 2 En. 23:5).20 But the
meaning of NI0N as “le nombre,” on which he depends for his interpretation,
is unattested except in Samaritan Aramaic, and in the end Caquots linguistic
arguments are not convincing (see n. 19).

Another attempt to discern the identity of the figure in question was
undertaken by James Davila, who compared 4Q534-536 to later Hebrew
physiognomic tractates from the late antique and medieval period.?! Instead
of the Messiah, Melchizedek, or Enoch redivius, Davila found the figure to
be more comparable with anonymous merkabah mystics attested to in later
Hebrew physiognomic literature. His argument is based, again, on a compara-
tive analysis: both Hebrew physiognomic literature and 4Q534-536 describe
certain physical features such as moles and hair, to predicate their future.
Other motifs, such as celestial ascent,?? divine revelation, wisdom, and cho-
senness, are also comparable to merkabah mystics. He further notes examples
in Hebrew physiognomic literature of mystics who enter into the study of the
Bible (i.e, Torah, Prophets, Writings) later in life, which he suggests is also
comparable to the figure in 4Q534 (1 i 4-5), as he also gains esoteric wisdom
from studying a certain three books later in his career.?* Thus, Davila reads
the “three books” in 4Q534 115 as “Torah, Prophets, and Writings,” as in T.-S

01 that is equivalent to the Hebrew root TPa (150). I have not been able to follow his
argument here.

20. Caquot 1991, 155. 2 En. 23:5 states, “Sit and write all the souls of mankind, how-
ever many of them are born, and the places prepared for them for eternity, for all souls
are prepared for eternity before the formation of the world.... And I wrote all these things
exactly, and I wrote 366 books.”

21. Davila 1998, 367-81. He compared 4Q534-536 to the following documents: “The
Physiognomy of R. Ishmael,” published by Scholem 1953, 459-95; Oxford 240 165b-166b,
published by Scholem 1953 and Gruenwald 1970, 301-19; T.-S. K 21, published also by
Gruenwald 1970, 306-17; and T.-S. K 21.95.L ,published by Schifer 1984, 135-39; 1988,
84-95.

22. Davila (and also Garcia Martinez) suggests that the figure described in 4Q534-536
experiences an actual ascent into heaven for the purpose of revelation. This argument is
based on the difficult reading of [R]N212INR as “upper sphere” in 4Q534 1 i 6, but this read-
ing is not at all clear, and there are other possibilities. Puech and Fitzmyer prefer to read [R]
N2129R (knees), which is perhaps a sign of veneration (i.e., one has approached the hero
on his or her knees). For the discussion of this word, see Davila 1998, 373, 375-76; Garcia
Martinez 1992, 9-10; Puech 2001, 138; and Fitzmyer 1965, 357.

23. See T.-S K 21 Al. 6-10, published by Gruenwald in 1970, 307. In this text, the
figure falls from a rooftop, breaks his head, but miraculously does not die, after which he
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K21 A.16-10. He cites 4QMMT C 9-10 as evidence for such a division, argu-
ing that “If ‘Moses’ (the Pentateuch) was considered a single book [780] and
‘David’ (the Hagiographa) a single unit, then the collection of the ‘Prophets’
could easily have been thought of as a unit as well.”>* Eugene Ulrich, how-
ever, has convincingly argued that seeing such a tripartite division of scripture
in 4QMMT is difficult. Moreover, even if 4QMMT refers to such a threefold
division of scripture, it seems unlikely that each set of writings would have
been considered a single “book.”?

Davila’s article is important, as it attests to the growing awareness of
the existence of physiognomic, astrological, and mystical traditions within
Judaism before the rabbinic period.?® The question remains, however, if the
parallels that Davila draws to our attention actually change our understanding
of both the character of the unknown figure and the surrounding narrative to
such an extent that a Noachic identification is no longer tenable. To state the
question differently, is it implausible that Noah’s birth could also be described
in physiognomic terms? There is still much to learn through comparative
study of physiognomic texts of the Dead Sea Scrolls and later Judaism, includ-
ing an analysis of the role that this type of literature fulfills in both contexts.?’
But, given the fact that 4Q534-536 was composed in a milieu fascinated
with retelling the legends of the biblical patriarchs, it seems better to ascribe
the description in the text to Noah or some other biblical figure rather than
to a mystic.?® It remains to be seen why these retellings could not include a
physiognomic treatise of a patriarch such as Noah, especially since we see a
similar (but not identical) interest in physical characteristics in the Noachic

begins study of the Torah, Prophets, and the Writings (2"8*231 770 757 127 mab o1
[aj=tiginl)

24. See Davila 1998, 375.

25. See Ulrich 2003, 202-14. There are two other references to a tripartite division
of scripture in the second century B.C.E.: the prologue to Ben Sira and 2 Macc 2:13-14.
Although the issue is complex, it seems that in both cases it is untenable to read each divi-
sion of scripture as a “book”” See also Berthelot 2006, 1-15, who argues that 4QMMT C
10-11 is a reference to authors, not divisions of scripture.

26. See Alexander 2006.

27. For an examination of the physiognomic material from Qumran with Greco-
Roman and Babylonian traditions, see Popovi¢ 2006; 2007.

28. One could argue, however, that the existence of anonymous figures in 4Q186 and
4Q561 demonstrates the opposite. But some scholars have speculated that these texts are
physiognomic treatises (see Holst and Hogenhaven 2006, 39-42), in which case we would
expect the anonymity of the individuals described. The extended description of the indi-
vidual in 4Q534-536, and his rather specific identifying characteristics, however, suggest
someone of great importance, or at least not anonymous.
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birth material in 1 Enoch and Genesis Apocryphon, and also because we see a
growing interest in physiognomic sciences at Qumran in general.

There is much to commend in the hypotheses mentioned above, but in
each hypothesis problems remain that are difficult to explain. In the absence
of a more appropriate alternative, and given the fact that 4Q534-536 seems
to be referring to a diluvian context in which cities are destroyed, it is likely
that the figure in 4Q534-536 is indeed Noah. While a single clinching argu-
ment demonstrating the figure to be Noah does not exist, when the evidence
is viewed in a sum total, the argument is more convincing. The following is a
list of arguments why the figure in 4Q534-536 is Noah.

2.2.1. The Miraculous Birth

Using the miraculous birth and the physiognomic descriptions of the infant
in 4Q534-536 (see 4Q534 11 1-3, 1 ii 1-5; 4Q535 3 1-6; 4Q536 1 1-2) to
identify the figure as Noah is both helpful and difficult at the same time. On
the one hand, miraculous Noachic birth stories are attested in other Second
Temple literature, such as Genesis Apocryphon, 1 En. 106, and 1Q19, and
can therefore be used to set a precedent for the presentation of a Noachic
figure in 4Q534-536. On the other hand, the details of the birth narrative in
4Q534-536 do not match other stories of Noah’s birth. In 4Q534-4Q536, for
example, the infant is described as having red hair, a lentil (i.e., mole?) on his
face, and small birthmarks on his thigh. He is born in “the fifth hour” of the
night, comes out “whole™ at a weight of “350 shekels,” and “sleeps until half
his days are done” In contrast, 1 En. 106:2-3 states:

When the child was born, his body was whiter than snow and redder than
a rose, his hair was all white and like white wool and curly. Glorious was his
face. When he opened his eyes, the house shone like the sun. And he stood
up from the hands of the midwife, and he opened his mouth and praised the
Lord of eternity.3°

One might be able to reconcile the differences between 4Q534-536 and the
other Noachic birth stories by reading these texts through the compositional

29.4Q535 3 2 mentions that the infant is born “whole/perfect” (.. .D]&W). Is it possible
that this description is similar to the description of infant Noah in 1 En. 106:3? That is, could
the word D9W refer to his ability to stand and give praise to God already at birth or to his
being born circumcised?

30. All translations of 1 Enoch are from Nickelsburg 2001. See also 1Q19 3, where the
child illuminates the room with his glory, and in Genesis Apocryphon where the child is
described as having eyes like the sun (v 12).
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interests of the authors. In 1 Enoch, Noah is described as angelic because the
author is attempting to contrast Noah with the Watchers, and also to fore-
shadow the salvific mission that Noah has been chosen to undertake.>! Lamech
unsurprisingly suspects Noah of being the offspring of a Watcher because of
his angelic appearance. He goes to Methuselah, who in turn travels to the
“ends of the earth” to ask Enoch about the truth of Lamech’s son Noah (106:8-
18).32 Enoch, however, explains to Methuselah that Noah is in fact Lamech’s
child, and he will “be righteous and blameless. And call his name Noah for
he will be your remnant from whom you will find rest” (1 En. 106:18). Thus,
in its present context, the imagery used to describe Noah’s birth signifies his
righteous perfection as well as his salvific mission to be carried out six hun-
dred years later. It was on account of the Fallen Angels that the world will be
destroyed, but it will also be saved on account of an angel-like man, Noah.3?
The physiognomic context surrounding the birth story in 4Q534-536
may dictate other features of the infant that are common to this particular
genre, which may also help explain the differences from other birth stories.
Moreover, unlike 1 Enoch, the description in 4Q534 also eliminates narrative
suspense: through physiognomy one can recognize immediately the chosen-
ness of the child. In the end, however, both birth stories have the same aim;
that is, both texts use physical descriptions of the child to predict/foreshadow
his salvific role in God’s plan to wipe clean the sins brought by the Watchers.34

2.2.2. “Elect of God”

The title “The elect of God” is ascribed to our figure in 4Q534 1 i 10. Fitzmyer
has correctly noted the term “elect of God” should not be read as an equivalent

31. “His body was whiter than snow and redder than a rose, his hair was all white and
like white wool and curly. Glorious was his face. When he opened his eyes, the house shone
like the sun. And he stood up from the hands of the midwife, and he opened his mouth
and praised the Lord of eternity (1 En. 106:2-4, translation from Nickelsburg 2001, 536).

32. These events also seem to parallel those in 1Q19, which discuss the corrupted state
of humanity before the flood, and Noah’s birth, in which the child caused the “rooms of
the house to shine like rays of the sun,” also a possible hint at his angelic-like appearance.
Lamech’s suspicions regarding Noah’s origins are also recorded in the Genesis Apocryphon
(ii).

33. See Fletcher-Louis 2002, 35-37; Nickelsburg 2001, 539-50.

34. Garcia Martinez also suggests that the differences in the Noachic birth stories are
due to differing compositional interests. He suggests that Noah’s hair was changed to white
because of the “influence of the Book of Dreams of 1 Enoch, in which white is constantly
used in the zoomorphic stories to designate the just, and is particularly applied to Noah”
(Garcia Martinez 1992, 23).



PENNER: IS 4Q534-536 REALLY ABOUT NOAH? 105

to the title “Messiah.”°> While it is true that we find this title applied to Jesus in
Luke 23:35 and in some manuscripts at John 1:34,%¢ we should not assume the
title to be messianic. Its use in both the Hebrew Bible and in Second Temple
literature suggest instead that the term is broader in meaning, indicating the
divine calling of an individual for some significant purpose.’ The title occurs
once in the Dead Sea Scrolls, where it refers to the community.*® There is one
other attested usage in the Parables of Enoch (46:3-4), but since the text is
usually dated to the end of the first century B.C.E., it is probably too late for
our purposes.®

The title is certainly suitable for Noah, who is called both “righteous”
and “just,” and he alone is credited with preserving the human race. Jubilees
describes Noah as the only person “whom God saved from the waters of the
flood on his account; for his heart was righteous in all his ways, according as
it was commanded regarding him, and he had not departed from aught that
was ordained for him” (Jub. 5:19). A description of Noah in 1 En. 106:17-18
is similar:

And he will cleanse the earth from the corruption that is on it. And now
tell Lamech, “He is your child in truth, and this child will be righteous and
blameless; And “Noah” call his name, for he will be your remnant, from
whom you will find rest. He and his sons will be saved from the corruption
of the earth and from all sins and from all iniquities that are summated upon
the earth in his days....40

In 1QapGen vi 1 Noah states that “in the womb of her who bore me I
came out for uprightness; and when I came forth from my mother’s womb, I

35. Fitzmyer 1965, 354.

36. This title appears in such manuscripts as Codex Sinaiticus, OL, OS, and some
church fathers, while the majority of Greek witnesses read “Son of God.” See Brown 1966-
70, 1:57, who argues that the change in title demonstrates a christological development.

37. The title is applied to Moses (Ps 106:23); David (Ps 89:4); the servant of the Lord
(Isa 42:1); Israel (Isa 45:4); pious ones (Isa 65:9, 15, 22); Joshua saves God’s chosen (Sir
46:1).

38. “And those who derided and insulted the ‘Elect of God’ (or God’s Chosen), will go
the punishment of fire” (1QpHab x 13).

39. See a recent discussion on dating the Parables in Suter 2007, 415-443, and Stone
2007a, 444-49. The motif of “chosen” frequently occurs in Parables, but the motif also
occurs numerous times in 1 Enoch outside Parables. See, eg. 1 En. 1:1, 8-9; 25:5; 93:3; 94:4.

40. See also Puech’s discussion of the figure’s identity. He also concludes: “De méme
qu'Hénoch regut mission d'annoncer aux Veilleurs leur chatiment (1 Hén. 12:4), de méme
Noé, son descendant, est-il désigné et préparé pour announcer le chatiment des fils fAdam”
(2001, 123).
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was planted for uprightness. All my days I have practiced uprightness, and I
have been walking along the paths of everlasting truth; and with me the Holy
One has been....”

In these sources Noah’s righteousness and election for the divine task are
strongly emphasized, and it is not difficult to conclude that the title “elect of
God” could have been given to Noah. Moreover, we find in 1 Enoch that the
terms “righteousness” and “chosen” are very closely parallel, probably in an
effort to demonstrate an exceptionally close relationship with God. The recog-
nition of Noah’s righteousness combined with his divine purpose could have
easily led the author of 4Q534-536 to endow Noah with the title “elect” or
“chosen of God#!

2.2.3. The Three Books

After reading a certain three books, the unknown figure will “acquire prudence
and learn understanding...” (4Q534 1 i 6). That the author of 4Q534-536 had
a specific “three books” in mind is probable. Pierre Grelot suggested that the
three books are the Enochic works the Book of Watchers, the Astronomical
Book, and the Book of Dreams.*? This proposal has received some support,*?
especially as this trilogy is likely alluded to in Jub. 4:17-22, where the author
explains the origin of the books: Enoch was “the first among men who learned
writing and knowledge and wisdom” (Jub. 4:17), and he wrote it down con-
cerning “the signs of the heaven according to the order of the months” (Jub.
4:18 [Book of Astronomy]); “And he saw what was and what will be in a vision
of his sleep as it will happen to the child of men in their generation until

41.1 En. 1:1 writes of Enoch: “The words of the blessing with which Enoch blessed the
righteous chosen who will be present on the day of tribulation to remove all the enemies;
and the righteous will be saved” The terms ‘righteous’ and ‘chosen’ are also paralleled (out-
side the Parables) in 1 En. 1:8-9; 5:4-9; 25:4-5; 93:3. In Parables, cf. 1 En. 38:2-4; 39:6-7;
48:1-2;61:12-13, 15; 62:12-15; 70:3.

42. Grelot 1975, 498. Other suggestions concerning the identity of the three books
have been put forward. Fitzmyer argues that the three books “are probably apocalyptic,
and not specific, real books; rather they allude to such writings as the ‘books of the living’
(Enoch 47:3), the book of man’s deeds (Ps 56:9; Dn 7:10; 1 En. 90:17) and the ‘heavenly
tablets’ (Jub. 30:22; 1 En. 81:1-2) to which the Intertestamental Literature often makes
reference” (1965, 363-64); Carmignac (1965) suggested that three books may refer to a
sectarian trilogy, such as The Book of Mediation (1QSa i 7; CD x 6), The Rule of the Com-
munity (1QS), and The Damascus Document (CD); Davila suggested the three books may
refer to the Torah, Prophets, and Writings, but also conceded that if 4Q534-536 is about
Noah, then Grelot’s suggestion is most likely correct (1998, 375).

43. Milik 1976, 94; Garcia Martinez 1992, 9; Puech 2001, 124.
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the day of judgment” (Jub. 4:19 [Book of Dreams]); “And he was therefore
with the angels of God six jubilees of years. And they showed him everything
which is on earth and in the heavens, the domain of the sun. And he wrote
down everything, and bore witness to the Watchers” (Jub. 4:21-22 [Book of
Watchers]). Milik further added to Grelot’s proposal by arguing that the Kitab
al-Asatir, an eleventh century c.E. (or later) Samaritan work, also preserves
the tradition that Noah learned the three books of Enoch: “In 7 years, he
[Noah] learned the three Books of creation: The Book of the Signs, The Book
of Astronomy, and The Book of Wars which is the Book of the Generation of
Adam”* MiliK’s suggestion is quite interesting but should not be pushed too
far, as it is difficult to say whether the three books in the Asatir are indeed the
three books of Enoch, especially given the late date of the composition.*>

In addition to the possible references to the three books of Enoch in
Jubilees mentioned above, both 1 Enoch and Jubilees endeavor to show that
Enoch’s revelations survived the flood because they were passed down to
Noah. In a testament-like speech in Jub. 7:38-39, Noah recounts that “Enoch,
the father of your father, commanded Methuselah, his son, and Methuselah
(commanded) Lamech, his son. And Lamech commanded me everything
which his fathers commanded him. And I am commanding you, my sons, just
as Enoch commanded his son in the first jubilee”*® Hence, Noah is faced with
the responsibility of preserving the wisdom gleaned from his great-grandfa-
ther Enoch. It might be possible (but impossible to prove) that 4Q534-536
is taking up this theme with the reference to the “three books,” as well as
their transmission to Noah: “And with his father and with his forefathers ...
Counsel and prudence will be with him and he will know the secrets of man”
(4Q5341i7-8).%

Given the strong concern in both 1 Enoch and Jubilees for the transmis-
sion of Enochic knowledge to his progeny and that these Enochic works seem

44. Milik 1976, 66-68. The Enochic status of the third book is debatable. In support of
his argument, Milik writes that “The third work, which obviously takes up the ‘Book of the
Wars of Yahweh’” (Num 21:14) seems to refer to the involvement of the sons of Adam and
their daughters (1 En. 6:1) in the struggle between the forces of good and evil, or, in other
words, to the visions of Enoch (1 En. 6-19). Refer to the Kitab al-Asatir in Ben-Hayyim
1943, 104-25, 174-90; 1944, 71-87, 128.

45. See Greenfield and Stone 1979, 95-98, who doubt Milik’s proposal.

46. Translation from Wintermute 1983, 2:71.

47. The books of Enoch as a source rich in wisdom is also attested in 1QapGen xix
25, although in this context Abram is the speaker. He is approached by three men from the
nobles of Egypt, who ask Abram about knowledge, wisdom, and truth. In response, Abram
“read before them the book of the words of Enoch” While this text is not about Noabh, it
clearly demonstrates the importance of a book of Enoch as a source of wisdom.
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to be alluded to as three different books (Jub. 4:18, 19, 21-22) it is likely that
the Enochic trilogy is referred to in 4Q534 11 8, in which case the identity of
the figure as Noah is strengthened.

2.2.4. Wisdom

That the figure grew in wisdom after reading “three books” is evident, as
4Q534 1 i 8 states that “he will know the secrets of man, and his wisdom shall
come to all the people, and he will know the secrets of all the living” While
wisdom is not a prominent or explicit characteristic of Noah, other sources do
make mention of it. The Genesis Apocryphon, for example, states that, after
reaching adulthood, Noah girded his “loins in an appearance of uprightness
and wisdom” (vi 4).*® Wisdom 10:4 implies that Noah was saved from the
deluge because of wisdom, although within the context, it is Wisdom, and not
Noah, that is the agent: “When the earth was deluged because of him, Wisdom
again saved the upright man, steering him with a cheap piece of wood”

The testament given by the unnamed figure in 4Q536 2 ii may also fit
within this wisdom-language context. This type of scenario is certainly what
we could expect in a text strongly emphasizing the appropriateness of learning
wisdom as well as the transmission of knowledge. While column i of 4Q534
is a third-person narrative, 4Q536 2 ii 12 (which overlaps with 4Q534 7 1-6)
switches to the first person, as the speaker entreats his audience: “Who will
write these words of mine in a book that will not decay, and to keep these
words of mine in a scroll (?) that will not fade away (?)”4° The contents of
the everlasting scroll are unknown; however, it is interesting to note a similar
setting is found in Jub. 7:20, in which Noah also entreats his sons to follow
all ordinances and commandments and to observe righteousness. In 4Q534
7 1, the speaker exhorts his audience also in a manner very befitting of Noah:
“Blessed be every man who teaches wise discipline to his sons, and he will not
die in the days of wickedness.” This testamentary-like setting would certainly

48. Philo also attributes wisdom to Noah. Abraham 27 states: “For which reason the
sacred historian very naturally classes the lover of God and the lover of virtue next in order
to him who repents; and this man is in the language of the Hebrews called Noah, but in that
of the Greeks, ‘rest, or ‘the just man, both being appellations very well suited to the wise
man.” See also Abraham 31.

49. A similar switch from third to first person also occurs in Jub. 7:26-39. Charles
argued that this switch in person reflects a narrative seam between the author’s sources and
that the source for 7:26-39 was a lost book of Noah (Charles 1902, 61-62).
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not be unusual if our unknown figure is Noah, given the theme of transmis-
sion of knowledge throughout the Noachic material.>

2.2.5. Visions

Related to the wisdom motif is the figure’s ability to receive visions. That is, his
wisdom is not limited to what he gleaned from the “three books” but is also
divine in origin, transmitted by way of visions. 4Q534 1 i 6 states (the last part
of the phrase follows Fitzmyer and Puech): “He will be wise and will know ...
and visions will come to him on his knees” In 4Q536 2 i 8 we read that “he
will reveal mysteries as the holy ones,” and in line 13 we read that mysteries (or
secrets) were transmitted to our figure “concerning the numbers of the rem-
nant” Noah the visionary is a motif also picked up in 1QapGen vi 11, where
Noah receives a vision concerning the conduct of the sons of heaven and later
reveals his vision (vi 16). Noah is also a visionary in 1 En. 60:1; 65-69 and Jub.
8:18. Of course, that both the figure in 4Q534-536 and Noah had visions does
not prove that they are the same person; however, it does give further plausi-
bility to such a hypothesis.

2.2.6. Other Key Words

While much of the narrative context is impossible to reconstruct, 4Q534-536
also contains phrases and motifs that fit well with what we know about Noah,
such as “destruction caused by water” (4Q534 1 ii 14), “cities/provinces”
(4Q534 11 12), “he will be the ninth” (4Q536 2 i 1),°! “Watchers” (4Q534 1 ii
15), and “remnant” (4Q536 2 i 13).

2.3.4Q534-536 IN CONTEXT
Similarities between 4Q534-536 and other Dead Sea Scrolls texts with physi-

ognomic features, such as 4Q186 and 4Q561, have been noted for some time,
although no conclusion on the exact relationship between these texts has yet

50. The exhortation to record the speaker’s own words also fits within a Noachic con-
text, as the “words of Noah” were also transmitted as a specific body of knowledge. See
1QapGen v 29, ALD x 10, Jub. 10:12-13; 21:10. Also, see Dimant 2006, 240, who suggests
that “divine wisdom” is atypical of the traditions of Noah and that therefore 4Q534-536
cannot be about Noah.

51. See Puech 2001. This phrase is reconstructed by Puech, and if he is correct, it might
provide another clue to the identity of the figure. Within Adam’s lineage (see Gen 5), it is
possible to count Noah as ninth after Adam, although other texts such as 4Q369 count
Noah as the tenth from Adam, and 2 Pet 2:5 counts Noah as eighth from Adam.
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been reached.”? All three texts contain similar vocabulary in their physical
descriptions, including “hair” (4Q186 1 iii 4; 4Q534 1i 2; 4Q561 6 4), “teeth”
(4Q186 1 iii 3; 4Q534 1 3; 4Q561 1 i 3), “legs/thighs” (4Q186 1 ii 5; 1 iii 4; 2
i5[pw];4Q534 113 [77]), “hands” (4Q186 1 iii 4; 4Q534 11 1), and “birth”
(4Q186 1 ii 8; 4Q534 1 i 10). Differences have also been noted particularly
in the cryptic text of 4Q186, which combines astrology with physiognomic
descriptions to predict the luck and moral character of an individual.>® Astro-
logical interest seems absent from 4Q534-536, although this cannot be known
for certain.>*

Another major difference, if we agree that 4Q534-536 is about Noah, is
that 4Q186 and 4Q561 seem to be treatises on physiognomy (and horoscopy)
for practical use in the community, whereas 4Q534-536 incorporates such
knowledge to describe a historical figure. A close relationship between the
views espoused in the Treatise of the Two Spirits (1QS iii-iv) and the deter-
minism that also underlines physiognomic divination has led some scholars
to suggest that physiognomy may have been utilized to determine the moral
character of community members, or perhaps new initiates into the commu-
nity.>> 4Q186, for example, contains references to specific quantities of “light”
and “darkness” (1 ii 7-8; 1 iii 8-9; 2 1 7) that make up a person’s moral charac-
ter, thus enabling a diviner to determine to which camp, either light or dark,
the individual belongs. This certainly resonates with what we know about
the Treatise of the Two Spirits. While the Treatise does not explicitly discuss
physiognomy or astrology, it was written for the purpose of teaching the Sons
of Light about the nature (nT90) of all the children of men (iii 13, 19; iv 15).

In 1953 Gershom Scholem published “The Physiognomy of Rabbi Ish-
mael,” in which he argued that this text and 1QS (iii 13, 19; iv 15) used the
term M7, based on the phrase DT MT21N 79D from Gen 5:1, as a tech-
nical phrase indicating the moral nature of a person. The Physiognomy of
Rabbi Ishmael begins by stating “This is the book of the generations [MT711]
of men to distinguish between the righteous and the wicked” and continues
to describe physical features of persons that indicate their righteousness or
wickedness. Thus, while scholars have speculated that physiognomy may have

52. See Holst and Hogenhaven 2006, 39-42; Albani 1998, 282-92, and the problems
discussed there.

53. For example, 4Q186 1 ii 9 records MW 9373, which is usually interpreted as
referring to the zodiac (i.e., “in the foot of Taurus”). This astrological data allows the
diviner to predict that 11'1" 1Y (“he will be poor”).

54.Is it possible that the concern for the moment of the individual’s birth in 4Q5352 1
(“She wrote down the time of birth”) and 4Q535 3 2 (“he at the fifth hour is born at night”)
also reveals an interest in astrological signs?

55. See Licht 1965, 8-21; A. Lange 1997, 389-90; Alexander 1996a, 385-95.
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at some point played a role in determining a person’s M7 mentioned in
1QS iii-iv, in later rabbinic physiognomic literature the connection is made
explicit.

Scholem’s observation is helpful on two fronts. First, it provides further
evidence of the compatibility between the views espoused in the Treatise of
the Two Spirits and the determinism underlining physiognomic observa-
tion found in three other Qumran documents (4Q186; 4Q534-536; 4Q561).
Second, it might also provide some basis for understanding why a physi-
ognomic description was included in Noah’s birth story. In addition to the
fascination with Noah’s birth already present during this time, Noah is also
mentioned in the MT9N of Adam of Gen 5:1. In this case, as in the Physi-
ognomy of Rabbi Ishmael, what we may have emerging in 4Q534-536 is an
interpretative exercise in which the schematized history of Gen 5 is inter-
preted as a schematization of character types. Noah’s exemplary status as a
righteous and perfect individual (see also Gen 6:9) would work well in pro-
viding a model for recognizing other righteous persons born in the future.>
Further still, the author of 4Q534-536 may have also been interested in typi-
fying Noah’s character to identify those born righteous in a wicked age, the
age in which Noah was born and also the same age in which the Qumran
community also understood itself to be living.

Just as later Jewish mystics took the word N791 as a sign to apply physi-
ognomy, so did the author of 4Q534-546, who used it for the interpretation of
Noah, as Noah is explicitly part of the D78 7710 in Gen 5.5 But in 4Q534-
536 the righteousness and future of the individual (Noah) are known, so rather
than using physiognomy to determine these things, physiognomic interpreta-
tions may have been used simply to reinforce what was already known about
Noah. In any event, given the fact that physiognomy is used to predict the
future events of an individual, it is possible to argue that 4Q534-536 is also
using the birth story, through physiognomic description, to predict Noah’s
salvific role in God’s plan to wipe clean the sins of the Watchers.

56. We must concede, however, that this story may not have served such a practical
application and that its meaning is limited to the narrative only. If this is the case, given the
importance of Noal’s priestly character in various Second Temple documents, a physiog-
nomy of Noah would have certainly highlighted his priestly suitability. For an article on the
priestly-Noah tradition, see Stone 1999.

57. Gen 5:1 attracted interpretive interest already in the Lxx, which translates 17710
DTN as yevéoews avlpwmwy. Here, DTR is not read as a reference to Adam but rather as
“humanity” or “humankind?” This translation occurs often in the LxX, but this is the only
instance where the Mt clearly refers to the Adam but is translated as avBpdymwv. Similarly,
when DTN is translated as yevéoews, it always refers to someoné’s actual genealogy,
except in Gen 5:1, where is refers to the genealogy of &vfpwmewv.
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3. CONCLUSION

This paper has attempted to reevaluate 4Q534-536 to determine the identity
of the unknown figure. The paucity of evidence, of course, cautions us from
making any certain conclusion. However, while the identity of the figure is dif-
ficult, there are a number of thematic features within 4Q534-536 that are also
used to describe Noah in other contemporary literature. Moreover, given the
community’s interest in physiognomy (even if only marginal), and given the
interest in Noachic birth traditions within 1 Enoch and Genesis Apocryphon,
texts with a close affinity to views espoused in the Dead Sea Scrolls, we can
assert with some conviction that the figure is likely Noah. Or, at least it seems
that there is nothing that prevents the figure from being identified as Noah.
More work, however, is yet to be done on the relationship between 4Q186,
4Q534-536, and 4Q561, which may also yield further insights regarding this
elusive character.



THE REBIRTH OF A Book: NoAacHIC WRITING IN
MEDIEVAL AND RENAISSANCE EUROPE
Rebecca Scharbach

Medieval and renaissance texts from Europe and the Mediterranean Basin are
brimming with references to Noachic knowledge and antediluvian texts. In
both Jewish and Christian circles, Noah was depicted as a knower of secrets, a
custodian of miraculous objects, and an author of texts. This essay treats two
bodies of literature from the period: medieval rabbinic sources and Christian
writings from the Renaissance that drew upon those works. The first sec-
tion of the essay will examine the growth of Noachic traditions inspired by
medieval Noah books—medieval compositions that claimed Noachic author-
ship, such as the Book of Asaph and the Book of Raziel. A second section will
survey the types of knowledge and writing that came to be associated with
Noah in literature of the period. An exhaustive description of medieval and
renaissance references to Noachic wisdom and antediluvian writing would
be a book-length project. I have attempted here to provide a representative
sample of the available material. A number of sources have been omitted by
design; others have been neglected unintentionally. What remains, I hope, is
sufficient to capture the richness of the portrait painted of Noah as a transmit-
ter of esoteric knowledge in this period.

MEDIEVAL BOOKS ATTRIBUTED TO NOAH AND THEIR RECEPTION IN
CONTEMPORARY LITERATURE

The resurgence of the book of Noah tradition in the medieval West derived
much of its momentum from the circulation of works billed as rediscovered
books of Noah. These texts revived ancient bibliographic tradition about a lost
work to furnish pedigrees for contemporary literary productions. The mere
act of concretizing ancient book of Noah traditions in this manner lent vital
credibility and vigor to the legend. But the contribution of these pieces to
the book of Noah legend was not restricted to their resurrection of ancient
bibliomythography. In the process of adapting inherited narratives to existing

-113-
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volumes, new facets were added to the received material. Later, these medieval
Noah books themselves became the inspiration for new bibliographic tradi-
tions concerning the lost work and its cognate literature.

THE BOOK OF ASAPH THE PHYSICIAN

The earliest example of a medieval Noah book is the Book of Asaph the Phy-
sician.! Although the volume is often cited by medieval authors according to
the name of its purported editor, contemporary readers appear to have simul-
taneously accepted the author of the bibliographic preface at his word when he
claimed that “this [volume] is the Book of Remedies ... that was conveyed to
Noah on Lubar” (A.1).> Hebrew manuscript Munich 231 testifies to this dual
vision of the work in a title page identifying the volume as “the Book of Rem-
edies, called [by the name of] ‘Asaph the Jew’” (emphasis added).?> Moreover,
the bibliographic preface of the work seems to have been the one unchanging

1. Some scholars locate the composition of the Book of Asaph at the dawn of the
Middle Ages on the basis of internal evidence. (A critical review of the dating question is
provided by Melzer 1972, 34-58.) However, the work seems to have come into its own as
a literary force only at the turn of the millennium, for the earliest unambiguous citations
from the treatise appear in the ninth and tenth centuries. By then, the work is already
known in both Jewish and Muslim circles in centers as far flung as Persia (the Persian-
Arab medical authority, Rhaze, mentions the medical authority “Asaph the Jew” in a tenth-
century text [Meltzer 1972, 47]), the Maghreb (a tenth-century Muslim student of Isaac b.
Solomon Israeli, Ahmed ibn Al-Gezzar, cites “Asaph b. Berachyahu” on multiple occasions
[Steinschneider 1965, 57]), and France (Rabbi Makhir quotes extensively from the histori-
cal remarks of the Book of Asaph, including a passage that mentions “Asaph the Jew” by
name, in his early ninth-century eschatological treatise, Abekat Rachel, composed after his
migration to France [Muntner 1957, 34-36]). Nor does the popularity of the work appear
to have waned. In the late twelfth and early thirteenth centuries (the last decades before
extant manuscript evidence is available), for instance, Rabbi David Kimchi claims to have
read a copy of the “Book of Asaph the Physician” in Narbonne (Commentary to Hosea 14:8
and 15:15 [Lieber 1984, 38]). Nachmanides is able to quote extensively from the Book of
Asaph in Christian Spain (Torat Ha'adam, Shaar Ha-Gemul 102a), and Rabbi Eliezer b.
Nathan cites explanations from a “Book of Healing” by “Asaph the Physician” in Mainz
(Sefer Ha'ezer, Prague edition, 122 [Melzer 1972, 59]).

2. Unless otherwise stated, I draw my quotations from Melzer’s transcription of Munich
231, since his edition provides line numbers and internal pagination of the Hebrew text.

3. Melzer 1972, 92. A copyist moving in rabbinic circles would hardly have used the
rather idiosyncratic formula MIR127 98D in its generic meaning, when that particular title
formula is already associated with the legendary NiX197 780 hidden away by Hezekiah—a
fact that the reception history of the volume will bear out!
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facet of an otherwise variable and evolving text.* Nor was this brief foray into
literary history an incidental addition to an essentially medical volume. Sur-
viving fragments contain additional references to the work’s Noachic origins
within the body of the text.> Despite the diverse shapes the volume took in
different centuries and locales, the Book of Asaph the Physician seems to have
circulated in all its forms in the guise of an expanded book of Noah.

The contributions of the Book of Asaph the Physician to the book of Noah
tradition did not end with invoking the name. The bibliographic myth attrib-
uting the Book of Asaph to Noah parallels in essential details the narrative
depicting the revelation of a book to Noah in the book of Jubilees (10:1-14).6
However, the author inserts new explanatory material concerning the compo-
sition and reception history of the book of Noah into the basic outlines of the
ancient account. Many of these embellishments forward the authorial project
of establishing a pedigree for his volume in the most naked way, in as much
as they seek to more firmly establish the medical orientation of the Noachic
revelation.” Yet, in doing so, they simultaneously serve a bibliographic func-
tion by accounting for the contents of a lost work. According to our medieval
editor, the book of Noah was a comprehensive medical encyclopedia!

Other materials that do not appear in the Jubilees account represent an
attempt to contextualize the ancient book revealed to Noah within medieval
accounts of literary history.® Thus, where the book of Jubilees merely reports
that Noah “gave all that he had written to Shem his eldest son” (10:14), the
author of the medieval narrative informs the reader that his work is actu-
ally copied from a text called “the Book of Shem b. Noah” (A.2)—a name

4. Not all of the surviving fragments of the work contain the introductory pages that
include the lengthy bibliographic history attributing the book to Noah. However, all extant
editions of the introduction—with examples ranging from the thirteenth to the sixteenth
centuries—present a uniform bibliographic myth (Muntner 1957, 14-21).

5. Thus, one finds declarations such as, “and so we found ... in the Book of Shem b.
Noah, that was given to him by his father;” among the brief list of “typical” excerpts col-
lected by Muntner 1957, 156.

6. Whether this material was adapted directly from the book of Jubilees, reached the
medieval author by a more circuitous path of transmission, or was developed from an
ancient source that also inspired the Jubilees account remains to be definitively determined.
(For a brief survey of recent work on the question, see Stone 2006a, 12 n. 27, 13 n. 31.)

7. To cite a single example that will be important to later discussions, the anony-
mous angel that dictates the book to Noah in Jubilees (Jub. 10:10) is positively identified
as Raphael (the angel of healing, according to the meaning of his name) in the medieval
text (A.16). A discussion of the other enhancements to the medical orientation of the text
is provided by Himmelfarb 1994, 130-31.

8. Although these additions are certainly medieval, I do not mean to comment either
way on the path of transmission.
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still applied to astrological texts circulating in Jewish circles during that
period.” The author situates the book of Noah within the structures of a
slightly different literary tradition when he identifies his medical work with
the legendary Book of Remedies (A.1), which traditional rabbinic literature
imagined as a body of illicit healing knowledge hidden away by Hezekiah.!0 A
final bibliographic gesture of this type excited sufficient interest to elicit reader
participation: each version of the preface includes a unique list of illustrious
medical authors dependent on the book of Noah.!! These limited enhance-
ments of the inherited narrative add a new and significant facet to the book of
Noah legend, at once signaling and solving a perceived problem in earlier tales
by accounting for the fate of this lost work after its revelation.

Available evidence suggests that the novel bibliographic claims advanced
in the preface to the Book of Asaph were quickly absorbed into the exist-
ing body of medieval bibliomythography. At the most superficial level, this
assimilation is marked by the repetition of the bibliographic assertions put
forward by the preface. Thus, Rabbi Shimon b. Tzadok (Germany, thirteenth
to fourteenth century) would explicate the talmudic statement that Hezekiah
hid the Book of Remedies with the comment,

Hezekiah hid the Book of Remedies: But from whence did this Book of
Remedies come to him? It can be said that when Noah was in the ark there
were demons, spirits, and succubi with him and they were injuring him
until the majority of them [the people with him in the ark] became ill—also
because of the evil spirit. Until an angel came and took one of Noalh’s sons
and brought him to the Garden of Eden and taught him all the remedies in
the world. And they wrote those remedies in a book and this is what is called
“the Book of Remedies” (Tashbetz Qatan no. 445)!2

Here the proposal that the lost book of Noah was identical with the lost Book
of Remedies—a theory unlikely to have arisen independent of the editorial
endeavor to recode a medical encyclopedia as the lost book of Noah—has
been accepted by the author of this comment as authentic bibliographic
knowledge. Moreover, the extent to which these traditions have entered into
the broader discourse is signaled by the fusion of claims advanced by the

9. See Leicht 2006, 45-55.

10. See, for instance, m. Pesah. 4:9 and b. Ber. 10b.

11. Munich 231 includes, among others, Hippocrates (C.10), Pedianos Dioskourides
(C.11) and Galen (C.13).

12. Unless otherwise stated, rabbinic texts are cited according to the text employed
in Bar Ilan University Responsa Project (edition 14). A list of editions is provided by the
publishers online at http://www.biu.ac.il/TH/Responsa/books.htm.
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Book of Asaph with other bibliographic traditions. For the tradition is not
repeated by rote but expanded upon and brought into dialogue with other
bibliographic images so that the book in question is now revealed to one of
Noah’s sons in the garden of Eden and put to paper by the family group. The
claims advanced in the preface to the Book of Asaph have been digested to
become a single element in a broader discussion.

It was not only the overt bibliographic claims of the Book of Asaph that
came to influence the way medieval Jewish authors thought and wrote about
these lost works but also the character of the medieval Noah book as a whole.
Extant manuscripts of the Book of Asaph cover the full spectrum of medieval
medical theory, leaning heavily toward those areas categorized as “magical” by
modern scholars, such as the preparation of seasonal amulets. In particular,
the volume possessed strong astrological associations.!? These medical-mag-
ical and astrological themes came in time to be attributed to the legendary
literary productions associated with the Book of Asaph. Thus, Rabbi Ovadiah
of Bertinoro (Italy, fifteenth century) would expand upon a comment of Mai-
monides with the explanation, “the Book of Healing is a work that teaches
about shapes of the stars and talismans, that a certain shape made in a certain
period and time heals from a certain illness, and this almost misled human-
ity into worshipping the stars, therefore he hid it” (commentary on m. Pesah.
4:10).1 In such cases, the medieval Noah book not only recorded the develop-
ment of bibliographic tradition but became itself material for new legendary
explanations.

THE BoOk OF RAZIEL THE GREAT

The second medieval Noah book is a volume doubly steeped in the book
of Noah legend, for the Book of Raziel the Great joins two volumes assert-

13. Ms Munich 231, for instance, includes instructions for writing an astrological
chart for a sick person, a list of dietary restrictions dictated by astrological considerations,
and a catalogue of the stars and their properties (Muntner 1957, 14). Similarly, the Flor-
ence manuscript (Biblioteca Medicea Laurentia Pluto 1/88.37) includes chapters describing
the diseases of the body in terms of the divisions of the astrological year and a treatise on
the names of the months in Persian (Muntner 1957, 17). Indeed, the astrological bent of
the Asaph material was so strong that the compiler of Ms Paris Heb 8/1197 designates the
medieval author “Asaph the Astronomer” (Ginzberg 1906b, 1:162). Similar collections of
astrological materials had already been ascribed to other biblical figures, such as Ezra (see
Stone 1982b).

14. It is difficult to discern whether Bertinoro also accepted the claims to Noachic
origins put forward by the volume, since that information is not strictly relevant to the
question he answers here—that is, Hezekial's reasons for hiding the book of healing.
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ing a special historical relationship to Noah. The first of these, the Book of
Vestments (Sefer Hamalbush), claims a bibliographic history similar to that
ascribed to the Book of Adam in the Zohar—a chain tradition in which Noah
plays a prominent role. The Book of Secrets (Sefer Harazim) appears as the
third volume of most printed editions—sometimes under the name the book
of Noah.!> A late antique composition in its principle parts,'® the text pur-
ports to be one of many esoteric books revealed to Noah.

The two volumes are united by the common assertion that they were
revealed by the angel Raziel. The Book of Raziel appears with this double
bibliographic myth in the first printed edition of the composition (Amster-
dam, 1701). This anthological format is also present in the earliest Hebrew
manuscripts of the work—pushing the dual bibliomythography back to the
beginning of the seventeenth century. Indeed, at least one of these seven-
teenth-century manuscripts (BHP ms M 207) formally combines the two
traditions by positioning both literary histories together at the beginning of
the text to function as a single bibliographic account of the work as a whole.”

Whether or not this formal arrangement often obtained, medieval authors
also seem to have transmitted the two myths together and interpreted them
as single narrative. Thus, one paraphrastic translation of the work into Latin
claiming origins in the thirteenth century'® (Vat. Cod. Reg. Lat. 1300) intro-
duces the text with bibliographic elements taken from both tales. According
to this account, the book was revealed to Adam by the angel Raziel (Vest-
ments) after he had repented his sin (Vestments), was inscribed by him on
a sapphire stone (Secrets), then passed down through the great men of each
generat