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ABSTRACT

The Epistle of Jude not only used 1 Enoch and some Second Temple Literature as
authoritative Scripture, but also it has been significantly influenced by it. Until it disappeared
from the Church since the fifth and sixth centuries, except the Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo
Church, 1 Enoch has been used as authoritative Scripture among many Jewish and Christian
communities. Unlike any other church, the EOTC is the Church that has preserved the text in
Ge’ez in its entirety and made 1 Enoch part of its canon, which is unique both in its concept

and extent.

As part of its Scriptures, which has been received as early as the reception of Christianity
itself, 1 Enoch has significantly influenced the EOTC directly and other Ethiopian churches
indirectly. However, the unifying factor of the Scriptures and the positive role 1 Enoch and
other STL would have played, have been misunderstood as a source of differences among
Ethiopian churches. This misunderstanding arises from the neglect and misrepresentation of
the concept and extent of the canon of the EOTC by the western scholarship, which is

permeated Ethiopian Evangelicalism.

So, the central question this thesis asks is: Why do the Ethiopian Churches, Orthodox and
Evangelicals, who have the Scriptures in common, who are considered as Trinitarian churches
and who have been shaped and influenced by 1 Enoch, hold strongly opposing views on the
STL in general and on 1 Enoch in particular? The tripolar African contextual approach,
complement by the history of reception approach, and an ecumenical appreciative approach,
is the best framework to this study. The tripolar African contextual approach helps us to see
this from an African/Ethiopian context, against the western approach which tends to assume
that all contexts as the same. Whereas the history of reception approach helps us to frame the
reception history of both the Scriptures and Christianity to Ethiopia, the ecumenical

appreciative approach directs us to positive impacts in cooperation and unity.

The findings suggest that (1) the concept of the canon of the EOTC refers more to the “rule of
faith” understanding than a “list of books”. (2) 1 Enoch has an impact in shaping the ancient
Ethiopian literature, culture, theology, spirituality, chronography and popular religious

practices. (3) With all the possible interpretive differences, the Scriptures have more of a



unifying than a dividing effect in the Ethiopian churches, and if other dividing elements are
adequately and properly addressed, they can play a positive role in ecumenical unity. (4)
Ecumenical unity is indispensable for all Ethiopian churches not only to tackle the challenges
of the twenty-first century, but also for their very existence. It is suggested that these findings
should be taken positively and seriously for a better future of both citizens and churches in

Ethiopia.

Key Terms: 1 Enoch, Amharic Millennium Translation, Angels in Jude, Apocrypha,
Authoritative Status of 1 Enoch, Authority, Bible, Canon, Ecumenical Appreciative Approach,
Ecumenism, Ecumenism in Ethiopian Churches, Ethiopian Evangelical Churches, Ethiopian
Orthodox Tewahedo Church (EOTC), Ethiopian Manuscripts, History of Reception Approach,
Inspiration, Jude, Legacy of 1 Enoch, Pseudepigrapha, Scripture, Scriptures in Ethiopian

Churches, Second Temple Literature, Septuagint, Tripolar African Contextual Approach,

Vi
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

An adequate introduction to a scholarly work provides the reader with an insight into the
process of the study and an understanding of the resulting work as a whole. The present
introduction describes (1) the topic of the research and the thesis to be argued, (2) the
background and motivation of the work, (3) the research problem and its objective, (4) a
review of relevant literature, (5) the methodology employed to conduct the research and (6)

brief descriptions of the various chapters.
1.1 Description of the Topic

The title of the study, “1 Enoch! in Jude and in the EOTC? ‘Canon’s: Developing an Adequate
Insight in Second Temple Literature (STL) in the Various Ethiopian Churches* for a Better
Understanding of Each Other and for the Promotion of Ecumenism and Mutual Cooperation,”
has three focal points in its main part while the sub-topic refers to three related areas of
interest. The main foci, 1 Enoch, Jude, and the Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo Church

(EOTC) “canon”, are inherently connected to one another. The Epistle of Jude uses STL,

1 Enoch and Jude (italicised) refer to, respectively, the book of Enoch and the book of Jude while Enoch and
Jude (normal script) refer to the characters of the same name. Throughout the thesis, the same distinction is
maintained in relation to other books and characters that share a name.

2 In most scholarly literature, the Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo Church is identified as EOC (Ethiopian
Orthodox Church), leaving out the letter “T” for “Tewahedo”. However, as this designation is both practically
offensive for the church (as it has been imposed externally) and technically incorrect, | prefer, except in direct
quotations, to use the full name and its acronym (EOTC).

3 As there is no distinction between what is called “canonical”, “apocryphal”, and/or “pseudepigraphical” in the
Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo Church Scriptures, such terms should not be used in this context. However, | am
forced to use them in order to help a non-EOTC reader to understand the discussion. A detailed discussion on a
number of key theological and biblical terminologies and concepts, and the take of this study on them, is
presented in chapter three below.

4 There are three major categories of denominational orientation in Ethiopian Churches, namely the Ethiopian
Orthodox Tewahedo Church, the Roman Catholic Church (RCC), and the Protestant churches. In the Ethiopian
context, the EOTC is the major church with a membership of above 32 million (43.5% of the total population of
the country), followed by the Protestants with a membership of about 14 million (18.6%), while the RCC is the
smallest with about half a million members (0.7%) (FDRE 2008). Of the Protestants, excepting a very few
“sects”, the large majority (more than 98%) is organized under the umbrella of Evangelicals Fellowship. This
study, therefore, limits itself by referring to the two major church bodies, the EOTC and the EEC.



especially 1 (Ethiopic) Enoch,® perhaps more extensively than any other New Testament (NT)
book. Likewise, the EOTC uses 1 Enoch and some of STL in an authoritative way that is

unique to it.

The three themes of the sub-topic are an adequate insight in STL in particular, and in the
Scriptures in general for that matter, a better understanding of Ethiopian churches among
themselves and the promotion of ecumenism for their mutual benefit. In contrast to the EOTC,
the Ethiopian Evangelical Churches (EEC) reject the STL entirely. However, while the EOTC
and the EEC hold opposing positions as regards 1 Enoch, the influence of this book as well as
that of other STL on both church groups is evident. Their apparent opposing views of STL is
discussed in this study in order to promote a better understanding of the Scriptures and, hence,

of each other.
1.2 Background and Identification of Research Question

This section briefly discusses the motivation of the researcher, the appropriation of text and

context, the focus of content and the research question.
1.2.1 Motivation

One of the greatest challenges posed by my undergraduate theological study, leading to
perhaps the biggest change in my theological understanding, was the need to adopt a more
positive attitude towards STL. Like most of the EEC’s believers, I had never noticed the
relevance and the strong theological influence of this body of literature on the early Christians.
Thus, the particular interest of this thesis has evolved from my study at the Ethiopian
Graduate School of Theology (EGST) where this attitudinal change came about. It strongly
motivated me to make a contribution on the subject matter of STL.

In addition, | felt motivated to enhance an awareness of the origin and background of the
Bible, as | observed that many Ethiopian Christians were unaware of these. A bias of the

EOTC towards the LXX translation and uninformed fear on the part of the EEC led to my

51 Enoch is also known as Ethiopic Enoch as differentiated from 2 and 3 Enoch which are called Slavonic and
Jewish Enoch respectively.



interest in the problem and my decision to investigate it. There is a tendency among many
Evangelicals to consider anything related to the EOTC as wrong and to be avoided. However,
as | was maturing in my Christian life and pursued my theological studies on a higher level, |
began to question some of the discourses directed against the EOTC. | wanted to learn more
about the differences and similarities between the EOTC and the Evangelicals in Ethiopia in

order to look afresh at viewpoints that had been held and taught thus far.

Furthermore, Jude’s direct quotation of 1 Enoch puts Evangelicals in a very uncomfortable
position and many have tried to explain this but never managed to do so in an adequate and
satisfactory manner. Some, of course, simply avoid the question while others choose to deny
its existence. Others again consider the problem irrelevant as Jude is a very tiny book with no

major theological significance.

On the other hand, for many younger believers in the Evangelical Churches, Jude’s quotation
of 1 Enoch has become increasingly relevant to their efforts to gain a more complete
understanding of the overall setting of the origin of the Scriptures. My encounters as a teacher
and preacher with seminary students and with attendants at youth programs of local churches
challenged me to study the problem closely. However, many veteran ministers and older
generation believers with whom | have occasionally conversed about the problem warned that
addressing the issue could end up by leading younger church members in a wrong direction.
Many also questioned the relevance of the present study for Evangelicals as they have a-clear-
cut-Scriptures, sufficient for dogma and spirituality.

Instead, | have come to regard Jude as a bridge that connects the two bodies of literature, the
STL and the “canonical” books of EEC. Like many other contemporary and later writers, Jude
highly esteems 1 Enoch in particular and STL in general. It is equally an authoritative
scriptural book that paves the way for a similar usage of STL. Thus, | found it appropriate to
use Jude as a bridge for bringing about an adequate understanding of the Scriptures among the

Ethiopian Churches.



Finally, the full text of 1 Enoch has been preserved only by the EOTC in Ge’ez®.” This book —
the treasure that it represents — has influenced Ethiopian Christian tradition to the extent of
making it unique in global Christendom. | wondered to what depth exactly and in which
aspects Ethiopian Churches in particular, and the identities of Ethiopian people in general, had

been shaped by this book.

Thus, (1) my recent awareness of the STL, (2) the opposing positions of Ethiopian Churches
as regards the LXX and the STL in particular, and the extent of the Scriptures in general, (3)
the possibility that Jude could function as a bridge to use STL in general and 1 Enoch in
particular, and (4) the uniqueness of 1 Enoch in the Ethiopian context have motivated this

study.
1.2.2 Text, Context and Appropriation

The present study follows a clear and focused tri-polar approach? which includes a concern for
the text, the context, and bringing these two in dialogue. The texts are Jude, the corresponding
STL texts in general and 1 Enoch in particular. The context is the Ethiopian Churches. The
appropriation this study is looking for is one that will enable the two Church traditions to
appreciate each other’s concerns and to develop a broader and closer understanding of the
place of 1 Enoch and the STL in the Church in particular and their understanding of the

Scriptures in general.
1.2.3 Content

This thesis consists of six key elements.

® Even though there is no ambiguity in the designation of the language, which is Ge ez, many western scholars
refer officially to it as “Ethiopic”, probably to associate it with its locus—Ethiopia. This seems misleading as
Ethiopia possesses many other languages and not only Ge’ez.

" Even if it is essentially true that the full text of 1 Enoch is preserved only in Ge’ez text, it should be noted that
there are important differences between the Aramaic fragments and the Ge’ez materials; for example, the
Astronomical Book in the Aramaic fragments is significantly longer than the present 1 Enoch 78-82 as in the
Ge’ez version.

8 African contextual tri-polar approach is the main theoretical framework of this study. However, in conjunction
with this approach, other theoretical frameworks, applicable to various parts of this study, have been employed.
The integration of these various theoretical approaches and their adequate employment in this study need to be
considered. A chapter is devoted to this question and it is independently also addressed in chapter two.
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1. Key biblical and theological terms and the concepts, views, and categories of writing
that have contributed to varying positions and misconceptions as regards the place of

STL in Ethiopian churches in particular and the global church in general are discussed.

2. Jude’s unique usage of Jewish literature, both “canonical” and “extra-canonical/non-
canonical”, is studied closely to demonstrate its unique place in the NT corpus in this

regard.

3. The place of STL and, among the STL, 1 Enoch’s unique place, both in the book of

Jude and in other early Christian writings, are identified.

4. The historical background of the preservation of the Ethiopic Enoch in the EOTC in

particular, and the unique development of the EOTC “canon” in general, are surveyed.

5. The influence of this book on Ethiopian Christianity over the centuries and its role in

shaping contemporary Ethiopian Christianity are investigated.

6. A way forward is suggested whereby both the EOTC and the EEC could appropriately
and efficiently use the Scriptures and the STL for all their worth in such a way that

ecumenism and the mutual fulfillment of their mission may be promoted.

1.3 Research Question and Objectives

The research question or problem, central to this thesis, may be phrased as follows: why do
the Ethiopian Churches, Orthodox and Evangelicals, who have the Scriptures in common, who
are considered as Trinitarian churches and who have been shaped and influenced by 1 Enoch,
hold strongly opposing views on the STL in general and on 1 Enoch in particular? In order to
answer this question, other relevant questions have to be raised. (a) Jude is one of the most
neglected books in the NT — not only amongst the EEC but also globally. Despite its briefness,
it poses some of the most difficult and unique problems in NT. Beginning with its canonicity,
the book has never held a strong position, equal to that of other books in the history of the
Church. Why is that so, despite its canonical status? Should the book continue to be regarded
today as it has been for the last twenty centuries? (b) The Book of Enoch is in Ethiopia not

only preserved, but it also has retained an authoritative scriptural status. Why did the EOTC



preserve that status whereas its authority was rejected by the Church worldwide? What is its
legacy for the church in Ethiopia and, as the book has been part of the Scriptures throughout
the history of the church, how relevant has it been for the shaping of an Ethiopian Christian
worldview? (c) To what extent and why is the EEC attitude towards the STL different from
other Evangelicals globally and from the EOTC? (d) Could there possibly be space for the
Ethiopian Churches to meet each other for the sake of a better understanding of their various
approaches to and perceptions of STL in particular and the Bible in general? Which factors
have hindered ecumenism among Ethiopian churches and, in this context, what would be the

way forward?
The objectives of this study, therefore, are:

1. To critique the definitions, scope, importance and usage of various theological key
terms concerning the Scriptures, authority, canon, and inspiration with special
reference to the STL in the NT time and in today’s Ethiopian Churches, the EOTC and
EECs.

2. To show how the neglect of a closer and deeper reading of the book of Jude that,
although brief, is exceptionally important for bridging the gap between our
contemporary theological understanding and the Christian origins, has contributed to
the adoption of extremely divergent positions by Ethiopian Churches in particular and

by churches globally in general.

3. Tosurvey and review 1 Enoch’s preservation history in the EOTC and its lasting

legacy in the Ethiopian context.

4. To explore the “canonical” status of the Scriptures in the EOTC as compared to the

EEC whereby special attention will be paid to the STL included in the EOTC “canon”.

5. To suggest and determine a better way to approach the issue of scriptural
understanding within the Ethiopian churches, so that they will be brought closer to
each other in ecumenical unity in order to work together for a common mission of the

Church rather than being rivals.



1.4 Literature Review

As compared to the other NT books, Jude has received much less attention by scholars in the
history of the Church. The reasons for this neglect may be its brevity and explicit usage of
STL. However, a significant amount of literature on Jude has been produced, especially since
the final quarter of the last century. 1 Enoch, on the other hand, has more recently attracted a
number of scholars, especially after the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls (DSS). The “canon”
debate has remained heated among scholars who have argued from varying positions. Since
most of the tradition of the EOTC is preserved orally, written literature on the subject is
scarce, even though the oral tradition has been very strong. Therefore, my literature review is
divided into the following sections: Jude’s use of extracanonical books; / Enoch’s scriptural
position; the “canon” debate; and Scripture / canon and its influence in the history of EOTC.
We begin with a section devoted to literature on methodology and theoretical framework. The

actual theoretical framework of the thesis is discussed independently in chapter two.
1.4.1 Theoretical Framework and Methodology

As mentioned above (1.2.2), this study has adopted a clear and focused tri-polar African
contextual approach as its overarching theoretical framework. It includes concern for the text
and the present context of Ethiopia and it considers how to bring these two elements into a
dialogue leading to appropriation. The two other complementary approaches relevant to this
study are a history of reception approach and an ecumenical appreciative approach on the

basis of some relevant scholarly works.

As far as a tripolar African contextual approach is concerned, the works of four scholars have
contributed significantly by articulating and shaping this approach, looking from various

angles which are, in my view, complementing each other.

i) Christina Grenholm and Daniel Patte (2000:1-54) have developed a tripolar interpretive
process consisting of a Scripture text, the believers’ life and the religious communities’

perception of life. This process, as they explain, involves “a critical analysis of the text, an
analysis of the believer’s situation and an elucidation of the theological issues involved in

their religious perceptions of life — all of which are integrated in one interpretive process”



(Grenholm and Patte 2000:20). This approach and its process have helped me to offer a

contextual exegesis of relevant texts particularly from Jude and 1 Enoch.

i1) Justin S. Ukpong (1994b:17) focuses mainly on “inculturation hermeneutics” and
advocates the following tripolar approach: a context, a text, and an interpretive framework.*
Ukpong’s (1995:5) inculturation theology mainly attempts “to make the African, for that
matter any socio-cultural context the subject of interpretation.” This approach is applied to the

Ethiopian religious and socio-cultural contexts.

iii) Similarly, Jonathan A. Draper (2001:148-168) offers a tripolar contextual interpretive
approach, consisting of distantiation, contextualization, and appropriation. Draper (2002:12-
24) emphasizes the ongoing interaction between the text and the reader and designates reading
as conversation. The tendency to openness in the process of this conversation is crucial for
this study as it involves and recommends a double stage dialogue between the text and the

context on the one hand and between two competing church groups on the other.

iv) Gerald O. West (2003) is one of the staunchest advocates of contextual Bible reading. His
main contentions include (a) commitment to engage in biblical reading with what he calls
“ordinary readers of the Bible,” (b) to embrace and advocate context (West 2001:169-184), (c)
to read the Bible in conversation for social transformation (West 2006:401), and (d) to find “a
new message from the Bible when we find a new way of doing Bible Study” (West 1993:7).
Almost all these scholars share some common features in their approaches: (1) their interest in
ordinary readers’ context, leading them to do the interpretation with these readers and for their
benefit; (2) a special emphasis on the neglected African context of oppression, (3) a
determined choice for a critical engagement with, and closer reading of, the text under
examination, potentially in a different way from the conventional one, and (4) a concentration

on making the text relevant to the contemporary situation by transforming the question at

® Later on, Ukpong (1995:5) extended these to five elements, expanding the “interpretive framework” to include
interpreter, conceptual framework, and procedure. His other relevant works on this topic include Ukpong
1996:189-210; 1997:3-31; 2003:105-122.



stake. How the researcher intends to apply this approach in the present study is discussed in

chapter two.

Of the two subordinate approaches applicable to this study, the first one is what is called
Wirkungsgeschichte, generally translated as history of reception. Based on the wider
philosophical tradition of scholars like Martin Heidegger (1996) and Paul Ricoeur (1981), the
history of reception approach or Wirkungsgeschichte is substantially founded by Hans-Georg
Gadamer in his landmark work, Truth and Method (1975; 2004). Ulrich Luz (1990), among
others, goes further in his commentary on Matthew reshaping the framework and applying it

to a particular text in its reception history.

That the history of reception approach has attracted wider attention in recent times is evident
from the publications of a number of major ongoing projects that are basically committed to
this relatively new approach. Three of them, namely The Church’s Bible series,* the
Encyclopedia of the Bible and its Reception (EBR)* and a recent journal entitled Relegere®?
are worth mentioning. However, even if the approach has received wider scholarly attention, it

is as yet by no means a firmly established phenomenon and a clearly defined framework.

10 These series of hiblical commentaries, with special attention to scriptural interpretation of the first millennium
of the Christian era, have commenced publication since 2003, edited by Robert Louis Wilken and published by
Eerdmans. The editor summarizes the scope and purpose of the series: “In the early church all discussion of
theological topics, of moral issues, and of Christian practice took the biblical text as the starting point, resulting
in a substantial library of biblical commentaries and homilies. Unfortunately, this ancient body of writings is now
known only in bits and pieces if at all. The Church's Bible series brings this rich classical tradition of biblical
interpretation to life once again. Compiled, translated, and edited by leading scholars, these volumes draw
extensively from early and medieval commentators, illuminating Holy Scripture as it was understood during the
first millennium of Christian history” (Wilken 2014).

11 Encyclopedia of the Bible and Its Reception (EBR) is a thirty-volume project in progress. The first eight
volumes have been published in the last six years as an ongoing process with volumes 1 and 2 published in 2009,
3in 2011, 4 and 5in 2012, 6 and 7 in 2013, and 8 in 2014. The wide-ranging work is “intended to serve as a
comprehensive guide to the current state of knowledge on the background, origins, and development of the
canonical texts of the Bible as they were accepted in Judaism and Christianity. Unprecedented in breadth and
scope, this encyclopedia also documents the history of the Bible's interpretation and reception across the
centuries, not only in Judaism and Christianity, but also in literature, visual art, music, film, and dance, as well as
in Islam and other religious traditions and new religious movements” (Allison et al 2010). For an extended
review of EBR, see Roberts and Rowland 2011:351-358.

12 Relegere is a biannual critical journal, published since 2011. It engages with themes related to reception
history. The journal is open to the public on its webpage and the editors explain the need for its creation as
follows: “Relegere is an intervention as well as an outlet for publishing and innovative academic works on
reception history. Our aims are to facilitate the exploration of new approaches to reception history, to push the
field towards a more critical, theoretically sophisticated set of methodologies, and to publish valuable scholarly
work on the many and various topics encompassed by religion and reception” (Repphun et al 2011:2).



Rather, it is still the subject of debate and of efforts to reach some level of scholarly
consensus.®® This study may contribute to the ongoing discussion, either by establishing

common ground or by disclosing a variety of possible perspectives in the category.

As a second, subordinate but complementary, approach the study develops “an ecumenical
appreciative framework”. Even if, to the best of my knowledge, there exists no explicit
theoretical discussion on the practice of this approach, I assume that most ecumenical
discussions inherently presuppose the ecumenical values that are adopted in this study. Most
constructive ecumenical discourses in their various ways promote common elements. These
elements are reflected, for instance, in the Dictionary of the Ecumenical Movement (Lossky
1991).

Concerning research methodology, a comprehensive work by Terre Blanche, Durrheim and
Painter (2006), containing chapters and articles by about fifty scholars from universities and
research organizations around South Africa with a significant representation of UKZN
academics, is a standard guide dealing with research design and discussing various
methodologies applicable to field and library research. In addition, a book by Chris Hart
(2005), although brief and intended mainly as a guide for Masters students, is a user friendly
and to-the-point resource. The SBL Handbook of Style Guide (Alexander et al. (eds.) 1999) is

used as a basic guide and tool for major style-related issues of the thesis.
1.4.2 Jude’s use of “Extracanonical” Books

“The Most Neglected Book in the New Testament”, the title of an article by D. J. Rowston
(1974-75:554-563) seems to be an awakening call, or even a warning, directed at NT

scholarship at the beginning of the last quarter of the twentieth century. According to

13 Besides the encyclopedia and the journal that are mainly devoted to the ongoing discussion of the history of
reception approach, volume 30 of the Journal for the Study of the New Testament (2010) has fully committed
itself to an engagement with Wirkungsgeschichte.(for an introduction to the complete entries of the volume, see
Roberts and Rowland 2010:131-136.) Paradoxically, the articles tend on the one hand to agree on the
definition and application of Wirkungsgeschichte, whereas on the other hand they give a number of different
English translations of Wirkungsgeschichte accentuating differing nuances. This is a reflection of the established,
but not yet firmly defined, status of the reception history approach. For a detailed discussion see chapter two of
this thesis.
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Rowston, the major reasons for the neglect of Jude are its use of 1 Enoch and the lack of

knowledge of its particular historical situation.

One of the leading NT scholars in the area of General Epistles, Judaism, STL and early
Christianity, Richard Bauckham, has conducted extensive research on Jude resulting in a
significant amount of substantially important material.* In one of his major works, Jude and
the Relatives of Jesus in the Early Church, Bauckham affirms the appropriateness of the
description of Jude as “The Most Neglected Book in the New Testament”. He ascribes the
neglect as partly due to the widely accepted view of Jude as dependent on 2 Peter. Bauckham
(1990:134) uses strong words to condemn this neglect: “The tradition of scholarly contempt
[i.e. considering Jude as nothing but an excerpt from 2 Peter] has [...] led to scholarly neglect
of Jude hence to ignorance of Jude.”*® Bauckham mentions as possible secondary reasons for

the neglect of Jude the book’s brevity and its citation of “non-canonical” Jewish writings.

In a more recent article, “James, 1 Peter, Jude and 2 Peter,” Bauckham (1997:153-166) again
confirms Jude s neglect, along with that of some other Catholic Epistles, both by the church
and ordinary readers. However, interest in the book on the part of contemporary scholarship
has improved. Both in his earliest commentary on Jude (Word Biblical Commentary series
1990) and in a recent article in the Anchor Bible Dictionary, Bauckham (1992:1098-1103)
thoroughly discusses some highly disputed traditional topics, such as Jude’s authorship, date,
opponents, addressee, occasion, language and theological themes. Generally, he holds to the
Jewish character of the different groups connected to the letter: a Palestinian setting, a Jewish-
Christian author and ditto readers, gnostic-oriented antinomian opponents, and an earlier date,
about the 50s or 60s. In these works, Bauckham discusses and elaborates on the structure and

significance of Jude for an adequate understanding of every aspect of the letter.¢

14 Among the significant works of Richard Bauckham on Jude are the following: 1983; 1990; 1992:1098-1103;
1997:153-166.

15 According to Andrew Chester and Ralph P. Martin (1994:81f.), Luther neglected the book for a similar reason:
Jude’s dependence on 2 Peter.

16 For a recent discussion on Jude’s structural analysis from different perspectives see David. J. Clark (2004:125-
137) and Larry Douglas Smith (2004:138-142). Even if both of these scholars propose different structures for
Jude, they agree with Bauckham that the structure of the letter is part of the author’s technique of conveying his
message.
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A 2009 PhD dissertation by Boyd A. Hannold (2010), entitled “Jude in the Middle: ...” is one
of the most recent studies on Jude. The thesis uses Jude as an illustration of how early
Christianity was grounded in Jewish Apocalypticism, an important link between Judaism and
Christianity. Besides discussing Jude’s use of extracanonical books, Hannold’s thesis focuses
in the first place on presenting a clearer view of the historical setting in which Jude wrote.
Secondly, his work develops the theory of connections between Jewish Apocalypticism, early
Christianity, and Gnosticism. The debate on the “canonical” status of the various Jewish
materials quoted by Jude is not an issue in this study which will be one of the focus areas of

my research.
1.4.3 1 Enoch’s Scriptural Position

Among Jewish STL, 1 Enoch is arguably the most researched “pseudepigraphical” work in the
last century, especially after the discovery of the DSS containing Aramaic fragments of the
book. Most of the scholars in the field have focused predominantly on text and translation of
the book, developing and revising their works in conjunction with the continuing discovery of
new manuscripts. R. H. Charles, at the turn of the twentieth century, came up with a text
(1906) and translation (1912) of the book that have been relied upon for a number of decades.

Three other scholars who worked on the text and translation of 1 Enoch in its entirety or in
parts and from various angles are J. T. Milik (1976),"” M. A. Knibb (1978) and E. Isaac
(1983:5-89).%% They did so probably without recognizing each other’s work. While Milik’s
edition mainly focuses on the Aramaic fragments, both Isaac and Knibb base their text and
translation on the Ethiopic version. Volume one of Knibb’s work contains one of the Ethiopic
texts with critical apparatus of the Ethiopic and Greek variants. The second volume contains
an introduction, an English translation, and notes on the text in which all the major Aramaic
evidence is presented and discussed. Nevertheless, neither Milik nor Knibb consider the

historical background of this work in the Ethiopian context. They do not address how and why

17 More recently scholars such as Jonas C. Greenfield and Michael E. Stone (1977), George W. E. Nickelsburg
(1978), James H. Charlesworth (1979), James C. VanderKam (1982), and Devorah Dimant (1983) have strongly
criticized several of Milik’s conclusions and assumptions.

18 Besides these English translations special mention should be made of the German translation by Siegbert Uhlig
(1984); this may be the best existing modern translation from Ge’ez.
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it was preserved in this church only. This question is one of the central foci of the present

thesis.

The only authoritative Ethiopian scholar in the field, Ephraim Isaac, an Ethiopian Jew, has
contributed a significant article on 1 (Ethiopic Apocalypse of) Enoch® in Charlesworth’s
(1983) monumental work, The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha. Isaac’s lengthy article mainly
consists in a translation of the entire book based on one of the Ethiopic manuscripts and a
thorough comparison with some other important manuscripts. In addition Isaac indicates that
his brief introduction, sketching the main ideas of the book from an Ethiopian perspective, is
an eye-opener for the study of increasingly enduring impact of 1 Enoch on Ethiopian
Christianity over the centuries. Most important is Isaac’s introduction where he acknowledges
the historical, theological, and cultural influence of the book, and especially its formative
impact on the Ethiopian Church. With some exaggeration Isaac (1983:10) contends that “it is
hardly possible to understand any [italics mine] aspect of the religious tradition and thought of
Ethiopia, the country in which it [1 Enoch] survived, without an understanding of it.” He
uncritically generalizes: “What distinguishes Ethiopian Christian theology from that of either
Western or Eastern Christendom may well be the emphases on Enochic thoughts™ (Isaac
1983:10). The two major deficiencies of Isaac’s work, despite the uniqueness of his
contribution to the field, are his unwarranted generalization of Enoch’s influence on every
religious aspect of the Ethiopian Church and his view that probably the sole reason for the
Ethiopian Church’s distinct position among churches globally is to be found in Enoch’s
influence. This thesis will therefore specifically research the exact nature of the book’s
influence on Ethiopian socio-religious characteristics. It will furthermore determine in what

measure and respect the Church has to thank 1 Enoch for its unique position.

Among recent works, a commentary by George W. E. Nickelsburg (2001) entitled 1 Enoch 1:
A Commentary on the Book of 1 Enoch, Chapters 1-36; 81-108, is of outstanding quality, both
in depth and breadth. Nickelsburg treats issues of history, text, text criticism, hermeneutics,
exegesis, and form critical study with deftness and precision. This first volume of the study

includes a comprehensive introduction, an English translation with critical apparatus,

19 This is how Ephraim Isaac designates the book.
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thorough critical commentary mainly focusing on The Book of the Watchers (chapters 1-36),
The Dream Vision (chapters 83-90), The Epistle of Enoch (chapters 91-105), and the two
appendices — The Birth of Noah (chapters 106-107) and Another Book by Enoch (chapter
108). This monumental work had recently been completed with the publication of a second
volume (Nickelsburg and VanderKam 2012) that deals with The Book of Similitudes
(chapters 37-82). This tome was co-authored by James C. VanderKam, another renowned

scholar in the field.

These major works, along with his many other publications on the field, have made
Nickelsburg into an exceptional authority on the study of 1 Enoch. Besides the extensive
commentary on the books mentioned above, the introduction deals in great depth with the
unique place of 1 Enoch in the shaping of Ethiopian Christianity in its entirety.?* However, in
the current thesis | propose to make clear that the influence of 1 Enoch exceeds the religious
aspect. This study will therefore also explore the book’s literary and socio-cultural influence
on the Ethiopian Church and on the community at large. In addition the indirect influence of 1
Enoch on Evangelical Christians, of which no mention is made in Nickelsburg’s work, is also

considered.

Based on their commentary, Nickelsburg and VanderKam (2004) wrote a new translation of
the entire book in which they made some changes in the text on the basis of the recent
discoveries of the Enochic manuscripts. In this latest edition, they do not seem interested in
the preservation history of the book in the Ethiopian context. The present thesis intends to

investigate this point.

Noteworthy in relation to our topic - the status of 1 Enoch in the Christian heritage - is an
article and thorough discussion by VanderKam (1996:30-101): “1 Enoch, Enochic Motifs, and
Enoch in Early Christian Literature”. VanderKam shows a high regard for Enochic literature

20 This is evident from a-two volume book on the dialogue between Nickelsburg and about twenty other scholars
on issues related to various apocalyptic writings whereby 1 Enoch is central, and a six-and-half pages long list
of his works in the bibliography of books edited by Neusner and Avery-Park (2003).

21 Nickelsburg (2006) later on extracted from his book some portions and developed an article on the specific
area of 1 Enoch’s influence on the Ethiopian Church. This article should be considered as a major effort to
instigate wider research on the topic.
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in general, and for 1 Enoch and the Story of the Watchers in particular. This regard takes on
three forms. First, he presents a detailed chronological survey of the status of Enochic
literature in early Christianity produced by seven major Christian writers, from Jude to
Origen. Second, he discusses how the Enochic Angel Story permeated early Christian writing
and theological interpretation. And third, he considers the presence of the person of Enoch in
the literature. He concludes that the Enochic literature has noticeably influenced most centers
of early Christianity from early New Testament times until the early fourth century AD.
Because of the depth of the discussion and the breadth of the evidence it presents,
VanderKam’s article is likely to remain well into the future a major reference in the context of
1 Enoch’s authoritative status in the Christian literature. However, this remarkable work
refrains from making even a single note on the influence of this literature on Ethiopian
Christians, in spite of the fact that only in Ethiopia the entire book of 1 Enoch has been

retained.

In addition to all these publications that are evidence of a recent increase of scholarly interest
in a closer study of 1 Enoch, a special forum, the Enoch Seminar, was established and since
2001 this forum has dealt with the book itself and other Second Temple Jewish literature. The
bi-annual seminar papers that were delivered by distinguished scholars have led to the
production of several books , each devoted to a major subject, edited by Gabriele Boccaccini
(2007, 2005, 2002) who is the founding director of the seminar (sometimes Boccaccini works
with a co-editor as in Boccaccini and Ibba 2009).22 With all the outstanding contributions in
this field, raising the study of 1 Enoch to another level, the seminar and its publications have
yet to touch on the book’s connection with, and influence on, Ethiopia. Besides the forum
created for publications by the seminar, it has posted an immense quantity of material on a
website under the name 4 Enoch: The Online Encyclopedia of Second Temple Judaism,* that

22 Of the seven seminars held from 2001 until 2013, the proceedings of the first six seminars have been published
as books. The more recent ones await publication as books and the papers presented at each seminar are posted
on the 4 Enoch website.

23 Of this thorough online work in progress the scope and breadth are described as follows. “4 Enoch offers a
comprehensive and authoritative introduction to scholarly research and fiction in Second Temple Judaism
(including Samaritan and New Testament Studies), i.e. the period from Ezekiel to the completion of the New
Testament and the Mishnah. It also deals with the roots of Second Temple traditions in the Ancient Israelite
Religion, as well as the influence and legacy of those traditions for Christian, Jewish and Islamic origins, up to
the time of the completion of the Qur’an. 4 Enoch includes scholarly and fictional works authored from the mid-
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is edited by Boccaccini and others and that represents an important resource. This online
encyclopedia is arguably the most comprehensive scholarly resource on contemporary

discussions of Enochic corpus in particular and the entire Second Temple Judaism in general.

Quite exceptionally, Loren Stuckenbruck, one of the leading experts on Second Temple
Judaism studies, is a western scholar who has shown a rare interest in the book of Enoch’s
influence and its unique place in the Ethiopian context. Besides his numerous works on 1
Enoch, Stuckenbruck (2013b, 2008, 2000, 1997, 1990) has engaged with questions pertaining
to Enoch’s influence in Ethiopia in two meaningful ways. Firstly, he has travelled to Ethiopia
to visit various locales and to explore, document, and preserve Enochic manuscripts in order
to disclose these to a global audience. Secondly, he has established an informal Ethiopian
“Enoch Seminar” in which Ethiopian Enochic scholars and interested individuals may
participate, creating a vibrant space for discussions on the book’s place in the country. As

stated above, this is also a core focus of the present thesis.
1.4.4 The Canon Debate

The concept of canonicity remains, still today, a subject of heated scholarly debate. Roger
Beckwith’s (1985) work, The Old Testament Canon of the New Testament Church and Its
Background in Early Judaism was hailed as “a definitive textbook on the subject” (Clifford
2001:160-61) and remains one of the most prominent contributions to the debate of the (OT)
canon in the last century, especially amongst Protestant scholars. Both this work and a
subsequent article (Beckwith 1991:385-395) put Beckwith in opposition to Albert Sundberg
(1969; 1975:352-371; 1988:78-82) who rejects the former’s stance that the OT canon had
already been closed before the advent of Christianity and who argues for the fluidity of the

canon, even after the early period of Christianity. Both scholars have incorporated in their

15th century to the present, all around the world, with biographies of scholars and authors and a dictionary of
people, places, topics, etc. of Second Temple Judaism & Christian origins. With more than 15,000 pages, ‘4
Enoch’ provides a comprehensive Who’s Who of the period, as well as biographies of scholars and authors, and
abstracts of scholarly and fictional Works, authored from the mid-15th century to the present, all around the
world. Still a work in progress, the Encyclopedia, created in 2009 by Gabriele Boccaccini of the University of
Michigan with the collaboration of Carlos A. Segovia of the Camilo Jose Cela University Madrid, is the
collective work of international specialists in the field associated with the Enoch Seminar” (Boccaccini [2014]).
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reasoning most of the issues that play in this debate but neither makes mention of the EOTC,

one of the early Christian Churches, and its position as regards canon. 2

Another recent and monumental work, edited by Lee Martin McDonald and James A. Sanders
(2002a), contains contributions from more than thirty scholars in the field. Entitled The Canon
Debate: on the Origins and Formation of the Bible, it is in two meaningful ways evidence of
the ongoing discussions. The book intends “to show how diverse and complex the issue and
positions on canon formation are” (McDonald and Sanders 2002b:17). The collected articles
seem to respond to almost every question that might arise in this context, from seemingly
elementary definitions to advanced and complex arguments. The book incorporates the
perspectives of almost all religious communities, addressing issues from the origins of the
notion of canon to its future. Debates are balanced with scholars presenting widely differing
viewpoints. The book is divided into two parts, the Old / First Testament and the New /
Second Testament. However, most of the concepts overlap and are interwoven, which makes
the division superficial. In addition to the thirty-two individual articles, resourceful
appendices, useful indices, and a selected bibliography add to the high quality of the book.
However, in spite of its exhaustive discussions the book fails to address, in any way at all, the
canonical concept and the uniqueness of the EOTC in this regard. In all the lengthy
argumentations the EOTC’s “canon” is not mentioned. Similarly, McDonald (1995; 1988), in
his two other major works on the canon debate ignores the EOTC “canon”. Hence, the present
thesis in its attempt to address a canonical issue related to the EOTC, may turn out to

contribute valuable new knowledge on a thus far little researched aspect in the field.
1.4.5 The Scriptures / “Canon” and its Influence in the History of EOTC

The secondary literature on the canonical debate, including the stance of the EOTC, and on
the history of 1 Enoch’s place in, and its influence on, the church as well as on Ethiopian
socio-cultural life, is scarce and scattered. The subject has been touched upon only as a side

issue and it has hardly attracted any serious attention among scholars. Even if it is very

24 Beckwith (1985: 478-505) only appended a short discussion on the canonical history of the Early Ethiopian
Church.
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concise, the only existing article on the canon of the EOTC in the last century comes from R.
W. Cowley’s (1974:318-323) “The Biblical Canon of the Ethiopian Orthodox Church Today”.
In this article, Cowley outlines five difficulties? that he met in the course of his study and that
reflect the current confusing situation of the EOTC “canon”. The article serves as an indicator
for the necessity of further study on the various problems which the present study intends to

follow up.

Among a number of books produced by the EOTC, a recent publication on the overall life and
beliefs of the church, The Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo Church Faith, Order of Worship and
Ecumenical Relations ([EOTC] 1996), is notable. The book comprises twenty-seven chapters,
one of which deals with Holy Scriptures according to the church’s canon. However, the list is
only one among several lists mentioned elsewhere,? complicating the canon problem of
EOTC. It also contradicts both of Cowley’s lists of the EOTC “canon”, an issue that lends

itself to further investigation.

Some literary works published by the EOTC publishing house in the last few decades and that
can be regarded as official church publications, are important for their value in bringing the
context of the EOTC to life. Included in this list and of particular importance for my study are
the following: books by Aymro Wondmagegnehu and Joachim Motovu (1970)% and by

Sergew Hable Selassie (1970c), both of which are brief but give valuable information.

Christine Chaillot (2002), a lay woman, has written an introductory book on the life and
spirituality of the EOTC. Even though it is based mainly on her personal views, which are
mostly uncritical, it could in regard to most of the issues it raises serve as resource material for

a critical study. More than the information itself on offer, the book’s vast bibliography

2 The five difficulties listed by Cowley are: (1) the concept of canonicity is regarded more loosely by the EOTC
than it is by most other churches; (2) the number of canonical books is reckoned to be 81, but this total is reached
in various ways; (3) the naming of a book in a list does not necessarily uniquely identify it; (4) some of the books
assigned canonical authority have never been printed in Geez, or they have been printed only outside Ethiopia, or
they are difficult to obtain; (5) The authorities of the Ethiopian Orthodox Church have never said of an edition of
the Geez or Amharic Bible that it was complete (Cowley 1974:318).

% For instance the recently published EOTC Bible (Anonymous 2007) contains a different list and Cowley gives
two different lists to compare with (Cowley 1974:318-19).

27 It should be noted that in the Ethiopian naming system what is known as “sure name” or “family name” is
absent. In this thesis, therefore, Ethiopians are referred to by their given names.
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concerning various aspects of the church is of importance and points the reader to worthy

resources.

For a general understanding of the historical background of Ethiopia’s socio-cultural, religious
and political character, books by Taddesse Tamrat (1972), Donald N. Levine (1974), Edward
Ullendorff (1960; 1965; 1968; 1973), and Richard Pankhurst (1961) are significant.2? A PhD
dissertation by Johnny Bakke (1987) is another important document for its description of the
relationship between the EOTC and the Protestant Evangelical Churches in Ethiopia. Even
though Bakke is not aware of ways in which 1 Enoch and some other STL have influenced the
EOTC tradition, he maintains that the Ethiopian Evangelical tradition is deeply rooted in the
EOTC background.

As this literature review indicates, the topic of this study is entirely new to the School of
Religion, Philosophy, and Classics of UKZN. There are a couple of works, very remotely
related to the subject at PhD or MTh dissertation level as mentioned above. These include
Boyd A. Hannold’s (2010) PhD dissertation and a MTh thesis by Dingman (2002). However,
even these only piecemeal and partially address the issues that this thesis is dealing with.
Thus, the present research seems quite innovative.

1.5 Research Design and Methodology

The research concentrates mainly on the study of a few primary texts and manuscripts and,
furthermore, on largely secondary literature in various libraries and archives. In addition, the
method of the study has involved the conducting of some field research. In other words, the
research mainly focuses on library readings with a minor, but definite and significant,

component of fieldwork for certain issues that are specifically mentioned.

28 For a detailed and annotated bibliography on wider range of Ethiopian studies until the 90s, with more than
600 main bibliographic entries and categorized under thirty main subject headings, see Munro-Hay and
Pankhurst 1995.
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1.5.1 Library Research

For most of the textual analysis and exegesis concerning texts from Jude and 1 Enoch and for
most other areas covered in the thesis, the libraries of UKZN and others linked to it,* as well
as four different theological institution libraries® in Ethiopia have been consulted. In addition,
for further study of 1 Enoch and the Ethiopian context and background, the researcher has
made use of the Institute for Ethiopian Studies’ Library Archives at Addis Ababa University,
the Library of the School of Oriental and African Studies (SOAS) in London,*? the Katholieke
Universiteit Library in Leuven, Belgium,* and the Berlin State Library and the Theological
Faculty Library of the Humboldt University in Berlin.** Material available in these institutions

has significantly contributed to the study.®

To study the primary sources of Ethiopian manuscripts for the purpose of the core sections of
the research, | have visited the Ethiopian National Museum in Addis Ababa®* where | was able

29 Most of South African academic libraries and their resources are connected and accessed electronically and
there is an inter-library loan system in place to access hard copies. This system has been of great importance in
accessing a significant amount of resources all over South Africa. In addition, the Cluster Libraries around
Pietermaritzburg were helpful and offered a considerable amount of material related to the research topic.

30 These include the libraries of Mekane Yesus Seminary (Lutheran), Evangelical Theological College
(Evangelical), Ethiopian Graduate School of Theology (Inter-denominational), and Holy Trinity College
(Orthodox).

31| have done a very close library research at the Institute of Ethiopian Studies library for about two months at
the end of 2011 and the beginning of 2012. Most of the rare Ethiopian printed sources in Amharic are available
in this library. For instance, the only comprehensive work on the “canon” of the EOTC Bible in Amharic by
Dibekulu Zewudie (1995) is found in this library.

32 | have visited SOAS library for a couple of days during my research trip to London in mid-2013. Even if |
have used a limited amount of their material connected to my study, | was astonished by the quality of their
Ethiopian collection (as is true for their collections of many other African and Asian publications). The library
was rich in all kinds of local publications, especially from the last hundred years that are unavailable (or
prohibited) in Ethiopia or elsewhere.

33 | had the privilege to work in the Katholieke Universiteit Library in Leuven for about two weeks. For this
purpose | had prolonged my stay after the sixty-first Colloquium Biblicum Lovaniense in June 2012. In this
library as well I found some Ethiopian material that | might not have got otherwise.

34 My three month stay in Germany, mainly in Berlin in 2013, has given me the opportunity to access a huge
amount of secondary literature on contemporary discussions around Enochic studies in particular and related
areas in general.

35 | have spent two weeks at the British Library solely researching the Ethiopian manuscripts carefully collected
and handled by the library.

3 | have visited the National Museum in Addis twice, in 2012 and 2013, mainly in search of the EMML
readings, even though the list of the EMML that | investigated in my study, originally computed by Loren
Stuckenbruck, had by him been graciously made available to me.
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to access EMML material, and the British Library in London, where | studied the actual

manuscripts.

Even if literary analysis and reader-response criticism are employed to analyze the rich
literary strategies of both Jude and 1 Enoch, the governing method used to dissect the

historical background of the contexts of both texts is the traditional historical critical method.
1.6.2 Field Research

As part of the field research qualitative interviews have been conducted with (traditional)
theological scholars, prominent church leaders and individual members of the laity.
Observations have been made on selected cathedrals and earliest monasteries, and on
contemporary worship practices. The specific locus of interviewees and of cathedrals that
were considered was Addis Ababa as the national center for every aspect of society, currently
representative of the entire nation from its diverse religious, ethnic, political, social and
economic perspectives. Thus, the qualitative interviews focus on the metropolis where most of

the elites are residing.

Interviewees were purposely chosen from both church traditions for the sake of comparing
and contrasting the influence of 1 Enoch in both milieus as well as to evaluate their
understanding of the concepts and the extent of their Scriptures. The interviewees were
selected as well for their reliable and in-depth knowledge of the canonical position of the
EOTC, the historical background of the church’s traditions and of the general traditions
pertaining to the making of the church over the centuries. Some of the interviewees have been
participants in, or keen observers of, the church government and provided primary data on
their experiences relating to the EOTC canon. The respondents include clergy (bishops and
ordained students in training institutions fall under this category) and congregants, all of them
sampled from the two church groups mentioned above.

The tools employed in collecting data are qualitative interviews and participant
observation/empirical research. Altogether, twenty-four interviewees were selected, whereby
the researcher aimed at representivity by including members of both laity and clergy, of
different gender, age, and denominational educational background (including theological
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education). In other words, the interviewees represent different groups relevant to the study, in

proportion to their presence in the community.¥’

In a skillfully conducted qualitative interview, it is maintained, “the interviewer nurtures the
participant to reveal rich and varied data based on his or her understanding of the world, and is
thus a partner in the creating of knowledge and data, as opposed to a mere observer” (Emerald
Group [2010a]). Therefore, the use of interviews assisted the researcher to get in-depth and
reliable information as he was asking relevant questions and spending a long time with the
different respondents. Henning (2004:75) describes in-depth interviews as a conversation that
builds rapport naturally as the process continues. The conversation involves exploration,

clarification and pauses to allow time for thinking. Most of the questions were open ended.3®

The interviews took the form of face to face interaction in order to generate data always taking
account of the convenience of the interviewee. Any intrusion of my personal opinion during
the interview was avoided. Initial questions were followed by further probing ones to get more
in-depth answers. Data was captured by tape recording and transcribed to be analysed.
Permission from the interviewees was sought and their consent to disclosure of their answers
was ensured. Each interviewee has been clearly informed about the nature and purpose of the
study and they have confirmed their consent with their signatures. The form of “informed
consent” is appended to this thesis.*® Even if the ethics of research have been carried so
carefully, the thesis, however, avoids mentioning interviewees by name so that they may not
be subjects of some of a blatant criticism.

Observation was the aim of my visits to various monasteries and cathedrals of the EOTC,
focusing on the unique iconography and their worship style. Similar observation has been
done at various Evangelical churches’ worship ceremonies. After collecting data by taking
notes during observation and by capturing images with a camera, these were analysed.

According to Henning (2004:91), “observation aims to capture actions that demonstrate tacit

37 See Appendix 3.C for different categories of interviewees involved in this study.

38 See Appendix 3.A for the leading interview questions. In a qualitative interview, the questions are designed to
lead on to more probing ones the interview unfolds and specific information surfaces.

% For an “informed consent” format used for this study, see Appendix 3.B.
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knowledge of people who know the rules of action in a setting in order to fit into that setting.”

Thus, the interpretation was attentive to the socio-cultural worldview of those observed.
1.5.3 Data Analysis

Unlike in a quantitative approach, where the researcher is dealing with numbers that can be
crunched, in qualitative research “the researcher needs to use intuition, imagination and
interpretation” (Emerald Group [2010b]). I transcribed the information gained from
interviews, observational notes and pictures and transcribed them into word processing
documents. The process of analysis literally means taking apart the words, sentences and
paragraphs in order to make sense of, interpret and theorize that data (Henning 2004:127).
This process helps to eliminate unstable data, to interpret ambiguous answers and to sort out

contradictory data elicited by related questions.

Having analyzed the data thematically in line with the themes and topics that came up during
the interviews, the researcher read through the texts highlighting key quotations, insights and
interpretations. This helped to determine links between all the coded materials and specific
identified major themes. Analysed previews and direct quotations were used to present
findings wherever they were relevant to the argumentation in the thesis.

1.6 Structure of Dissertation

This dissertation is composed of eight logically structured chapters in such a way as to address

its central question.
1.6.1 Chapter One: Introduction

The introduction provides the reader with an understanding of (1) the background and
motivation of the work, (2) the research problem and its objective, (3) the literature review,

(4) the methodology and design employed and (5) an overview of each chapter.
1.6.2 Chapter Two: Theoretical Framework
A separate chapter is needed to discuss the theoretical framework as a variety of theoretical

frameworks is employed in different chapters. Some of these are partially new and particularly
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appropriate to the thesis. Of the three theoretical frameworks on which this work is based the
broader one consists in a tripolar African contextual model, to be discussed in a manner that
fits the thesis. This overarching approach is complemented by the two other frameworks. The
first one of these is a history of reception approach and explores how 1 Enoch has been
received in the course of history and how it shaped the life of the church. The reception and
preservation history of the Scriptures in the Ethiopian church is based on the same conceptual
framework. A third approach, an ecumenical appreciative approach, is developed in order to
adequately achieve the pragmatic objective of this thesis, namely to help Ethiopian churches
to come to a better understanding of each other and to develop a closer cooperative

relationship.

1.6.3 Chapter Three: Redefining Some Terms and Concepts that Cause
Misunderstanding

A number of key theological and biblical terms and concepts, including Scripture,
canon/canonical, Bible/biblical, authoritative, inspiration, apocrypha, and STL that have
generally been used (or misused) in different ways, are redefined in a way that is adequate for
the discussion in this thesis. Some of the terms have been employed in anachronistic ways by
certain modern scholars and others have undergone a considerable change of meaning. It is
believed that such confusion has contributed to the varying opinions and misconceptions as
regards the place of STL in Ethiopian churches in particular, and in the global church in
general. This chapter, therefore, specifies the meaning of the terminology as used in the thesis.

1.6.4 Chapter Four: Jude’s Usage of Jewish Literature, “Canonical” and “Extra-

canonical”

The Epistle of Jude is the focus of this chapter. It is maintained that, in spite of its brevity,
Jude is permeated with Jewish literature, both “canonical” and “non-canonical”. Selected texts
are analyzed and exegeted so as to make clear that Jude’s “extra-canonical” works do have not
less legitimacy than the “canonical” works. The “canonicity” of Jude in the context of the
making of the “canon” in the history of the Church is also argued. This raises the problem that
a “canonical” book quotes “non-canonical” works as “canonical”. Among these works is 1

Enoch which is quoted and upheld as prophecy in the Early Church and the Apostolic Church.
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The argumentation may enable the reader to understand in what sense the usage of STL has
been legitimate and appropriate. This chapter is thus devoted to an issue that Ethiopian
Evangelicals tend to avoid confronting, but that ultimately has to be faced. Following the tri-
polar contextual method, this chapter represents a stage of distantiation: the text will be

critically examined in a process that continues in the next chapter with another text.

1.6.5 Chapter Five: 1 Enoch in Jude and its Place in Early Christian and Jewish
Literature

This chapter focuses on the place of 1 Enoch in Jude and other STL. It deals with the usage
and the scriptural position of 1 Enoch in the early Christian and Jewish literature, in line with
the self-assertion of its authority. The longstanding popularity of 1 Enoch, its huge influence
on the NT and, paradoxically, the reasons for its decline and disappearance from the global
church are identified. This will help us to see that the demise of 1 Enoch was a later
development, after it was kept alive in various Jewish and early Christian writings. This in

turn helps us to understand its unique scriptural place.

1.6.6 Chapter Six: Reception, Translation and Preservation History of the Scriptures
and “Canon” Formation in the EOTC

Chapter six is the contextual center of the thesis. It focuses on the Ethiopian Churches in
general and the EOTC and its “canon” in particular. It embarks on the reception history of
Christianity in Ethiopia clarifying the reception history of the Scriptures in general. Following
the reception history of both, the chapter lays bare the translation and transmission history of
the Scriptures in the EOTC with special emphasis onl Enoch and other “extra-canonical”
writings. This brings us to the historical background of the preservation of 1 Enoch in the
EOTC. In the translation history, embracing both early and current translations, the notion of
“canon” in the EOTC is studied. A recent translation of the Bible into Amharic as well as the

controversy that surrounds it, is included as a case study.
1.6.7 Chapter Seven: The Influence and Legacy of 1 Enoch in the Making of Ethiopia

Chapter seven presents a major contribution of the thesis as it deals with the influence of 1
Enoch on Ethiopian Christianity over the centuries and as it explores the book’s impact on the
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shaping of contemporary Ethiopian Christianity. Besides the religious legacy evident in both
Orthodox and Evangelical Christianity, its influence on political, cultural, social, literary, and
artistic aspects of Ethiopian society, since its reception are studied. This chapter tries to
discover whether it is possible to understand the Ethiopian identity without an understanding
of the book of 1 Enoch. In so doing, the chapter paves the way for appropriation, dialogue and
recommendations to be developed in the last chapter. Chapter seven represents a stage of
contextualization whereby the Ethiopian context is explored in contrast to the biblical text in

question.

1.6.8 Chapter Eight: Appropriate usage of STL in Ethiopian Churches and its

Implication to Ecumenical Unity

As the culmination of the dissertation, chapter eight is the appropriation of the context and the
text that have been in dialogue. It critically evaluates the future of ecumenism involving the
EOTC and the Evangelical Churches as seen from the perspectives of both church groups. In
addition, the historical role and influence of the EOTC on Evangelicals are assessed, mainly
from the Evangelicals’ perspective. The way forward is suggested by indicating how both the
EOTC and the EEC could appropriately and efficiently use the STL and the Scriptures in its
entirety and for all its worth, for their mutual benefits. The chapter closes with a general

conclusion and recommendations for further research.
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CHAPTER TWO
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

2.1 Purpose of the Chapter

Traditionally, theoretical frameworks of most dissertations constitute only a section or a sub-
section of the introduction to the entire research. This is appropriate and adequate in cases
where researchers adopt an already established and developed theoretical approach that does
not require an elaborate discussion. What is then basically needed is a precise description of
the framework, the reasons for choosing it and in what sense it is specifically applicable to the
study in question. They may further discuss the perceived strengths and weaknesses of the

framework in relation to its specific task and look at ways to compensate for these.

However, the nature of the present thesis requires an exploration that goes beyond these
traditional standards, mainly for two reasons. Firstly, the nature of this study demands more
than a single theoretical approach, even if there is one principal framework guiding the thesis
as a whole and two subordinate but complementary approaches. Secondly, of these two
supplementary approaches, the one is technically new and the other is yet to be firmly
established. Therefore, a lengthy discussion is needed — a whole chapter in fact — to explain
the why, how, and where of the usage of these three interconnected conceptual approaches.
The primary theoretical approach of the present thesis is a tripolar African contextual model.
The first part of chapter two sets out in what way the theory is applied to the thesis. The
second part considers how the second framework — an history of reception approach - fits in
the historical discussions at a number of points. Finally, among the three theoretical
frameworks adopted in this work, an ecumenical appreciative approach will be developed in
order to adequately achieve the pragmatic objective of the thesis which is to help Ethiopian
churches to come to a better understanding of each other that may lead to cooperation and a

closer relationship.t

L1t should be noted that all the technical terms in regard to the conceptual framework are discussed and
explained here in this chapter but this exact terminology is not used in the ensuing parts of the thesis.
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2.2 African Contextual Approach

As its primary assumption, this research applies the tripolar African contextual approach,
clearly defined by Draper, Ukpong, and others.? On the basis of a rather similar, if not
identical, assumption of three poles of interpretive elements, various scholars propose a
relatively new approach or theoretical framework for interpreting and appropriating biblical
texts. At the turn of this century, Grenholm and Patte (2000:1-54) came up with the ‘tripolar
interpretive process’ that comprised three elements — a text, a reader, and a religious
community. According to Grenholm and Patte (2000:20), this interpretive process involves
reading the text critically, analysing the situation of the reader and explaining key theological
ideas that live in the religious community concerned. The three ‘poles’ are interwoven in a
single interpretive process. The concept represents a huge shift from the traditional
interpretive focus on one single element, namely the text in its original context. The newly
formulated process around three ‘poles’ would lead to adequate proportional attention being

given to the various elements that shape meaning in the interpretive process.
2.2.1 Ukpong’s Approach and Emphasis on African Context

Before Grenholm and Patte employed the term tripolar, Justin Ukpong, in his extensive
engagement with inculturation hermeneutics, repeatedly argued for multi-polar or -
dimensional foci in order to appropriate the biblical text to the African context. Very
important and evidently bold in Ukpong’s argument — and, in turn, very attractive for the
purpose of, as well as applicable to, the present study — is his insistence that the African
element has to be adequately recognized and appreciated. In a critique of the assumptions,
prevalent in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, made by western Christian missionaries as
regards African culture and worldview, Ukpong (2003:106) writes: “Travelers to Africa,
missionaries and anthropologists, notably of the Victorian age, without any basis on scientific
investigations, condemned African culture and religion as static and deprived simply because

they were different from their own. There was utter disrespect for the African person and

2 For a comprehensive and analytical discussion on the characteristics and development of African biblical
scholarship and the various categories, see Holter 2002.
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culture.” The present research takes into account that, similarly, the Ethiopian Orthodox
Tewahedo Church, its traditions, practices and values, have not only been eyed with suspicion
and treated disrespectfully, but also, at times, been condemned solely for not being compatible
with western culture and systems. In spite of the EOTC representing one of the largest
Orthodox traditions, it has, from various perspectives, been denied scholarly attention. The
present research aims to expose some of this neglect. It is, thus, obvious that the African
contextual approach is appropriate for a respectful and attentive engagement with the topic of
the thesis, placing it in its Ethiopian/African indigenous context.

One of the major drawbacks of the western missionary approach to the African context,
Ukpong (2003:108) believes, was that “many Christian missionaries still saw African culture
and religion as ‘unchristian’.” Surprisingly, in the Ethiopian context, the relatively “new”
mission based Evangelical Christians have adopted a similar view of the age-old
“indigenized” Orthodox Christianity. Whereas the Orthodox considered Evangelical
Christianity as a foreign religion or, more specifically, as e°m, or “newcomers”, the latter used
to look upon the former as “unchristian” or heathen.® The African contextual framework is
very critical of such biases and, instead, “calls for tolerance, inclusiveness and appreciation of

the other” (Ukpong 2003:118), in a way that promotes ecumenism and mutual respect.*

Highly relevant to this study, Ukpong (2003:118-119) finally lists five practical necessities for
a serious engagement with the African context which are:

a) making African contexts the subject of the interpretation of the biblical text,® b) being
informed by the perspectives of the ordinary African readers of the Bible,® c) rooting

% One of my Orthodox friends, once commented that even if he likes most of the values and practices of
Evangelicals, he could not tolerate when they (Evangelicals) called them (Orthodox) AvH i.e., Gentiles.
Evidently, it is such kind of negative attitudes to the other which pose a huge obstacle for any kind of ecumenical
unity and fellowship.

4 Even if this thesis seeks for a separate section for ecumenical appreciative approach, the African tripolar
contextual approach itself somehow implies the values and assumptions of ecumenism where the two approaches
are complementing one another.

5 The present thesis makes of the Ethiopian context its main study topic and interprets the texts connected to the
study in a way informed by the Ethiopian worldview and its historical background.

® In this connection, this study attempts to be inclusive of the perspective of ordinary people’s concerns and
aspirations, playing a role in their understanding of the Bible. The information, suggestions and perspectives of
ordinary interviewees in the qualitative interviews are given due attention and their points of view are part of the
conclusions of the thesis.
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interpretive methodologies on African cultural resources,” d) paying attention to the
interconnectedness of the secular and the religious aspects in concrete issues and in the
text,® and e) living up to the prophetic vocation of the theologian.®

The African context approach, according to Ukpong, correctly perceives “meaning” as a
“production” between the text and the reader in the process of reading, unlike the traditional
historical-critical-method, where it is assumed that “meaning” is hidden and ready-made
behind the text. The African contextual framework “sees the meaning of a text not as hidden
in the past history of the text to be discovered through historical research but as produced
[italics original] in the process of reading there is interaction between the reader and the text”
(Ukpong 1994a:179).%

One of Ukpong’s major contributions to the study of inculturation theological models is that
he clearly distinguishes these from liberation theological approaches and demonstrates that
each has its distinct characteristics. Whereas liberation theology focuses on oppression,
Ukpong (1997:5) argues that “the inculturation models focus on worldview, cultural identity,
cultural values and disvalues as well as oppression as issues in the context.” This distinction
entails another methodological difference pertaining to how one may appropriate a text and

analyze a given context. On the one hand, context is used as a resource in order to appropriate

" Methodologically, this study attempts to treat cultural resources as a source of knowledge production helping to
understand the context better. These cultural resources include manuscripts, iconographic paintings, amulets,
church buildings, stories, proverbs, etc.

8 Religion affects all parts of the lives of ordinary people and is itself affected by many dimensions of life. This
study is attentive to this strong interconnectedness, particularly in the Ethiopian context. For a discussion of four
different methodological models based on the Nigerian experience of religion and socio-political order, see
Njoku 2008, who critically argues that religion cannot be avoided or divorced from the socio-political discourse
in the Nigerian context.

® This study consciously and deliberately tries to come up with some suggestions that may help to change the
concrete lived experience of many for the better. As the writer of this thesis is motivated by the wish to make the
biblical text relevant to the Ethiopian context in an informed but effective way, Ukpong’s (2003:119) thought
that theologians should recognize their role as prophetic voice is appropriate for, and applicable to, this study.

10 Reviewing Croatto’s (1987) book, Ukpong argues that the nature of the Bible itself and how it was produced is
a result of engagements between earlier texts and their later readers over time. He writes; “the bible is a product
of a long hermeneutic process comprising God’s self revelation in Israel’s socio-historical praxis, and Israel’s
reflection (discourse) on this experience collected in the text. This creates an intimate correlation between event
and text, and offers a hermeneutical key to reading the bible” (Ukpong 1994a:189). Croatto (1987:69) argues that
in this kind of reading of the text “what is unsaid in what a text says, is said in a contextualized interpretation.”
As its credibility is the challenge for this kind of interpretation, Ukpong (1994a:188) suggests the Augustinian
hermeneutical key of charitas as a tool for adjudication where for “any interpretation of the bible to lay claim to
participation in the inspiration of the text, it must be found to be in harmony with the central or total message of
the bible which is love of God and neighbour. Any interpretation of the bible that is contrary to this must be seen
to be erroneous.”
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the biblical message or to be challenged by the text in inculturation models. On the other
hand, it is used to detect the structure of domination and the pattern of struggle against
oppression. Ukpong (1997:5) concludes: “while in the inculturation models the bible is
appropriated with the resources of the context and is also made to challenge it, in the
liberation models the bible is used as a source to challenge oppression in the context.” As this
study gives in its analyses special attention to the worldview, values and identities in the
Ethiopian context, the inculturation models are more suited for the contextualization of

research results.

For instance, one of the inculturation models, by Ukpong listed as* “comparative studies”
model, looks for parallels between the biblical context and Christian experience in the African
context.*? However, Ukpong (1997:10) criticizes the model as not having been successful
because the theologians who employ it “are more concerned with showing that there are
parallels between African and biblical religions but not in the concrete results or effects of
such parallels.” The present study however, goes beyond this limitation and defines parallels
that have concrete effects in the Ethiopian context today. For example, the way in which the
EOTC uses the Scriptures may be in exact contrast to Jude’s use of the Scriptures. They both
focus more on the orthodoxy of certain books without necessarily limiting themselves to a
strict list of “canon”. The result is that the EOTC approach may help one to better understand

the role, function, and concept of the Scriptures in present day Ethiopia.

The other example of Ukpong’s inculturation models is the so called “Africa-in-the-Bible
studies” approach.®® This “approach seeks to identify the presence of Africa and African

peoples in the bible as well as examines their contribution in biblical history. This is a direct

1 In addition to the two models already mentioned here, the comparative studies and Africa-in-the-Bible studies,
Ukpong (1997) adds two other inculturation theology models, namely “evaluative studies” and “inculturation
hermeneutics”. For works on “evaluative studies” models, see Abijole 1988; Igenoza 1988; Kalilombe 1980;
MacFall 1970; Onwu 1988; Osie-Bonsu 1990; Sawyer 1968; Ukpong 1994c; Wambutda 1981. For works on
“inculturation hermeneutics” models, see Ukpong 1996, 1995, 1994b. The three models under liberation
theology include liberation hermeneutics, black theology, and feminist theology. For a detailed discussion of
each, see Ukpong 1997:7-25.

12 See, among others, Williams 1930; Wambutda 1987; Mbiti 1971; Ukpong 1987, whose works have employed
the model of “comparative studies” in African and biblical parallels.

13 For works related to this approach, see Diop 1974; Williams 1976; Peterson 1978; Isaac 1980; Adamo 1993;
and Prior 1997.
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reaction to the de-emphasis and exclusion, in the western scholarship, of Africa and its
contribution to the biblical story” (emphasis mine) (Ukpong 1997:12). It is this model that the
current study seeks to both follow and substantiate more. As its focus is the Ethiopian context,
this thesis will be concerned with the neglect of the Ethiopian context and with demonstrating
the gap separating the Ethiopian reality from its image in the wider world. This study is,
hence, significantly influenced and informed by Ukpong’s approach and the special attention
he pays to the African context. With the tripolar African contextual framework as its
overarching approach, this thesis intentionally emphasizes the Ethiopian context in order to
counter its undue neglect by western scholarship. Ukpong’s emphasis on appropriating the
African context broadly governs this study. Another important aspect of the framework
employed in this research derives from Jonathan Draper’s framing of three clear elements as

part of the tripolar African contextual approach to which we now turn.

Important is Draper’s concept of “conversational exegesis” as the parameter of the tripolar
African contextual framework. It is this conversational approach which adequately represents
the African way of interaction and communication, whereby the past narratives are
appropriated in the light of present life experience. As “conversation is a two way process, in
which each of the persons involved can interrogate the other” (Draper 2002:13), it entails
careful listening to the other and examining his or her statements before responding to them.
Furthermore, “in African tradition, meaning is determined in the community.” Draper
(2002:13) articulates how this approach, different from the western one, adequately suits the

African context in biblical interpretation. He argues:

... it is because the meaning of a conversation is always linked inextricably to its
context, the real life situation of the dialogue partners: you cannot have ‘disembodied’
or universal conversation. One might say that the problem is not so much that the Bible
is text, but that the Western tradition tries to ‘fix it as text’ in particular confessional
interpretations (Draper 2002:13).24

14 One should consider here that it is unavoidable that there are different particular confessional interpretations,
but the problem of modern Western interpretation was that it held that the meaning of the text is fixed in the text
and that the way to get at it is placing it in its context of origin. The meaning is then revealed by means of a
dialogue between the text and its original context. In this view the context of the reader is totally irrelevant. A
reception history approach, which is applied in this study as complementary to the tripolar contextual approach,
remedies this by showing how the text can and has been read in a variety of ways in many different contexts. A
history of reception of the text in the EOTC enables the researcher to explore aspects of the Ethiopian context.
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This is what the parameters of the conversation should look like, whereby conclusions are
drawn from a conversation between two partners in dialogue and meaning could be
negotiable.®s In addition, the conversation could lead to a different conclusion if one of the
partners is replaced by another. That implies that a text could have one meaning in one context
and another meaning in a context that is changed through the participation of a new partner.
As this approach assumes that meaning is a product of a conversation between different
partners, it pays serious attention to each partner speaking for him- or herself so that the
conclusion will be fully informed by both poles. However, this does not at all imply a

diminishing of the place of the biblical text, as sometimes assumed traditionally.

As we are turning to Draper’s terminology, there are three major elements in tripolar African
contextual approach: contextualization, distantiation, and appropriation.:® Draper (2001:155;
2002:16)*" himself admits that it does not really matter which of the three poles one begins
with, “provided that each is given the due weight” with appropriate consideration of the
context of the reader. In this study I have chosen to begin with distantiation, followed by

contextualization, finally wrapping up with appropriation.*
2.2.2 Distantiation

In the conversation process of two partners, distantiation is the stage where the reader of a text

is considered as a listener, before he or she responds to the text. Distantiation, therefore, refers

Another tradition of reception entered Ethiopia in the form of a Western reception or non-reception of 1 Enoch
and the STL. Draper’s model did not focus on the reception issue where the research of the present study
introduces it as it is appropriate for this particular subject of study.

15 Ukpong seems to be at the origin of an ambiguity when he says that the African context is the subject of
interpretation. But strictly speaking ‘contexts’ do not interpret, but the different persons in that context. What he
really seems to mean is that African readers must be allowed/ empowered to be the subjects of interpretation. It is
Gerald West (2009:247-267) who has clarified the issue by pointing out that we should pay attention to the fact
that text and context enter into dialogue by means of the reader: this reader will conduct this dialogue according
to his/her own ideo-theological orientation: culture, position in society, values, concerns, commitments...

16 Applying the tripolar concept to the translation/interpretation process of the Septuagint, Owan (1997:110f.)
uses the designations interpretation, actualization and inculturation, which may be in line with Draper’s
terminology. Owan uses interpretation in the sense of Draper’s distantiation, while actualization stands for
appropriation and inculturation expresses practically the same as contextualization.

17 Before he articulates in a more elaborate way and coining “new” terminologies in these later publications,
Draper has already discussed clearly in his earlier publication (1991) the elements involved in text and context
interpretive methodology.

18 Bruce (2003:44-70), for instance, has applied this approach using the three interpretive elements effectively.
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to listening to the text rather than talking to it. It aims, as Draper (2002:17) puts it, “to gain
‘critical distance’ from the text, to suspend what s/he previously understood the text to mean,
to open her/himself up to new understanding which may contradict her/ his pre-assumptions.”
In this stage the process calls for “the reader/ hearer to let the text be other than her/himself, to
be strange, unexpected, even alienating” (Draper 2002:17). In other words, the text is given
space to challenge and judge the interpreter. It is part of the expectation that the reader is
determined to critically engage with the text, giving it a closer reading. It is very important to
note that the text is not merely an object of scrutiny; rather it is an independent partner with a
power outside the control of the reader. The biblical text is an active partner in the
conversation with a point of view that challenges, judges, or persuades the reader. In the
meantime however, as this is a conversation, the reader is not a passive recipient of the text.
The reader can expose her/his life situation and problems, ask questions, and challenge, even
if at this stage of distantiation the text is given more attention than the reader. It is the text’s
turn to make its point while the reader does more than just listen to it but meets it and engages

with it in an attentive and open manner.

In this study, selected texts from Jude and 1 Enoch are critically examined. The three methods
of exegesis—behind the text, in the text, and in front of the text—will be employed to validate
the meaning of the text from various perspectives where it is appropriate. This is a method
successfully employed by many biblical scholars including Gerald West (1993:26-50),
Itumeleng J. Mosala (1989), and Cheryl B. Anderson (2003:23-43).

2.2.3 Contextualization

In the stage of contextualization, the present researcher’s concern with the African context
comes to the fore. As plainly expressed by Draper (2002:17), contextualization “involves
spending time analyzing who we are and what our location in society and history is.” Two
aspects can be discerned here: the context of the reader with its many dimensions and the
reader with his own attitudes and views of the issues involved in the context as well as in the
text. It is this reader who directs the conversation between the text and the context. At this
stage the context of the reader is given due attention in the conversation process. In most

traditional approaches to biblical interpretation, it is assumed that an interpretation or
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assumption from the western point of view represents the “objective” meaning, or the norm.*
In a contextual African interpretive approach however, the stage of contextualization
legitimizes the contribution made from an African point of view as valid. It is valid because
arguments are made and questions asked on the basis of realities, experiences and values that
are associated with the African contexts. It is the stage where African realities and experiences
are assessed and analyzed independently where it requires some form of distantiation. It

creates a space for seeing ourselves, our realities and our situation as Africans.

In fact, even if we share several values and traditions that give us a common African identity,
we also have our own diversity and uniqueness differing from one location to the other. In
applying this approach, aware of our common African identity and presuppositions, the
contextualization stage lets us also reflect on the specific cultural and historical differences
between various African peoples. In other words, when we speak of an African interpretive
approach, “African” may apply either to the broader assumption of a commonality enjoyed by
all Africans or to the specific context of particular African socio-cultural and geo-political

entities.

For instance, Draper, in his various writings, focuses on the struggle against Apartheid in
South Africa and the colonial liberation struggle in other African countries. Ethiopia,
however, has known no Apartheid or colonial oppression but like other Africans, its
inhabitants have experienced exclusion from the global agenda because they were perceived
as “other”. When Ukpong (2000:11; 1995:11) writes about the link between the biblical and
the African contexts, he considers that “the main focus of interpretation is on the communities
that receive the text rather than on those that produced it or on the text itself, as is the case
with western methods” where “both the context of the text and context of the reader play an

important role in the production of meaning.”

This approach has made us aware of the significant neglect and exclusion of the rich

Ethiopian literary and religio-historical culture in global scholarship. This study attempts

19 For some insights on the value of pre-modern interpretation of Scripture for contemporary Biblical studies, see
Decock 2005:57-74.
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therefore to pay special attention to the various aspects of Ethiopian contexts, including the
religious life of ordinary believers, art, stories, literary documents and other social aspects
associated with the book of 1 Enoch. The preservation history of the book that has been kept
alive only in Ethiopia, its continuing relevance to both adherents of the EOTC and the
Evangelical Churches, the “canon” of the Scriptures from EOTC perspective, and other issues
related to the text of 1 Enoch are presented from the African/Ethiopian viewpoint. This may
shed new light on the book leading to a better understanding of Ethiopian Christianity from

within, while at the same time due attention will be given to other voices. .
2.2.4 Appropriation

In the process of a conversation between text and context, the third pole, appropriation, is
essentially present from the very beginning. It is a significant element in the interpretive
process for it brings the results of the previous two elements, the text and the context, in
conversation with each other and this in turn may lead to action or, at the least, it will prevent
the search for the meaning of the text from ending in a vacuum. This phase of the interpretive
process, in Draper’s (2002:18) words, “includes the understanding that it results in changed

behavior, in action in and through the community of faith in society.”

Therefore, the appropriation this study primarily is looking for is that of two different
receptions of the texts in the Ethiopian Churches. It means bringing these differing receptions
into dialogue, which presupposes that the researcher knows the context, the history of
reception of the text, and all that is involved in this. In addition, the study seeks to put the
biblical texts in question that brings the Ethiopian context in conversation with it. This may
enable the two church groups to appreciate each other’s reception and to develop a broader
and deeper understanding of the place of the Scriptures in general and of the position of 1
Enoch and the STL in the Church in particular.

However, it is maintained that the appropriative moment is elusive in the interpretive process.
Gerald O. West (2009:266) identifies two instances where it appears: “It is both the construct
of the constant engagement between text and context, and a separable component of the
interpretive process.” Thus, the appropriation element is present at every interpretive step, in

questions of relevance at various points and in the final stage of the study, where explicit
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suggestions are made. Undoubtedly one of the essential elements in the tripolar African
contextual approach is that it is a conversational process, a two way communication. Central
to it is the conversation between the text and the context and between different church
traditions. It is also mindful of being guided by an awareness of common ground, namely the

primary axis or thread of Christian faith, who is Jesus (Draper 2002:18).

Affirming Draper’s position, Gerald West would want to be more explicit in the role of the
reader/interpreter/biblical scholar in the appropriation process. He prefers to designate the
third pole as “the appropriative reader” so that it would help us recognize his/her ideo-
theological position in the interpretive act. This means, as West (2009:266) helpfully clarifies,
“our social locations construct ideological orientations which partially constitute our
engagement with the biblical text, and the biblical text constitutes theological orientation

which partially constitute our engagements with our community contexts.”

Therefore, in the process of the conversation and the reading of both text and context one
would obviously be expected to argue from one’s chosen perspective. If this perspective is
Jesus, the primary axis of Christian teaching, then one is expected “to read from the
perspective of the powerless, the outcast, the poor, rather than from the perspective of the
powerful, the respectable, the rich” (Draper 2002:18). In addition, Draper (2002:18f.) states:
“We also choose to read from our own specific location in Africa, trying to understand in what
way the text may contribute to our life and our faith as Africans in the hostile global

environment.”

This is an approach that is helpful for one who is engaging with a text on the one hand and
with differing church groups on the other. As it creates a better space for conversation and
dialogue in the African way, it serves as an appropriate framework for dealing with issues
related to the Scriptures in Ethiopia. What would serve to develop a mutual understanding
between the EOTC and the EEC — thus, ultimately, serving the body of Christ — is willingness
to have a respectful conversation with one another. It is this approach that frames the present
study which is based on a spirit that is highly regarded in many African contexts as it involves

positive dialogue and conversation.
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2.3 History of Reception Approach

In the broader framework of the tripolar African contextual approach, the nature of this thesis
demands, for some of its parts, other complementary approaches. Of the two complementary
approaches, the first one, a history of reception approach, is employed as a framework for the
historical survey sections of the thesis. These sections are concerned with the background and
transmission history of 1 Enoch, reception of Christianity in Ethiopia, the translation and
preservation history of 1 Enoch in Ethiopia, and some brief notes on the history of Evangelical
Christianity in Ethiopia. The history of reception approach frames the historical information in

its chronological order with special attention for prominent periods in Christian history.

Important in the reception history approach is its special attention for ways in which the
particular perspective of each period and context has shaped the understanding of a text and
how the text, in turn, has affected the history into which it is received.? Even if the tripolar
African contextual approach and the history of reception approach have each their own
specific goals and motivations, they share a common focus in trying to unravel how text and
context shape one another. While the African contextual model emphasizes the conversation
between the biblical text and the current African context and its readers, the history of
reception approach concentrates on the text and its interpretation in the specific context of
historical periods whose myriad perspectives have played a role in shaping the meaning of the
text for today’s reader. Put differently, the role played by the reception history model in the
interpretation process over time? fills gaps that may not be covered by the African contextual

approach, but both focus on the same elements - text and context and appropriation. For

20 History of reception approach could be one of the examples where there is an increasing interest in the
interpretation of the Fathers. Paul Decock (2008b:329), for instance, connects the reason for this growing interest
with a question “Why is the Western approach to the actualization of Scripture so hesitant, so uneasy and so
lifeless?”” In other words, he indicates that in recent biblical scholarship, we are obliged to question “to what
purpose do we read the bible” (Decock 2008b:340). Giving the due attention to the importance of history of
reception approach, Decock (2008b:340f.) concludes that “Patristic and Medieval exegesis remind us that
interpreting Scripture is ultimately about the lives of the readers, about experiencing, and responding to, God’s
life giving word about the meaning of the world and of life, about our human responsibility in this world, and
about the hope which can sustain us.”

21 As to the importance of time span in shaping a formative meaning or relative consensus, Alister E. McGrath
(2011:107), in connection to his definition of reception history, comments that in the history of Christianity
“certain ideas came into being under very definite circumstances; and that these ideas require to be tested and
validated over time — a process often referred to as ‘reception’.”
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instance, Gowler (2010:191) summarizes: “The meaning of a text does not reside alone in the
creative genius of its author; there is a complex correlation between a text and the contexts in
which a text has been read and reread, including various dynamic interrelations between

creator and contemplators, past and present.” In this way, the African tripolar interpretive and

the history of reception frameworks mutually inform each other.?

Even if it had roots in some earlier works, without their authors actually articulating the
concept, the reception history approach, also known as Wirkungsgeschichte, is a relatively
new approach the development of which is still in progress. Based on philosophical
discussions by scholars such as Martin Heidegger (1996) and Paul Ricoeur (1981), Hans-
Georg Gadamer (1975; 2004) theorized that throughout history exegesis had occurred in
conversation mode between text and reader and this insight became the foundation of his
thinking in shaping the Wirkungsgeschichte framework.?

The major contribution of Ricoeur and Gadamer is their appreciation of the conversational or
dialogical way of reading biblical texts, whereby both the text and the reader are listening to
and challenging each other.* Gadamer, in this respect, proposed an interpretive method using
double foci in his theory of “fusion of horizons,” an approach that was followed and further
developed by others. However, Gadamer (1975:99) goes a step further by concluding that
any hermeneutical event is an unfinished task that implies a process involving a continuous

time span.?® Gadamer (2004:581) concludes his most recent work with a remark on the

22 Some scholars employed the history of reception approach together with other approaches such as the socio-
rhetorical approach, whereby both inform one another. For a discussion of such an interdisciplinary approach,
based on a number of Vernon Robbins’s (1992; 1994; 1996; 2002; 2010) studies of the dialogical approach and
mainly committed to a socio-rhetorical interpretation, see Gowler 2010:191-206.

2 For instance, Martin O’Kane (2010:148) argues that “while there has clearly been a burgeoning of publications
in relation to the reception history of the Bible in art, the most influential figure associated with
Wirkungsgeschichte remains Hans-Georg Gadamer, and the seminal work that has provided the theoretical
underpinning of the concept is found in his opus magnum, Truth and Method (1975), where he presents the role
of hermeneutical aesthetics in understanding the function of art.

24 For instance, Ricoeur (1981:143) argues that “to interpret is not a question of imposing on the text our finite
capacity of understanding but of exposing ourselves to the text and receiving from it an enlarged self.”

25 This approach has been widely discussed and elaborated by Anthony Thiselton (1980) in his widely recognized
work, The Two Horizons: New Testament Hermeneutics and Philosophical Description.

% O’Kane (2010:158) correctly notes that the nature of the reception history approach “is not simply about the
history of cataloguing responses to a biblical text, but about a vital and multi-faceted human engagement in
interpretative situations that are forever changing.”
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ongoing nature of interpretation: “But | will stop here. The ongoing dialogue permits no final
conclusion. It would be a poor hermeneuticist who thought he could have, or had to have, the

last word.”?

Another contribution of Gadamer, related to reception history, lies in his awareness that
“transformation” over time of the meaning of terms would have a major impact on the
interpretation process and ensuing understanding. Knight (2010:137) correctly opines that
“one of the most striking qualities of Gadamer’s magnum opus [Truth and Method] is his view
that the history of the language used obstructs any move towards an absolute definition of
terms.” This is evident in the attempt of this thesis to define a number of key theological terms
which are seemingly understandable but notoriously problematic when one is arguing and
trying to reach consensus. The same terms may convey different things as the context changes
spatially and/or temporally. Gadamer (2004:111) explains this effect and how words or
concepts may be transformed: “transformation means that something is suddenly and as a
whole something else, that this other transformed thing that it has become is its true being, in

comparison with which its earlier being is nil.”

Luz applies this framework effectively in his Matthean commentary. Luz (1990:95) argues
that Wirkungsgeschichte involves looking at “the history, reception, and actualizing of a text
in media other than the commentary, e.g., in sermons, canonical law, hymnody, art, and in the
actions and sufferings of the church.” His discussion of the Magi, for instance, that connects
the text with its diverse and rich interpretations in the history of painting acknowledges the

contribution of artists and their viewers.

Furthermore, Luz shows the importance of the reception history approach in efforts to
promote ecumenism. He argues that the reading of the interpretations of the Church Fathers,
for instance, helps to deepen the meaning of any given text on the one hand while, even more

significant, deepening ecumenical understanding (Elliott 2010:164).

27 This is how Gowler (2010:203) concludes his article on the interdisciplinary approach of reception history:
“we stand on the shoulders of centuries of conversations; our own positions are never independent of the
reception history of these texts—ancient and modern—and our own work is woefully incomplete without a
dialogic presentation of or response to those other responses.”
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In fact, Wirkungsgeschichte as a relatively new approach in the process of formation is still
challenged and confronted with questions, for example how it should be defined. Roberts and

Rowland (2010:132) offer a working definition as to what constitutes history of reception:

Wirkungsgeschichte is an attempt to be truly diachronic and to appreciate the history of
texts through time as a key to their interpretation. It contests the idea that exegesis
should be confined to written explication of texts or to the views of a few academic
exegetes. Rather, its openness to other media of exegesis, and to the varieties of effects
of biblical texts, puts biblical studies in touch with wider intellectual currents in the
humanities and in faith communities. Wirkungsgeschichte acknowledges literature, art,
music and actualizations of the text as modes of exegesis just as important as the
conventional explanatory writings of Judaism and Christian theology. It also entails
acknowledging that, alongside the arts, there is a rich tradition of biblical interpretation
which lies unstudied and perhaps unread in libraries and archives.

In formulating the concept and definition of reception history in relation to validating what
constitutes meaning, Gadamer (2004: 296) writes: “The real meaning of a text, as it speaks to
the interpreter, does not depend on the contingencies of the author and his original audience. It
certainly is not identical with them, for it is always co-determined also by the historical
situation of the interpreter and hence by the totality of the objective course of history.”?

In conclusion, history of reception, unlike methods such as the traditional historical critical
method that treats the text as an object of examination in itself, encourages a conversational
approach involving the text and the reader, whereby the reader is located at various periods of
history.? Like the African contextual approach, Wirkungsgeschichte asks for the input of both
text and reader in the creation of meaning. The importance of the reception history framework

lies in its sensitivity to various voices in the interpretive history of the text and using these to

2 However, Thiselton is one of the scholars who hesitate to fully support the ascription of meaning mainly to
historical context. For instance, he argues that “wrestling with Wirkungsgeschichte or reception history opens the
door to exegesis as explication: an explication that permits us to see dimensions of meaning that successive
contexts of reading bring into sharper focus for our attention” (Thiselton 2007: 304). On the other hand, some
scholars argue that “following Hans-Georg Gadamer, text and interpreter can be seen as co-participants in a
conversation that constitutes meaning rather than being secondary to some sort of prior, original meaning”
(Rowland 2009: 143). In a sense, Rowland's explanation of Wirkungsgeschichte is equivalent to that of Draper's
tripolar approach with three corresponding elements: text, interpreter, conversation and they shift the focus from
the traditional historical-critical method to a new approach that gives more space to the reader.

29 For a discussion on the relevance of the reception history approach as compared to the historical-critical
method, and the importance of interdisciplinary approaches, see Lyons 2010:207-220. For an argument on “the
centrality of this interpretative approach and its deep roots in Protestant exegesis of the Bible” (Roberts and
Rowland 2010:135), see Morgan 2010:175-190.
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build meaning. The entire process, therefore, is characterized by “an awareness of negotiation
taking place” between the text and the reader (Roberts and Rowland 2010:135). In its
ecumenical inclusivity as well, the reception history approach maintains openness to various

voices in history and an appreciation of plurality of meaning.
2.4 Ecumenical Appreciative Approach

As part of its purpose this study strives to bring the EOTC and EEC in conversation and to
effect a better understanding between the two groups through a better understanding of the
Scriptures that both believe in as sacred text. This could be achieved by engaging in an
ongoing conversation in a spirit of ecumenism and appreciation of the other. Appreciation of
the other calls for openness, mutual respect, a common goal, inclusiveness and tolerance.
These would be the main but by no means the only conditions for establishing an appreciative
conversation in an ecumenical spirit. However, if the basic requirements are to a significant
degree fulfilled, ecumenical discussion in the Ethiopian context will be attainable. What,
then, do these requirements mean and how can each of them be applied to promote
ecumenical unity among Ethiopian churches? Before we consider this question we have to

define what we mean by “ecumenism” in the context of, and for the purpose of, this thesis.
2.4.1 Background and Definition of Ecumenism

Even if the concept of ecumenism has had varying meanings in the history of the church, “at
the turn of the twenty-first century, both ‘ecumenism’ and ‘ecumenical movement’ refer
primarily to the multidimensional movement of churches and Christians whose goal is both
the visible unity of the churches and an integration of mission, service, and renewal” (Rusch
2001:46).

The word “ecumenism” derives from the Greek oikovpevn, a passive participle of olkew,
meaning “inhabit.” The participle was later used to indicate the inhabited world — living

together in one world.

According to the Dictionary of the Ecumenical Movement the different nuances of the
meaning of ecumenism are (a) a search for unity in the truth found in Jesus; (b) a search for

the will of God in every area of life and work; (c) a search to discern, proclaim and participate
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in the triune God’s purpose for humankind; (d) the mission of God to the world.*° In
contemporary literature, ecumenism refers “to a multidimensional movement, including
mission, social concerns, and ethical questions, whose center and goal is the unity of the
churches” (Rusch 2001:47). This is adopted as a working definition by the present study.

The World Missionary Conference held in Edinburgh in 1910 is usually described as the
beginning of the modern ecumenical movement. It made different movements focus on
uniting Christians to share the gospel with the world (Rusch 2001:52). “The conference
emphasized enduring ecumenical concerns: the evangelization of the world, where a divided
and competing Christianity was a great hindrance; a commitment to peace and social justice;
and a specific inner ecclesiastical motive — to seek the unity of the church because, on the
basis of a confession of faith, the church is essentially one” (Rusch 2001:52). These were also
the major concerns that, in the Ethiopian context, motivated Gudina Tumsa, the late General
Secretary of the Ethiopian Evangelical Church Mekane Yesus (EECMY), in his selfless

attempts to attain ecumenical unity in Ethiopia in particular and in the world in general.?

The common basis for all ecumenical thought and action is the fundamental conviction of the
message of the NT—that unity is in the nature of the church.

The unity of the church is a matter of Christian faith and confession, and not mere
utility (Eph. 4:15). Thus the church in its unity is indestructible / [unbreakable]. This
insight is part of Christian faith and confession. The unity of the church is viewed as
God’s gift. Every effort for Christian unity presupposes an essential unity of the church
that already exists. The task of ecumenism, then, is to allow this God-given unity to
become visible (Rusch 2001:56).

%0 For details, see the Introduction of the Dictionary of the Ecumenical Movement, edited by Lossky, Nichlas et
al, xi-xiv.

31 Gudina Tumsa gave his life, both in life and death, for ecumenism, Christian solidarity, the cause of the unity
of the body of Christ, the cause of the Gospel of the Risen Lord Jesus Christ—an evangelical ecumenical martyr.
Gerd Decke is quite right in illustrating Gudina’s martyrdom in the context of his ecumenical endeavour to
firmly resist the imminent evil in a unified spirit. Gudina was a martyr of the abuse of the Gospel and an
ecumenical hero who endangered his life in order to rescue the Christian church in his country, Ethiopia. Decke
(2003:128) writes: “No wonder that in the long run the Marxist regime [of Ethiopia] decided to eliminate Gudina
Tumsa, when Gudina was not willing to collaborate with them, nor let himself be used for propaganda purposes,
and he was instrumental in founding a Council on the Cooperation of the Churches in Ethiopia [CCCE] in 1976,
including the Orthodox, Catholic and various Protestant denominations, which was understood as establishing a
political base independent from the government.”
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Gudina perceived a number of ecumenical qualities as connected to the Lutheran definition of
the Church as “the communion of saints where the word of God is proclaimed rightly and the
Sacraments are administered rightly.” This meant, in his view, that “the Church is located
where grace is offered, the bitterness of sin is taken away, the blessings of God appropriated,
and the joy of the Lord’s forgiveness is experienced” (Gudina 2003:16). Whatever structures
we might have, either in a church or in ecumenical unity, what matters is the common goal: to
promote and experience the grace, blessings and forgiveness of the Lord Jesus Christ. It is in
this sense that Gudina embraced the Lutheran vision of unity of saints under God’s grace and
the ecumenical spirit of unity bringing this grace of Jesus Christ in the proclamation of the

Gospel, which is in effect evangelical.

The EOTC in its dogmatic stance strongly empathizes with many aspects of the Ecumenical
council and its catholicity. The Church firmly confesses and believes in the “unity of saints”
as expressed in the apostolic confessional creeds. Likewise, Lutheran reformers have stressed
that their teaching “should not be conceived as the dogma of a new church but simply as the
correct teaching of the one, holy, catholic, and apostolic church, to which the reformers
belonged” (Rusch 2001:50). In other words, like their Orthodox counterparts, in principle the
reformers were of an ecumenical mind and spirit when they set out to reform the church. The

confessional creeds of the Lutheran Communion have kept this spirit alive.

It is in this broader sense that Malek (1999:19) defines ecumenism as “an examination of
conscience, a dialogue for conversion, a radical acknowledgement of our conditions as sinners
in need of Christ, attempting to resolve our differences and practical engagement in ways that
vividly portray Christ as our chief quality, our Lord. Ecumenism is a means of evangelisation

and witness to the wider world.”

Thus ecumenical relations can and should be built on global, regional, and local levels. At all
these levels it allows divided churches in their own settings to work cooperatively for the
cause of the gospel, to stand together against evil that Christians — and all human beings for

that matter — face, and to discuss divisive issues. In the Ethiopian context, for instance, Gudina
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was able to emphasize the evangelical perspective of ecumenism as integrated in his Lutheran

identity. This is a must, a position to be held by every evangelical Lutheran Christian.®

Ecumenism is an ideal that the churches of Christ strive for in order to reach complete unity.*
But, even if many agree with the indispensability of ecumenism for the realization of a true
church of Christ, it remains a real challenge when it comes to praxis.** For establishing an
adequate ecumenical conversation, as is the aim of this study, some practical principles of
ecumenism will have to be employed as part of the thesis’ overall framework. These
principles that would considerably enhance the possibility of a successful ecumenical

conversation are discussed below.
2.4.2 Openness

To complement both the tripolar African contextual and the reception history approaches the
present thesis employs the ecumenical appreciative approach.

One of its elements is openness which may introduce a common thread to link the different
frameworks. For instance, it is argued that “the goal of reception history is to develop an
open-ended dialogic form of hermeneutics that is not alienated from human experience”
(Roberts and Rowland 2010:133) which is also a very important element for an ecumenical

appreciative approach.

Openness, from an ecumenical appreciative point of view, implies the willingness to learn

about and from the other and, thus, establish appreciation of the good qualities of, and

32 Even if there is the will and the need in general terms, it is not yet clear whether this motive still lives among
subsequent leaders of the EECMY and the members at large.

33« . Tinthem and you in me, that they may become completely one, so that the world may know that you have
sent me and have loved them even as you have loved me” (John 17:23 (NRSV)).

34 This has been clearly reflected in the qualitative interviews that are part of this research. Almost all
interviewees agreed in principle that ecumenism is unquestionably part and parcel of the church body. They
however expressed how difficult and challenging the practice of ecumenism is in the Ethiopian context. For a
detailed discussion see chapter eight of this thesis.
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contributions made by, the other.® It entails readiness to be changed and renewed by what one

learns from the other.

The nature of openness in ecumenism arises from the nature of the Bible itself. While it serves
as a common heritage for the creation of one Christian faith community, it also allows for
alternative voices coming from different contexts. As Elliott (2010:162) remarks about the
Bible: “What else can the church or churches rely on? But it is also the Bible which allows the

church to be a community of openness yet alterity”.

We need to underline that openness in ecumenism entails belief in the omnipotence of God
and miracle, even in regard to church unity. It is true that many distance themselves from
ecumenical unity because they fear it is in practice an impossibility. However, the church
should base its principles on the Scriptures’ firm teaching that nothing is impossible with God.
He is a God of miracles. Therefore, it is our responsibility to move forward and to give
ourselves in faith to Him and obey Jesus’ prayer (Jn. 17:23) to the effect that we should be
completely one. Speaking from the Ethiopian context, Gudina Tumsa was strongly convinced

of the need for openness. He argues:

It seems to be necessary to remind ourselves of the mighty power of the Bible’s God,
because there are Christians who argue that there cannot be a unity among the churches.
Biblical faith is based on the impossible, on miracles. ... miracles are contrary to the
laws of nature. Ours is still the God of miracles, and one of the miracles he may perform
today is to bring about unity among His churches. Let us then talk about His Church
rather than our churches (emphasis mine) (Gudina 2003:19).

From an Orthodox perspective it is also maintained that openness - openness to the Spirit of
the Lord and towards one another - is a key to ecumenical understanding. An Orthodox
theologian, John Meyendorff, makes a plea to his fellow Orthodox and others for openness if
they want a sincere ecumenism to emerge. He writes that all the efforts to bring about

ecumenical unity “will bring forth fruit only if they end upon an encounter, not only with each

3 For example, one of the ways to be involved in this learning process about the other and from the other is by
participating in the scholarly discussion of ecumenism. It is noted that the Journal of Ecumenical Studies ... is a
venture that is “part and parcel of the new spirit: a spirit of openness in discussion” (from the back page of
Scripture and Ecumenism, by Leonard J Swindler, 1965).
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other, but also with the Lord in the Spirit of Truth. To be truly ‘ecumenical’ is to be ready [in

other words, to be open] at every moment, for this encounter” (Meyendorff 1965:57f.).

In conclusion, openness entails readiness to learn from, and listen to, the other in a manner
that may change one’s perspectives. It requires a lot of trust in God who is the owner and
creator of the church and it asks for obedience to Him, accepting what is right in His sight. It
is in this spirit that this study is conducted and it expects the different churches in Ethiopia to
embrace the same openness and engage in a vibrant ecumenical conversation. At God’s table,
oikoumene, we cannot limit ourselves. We must be open to accept this new phenomenon

based on adequate interpretations of the Scriptures.
2.4.3 Mutual Respect

Ecumenism, dialogue, conversation, all these involve two or more parties who, for their
encounter to succeed, have to combine openness with mutual respect. However sincerely one
party strives to achieve cooperation and fellowship, the efforts will not bear fruit if there is no

reciprocation from the other parties.

Mutual respect is the conscious undertaking of each party to value the very existence of the
other parties and to appreciate their qualities. Without such mutual respect there can be no
ecumenism. In the Ethiopian context, particularly in EOTC and Evangelical circles, labeling
the other negatively has been a common problem. In this divisive environment, fictitious
narratives developed, blackening each other. So, the call for mutual respect implies the need
for a move against the tendency to demonize the other without justification. It entails the

replacing of disregard with respect, thus building a spirit of ecumenism.
2.4.4 Common Goal

The common goal of both church bodies, even if understanding and rituals differ, is a holistic®
transformation of individuals that, in turn, leads to societal transformation through the good

3 This is evident from Gudina Tumsa’s effort in the 1970’s to establish an ecumenical council in Ethiopia. He
did not succeed as other denominations were not ready.

37 “Holistic” ministry, in the Ethiopian Evangelical Church Mekane Yesus, has been applied as the central motto
of the Church with an understanding of serving human beings in their full personality of spirit, body and soul. It
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news of Jesus Christ. If both parties came to realize that the other is involved in the same
noble mission, appreciation would of necessity follow and might even result in cooperation.
Such synergy would lead to much better achievements than the efforts made separately and
competitively. This study suggests that the common denominator should be given more

weight, in order to promote a fruitful ecumenism.

It is clear that the EOTC and the Evangelicals have to avoid the pitfalls of a divided society
and learn to acknowledge and appreciate the ultimate goal of “the Church”. When churches
come to a deliberate awareness that they are serving and worshiping one and the same Lord to
whom the church belongs, they may humble themselves and be willing to cooperate and
develop fellowship with their co-workers in the Kingdom. A consciousness that all are
partners in the same mission might serve as a powerful motivation for ecumenical unity and
fellowship. The realization that all confess that “there is one body and one Spirit, just as you
were called to one hope when you were called, one Lord, one faith, one baptism; one God and
Father of all, who is over all and through all and in all” (Eph. 4:4-6 (NRSV)) would help
believers to value that broad oneness above all that separates them. It calls for the deeper
identity of brotherhood in the family of the Lord whose ultimate goal is serving Him and Him
alone. It is in this spirit that ecumenical fellowship in Ethiopia would be effective and could

be achievable.®

Experience teaches that there are a number of things that a single denomination cannot do on
its own. In order to be successful these things require cooperation with brothers and sisters in
other denominations. Examples are challenging the communist persecution and the denial
ideology in Ethiopia in the 70’s and 80’s, the overthrowing of Apartheid in South Africa, and
the struggle against HIVV/AIDS.

has multifaceted dimensions addressing religious, socio-cultural, and political aspects, as Jesus did and for which
he set an example during his earthly ministry.

38 |t is in this spirit that Gudina’s (2003:26) urgently called on the EECMY to promote ecumenical unity: “In
obedience of the Lord of the Church and in order that the prayers of our Savior may be fulfilled, the ECMY
should continue its efforts and strengthen its work in areas of ecumenical cooperation.”
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2.4.5 Inclusiveness

As Christian churches have a common goal, it is feasible for them to practice inclusiveness as
regards their perception of the Scriptures and its interpretations. For instance, Elliott
(2010:164) argues that “Canonical reading is good when it is inclusive (‘both...and’) and bad
when it is exclusive (canons within canons: ‘either...or”).”®® The element of inclusiveness
implies also a strong bond between an ecumenical appreciative approach and a reception
history approach as the concern of the latter is for “negotiating a more emancipated, inclusive
and dialogical kind of understanding” (Roberts and Rowland 2010:134).

In proclaiming the Gospel the mandate is inclusive which means “that proclaiming Christ to
his world is the responsibility of every Christian and every church, regardless of the varying
situations in which we find ourselves” (Gudina 2003:63).However, inclusiveness does not
mean succumbing to the identity of the other; rather, it is about treating all equally and fairly.
Justice must be at the center of this approach so that the process does not get stuck in another

kind of animosity or hatred.

Philip Potter (1977:307) points out both the challenge and the extent of inclusiveness in the
ecumenical movement. He writes: “The whole burden of the ecumenical movement is to co-
operate with God in making the oikoumene an oikos, a home, a family of men and women, of
young and old, of varied gifts, cultures, possibilities, where openness, trust, love and justice
reign” (Potter 1977:307). This argument also clarifies how the different requirements listed in

this section are interconnected.
2.3.6 Tolerance

To be inclusive means to willingly and intentionally embrace the other in a frame of mind that
necessitates another principle of ecumenism, namely tolerance. As an endeavor to create unity
and fellowship, ecumenism faces a number of serious challenges, even obstacles. When such
obstacles manifest themselves, a sound way to deal with them is to exercise tolerance. Once

again, tolerance does not imply the loss of one’s identity and becoming another person.

39 For a similar discussion see Luz 2005: 344-48.
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Rather, it is appreciating the qualities of the other by exercising leniency, acceptance or
understanding towards the differences and seeming weaknesses of the other. Part of an
appreciative approach is tolerance shown by both parties for the common good of the society

they are serving.

Above all, the bottom line for tolerance to be effective is love and justice. Ecumenical unity
should arise from hearts that have surrendered to love as shown by Jesus Christ, practiced on
the basis of justice. Ecumenism must always presuppose love and justice as manifested in the
life and ministry of Jesus Christ. Tolerance, therefore, is not just agreeing to disagree, which is
a good principle in itself, but rather to go further and love, accept, and appreciate the other

without any intention of changing one’s identity.

Another way to give expression to tolerance is in practicing “unity in diversity.” In
ecumenism, there is an inherent and ultimate unifying bond between Christians and churches
of Christ. However, there are also undeniable differences between Christian traditions. These
differences should be tolerated without any tendency of disguising the differences. Instead

they should be appreciated and whenever possible enjoyed so as to build unity.

The five requirements mentioned here are some characteristics of the ecumenical appreciative
approach, applicable to this study. I intend to develop this theoretical framework into a more
elaborate one in the main part of the thesis. More precisely, the contribution of this thesis is its
integration of three approaches, where it proves that, depending on the topic, integration of
approaches is not only adequate but also appropriate for some topics. In this chapter, however,
I have described the overarching framework of the approaches and the assumptions by which

the writer of this study has been shaped and guided.

The following joint declaration of the Roman Catholic Church and the Lutheran Communion
is a good example of an agreement reached in an ecumenical spirit after an extended process
in which the various ecumenical requirements have become part of the thinking of both

churches:

the Roman Catholic—Lutheran Joint Declaration on Justification (1997) was in no way
an admission that the long quest for the correct justification doctrine was a waste of
time and that interpretations are merely a matter for aesthetics and sometimes for moral
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warnings; rather, it was a confident claim that the truth of this matter is to be found
somewhere between the Protestant and Catholic doctrinal positions (Elliott 2010:171).

2.4 Conclusion

This chapter theorizes on the conceptual approach that frames this study. Under the umbrella
of the tripolar African contextual broader framework, the thesis uses two more complementary
but subordinate theoretical frameworks, closely interwoven with the overarching one. The
history of reception approach guides portions of the thesis related to historical dimensions,
both ecclesiastical and scriptural, while an ecumenical appreciative approach guides mainly
those portions of the thesis that relate to discussions concerning the two church groups in
question. In other words, this is an interdisciplinary approach employing three closely

connected theoretical frameworks that are mutually inclusive.

Each of the approaches with their distinctive properties promotes a number of principles that
all three have in common, but in different forms. These common principles are fundamental to
the present study. They include conversation, dialogue, appropriation, self-criticism, and
inclusivity. It is the researcher’s assumption that they allow space for all parties in the search

for ecumenism to be heard and also to be challenged.
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CHAPTER THREE

REDEFINING SOME TERMS AND CONCEPTS WHICH CAUSE
MISUNDERSTANDING

3.1 Purpose of the Chapter

Terminological and conceptual misunderstandings are very common because of the changes
they undergo in their usage by different communities through time and space. The same word
can mean different things over time and at different locations. In addition, when a word /
concept is imported / translated into another language and used by a different faith
community, it may not mean one and the same thing as in its original language or for the other

community.

Despite the potential confusion and misunderstandings of such key terms and concepts would
create, it is unavoidable to use them for their long standing usage around both the academic
and ecclesiastical circles. As a result, it is inevitable to clarify the possible confusions, set a
working definition applicable to this context,* and engage in the broader debate of the problem
to make some proposal as much as possible.

The major research question this thesis is dealing with is “Why do the Ethiopian Churches,
Orthodox and Evangelicals, who have been shaped and influenced by 1 Enoch, hold strongly
opposing views towards the STL in general and 1 Enoch in particular?”” Under this broader
question, which serves for the entire thesis, another specific question could be raised to be
discussed in this chapter—could one of the reasons for differing views between Ethiopian
Evangelicals and the EOTC be due to the differences they may have in conceptual

understanding and pragmatic usage of such theological and biblical terms?2 If so, which terms

L If the broader audience, and not specifically the participant of the colloquium he was originally addressing, is in
his mind, Eugene Ulrich’s (2003:58) plea to formulate “a fully adequate definition that all can agree on,” is
unlikely since a key term or a concept should be defined based on a context.

2 In fact, it is true that there is a different view of the Scriptures because the two churches stand in two very
different historical traditions. The history of the Protestant churches in Europe has shaped their understanding
and approach to the Scriptures, a history very different from the history and experience of the Ethiopian Church.
However, the problem is a terminological one, which does not consider this differences and as a result most

52



are so disputed and which ones are used in common terms? To what extent do terminological
and conceptual differences result in misunderstanding of each other? Are these differences
real or superficial? Could there be a common ground that both church groups may come closer
in understanding and defining these terms?

The purpose of this chapter, therefore, is to critique the definitions, scope, importance and
usage of various biblical and theological key terms, concepts, views, and categories of
writings, with special reference to the STL in the NT time and in today’s Ethiopian Churches,
so as to lay a foundation for the terminological ground of the discussion of the thesis. It also
attempts to indicate the differences in concept of some terminologies and makes a choice this
thesis would follow, so that the reader would understand what it means when those key

terminologies are employed in the thesis.

The chapter is divided into two main parts, where key biblical and theological terms, concepts,
and views are defined in the first part, whereas categories of scriptural writings are identified

in the second.
3.2 Key Biblical and Theological Terms, Concepts and Views

Some of the key theological and biblical terms and concept, which have been used or misused
differently, include Scripture, canon/canonical, Bible/biblical, authority, and inspiration.3
Some of them were employed anachronistically by some modern scholars, while others
underwent a significant change of meaning. It is believed that such confusions contributed to
varying positions and misunderstandings of the place of STL in Ethiopian churches in

particular and the global church in general.

scholarly discussions employ the same key terms in reference to both differing churches with their own peculiar
concepts and nuances for these terms.

3 It is understood that there are plenty of biblical and theological terms of which definitions universal consensus
are not reached. Only these — (the) Scripture(s), canon/canonical, Bible/biblical, authoritative, inspiration,
Apocrypha, and STL — are treated in this chapter/thesis due to their unique sensitivity in the Ethiopian churches
context. | argue that these are the most significant concepts which are highly disputed among Ethiopian churches
in particular, even if they are highly debated in the global churches as well.
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3.2.1 Scripture (the Scriptures)

“Scripture” is a complex and difficult term to define mainly because of its conceptual
differences and development in various contexts and periods, as well as its close
connectedness with other related concepts and terms like “authority,” “inspiration,” and
“canon”. In The Anchor Bible Dictionary, for example, there is not an entry for “Scripture”
per se, rather an entry under “scriptural authority” with eight separate articles, each focusing
on a particular aspect of the subject (Freedman 1992, 5:1017-1056).* Some other biblical
dictionaries simply avoid defining it; rather they refer to how the word is used in the Bible at
different periods and in different believing communities (Bromiley 1996:1069). Another way
of presenting it is either by simply relating it or coupling it with other subjects such as canon,
inspiration, revelation, interpretation, tradition, and authority.> Another way of defining the

term is to generalize it as a “name given to the holy writings of any religions group” (Elwell

1986:1915).Thus, the difficulty to define “Scripture” is evident.

Scripture and Bible: To begin with, the problem in conceptual definition of Scripture, in the
English language, is simply equating it with another related, but not identical, term Bible. For
instance, Alister E. McGrath writes that the English terms “Bible” and “Scripture,” together
with the derived adjectives “biblical” and “scriptural,” “are virtually interchangeable. Both
designate a body of texts which are recognized as authoritative for Christian thinking”

(McGrath 2007:121).

Likewise, Robert Gnuse equates the two terms—“Bible” and “Scripture”—with the term
“canon”, which is more technical and formal, for him, than the others. “The words ‘Scripture’
and ‘Bible’ are used interchangeably. The word ‘canon’ is basically synonymous with these
two words, but it denotes more properly the official corpus of literature designated by the
Church for theological use in the fourth century A.D.” (Gnuse 1985:5).

4 The articles include biblical authority in Judaism, Eastern Orthodoxy, Roman Catholicism (these three are an
overview of three different confessional contexts), Early Church, Middle Ages, (these two represent the
formative periods of the church), Reformation and post-Reformation, Enlightenment, post-Enlightenment, and
post-critical periods, (dealing with the development of the subject in various periods).

5 Among others, this includes Ferguson and Wright 1988:627-633; Tenney 1976:302-313.
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However, even in English, these two terms are not always designating one and the same thing.
At least three major differences can be noted: first, the very names themselves have different
origins; while “Scripture”, the Greek ypadry, graphe refers to (sacred) writings, the word
“Bible”, the Greek BLpB\la, biblia refers to a book, or a collection of books.® Secondly, while
“Scripture” has a long standing history, even though with a widely developing meaning
through time, “the Bible” is fairly a recent invention in English language. It is maintained that
the word “Bible, the English form of the Greek name Biblia , meaning ‘books,’ the name
which in the fifth century began to be given to the entire collection of sacred books, ... was
adopted by Wickliffe, and came gradually into use in [the] English language” (Bible Works
2003:580). Finally, whereas the word Scripture(s),” either in its singular or plural form, refers
to any sacred writings, without necessarily indicating the canonicity of the work, the word

Bible is mainly attached to the canon of the Scriptures.

Therefore, the assertion of some scholars that the two terms, Scripture and Bible, are used
interchangeably, as presented above, is largely misleading. If they are used interchangeably,
which is true at times, it is either a recent phenomenon or can be identified from its context.
However, James C. VanderKam rightly warns that we should avoid using the term “Bible” or
“biblical” for the Second Temple Period, which presupposes a canon, rather, we should use a

broader term(s) “(the) Scripture(s)” and “scriptural” for the authoritative writings of the period
(VanderKam 2002:109).

Ethiopian Context: When it comes to the Ethiopian context, the Ethiopian Churches, both
Orthodox and Evangelicals, designate the Bible in Amharic word ev&h& $4.0 Metsihaf Qidus
(literally means “The Holy Book™), whereas the Scripture(s) is designated by the plural form
of it, #%0t avhet gidusat metsahift (literally means “holy books™). Nevertheless, the
concept that constitutes what the Orthodox and the Evangelicals would indicate by “Bible” or

“(the) Scripture(s)” may not be one and the same thing. Especially, what the Orthodox

61t is from these two different Greek terms, ypadr and BLB)ia, that the English terms “Scripture” and “Bible” are
derived respectively. These two terms have been employed either with the definite articles, 1 ypadr| or

Ta BLBAla, indicating to a specific writings or books, or without the definite article, indicating to a general and
wider collection.

" In most cases, it is the singular form of Scripture which is equated to the Bible, even if, at times, the plural is
also employed likewise.
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Christians think of the Scriptures (holy books) is quite different from what their counterparts,
Evangelicals, would think about them, even if the difference of the concept of the word
“Bible” o2& h& ¢4 is much narrower than before. The word “Bible,” for the Ethiopian
Orthodox Tewahedo Church, refers to the eighty-one books, traditionally called as (772 ~A74
semaniya ahadu (the eighty-one), which the Church claims to be their “canon”.® On the other
hand, for the Evangelicals, it refers to the sixty-six books of the Bible accepted by the

Protestant churches globally.

In terms of definition, as the Evangelicals would agree, the EOTC mainly connects the notion
of the Scriptures with its divine origin and inspiration. The church believes that “all Scriptures
are written with the inspiration of the Spirit of God or are the breadth of God. They are also
described as Holy Books containing the word of God” (EOTC 1996:45).Therefore, besides the
agreement on the definition of the term “Scripture”, what unifies both church groups in
Ethiopia is that both refer to the collection of the books of the Old and New Testament as the
“Bible”. However, they differ in what constitutes the Bible on the one hand and the range of
the Scriptures in the other hand. The Orthodox tend to embrace a wider collection as the

Scriptures while the Evangelicals tend to limit the Scriptures to only “canonical” books.

Despite the difference in what constitutes the canon of the Scriptures, both Orthodox and
Evangelical Christians in Ethiopia have a very high regard and reverence for the Scriptures.
Now-a-days, it is customary that most of the debate and discussion on the marketplace among
the laity of the two churches is mainly based on the Bible. The Bible is a point of reference to
most of the arguments, which implies a common understanding of the critical importance of

the Scriptures.

Defining the term “Scripture/the Scriptures”: The term “Scripture/the Scriptures”, in a
broader sense, can simply be defined as “a [considered] book holy by the members of a
religion” (Stanley 2010:3); a definition, which can be applicable for all religions. Stanley

further articulates that “Scripture is the writing accepted by and used in a religious

8 Which eighty-one books constitute the EOTC canon and issues related to the “canon” of the EOTC are
discussed in depth in chapter six below.
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community as especially sacred and authoritative” (2010:4; emphasis original).® In its
narrower sense, against this definition, the word Scripture is attached to only a “canon” or “the
Bible”.** However, even if the books of the canon are Scriptures, the Scriptures are not limited
to it.

The definition of “the Scriptures” by EOTC, as stated above, is very much in line with a well-
articulated definition by E. J. Schnabel, who defines the Scriptures as “the written word of
God” as understood by Christians, and “an established body of writings of divine origin,
possessing authority for the people of God as well as for the individual” as understood by
Jews (Schnabel 2000:34). More recently, aware of the confusion and lack of precision,
Eugene Ulrich (2002:29) attempts to define it in a more adequate and broader sense: “A book
of scripture is a sacred authoritative work believed to have God as its ultimate author, which
the community, as a group and individually, recognizes and accepts as determinative for its

belief and practice for all time and in all geographical areas.”

The definition, which includes the notion of authority, inspiration, revelation, but not of
“canon”,' is adopted in this study. In other words, the term(s) (the) Scripture(s) is employed
to designate early Jewish and Christian writings, which are authoritative and inspired, but not
necessarily “canonical”. This concept seems an inclusive one so as to fit for all churches in

Ethiopia.??
3.3.2 Authority

The concept and definition of authority is another complex question.*? Besides the spatial and

temporal differences of the concept, the complexity arises from two other problems. On the

% Stanley lists and discusses four major elements, according to his definition, which constitute “Scripture”. These
are: (1) the Scriptures are written; (2) the Scriptures are accepted by and used in a religious community; (3) the
Scriptures are viewed as especially sacred; and (4) the Scriptures are viewed as especially authoritative. (For the
discussion on each of these, see Stanley 2010:4-7.)

10 This is a notion maintained by the Ethiopian Evangelical Churches.

11 For a more detailed discussion on different ranges of concepts on “the Scriptures” and “canon”, see Kelsey
1975:100-108.

2 The major difference in position and usage of terminology in relation to the Scriptures among the varying
churches in Ethiopia is more connected to “canon”, which may come under a sub-topic, “canon”, below.

13 Frederick H. Borsh, (1993:35), for instance, argues that the differing position regarding the role and authority
of the Scriptures among Christian churches has been from the earliest days.
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one hand, it arises from mixing different concepts of authority: divine authority, authority as
understood secularly, scriptural authority, apostolic authority, ecclesiastical authority, etc. On
the other hand, the confusion of which authority is given priority over which one remains a
point of contention. In other words, the same kind of authority, for example, biblical authority,
is considered/defined as a primary authority at some point and that primacy may be replaced
by another kind of authority, for example, by divine authority or ecclesiastical authority at
another time. So, the problem is whether these authorities are one and the same, or whether
they have some kind of hierarchy, or whether they function on entirely different levels or for

different purposes, or whether they can be employed interchangeably.

The perception of authority entertained here must be limited to scriptural authority as it was
understood by early Judaism or Christianity so that it must not be confused with the current
understanding. Some other sources of authority are discussed in conjunction with their
relationship with scriptural authority, which apparently has a differing position between the
Orthodox and Evangelicals in Ethiopia. Thus, an understanding of authority in the Ethiopian
churches context will follow the discussion on the overview and diverging positions of

scriptural authority.*

Objective Definition: Ulrich (2002:29) tries to give a definition of authority in an objective
sense: “An authoritative work is a writing which a group, secular or religious, recognizes and
accepts as determinative for its conduct, and as of a higher order than can be overridden by the
power or will of the group or any member.” This definition makes it clear that the notion of
authoritative Scripture by itself, and as understood by early Judaism and Christianity, does not

include or presuppose the notion of what is today (or later on) known as “canon” in the west.

Catholics and Protestants on Authority: In clarifying the distinction between Catholics and
Protestants on the notion of authority, Clark H. Pinnock (1985:8) offers a lengthy discussion

with examples and biblical references and concludes in this manner: *> “The catholic tradition

14 For instance, Carl F. H. Henry (1986:296) defines biblical authority as something which denotes that “the bible
is the word of God and as such should be believed and obeyed”. However, this could only reflect the
contemporary understanding and not the ancient period, Christian or Jewish.

15 Unfortunately, Pinnock left out the Orthodox from his discussion entirely. By and large, the Orthodox position
on authority is not that far from that of the Catholics.
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tends to take the logic of God preserving his Word one step further than Protestants do, to the
point of declaring the church magisterium itself infallible”® in interpreting the Scriptures.”
Following Luther, Pinnock (1985:81) urges, as Protestants, “we must give Scripture the focus
of our greatest attention and let it have a free ministry and the primary authority.” Thus,
according to this position, in the Catholic tradition, as in the Orthodox tradition, the Church’s
authority of interpreting the Scriptures is superior to individual’s authority while it is the vice
versa among the Protestants—individual freedom and authority to interpret and apply the
Scriptures has primacy over ecclesiastical authority to do so.

Biblical Authority and Inspiration: Another point of debate on scriptural authority is
whether the Scriptures are authoritative because they are inspired or the other way round; they
are inspired because they are authoritative. The view which gives priority to authority gives
inspiration only a secondary place by prioritizing authority. In other words, the Scriptures are
inspired because they are authoritative. In this line, Gnuse (1985:65) argues that “authority is
the prior category. Inspiration is a corollary; it is subordinate. Because the Bible is

authoritative, we may speak of it as inspired. Inspiration is a second order doctrine.”®

16 Clark H. Pinnock sternly, but unwarrantly, criticizes this position, a position which the Orthodox would share
with the Catholics. He argues that “though understandable in terms of logic, it seems to be unwarranted
scripturally and in view of historical developments. Tying up the package of authority so tightly in this way binds
the Word of God more to the creaturely realm than it wants to be and permits the message to come under too
greater a degree of human control” (Pinnock 1985:81). But this raises another difficult question that the
Protestants’ individual based interpretation of the Scriptures makes it worse in giving more control for
individuals, rather than a community, to control the usage of the Bible’s authority. It is this practice, which
Pinnock didn’t mention, led to an endless atomization of the church into segments of their own authority. Unable
to see countless error his Protestant counterparts commit, Pinnock’s criticism towards the Catholics, which would
apply also to the Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo Church, is to protect the Church from erring. “All this seems to
be implied in the notion of canon itself, which suggests a unique normativity over the ongoing developing
traditions. Otherwise, the Bible would just melt into human traditions and lose its capacity to bring about change
and reform. In opting the canon, the church seemed to say that the criteria of truth lay outside herself in a text
that stood over her and at times even against her. By accepting the norm of Scripture, the church declared that
there was a standard outside herself to which she intended to be subject for all time. Being the Word of God this
special sense, the Bible could measure the other authorities and be the foundation of Christian hermeneutic. The
church can fall into error and needs the Bible to measure herself by. In turn, the church serves the canon by
continuing in the truth and faithfully proclaiming the Word of God” (Pinnock 1985:81-82).

7 The crucial issue is not the authority of the Scriptures per se, that is beyond question. The divisive issue is
whether each believer has the authority to interpret the Scriptures and is therefore free to do so, or whether the
authority rest in the community and its leadership. Again, the EOTC was probably not involved in such
acrimonious debates in the course of its history.

18 Gnuse (1985:65) further explains that “Inspiration describes a quality of the text, but the concept of authority
seeks to describe why the Scriptures should be used. The reason for authority should also explicate how Scripture
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If this is the case, where is the basis for biblical authority? Gnuse responds to this question in

functional terms rather than ontological:

Scripture is authoritative—Dby that we mean that it provides insight for the Church on
how to be Christian in word and deed, and it provides a pattern by which the Church
adapts its life style to each new generation. Scripture is authoritative because of what it
does [functionally] for the Church, not because of what it is [ontologically]; it provides
us with our Christian identity. The Scriptures are authoritative because the Church has
chosen to use them for two thousand years (Gnuse 1985:123; italics mine).

This position is very much in line with a position which argues that inspiration is secondary to
canonicity.' That means, both positions agree that the Scriptures are inspired because they are
considered as authoritative or canonical. But this position falls short because it judges
subjective concept as an objective one. Recognizing a limited number of books as
authoritative or canonical can objectively be verified; however, inspiration is mainly a
spiritual phenomenon as God’s action is beyond observation. Opposing to this position, it is

believed that scriptural authority arises from its divine inspiration.

Biblical Authority and Tradition: The authority of the Scriptures, according to the
Orthodox, is mainly connected to its inspiration, and as a result, equated to divine authority.?
“The most frequently used model for affirming the unity of Scripture is to stress its inspiration
by God. The reason lies in the ultimate authority of God, for if Scripture is seen as something
given by God to humanity, then it must partake of his ultimate divine nature” (Bratsiotis
1951:20). However, unlike the Evangelicals, Bratsiotis (1951:20) writes:

according to Orthodox theology the Church is the guardian of supernatural revelation in
its historical development, and the store (of supernatural revelation) is the Bible on the
one hand and the apostolic tradition on the other hand; the Bible constitutes the written,
and tradition the spoken, Word of God, yet both are authoritative source of Christian

ought concretely to be used and understood in the life of the Church and in the doing of theology. Inspiration
does not do that. It merely tells us why the Scriptures were effective once we used them under the mandate of
biblical authority.”

9 For a discussion on the definition of “inspiration” and its relation to canonicity, see below under subtopics
“inspiration” and “canon”.

20 For a detailed discussion of the position of the Eastern Orthodox Churches on the authority of the Scriptures in
connection to tradition, see J. Robert Wright 1993:61-65.
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teaching... Neither does tradition make the Bible superfluous nor does the Bible make
tradition superfluous, but these both mutually supplement and interpret one another.2

Among Evangelicals, following their Reformation ancestors, scriptural authority is absolute
and, it is said, the only binding one. This is derived from one of Luther’s slogans—sola
Scriptura.?? That means, “the Scriptures are the sole ultimate authority for faith and life”
(Carson 1986:5).2 However, they also confess that the Reformation tradition and the
interpretation of the Church Fathers are well accepted both for dogma and practice.?* In recent
years, Evangelical scholars are increasingly aware of the inseparable usage of the Scriptures
and tradition. It is argued that “In the divine economy Scripture and tradition are...
inseparably bound together through the work of the Spirit” (Franke 2004:204. For a similar

position, see Achtemeier 1980:116). Therefore, the two “must function together, each in its

21 Bratsiotis (1951:20-21), in his presentation on WCC symposium, further elaborates how both tradition and the
Scriptures are equally authoritative and important in the Orthodox Church: “If, from the Orthodox point of view,
it is not the right way of speaking to assert that ‘the Church was the mother of the Bible’, it is an even less correct
expression to make the opposite claim that the Bible begat the Church. Of both the Bible and tradition the Church
is the birthplace, guardian, authoritative witness, and also authoritative interpreter. The Bible as much as tradition
was begotten in the womb of the Church. For her sake both were created and both were transmitted to her. She
gives evidence about the canon of Holy Scripture that is about the fact that the content of the books constituting it
is the Word of God. In the Church these books are preserved unalloyed and in her alone both the Bible and
tradition are securely and authoritatively interpreted. It is, however, to be understood that, when we say in
Orthodox theology that the authority of the Bible and of her twin sister tradition is testified by the Church, it is
implied that they both have their source in the authority of God, whose revelation and word they both contain and
from whom the Church also derives her authority.” However, Kelsey (1975:96) argues that it is inappropriate to
compare the Scriptures and tradition because they are not on the same level. He writes, “Since ‘scripture’ and
‘tradition’ are not logically on a par, it is misleading to contrast them as alternative and competing authorities for
the church’s forms of action and speech. Indeed, it is commonly acknowledged now by Protestant (including
Oscar Cullmann, Gerhard Ebeling, K. E. Skydsgaard, Jaroslav Pelikan and Albert Outler) and Roman Catholic
(including Yves-Marie Congar, Joseph Geiselmann, George Lindbeck [an American Lutheran, but widely wrote
on Catholic theology], and George Tavard) theologians alike that the issue raised by sola scriptura is not whether
there are two sources for Christian theology (‘canonical scripture’ and ‘tradition”) or only one (‘canonical
scripture’ alone). Both sides now agree that ‘scripture’ is that set of writings whose proper use serves as the
occasion by God’s grace for his presence, as they both agree that it is permissible to call the complex comprised
by the dialectic between proper use of scripture and gracious presence of God by the name ‘tradition’.”

22 The other two related slogans being sola gratia, grace is the sole ground of salvation, and sola fides, faith is the
sole means of salvation.

23 However, for a discussion on the insufficiency of the Scriptures as a source of revelation, from the Roman
Catholic Church perspective, see Albert C. Outler 1965:9-11.

24 This can clearly be referred from the Ethiopian Evangelical Church Mekane Yesus constitution, article 2,
where the church confesses of accepting the unaltered Augsburg Confession as the Scriptures are correctly and
purely interpreted. In this connection, a Presbyterian scholar, Robert McAfee Brown, (1965:42), argues that the
renowned Evangelical scholar, Karl Barth, “delivers us from what can be a very perverse notion of sola
scriptura... and a [narrow] Biblicism... And he [Karl Barth] provides the supreme criterion by which all else,
whether Scripture, tradition, church fathers, private insights, church structure, or whatever, must be judged—
namely the criterion of the Lordship of Jesus Christ. Whatever witnesses to the Lordship of Jesus Christ we must
maintain. Whatever jeopardizes the Lordship of Jesus Christ we must discard.”
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proper fashion, as coinherent aspects of the ongoing ministry of the Spirit (Achtemeier
1980:204).”

Ontological and functional usage: Another level of complexity, particularly in the Ethiopian
context, even if it could be applicable to many other contexts, is the problem in the ambiguity
of the ontological/confessional usage of authority and its functional/practical usage. For
instance, what is more important for the EOTC is the interpretive authority of the church
rather than a fixed list of books. According to the teaching of the church “each Christian
should not interpret the Scripture for himself. This is the work of the church, the divinely
appointed teacher of truth” (Aymro and Motovu 1970:79). This implies that if a book serves
the church’s purpose well as interpreted by her, which is also coupled with tradition, it would
easily function as the Scriptures whether it is in the “canon” or not (interviewee # 4 personal
communication, 16.12.2011).% That means this church gives more weight for the functional

authority of the Scriptures than its ontological authority.

Unlike the EOTC, among the Ethiopian Evangelicals, following their sola scriptura principle,
the priority of biblical authority in its ontological sense is taken for granted. In practice,
however, the liberty of individuals to interpret the Bible in the way they believe is right, or the
suitable interpretation accepted by the believing community, is apparent. This practice,
therefore, reverses the primacy of ontological authority of the Scriptures, which they claim, to
a functional authority of the Scriptures through the interpretive authority of the individual

interpreter or the believing community around them.

Ethiopian context: When it comes to the Ethiopian context, the understanding of the source
of authority in spiritual and ecclesiastical matters is one over which there is dissent between
Orthodox and Evangelicals. Even if their difference in this matter is undeniable, it tends to be
exaggerated. What they have in common, as a source of authority, though to a varied degree,
is the Bible. Therefore, biblical authority can serve as a common ground for both churches,

even if the functioning of this authority is conceived in different ways.

25 For a discussion and findings from field research on this position, see § 6.4.4.2. Finding 5 below in chapter six
of this thesis.
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3.2.3 Inspiration

It is necessary to define inspiration because the concept is attached to many other concepts
either alien and distinct from them or identical to them. In other words, what inspiration is and
what it is not can easily be confused if not adequately articulated. The concept is also
employed differently as time goes on and in varying contexts. In addition, the biblical
foundation of inspiration is contentious, where some claim for clear and strong textual
evidence, while others contend that the Bible has a very loose ground in such a claim in itself.
Still another point which needs clarity is the object of inspiration—who or what is inspired,
the author, the text, the community, or what else. Even if there are debates around these and
other points, the notion of inspiration is mainly connected to the divine origin of the

Scriptures.

Translated from a Greek word BeomvevoTos, theopneustos, the term inspiration has a long
heritage in the theological literature, but it is always used with further explanation and
disclaimers. This is because theopneustos means “God-breathed” (see Henry 1979:1:13). In
contemporary usage, as David S. Dockery states, “the term inspiration suggests the idea of
‘breathing into.” Secular emphasis is generally synonymous with illumination or human
genius. But the New Testament emphasis is that God ‘breathed out” what the sacred writers
communicated in the biblical writings” (Dockery 1995:41).% In short, as Carl F. H. Henry puts
it, “the Bible’s life-breath as a literary deposit is divine” (Henry 1986:13. Cf. Kelly 1963:203).

Confusion with other concepts: Some scholars could refer to a work as inspired, but not
authoritative, or vice versa. For others, inspiration is the same thing as authority and canon.
For instance, Paul J. Achtemeier (1980:119), by way of explaining what “inspiration” is,
unifies all these elements: inspiration, canon, and authority: “The boundaries of inspiration are
precisely the boundaries imposed by the canonical limitation.... only the books included in the
canon are inspired, and those outside are not.” To him, biblical authority is merely inherent in

the inspired Scripture, that is, in its recognition of the “canon” as the inspired word of God,

% Dockery suggests a better term to define what is commonly defined by the word ‘inspiration.” He recommends
that “a preferable term might be spiration, rather than inspiration in order to emphasize the divine source and
initiative, rather than human genius or creativity” (Dockery 1995:41).
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“the Christian community acknowledges the authority of the scriptural witness to the realities
upon which that community is based” (Achtemeier 1999:152).%" In the same line, Pinnock
(1985:64) also contends that inspiration presupposes canonization; a book is inspired in the

long process of canonization.

However, for Thomas A. Hoffmann, the case is different; a book can be inspired and
“normative” without being necessarily canonized even if the three components—inspiration,

normativeness, and canonicity—are interrelated. He argues for

the possibility of the existence of a book presently outside the canon which would
possess the other two components [—inspiration and normativeness]. A reading of the
history of the canonization of our NT suggests that possibly such books as the Shepherd
of Hermas, the First Epistle of Clement, or the Epistle of Barnabas [of which some are
canonical in the EOTC] might have the first [inspiration] and second [normativeness]
components and simply lack the third [canonicity]. The reasons why they were
eventually dropped from the canon are not that clear. The larger OT canon of the
Orthodox churches also suggests the same possibility (Hoffmann 1982:463).2

To mention but few, Krister Stendahl, F. F. Bruce, and Bruce M. Metzger are among those
who articulate clearly that inspiration does not presuppose canonicity.? Stendahl (1962:245)
explains the role of inspiration in the Early church by saying: “Inspiration, to be sure, is the
divine presupposition for the New Testament, but the twenty-seven books were never chosen
because they, and only they, were recognized as inspired. Strange as it may sound, inspiration
was not enough. Other standards had to be applied.” In a similar manner, Bruce (1988:268)
also writes: “inspiration is no longer a criterion of canonicity: it is a corollary to canonicity.”
Metzger (1987:257) agrees with them in saying: “while it is true that the Biblical authors were
inspired by God, this does not mean that inspiration is a criterion of canonicity. A writing is
not canonical because the author is inspired, but rather an author is considered to be inspired

because what he has written is recognized as canonical, that is, recognized as authoritative.”

2" Note that Achtemeier’s argument is mainly from the present Christian perspective, which may not necessarily
reflect that of the early Church.

28 Hoffmann (1982:457, n.36) argues that inspired works well beyond the limits of the canon of the bible which
he notes the position is already held by other scholars including E. Kalin (1971:541-49) and A. C. Sundberg
(1975:358, 364-71).

29 See also Charles C. Price (1993:81) who argues that there are no limits for inspiration or inspired ancient
writings while the notion of a canon is that it is closed.
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Likewise, J. I. Packer argues that inspiration is not simply another meaning of canon or
Scripture, nor is it authoritative power; rather, it is the notion that the faith community’s
understanding of the Scriptures or any part of it is God-given. “That it is ‘God-breathed.” A
product of the creator-spirit’s work, always to be viewed as the preaching and teaching of God
himself through the words of the worshipping human witness through whom the spirit gave it”
(Packer 1988:629; for different theories on inspiration see Schnabel 2000:41). It is therefore,
both the divine influence on the writers and that which resulted in what they wrote that are
actually the word of God (Erickson 1983:199).

Scriptural claim of Inspiration: Many scholars who discuss biblical inspiration argue that
the notion that the special status of the Scriptures within Christian theology rests upon its
divine origins and can be discerned both in the New Testament itself, and in subsequent
reflection on it.* Alister McGrath, for instance, writes that “an important element in any
discussion of the manner in which Scripture is inspired, and the significance which is to be
attached to this, is 2 Timothy 3: 16-17, which speaks of Scripture as “God-breathed”
(theopneustos). This idea was common in early Christian thought, and was not regarded as
controversial” (McGrath 2007:134).

On the other hand, others argue that such a traditional position does not do justice in its
interpretation and exegesis to the limited biblical text. William J. Abraham, for instance,
contends that “there are relatively few texts which deal explicitly with topic of inspiration”
(Abraham 1981:92). Besides the scarcity of the texts, he further argues that those texts do not
come from the major accepted books like Romans, Galatians, or the Gospels (Abraham
1981:92f.).»

Gnuse (1985:17) argues that “inspiration is directly discussed only in the later New Testament
writings. Unfortunately, dogmatic understandings of Scripture too often prevent the exegete
from properly evaluating the texts in context.” Even though the Old Testament was not yet in a

unified canonical form, the two common passages, 2 Timothy 3:16 and 2 Peter 1:20-21, which

30 For an extended discussion on scriptural evidence on the inspiration of itself, see Stewart Custer 1968:31-60.
31 For the full discussion on exegetical considerations of the text, see Abraham 1981:991-108. The thesis of his
entire book is that “Evangelicals need to rethink and revise their ideas on the inspiration of the bible” (ibid, 109).
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speak of inspiration refer most evidently to the Old Testament writings as being inspired
(ibid). So, this argument is in line with Jude’s use of 1 Enoch as inspired and authoritative, but

not necessarily canonical.

Development/Fluidity in the Concept of Inspiration: As many other theological key terms,
inspiration also undergoes a constant shift of notion and definition. Dockery, from within the
Southern Baptist Convention, examines two lines of fluidity, inconsistency, shifts and changes
in the notion of the usage of inspiration in his Church. The first instance is how the
confessions of the Southern Baptist Convention defines and re-defines, amends and changes
the concept of biblical inspiration from the seventeenth century to the present. He examines
more than ten instances of such a change or theological development on the view of the Holy

Scriptures, biblical inspiration, and authority (Dockery 1995:178-181).

The second line Dockery examines is the varieties of positions currently held within the
Southern Baptist Convention, which could be true for most mainline denominations. He lists
four different groups represented in the discussion of the nature of the Scriptures: (1)
fundamentalists, (2) conservatives or evangelicals, (3) moderates, and (4) liberals. Within each
of these groups, Dockery explains, there is a range of differences and sub-groups which makes
it further difficult to precisely define them according to their labels. (See Dockery 1995:182-

186 for the discussion on these groups.)

Locus / object of Inspiration: Another contentious area in connection to inspiration is the
locus or the object of inspiration. The question is who/what is inspired? Did God inspire the
author, the text, the believing community, or all? How did the inspiration happen? Gnuse

portrays advocates of inspiration into four groups or models:® (1) strict verbal inspiration,

32 Gnuse (1985:22-62) discusses each model in detail devoting a chapter for each one of them.

3 Advocates of strict verbal inspiration, as Gnuse summarizes, declare “the very words of the text to be inspired
by direct divine communication” (Gnuse 1985:21). Strict verbal inspiration, a “stance taken by many
conservative Protestants,” Gnuse describes, “strongly declares that the Bible has authority for the theology and
lifestyle of all Christians because it is inspired by God. The actual biblical words are inspired or even dictated by
God through the individuality of each biblical author” (ibid:22). Strict verbal inspirationists zealously connect
inspiration with total infallibility and inerrancy of the Bible, as they “have a very high view of the Bible”
(ibid:22-25). Gnuse (1985:27-23) strongly criticizes them for their weaknesses hugely overweigh their strengths.
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(2) limited verbal inspiration,* (3) non-textual inspiration,* and (4) social inspiration.*® After
his lengthy discussion on each model, Gnuse is convincingly in favor of the last model, social
inspiration, “for it appears to have greater sensitivity to the biblical text. The emphasis upon
the group or community of faith reflects the biblical agenda more than previous models of

inspiration which emphasized individual inspiration exclusively” (Gnuse 1985:61f.).

Social Inspiration theory, which perceives that the Scriptures are the product of a process
rather than individual authors, gains a support from James Barr. He strongly contends that “If
there is inspiration at all, then it must extend over the entire process of production that has led
to the final text. Inspiration therefore must attach not to a small number of exceptional persons
like St. Matthew or St. Paul: it must extend over a larger number of anonymous persons... it
must be considered to belong more to the community as a whole” (Barr 1983:27). The

[1X3

argument that “‘the inspiration of the Bible’ refers to the enhancement which the bible
instrumentally causes in persons and not the bible itself as the terminus or locus of the

enhancement” (Trembath 1987:103),* is in line with this theory.

There are also others who claim that biblical inspiration has ceased during its writing/ early
stage. John Scullion (1970:91), for instance, argues that

34 The advocates of limited verbal inspiration, according to Gnuse (1985:21), believe “that the words are
communicated by God but are historically conditioned or accommodated.” In this group are many Protestant
Evangelicals and Roman Catholic theologians of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Even if they are much
more flexible and in a better position than the first group, Gnuse (1985:40f.) concludes that they fail to forge an
adequate position for the problem at hand, describing and defining inspiration. For a discussion on both the
strengths and weaknesses of this group, see Gnuse 1985:38-41.

35 Those who support the non-textual inspiration believe “that inspiration does not really apply to the biblical text
as we have it. Some would posit that only the ideas or message is inspired, while others limit the experience of
inspiration to the authors who gave us the text and not the text itself (Gnuse 1985:21). Liberal Protestant
theologians from the nineteenth and twentieth century are under this category. Since they completely dissociate
inspiration from the text, they “no longer needed to concern themselves with difficulties which arose in the text,
nor did they worry about such terms as inerrancy or infallibility” (ibid:42). Gnuse (1985:49) criticizes this
position more than the others: “This theory really moves too far away from the biblical text and becomes a
separate ideological theory apart from any discussion of biblical authority. It overlooks especially the concept of
biblical community, the source of the inspired individual.”

3 The advocates of social inspiration creatively posit “that inspiration is a charism which affected the community
of believers as a whole rather than individual authors” (Gnuse 1985:21).

37 According to Trembath’s argument (1987:103), “the inspiration of the bible”, in grammatical terms, is a
subjective genitive, rather than an objective genitive. He argues, “the uniqueness of the Bible for Christian life
and theology is rooted not in its inspiration, but rather in that to which it inspires us.”
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Scriptural inspiration ceases with the writings of the last book of the New Testament
canon. But the inspiring breath of the Spirit continues in the Church. It is through the
Spirit that she recognized the books of the canon and that she continues and will always
continue to see yet other facets of God revealing himself as true to himself and have
fresh insights into the depths of the mystery that he is.

In responding to the question what kind of divine activity is inspiration, Pinnock replies that
many kinds of divine activity seems to have been involved in different literary styles including
prophetic utterances, collecting and composing these work, wisdom literature, and the poetic
utterances. Therefore, as Pinnock (1985:63) argues, “The obvious lesson to learn about
inspiration from seeing what it produced is that inspiration is not one single activity but a

broader superintendence over a process of Scripture making that is not simple but complex.””s
So, I conclude in agreement to Pinnock’s (1985:64) well-versed suggestion that

we think of inspiration in broader terms than is customary—Iless as a punctilinear
enlightenment of a few elect persons® and more as a long-term divine activity operating
within the whole history of revelation. Inspiration means that God gave us the
Scriptures, but it does not dictate how we must think of the individual units being
produced. Scriptures exist because of the will of God and is a result of his ultimate
causality, but it comes into existence through many gifts of prophecy, insight,
imagination, and wisdom that the Spirit gives as he wills. The all-important point is that
everything taught in the Scriptures is meant to be heard and heeded, because it is
divinely intended. Every segment is inspired by God, though not in the same way, and
the result is a richly variegated teacher, richer for all its diversity. The very differences
are what enables the bible to speak with power ad relevance to so many different
settings, [which could apply to the Ethiopian case,] and to address the many-sidedness
of human condition.

Inspiration and Revelation: It is maintained that there is a clear distinction between
revelation and inspiration. Whereas “Revelation is the record of God’s communication
through men”, as Clarence H. Benson (1978:7) writes, “Inspiration is God’s power enabling

man to record perfectly the truth revealed. The word inspiration, used only twice in the Bible

3 Pinnock (1985:64) further explains that “We may speak of the social character of inspiration and of the
complexity of its execution, involving the work and gifts of many people, most of them unnamed but doing their
part under the care of the spirit to achieve the desired result. Inspiration cannot be reserved for the final redactor
but ought to be seen as occurring over a long time as a charism of the people of God. God was at work in the
community to produce a normative text for the community to serve as its constitution.”

39 In this line, for instance, scholars including Millard J. Erickson limit inspiration to the original writers.
Erickson (1992:61) defines inspiration of the Scriptures as the “supernatural influence of the Holy Spirit upon the
Scripture writers which rendered their writings an accurate record of the revelation.”
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(Job 32:8; II Tim. 3:16), means the ‘inbreathing’ of God into man so that man speaks or writes

God’s revelation of truth with authority and accuracy (II Pet. 1:21).”

I conclude using the words of Dockery (1995:41): “recognizing the shortcomings in the term
inspiration, we shall continue to use the word, primarily because of its long-term standing in
theological literature. The point that must be stressed when using this term is that it points to
God as the source of Scripture.” It embraces the entire complex process of the composition of
the biblical materials, in which case, it “is something that cannot be proved to be present,
although various factors may point to its presence” (Marshall 1982:115¢f.). In this thesis,
therefore, inspiration denotes the divine element of the Scriptures, in the sense that the

Scriptures are “God-breathed” and as a result they acquire divine authority.
3.2.4 Canon

The confusion in using terms and expressions in relation to “canon” has two dimensions. First,
terms like “Scripture”, “canon/canonical”, “authoritative”, “inspired/inspiration”, etc, are not
only understood differently but also are often used without giving proper attention to the
purpose for which they were first introduced. Second, in most cases, the terms are used
interchangeably and without making clear distinction or delimitation among them. Part of this
confusion arises from the paradoxical nature of the terms themselves since some of them
denote the same thing at a time and a different thing in another context.* Therefore, it is
indispensable to define the term so as to make a clear distinction from other related key terms

in general and make assertion in which nuance the word is employed in this particular work.

Definition: One of the major problems in canonicity is the problem of definition where no
consensus has been reached over what defines it. Hoffman strongly devalues the process of
canonization as “nothing if not an immensely complex, confusing, and obscure one”

(Hoffmann 1982:463; in fact, he notes a string of literature in support of his contention). In

another effort, after discussing nine definitions given in different dictionaries, which includes

40 Recently, in this connection, scholars argued that what complicates the discussion of canonicity and related
terms is the scarcity of “any clearly stated and universally accepted definitions of what constitute scripture and
canon” (McDonald and Sanders 2002:4).
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Jewish, Catholic, and Protestant, Ulrich attempts to make an all-embracing definition, from
the analysis of the definitions he refers to. (Unfortunately, he does not include any Orthodox

definition of canon.) However, he ends up with two meanings of “canon of Scripture”:

1. The canon of scripture, i.e., the canon which scripture constitutes, the rule of faith
articulated by the scripture (= norma normans), the rule that determines faith, the
authoritative principles and guiding spirit which govern belief and practice.

2. The canon of Scripture, i.e., the canon which constitutes scripture, the list of books
accepted as inspired scripture (= norma normata) the list that has been determined, the
authoritative list of books which have been accepted as scripture (Ulrich 2002:28).4

And, based on these two senses of definitions, he concludes that, until the official fixation of
the canon, “one can designate the growing collection of authoritative books as ‘canonical’ in
the first sense of rule, but there is not yet a canon in the second sense of an authoritative list”
(Ulrich 2002:30).#2 Thus, the concept of “canon” has been used in two different ways: open
and closed. It has been open so long as it gives the possibility of including and excluding any
scriptural material until its fixation is closed in its second sense. It is maintained that “an
essential part of the process toward the canon was the judging and sifting to determine which
were supremely authoritative and which not. As long as the list was open, there was a
collection of authoritative books, a collection of Scriptures, but there was not yet an
authoritative collection of books, a canon” (Ulrich 2002:32).% In other words, a scriptural
book can be authoritative without necessarily being part of the list, while a book part of a list
at some earlier period may not achieve a canonical status at the end.* That a book was part of

41 F. F. Bruce (1988:17) defines the term only form the second concept of canon—the canon of the Scriptures as
“the list of writings acknowledged by the Church as documents of the divine revelation.”

42 One of the confusions is defining the term only in its second sense and applying it also to the first sense. For
instance, Achtemeier, (1980:120) defines the canon as only “finally determined on the bases of the church with a
large variety of writings, some of which, in that elective experience, were to be included in the canon, and hence
to be regarded as inspired, while others were to be excluded, and hence to be regarded as lacking in inspiration.”
43 VanderKam (2002:91), agrees with the sense of open canon until its official fixation later on. “There was no
canon of Scripture in Second Temple Judaism. That is, before 70 CE no authoritative body of which we know
drew up a list of books that alone were regarded as supremely authoritative, a list from which none could be
subtracted and to which none could be added.”

4 Walter Brueggemann (2003:6), for example, argues that the books included in the list of the canon are not
necessarily the worthiest ones in their usage; rather the believing community recognized some and excluded the
others. In his words, the canonical “books were recognized to be the most recurring useful, reliable, and
‘meaningful,’ that is, judged to be true teaching. This does not mean in every case that they are the ‘best” books
from a religious, moral, or artistic perspective, but that the community of faith was drawn to them.”
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a circulated list does not guarantee its canonicity at the end* as its authoritative status at some

point does not do as well.

A year after he made a distinction between two meanings of “canon”, as stated above, Ulrich
again proposes to establish a clear definition of “canon” in order to enable adequate discussion

around the topic. He defines it in the sense of the “canon of Scripture” as

a “technical term in theology designating the collection of inspired books that composes
Holy Scripture and forms the rule of faith.” It is the definitive list of inspired,
authoritative books which constitute the recognized and accepted body of sacred
Scripture, forming the rule of faith of a major religious group, that definitive list being
the result of inclusive and exclusive decisions after serious deliberation and wide
endorsement by the community (Ulrich 2003:58).

Misunderstandings—anachronism and Jamnia: In this connection, one of the most
common misunderstandings among scholars in regard to “canon” is the anachronistic use of
the term. It is maintained that “the word ‘canon’ applied to a set of books is a Christian
innovation of the fourth century” (deSilva 2002:27).4” So the very use of the term
“canon/canonical” for a set of books before that period is misleading, although unavoidable.*
The term “canon,” in the sense of accepted list of writings, “appears to have been first used by

Athanasius, Bishop of Alexandria, in a letter circulated in AD 367" (Bruce 1988:17).

Related misunderstanding, derived from the previous one, is that the “canon” of the OT is
already closed as early as the first century BC or AD (Nicole 1997:199f.; Soggin 1976:18).%

4 For the Lutheran tradition this end was with Luther; for the Roman Catholic Church was with the Council of
Trent; with the EOTC this end has not yet come.

46 This part of his definition, he quotes from Rahner and Vorgrimler 1965:65.

47 In the same line, Oesterley (1935:3) also maintains that “As a technical term used in reference to Scriptures the
word ‘Canon’ is Christian, appearing in this connexion for the first time ... towards the end of the fourth
century.”

“8 For a similar argument see Bowley 1999:356. He notes that “the term ‘canon’ is decidedly anachronistic and
misleading with respect to discussions concerning Second Temple Judaism.” For the history of the term ‘canon’
see Metzger 1987:289-93.

49 Beckwith (1985:165) suggests even an earlier date for the closure of the canon. He concludes that the whole of
the OT canon was closed by Judas Maccabaeus and his associates around 160 BC, 250 years earlier than AD 90
of Jamnia. (The whole argument of ch. 4 (pp.110-180) of his book attempts to prove this position. He maintains
the same position in his later article (1991:395). However, Sundberg, Jr., (1988:78-82) refutes Beckwith’s
position with plausible evidence. For instance, (1) one of Beckwith’s argument (1985:152) for early canonization
is based on 2 Macc 2:14f., where “Judas also gathered together for us all those writings that had been scattered.”
However, this statement is too general to refer to a canonical concept because, as Sundberg comments, there is
no suggestion in the text that Judas Maccabaeus compiled a list of the writings he collected, that he divided these
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As Arie van der Kooij (2003:27) maintains, this theory can no longer be retained because of
two reasons, which are (1) “the idea of a synod of Jamnia can no longer be defended,” and (2)

the theory, he continues, “does not do full justice to the early Jewish sources.”

From the eighteenth to mid-twentieth centuries, the view that the Hebrew canon was closed at
a Council or Synod in Jamnia has been well accepted, especially in the West. However, since
the position has been increasingly challenged in the second half of the twentieth century, with
a lead of Jack P. Lewis (1964:132) who concluded that the Jamnia hypothesis*® “appears to be
one of those things that has come to be sure due to frequent repetition of the assertion rather
than to its being actually supported by the evidence.” David G. Dunbar (1986:303; for similar
conclusions see his note on 1986:426, n.24) also criticizes the wider acceptance of the
hypothesis of Jamnia meeting by rabbinic scholars to close the Hebrew canon was based on
minimal grounds. Recently, James A. Sanders (2002:262) declares that as the date of the
closure of the canons is increasingly “elusive and difficult to pinpoint, now that we are freed
of the Yavneh/Jamnia or conciliar mentality.”** Lee M. McDonald (1995:49) admits that there
is evidence that a council was held at Jamnia on the issues of the Bible; however, he rejects
that there is sufficient evidence to argue “that any binding or official decisions were made

regarding the scope of the biblical canon at Jamnia.”

The problem with an assertion of the closure of the Hebrew canon at Jamnia in 90 AD is that

it overlooks that the Judaism of that period was not uniform. There have been various groups

writings into separate sections and their order within each, as Beckwith tries to suggest. (2) The prologue of
Ecclesiasticus makes mention three times of the Law, the prophets, and, in varying language, “the others that
followed them” or “the other books of our fathers” or “the rest of the books,” which many scholars agree that
these phrases designate a third collection of the Scriptures which had not yet received a name (Beckwith
1985:163ff.). However, there is no such a thing that shows the limit of those books included in the section.
Sundberg, therefore, rightly comments that for Beckwith to define the status of this third collection in absolute
term as “canonical” or “not canonical” is too simplistic. (3) Philo describes the Scriptures as “the Law, the
Prophets, the Psalms, and other books” regarding which Beckwith (1985:117) argues that whereas the first three
of these terms designate the tripartite canon, the last phrase most likely refers to “books outside the canon.” But
however one is to interpret “the Psalms,” the fact remains that all four terms are connected by means of the
correlative conjunction “and”, which Beckwith fails to give a textual explanation. (4) One of the most important
texts for Beckwith is that of Luke 24:44, where “the Psalms” is named as third category as in Philo. But it has to
be noted that the possibility that “the Psalms™ here refers simply to the “book of Psalms” should not be excluded.
Sundberg (1988:81) further comments, “what Beckwith does not tell us is that the only book of the Hagiographa
found with a commentary at Qumran is precisely that of the Psalms.” For more points see Sundberg (1988:81f.).
% For an exhaustive discussion on Jamnia hypothesis, see Lewis (2002:146-162).

51 For a list of scholars who reject the Jamnia hypothesis, see Lewis 2002:162, n.139.
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under the umbrella of Judaism, who have their own contribution to the formation of later

rabbinic Judaism.®? It is convincingly argued that the section known as “the writings”

were probably the last to receive assent: their content as found in the present Hebrew
Bible is not known before 100 BC, and it is clear that certain books not in the present
list were accepted by some communities; also, some in the present canon were evidently
not universally accepted. For example, Esther is not known at Qumran, while 1 Enoch
seems to have been accepted not only at Qumran but also by the writer of the New
Testament epistle of Jude and the Ethiopian church (Neusner 1996:112).

Thus, which Community recognized which books varied.5

On the other hand, it is argued that the church did not have a fixed OT canon until its fixation
by the church in the 4" and 5" centuries parallel to the formation of the NT Canon. For
instance, Sundberg (1975:359f.) argues that what is known to us today is that “the church had
no Old Testament canon until mid-fourth century in the East and until the end of the fourth
and beginning of the fifth century in the West. When Christian writings came to be used in the
Church with the authority like to that of the Scriptures inherited from Judaism, we are able to
say that we have Christian Scriptures not Christian Canon.”* To be sure, the problem of
“canon,” from the inception of Christianity to the present period, is lasting: “The first
Christians already had a Scripture [not a canon], inherited from Judaism, whose origins time
has concealed; while still today the edges of the biblical canon are blurred,* with old disputes
about the ‘deuterocanonical’ books asleep perhaps, but by no means dead” (Barton 1997:1).
The weakness of Sundberg’s position is that to say that there was no universally held or
“fixed” list is not to prove that there were no lists. In this regard, different Jewish documents,
with some variation, witness that there was a body of scriptural literature recognized as

authoritative and binding (or “canonical” in a later sense) by all groups at various periods. In

52 For various sects and religious pluralism from Maccabees to Yavneh in the broader circle of Judaism, see
Grabbe 1992:463-554.

%3 Beckwith’s (1985:154-166) argument for tripartite division cannot prove a fixed canonical list because it does
not tell us exactly which books are listed in the three groups. Moreover over the witness of different groups for a
fixed number would not represent all Jewish communities of that period.

54 Grisanti, (2001:598) for instance, suggests that any biblical book before the completion of the “canon” be
viewed as a “preliminary canonical” and becomes “canonical” only after the completion of the “canon.”

55 The image is that there is a body of writings but the edges are not clear; some of these writings on the edges
are “in” for some communities and are “out” for others. This applies at present to Protestant canon which is very
restricted, the Catholic and Greek Orthodox canon which is a bit larger. These two canons are clearly defined.
The EOTC has seen no need as yet to define these edges.
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the process of the formation of the OT “canon,” the major body of the OT was stabilized in
different stages beginning from the fourth century BC to the first century AD, indicating that

canonization was a long process.

The major argument accepted by many scholars for an earlier dating of the canon, stems from
the various lists and the tripartite division of the OT recognized by different groups. These
includes (1) the prologue of Sirach (Ecclesiasticus) which mentions three times the Law, the
Prophets, and the other books; (2) Philo, who mentions the tripartite division; (3) Josephus
who mentions 22 sacred books of Judaism (that is, 5 books of the Law, 13 books of the
Prophets, and 4 other books); (4) 4 Ezra 14, which refers to 24 recognized books alongside 70
other books which also were inspired; and (5) the NT witness of tripartite division (Lk
24:44) 56

The point here, therefore, is two-fold: (1) in the process of canonization, there were varying
lists of authoritative scriptural books held by different groups without having a universally*
accepted list of a canon until the fourth and fifth centuries. This shows a certain degree of
fluidity around the core of books regarded as scriptural and authoritative. (2) However, at the
same time, most of the books in what is now known as the OT had already been stabilized or

enjoyed a “canonical” status by all groups a century before Christ. The fluidity on the outer

% For a detailed discussion on these and some other evidences, see Miiller 1996:25-32; Beckwith 1985:110-180;
Dunbar 1986:301-315; Bauckham 1990:229-231; deSilva 2002:30-33. For a contrary view on this list as an
evidence for stabilization of the canon at early period, see note 45 above.

57 It is important to note that the term “universal/universally” is problematic as the issues, questions, concerns, or
concepts raised and discussed in the Western tradition are incorrectly assumed as “the” universal. For instance,
most of the issues we raised in this study are raised from the perspective of the theological questionings of the
Western tradition. The question is that if one would listen to what EOTC scholars raise as issues, would they
raise the same issues, and would they deal with them differently? This is just raising a question because we have
a tendency to consider our viewpoint as a universal viewpoint, while in fact it is only one of the many
viewpoints. For instance, Gene Green (2008:26) in his discussion on Jude’s use of “pseudepigraphical” works,
referring mainly to 1 Enoch, raises a question in a very universal way; saying: “The question that all readers
(emphasis mine) of the epistle must ponder is why he [Jude] makes use of these texts that were not finally
received into the canon of the Scripture (emphasis mine).” Green’s way of generalization and universalization
of one’s own position or tradition is not at all unique to this work. Like Green, many other western scholars have
taken for granted their view point as the universal one and in so doing, they either neglect the existence of the
EOTC with its own different “canon” of Scriptures or display their ignorance of the existence of another rich
tradition as theirs. Paying equal attention to the EOTC would probably need another thesis by its own right and
this is only to express that the present thesis raises and formulates its major questions and arguments from the
viewpoint of the Western tradition. However, it pays the due attention to the issues and concerns of the EOTC as
much as possible and reflects it from that very point of view.
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edges of this stable core leaves open the possibility that 1 Enoch had a special status for Jude,

for example.

Canon versus Scripture: At this juncture, it is important to better clarify the difference
between “canon / canonical” and “Scripture / scriptural,” is appropriate. Since “canon”
denotes a fixed list of authoritative document whereas “Scripture” designates writings which
are taken to be religiously authoritative without regard to systematic enumeration or limitation
(Gamble 1985:18), all canonical books are scriptural, but not vice versa. As Sundberg (1992:
355) first introduces such a clear distinction, he used the term “Scriptures” for authoritative
literature, whereas the term “canon” for scriptural collections that are “closed”.®® With such
clear distinction, Sundberg (1976:136-40) shifts the period of canonicity for the New
Testament canon from the second and third centuries to the fourth century.*

It is noted that most definitions of the Scriptures and canon available “can be employed to
show that there were more writings acknowledged as Scripture in antiquity than those that
were eventually included in the current biblical canon” (McDonald and Sanders 2002:4).% In
other words, it is possible to have the Scriptures (or canon of the Scriptures in the sense of
norma normans) without having a canon (in the sense of norma normata) which was the
situation in early Judaism and Christianity before the fixation of a canon. For instance,
Gamble (1985:18) argues likewise: “whereas the concept of canon presupposes the existence
of the scriptures, the concept of the scriptures does not necessarily entail the notion of

canon.”®!

%8 Barton (1997:157f.) argues that such a clear distinction between the concept of “Scripture”, (“which results
from the growth of writings perceived as holy,”) and “Canon”, (“which represents official decision to exclude
from Scripture”), in the modern study, has been introduced by Sundberg. Miller (2004:136f.) also agrees that
such an introduction comes from Sundberg even if he criticizes the position of both Sundberg and Barton.

%9 Based on his discussion on Athanasius’s inconsistent use of Sirach and Wisdom as canonical in practice, but
not in theory, as a case study, Johan Leemans (2003:276f.) also concludes that “in the second half of the fourth
century the process of canonization was still full of uncertainties and far from closed.”

60 Elsewhere, McDonald (1995:13) makes a clear distinction between “(the) Scripture(s)” and “canon”, even
though it is accepted that there is some kind of overlap. He argues that “Scripture has to do with the divine status
of a written document that is authoritative in the life of a community of faith. Canon... denotes a fixed standard
or collection of writings that defines the faith and identity of a particular religious community.”

%1 In some circles, there is a clear position of connecting canonicity with inspiration. According to Hoffmann
(1982:464), as inspiration is a process of acceptance of the Scriptures by the faith community, also the act of
canonization by the faith-community makes the text canonical. “This means that there is no mistake made if the
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So, it is correct that when Dunbar (1986:356) concludes in recent scholarship there is a
general consensus in distinguishing between “(the) Scripture(s)” and “canon” where the
former is more general and inclusive while the latter “suggests the ideas of delimitation and
selection that are not necessarily included in the term ‘Scripture’.” It is, therefore, with this
understanding of canon, the Scriptures and authority that the study on the scriptural status of 1

Enoch in general and also in Jude will be undertaken in this thesis.®
3.3 Categories of Scriptural Writings

Scriptural writings are broadly classified as “canonical” and “extra-canonical” literature,
where the “extra-canonical” literature is further divided into “apocryphal” and
“pseudepigraphical” writings.®® Each of these categories is treated under the two Testaments,
Old and New, separately since each category has its own unique history, formation,

acceptance and limitations.
3.3.1 “Canonical” Books

3.3.1.1 Old Testament®

In the discussion of the Old Testament canon, it should be noted that there is more than one
OT canon, and the discussion must be on the OT canons, rather than “canon”. There are at

least two widely known OT canons. The first one is the Hebrew/Palestinian canon, which is a

church has happened to fail to recognize and canonize some book or other which is both inspired and normative.
The biblical books are canonical because the church has accepted them into the canon; the church has accepted
them into the canon because she recognized them as inspired and normative.” However, this arguments seems to
put inspiration and normativity the only criteria for canonization which is not the case since there are other
criteria which the Church has used to determine the canon of the Scriptures, including catholicity, orthodoxy,
apostolicity, antiquity, and use. For a detailed discussion on the criteria for canonicity, see McDonald 2002:423-
439. In his argument, McDonald convincingly puts inspiration only as an additional feature for the Scriptures and
not one of the primary criteria. He writes (2002: 439): “Inspiration was no a criterion by which a New Testament
book was given the status of scripture and later placed into a fixed canon, but rather a corollary to its recognized
status.”

62 A detailed and lengthy discussion on 1 Enoch’s scriptural authoritative / canonical status and the position of
the EOTC on the “canon” are discussed in their appropriate places—chapters five and six respectively.

83 James C. VanderKam (2005:164) laments on the limitations of such terminological ascription saying, “our
terms for some bodies of literature (‘Apocryphal,” ‘parabiblical,’ etc.) do not help us to gain a more disciplined,
historically attuned picture.”

84 1t is known that the term Old Testament is a problematic designation in the interfaith context. The alternative
designation, the Hebrew Bible, has also its own limitations. The scope of this study would not allow getting into
this discussion. However, it is the former usage which is opted in this study.
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narrower collection, and known as the Masoretic Text (MT). The other one is the
Greek/Alexandrian canon, which is called the Septuagint (LXX), and comprises more
materials than the former.® The latter differs from the former in two major ways: first the
LXX contains a larger number of books than the MT.% Secondly, the order of the books is
different.

It is widely accepted that “[c]ontemporary NT literary criticism has abundantly made it clear
that the Septuagint was indeed the Bible of the earliest church” (Manus 2003:659).5” Until the
Reformation of the sixteenth century, the church has been mainly using the LXX as her
authoritative Scriptures.® Since then, the Protestant Church opted to follow the Hebrew canon
whereas the Catholics and the Orthodox continued to use the Greek canon, with still more
materials in the Eastern Orthodox canon than the Catholics. Among the Orthodox, there are
still minor variations in their Old Testament collection.® Therefore, following one canonical
tradition does not mean that that one is the only one which exists or which is correct. In the
meantime, it should be known that that there are two canons does not mean there are two
opposing or rival canons;™ rather, it means, they have been developed in different contexts by

faith communities sharing the same faith.™

8 It is unclear and misleading when Walter Brueggemann (2003:6) designates the Hebrew canon as “disciplined
canon” whereas the Greek canon as “undisciplined canon.” He fails to explain in what terms one is “disciplined”
while the other is “undisciplined”.

8 The LXX, as Johan Lust (2003:39) writes, contains three different materials: (a) a translation of the books of
the MT, (b) a translation of books written in Hebrew or Aramaic, but not included in MT, and (c) books written
in Greek.

87 This is true for the later church, but the situation of the NT writings is rather mixed. For a detailed discussion
on the Septuagint as the bible of the Early Church, see also M. Muller 1993:194-207.

8 The Greek speaking church continued with the LXX, but the Latin speaking church used mainly the Vulgate,
which was meant as a translation from the Hebrew manuscripts available to Jerome in Palestine around the year
400 AD. But they used a wider canon than that of the Jews. The position of Jerome, whatever it was, cannot be
taken as defining the canon. For a detailed discussion on Jerome’s position on this, see Decock 2008a:205-222.
8 For the different lists of biblical books in different traditions, see appendices 1.A — 1.C. The EOTC “canon”,
which has a unique character, will be discussed elsewhere later on.

70 It should be noted, as Johann Cook (2003:151f.) argues, that “the rabbis did not create a scriptural canon. They
inherited a more-or-less agreed set of writings — holy books.” And there are textual variances within the same
canonical tradition, and none of the traditions are free from this problem.

L For a discussion on a similar status of authority and inspiration of the two canons, even when they differ from
each other, see Lust 2003:39-55.
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Even if there is still disagreement on the content of the Old Testament canon, following these
two major traditions, it is believed that “several facts seem to leave open the possibility for

agreement on an extended Old Testament canon” (Koperski 2003:255).

3.3.1.2 New Testament

There is not much debate as to which books constitute the canon of the New Testament. All
Christian denominations, except the Ethiopian Orthodox Church accept the 27 books of the
New Testament. As to the “canon” of the EOTC New Testament, the detailed discussion
comes elsewhere later on. What should be noted here is that the EOTC has a broader and a
narrower “canon” of the New Testament where the twenty-seven books, recognized by other
churches, are the narrower and there are some additional ones to constitute the broader

“canon”.
3.3.2 Apocrypha™

Apocrypha, which literally translated as “hidden books,” is a problematic designation for
various reasons. First the hiddenness has both negative, for those who neglect them, and
positive connotations for those who approve of the books. Thus the term is both an honorable
as well as derogatory one (Metzger 1965: ix). Secondly, it could be a designation used to
differentiate the Alexandrian canon from the Palestinian. This understanding associates
Apocrypha with the LXX (Dentan 1954:11f.; Hinson 1976:172). Thirdly, following these
two—~Palestinian and Alexandrian—traditions its usage is obscure among the Christian
church. It is maintained that what is Apocrypha for the Protestants and Anglicans, who follow
the Palestinian canon, is Deutero-canonical for the Catholics, whereas what is Apocrypha for
the Catholics is pseudepigrapha for the Protestants and not Pseudepigrapha for the Catholics
(Musaph-Andriesse 1981:17f.; Metzger 1957:6).7 Finally, the number of apocryphal books is
also different under different traditions. However, unlike the pseudepigrapha, which is an

open literary category, Apocrypha is relatively a closed collection (Charlesworth 1992a:

2 On a more recent discussion on the terms “apocrypha” and “pseudepigrapha”, see Stuckenbruck 2010:143-162.
3 Soggin (1976:11-18) separately discussed the Hebrew Bible as a Palestinian canon and the LXX as an
Alexandrian canon which contains all the apocryphal and pseudepigraphical books as authoritative in his book.
See Appendices 1.A — 1.C for the different consideration of the Apocryphal books by different churches.
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1,292). In what follows, both Old and New Testament apocryphal works are discussed

separately.

3.3.2.1 Old Testament

Its meaning and usage of the term: Besides the problems around the meaning and usage of
the term Apocrypha, the previous paragraph indicates what Old Testament Apocrypha means.
This can be clarified from the evolution and development of the concept and its usage at
various periods of the Church’s history. Oesterley (1935:4) describes the evolution of the
meaning of the term “Apocrypha” in four stages: first, at the early stage, the term was used to
designate “books containing hidden teaching not to be disclosed to ordinary people.” So, as
indicated in 2 Esdras 14:44-47, he comments that in the beginning of the second century A.D.,
the apocryphal books “were held in higher esteem than canonical books” in certain Jewish

circles.

Second, Origen “distinguished between books read during public worship and those which he
calls ‘apocryphal’; by this word, however, he does not mean the books of what we call™ the
Apocrypha, but those which we designate Pseudepigrapha. But Origen is not consistent in his

use of the term, because elsewhere he applies it to heretical books” (Oesterley 1935:5).

“A third stage, which we find in the fourth century in the Greek Church, is that in which a
distinction is made between canonical books and books read for edification; by the latter are
meant the books of our Apocrypha, while the word ‘apocryphal’ was still applied to those
which we call Pseudepigrapha” (Oesterley 1935:5).

The fourth stage is Jerome’s usage, where he “distinguished between libri canonici and libri
ecclesiastici, the latter referring to the books of our Apocrypha, which were then called
‘apocryphal’ in a new sense” (Oesterley 1935:5). So, according to Oesterley (1935:5), it is
“this use of the term [came] to be generally accepted, and this has continued to the present

2

day.

74 Qesterley is not clear to whom he is referring when he uses the word “we” since the word is understood
differently by various bodies or individuals.
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According to Martin McNamara (1983:17), the term Apocrypha refers to the writings of the
Second Temple Period. “Writings composed during the intertestamental period™ are often
referred to as the Apocrypha, Pseudepigrapha, or by Roman-Catholics writers as
deuterocanonical.” However, he further notes the reason for the confusion on the usage of the

terms:

The terminology has originated in denominational settings and can at times be
confusing. The Roman-Catholic tendency would be to use only two terms: canonical
and apocryphal. A writing not part of the canon, whether it be the canon of the Old or of
the New Testament, would be designated apocryphal, the Apocrypha being the non-
canonical writings. Those writings not part of the Hebrew Scriptures but recognized by
the Roman Catholic Church as canonical are called deuterocanonical, because their
canonicity was formally declared only after a period of discussion... The Reformers
refused to accept any of these [deuterocanonical books] as canonical, and designated
them as Apocrypha. The other books relating to the Old Testament period which were
neither in the Hebrew Bible nor in the western canon are given the designation
Pseudepigrapha” (McNamara 1983:17f.).7

Edgar J. Goodspeed (1939:1) defines the Apocrypha in a very simple terms as “the fourteen
books that stand in old English Bibles between the Old Testament and the New.”"
Brueggemann (2003:5) on the other hand equates apocryphal books with deuterocanonical
books, which seemingly he distinguishes “between the Protestant and Roman
Catholic/Orthodox™ canons in that the latter includes a serious of seven works called

deuterocanonical (that is, second canon) books, also known as the Apocrypha.””

> For McNamara (1983:15), intertestamental period constitutes “the period between 200 B.C. and 100 A.D.”

6 McNamara (1983:18) continues to note how the confusion is endless: “since other Christian Churches, such as
the Greek, Slavonic or Armenian, have in their bibles writings not found in the western Canon (e.g. 3 and 4
Maccabees), these too tend to be regarded as among the Apocrypha and to feature in later translations, as in the
newer editions of the Revised Standard Version. Within the Apocrypha there is some confusion in the manner in
which the various Books of Ezra are referred to. The first problem concerns the number to be attached to the
name. In the Vulgate the canonical books of Ezra and Nehemiah are entitled respectively 1 and 2 Ezra (as already
in the Greek Septuagint). Consequent on this the Vulgate designates the two apocryphal books of Ezra as 3and 4
Ezra. These are now generally referred to as 1 and 2 Ezra — although some prefer to use the forms ‘Esdras,’ the
better to distinguish them from the canonical works.”

7 And the fourteen books, as he (Goodspeed 1939:1) lists, are 1 and 2 Esdras, Tobit, Judith, Some additions to
Esther, the Wisdom of Solomon, Ecclesiasticus or the Wisdom of Sirach, Baruch, Susanna, the Song of the Three
Children, Bel and the Dragon, the Prayer of Manasseh, and 1 and 2 Maccabees.

8 Brueggemann is one of a few scholars who dare to include, at least in the margin, the Orthodox in general, not
the EOTC, in such a discussion.

™ Even if Brueggemann (2003:5) declines to include them in his OT introduction work, he admits that the
apocryphal books “are widely understood to be of secondary status in terms of their significance to the
development of the Christian community’s faith.”
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According to Daniel J. Harrington (2002:146), the church has settled the place of Apocrypha
by taking four different positions: namely, (1) Eastern Orthodox churches include them in
their Bibles;® (2) the Roman Catholic church decreed to include them in the bible as deutero-
canonical; (3) most Protestant churches include them in their Bibles in a special section apart
from the undisputed canonical books; and (4) Jews and many Evangelical Protestants omit

them entirely from their Bibles.®

By and large, the Ethiopian Evangelicals designate scriptural books in two dichotomized
categories: biblical books (pointing to the canonical books) and additional (heretical) books, in
a negative sense, including all the “non-canonical’ books as added by the EOTC.8 This is a
view which is neither in line with its historical tradition nor with the most contemporary

Protestant view of Old Testament canon and apocryphal books.

3.3.2.2 New Testament

New Testament Apocrypha, also called Christian apocryphal literature, can be defined as
“literature that is either attributed to biblical persons as authors or recounts narratives about
biblical persons that parallel or supplement the biblical narrative” (Bauckham 19970:68).
Bauckham (1997b:68) further describes a number characteristics which make this corpus.
These include: (1) In most of the works the biblical persons are NT characters, but in some
cases they are OT characters. (2) The literature continued to be written for many centuries, in
many Christian traditions, and so the whole corpus of such literature is vast. (3) Modern
collections of such literature in translation are only selections, usually including the earliest
such literature, but often also including later works that have been particularly influential in

Christian history. (4) Only occasionally do they include Christian works written under OT

8 Evidently, the Orthodox position has not been always consistent and uniform regarding Apocrypha. For
instance, the “Larger Catechism drawn up by Metropolitan Philaret of Moscow (1839) expressly omits the
Apocrypha in the listing of Old Testament books. This catechism was subsequently translated into Greek and has
had a wide influence in the Orthodox world” (Bloesch 1994:163).

8 For the history of these developments, see the articles in Meurer 1991,

8 This is more the “popular” view than the “scholarly” one among Ethiopian Evangelicals even if many scholars
in the Ethiopian Evangelical tradition would share this “popular” view.
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pseudonyms, which can often be found, along with Jewish works of this kind, in collections of

the OT Pseudepigrapha.

After discussing the development and history of canonical and apocryphal concepts in the
early church and the Apostolic Fathers, E. Hennecke (1963:28) defines the New Testament
Apocrypha as constituting of three distinct types of writings—Gospels, Acts and Apocalypses:

When we speak of ‘Apocrypha of the NT’, we mean by that Gospels which are
distinguished by the fact not merely that they did not come into the NT but also that
they were intended to take the place of the four Gospels of the canon (this holds good
for the earlier texts) or to stand as enlargement of them side by side with them. ... It is
further a matter of particular pseudepigraphical Epistles and of elaborately fabricated
Acts of Apostles, the writers of which have worked up in novelistic fashion the stories
and legends about the apostles and so aimed at supplementing the deficient information
which the NT communicates about the destinies of these men. Finally, there are also
belong here the Apocalypses in so far as they have further evolved the ‘revelation” form
taken over from Judaism.

What is very important in the Ethiopian context is that among the New Testament Apocrypha,
some of the books are highly regarded in the Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo Church.® Even if
this collection is very wide and complex, it needs further study on those which are uniquely

important to the Ethiopian church.
3.3.3 OT Pseudepigrapha®

Besides the canonical and apocryphal books, “many other Jewish and Jewish-Christian works
have survived from the period between about 200 B.C. to about A.D. 200. Since most of these
profess to have been written by ancient worthiest of Israel, who lived long before the books

were actually composed, they are generally called ‘pseudepigrapha” (Metzger 1965:[xi]).

8 The eight bulky books, included in the EOTC New Testament, and known as Books of Church Order, are,
Sinodos (4 books, namely The Order of Zion, Commandment (Tizaz), Gitzew, and Abtils), the Book of the
Covenant (2 books), Clement (1), and Didascalia (1). However, it should be noted that the eight NT books
additional to the 27, as another version simply counts, could only be the eight books of Clement. Even if these
books are meant for the clergy and not the laity, they are highly regarded by the church.

8 It should be noted that there is a confusing terminological overlap between “pseudepigrapha,” the name of a
more or less fixed body of writing and “pseudepigraphy,” the literary practice of attributing one’s writing to
someone else, usually an ancient seer, worthy or other dignitary (Stone 1984:427, n.240).
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Metzger (1965:[xi]) clearly describes how Catholics and Protestants categorize what

constitutes pseudepigrapha for each of them:

[F]or a Roman Catholic most of the books which Protestants regard as the Apocrypha
(but not the Prayer of Manasseh and 1 and 2 Esdras) are held to be authoritative
Scripture and are called deuterocanonical. Other books, which neither Protestants nor
Roman Catholics regard as inspired or authoritative, are called apocryphal by Catholics
and pseudepigraphical by Protestants.

Comparing three different lists of OT Pseudepigrapha in English by R. H. Charles in 1913, H.
F. D. Sparks in 1983, and J. H. Charlesworth in 1985, D. S. Russell (1987:xii) clearly shows
the difficulty of the scope of this collection of books which constitute this literature.
However, he attempts to provide five criteria to identify and define as to what constitutes this

body of diverse writings in Jewish or Jewish-Christian traditions as:

which (a) are not included in the Old or New Testaments, the Apocrypha and the
rabbinic literature, (b) are associated with the biblical books or biblical characters, (¢)
are more often than not written in the name of some ancient biblical worthy, (d) convey
a message from God that is relevant to the time at which the books were written and (e)
are written during the period 200 BC — AD 200 or if later than this, preserve Jewish
traditions of that same period (Russell 1987:xii-xiii).

When it comes to the Modern classification of “Old Testament pseudepigrapha,” according to
William Adler (2002:211f), it “originates in a distinction introduced by the Protestant
Reformation. Protestant scholars reserved the term ‘apocrypha’ for books that were included
in the Vulgate and the Septuagint, but were lacking in the Hebrew Bible. Thus, books that
early church had designated ‘Old Testament apocrypha’ came to be known as ‘Old Testament
pseudepigrapha’.””® This can be exemplified by R. H. Charles’s (1913:1L,iv) work of
Apocrypha and pseudepigrapha where his volume of “apocrypha” comprises of those books

which “constitute the excess of the Vulgate over the Hebrew, and (that) this excess is

8 Though commonly used for lack of a better term, Marinus de Jonge (2003:459) also agrees that the use of the
expression “Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament” is not suitable for several reasons. “First, there is by no
means consensus on the question which writings should be reckoned to the Old Testament pseudepigrapha and
which should not. Second, there is much difference of opinion about the provenance and the transmission history
of many documents.”

8 Adler (2002:212, n.4) notes that “Jerome also used the word apocrypha in the modern sense, that is, as a
description of works found in the Septuagint but absent from the Hebrew Bible.” He further notes that “the word
‘pseudepigrapha’ to describe religious literature found in neither the Greek nor the Hebrew Bibles first appears in
J. Fabricious, Codex pseudepigraphus Veteris Testamenti (Hamburg, Leipzig: 1713).”
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borrowed from the Septuagint.” What was left over, namely “[a]ll the . . . extant non-
Canonical Jewish books written between 200 B.C. and A.D. 100 with possibly one or two

exceptions,” were assigned to the pseudepigrapha.

OT Pseudepigrapha, according to Charlesworth, in his comprehensive edition (1983), contains
65 documents, which can be classified into six basic genres—apocalyptic, testament,
expansion of the Old Testament and legends, wisdom and philosophical literature, prayers and
psalms, and fragments of Judeo-Hellenistic works. For the most part, they are as influential
for Jews and Christians “as the writings later canonized. Many early Jews and many of the

earliest Christians considered these documents infallible and full of divine revelation”

(Charlesworth 1992b:V, 538ff.).8”
3.4 Conclusion

It is evident that multiplicity in usage and meaning around key terms is inescapable for a
number of reasons. Besides the temporal, spatial, and conceptual factors, the contextual factor
contributes much for the variation. However, some key theological and biblical terminologies
have been used without considering the possible variation a word may have because of these
factors, which resulted in either misunderstanding or inadequate argument. In order to avoid
such confusions, this chapter tries to clarify the concept of four theological / biblical key terms
as they will be better used in this thesis in particular, which is mainly related to the Ethiopian
context, and the wider reader of the field. In addition, a number of scriptural bodies are
identified so as to minimize some misconception around different categories of sacred

writings.

The first difficult term to define is “(the) Scripture(s)” mainly because it is inappropriately
equated with the term “Bible”, which is much narrower than “the Scriptures”. Even if it is
problematic in English, it is especially inadequate in Ethiopian languages. In its proper usage,
the notion of “the Scriptures” is mainly connected to its divine origin and inspiration. What

should be clear is that while the biblical books are Scriptures, the Scriptures are not restricted

87 See Appendix 2.B for the full list of these books.
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to the Western “Bible”. Thus, the concept of “the Scriptures” adequate to both this thesis and
the Ethiopian context is a definition which includes early Jewish and Christian sacred writings

that are inspired, authoritative, but not necessarily canonical in the Western sense.

Even though the complexity of the word “authority” is multifaceted, partly it shares the same
problem with the concept of “the Scriptures”. The two outstanding confusions around
“authority” are mixing various sources of authorities and failure to adhere which authority
governs over the others. The first point that this chapter has tried to clarify is that, like “the
Scriptures”, especially in early Judaism and Christianity, authoritative Scriptures does not
necessarily presuppose the present notion of “canon”, which is not in the sense of a closed and
clearly delineated set of books; rather, maybe be in the sense of a “set of books” not
necessarily defined as rigidly as in later Church History. Secondly, Orthodox and
Evangelicals, in principle, take an opposing position regarding the hierarchy between
scriptural interpretive authority of the church and individual authority, which is very loose in
practice, especially in contemporary Ethiopia. Whereas scriptural interpretation in the EOTC,
like that of the Roman Catholic Church,® is controlled ecclesiastically, Evangelicals give
priority to the individual believer’s freedom to interpret it. Thirdly, even if the distinction
between biblical authority and inspiration is highly contentious and vague, it is believed that
scriptural authority arises from its divine inspiration. Fourthly, it should be noted that
scriptural authority is inseparable from tradition, a notion which is now-a-days increasingly
accepted by Evangelicals. Finally, with a limited degree of variance, Ethiopian churches could

have a common ground regarding binding and supporting authority for faith and practice.

8 This position of the RCC is clearly stated in Vatican II, DEl VERBUM 10. “Sacred tradition and Sacred
Scripture form one sacred deposit of the word of God, committed to the Church. Holding fast to this deposit the
entire holy people united with their shepherds remain always steadfast in the teaching of the Apostles, in the
common life, in the breaking of the bread and in prayers (see Acts 2, 42, Greek text), so that holding to,
practicing and professing the heritage of the faith, it becomes on the part of the bishops and faithful a single
common effort. But the task of authentically interpreting the word of God, whether written or handed on, has
been entrusted exclusively to the living teaching office of the Church, whose authority is exercised in the name
of Jesus Christ. This teaching office is not above the word of God, but serves it, teaching only what has been
handed on, listening to it devoutly, guarding it scrupulously and explaining it faithfully in accord with a divine
commission and with the help of the Holy Spirit, it draws from this one deposit of faith everything which it
presents for belief as divinely revealed” (DEI VERBUM 1965).
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In regard to the concept of “inspiration” its attachment to other terms, its variation through
time, its level of textual evidence, and the object of inspiration are points of debate. In this
debate, limiting inspiration only to canonical Scriptures, once again like “the Scriptures” is
inadequate. Moreover, even if there are textual evidences on its self-assertion of “inspiration”,
they are very much limited. An appropriate way of defining inspiration is that it is the
inbreathing of God on the Scriptures at various ways and different levels of the process of

Scripture production so that they have divine authority in them.

Besides its complexity to define with more clarity and a meaning with a shared nuance, the
fourth term, “canon”, shares similar problem of mixing it with other terms. Thus, the
inappropriate equation of the term with concepts like “the Scriptures”, “inspiration” or
“authority” should be avoided. Likewise, more than the other words, it suffers from misusing
it anachronistically, even if such usage has been objected to recent studies. Therefore, the
concept of canonization formally is a fourth century phenomenon of delimitation and selection

of scriptural writings included in the list of authoritative books of a faith community.

Early Jewish and Christian scriptural writings have three broader categories with a significant
degree of overlap among themselves—canonical, deutero-canonical / apocryphal, and
pseudepigraphical writings. Among the canonical, there is clear consensus as to what
constitute the New Testament; while there are two collections of Old Testament—the
Masoretic Text (the Hebrew canon) and the Septuagint (the Greek canon). While the
Orthodox and the Catholics follow the Greek canon, which is wider, Protestants follow the

narrower, the Hebrew Canon.

The designation Old Testament Apocrypha, which is relatively closed collection, is somehow
confusing because it is used by Protestants to designate what for Catholics is deutero-
canonical books,® while it is used by the Catholics to designate what the Protestants use for

Old Testament pseudepigrapha.®® As compared to Old Testament apocrypha, New Testament

8 See the appendices 1A — 1.C for various lists of books by different authors, still with some disagreement as to
what belongs to which church.

% With this difference in mind, this thesis follows the Protestant way of designation because it is more common
way in current scholarly debate.
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Apocrypha is much wider and fluid collection. As it can be identified from the name itself, it
is typically Christian collection. Like the New Testament apocrypha, Old Testament
pseudepigrapha is a wider collection even if it includes earlier and Jewish writings. However
the level of their importance may be different, all these categories played a significant role in
shaping Christendom through the centuries and continue to do so. It is to one of these
pseudepigraphical works, but canonical to the EOTC, 1 Enoch, that this study gives special
attention, as it has been claimed that it influenced Ethiopian spirituality and other aspects of
life.
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CHAPTER FOUR

JUDE’S USAGE OF JEWISH LITERATURE, “CANONICAL” AND
“EXTRA-CANONICAL”

4.1 Introduction

In spite of its unique contribution and importance in the NT, the book of Jude is sadly a
neglected book among both scholars and preachers.* Richard Bauckham (1990:134) and Cory
D. Anderson (2003:47) affirm the appropriateness of the description “The Most Neglected
Book in the New Testament™? for Jude partly due to the widely accepted view of Jude’s
dependence on 2 Peter.® Other reasons for the neglect may include its brevity, its citation of
non-canonical Jewish writings, “its burning denunciation of error” (Blum 1981:384), and the
apparent absence of main Christian teachings. To be sure, in spite of its obscurities and
brevity, not only Jude’s extensive use of the traditions of ancient Judaism but also the status it

gives to 1 Enoch and other Second Temple Period literature gives it a unique place in the NT.

On the other hand, in spite of its brevity, Jude is permeated by Jewish literature, both
“canonical” and “non-canonical”. Its intensive and extensive usage of the literature made the
short book very compact, overloaded by scriptural citations, references and allusions. This
chapter begins with Jude’s literary and interpretive strategy as to how the book is designed to

defend its argument. This will be followed by a discussion on his usage of Jewish literature,

! For a discussion of the neglect of the book by scholars see S. Maxwell Coder 1958:4; and especially on a
continuous recent neglect see Bauckham 1990:134; or its neglect, with some other Catholic Epistles, both by the
church and ordinary readers yet with an improved attention in the recent scholarship, see Bauckham 1997a:153.
2 This is a title of an article by D. J. Rowston 1974-75:554-563. With some other reasons, according to Rowston,
the major reason for its neglect is its use of 1 Enoch and our lack of knowledge of a particular historical situation.
However, since Rowston’s critical comment, there has significant attraction to Jude among scholars. For recent
articles and commentaries on the epistle of Jude see: Richard J. Bauckham 1983; J. Daryl Charles 1990b:109-
124; 1991a:130-145; 1991b:106-124; Walter M. Dunnett 1988:287-292; Jarl Fossum 1987:226-243; Michael
Green 1987; Douglas J. Moo 1996; Carol D. Osburn 1981:107-115; 1985:296-303; 1977:334-341; Thomas
Wolthuis 1987:21-45.

3 Bauckham (1990:134) uses a very strong expression to signify such a neglect: “The tradition of scholarly
contempt [i.e. considering Jude merely as nothing but an excerpt from 2 Peter] has also led to scholarly neglect
of Jude hence to ignorance of Jude.” For instance, George Eldon Ladd (1993:655) writes, “There is little of
theological interest in Jude that is not found in 2 Peter.” According to Andrew Chester and Ralph P. Martin
(1994:81f.), Luther neglected the book for a similar reason: Jude’s dependence on 2 Peter.
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where a brief discussion on the OT usage is followed by his usage of “extra-canonical”
literature, focusing on 1 Enoch. Selected texts, both from Jude and 1 Enoch, will be exegeted
and compared in line with such usage so as to understand the legitimacy of Jude’s “extra-

canonical” works, as it is to the “canonical” works.

This raises the problem that a “canonical” book quotes “non-canonical” works as “canonical”.
Among these works is 1 Enoch which is quoted and upheld as prophecy in the Early Church
and the Apostolic Church. The chapter concludes with a remark, which sets the agenda for a
discussion on the status of 1 Enoch in Jude and other STL in the ensuing chapter. This will
enable the reader to understand in what way the usage of STL has been legitimate and
appropriate. This chapter discusses an issue, which we, Ethiopian Evangelicals, may try to
avoid dealing with, but which is ultimately unavoidable. This is a stage of distantiation where
the text will be critically examined.

4.2 Preliminary Issues: Jude’s Hermeneutics and Literary Style

Besides other Jewish literature in general, the influence of 1 Enoch on Jude is evident not only
in the citations and allusions, themes and motifs, and overwhelming vocabulary permeating
the book, but can also be seen in the literary style which Jude consciously uses in clear
contrast with the biblical literature. Both the form and the content reveal Jude’s affinity
towards and knowledge of the Second Temple Period literature, his awareness of its continuity
with the biblical literature, and the authoritative status he grants the source material upon

which he is dependent. Hence, a discussion on some literary issues is appropriate.*

4 Due to the limit of space, some traditional topics, with indirect effect on this discussion, such as authorship,
date, opponents, addressee, occasion, language and theological themes, though highly disputed, are not discussed
here. However, some of the issues may be raised here and there in relation to other topics. At the same time, this
paper holds Jewish character of the different groups connected to the letter: Palestinian setting, Jewish-Christian
author and readers, gnostic oriented antinomian opponents, and an earlier date, about 50s and 60s.
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Though generically a letter,® it is rightly maintained that the body of the book is “a performed
midrash® on the theme of judgment” (Ellis 1999:120).7 Ellis further notes that as an
interpretative activity the midrash procedure (1) is oriented to the Scriptures, (2) adapting it to
the present (3) for the purpose of instructing or edifying the current reader. Since Jude follows
this pattern, it justifies Jude’s use of the quotation at scriptural level.? It is, therefore, possible
to regard the literary form of Jude as “an epistolary sermon,” that is, a sermon delivered in an
epistolary framework, a form which might already have been in use both in Judaism and
Christianity before Jude’s time (Bauckham 1983:3). This can be easily observed from an
examination of the hermeneutical approach of Jude, which includes a careful analysis of the
structure and a number of literary devices as closely followed by Jude, whose “exegetical
method is indivisible from his message” (Charles 1990b:119). The careful composition, in the
form of a midrash, which argues for the major message of the book, as stated in v. 4, can be
readily seen from the methods and techniques he employs, which were also widely accepted in
contemporary Judaism and can be paralleled especially from the Qumran community
(Bauckham 1992:1098).

4.2.1 Structure and Analysis of Jude

The structure and its analysis, which is discussed here, were first observed by Ellis (1993:221-

226) and later on adopted and refined by Bauckham.®

1-2  Address and Greeting

5 The Epistle of Jude has almost all the features of an ancient letter form: the sender, the receivers, greetings,
purpose and occasion, the main body, and doxology. For a discussion on epistolary framework of the letter see
Carroll D. Osburn 1992:288-294.

6 “performed midrash,” as Ellis (1988:703) calls it, is a phrase used to designate interpretive renderings of
various kinds of “text + exposition” patterns.

" Ellis (1999:120) argues that the author has reworked the midrash and given it the covering form of a letter (1-4,
20-25). He notes the performed piece constitutes c.72% of the letter.

8 For more details see Ellis 1988:703-709; idem 1977:201-208.

® Bauckham extensively discusses and elaborates the structure and its significance to an adequate understanding
of every aspect of the letter in his various works. This study adopts his latest analysis in Bauckham 1992:1098.
His major refinement of Ellis’s analysis is that he regards the whole vv. 8-10 as a commentary on vv. 5-7, with
the ‘citation’ in verse 9 introduced as a secondary ‘text’ to aid the interpretation of vv. 5-7. For a recent
discussion on Jude’s structural analyses from different perspectives see David. J. Clark 2004:125-137 and Larry
Douglas Smith 2004:138-142. Even if both of them propose different structures for Jude, they agree with
Bauckham and Ellis that the structure of the letter is part of the author’s technique of conveying his message.
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3-4  Occasion and Theme

3 A. The Appeal to Contend for the Faith

4 B. The Background to the Appeal: The False Teachers, Their character
and Judgement (forming Introductory Statement Theme for B”)

5-23 Body of the Letter

5-19 B’. The Background: A Midrash on Four Prophecies of the Doom of the
Ungodly

S-7 “Text” 1: The Old Testament Types

8-10 + interpretation

9) including secondary “text” : Michael and the Devil

11 “Text” 2: Three more Old Testament Types

12-13 + interpretation

(12-13) including secondary allusions

14-15 “Text” 3: A Very Ancient Prophecy

16 + interpretation

17-18 “Text” 4: A Very Modern Prophecy

19 + interpretation

20-23 A’. The Appeal

24-25 Concluding Doxology

This analysis elucidates the epistolary framework of the letter which contains a “midrash” or a

section of formal exegesis (vv. 5-19). The initial statement of the theme of the letter (vv. 3-4)

contains two parts (A and B) which correspond, in reverse order, to the two parts of the body
of the letter (B> and A’).%°

Bauckham (1992:1098) further contends that the midrashic style used in vv. 5-19 is “a very

carefully composed piece of scriptural commentary which argues for the statement made in v.

4.” In these verses, scriptural examples and quotations become “texts” which are then

interpreted to apply to the situation facing Jude’s readers. This midrashic pattern of “text”

followed by interpretation is repeated four times. The first two “texts” are actually allusions to

10 For further explanation on how the whole fits together, see Bauckham 1990:179-186.
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biblical stories which are then interpreted to apply to Jude’s opponents. The latter two are
from authoritative sources which are equally applied to the readers’ situation (Bauckham

1990:179-234).11

Among the texts, text 1 and 2 summarize three groups of people—Israel in the wilderness
(Num 14), the watchers or fallen angels (1 Enoch 6-19), and the Sodom and Gomorrah (Gen
19)—and three individuals—Cain (Gen 4:8), Balaam (Num 22:31:16) and Korah (Num 16)—
from the sacred writings.*?All of these are well-known scriptural examples of judgment, here
used as historical types of the false teachers who are similarly doomed to judgment, rather
than verbal prophecies.®® The second pair of texts, 3 and 4, are verbal prophecies of the false
teachers, quoted from 1 En 1:9 and oral tradition of the teaching of the apostles (Bauckham
1992:1098) respectively.x

A number of stylistic features mark a distinction between “texts” and interpretation. First,
there is a shift in tense from “texts” to interpretation. The tense of the verbs in the “texts” is
past or future, referring to types in the past or prophesying the future, whereas the
interpretations use present tenses, referring to the fulfilment of the types and prophecies at the
present time (Ellis 1993:225. For some exceptions see Bauckham 1992:1089). Secondly,
transition from “text” to interpretation is also marked by phrases with oUTtoL used in a
formulaic way to introduce each section of interpretation.t® They serve to identify the false
teachers as the people to whom the prophecies refer. In this way, they make the transition
from the prophecy to its application to the opponents. Thirdly, the “texts” are introduced by

1 For a discussion on the status of “non-canonical” books in Jude see below.

12 It is noted that this is an acceptable way of citing the text of a midrash, (cf. | Cor 10:1-5; Heb 7:1-3)
(Bauckham 1990:182).

13 But for some verbal allusions to the actual texts of the Scriptures see Bauckham 1990:182f. In another work,
Bauckham (1983:79-84) suggests that the references to Cain, Balaam and Korah are not merely to the OT texts
as such but to some other Second Temple Period traditions about these figures which had grown up around the
OT texts.

14 As indicated in the analysis, that is “text” 3: (A Very Ancient Prophecy) and “text” 4: (A Very Modern
Prophecy), they show that the opponents and their judgement have been prophesied about from the very earliest
times up to the most recent times.

15 This resembles similar formulae used in the Qumran commentaries (4QFlor 1:2, 3, 11, 12, 17; 4Qplsa 3:7, 9,
10, 12; 4Qplsa® 2:6-7, 10) and occasionally in the NT (Gal 4:24; 2 Tim 3:8).
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the formulae like 6u (5, 11) and AMéyw (14, 17)% distinguishing them from the interpretation.
Bauckham notes that besides the four main “texts” there is a secondary “text” (v. 9), which

helps the interpretation of “text” 1 (Bauckham 1992:1099).*
4.2.2 Typology, Catchwords, and Triplets

Besides his literacy structure, Jude uses typology, catchwords and triplets in an interwoven
way with each other. One of the methods employed by the NT writers’ usage of OT (or other
Jewish traditions) is typology, which presupposes continuity between the two testaments as
promise (prophecy) and fulfilment'® or correspondence between type and antitype. For Jude,
the OT types apply prophetically to his opponents with historical correspondence between the

ungodly of the past and those of the present.

The first instance of Jude’s typological triplet cites “three classic examples of sin which
incurred divine judgment:” (Bauckham 1990:186) the unbelieving Israel (v. 5), the rebellious
angels (v. 6) and Sodom and Gomorrah (v. 7) all of which exhibit “unnatural rebellion”
(Green 1968:166-67). The second triplet, Cain, Balaam, and Korah (v. 11), are united by the
phrase “are objects of a woe-Cry, [that is], a prophetic denunciation, issued by the writer”
(Charles 1990b:116).

Besides these typological triplets, the extremely brief book Jude is flooded by the abundance
of descriptions listed in groups of three. Charles observes twenty sets of triplets which

overwhelm the only twenty-five verses (Charles 1990b:124, n.24),*® beginning from the

16 Ellis (1993:224) notes that these formulae are used elsewhere in the NT to introduce quotations, e.g. 2 Cor
10:17; Gal 3:11; Mk 12:26.

17 However, for Ellis (1993:22, 224), v. 9 is a citation with equal weight as the others because it fits all the
features which the other citations would have.

18 For a detailed discussion on ‘typology’ as promise and fulfilment, see Gerhard Von Rad 1986:28-46 and R. T.
France 1971:38-80.

19 Charles (1990:117f.) further relates Jude’s usage of triplets with his Jewishness that he tries to find three-fold
witnesses to validate his testimony as a tradition in the OT (Deut 17:6; 19:15) and later on affirmed by the NT
(Jn 5:31-33; 8:17-18; Mt: 18:16; 2 Cor 13:1; 1 Tim 5:19; Heb 10:28).
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writer’s self-designation in v. 1 through to the final doxology in v. 25.2 The many sets of

triads indicate the urgency, depth, vividness and strength of the author’s argument.?*

Jude is also marked by strong and consistent use of catchwords in order to connect various
elements in his structure.?? Both the abundant and consistent usage of catchwords shows that
the literary device is not accidental on the writer’s part, rather, it is “the hall-mark of the
midrashic procedure” (Ellis 1993:225). Most of the catchwords, which occur more than four
times, as listed by C. Landon, are: (1) doeprv/acéBera w. 4, 15 (3x), 18; (2) vpels w. 3 (3x),
5(2x) 12, 17, 18, 20 (2x) 24; (3) ovtoL Wv. 4, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 19 (a¥76s) 11; (4) kipLos V.
4,5,9, 14,17, 21, 25; (5) aytos wv. 3, 14, 20 (2x), 24 (Gdpwpos); (6) odpE, émbupia w. 7,
16, 18, 23; (7) ayamn/ayarnTol w. 1, 2, 3, 12, 17, 20, 21; (8) é cosléNeéw WV. 2, 21, 22, 23;
(9) kplots, kplpa . 4, 6,9, 15; (10) mas vv. 3, 15 (4x), 25 (2x) (Landon 1996:52f.). This
confirms the general tendency of the writer to structure and enforce his message by repeating
certain key words a practice “paralleled at Qumran and elsewhere (e.g. 1 Pet 2:4-10)”

(Bauckham 1992:1099).

Jude also employs other minor literary devices and motifs which may not easily be detected
but are common to the Second Temple Jewish tradition as continuation and development of

20 These are, as Charles (1991:132, n.5) puts them: v.1: self-designation of the writer Clov8as, 8ot\os, d8eAdss)
and attributes ascribed to the readers (qyammuévors, TeTnpnuévols, kKAnTtos); v. 2: elements in the greeting
(éXeos, elpnjvn, dydmm); v. 4: participles modifying the main verb (mpoyeypappevor, petatifévres,
apvoupevol); v. 5-7: paradigms of judgement (unbelieving Israel, the rebellious angels, Sodom and Gomorrah);
v. 8: actions of the oUtot (Bhacdnely, dBeTely, praivew); v. 9: indicative actions of Michael (SehéyeTo, otk
enToMUnoey, elmev); v. 11: examples of woe (Cain, Balaam, Korah); escalation of rebellious action
(émopetbnoav, éEexvbnoar, dmwiovTo); V. 12: traits of those at the love-feasts (omi\dde -, cuvevwyovpevorl,
addpws); characteristics of the waves (dypia, émadpilovTa, aioxdvar); vv. 14-15: actions of the Lord (A\ev,
moufoal kpiow, EéyEal); v. 16: characteristics of the oUToL (yoyyvoTal, pepdsipotpot, katd Tds émbupias
€avTOv Topeudpevol); v. 19: further characteristics (dmodiopilovTes, Puxikol, mrebpa ur éxovtes); vv. 20-21:
presence of the Trinity (Holy Spirit, God, Jesus Christ); participles relating to the writer’s imperative
(émoLkoBopotvTes, TPooevXOpevoL, TPoodexdLevol); V. 22-23: final imperatives (€ edTe, ow(eTe, ENeATE); V.
25: divine designations (6e6s, cwtnp, kpLos); and threefold view of time (mpo mavTos Tob at@vos kal viv kal
els TavTas).

21 In the same line, Steven J. Kraftchick (2002:19) argues that “The triple formulations underscore the urgency of
the letter, attempting to make the readers see and feel the magnitude of the danger in their midst. Their use lends
depth and vividness to the author’s argument, causing his positive statements about God and the community to
stand in direct contrast with the negative portrait of the antagonists.”

22 As Ellis (1993:225) observes, the catchwords join “text” to “text” (e.g. kplols 6, 9, 15), “text” to interpretation
(e.g. \akelv15, 16), “text” to introduction (e.g. kUpLos 4, 15), “text” to final application (e.g. c)lw 5, 23), or they
may join all four elements (Tnpéw 1, 6, 13, 21; kUpros 4, 5, 14, 17, 21).
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the OT.2 Thus Jude, in his literary strategy and hermeneutics, proves himself to highly depend

on and follow early Jewish traditions, both in form and content.
4.3 Jude’s use of Jewish Literature: I—OT

Jude’s learned awareness of both the OT and STL is evident from his extensive usage of both
traditions in an interwoven and systematic way, as it is clear from his structure and midrashic
interpretation. To make the picture full, an overview of OT in Jude will first be discussed,
followed by his usage of 1 Enoch, the major resource of Jude, representing Jude’s use of STL.
In order to answer the question on the status of 1 Enoch in Jude, a more detailed discussion

will be on 1 Enoch below, while this part, on Jude’s usage of the OT, is only an overview.

Without a single explicit citation, Jude’s high usage of and dependence on the OT is evident
in at least five major ways. It is full of (1) types and examples of OT figures and traditions, (2)
motifs common to OT, (3) theophanic expression in a judgment context, (4) the notion of
writing of names in heavenly books, and (5) typological exegesis. A short description is given

to each category in what follows.

First, at least ten subjects—unbelieving Israel, the fallen angels, Sodom and Gomorrah,
Michael the archangel, Moses, Adam, Cain, Balaam, Korah, and Enoch—are mentioned at
different levels.? It is hard to see that such a short book would have all these figures
mentioned in those few verses unless the author is very well versed in the literature. We do
not find this in most of the NT books.

Second, one of the ways Jude uses the OT is his dependence on OT motifs. He uses two sets
of triplets in order to make an antithesis of the ungodly and the faithful. Whereas the ungodly
are typified by the examples from the OT, the faithful are portrayed by terms common in the

OT, such as aytos (holy) (v.14), pLootvTes kal TOV ATO THS 0APKOS ETTLAWUEVOV XLTOVA V.

23 For instance, with a major antithesis of the ungodly, basically represented as otrou (vv. 8, 10, 11, 12, 14, 16,
19), and the faithful, who are unidentified as vpels (vv. 5, 17, 18, 29). Charles (1990b:120, n.9) lists not less than
19 other contrasts which appear throughout the letter. As Charles notes, juxtaposition is a notable feature of both
canonical and non-canonical Jewish wisdom literature. For other dependence on Jewish tradition in general and
Enochic motifs in particular, such as theophanic appearance and judgment themes, see below.

2 For a detailed discussion on Jude’s use of the OT, see Charles 1990b:109-124.
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23 (“hating even the garment stained from corrupted flesh”), and dpwpos v. 24 (“blameless”).

Such juxtaposition “is a notable feature of OT wisdom literature” (Charles 1990b:111).%

Third, another dependence of Jude on the OT is his theophanic expression in a judgment
context. Even if Jude 14-15 is explicitly derived from 1 Enoch (see below), its relation to the
Sinai Theophany and blessing of Moses in Deut 33:1ff. is clear. “Behold (for) he comes...,”?
“with the myriads of his holy ones...” 7 “to execute judgment upon all...”? “and he will
destroy all the wicked...”?® “and he will reprove all flesh...,”*® all are reminiscent of the OT
common patterns of theophany-statements, which are taken up by the apocalyptic literature,
including 1 Enoch (Charles 1990b:111f).

Fourth, another aspect in Jude’s reminiscence of OT, as well as the apocalyptic literature, is
the notion of names written in heavenly books (v. 4), with a motif of the divine
foreknowledge.*

Finally, Jude’s typological exegesis is the major element of his dependence on the OT because
typology?® is related to the question of the use of the OT in the NT. Jude’s use of the OT types
reflects his awareness of continuity between the two testaments. Nevertheless, Jude’s use of
the OT in any way is combined and supported by later Jewish thoughts. “Jude combines
typological treatment of the OT with conventions and imagery contemporary to sectarian

Judaism which would have been readily understood by his readership” (Charles 1990b:115).

25 |t is particularly common in the book of Proverbs, where the righteous and the foolish stand as diametrically
opposed.

26 Deut 33:2, Judg 5:4; Ps 18:9; Isa 19:1; 26:21; 31:4, 27; 40:10; Amos 1:2; Mic 1:3; Hab 3:3; Zeph 1:7; Zech
9:14; 14:1, 3; Mal 3:1-3.

27 Deut 33:2; Ps 68:117; Isa 40:10; 66:15; Dan 7:10.

28 Deut 10:18; Pss 76:9; 96:13; Isa 33:5; Jer 25:31; Dan 7:10, 13, 16; Joel 3:2, Zeph 3:8; Hab 1:12; Mal 2:17; 3:5
29 Pss 46:8-9; 76:3-6; Isa 19:3; 27:1; 66:15-16 Jer 25:31; Zeph 3:8-18; Hag 2:22; Zech 14:2-3,12.

%0 |sa 66:15-24; Jer 25:31; Zeph 1:8, 9, 12; Mal 3:3-5.

31 Ex 32:32-33; Pss 40:4; 56:8; 69:29; 139:16; Isa 4:3; Jer 22:30; Dan 7:10; 12:1; Mal 3:16; 1 En 81:1-2; 89:62;
90:14, 17, 20, 22; 104:7; 108:3,7; T. Ass 7:5; 2 Bar 24:1; Rev 3:5; 5:1, 7, 8; 10:8-11; 20:12.

32 For a discussion on the problem arising from the lack of common definition of typology, four different views
and three major characteristic features, see W. Edward Glenny 1997:627-638.
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4.4 Jude’s use of Jewish Literature: II—1 Enoch

Besides the explicit quotation in vv. 14-15, some images, expressions, allusions, motifs and
theological themes of 1 Enoch fill up the content of Jude. Both in form and content, Jude uses
1 Enoch, in the same manner as his usage of the OT. In other words, Jude’s use of 1 Enoch,®
where Jude’s letter is crowded by Enochic themes and motifs in line with the other Scriptures
he uses, signifies a special validity of 1 Enoch in Jude. The quotation in vv. 14-15 is given
special attention followed by the other themes and allusions from the book.

4.4.1 Jude’s Quotation of 1 Enoch

It has long been recognised that Jude 14-15 is a quotation of 1 Enoch 1.9.3* Bauckham
(1983:93) further contends that it is the only section of Jude’s midrash provided with a formal
quotation from a written source as his text, as indicated by a standard formula in which
TouToLs, “these,” identifies the false teachers as those to whom the prophecy applies.® Jude
makes certain modifications, in accordance with the practice of his period, so that it may
reflect his exegesis (Osburn 1976-77:340f.). This can be shown in a comparison of Jude with

the Greek and Ethiopic versions of 1 Enoch.%

4.4.1.1 Comparison of Jude 14-15 and 1 Enoch 1:9

1 En 1:9 (Ethiopic) 1 En 1:9 (Black) Jude 14-15 (UBS)  Jude 14-15 (NRSV)
And behold! he OTL (8ov See
comes with ten €pxeTaAL gLV ANV kUpLos €V the Lord is coming

thousands holy ones, Tals puvptdow atvtod  aylais puptdow with ten thousands

Kal Tols aylols auvTtol, avTov, of his holy ones,
to execute judgment pupLdor avTov Tolfoat kplow to execute judgment
upon them KOTA TAVTWY, KATA TAVTWY on all,

33 See the discussion below on v. 6, how Jude employs the second type in his first triplet, and also how he
employs a prophetic formula quoting from 1 En 1:9 below.

34 It is maintained that at least as early as Clement of Alexandria and Tertullian that this connection was
recognised (Osburn 1976-77:334).

3 Cf. 4Qplsa® 2:7; 4QFlor 1:16; Act 2:16; 4:11.

% Here the Greek of 1 Enoch is from Black’s (1970) edition and the Ethiopic is represented by Knibb’s (1978)
translation. For a comparison that includes Qumran Aramaic and a Latin version, see Bauckham 1983:95.
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and to destroy Kal ATOAéTEL kal éNéyEat and to convict

TAVTAS TOUS macav Puxnr¥ everyone
the impious aocepets of ungodliness
and to contend kal éxéyEel
with all flesh Tacay odpKa
concerning every-  TmeplL TAVTOV mepl mdvtov TOv  of all the
thing which the Epywr ThS Epywy deeds that
sinners and the aocefelas avToOV acefelas avToOV they have committed in
impious have done  &v foépnoav v NoéBnoav such an ungodly way,
and wrought Kal Kal TepL TAVTOY and of all the harsh
OKANPOY GV TOV OKAPOV OV things that
ENdAnoav \oyov, ENdAnoav have spoken

Kal Tepl TAVTwY
OV kaTeAdAnoav
against him. KaT’ avTov KaT  avTov against him.

apapTwlol doePels. apaptTwlol doeBels ungodly sinners

Some of Jude’s divergences from the Greek need to be considered:

1) (8ov: against the Greek, Jude here agrees with the Ethiopic and some suggest the
divergence is because Jude follows the Aramaic text (Black 1973:195; VanderKam 1973:129-
150, 147f).%®

2) N\Bev: Jude’s is aorist where both the Ethiopic and the Greek are present. It is noted that
Jude’s aorist represents a Semitic “prophetic perfect,” and has translated the Aramaic literally,
whereas the Greek and the Ethiopic are more idiomatic renderings (VanderKam 1973:148;
Osburn 1976:337).

37 Besides this reading, there are some variant textual readings exist among old manuscripts: some read
TavTas Tous acefels, others read mavTtas Tous aceBets avTwy, others only mavtas acefets, and some
others read Tous aceBels. The UBS (3" edition, 1983) main text is compatible with the latest Nestle — Aland
(28™ edition, 2012) except that the variant texts are available only in the Nestle — Aland.

3 Michael A. Knibb (1978:59) suggests that both the Ethiopic and the Greek derive from an original .
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3) kUpLos: as a subject is Jude’s addition. The subject of the sentence in 1 Enoch is God.*
Various suggestions are given for Jude’s introduction of kUptos: (a) it is of considerable
Christological importance, so that it may be applied to Jesus as the “eschatological Redeemer”
(Osburn 1976:341; Black 1973:195). (b) It could also be by analogy with other theophany
texts* which were applied to the parousia in the primitive Christianity (Bauckham 1981:136,

n.5).

4) év aylais puptdowr avtov: Once again Jude agrees with the Ethiopic against the Greek.*
Whether the expansion of the Greek text is the result of a secondary gloss or scribal error in
the Greek version (Osburn 1976:337) Jude’s Semitism reflected in using év instead of the
Greek’s ouv signifies that he is here not following the Greek (Bauckham 1983:94).4

5) kal éXéyEal mdvTas Tous doefets: As can be seen in the comparison, here Jude’s text is
abbreviated.® Both the Ethiopic and the Greek texts (verbs) indicate three purposes of God’s
coming: (1) to judge, (2) to destroy, (3) to convict. Jude omits the idea of destruction by
merging it with convicting, which he might be expected to retain in line with vv. 5, 10.
However, the omission of “destroy”, which comes rather oddly before “convict” in 1 Enoch,
emphasizes the judicial conviction of the false teachers before their destruction (Bauckham
1983:94, 96).

6) macar odpka: The original object of the conviction, “all flesh,” is omitted from Jude. Here
also, the omission may be explained as to apply the effect of the text exclusively to the
aocéBets, whom Jude identifies as the false teachers (Bauckham 1983:94).

39 Even though the last explicit mention of God in 1 En 1 is in v.4, according to the context, he continues to be
the subject until v. 9.

40 Isa 40:10; 66:15; Zech 14:5; cf. 1 En 91:7.

41 Bauckham attempts to explain the longer reading of the Greek, ouv Tals pvptdoly adTod kal Tols

ayiots avTtou ..., as a Christian interpretation of the text. He suggests, the rendering of the Greek must be either
“a Christian interpretative gloss on a Greek text which originally rendered the Aramaic more accurately, or
possibly an indication that [the Greek] represents an originally Christian translation of 1 Enoch,” who combined
two Christian interpretations of Zech 14:5 (Bauckham 1981:138).

42 Osburn (1976:338) notes that the agreement of the Ethiopic with the Aramaic fragment in 1 Enoch 1:9 would
support Ullendorff’s (1968) thesis that parts of the Ethiopic texts were derived directly from the Aramaic.

4 Note the alternation of dmoléoel by éXéyEw, later on left out, which reduces Jude’s verbs by one.
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7) mepl TAVTWY TOV okANpdY OV édAncav kat’ avtob : here the Greek is longer than both
Jude and the Ethiopic. Knibb explains that the longer text of the Greek that it may be
dittography (Knibb 1978:60). It may also be possible to suggest Jude abbreviated the text once
again, “as the Ethiopic has certainly done here.”* It is further suggested that the longer Greek
text is “reflecting a conflation of two readings” from the Aramaic originals (Bauckham

1983:96).

8) With all these minor divergences, the closer word for word similarities between the Greek
text of 1 Enoch and Jude must be noted: (1) pvptdow avTtov, (2)

HUpLAOLY avTob KaTtd mdvtwy, (3) mdrvTas Tovs doefels (4) mept mdvTwy (TGv Jude)
épyov (Ts 1 En) doeBels avtov av Noépnoav (5) kal mept mavTwy (6)

KaT’ alTOU ALAPTWAOL doeBeLs.

The analysis clearly shows that the quotation is very close, almost verbatim. However, both
the minor differences and the close parallels between the texts are explained variously. Two
alternatives, both of which are possible but unlikely, are: (1) that Jude was quoting the Greek
version from memory (Kelly 1969:276), or (2) that the close coincidence between the Greek
text and Jude is merely accidental, assuming in both cases a literal rendering of the Aramaic
with Jude’s few alterations for his own purposes (Milik in Bauckham 1983:96). The other
alternative is that “Jude knew the Greek version but made his own translation from the
Aramaic” (Bauckham 1983:96).%

4.4.1.2 Jude 14-15 in Context

In Jude’s literary style, Jude 14-15 comprises “text” 3: a very ancient prophecy, of his four
scriptural texts, each followed by interpretation. A number of literary devices indicate that this
quotation has been given special attention by the author. 1) TTpoedriTevoev, the aorist active of
mpodnTEVW, “prophesied”, is understood in different possible ways. (a) Donald Guthrie

(1981:978f.) admits that Jude uses this term as a formula to introduce 1 Enoch, but hesitates to

44 Bauckham 1983:96.

4 However, the other alternative noted by Bauckham (1983:96) that the Greek of 1 Enoch is “a corruption of the
Greek version which Jude quotes, or that the translator of the Greek version was a Christian who knew Jude's
letter” is unlikely because, if so, the Greek text of 1 Enoch would have included the term kvptos and avoided the
duplication mentioned (7).
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consider this as denoting Scripture, because Jude is the only one in the NT to quote in such a
way.* (b) George L. Lawlor (1972:102) argues that Jude is not quoting 1 Enoch, but offering
a prophecy of his own, given to Jude by inspiration. But the text unambiguously states that
“Enoch, in the seventh generation from Adam, prophesied, saying,...” (¢) Blum (1981:393)
denies the claim of the prophecy because it “does not give any startling new information but is
simply a general description of the return of the Lord in Judgment.” But every prophetic
message need not necessarily have brand new information. (d) Reicke (1964:210), on the
other hand, suggests that Jude genuinely regards the quotation from Enoch as ancient
prophecy of the destruction of these same false teachers.*” (e) Likewise, Bauckham
(1983:96f.) maintains that “prophesied” indicates that Jude regarded the prophecies in 1
Enoch as inspired by God without regarding the book as canonical Scripture.“® (f) Finally,
Watson (1998:478, 494) equates the prophecy of Enoch with any other OT prophecy, as used
in Jude. It is a prophecy by Enoch, Watson argues, prophesied long ago against the false

teachers.#

2) éBSopos amo *Adap, “in the seventh generation from Adam”: a conventional description
of Enoch in 1 Enoch (60:8; 93:3, Jub. 7:39).5 Traditionally the number seven signifies
perfection as it is applied here to enforce the importance of the prophecy which comes from a
perfect Enoch.5! 3) Aéywv, the participial form of \Méyw “saying”: This is another clear
indication for the quotation’s scriptural status. One of the major reasons for the objection of

the quotation’s authoritative status is the lack of traditional quotation formula for Scripture,

46 |_add (1993:636) likewise argues, since Jude does not include ypadn in his formula, the most common formula
used by the NT, he is not considering it as Scripture. However, NT writers are not confined only to this formula.
47 Reicke (1964:210) further notes that Jude applies the prophecy of Enoch to his opponents in the same way as
the Qumranites used Habakkuk to identify the enemies mentioned by the prophet with their contemporary
seducers of the elect.

48 The issue on the discrepancy of using inspiration, authority, canonical Scripture, and other related terms are
discussed elsewhere.

49 Interestingly, Watson does not touch on the issue of canonicity.

%0 That these texts allude to other parts of 1 Enoch, especially 60:8, suggests that Jude knows more than merely
the Book of Watchers and that the Book of Parables had been preserved alongside it in the form Jude received
the tradition. The texts alluded in 4.4.2.1 (2) below, also strengthen this suggestion.

51 Bauckham (1983:96) writes that number seven “indicates Enoch’s very special character in the genealogy of
the patriarchs, as the man who walked with God and was taken up to heaven (Gen 5:24)—the root of all legends
and literature about Enoch in the Second Temple Period Judaism. The description here is probably intended to
stress, not so much Enoch’s antiquity as his special status which gives authority to his prophecy.”
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i.e. ypadn (Moo 1996:273; Ladd 1993:655, et. al.). However, it is maintained that scriptural
quotations and allusions are introduced in the NT in enormous diversity. For instance D. A.

Carson (1988:247) lists more than a dozen various formulae only in the Gospel of John.

Furthermore, in Matthew’s use of the OT, there are at least twelve citations introduced
without including the word ypadn, but in all these cases he uses either \éyw or mpodnTetw, or

both, which is exactly what Jude does, to introduce his scriptural text.>

Finally, the point argued here is that in using both Aéyw and mpodnTetw, in giving a special
prophetic status to Enoch, in using the text in a strategic way in his midrash, and in its

Christological amendment of the quotation, Jude assumes the status of 1 Enoch as Scripture.
4.4.2 Other Enochic Themes, Motifs and Allusions in Jude

Besides the quotation in vv. 14-15 and a citation in v. 6, the enormous amount of material
from 1 Enoch in Jude indicates Jude’s unique attention to 1 Enoch. The following discussion
reflects on textual reminiscence of 1 Enoch at different levels and some major themes and
motifs of Enoch reflected in Jude, which once more reinforce the assumption that Jude is

permeated by 1 Enoch.

4.4.2.1 Allusions, Reminiscences and Catchwords of 1 Enoch in Jude

That Jude is influenced by 1 Enoch in a remarkably unique way is evident in the extent to
which he uses 1 Enoch.5 Jude’s use of all sorts of citations towards 1 Enoch—allusions,
reminiscences, catchwords—is part of the evidence that Jude knew 1 Enoch exceptionally
well.>* All of these are present in Jude as discussed here in the order of their appearance in
Jude.

52 Mt 1:22; 2:15, 17; 3:3; 4:14; 8:17; 12:17; 13:14, 35; 15:7; 21:4; 22:43. See also Heb 2:6; 12; 12:26, where only
AMéywv is used as an introductory formula of the citation.

%3 Bauckham (1983:10) strongly maintains such a remarkable influence by 1 Enoch. However, his (and some
other scholars) equation of Jude’s influence by 1 Enoch and Testament of Moses is questionable. Bauckham’s
own works on Jude are incomparably full of 1 Enoch. We do not see much of Testament of Moses in Jude except
a secondary citation in v. 9, which might have a lesser significance for Jude’s argument.

54 «An allusion rewords or repeats an earlier brief statement, a reminiscence implies a casual mention of a
previous work.... Catchwords include single words or groups of words placed to catch attention or repeated to
become slogan” (Rowston 1974-75:557f.).

102



1) v. 4, ol malat mpoyeypappevol, “who long ago were designated”, is related to God’s
foreknowledge of each one’s destiny, a concept which fascinated the imagination of the author
of 1 Enoch (89:62-71; 19; 108:7) as well as some other Jewish apocalyptic writers (Kelly
1969:250). Bauckham (1983:36f.) specifically relates this concept of the heavenly books as
reminiscent of Enoch’s heavenly tour and his prophecies: “Jude could have taken up this idea
of heavenly tablets of destiny from 1 Enoch.... Jude applied to the false teachers the
prophecies of Judgment on the wicked which he found in 1 Enoch, where they allegedly

derived from Enoch’s reading of heavenly tablets.”

2) V. 4, doePris, and its cognates, “ungodly”, is a catchword, which appears 6 times in this
brief letter, which is more than any other NT book. Four of the occurrences are in I Enoch’s
quotation (vv. 14-15), where the other two serve as catchwords, linking the quotation to the
appeal (v. 4) and the apostolic prophecies (v. 18). The term is frequently used in the context of
judgment for any evil deed, i.e., doéBeLa, “godlessness,” (1 En 10:20). This is certainly the
word which sums up Jude’s charge against the false teachers.*® Bauckham’s (1983:40)
expression would make the comparison clear: “The ungodly behaviour of the false teachers
(aocefels) is (1) in relation to God the Father a perversion of his grace, and (2) in relation to
Christ, a denial of his lordship.” Likewise, he argues, the idea of denial of God by conduct is
attested also in 1 Enoch (38:2; 41:2; 45:2; 46:7; 48:10; 67:8, 10) (Bauckham1983:40).

3) v. 4, “[They] deny our only Master and Lord, Jesus Christ,” has come from its parallel in 1
Enoch (48:10), “They denied the Lord of spirits and his Messiah.” The parallel is both in
wording and sense if we consider that Jude is charging the false teachers that they deny both
God the father and Christ.%

551t is argued that the word “may be almost said to give the keynote to the Epistle as it does to the Book of
Enoch” (Mayer in Bauckham 1983:37).

% Kelly (1969:252) argues for understanding the denial towards both God and Christ (see the discussion above,
#2) based on Jude’s acquaintance with 1 Enoch from which he cites this expression.
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4)v. 7, Jude’s use of ouToL, which introduces each section of interpretation in his
commentary, has often been compared to the standard formula (“This is...” “Those are...”)

used in the interpretation of apocalyptic dreams and visions as in 1 En 46:3.5

5) v. 8, évomviaopevol, the present passive participle of évomvidlopat, “on the strength of
their dreams” may refer to 1 Enoch 99:8, where the sinners of the last days “will sink into

impiety because of the folly of their hearts, and their eyes will be blinded through the fear of
their hearts, and through the visions of their dreams.” Not only this verse, but “concern with

false teachers is a feature of the Epistle of Enoch” (Nickelsburg 2001:86) as it is with Jude.

6) v. 8, adpka pév paivovoiy, “they defile the flesh”: 1 Enoch repeatedly refers to the sin of
the fallen watchers as “defiling themselves” with women (pLaivecfai) “to defile themselves™:
1 Enoch 7:1; 9:8; 10:11; 12:4; 15:3, 4. Jude, therefore, is identifying the sin of the false
teachers as corresponding to that of the second and third types in vv. 6 and 7.

7) v. 9, besides Michael, archangel (apxdyyeAos) is a common expression for either 4 (1 En
40) or 7 (1 En 20:7) leading classes of angels in 1 Enoch. Michael is included in either case,

and often taking the leading role (cf. Asc. Isa. 3:16: “Michael the chief of the holy angels™).%

8) v. 11 is a woe-oracle. In later Judaism it “developed an increasingly imprecatory character,
becoming a prophetic pronouncement of Judgment on sinners. This is the function of the large
number of woes (32, more than in any other ancient Jewish work) in 1 Enoch 92-105”
(Bauckham 1983:77f.).

9) In vv. 12-13, Jude employs four images from nature in a series,> which is parallel with
either 1 En 2:1-5:4 or (and) 80:2-8 where in the former text, the four images are positively

mentioned in the same sequence as in Jude,® and in the latter text, only three of the images are

57 Cf. Dan 5:25-26; Zech 1:10, 19-20; 4:10, 14; Rev 7:14; 11:4; 14:4 (Bauckham 1983:45).

%8 Even if Jude’s citation in v. 9 is from Testament of Moses, he is much more familiar with Michael from his
close acquaintance with 1 Enoch.

59t is noted that the images are from each of the four regions of the physical world: cloud in the air, trees on the
earth, waves in the sea, and star in the heaven (Reicke 1964:207).

60 However, the point emphasised in Enoch is that violating the created order through sin and the symbolism
denotes a more proper functioning of creation according to God’s order.
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mentioned for the disobedient as in Jude.®* Osburn (1985:297) contends that Jude here has in
mind only 1 Enoch 80:2-8 and 67:5-7 and not 2:1-5:4 for two reasons: (1) the context of 80:2-
8 is in a section that treats the impending punishment of the ungodly; and (2) the order of Jude
is precisely that of Enoch. However it seems likely that both passages in 1 Enoch have
inspired Jude’s series of metaphors since both passages are against lawlessness, which Jude
also condemns. Jude, therefore, “represents the lawlessness of nature, prophesied for the last
days, by selecting an example from each of the four regions of the world, and sees them as

figures of lawless teachers who are also prophesied for the last day” (Bauckham 1983:91).

4.4.2.2 Enochic Themes and Motifs in Judes?

1) Theophany and Judgment: As examined in the quotation above (vv. 14-15), the
theophanic motif in a judgment context is common to both 1 Enoch and Jude. In both texts,
the Lord appears for the purpose of judgment, motfioat kplow katd mdavTwy. By changing
the subject in 1 Enoch 1:9, who is God, into kuptos, who is Jesus, Jude reshapes the tradition
to fit “the new historical situation in view of his eschatological purposes and Christological

understandings” (Osburn 1976/77:340).

2) Ungodly and Judgment: Essentially, the deep crisis depicted in 1 Enoch is the perversion
of the right order in which the conviction of the pious was that this epoch was an apostasy,
and as a result eschatological judgment is inevitable among all (Charles 1991a:140). In a
similar fashion, Jude passionately exhorts his audience to struggle against the false teachers,
who pervert the right teaching. As in Enoch, judgment is inevitable on these ungodly ones. In

both texts, the Lord comes for the purpose of dealing with the ungodly.

3) Eschatological Judgment: In Jude, just as in 1 Enoch, judgment is certain, yet, it comes in
the future. Jude’s examples of judgment from the past point forward to the eschatological

judgment that must inevitably follow. It is maintained that “the great judgment that looms in

61 John Peter Oleson (1979:492-503) argues that the missing fourth symbol in Jude comes from a pagan account
of the birth of Aphrodite in Hesido’s Theogony. But this is rejected by Osburn (1985:299) because “the presence
of such a disgusting Hellenistic legend in the midst of a section dominated by quotations of and allusions to
Second Temple Jewish apocalyptic literature (vv. 5-16) is decidedly strange”

62 Jude’s Angelology, which mainly comes from Jude’s acquaintance with 1 Enoch, is consciously excluded here
not to repeat it since it will be given enough space below by its own right.
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almost every major section of 1 Enoch and many of its subsections is the final judgment,
which will occur at the end of the old age and before the beginning of the new” (Nickelsburg
2001:55). Likewise, Jude’s expression of “great day” for the judgment emphasizes his view of

eschatological judgment.

4) The Figure of Enoch: Enoch is the ideal figure in 1 Enoch,® a concept adapted by Jude.
Jude clearly appeals to the prophetic authority of Enoch. Only Jude in the NT expresses that
Enoch is in the seventh generation from Adam who prophesied from of old to the present.

Thus, both works essentially uplift the figure of Enoch.®

In summary, 1 Enoch’s themes in Jude are evident for several reasons, among which the
theophany-statement, their intention focused on apostasy, their eschatological orientation and
all the citations permeating Jude are noteworthy. Besides these technical devices which show
Jude’s strong bond to Jewish traditions, the frequent mention of angels and the traditions out
of which Jude’s angelology is developed are also indicative of Jude’s strategic usage of

Jewish material. Now the discussion turns to texts related to angels in Jude.
4.5 Angels in Jude: Specific Elements Connected to 1 Enoch

This section is intended to show that besides the overall dependence of Jude on 1 Enoch, the
close connection of Jude’s angelology to that of Enoch discloses not only his dependence, but
also the special status of Enochic collection in Jude. Even though angelic beings are referred
to elsewhere in the NT, Jude’s angelology is exceptionally developed and closely connected
to the STL angelology. Some comment that Jude is nearly obsessed with angels (Benton
1999:13). This is evident from Jude’s (1) ontological and functional usage of angels, (2)
categorizing of fallen and unfallen angels, (3) usage of developed imagery for angels like
86Eat (v. 8), doTtépes (v. 13), and dyia (v. 14) besides dyyelot (v. 6), and (4) a dualistic
usage of 6 Muxan\ 6 dpxdyyelos versus 6 StdBolos (v.9), all in line with a developed

angelology of the Second Temple period, especially that of 1 Enoch. The five references

83 The figure of Enoch in 1 Enoch will be discussed elsewhere.
64 The expression “the seventh from Adam” occurs twice in 1 Enoch (60:8, 93:3). Charles (1991:143) maintains
that the number seven retains great symbolic importance throughout 1 Enoch.
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above (vv. 6, 8, 9, 13, 14,) and the issues connected to them which will be discussed in detail,

show that Jude is highly permeated by angelology.

The exegesis of the five angelic related texts is treated under three categories. (1) The fallen
angels, as explicitly mentioned in v. 6 and implicitly mentioned in v. 13, are mainly discussed
from the ontological point of view and their function in that particular context. In other words,
the original position and the final fate of (fallen) angels are treated as understood in Jude. (2)
The “ten thousands of his holy ones” (v. 14) and “the glorious ones” (v. 8), representing the
unfallen angels, are also discussed in regard to ontology and function. (3) The text related to
Michael and the devil (v. 9) discloses the dualistic angelology of Jude and Michael’s special

status in his angelology.
4.5.1 Fallen Angels

There are two texts in Jude referring to the fallen angels, both in usage and terminology: one
explicit (v. 6) and the other implicit (v. 13). Whereas the first has clear parallels in 1 Enoch,
and other related texts, the latter has only loose parallels. Whereas the first is with longer
descriptions about the fallen angels, the latter lacks them. However, in both, the fate of the
fallen angels is connected to the “deepest darkness”, to varying extents: (1) until the judgment
day (v. 6) and (2) forever (v. 13). Unlike in v. 6, where the designation for angels is the most
common, dyyelos, V. 8 has a less frequent term for angels, So€at. Still, both texts have in

common a strong dependence on 1 Enoch, as it is made clear in what follows.

4.5.1.1 The Example of the Fallen Angels (Jude 6)
i) Context

Jude 6, as seen in the structure, is part of “text” 1 (vv. 5-6) in the background: as part of a
midrash on four prophecies of the judgment of the false teachers (vv. 5-19). It is one of the
“three Old Testament types”® sandwiched by the other two scriptural references, with equal

status, which all refer to the false teachers and affirm the certitude of the judgment. The fallen

85 Bauckham (1992:1098), in his analysis, refers v. 6 as the second OT type equally with the other two as
summaries of the Scriptures.

107



angels, exactly in the same way as the other two groups of people—unbelieving Israel and

Sodomites—serve as types of sin and judgment. For Jude, all of them are scriptural types.

i) Jude 6 and 1 Enoch

The parallels between texts from 1 Enoch and Jude 6 demonstrate not only Jude’s
acquaintance with 1 Enoch (Kistemaker 1987:379), but also his primary dependence upon it
(Kelly 1969:257; Watson 1998:488). Here are some of the parallels (The text of 1 Enoch is
from Black 1970):

Jude 6 /! 1 Enoch 12:4: 10:6; 10:4%"

Ay yé\ous TE TOUS UM TnpnoavTas // . .. TOls €ypnydpoLs
THY €QUTOV dpXTV dANA dToNLTOVTAS // TOD oUpavol OLTLVES ATOMTOVTES

TO (BLov olknThpLov // TOv ovpavov Tov UMAOY, TO dylacua THS

oTdoews Tob aldvos (12:4)

els kplow peyd\ns nuépas // kai év TH Nuépa ThHs peydins Ths kploews... (10:6)

deopols ditdlols vmo Lodov TeTrpnkey // Afjoor Tov Alan\ moolv kat Xepolv, Kal BdAe
avTov e€ls 1O okdTos (10:4)

The parallels indicate that Jude’s reference is directly dependent on 1 Enoch 6-19, which is

“the earliest [account] of the fall of the Watchers” (Bauckham 1983:51). The conflation of a

number of texts from these chapters shows more Jude’s close familiarity with the book which

he cites freely.®® As will be discussed in the next chapter, 1 Enoch elucidates that the judgment

% The English translation of v. 6 reads: “And the angels who did not keep their own position, but left their proper
dwelling, he has kept in eternal chains in deepest darkness for the judgment of the great Day.”

87 Knibb’s (1978) translation of these texts is: “...the watchers of heaven who have left the high heaven and the
holy eternal place;” (12:4) “and that on the great day of judgment he may be hurled into the fire;” (10:6) “Bind
Azazel by his hands and feet, and throw him into the darkness™ (10:4).

8 With several varying forms, the tradition of the fallen angels is well known in other Second Temple Period
literature, yet none of them has as close a parallel as 1 Enoch to Jude. Cf. Jub 4:15, 22; 5:1; CD 2:17-19:1
QApGen 2:1; T. Reu. 5:6-7; T. Naph 3:5; 2 bar 56:10-14. Other related texts in 1 Enoch are 21; 86-88; 106:13-
15, 17.
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on the watchers was certain. Jude also, using the watchers as a type of the false teachers,

presupposes that certainty of judgment.

i1ii) Exegetical Notes on Jude 6

1) 1 éavtiis dpxn: The use of dpyxr here is disputed. Some suggest a meaning of
“priesthood,” an estate given by God (Green 1968:165). Other suggestions include
“beginning” (Manton 1999:112),% “dominion” (Kelly 1969:256),7 or “position of authority”
(Kistemaker 1987:377). One thing in common in all these expressions is that the term is used
to express the higher place of angels from an ontological point of view. The angels’ position is
one of “heavenly power or sphere of dominion, which the angels exercised over the world in
the service of God” (Bauckham 1983:52). Furthermore the term is employed mainly as it has
been understood in the Second Temple Period literature in connection with angels.™ It is
further noted that the use of the definite article in the phrase 1 €éavtiis dpxnj and its parallel
76 18Ltov otknTrpLov signifies the place given by God to the angelic beings, which is superior
to human beings (Kistemaker 1987:380). Thus, apxn here points to the exalted position and
authority the angels occupied.” The two nouns, in synonymous parallel, stress the two aspects
of the position of angels: “stipulated responsibilities ([dpxn], ‘dominion’) and a set place

[otknTApLov] (Blum 1981:390).

2) els kplow peyd\ns nuépas : The angels were kept “for the judgment of the great day,”
which is parallel to 1 En 10:12 where Michael is to bind the fallen angels “for seventy
generations in the valley of the earth, until the great day of their judgment.” The adjective
“great” is uncommon with “judgment” in biblical texts, where, “the great day of the Lord” is
more usual (Joel 2:11, 31; (=Act 2:20) Zeph 1:14; Mal 4:5; Rev 16:18). Jude’s use of the

89 Manton’s (1999:112) argument for “beginning”, more literal interpretation, is based on his suggestion that they
left their “first position,” which is related to the fall of the angels.

0 Kelly’s (1969:256) translation is based on other similar NT titles such as “principalities” and “powers” in Rom
8:38; Col 2:15, or even “world-rulers” as in Eph 4:12.

L Cf., Jub 2:2; 5:6; 1 En 82:10-20; 1QM 10:12; 1QH 1:11. Note especially that dpxrj is employed to denote a
rank of angels in T. Levi 3:8; 2 En 20:1 and as cosmic powers in Rom 8:38; Eph 1:21; 3:10; 6:12; Col 1:16; 2:15.
2 The exaltation is further strengthened by the expression dmoiimovTas, a verb taken from the parallel 1 Enoch
12:4; 15:3, where the angels left the high, holy and eternal heaven. Note also 1 Enoch 15:7. “The spirits of
heaven, in heaven is their dwelling.”
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phrase is consistent with 1 Enoch, though both expressions are common in 1 Enoch (cf. 1 En
22:11; 54:6; 84:4). Here also Jude’s dependence on 1 Enoch is evident (Kelly 1969:257).7

3) deapds: the language of chains is one of the remarkable expressions in 1 Enoch’s tradition
of the fall of angels.™ The extent of the punishment is intensified with an
expression Uo (odbov,”™ where, besides the chains, the very darkness of the place increases

the misery.

4) didios: The chains are called “eternal,” synonymous with atwvios (v. 7), but also limited
to the day of judgment. This is a difficult expression since both permanence and limit of time
are expressed at the same time. The apparent discrepancy comes from Jude’s wording of
Enoch’s different texts together. Jude’s basic text here is 1 En 10:5, where Azazel is bound
forever (eis Tous at@vas) until the judgment. Bauckham (1983:53) notes that “forever” here
must mean “for the duration of the world until the Day of judgment,” which makes the
imprisonment more persistent, that is, there is no way to escape, until that day.” The
everlasting chains could also indicate the hopeless situation of the fallen angels. The chains
are everlasting “because the wicked angels stand guilty forever, without hope of recovery or

redemption (Manton 1999:18).

iv) The Purpose of Jude 6 in its Context

Besides a direct quotation from 1 Enoch in verses 14-15,” Jude’s extensive use 1 Enoch here
in v. 6 signifies not only the author’s, but also the readers’ high esteem towards 1 Enoch. The
story of the fallen angels is at the center of the first three historical types, preceded and
succeeded by two other types from OT texts. The story discloses that the angels who have

enjoyed a heavenly status, are not less but more in danger of judgment since they failed to

8 Michael Green (1968:165) further testifies that Jude’s dependence on 1 Enoch here is in both the subject
matter and form of expression. He refers to frequent expression of “until the judgement of the great day’ in 1 En
10:6; 14:1; 22:4, 10, 11, 97:5; 103:8.

1 En 13:1; 14:5; 54;3-5; 56:1-4; 88:1; cf. Jub 5:6; 2 Bar 56:13.

5 For a discussion on {édov, see below on the discussion of v. 13.

76 Similar use of the expression can be attested in 10:12, where the fallen angels are bound to a complete period
of time—seventy generations—but, here also, until the eternal judgement. See also 14:5: “imprisoned all the days
of eternity;” Jub 5:10 (evidently dependent on 1 En 10): “they were bound in the depths of the earth forever, until
the day of great condemnation.”

7 For the discussion on the quotation, see below.
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keep that status. Including the other two types, they are “typological prophecies of the
eschatological judgment at the Parousia which threatens apostate Christians in these last days”
(Bauckham 1983:63).

4.5.1.2 dotépes mlaviTar (v. 13) as Fallen Angels

In his literary plan, Jude portrays the false teachers in two categories of historical types: (1)
vv. 5-10 (text + interpretation) groups of people, types signify the false teachers as sinners to
be judged, and (2) vv. 11-13 (text + interpretation) individual sinners, types signify the false
teachers as false teachers who lead other people to sin. V. 11 is the “text” for the second
category, individual types, including Cain, Balaam and Korah, where vv. 12-13 are its
interpretation. The doTépes mAavijTat in v. 13 is connected to the second type,

TN TAavrn Tov Balaap, with a catchword midvr, which literally means “wandering” from the
right path.

aoTépes mAaviiTal, which literally means “wandering stars,” is an image taken from 1 Enoch.
It is maintained that the noun mAavrjTns occurs only in Jude 13 in the sense of a wandering
star or planet, indicating their irregular movement as violating “the order of the heavens and
which was attributed to the disobedience of the angels controlling them” (Giinther 1986:459).
* Many would agree that Jude is alluding to the passages in 1 Enoch® where the watchers are
represented as seven stars “which transgressed the command of the Lord from the beginning
of their rising because they did not come out at their proper times” (18:15), and further, the
fall of the watchers is represented as the fall of the stars from heaven (86:1-3) (Bauckham
1983:89; Kelly 1969:274; Green 1968:176; Perkins 1995:153; Sidebottom 1967:90; Moffatt
1928:239; Moo 1996:261). If Jude uses the concept of wandering stars in this sense, then he is
once again, as in v.6, comparing the fallen angels with false teachers, and indicating that the
judgment is inevitable. Green (1968:177) further notes a contrast and peculiarly fitting
allusion to Enoch: “for whereas the wicked angels lost their heavenly home by disobeying

God, and fell to destruction, Enoch gained heaven by obeying God.”

78 For the discussion on the meaning of the word see W. Giinther 1986:457.
™ Cf. 1 En 82 for the image that the heavenly bodies are controlled by angels.
801 En 18:13-16; 21:3-6; 83-90. For the relations with passages see below.
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Some more reasons for the assertion that Jude has borrowed this image from 1 Enoch are (1)
in Jewish apocalyptic thought heavenly bodies are controlled by angels (1 En 82), (2) in 1 En
18:13-16; 21:3-6, the fallen angels are represented as seven stars “which transgressed the
command of the Lord from the beginning of their rising because they did not come out at their
proper times” (18:15) (Kelly 1969:274, cf. 21:16); (3) the imagery is taken up in the later
Dreams (1 En 83-90), which in its allegory of world history represents the fall of watchers as
the fall of stars from heaven (86:1-3); (4) in 88:1, 3, the archangels cast the stars down into the
darkness of the abyss and bind them there, and (5) until the judgment of the End, when they
will cast into the abyss of fire (90:24) (Bauckham 1983:89). Therefore, this corresponds well

to Enochic images, as also noted in the vocabulary.

0 {6dos Tob okdTous, as Kelly (1969:274) maintains, is directly related to v. 6 above in both
the wording and the idea. To be sure, the darkness in 1 Enoch (88:1; cf. 10:4-5) and Jude 6 is a
temporary fate of the fallen angels, until the last judgment, whereas here, the darkness is the
eternal destiny of the wandering stars. Moreover, in 1 Enoch the place of final damnation is
usually represented by fire.®* Bauckham (1983:90) argues that Jude’s preference for the image
of darkness here is because it is a more appropriate fate for stars.

Just like the fallen angels in v. 6, here also the wandering stars of v. 13, who are the fallen
angels, are kept (Tnpéw the same verb as in v. 6) in the deepest darkness forever. Jude
concludes this paragraph with the same note that he makes at end of every section and sub-
section—judgment (Moo 1996:261).

4.5.2 Unfallen Angels

Jude’s doctrine of the fallen angels is mainly related to one of his major themes: judgment.
However, this does not limit his inclusion of another group of angels. Moreover, his usage of
various terms in all the occurrences indicates his developed angelology in line with his

background references—1 Enoch and other apocalyptic literature. Besides the archangel

8 In Jewish thought the idea of imprisonment in eternal darkness is also known: Tob 14:10; 1 En 46:6; 63:6; Pss.
Sol. 14:9; 15:10; cf. Mt 8:12; 22:13; 25:30. Sometimes the two images were combined: 1 En 103:8; 108:14; Sib.
Or. 4:48; 1QS 2:8; 4:13; 2 En 10:2.
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Michael, Jude refers twice to holy and glorious angels (vv. 8, 14). Both texts signify Jude’s
ontological usage of the terms even if the functional® nuance is not entirely absent in the latter

text. Now the discussion is limited to the two terms 86Eat and dayiat, in the two texts.

4.5.2.1 56¢au as Angelic Beings
i) Terminology

The basic dictionary meaning of 86€a is “glory,” “honour,” “radiance” or “reputation”
(Hegermann 1990:344) where the concept of glory or honour are most common. In the OT,
this glory is basically found only in God, though in some texts angelic beings show some of
its characteristics (Ezek 8:2; 1:7; 13; Dan 10:5f.). However, in the Second Temple period the
concept of glory is further applied to entities in the heavenly realm: God, his throne, and the
angels (Aalen 1986:45).% In the NT, it is maintained that among other more frequent usages,
the term 86&a is used to refer to angelic powers, in continuation with Ezekiel’s endowment of
glory to heavenly beings, where the visible light or the radiance of the angels is stressed

(Aalen (1986:46).% Thus, the attribution of Jude’s 86Ear as angels is well attested.®

if) 86Eau in its Present Context

82 Angelic or heavenly beings are designated in the Scriptures in various ways which is based on the various
usages in different contexts. We can deduce at least two distinct usages in relation to angels in the Scriptures:
ontological and functional. That is, the terms designated to refer to angels, as employed in the Scriptures, denote
either their being or function. T. H. Gaster (1962:128f.), for instance, clearly maintains that the word “angel” is
used in twofold senses: a) a messenger from God, functional usage, and b) a spiritual being, an ontological usage.
This is nicely distinguished, according to him, in the earliest portions of the Bible: “while every divine
messenger is regarded as a spiritual being, not every spiritual being is a divine messenger.” In a broader sense,
ontologically, angels are believed to be “heavenly beings, members of Yahweh's court, who serve and praise
him” (Bietenhard 1986:101). However, the most frequent usage of the term “angel,” as it is used in the OT, is
functional rather than ontological. As a matter of fact, many scholars would define and explain the usage of
angels in the OT from the functional point of view. For instance, a number of dictionaries and encyclopaedic
articles, including ABD, TDNT, ZPEB, NIDNTT, ISBE, IDB, NBD, devote themselves for the functional usage of
the term “angel”. Their functional designation, therefore, is connected to their duty which is “to execute God's
universal will in heaven and on earth. They promote divine goodness, and they are mediators of God's love and
good will to man” (Founderbruk 1976:163). For a detailed discussion on five categories of functions of angels
see Founderbruk 1976:163f.; Gaster 1962:129; von Rad 1964:77.

8 In the Dead Sea Scrolls, it is used for angels (1QH 10:8), also in other early literature (2 En 22:7, 10; Asc. Isa.
9:32) (Hillyer 1992:250).

8 Aalen (1986:46) discusses five other usages of the term in the NT.

8 See also Hegermann 1990:345, for a similar connotation of the concept which goes back to the selection of
86Ea as the word to translate kabdd in the LXX.
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Tracing back to attestations in the Dead Sea Scrolls and in apocalyptic and Gnostic literature,
Bauckham (1983:57) maintains the term 86Eav in Jude 8 stands for angels. Not only the
attestations, which include the early church Fathers’ interpretation that Jude’s 86Eau are
angels, Bauckham (1983:57) argues, it is rightly used as angels also because “they participate
in or embody the glory of God.”® Other commentators also argue in a similar sense. For
instance, Kelly (1969: 263), tracing back to some OT texts®” contends Jude’s use of 86Eatr for
angels. He further notes that the author of Jude, as a Jewish Christian, “sharing the intense
interest in angels which characterized later Judaism, the writer has a properly deferential

attitude towards the glorious ones.”’%

If 86Eav refers to angels, then why do the false teachers slander them? This can be understood
from Jude’s use of the term for angels from his Second Temple Period background, which
could be related to the angels’ function as givers, guardians, and watchers over the Law of
Moses and to uphold the created order.® So the opponents of Jude, being antinomians,*
desiring complete freedom, “slander”* angels and refuse to accept their authority connected
with the Law. In Bauckham’s (1983:59) words, “their ‘slandering’ of angels was a way of

detaching the Law from God and interpreting it simply as an evil.”

8 Cf. T. Jud. 25:2; T. Levi 18:5; Heb 9:5.

87 LXX Ex. 25:11, Ex 24:16f.; 33:18-23; Ps 19:1, and also the other texts from Second Temple Period literature
cited above.

8 Note also an alternative translation, “the angels” or “the heavenly beings” or “the glorious angels in heaven”
given by Robert G. Bratcher 1984:176f. See also Dick Lucas and Christopher Green 1995:189, where they argue
for “celestial beings” as angels. However, some interpretations, such as “God’s authority” (Wiersbe 1984:164);
“godly leaders” or “elders” (Cedar 1984:252f.) lack ground for their suggestion. Others, like Blum (1981:391),
who suggests “all spiritual forces—good or evil,” and Reicke (1964:201) who interprets as “those in positions of
power whether angels or men;” in their interpretation, demonstrate the ambiguity of the term, if not in this
context.

8 For angels as mediators of the Law of Moses, a common Jewish belief, see Jub 1:27-29. Cf. Act 7:38; 53; Heb
2:2; Gal 3:19.

% For identification of the opponents as antinomians see Bauckham 1992:1100; Watson 1998:475; Barclay
1960:186f.

%1 Note the catchword contrast (BAacdnéw) between the false teachers in v. 8 and 10 and the devil inv. 9

(Bhaodnpia).
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4.5.2.2 év ayiars uyolaoww avrod (V. 14)%

As it is already mentioned, the context of 1 Enoch and the similar text, Deut 33:2-4, where
dya pupias is employed, is that of theophany. That fits with Jude’s themes because these
passages which link God’s giving of the Law at Sinai and his theophany with the presence of

29 ¢

“myriads of angels,” “the very beings that Jude’s opponents ‘slander’ (v. 8) by their
antinomian mindset” (Lucas and Green 1995:207). It is also argued that not only Jude, but
also other NT writers, in their eschatological doctrine, are influenced by the language of an
angelic company attending Christ’s second coming. Thus the “holy ones” are angels, the
heavenly army of the Divine warrior, as in Zech 14:5, which was probably the main source of
the early Christian expectation that the Lord at his Parousia would be accompanied by a
retinue of angels (Bauckham 1983:97).% Jude’s usage of the “holy ones” as angels, as it is
used in 1 Enoch, therefore, signifies both Jude’s highly developed angelology and his intense

dependence on and high regard for 1 Enoch.
4.5.3 Michael versus the Devil (v. 9)

In addition to Jude’s implicit classification of his angelology in two clear categories—fallen
and unfallen, as categorized in 1 Enoch—the appearance of the archangel Michael and his
opponent, the devil, gives a complete picture of a highly developed angelology in this tiny
book. Even if a number of questions arise in relation to Jude 9, because of the limit of space,
the discussion here focuses only on a few points: its source, its purpose in the present context,

and the role of Michael.%

4.5.3.1 The Background and Source of Jude 9

The story of Jude’s quotation in v. 9 goes back to Moses’s death in Deut 34:5-6: “Then

Moses, the servant of the Lord, died there in the land of Moab, at the Lord’s command. He

%2 Here, only the usage of the phrase as it develops Jude’s angelology is dealt with. For the discussion on the
quotation from 1 Enoch, see below. And for a discussion on the usage of the term ot aytots as a designation for
holy angels in the OT and 1 Enoch, see in the next chapter, where the term is discussed as it appears in 1 Enoch
1:9. Since Jude 14 is part of the quotation from 1 En 1:9, it has the same concept as in its source.

9 Matt 16:27; 25:31; Mark 8:38; Luke 9:226; 2 Thess 1:7.

% On a detailed and thorough discussion on the verse, the status of the source material in Jude, and the history of
its interpretation, see Tromp 1993:270-285; Bauckham 1992:235-280; idem 1983:65-76; Priest 1992:920-922;
Andersen 1967:295-96.
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was buried in a valley in the land of Moab, opposite Beth-peor, but no one knows his burial
place to this day.” Stimulated by this story, a number of legends grew up around the death and
burial of Moses, one of which is the story in the Testament of Moses (Bauckham 1983:47;
Lucas and Green 1995:192f.).% However, the part of the book which Jude quotes is missing,
although there are a number of other works which refer to it, out of which a possible story is
reconstructed. According to Bauckham (1992:238f.), the original story, as told in the
Testament of Moses, can be reconstructed as follows:

Joshua accompanied Moses up Mount Nebo, where God showed Moses the land of

promise. Moses then sent Joshua back, saying, ‘go down to the people and tell them that

Moses is dead.” When Joshua had gone down to the people, Moses died. God sent the

archangel Michael to remove the body of Moses to another place and to bury it there,

but Samma’el, the devil, opposed him, disputing Moses’ right to honourable burial.

Michael and the devil engaged in a dispute over the body. The devil slandered Moses,

charging him with murder, because he slew the Egyptian and hid his body in the sand.

But Michael, not tolerating the slander against Moses, said, ‘May the Lord rebuke you,

Satan!’ At that the devil took flight, and Michael removed the body to the place

commanded by God. Thus no one saw the burial-place of Moses.%
The earliest example of this kind of contest between the devil and an angel is found in Zech
3:1-5, from which Michael’s words to the devil, “May the Lord rebuke you!” in Jude’s source
are derived. Similar disputations are recorded in some Second Temple Period literature (see
Jub. 17:15-18:16; 48, CD 5:17-18), a tradition to which Jude 9 alludes.®” Thus, that Jude here

draws upon from the Testament of Moses is well supported and evident.®

4.5.3.2 Jude 9 in Context.

The purpose behind Jude’s use of this quotation here is not an easy question. However, as
already indicated in the analysis of Jude, it has only a secondary importance, which is to

support the interpretation of “text” 1.9

% Since the work under examination is referred to as either Testament or Assumption of Moses, its identification
is problematic. The debate is whether they were two distinct works, a single work consisting of two sections or
two designations, or two separate works which were subsequently joined together. For a discussion on the
problem see Bauckham 1992:236f.

% Bauckham modifies from what he suggests earlier (idem 1983:72f.).

%7 For further discussion see Bauckham 1992:245-249.

% For a similar argument see Hillyer 1992:248f; Sidebottom 1967:88; Green 1968:169; et al.

% Bauckham (1992:1099) explains that “the use of such a secondary text in the course of the interpretation of
another text can be parallel in the Qumran Commentaries, as can the incorporation of implicit allusions to other
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In Jude’s use, v. 9 is connected to vv. 8, 10 by the catch-word Blacdnuéw (8, 10)/ Bracdnuia
(9) (“they slander”’/*slander”). Jude’s midrashic interpretation involves type from the
Scriptures which is applied on the anti-type of his day. Here, the story in v. 9 is introduced
simply in the course of the interpretation of the types of vv. 5-7. In the scheme, v. 8 and v. 10
directly related to the slandering of the false teachers, the antitypes for the types in vv. 5-7,
whereas the slander on v. 9 is merely a support for the argument in v. 8. This is evident in v.
10 that v. 10 does not simply interpret v. 9, but rather takes up the interpretation begun in v. 8.
Thus, with the catchword connection v. 9 relates to the final clause of v. 8. Moreover, v. 10
takes up the application of the types in its first clause, outot, as in v. 8, and ends the

exposition by making it clear that the judgment is indispensable (Bauckham 1983:44).

The interpretation of who slanders in v. 9 divides scholars. Some interpret “Michael did not
bring a slanderous accusation against the devil,” which is further applied to mean, “If the
greatest of the good angels refused to speak evil of the greatest of the angels, surely no human
being may speak evil of any angel” (Hillyer 1992:249. See also Moo 1996:245; Barclay
1960:221; Barnet 1957:334; Kelly 1969:264). Even if this interpretation sounds simple, it is
odd because the contrast is not between Michael and the false teachers, using the catch word
“slander.” Therefore, the other suggestion that Michael did not dare to condemn the devil for
slander, is more appropriate because the point here is that Michael invokes God's authority as
the only one who could judge the slanderous devil (Watson 1998:489f; Bauckham 1983:60).
This argument has further support from Jude’s original source, as reconstructed above, where
it is clear that “the devil slandered Moses.” The point here is (1) the false teachers slander (as
in v. 8) even the good angelic guardians of the Mosaic Law like the devil does towards Moses

and (2) Michael appeals to the Lord’s judgment which Jude also applies to the false teachers.

4.5.3.3 Michael in 1 Enoch as Understood in Jude

1 Enoch serves not only as “a highly elaborate paradigm for the development of
intertestamental angelology” (Charles 1990a:172) but also maintains the prominence of

Michael. In 1 Enoch Michael appears 18 times as 0 dyyelos 0 peyas. It is maintained that

texts in the course of the interpretation of a given text, a practice which Jude adopts in vv. 12-14, where there are
allusions to Ezek 34:2; Prov 25:14; Isa 57:20; 1 En. 80:6.”
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Michael achieved an incomparable stature in later Judaism so that among the seven (four)
archangels, he is considered to be the chief and is said to have “(1) mediated the giving of the
Torah (cf. Gal 3:19), (2) stood at the right hand of God’s throne, (3) mediated prayers of the
saints, (4) offered the souls of the righteous who died, and (5) accompanied them in to
paradise” (Charles 1990a:172).1©

Although it can be argued that both Danielic and Enochic traditions concerning Michael’s
angelic functions were taken up and expanded in apocalyptic literature, Jude has 1 Enoch in
mind for the role of Michael because Michael’s role as the primary opponent of the devil and
as an eschatological hero is more developed in 1 Enoch. Even if Jude here quoted from
Testament of Moses, it is mainly shaped by 1 Enoch.?®* Thus Jude’s quotation which includes
one of Michael’s roles, defending God’s people from the devil, is not primarily to make an
argument to his major theme; rather it comes from Jude’s high regard for angelic beings and
apocalyptic literature where 1 Enoch is prominent. In other words, Michael’s prominence
among the angels, which Jude highly recognizes, and / Enoch’s prominence in Jude’s

scriptural usage, leads him to quote from Testament of Moses at a secondary level.
4.6 Conclusion

Central to the purpose of this chapter is the intention to show that Jude, besides being uniquely
influenced by 1 Enoch, uses 1 Enoch as Scripture. In other words, Jude is not only permeated,
and as a result shaped by 1 Enoch, but also gives it scriptural authority in its usage.®?

100 See also Nicholl (2000:37) for a detailed discussion and a thorough textual referencing on Michael’s
prominence among the archangels in Jewish Christian thought. He describes Michael as the most important one,
charged with the task of defending Israel and of interceding for it. Michael, as Nicholl writes, was often regarded
as a military angel and as having a significant eschatological role, the primary opponent of Satan/Belial, whom
he defeats at the end. “It is also likely that in Qumran Michael was the Angel of Light, the Prince of Light and
the Angel of His Truth, who fought for the sons of light against the sons of darkness, who are led by the Angel of
Darkness” (ibid:35).

101 Michael’s role as a primary opponent against Satan and mediator between God and man seems to reach its
peak in the Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs: T. Dan 6:2; T. Levi 5:5-6.

192 Going one step further, Coryl D. Andersen (2003:48) argues that “Jude’s belief in the inspiration and authority
of the pseudepigraphical book of 1 Enoch played an influential role in the writing of the Epistle of Jude, in that it
caused him to read 1 Enoch with an eschatological and christological hermeneutic.”
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Furthermore, all the evidence indicates that Jude uses 1 Enoch as inspired Scripture which
prophesied about his own time. However, this does not mean Jude gives or does not give
“canonical” status to 1 Enoch. Either would be misleading.'®® Such an assertion requires a re-
examination of the difference between “inspired Scripture” and “canonical Scripture.”*** But
these scarcely differ for Jude, if indeed Jude had a sharply defined concept of “canon” in
today’s western way of understanding of the term. Thus Jude uses 1 Enoch as authoritative
Scripture without necessarily considering its “canonical” status in the same way as it came to
be understood in the later periods. In other words, what Jude does with 1 Enoch is much the

same for other works in the way that they variously treat “scriptural” traditions.

This status of 1 Enoch in Jude is not unique to Jude. It is preceded by at least the Qumran
Community and Enochic circle itself.2%s Jude is also followed by some apostolic fathers who
regarded 1 Enoch as scriptural. This leads us to a discussion in the ensuing chapter on the
overview of 1 Enoch’s status in a broader context of the Second Temple Judaism and Early

Christian Periods until its disappearance in the West.

103 For instance, Bauckham (1983:96) maintains that while “Jude regarded the prophecies in 1 Enoch as inspired
by God, it need not imply that he regarded the book as canonical scripture.” Essentially Bauckham maintains the
scriptural status of 1 Enoch though his expression “canonical” is inadequate since that was not an issue in Jude’s
use of 1 Enoch. However, in his later work, it seems that Bauckham has changed his position on this point. He
writes (1990:231), “[p]recisely what kind of authority it had by comparison with the canon we cannot tell; nor
need he have done.” For a similar position see also Rowston 1974-75:557.

104 For a discussion on such terminological confusion, and a stance of this study, see chapter 3 above.

105 A closer look at the Dead Sea Scrolls will show the influence of Enoch and also several shifts away from
Enoch at the same time. For a discussion on this see chapter 4 of Stuckenbruck’s recent publication (2014).
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CHAPTER FIVE

1 ENOCH’S ROLE AND STATUS IN JUDE AND OTHER EARLY
JEWISH AND CHRISTIAN LITERATURE

5.1 Introduction / Purpose of the Chapter

This is one of the central chapters of this thesis in which we will discuss the usage and
scriptural position of 1 Enoch in the early Jewish and Christian literature, especially in Jude,
in line with the self-assertion of its authority. The popularity of 1 Enoch both among some
groups of Judaism and a wider Christian circle at its early period (in the latter case lasting for
a significantly longer period of time), its significant influence on the NT and some other
Second Temple Period literature, and paradoxically, the reasons for its decline and
disappearance from both the Jewish circle and the global church, will be identified.

In a nutshell, this chapter presents the history of reception and transmission of 1 Enoch with
special emphasis on its influence on other literary works, particularly Jude, and various
believing communities from its inception to its demise. This will enable us to see that the rise
and decline of 1 Enoch has been a gradual process in an extended period of time. More
importantly, its rejection was a later development, only after it remains alive in various NT

and other writings, which in turn would help us to understand its unique scriptural place.

The chapter begins with a discussion of the use and influence of 1 Enoch among two religious
communities—early Judaism and Christianity. The so-called Qumran community among the

Jewish groups is an outstanding example both in its use of, and influence by, 1 Enoch. This is
followed by a discussion of the vast impact and usage of the book among early Christians and

their literature.

Following the discussion on the popularity and usage of 1 Enoch, its scriptural authority is
addressed. This is done in two lines: (1) the book’s self-assertion as authoritative Scripture is
examined, and (2) its authoritative scriptural status as employed in Jude is discussed. Even if 1

Enoch has been recognized as authoritative Scripture in various literary works, the focus of
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this chapter is its assertion of authoritative status in the book of Jude, in line with the scope of
the thesis.

The third part of the chapter engages with the reasons for the gradual decline and
disappearance of the book from the scene. As it first exists and was produced by the Jews, the
rejection begins with them; but only to be followed by the Christians, who favoured it for a
longer period after its rejection by the Jews. The summary on several Church Fathers’ attitude

towards the book in about four centuries clarifies the long process of its demise.

Finally, the chapter discusses how the texts of the book have survived in various ancient
biblical languages. Even if portions of the book have survived in fragmentary Aramaic and
Greek texts, among a few others, it is only in Ge’ez that the book has survived in its entirety,

where it enjoys “canonical” status in the EOTC “canon”.

5.1 The Use and Influence of 1 Enoch in the Early Jewish and Christian

Literature

The influence and high regard of 1 Enoch within early Jewish and Christian literature is an
area of consensus within the field of study. In this section the common usage of and influence
on one of the Jewish religious groups, the Qumran community, and on early Christianity,
including Jude, is discussed. The connections between Jews and Christians of the Enochic
circles can be expressed by their mutual usage of the corpus and its influence on them
(VanBeek 2000:93).

5.1.1 On Jews, Especially the Qumran Community

The influence and place of 1 Enoch within early Judaism can be evaluated in at least two

ways: influence on groups and influence on literature. Because of the wide circulation and use

L1t is more than a decade since authoritative scholars on Enochic studies began to gather biennially under an
umbrella group called “Enoch Seminar”. The Seminar includes, in Charlesworth’s (2005:436) words: “a group of
scholars highly trained in second temple Judaism and Christian origins, and most experts on the books of Enoch
(= 1 Enoch).” Tt is among such a circle of scholars that the influence of 1 Enoch on early Judaism, including
Christianity, is agreed upon.
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of 1 Enoch, it is maintained that a Jewish group at Qumran? not only “considered parts of 1
Enoch to be authoritative” (VanBeek 2000:95), but also lifted them to scriptural status (Flint
1999:60).2 The wider usage or circulation of 1 Enoch among the community is evident in that,
to some extent, they were shaped and influenced by it (VanderKam 1994:155f.).* It is further
argued that “there is surely some continuity between the sect and the movement attested in
Enoch” (Collins 1998:146). Nickelsburg qualifies the relationship between the community
behind the corpus of Enoch and Qumran community as a kind of parent-child status. He

summarizes the issue as follows:

Although there is no evidence that any of the Enochic text was composed at Qumran, the
fragments from Cave 1 and Cave 4 indicate that the Enochic texts were favorites to the
community. ... Furthermore, references to community formation in CD 1 and 1QS 8
parallel some of the details in the Apocalypse of Weeks and suggest that the Qumran
Community was a latter-day derivation of or successor to the community or communities
that authored and transmitted the Enochic texts (Nickelsburg 2001:65).

The high regard and influence of 1 Enoch among the Qumran Community is also evident in
comparison to their usage of Hebrew Scriptures.® In other words, 1 Enoch is evinced as having
an exceedingly exceptional authoritative nature among the Community given its wide
circulation (evident from its significant amounts of copies) and it is among rare books
translated into the vernacular, Greek. In this connection, Ulrich lists six verifying criteria
indicative of the standards to which “canonical” Scriptures would have to adhere among the
Qumran community, where 1 Enoch and Jubilees have gained strong claims for such
canonicity next, only, to the Torah and the Prophets (Ulrich 2010:116-117).

2 The identity of the Qumran community is quite debatable. However, the Essenes, as many would agree, are the
most-likely other options, along with the Sadducees and Pharisees/zealots. For a discussion on the identity of the
group see VanderKam 1999:487-533 and Fitzmyer 2000:249-60.

3 Flint (1999:62-66) draws this conclusion after discussing a number of criteria which may determine a writing to
be viewed as Scripture. These include, formal indications of scriptural status, claims of Divine authority and
Davidic superscriptions, the appeal to prophecy, number of manuscripts used (which indicates the popularity),
translation into Greek, and quotations, allusions and dependence of the community’s work on the literature in
question. 1 Enoch is one of the prominent works which would fit these criteria.

#In the same line, Collins (2007:33) also argues that “there is no doubt that the Enochic writings helped shape
the worldview of the sect.”

5 In connection to a superior place of 1 Enoch among the Qumran Community, Harrington (2002:197) argues that
this book “had much greater use and influence than any of the apocrypha or Old Testament Writings apart from
Psalms.”

6 After examining the level of scriptural or “canonical” status of various corpuses, based on the criteria he set for
canonicity of a work among the Qumran Community, Ulrich (2010:117) concludes that the Torah and the
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Furthermore, the theology of the Qumran community, which is in clear similarity with that of
1 Enoch, confirms that the Qumran community was influenced by the literature.” (1) The
theology of angels and demons at Qumran maintains a clear connection to that of 1 Enoch.
Besides the angel story, reminiscent of Enochic literature, the four archangels, who are also
called “angels of the presence,” the impotence of human beings towards the power of evil, and
as a result, a request towards angels for intercession, are some of the parallels. (2) Other
themes such as end time, final judgment, the resurrection of the dead, and time of salvation,
which are common to both the community and 1 Enoch, suggest a shared eschatologically-
oriented theology (Stegemann 1998:201-10).8

After the landmark discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, and a comparatively large number of
Enochic manuscripts, it is argued that the number of the fragments in itself can be evidence
for “the authority the book enjoyed for a time in Jewish circles, at least amongst the groups
that lie behind [them]” (Knibb 2009:19). However, this does not mean the book is purely a
sectarian work as it has clearly enjoyed a wider status among other Jewish circles,® as this is

evident from some Jewish literary works, to which we know turn.

The other influence of the Enochic tradition on the Jews can be measured by its influence on a
substantial body of Jewish writings of the Second Temple Period. 1 Enoch enjoyed
authoritative status not only among some Jewish groups but also in some Jewish literature
(VanBeek 2000:93). Nickelsburg (2001:71-81) discusses more than a dozen items of Jewish
literature which are influenced, directly or indirectly, by 1 Enoch, though to varied degrees.*°

Prophets, including Psalms and Daniel, followed by 1 Enoch and Jubilees, could be part of their “canon”, while
“Job and possibly Proverbs might qualify”. The rest of the OT books might have been known but may or may not
have been considered as part the Scriptures.

" Here, it has to be noted that the date of at least parts of 1 Enoch is earlier than the rise of the community. For
the discussion on the dates, see Stegemann 1998:142-162. Charlesworth (2005:446) also concludes that “the
members of the Enochic Seminar agreed on the probable date of the earliest composition among the books of
Enoch. ... conceivably [they originated] as early as the end of the fourth century B.C.E.”

8 Nickelsburg (2001:78) proposes three major outcomes that affected the Qumran community as a result of
Enochic literature influence: (a) “They informed and undergirded the community’s high eschatological
consciousness; (b) they informed and supported the community’s dualistic cosmology; and (c) they were
consonant with Qumranic claims to possess special revelation.

® For a similar position and his evidence, see Knibb 2009:19.

10 These include: the wisdom of Jesus Ben Sira, Pseudo-Eupolemos, The Book of Jubilees, The Genesis
Apocryphon, The Aramaic Levi Document, The Wisdom of Solomon, 2 Baruch, 2 and 3 Enoch, Philo and
Josephus. Of course, Nickelsburg (2001:71-81) discusses to what extent and in what regard, they are influenced.
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In most of the literature, the watchers story, the prominent narration of 1 Enoch, shows up

several times, especially in Qumran literature.

Among the literature which indicates influence from and dependence on 1 Enoch, Jubilees is
outstanding,'* though with due attention and respect to the conventional Mosaic tradition.*? It
refers to the Book of the Luminaries, the Book of the Watchers, the Animal vision,* and the
Apocalypse of Weeks, the four parts of 1 Enoch whose fragments have been discovered at
Qumran (VanderKam 1995:110-121; 2001:305:331). Themes such as the figure and call of
Enoch, the solar calendar,** are some of the areas tied to the literature.> As with the Book of
Jubilees’ strong dependence on, or affirmation of the Enochic tradition, the Qumran
Community, in turn, gave high regard to Jubilees.® It is believed that Jubilees was not only

possibly “the earliest attestation of the Enoch traditions apart from the Enochic corpus itself”

Besides the Qumran literature, including Jubilees and The Genesis Apocryphon, VanBeek (2000:93-100) adds
the Testaments of Reuben and Naphtali and Targum pseudo—Jonathan to his list.

11 For a variant conclusion that both works belong to a common group and tradition rather than Jubilees’s
dependence on Enoch, see Ida Fréhlich 2005:147. According to this position, “[the] authors and readers of both
Enochic collection and Jubilees may have belonged to the same religious group. Differences between the two
works reflect the particular interests of their authors.”

12 The major “enigma of Jubilees”, as Boccaccini (2009:xvi) calls it, is its synthesis or synchronization of both
the Enochic tradition and the Mosaic tradition, arguably at the same level of dignity, authority, or inspiration.
Boccaccini summarizes the various positions adopted by scholars of the field into four major categories, based on
the papers presented on the Fourth Enoch Seminar, at Camaldoli, 8-12 July 2007. These include: (1) those who
“claimed that Jubilees was a direct product of Enochic Judaism with some Mosaic influence — Mosaic features
were simply subordinated to Enoch ideology. [2] ... Jubilees was a conscious synthesis of Enochic and Mosaic
tradition, yet remaining autonomous from both. [3] ... Jubilees was essentially a Mosaic text with some Enochic
influence — in the confrontation it was Moses who prevailed. [4] ... [and those who] questioned the very
existence of a gulf between Enochic and Mosaic traditions as competing forms of Judaism at the time of
Jubilees.”

13 Jacques van Ruiten (2005:93), on the contrary, argues that the assertion by VanderKam that Jubilees is
dependent almost on all exiting parts of 1 Enoch, including the Book of Dream Vision, is not plausible as both
Jubilees and the Book of Dream Vision might have used “a common tradition, which is probably to be found in
the Book of the Watchers.” However, VanderKam (2005:164) responds to Ruiten’s arguments convincingly
stating that it is impossible to “minimize the significance of the fact that Jubilees underscores that Enoch left
written works behind,” supporting his position with textual evidences.

14 For instance, Uwe Glessmer (1999:233) maintains that 1 Enoch is not only “the oldest source material for the
364-D[ay] C[alendar] T[radition], but also generally for Jewish texts with explicit calendrical contents.”

15 For a discussion on Jubilee’s dependence on 1 Enoch, see also Erik W. Larson 2005:84-89

16 Besides the biblical tradition, according to Rietz, (2005:111) “the most important [italics mine] traditions
inherited by the Qumran Community include 1 Enoch and Jubilees.” As literary evidence, he further notes that,
“[of] the documents found at Qumran but not composed there, excluding documents later collected into the
Tanakh, Jubilees leads the list of extant copies with at least fifteen manuscripts” (ibid, n.2).
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(Nickelsburg 2001:72), but also refers to the corpus “as authentic and authoritative divine
revelations” (Jackson 2009:411).

Besides the Book of Jubilees and the Qumran Community literature, there is other evidence,
though minor, that 1 Enoch has been used or was known among other Jewish communities or
their literature. Among those, the Testament of Reuben 5 takes up the watcher story.” The
Testament of Naphtali 3.5-4.1,% in the same line, mentions the watchers story and clearly
indicates that the writer of the Testament?® has read the writings of Enoch. VanBeek
(2000:100) further mentions that Targum Pseudo-Jonathan, a book possibly dated in the early
5% century, has clearly mentioned the story of the watchers from 1 Enoch, which indicates the

continued usage of the book among some circles of the Jews as late as the time of Augustine.

Two points, however, which should be clearly noted in regard to the connection between the
Qumran community and 1 Enoch are that (1) with all the high regard it received, it exists with
many other authoritative Scriptures side by side in a pluralistic context; and (2) most probably,
from the evidence we have to date, the community at Qumran does not seem to have had a list
of books in the sense of a clearly defined body of authoritative Scriptures, or something like
“a canon” in its modern concept. After persuasive discussion on this point, Schuller
(2012:310) plausibly concluded that the “high theology” developed in the Dead Sea Scrolls,
through various books, “could co-exist with considerable textual pluriformity and diversity.
For whatever reason, there seems to have been no impetus to make lists, to count books, to
define explicitly what is to be included and excluded.” The authoritative status and its
immense influence, later on, was taken up by Christians, who seemed to be significantly
attracted to it and made use of it, until the time of Augustine, who openly denied the

possibility of the angel story, the core story of 1 Enoch (VanBeek 2000:111).

17 Unlike 1 Enoch and Jubilees, where the watchers are responsible for the sinful acts, Testament of Reuben
shifts the responsibility to the women, who allured the watchers.

18 anBeek (2000:99) notes that the Testament of Naphtali is among those whose copies were discovered at
Qumran.

191t should be noted that in recent studies many hold the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs to be Christian in
their present form.
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5.1.2 The Popularity and Influence of 1 Enoch on the NT, Early Christians and Their
Writings

The influence of 1 Enoch on the NT writers, the Apostolic and Church Fathers, is clear. R. H.
Charles (1912:xcv), at the beginning of the last century, wrote that “the influence of 1 Enoch
on the New Testament has been greater than all the other apocrypha put together.” E. Isaac

(1983:10) also strongly witnesses to this, and says the following:

There is little doubt that 1 Enoch was influential in moulding New Testament doctrines
concerning the nature of the messiah, the son of man, the messianic kingdom,
demonology, the future, resurrection, final judgment, the whole eschatological theatre,
and symbolism. No wonder, however, that the book was highly regarded by many of the
earliest apostolic and Church Fathers.2

The status of Enochic literature among early Christians may be seen in two general periods or
parts of literature:? (1) in the New Testament and early Christian writings, and (2) in the
writings of the Church Fathers until the denial of the place it had achieved up until this time.
Each of these can also be viewed in terms of two different types of references: (a) explicit
allusions, including direct quotations, and (b) indirect allusions to the writings or the figure of
Enoch (Adler 1978:271).2

1) The two major NT texts which quote from 1 Enoch are Jude 14, 15 and 2 Pet 2:4. Adler
(1978:271) maintains that Jude 14, 15 is one of the two “unambiguous parallels in the
preserved books of Enoch.”? VanBeek (2000:100f.) strongly argues that 2 Peter apparently
alludes to 1 Enoch 2:4 by using Jude 6. He also comments that several modern commentators
agree that the author of 2 Peter has followed Jude 6 on this. However, Bauckham (1983:247)

20 However, Richard Bauckham (1999:232f.) criticizes such (uplifting?). To him 1 Enoch was not widely used at
the outset of Christianity, rather, it became more popular amongst Christians only in the second century and after.
21 James C. VanderKam (1996:33-101) discusses the influence and status of Enoch within early Christian
writings at three different levels: the influence of (1) the literature, (2) the motifs, especially the angel story, and
(3) the person of Enoch himself.

22 For the discussion, besides the writings, on the place of the figure of Enoch in early Christian literature, see
Adler 1978:273-75 and VanderKam 1996:88-100. Adler (1978:273) lists and discusses at least seven functions
or characteristics of the Enochic figure: (a) Enoch’s translation (b) Enoch’s repentance, (c) Enoch’s
uncircumcision, (d) Enoch the priest, () Enoch the discoverer of astrology, (f) Enoch the scribe of righteousness,
and (g) Enoch, the opponent of Antichrist.

23 The other unambiguous text, according to Adler (1978:271), is Origen’s quotation in De Principiis from 1
Enoch 21:1. For Jude’s quotation see the discussion in chapter four above.
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proposes the contrary view that the author of 2 Peter was unfamiliar with the text of 1 Enoch,
in view of his contention that the echoes of 1 Enoch in Jude 6 are lost in 2 Pet 2:4.
Nevertheless, VanBeek (2000:101) rightly argues, “2 Peter puts the story of the flood for the
destruction of the ancient world and the salvation of Noah directly after the story of the
watchers.” Moreover, the priority of Jude over 2 Peter is debatable, and if, in any case, 2 Peter
is not dependent on Jude that strengthens the argument for 2 Peter independently alluding to
the Book of the Watchers.

Besides these two texts, there are a number of allusions to 1 Enoch in the New Testament.
VanBeek (2000:102f.) makes the reasonable argument that, apart from 2:4 the allusions in 2
Peter 1:19, 20, 21, 3:2 indicate the authoritative status of 1 Enoch.? The other allusions are
Rev 14:20 to 1 En 100:3; Rom 8:38, Eph 1:21, Col 1:16, “angels.... principalities...powers,” to
1 En 61:10 “angels of power and ... angels of principalities,” and 1 Pet 3:19-20 // 1 En 19:1.%
Therefore, it is rightly maintained that “1 Enoch played a very important role in New
Testament times and deeply influenced some writings of the New Testament” (Dalton

1989:175).

From a theological point of view the influence of 1 Enoch, among others, on the NT writers,
especially those of the Gospels, is evident from their Christological terminology. Some of the
usage and the concepts of the epithets “Son of Man”, “Son of God”, “the Anointed One”, “the
Chosen One”, “the Messiah”, and some others related to these, have been highly developed in
1 Enoch (and some other Second Temple Period Literature). These have been adopted by
Gospel writers in a way that suits their purpose suggesting, therefore, that the influence of 1
Enoch in general and the Book of Parables in particular, on the concept and use of

Christological terms on the Gospel writers is plausible.?” In her conclusion, Lucass (2011:187)

24 VanderKam (1996:63), in his part confirms 2 Peter’s usage of 1 Enoch. He writes, “There can be no doubt that
the same Enochic section which underlies Jude 6 also inspired this passage although, unlike Jude (one of his
sources), the writer never names Enoch as the authority on which his words rest.”

%5 VanBeek’s (2000:102f.) major point of argument is 2 Peter’s usage of the phrase Tov TpodmTLkov Aoyov (the
prophetic word) in 1:19.

% For a strong argument for the prominence of the figure of Enoch among the early Christians, as preserved in
Rev. 11, see VanderKam 1996:89-100.

2" For an extended discussion of such a development from 1 Enoch (and some other Jewish writings) to the NT
writers, and the continuity and innovative usage by the NT writers, see Shirley Lucass 2011:144-187.
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rightly writes that “the writers [of the New Testament] sought to portray Jesus as Messiah in
the terms they did, and in many instances these were terms which, for them, were derived
directly from the Hebrew Scriptures? themselves. Therefore, the type of Messiah portrayed in

the New Testament, for them, is rooted in antecedent Jewish tradition.”

2) The popularity of 1 Enoch among the Apostolic and Church Fathers, more than in the New
Testament, is evident from the many allusions, references, and even direct quotations to 1
Enoch.? Common parallels can be attested in (a) Barnabas 4:3 // 1 En 89:61-64; 90:17 and
Barnabas 16:5 // 1 En 89:45-77; (b) Justin Martyr’s 2 Apologia 5 // 1 Enoch’s account of the
angels, (c¢) Clement of Alexandria’s Stromata 5.1.10,2 // 1 Enoch’s angelic account.
Moreover, among the Church Fathers, Tertullian, Origen, Athenagoras, Irenaeus, Cyprian, and
Tatian all figure prominently in their use of 1 Enoch, particularly with regard to the angel
story. The angel story is also widely used in Gnostic circles in relation to evil and its origin.®

Besides direct Christian witnesses, there are writings described as Jewish literature but which
are believed to have originated, and been preserved, among Christians, also directly
influenced by or dependent on 1 Enoch. For instance, the two other books named after Enoch,
2 (Slavonic) Enoch® and 3 (Jewish) Enoch,* are of this category. These two books named

28 Here, Lucass (2011) is referring to the Second Temple Jewish Literature in her discussion as she has made
extensive comparison between the texts of the NT and the text of 1 Enoch as well as some other biblical and
pseudepigraphical works (especially in chapter 7, pp.144-157).

2 VanBeek, (2000:106) boldly writes, “several of the Apostolic and Church Fathers saw 1 Enoch as
authoritative.”

30 All of these, and even some more literature, and their usage and dependence on 1 Enoch, are thoroughly
discussed in VanderKam 1996:36-88. See also Adler 1978:271- 273 and VanBeek 2000:106-111.

31 2 Enoch or Slavonic Apocalypse of Enoch is another apocalyptic writing of the Second Temple Period named
after the influential antediluvian figure. Whether it has a Jewish or Christian origin is still contested even if its
Jewish origin is gaining more ground. Besides the name of Enoch, the theme of the book, where the figure of
Enoch is at its centre and his ascent to the celestial bodies are clearly in line with that of 1 Enoch. However, it is
argued that 2 Enoch does not depict Enoch “simply as a human taken to heaven and transformed into an angel,
but as a celestial being exalted above the angelic world. In this attempt, one may find the origins of another
image of Enoch, very different from the early Enochic literature, which was developed much later in rabbinic
Merkabah and Hekhalot mysticism—the image of the supreme angel Metatron, ‘the Prince of the Presence.” The
titles of the patriarch found in 2 Enoch appear to be different from those attested in early Enochic writings and
demonstrate a close resemblance to the titles of Metatron as they appear in some Hekhalot sources”
(Orlov:2014). For a detailed discussion on 2 Enoch, see Orlov 2014; idem 2010:587-590; for an English
translation and its introduction see Andersen 1983:91-221.

82 3 Enoch, also named as “The Third Book of Enoch”, “The Book of the Palaces”, “The Book of Rabbi Ishmael
the High Priest”, and “The Revelation of Metatron”, is the latest among the three apocalyptic books named after
Enoch. Based on the names mentioned in the book and its contents, it is debatable whether the book should be
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after Enoch do not only follow the traditions preserved and entertained in 1 Enoch, rather they
further develop the tradition to another stage of religious practices and understandings related

to subsequent times after the Second Temple Period.
5.2 Scriptural/Authoritative Status of 1 Enoch

Central to the purpose of this chapter is the intention to show that Jude, besides being uniquely
influenced by 1 Enoch, uses 1 Enoch as Scripture. In other words, Jude is not only permeated,
and as a result shaped, by 1 Enoch but also gives it scriptural authority in its usage of 1 Enoch.
This status of 1 Enoch in Jude is not unique to Jude. It is preceded by at least the Qumran
Community and the Enochic circle itself. Jude is also followed by some apostolic fathers who

regarded 1 Enoch as scriptural. The discussion which follows is therefore chronological.
5.2.1 1 Enoch’s Self-assertion as Scripture

Enoch’s scriptural status arises from the book itself. Nickelsburg (1995:333) argues that “the
editor(s) of 1 Enoch presented their apocalyptic corpus as itself being Scripture—revealed,
authoritative, and life-giving in its function.” He discerns Enoch’s self-assertion as Scripture
in two major ways: in the way it uses or considers other scriptural material and the internal

evidence of how the Enochic corpus identifies itself.

First, Nickelsburg (1995:334-37) assumes that the Jewish authors of 1 Enoch knew much of
the Hebrew Bible and observes three ways in which they understood their relationship to the
Scriptures. (1) 1 Enoch never explicitly refers to any source of the Hebrew Bible; rather
biblical tradition is woven into its own wording, phrasing and motifs.** (2) The Enochic

authors made broad and varied use of the material in the Scriptures, employing a variety of

categorized under the ongoing Enochic tradition or the Hekalot/Merkaban lore. However, besides the themes
running through 3 Enoch, such as the ascension of Enoch into Heaven and his transformation into the angel
Metatron, (similar to themes in 2 Enoch,) points such as Enoch’s exaltation as an angel and his enthronement in
Heaven (10:1-3; 16:1), Enoch’s reception of a revelation of cosmological secrets of creation (13:1-2), the story
about precious metals and how they will not avail their users and those that make idols from them (5:7-14), A
hostile angel named Azaz’el/Aza’el and two others like him are mentioned (4:6; 5:9) (“3 Enoch” 2014) are all
indicators that the writer(s) of 3 Enoch has a knowledge of or influenced by 1 Enoch. For an English translation
and introduction of 3 Enoch see Alexander 1983.

33 For a detailed discussion of the various parts of the HB as understood by Enochic authors see Nickelsburg
1995:334-337.
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techniques, interpreting the tradition “toward a common end: moral exhortation governed by
an eschatological perspective” (Nickelsburg 1995:334; see also pp 337-342 for a discussion
on particular texts). (3) Because of Enoch’s gradual development which embodies traditions
over three centuries, it is not always clear whether a particular Enochic text is dependent on a
biblical text or a parallel form of a tradition, and whether an Enochic author considers his

source to be Scripture. Therefore, Nickelsburg (1995:342) concludes:

The lack of any explicit appeal to Scriptural authority is counterpoised with the claim
that the Enochic books are the deposit of a revelation given long before the birth of the
Bible’s first author, Moses, and intended for earth’s last generation. This diminution of
the authority of the Tanakh and celebration of Enochic authority are linked to the
function of the Enochic corpus: it is revealed scripture intended to constitute the
eschatological community of the chosen who will endure the final Judgment and receive
the blessings of eternal life.

Second, Nickelsburg (1995:344) asserts a number of points suggesting that 1 Enoch considers
itself as Scripture. (1) The generic form of 1 Enoch took the form of a testament ascribed to
Enoch, namely that “the corpus ends with a self-conscious reference to itself as the
embodiment of heavenly wisdom, gotten by Enoch and revealed to the eschatological
community of the righteous as Enoch’s testimony.” (2) There is an explicit, central and
repeated claim in 1 Enoch to be a revelation from God.* (3) The Enochic corpus claims
Enoch’s revelation is the embodiment of the heavenly wisdom that has the power to give
life.* (4) Enoch’s authority supersedes that of the Torah, for the Enochic authors, because
they believed the ancient seer and sage received revelation not found in the Tanakh. For them
Enoch “had foreseen their time, its problems, and its critical place at the end of history and he
received a pointed and explicit message of judgment and salvation that was directed to the
people of the last generation” (Nickelsburg 1977:347), Thus, the corpus and its message were

presented by its compilers, and accepted by some others as well, as authoritative revelation.

34 This is especially true in chs 92-105 where “the author claims to be imparting divine revelation” in a way
similar to prophetic corpus (Nickelsburg 1977:326).

3 Here, the relationship is with the notion of wisdom in the book of Sirach where heavenly wisdom has become
resident in the Mosaic Law. See Nickelsburg 1977:345
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Moreover, its self-conscious references to its written character justifies describing it as

Scripture at least in these contexts.*
5.2.2 1 Enoch’s Scriptural Status: the case in Jude

The discussion of Jude’s use of 1 Enoch so far clearly shows that Jude uses 1 Enoch not only
as authoritative, but also as scriptural.>” Whether Jude includes 1 Enoch in the “canon” of the
Scriptures is an irrelevant question to ask since that was not a question Jude would have
asked. It is, therefore, anachronistic for us to be asking the same question because Jude
predates the close of the Hebrew Bible and the Western preoccupation with reliance on a fixed
body of books as the canon rather than on a set of basic principles (which enable the church to
interpret this conglomerate of differing texts). However, scholars differ on the status Jude
gives to 1Enoch. The discussion here, therefore, focuses on the different positions taken by

modern scholars and some external evidence relevant to the question.

First, those who reject the authoritative status of 1 Enoch in Jude point to at least two reasons
for their rejection: (1) The Old Testament “Canon” is already “closed” in the first century in
which 1 Enoch is not included (Moo 1996:273).%° However, this position is not only

questioned* but also rejected by many who maintain that the canon was “unclosed”.** Some of

% Nickelsburg (1977:346) notes that the fact that 1 Enoch was not accepted as part of the Jewish canon of the
Rabbis should not pre-empt the question of its status as canonical Scripture in some circles. Clearly the text itself
claims to be definitive revelation constituting the eschatological community, to whom, the text was Scripture.

37 For a discussion on what constitutes “(the) Scripture(s)” and the take of this study, see above, chapter three. In
thesis, the word “Scripture/scriptural” is employed to designate early Jewish and Christian writings, which are
authoritative and inspired, but not necessarily “canonical”. To be more specific, this study assumes that for Jude,
1 Enoch is among the inspired Scripture as this concept is understood in the NT (2 Tim 3:16).

3 part of the disagreement on 1 Enoch’s status in Jude among scholars arises from the extent to which they give
attention to Jude’s use of 1 Enoch. Some simply base their arguments on only the quotation in Jude 14-15
whereas others make theirs based on a thorough discussion of various ways (as discussed in this chapter) that
Jude’s embodiment of 1 Enoch is evident.

% Moo (1996:273) further notes “1 Enoch has never been given official canonical status by any (his emphasis)
religious body,” an argument some others could also hold. But this is total ignorance of the fact that 1 Enoch
enjoyed a canonical status in the EOTC from its introduction at an early period to date. This will be discussed in
the following chapter.

40 McDonald and Sanders (2002:5) warn that caution is required in discerning what ancient writers concluded
about the divine status of earlier literature that they cited. They further questioned “perhaps the notion of an
unclosed biblical canon is present even though the ancient writers did not yet have a term available to identify it.”
41 For instance, Smith, Jr. (1972:4) argues that because the OT canon was not yet closed by the Jews at the time
when many NT books were being written and some fluidity in Christian usage even after the “canon” was closed,
it is incorrect that NT writers have a closed canon. McDonald and Sanders (2005:5) further comment that, “more
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the evidence for the openness of the OT canon at Jude’s time is found in (a) the usage of
extracanonical literature by the Qumran community, NT authors and early Church Fathers,
without making clear distinction between “canonical” and “non-canonical” Scriptures; (b) the
difference of opinions among early Fathers on the extent of the OT “canon”; (c) the
divergence in LXX codices and (d) the fact that after AD 70, Judaism and Christianity went
their separate ways and thus established the bounds of the “canon” relatively independently of
one another (Dunbar 1986:309).

(2) The other reason for the rejection of scriptural authority of 1 Enoch in Jude is that he does
not use ypadn, the standard formula of scriptural quotation, when he quotes 1 Enoch (Ladd
1993:656; Moo 1996:273). However, the NT writers used other formulae to refer to the
Scriptures, which includes mpoednTetw and Aéyw.”? Moreover, some books of the early
church explicitly quote 1 Enoch, following Jude, using the formula ypadn.*

Secondly, the reasons for accepting 1 Enoch’s authoritative and scriptural status in Jude are
several (see also Gunther 1984:550). (1) NT authors and Apostolic Fathers who quote from
Jewish “pseudepigrapha” do not differentiate between “apocryphal” and “recognized” books
of the OT (Adler 2002:213).* However, Bauckham (1990:227f.) contends that such
treatments by the Fathers, whose existence he admits, are very rare. (2) This entails that the
precise boundaries of the “canon” of the Early Church were not yet fixed (Evans 2002:185).%
On the other hand, Bauckham (1990:231) argues that at the time of NT there was a fairly
stabilized “canon” alongside the other books which were given a subordinate status and any of

which “might occasionally be quoted as inspired writings by a writer who recognized it as

recently, one [Jewish] scholar, [Jacob Neusner,] has questioned whether the rabbinic sages of late antiquity ever
discussed the issue of a closed canon.” See also the discussion above, chapter three, on “canon.”

42 See the above exegesis in chapter 4 for a more detailed discussion on the contention of Jude’s citation as a
formula for Scripture. See also VanBeek 2000:104, for more evidences for other introductory formulae for
inspired writing in the NT.

43 For instance, the Epistle of Barnabas uses the formula in citing from the Book of Enoch: “Enoch says”, “as it is
written,” and “Scripture says”, (4:3; 16:5), which suggests that Enoch continued to retain the same esteem
extended to it by the epistle of Jude (Adler 2002:213).

4 Note that Adler (2002:213) is careful in not using the term “canonical,” rather he prefers the more general term
“recognized,” probably thinking that “canonical” could be anachronistic.

4 Evans (2002:185) further notes that because of the lack of such a boundary it would be impossible to
determine the canon of the Scriptures for anyone in the first century AD.
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such ... or who knew that within the limited circle for which he was writing it was generally
valued”. This hypothesis Bauckham applies to the case of 1 Enoch in Jude. (3) The way Jude
introduces his quotation from 1 Enoch shows that Jude considered 1 Enoch to be scriptural
(VanderKam 1996:34-36).% (4) In addition to the formula, “Jude’s hermeneutic included the
principle that inspired Scripture speaks of the last days in which the interpreter is living,” as is
evident “in the use of the text of 1 Enoch 1:9” directed against the false teachers of Jude’s day
(Dunnett 1988:289). (5) 1 Enoch was considered as Scripture or inspired by the early church
and apostolic fathers. It is maintained that “at the time when Barnabas wrote, Enoch was held
to be an inspired book; it retains this reputation more or less throughout the second century”
(Bigg 1902:309).#” (6) Some Church Fathers held 1 Enoch as inspired Scripture not only
because of the book itself, but, more importantly because Jude considered it to be Scripture.*

In conclusion, all the evidence indicates that Jude uses 1 Enoch as inspired Scripture which
prophesied about his own time. However, this does not mean Jude gives or does not give
“canonical” status to 1 Enoch. Either option would be misleading.*® Such an assertion requires
a re-examination of the difference between inspired Scripture and canonical Scripture. But
these scarcely differ for Jude, if indeed Jude had a sharply defined concept of “canon”. Thus
Jude uses 1 Enoch as authoritative Scripture without necessarily considering its “canonical”

status in the same way as it came to be understood in the later periods.>

4 VanderKam (1996:34-36) argues that not only the prophecy of Enoch, but also the content of Enoch which
Jude used and accepted, entails scriptural authority of Enoch.

47 This is also evident in their usage of 1 Enoch. See VanBeek 2000:106-111; VanderKam 1996:36-60, and
Nickelsburg 2001:67-95 for a detailed discussion on the usage of 1 Enoch by Early Church Fathers.

48 Tertullian used 1 Enoch in this sense as maintained by VanBeek 2000:110.

9 For instance, Bauckham (1983:96) maintains that while “Jude regarded the prophecies in 1 Enoch as inspired
by God, it need not imply that he regarded the book as canonical scripture.” Essentially Bauckham maintains the
scriptural status of 1 Enoch though his expression “canonical” is inadequate since that was not an issue in Jude’s
use of 1 Enoch. However, in his later work, it seems that Bauckham (1990:231) has changed his position on this
point. He writes, “[p]recisely what kind of authority it had by comparison with the canon we cannot tell; nor need
he have done.” For a similar position see also Rowston 1974-75:557.

%0 This applies, in fact, to other New Testament authors as well.
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5.3 The Reasons for Decline and Disappearance of 1 Enoch from the Scene

Until it was brought back by James Bruce from Ethiopia into the West in 1773, 1 Enoch had
largely disappeared from both Jewish and Christian communities,* except the Ethiopian
church, which preserved the book in its entirety. It is very strange and difficult to explain why
1 Enoch, a book with such a widespread usage, scriptural authority, and high regard among
some of the early Jewish communities and the early Christians, has not become part of both
the Hebrew and Christian canon, in its later development, with the single exception of the
Ethiopian Church. As in the case of many other sacred writings, the rejection? of Enochic
writings from both Jewish and Christian communities was gradual and associated with several

reasons in connection to the specific agenda of each period.

There are some commonalities and major differences as to the reasons which gradually led to
the rejection of this work among the two religious groups, the Jews and the Christians, among
whom it used to enjoy high regard and scriptural authority. Naturally, the book was first
rejected by the Jews at the emerging period of Christianity, while it took much longer for the
Christians to finally reject the work after having considered it as authoritative. As these
developments follow two different lines, it is appropriate to discuss the demise of 1 Enoch

among the two faith communities independently.
5.3.1 From the Jewish Circle

Several factors have been proposed as to why 1 Enoch was rejected or excluded by Jews,
which resulted in its absence in the Hebrew canon. The first main reason could be its
association with and strong influence on the then Jewish “sectarian groups”. This may have

resulted in reluctance towards the book and then finally detachment of what became the

51 Boccaccini, in his lecture at the fifth Enoch Graduate Seminar, held in May 2014 in Montreal, strongly
contends that the Book of Enoch has never disappeared from the memories of the West even if its text has been
lost for centuries where the West had been searching and longing to it until it was finally found in the eighteenth
century.

52 Here, “rejection” implies a deliberate relegation of the book to the margins from the level of authority it used
to have as Scripture, which in turn leads to its final exclusion altogether from recognized Scriptures, which is
somehow stronger stance than non-inclusion. It is in this sense that the word “rejection/rejected” is used in the
present chapter or elsewhere in the thesis in regard to 1 Enoch’s status among the Jews or Christians.
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mainline group after the destruction of the temple from its teaching and authority, which may
naturally have ended up with its rejection or exclusion. Nickelsburg (2001:82), for instance,

concludes:

The exclusion of the Enochic works from the canon of the Hebrew Bible was probably
due to complex factors in the sociology and religious thought and practice of late
Second Temple Judaism. Among these would have been the rabbis’ dissociation from
the apocalyptic circles that created and cherished these works and, with the exception of
the undisputed Daniel, their disinclination toward apocalyptic speculation and the
authority that undergird it.

In other words, 1 Enoch has never been accepted by the Judaism of the Priestly groups around
the temple, at the same level of authority it enjoyed among the sectarian groups, rather, it has
been targeting against Priestly Judaism at the centre of the temple. At the outset of the first
century AD, the dominant Jewish group was that at the centre of the Temple. So, it would not
be surprising if the book would be rejected later on by rabbinical Judaism in the absence of its

promoters, a Jewish sect at the Qumran.

Another reason, somehow associated with the first one, could be its marginal theological
stance in relation to the Torah. As indicated elsewhere in this study, 1 Enoch develops its own
authoritative scriptural status without any appeal to the Torah, a self-assertion based on
independent authority. When the Torah-observant stream of Judaism claimed orthodoxy and
authority, the fate of the Enochic corpus and its bearers, against such a dominant force, would

have been simply a phasing out as heresy.

Paolo Sacchi, for instance, proposes that both Enochic literature and the Qumranites were
rejected among the Jews in the early period because of their incorrect theological teachings. In
his own words, “Qumran and Enochism were already rejected by the theologically and
politically correct movements. Qumran was condemned because of its predeterminism (see R.
Aqiba); Enochism was condemned because of its belief in the existence of ‘two powers in

heaven’ or because of its lack of belief in Moses’ torah” (Sacchi 2005:407).

Finally, not only as part of 1 Enoch, but also as its central component and popularity it
received, the shift in the interpretation of the angel story became another reason for the
rejection of the entire book. As Bauckham (1985:316) correctly argues, “the story of the fall
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of the Watchers remained popular in Judaism, as the standard interpretation of Gen. 6:1-4,15
until the second century A.D., when it was superseded by the view that the ‘sons of God’
(Gen. 6:2,4) were men, not angels.” (On this see especially P. S. Alexander, 1972:60-71.)
Therefore, the rejection of 1 Enoch can been seen as a two stage development—first by the
Jerusalem priesthood establishment before 70 AD and secondly by the post-70 AD rabbinical

leadership: each for their own reasons.

In summary, one may identify three major categorical differences of 1 Enoch from the
Hebrew Bible, which would be the major reasons for the rejection of the book by the
mainstream Jews, pre- and post-70 AD. First and foremost, in its pro-70 AD context, the book
has been associated with the sectarian groups. Such would have been a rival group, rejecting
the traditional Jewish stream around the Temple and claiming their own way as being
orthodox. When the rivalry ended with the dominance of one group of Judaism or rabbinical
Judaism in its post-70 AD form, the fate of the prominent books among the sectarian group
would have been rejection and nothing more. Second, the content and structure of the book
apparently competes with the Torah, which had the upper hand as far as those who had the
power to determine the boundaries of the Hebrew Bible were concerned. Finally, the
interpretation of the prominent story of the book, the story of the fallen angels, was shifted to
a new dimension where it only reflects the Book of Genesis, part of the Torah. That is, the
interpretation of the “sons of God” in the Genesis account was shifted from the fallen angels
to men, in a way that discredits the place of 1 Enoch among the Jews. However, this does not
mean that these are the only factors which contributed to the gradual demise of the Enochic
corpus among the Jews.% If not in the same way, these factors partially contributed to the

neglect of the writings around the Christian Church, to which we now turn.

%3 Bauckham (1985:316) notes the texts on such popularity, which are: 1 En 86:1-88:3; 106; Jub. 4:15, 22; 5:1;
Sir 16:7; Wis 14:6; 4Q180 1:7-8; 1QApGen 2:1; CD 2:17-19; T. Reu 5:6-7; T. Nap 3:5; 2 Bar 56:10-14; 2 En
18:3-8; 7:3; Targum Pseudo-Jonathan Gen. 6:1; Philo, Gig. 6.

5 Pharisaic Judaism could be more traditional than the Qumranite or Enochic Judaism as it remains around the
Temple. In addition, it is this group of Jewish sects which later on continued to be a dominant traditional Judaism
as rabbinical Judaism.

55 For instance, Mahn (2008:92-93) singled out three major reasons for the rejection of the Book of Watchers, if
not 1 Enoch in its entirety, from the Hebrew Bible. In his MA thesis, devoted to this topic, he cites in the main,
theological reasons (holding contradictory teaching from the Hebrew Bible), structural reasons (an attempt to
replace the Torah), and geo-political reasons (that the Hasmonean rulership was against any Hellenistic ideology,
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5.3.2. From the Christian Church in the West and East

In spite of all evidence that 1 Enoch maintains an authoritative scriptural status among a wider
provenance of the Church, questions, reluctance, criticism, and condemnation around the book
began as early as the second century AD (Bigg 1902:309). Subsequently, 1 Enoch fades out
from wider Christendom gradually. Several reasons have been defended for the rejection of
the book among the Christian circle. Bigg (1902:309) argues that the main motive to condemn
1 Enoch “was its attribution of carnal lust to heavenly beings.” In the same line, VanBeek
(2000:111) concludes that the main reason for the suppression or condemnation of 1 Enoch by
the Church Fathers is its use of explicit terms regarding the actions of the angels in Genesis
6.1-4.

In spite of their wider usage, there was also reluctance and scepticism among some Church
Fathers,* and a few who questioned the authority of 1 Enoch, where it was Augustine who
explicitly rejected the authority of 1 Enoch among Christians. Adler summarizes both the

position and the reason for Augustine’s rejection of the book:

Augustine suggests that some things contained in these writings [the Books of Enoch]
were written by Enoch himself. This is so, he says, by virtue of the fact that Jude quotes
from Enoch. But Augustine rejects the writings of Enoch as a whole, arguing that they
were not transmitted properly through successive generations. Specifically, he rejects
the idea of the angelic origin of the giants of Gen 6:4, and proposes that the “sons of
God” of Gen 6 were Sethites, not angels (Adler 1978:272).

5.3.2.1 Summary of the position of Leading Church Fathers

Following an authoritative quotation of 1 Enoch in Jude, the gradual decline and final

rejection of 1 Enoch in the Christian Church can be overviewed by giving a brief summary of

apparently enshrined in Enoch). Even if there are some truths in his conclusions, some of his arguments are
inadequate on the basis that they lack objective evidence and, as a result, appear at some points to be far-fetched.
% Tertullian is one of the examples of such reluctant. See VanBeek 2000:109-111, and Adler 1978:272, for the
discussion.

57 Origen, whose position was unstable, may be classified here (Adler 1978:272). Bigg, for instance, discusses
how difficult it was for Origen to take a clear stance on 1 Enoch’s authoritative status. He writes, “Origen
doubted the inspiration of the book, but does not absolutely reject it; he was attracted towards it by its promise of
mysteries, but he believed that the angels fell through pride” (Bigg 1902:309).
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the position of some of the leading Church Fathers from the second to the early fifth centuries
AD.

(1) The author of the Epistle of Barnabas (ca. 135-38 AD), at least twice refers to 1 Enoch as
authoritative Scripture. These include, Barn. 16:5 where he uses the formula

Aével yap M yTtaodn, “For Scripture says” and at 16:6, the use of another formula,
véyparmTat ydp, “For it is written”, referring to a text from 1 Enoch, where the community of
this writer has high regard for the book. Probably, the provenance of the Epistle of Barnabas
would be Egypt (Nickelsburg 2001:87), where the authoritative status of 1 Enoch has been

more prominent in the Eastern Church than the Western, even from the early stage.

(2) Justin Martyr (Rome) and Athenagoras (Athens), from the Latin West and the Greek
East respectively and the second century AD, used the Watchers story in 1 Enoch in defense
of their theology of ascribing the origins of sin to the watchers,* which might have paved the

way for one of the main areas of contention in the book’s final rejection.

(3) Irenaeus from Asia Minor, contemporary with the above two, refers to the “illicit unions”
of the angels,* but differs from them by not explicitly ascribing the origin of sin to such
unions. He further refers to 1 Enoch in his opposition to a list of teachings, including “roots,
herbs, dyeing, cosmetics, sorcery, and hate-production potions” (Nickelsburg 2001:88).
However, it is unclear to what extent these explanations or contents would have contributed to

or been reasons for Enoch’s rejection.

(4) Itis in the works of Tertullian of Carthage that one can clearly see the authority of 1
Enoch being questioned.® Tertullian, from the early third century AD, strongly defended the
scriptural authority of 1 Enoch by referring to it as “the writing of Enoch” (scriptura Enoch)

and claiming the “canonical” authority of Jude’s quotation.®* Rather, most important for our

% For a detailed discussion on Justin’s and Athenagoras’s usage of 1 Enoch, see Nickelsburg 2001:87f.

% As Reed (2005:152) noted, Irenaeus further describes the Enochic myth of angelic descent as “among the
revelations that the Holy Spirit ‘proclaimed through the prophets’.” It is this kind of bold statement which
contributed to the rejection of the book by subsequent Church Fathers.

%0 Nickelsburg (2001:89) considers Tertullian as someone with greatest knowledge of 1 Enoch among the early
church Fathers. He writes, “More than any other early church theologian, Tertullian of Carthage indicates
knowledge of 1 Enoch and defends its authenticity and inspiration.”

61 As Reed (2005:152) notes, Enoch is “the oldest prophet” (Idol, 15.6).
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discussion here is Tertullian’s attempt to defend the authority of the book where he
acknowledges that some doubt its authority because it is not in the Jewish canon, a position
which clearly sheds light on the reasons for 1 Enoch’s rejection in the third century AD.®
Tertullian, in his De Cultum Feminarum, (1.2.1) says, “I am aware that the Scripture of
Enoch, which has assigned this order (of action) to angels, is not received by some, because it
is not admitted into the Jewish canon either.”®® Nickelsburg (2001:89) notes that “Like Jude,

[Tertullian] considers Enoch to have been a prophet and the author of this text.”

(5) At the beginning of the third century AD, Clement of Alexandria made significant use of
1 Enoch in his defense of various Church teachings. To this end, and with reference to 1
Enoch, he maintained that the watchers had taught human beings various evils, including
astronomy, prognostication, and other arts. It could also be that some of his writings, given
their Gnostic connection,® may have sparked doubts in the later debate of 1 Enoch.

(6) An immediate successor of Clement in Alexandria, Origen, is one of the key figures in
understanding the oscillating position towards 1 Enoch in third century AD in eastern
Christianity. Nickelsburg (2001:90) summarizes Origen’s position towards 1 Enoch in three
points: (1) Origen considers the writings “to be the authentic products of the patriarch and
[(2)] he cites them as Scripture; [(3)] however, he also indicates that others in the church [did]
not hold this position.” Origen explicitly refers to 1 Enoch five times, from about 220 to 250
AD, where it is clear that his high regard for the book diminishes gradually, as is evident from
his usage of the text. From boldly quoting from the book as authoritative Scripture in the
outset to reducing it ultimately to a questionable book in the church,® indicating that the book

is not accepted by the church universally, summarizes his position. Origen’s ambivalence

62 Another Carthagian, Cyprian, probably followed exactly the same position of his predecessor, Tertullian, on
the debate of 1 Enoch. Nickelsburg (2001:89f.) discusses that there are some treatises falsely ascribed to Cyprian,
which refer to 1 Enoch as Scripture, using an introductory formula “as it is written”.

83 Note that Martin Hengel (1992:81), in his translation of ... non recipi a quibusdam, quia nec in armarium
ludaicum admittitur, deliberately avoids the word “canon” and translates as “...because it is not received into the
Jewish Torah shrine.”

8 If not all of his writings, some of Clement’s writings have some gnostic connections. For instance, “Clement’s
Eclogae propheticae (ca. 200 C.E.) is a collection of excerpts from gnostic writings with brief commentary in
which it is not always possible to separate the excerpts from Clement’s commentary” (Nickelsburg 2001:90).

% For a detailed discussion on all of Origen’s references to 1 Enoch and their implication, see Nickelsburg
2001:90-92.
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towards the book of 1 Enoch can be drawn from his conflicting witness to it. On the one hand,
he refers to the book as authoritative to make his arguments while on the other, he belittles its
authority when it does not fit his arguments. At any event, his explicit reasons for diminishing
the status of 1 Enoch are that (1) it is not considered to be authoritative by the Jews and (2) its

lack of universality within the Christian Church.

(7) Origen’s contemporary, Julius Africanus, used 1 Enoch for chronographic writings where
he preferred to interpret “sons of God”, referring to the sons of Seth and the daughters of Cain,
instead of “angels of heavens”, which seems to correspond to the “watchers, the sons of
heaven” (Nickelsburg 2001:92). This is a strong indication of a shift in the interpretation of
the “sons of God” from the watchers to Sethites, which would later on became one of the main

reasons for the rejection of 1 Enoch in the church at large.

(8) Unlike the other prominent Alexandrians, by the mid-fourth century AD, Athanasius had
become so clear in his mind to the extent that he never hesitated to label the Enochic corpus
with other “non-canonical” books, named after Moses and Isaiah, as “apocryphal”. As he
argued that these works came from the hands of “heretics” and strongly rejected them in his
canonization process. In his thirty-nine Festal Letters of 367 AD he declares that the “heretics
... write these books whenever they want and then grant and bestow upon them dates, so that,
by publishing them as if they were ancient, they might have a pretext for deceiving the simple
folk” (Athanasius, as quoted by Reed 2005:200). In other words, Athanasius rejected 1 Enoch
as “apocryphal” on the grounds that the book, with other “pseudepigraphical” works, was
originated by “heretics”. The two major challenges to Origen’s position are (1) the popularity
of the book among common people and (2) Jude’s quotation of 1 Enoch, Athanasius having
included Jude in his canonical list. In regard to the first challenge, Athanasius poses the
question “Who has made the simple folk believe that those books belong to Enoch even
though no scriptures existed before Moses?”” (Athanasius, as quoted by Reed 2005:200)
where, in reply, he stipulates that this is simply the modus operandi of the “heretics”—they
deceive the unlearned. However, in regard to the second challenge Athanasius is silent, as he

fails to address the issue of Jude’s quotation of Enoch’s prophecy (Reed 2005:201).

(9) At the outset of the fifth century, Jerome comes out boldly rejecting 1 Enoch as

apocryphal. Jerome makes explicit reference to 1 Enoch on three occasions, this in connection
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with Jude’s quotation from an apocryphal book. Nickelsburg (2001:94) argues that the two
main reasons for Jerome’s strong rejection of 1 Enoch are (1) his assertion of the book as
heretical, especially in its angel story, and (2) its association with “heretical” groups, namely
Manicheans, whom Jerome thinks drew their teaching from this book. Jerome further
deliberated over the quotation of Enoch in Jude. For Jerome, the quotation serves more to
question the legitimacy of Jude than to support the authority of Enoch. Moreover, his stronger
argument to delimit the OT canon on the boundaries of the Tanakh played a significant role in
his rejection of the Enochic corpus.®

(10) Similar to Origen, Augustine of Hippo has shown a considerable fluidity in his stance on
the Enochic corpus. On the one hand, joining Jerome, he clearly categorizes 1 Enoch as
apocryphal. On the other hand, he believes that some of these writings have been truly penned
by Enoch himself. If this book was to be rejected, according to Augustine, this must also have
entailed a rejection of Jude so consequently, he defends Jude’s quotation from Enoch as
legitimate (Reed 2005:202). He, therefore, accepts the authority of Jude even if it quotes from
this book, where the content is legitimate. However, as time goes by, even if he does not deny
its inspiration, he gradually rejects 1 Enoch’s “canonical” authority mainly because of its
content of the angel story, but also arguing that the book has not been accepted as “canonical”

by “the people in antiquity who would have attested [it] as such” (Nickelsburg 2001:95).

At least three major conclusions can be drawn from the overview of the various positions of
the Early Church Fathers and some other similar writings. Firstly, the rejection of Enoch
among Christians took place within a very gradual process after it had gained a long-standing
authoritative position among many believing communities. Furthermore, the rejection was
stronger and quicker within the Western church relative to its Eastern counterpart, where it
gained wider circulation and reception. It has been widely accepted that the book gained more
authority and wider circulation in the East than the West.®” In fact, this leads naturally to its

dissemination in Ethiopia from the East, Alexandria, possibly with other biblical writings at an

% For a detailed discussion on the rejection of Enoch from the OT canon mainly on the grounds of following the
scope of Jewish canon, see Reed 2005:194-205.

87 For instance, Reed (2005:152) argues that the writings attributed to Enoch continued to circulate in the second
and third centuries AD in a various localities, especially “Syro-Palestine, Egypt, and North Africa”.
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equal status which it enjoyed in this period of transmission. Finally, there has not been any
one particular reason singled out for Enoch to be rejected, rather diversified reasons at various

periods, contexts, locales, and individual theological/ideological motives have been proposed.

As to the reasons for the gradual decline and rejection of the book in the Christian Church,
therefore, several points could be deduced from the analysis of these prominent Church
Fathers and their writings, among which four are prominent. (1) For some, Enoch has been
strongly associated with “heretical traditions/sects”, the accusation being of both its
production and employment by them in refuting “the true” teaching of the Church.
Furthermore, some of its contents have been used by pagan anti-Christian polemics to attack
Christianity.® (2) For others, whether it comes from a genuine source or not, some of Enoch’s
teaching or content does not comply with other parts of the Church’s Scriptures. In other
words, the interpretation of the Enochic text contradicts the teachings of certain parts of the
Bible or certain aspects of the Church’s ‘canon’ in the sense of the rule of faith.% For instance,
this argument is mainly connected with the interpretation of the sons of God as the Watchers,
where the Genesis text has been reinterpreted as Sethites rather than the Watchers.™ (3) Still
some others rejected the book(s) due to their adherence to the Jewish “canon”, where the book
is excluded.” Some have argued that anything not included in the Jewish tradition should be
excluded.” (4) Related to all of the above, some question the authority of the Enochic corpus

on the ground of the authenticity of the authorship. Here, it was not a matter of whether it

% For some examples of such attacks or usage, see Reed 2005:199.

8 This is mainly connected to the theology of ascribing the origins of sin to the watchers against the Pauline
teaching and its interpretation of the origins of sins ascribed to human beings. (It should be noted that Paul
certainly ascribes the sin to Adam; but, one should not be too absolute in denying that Paul accepts an influence
of Satan on humans.) In the EOTC, the origin of sin may be ascribed to both: first to evil spirits and then to
human beings.

0 For a survey of references to the teaching of the fallen angels in early Christian literature, in order to
demonstrate the widespread popularity of the idea in second-and third-century Christianity, see Bauckham
1985:3109.

"1 Reed (2005:194), for instance, writes that “[a]lready in the third century we find clues that some Christians had
begun to question the authority of the Enochic books and that their doubts were largely rooted in the status of the
these texts amongst ‘the Jews’ [where they have been excluded from their canon].”

2 This was a general principle, later on during the Reformation, followed by the Reformers to fix the boundaries
of their Old Testament.
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would have been authored by a “heretical” source or not, rather, proponents of such a point

were not sure if the works had in fact been penned by Enoch himself.

In addition to these major reasons, Enoch enjoyed neither a general consensus on its inspired
status, nor a wider usage both in the East and West, where this otherwise must have been at an
equal level of usage to receive recognition from all parts of the Church. That it never came to
a prominent position in the West, such that it enjoyed in the East, was evident from the lack of
Latin translations of the books. Thus, all these factors mutually substantiating each other led
to a “progressive marginalization” of the Enochic works “occur[ing] concurrently with a shift
in the consensus among learned Jews and Christians about the identity of the ‘sons of God’ in

Gen 6:1-4” (Reed 2005:2006).7

With a gradual rejection by prominent and formative Church Fathers like Augustine, including
the tradition’s popularity and wider usage among the Manicheans (Reed 2005:272),” 1 Enoch
lost its influence and status which it had enjoyed for about three to five centuries, that is, until
the early fourth century. Until then, in one form or another, it was a source book for Christian
writers in explaining questions related to the presence of evil, idolatry, and demons in the
world and the certainty of punishment of the wicked at the judgment (VanderKam 1996:100).
Had it not been for the Ethiopic translation and the recent discovery of the Aramaic fragments
at Qumran, 1 Enoch would have been lost, bar the citations of it which appear in various
literature. Thus, the rejection of the corpus by the Church Fathers in the fourth century and the
dominance of the Sethite interpretation of Gen 6:1-4 resulted in the decline and disappearance

of 1 Enoch from the scene, except in the Ethiopian church.?

8 For a discussion on the evolution of the tradition of the interpretation of the “sons of God”, see Reed
2005:215-226.

4 This was Jerome’s argument to reject 1 Enoch.

5 VanBeek (2000:111) also concludes, “After Augustine, there is little mention of 1 Enoch in Christian
literature; and after Qumran, there is little mention of 1 Enoch in Jewish literature.” For a discussion on 1
Enoch’s status and the history of its transmission and preservation in Ge’ez, the only text preserved in its
entirety, see chapter six of this thesis.
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5.4 The Survival of the text: at Qumran, among Christian Communities, and the

Ge’ez text in Ethiopia

The survival of the text of 1 Enoch can be classified at three stages and mainly in three
languages. Along with some fragments in Greek and Aramaic, the text of 1 Enoch, in its
entirety,” survived only in Ge ez through its use by the Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo
Church. A brief overview on the Aramaic and Greek manuscripts of 1 Enoch, and the reasons

for its ultimate survival in Ge’ez are discussed.
5.4.1 The Qumran Aramaic Texts

Since the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, the proposition that the Book of Enoch originated
among a Jewish community of the Second Temple Period, having been originally written in
Aramaic, has received consensus among modern-period scholarship (Nickelsburg, 2001:9).7
The discovery of the Aramaic fragments of 1 Enoch at Qumran makes unambiguous the
earlier date of the book as well as its Jewish origin. The discovered fragments include portions
from the four parts of the book—the Book of Watchers, the Book of Dreams, the Epistle of
Enoch, and the Astronomical Book—with the exception of the Parables of Enoch.
Nonetheless, most of the fragments contain only limited portions as they are significantly

damaged.

Subsequent to the Qumran discovery, Milik has tried to reconstruct the fragments, based on
the available Greek and Ethiopic texts. He then concludes that “for the first book of Enoch,
the Book of Watchers, we can calculate that exactly 50 per cent of the text is covered by the
Aramaic fragments; for the third, the Astronomical Book, 30 per cent; for the fourth, the Book
of Dreams, 26 per cent; for the fifth, the Epistle of Enoch, 18 per cent” (Milik 1976:5).

But this position has been challenged and strongly criticized as misleading by later studies.
Ullendorff and Knibb (1977:601), in their critical review of Milik’s book, contend that “the

true proportion of genuinely recognizable Aramaic material is thus of the order of about 5% of

76 For a qualification of the expression “in its entirety”, see page 4, f.n.7 of this thesis above.
" For a summary and his own detailed discussion on the debate before the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls
whether the original language of 1 Enoch was Aramaic or Hebrew, see Charles 1912:1vii-Ixx.
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the total [of the Ethiopic book of Enoch].” According to Knibb’s (1978:12) further analysis,
there are about 200 verses in Aramaic which correspond to the Ethiopic verses, out of a total
of more than 1000. However, he indicates that “we are very far from possessing the equivalent
in Aramaic of 196 verses of the Ethiopic version”, because of the damaged state of the

Qumran fragments.

Irrespective of the size of the fragments, the discovery of the Aramaic text at Qumran has
exerted an increasingly massive influence on the study of 1 Enoch as well as its place and the
role it played among, at least, some groups of the early Jews. Besides its evident textual
significance, as one of the greatest archaeological discoveries of the modern era,” the
survived Aramaic texts of 1 Enoch witness to their Jewish origin and their significance for the

preserving community.
5.4.2 The Greek Texts

As the Greek texts of 1 Enoch are scarce, we are left with a number of questions related to its
translation, date, provenance, and transmission. However, besides a large number of Aramaic
fragments of 1 Enoch, some tiny Greek papyrus fragments were also found in Cave 7 at
Qumran. This would shed light on the difficult question of the translation period of 1 Enoch
into Greek, which at least goes back to the second century BC and was carried out by the

Jews.

Based on his study of the Greek translation of the Book of Watchers and the Epistle in
comparison with the Aramaic texts, James Barr (1979:191) suggests that the Greek translation
of 1 Enoch “belonged to the same general stage and stratum of translation as the Septuagint
translation of Daniel”, as both of the books contain apocalyptic form and content. Pushing the
discussion further, Knibb strongly argues that the formation of a fivefold integrated

Pentateuchal structure was introduced at this stage of translation and transmission. He argues:

7 |t is not surprising that all prominent scholars involved in major translation and text-criticism of 1 Enoch have
used these Aramaic texts as evidence for their text whenever available. These include Milik 1976, Black 1985,
Isaac 1983:5-89.), Nickelsburg 2001, and Knibb 1978.

™ For a complete edition and translation of the entire Dead Sea Scrolls, see Martinez and Tigchelaar 1997, 1998.
For the edition and translation of specific text of Aramaic fragments of 1 Enoch, see ibid. 1997:398-445.
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In any case, whatever the origin of Greek translation, and whether any part of it was
known at Qumran, it is plausible to think that it was at the Greek stage in the
transmission of the text that the Parables and the Astronomical Book were inserted
between the Book of Watchers at the beginning and the Book of Dreams and the Epistle
at the end to [produce the book familiar from?] the Ethiopic version with its fivefold
structure (Knibb 2009:20).

However, Black (1985:11) conjectures that such redaction may have been completed in the
beginning of the second century AD, probably by some Jewish-Christian “redactor-translator”
for Christian interest. This argument seems plausible as no portion of the Book of Parables,
the largest component of the five books of 1 Enoch, appears in the Dead Sea Scrolls corpus.
However, the date of this part of the book, given its various implications on other major
topics, has been one of the most disputed areas without consensus until recently.® Following
Michael E. Stone (2007:444-49), in his recent second volume of the comprehensive work on 1
Enoch, Nickelsburg (and VanderKam 2012:62f.) convincingly concludes that “the Parables
[should be dated] between the latter part of Herod’s reign and the early decades of the first

C.E., with some preference for the earlier part of this time span.”

As to the surviving Greek translated manuscripts of 1 Enoch, about a quarter of the entire
corpus has been discovered,® and the copies are ascribed as dating from the fourth to ninth
centuries AD. Isaac (1983:6) and Nickelsburg (2001:12-14) list the principal Greek
manuscripts, where texts from parts of all books of 1 Enoch, except the Book of Parables, are
contained. These include: (1) a fifth or sixth century AD manuscript, discovered in 1886/87 in
a grave, which contains a complete text of 1 Enoch 1:1-32:6a (from the Book of Watchers);?
(2) preserved in the Chronographia of George Syncellus are 1 Enoch 6:1-9:4; 8:4-10:14; 15:8-

8 The debate on the date of the Book of Parables spans from as early as 94-79 BC by Charles (1912:72-73) to as
late as 270 AD by Milik (1976:91-96). To mention some of the works which gave attention to this particular
problem, after Milik’s proposal for such a late date, we may include Greenfield and Stone 1977:51-65; Knibb
1978-1979:345-359; Mearns 1978-1979:360-369; Black 1980:19-30; Nickelsburg 2005:2554-256; Bampfylde
1984:9-31; Sacchi 2006:377-395. See also eight articles recently presented on this specific topic on the Third
Enochic Seminar (2005) in Camaldoli, Italy, and published in Gabriele Boccaccini 2007. These include
Piovanelli 2007:363-379; Suter 2007:415-443; Stone 2007:444-449; Charlesworth 2007:450-468; Hannah
2007:469-477; Arcari 2007:478-486; Eshel 2007:487-491; and Olson 2007:492-296.

81 Nickelsburg (2001:12) approximates between 28 per cent (p. 12) and 25 per cent (p. 20) of the surviving 1
Enoch’s Greek translation.

8 As Nickelsburg (2001:12) demonstrates, this codex, known as Codex Panopolitanus, together with the Enochic
text, contains portions from the Gospel of Peter and the Apocalypse of Peter which he posits on the basis of their
shared interest in journeys to the realm of the dead.
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16:1 (from the Book of Watchers); (3) some fragments which come from the fourth century
CE and contain 1 Enoch 77:7-78:1; 78:8; 85:10-86:2; 87:1-3 (from the Book of Luminaries
and the Book of Animal Apocalypse);® (4) manuscripts discovered in the Vatican Library
containing 1 Enoch 89:42-49 (from the Book of Animal Apocalypse); and (5) another papyrus
codex containing 1 Enoch 97:6-107:3 (from the Epistle of Enoch).

The preservation of all of the discovered Greek manuscripts of 1 Enoch is associated with
Christian communities or individuals.®* As the manuscripts come from the beginning of the
fourth century CE, evidently the book possessed more status among Christians but was
relegated to a position of subordination/inferiority by the Jews. Furthermore, in spite of the
lesser portion which has survived, the significance of the Greek text, mainly for textual

criticism, is notable.
5.4.3 The Ge’ez Texts

The transmission and translation history of the Enochic text in Ethiopia is part and parcel of
the broader process of translation of scriptural texts,® even at the time when it was declining
in other parts of the Christian Church. Apart from the preliminary translation work by the first
Bishop of the EOTC, Abba Frumentius, Abuna Selama Kesate Berhan, (Father of Peace,
Revealer of Light), it is believed that the main translation of the Scriptures was carried out in
the fifth and sixth centuries by the so-called “the Nine Saints”, missionaries who came from
Asia Minor.2 In other words, that 1 Enoch was translated into Ethiopic, at the latest, in the
fifth and sixth centuries, is plausible and received scholarly consensus (Knibb 2009:177).

Even if the translation took place in such an early period, the oldest manuscripts of 1 Enoch,

so far attested, have mainly come from the 14™ century onwards, as is true for most of the

8 This partition is not included in Isaac’s list.

8 For instance, Codex Panopolitanus (or the Gizeh fragment, as designated by Matthew Black (1970:8)) was
discovered in a Christian grave and bound with other Christian writings, portions of the apocryphal Gospel of
Peter and the Apocalypse of Peter. These Greek fragments of 1 Enoch, with some quotations and allusions from
early Christian writings and Church Fathers, has been published by Matthew Black (1970).

8 There is strong scholarly consensus that the translation of Enoch into Ge’ez is part of the translation and
transmission process of the entire biblical corpus between the fourth and sixth centuries AD (cf. Reed 2005:8;
Knibb 2001a:403; Nickelsburg 2001:17; Ullendorff 1973:55-56).

8 For a comprehensive discussion on the translation of the Scriptures into Ethiopic, see Knibb 1999:1-54.
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broader scriptural Ethiopic manuscripts.®” However, significant portions of quotations in other
books, from a similar period, suggest that they used earlier translations of Enoch than the
period in which they themselves were written.®® Among others, books which preserved large
portions of 1 Enoch include av&hé. 9°0AL Metshafe Mi’lad (the Book of Nativity), eo&hé.
-cY7? Matshafe Berhan (the Book of Light), and e2&hé. 9°im.c a1 @9°£C Metshafe Mistira

Semay Womeder (the Book of the Mysteries of Heaven and Earth).®

For instance, av&hd. °0AL Metshafe Mi’lad, in addition to some other portions, quotes the
entire text of 1 Enoch 46:1-51:5 and 62:1-16. As Knibb (2009:180) noted, these are exactly
the same passages which “have attracted the interest of modern scholars concerned with
messianism.” Besides such texts, which are related to Christological themes, o2& hd. F°0AL:
Metshafe Mi’lad discusses and defends “the authority of Enoch[,] who is presented as the first
prophet, the first who announced the coming of Christ” (Knibb 2009:183).

More importantly, the quotations in such books, from these significant periods of the history
of the EOTC, strongly explain some of the reasons why 1 Enoch has been influential, as much
as it is authoritative, in the Ethiopian Church, which in turn could be a possible explanation
for its survival. The quotations from the Book of Enoch “are also of interest because of the
light they shed on the doctrinal and ecclesiastical controversies of the time” (Knibb

2009:187).%

87 As to the date of the oldest Ge’ez mss of 1 Enoch, until the turn of this century, see Knibb (2001b:340-354),
who concludes that the oldest mss so far come from the fifteenth century or a little earlier. However, Olson
(1998:30-32) argues that the oldest Ge’ez Enochic mss date from the twelfth century AD, a claim which Knibb
(2001b:347) strongly rejects as “certainly wrong”. However, recent studies indicate that the earliest ms. is
EMML 8400 from around the year 1400 (Stuckenbruck, personal communication 2015).

8 For a list of quotations from the Book of Enoch in printed texts and some discussions on a number of them, see
Milik 1976:85-88. Following Milik, Klaus Berger (1980:100-109) also worked through the list of quotations and
concluded that the quotations came from works whose compositions were earlier than the oldest Ethiopic
manuscripts of 1 Enoch.

8 For brief descriptions about these books, see Edward Ullendorff 1973:141. For a detailed discussion on a
number of quotations and their text-critical values, see Knibb 2009:176-187.

% The theological debates of the fifteenth century are mainly Christological and ecclesiastical. According to
Jacopo Gnisci (2012:31f.), there were two prominent figures, a priest and a king, in the fifteenth century
controversies in Ethiopian history, whose writings are still extant. Gnisci explains that whereas the priest,
Gyorgis of Sagla, who was prominent in the first half of the century, mainly focuses on Christological
controversies, where 1 Enoch has been influential, the King, Zer’a Yacob, active in the second half of the century
was occupied in ecclesiological issues and Mariology.
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One of the ways ancient biblical texts have survived is their public usage through various
means, including the use of amulets. While the tradition of using amulets among religious
people of the ancient period is common for purposes including protection, medicine, and good
fortune, this tradition has continued to date among many Ethiopians. T. de Bruyn (2010:147)
defines amulet ““as an item that [is/was] believed to convey in and of itself, as well as in
association with incantation and other actions, supernatural power for protective, beneficial, or
antagonistic effect, and that is worn on one’s body or fixed, displayed, or deposited at some
place.” In addition, among many people, amulets are often associated with and inherent to

magical power, even if this point itself is debatable.*

From the earliest period of Christianity in Ethiopia, as it has been commonplace elsewhere
among Christian and other religious communities,® to use amulets widely, a practice still
exercised today. Among other texts, 1 Enoch, besides Psalms, is one of the prominent biblical

texts used for this purpose.

M. de Jonge (2003b:1f.) strongly argues that pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament “were
transmitted because copyists regarded them as important and were of the opinion that they
could function meaningfully in the communities for which they copied them. Transmission

clearly presupposes the enduring relevance of what is transmitted” (italics mine).
5.4.4 Other Texts

In addition to the three versions discussed here—the Aramaic, the Greek, and the Ethiopic—
there are three other languages or versions in which some portions of 1 Enoch have been
preserved. (1) In Latin, 1 Enoch has been preserved by several quotations and references by
Church Fathers. Even if the extracts could suggest a possibility of a Latin translation of the

book,* Nickelsburg (2001:14) rejects such a possibility as “the evidence is slim and far from

°1 For a long list of references on an on-going debate on this issue, see de Bruyn 2010:147, no.8.

%2 For instance, de Bruyn (2010:166-183) makes a catalogue of a long list of amulet mss from fourth — eighth
centuries AD, which were used by Christians, written in Greek, and found in Egypt. In addition, de Bruyn
(2010:159) comments that it is known “from Isidore of Pelusium, John Chrysostom, Augustine, and other
patristic sources that Christians wore ‘gospels’ around their necks, hung them at their bedside, or used them in
other ways for apparently protective purposes.” He further gives full references for each of the citations from the
writings of the Church Fathers (idem 2010:159, n.60).

9 Knibb (1978:21) has some inclination to that end.
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compelling.” (2) Two Coptic fragments, containing few verses of 1 Enoch 93, were also
discovered in 1939. (3) A Syriac excerpt from the Book of the Watchers, 1 Enoch 6:1-6, serves
as further textual evidence for the wider use the Book of Enoch. Evidently, that the Enochic
writings have been translated, transmitted, and preserved in all these ancient languages and
communities shows that “Enochic texts and traditions circulated across a surprisingly broad

geographical range” (Reed 2005:9).
5.5 Conclusion

The role and status of 1 Enoch among both Jews and Christians, at its early stage, is a matter
of scholarly consensus. Given its influence in many aspects of the Qumran Community, the
legacy of the book in shaping and influencing the Community is largely convincing. Besides
their lifting it up to a level of authoritative status and shaping their theology in accordance
with it, they have preserved the text at a significantly wider level.** Above and beyond this
outstanding preservation of the text by the Community, that 1 Enoch has been employed in an
authoritative scriptural status proves that its usage and influence is wider than that particular

Community among the Jews.

In addition to the external evidence of 1 Enoch’s authoritative scriptural status among some
groups, its authority is drawn from within the book itself. The book presents itself as Scripture
with divine authority for the final days. Its self-assertion on its authority is evident from its
usage of other Scriptures where it presents itself as a divine revelation superseding all others.
It is this kind of prophetic authority, maintained in the book of Jude that witnesses to an

uncompromised superior authority.

The Book of Enoch gained influential status at the outset of Christianity, this being evident
from its significant usage in early literature, including the New Testament. Even if the

influence is exceptionally outstanding in the book of Jude and some other early Christian

% This is to imply the discussion above (5.1.1) that, as compared to other scriptural books discovered at Qumran
Dead Sea Scrolls, the number of copies of the Enochic fragments was one of the prominent one, which could
show a wider reproduction of the text of 1 Enoch among the Qumran Community.
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writings, its legacy remains clear in many NT books. The louder voice of Apostolic Church

Fathers demonstrates an appeal to the authority of the book.

However, this has not been without conflicting views among some Church Fathers, who have
taken the trouble of stipulating a clear stance on the scriptural authoritative status of 1 Enoch.
Some of the reasons for such reluctance among Christians arise from the rejection of the book
by the Jews mainly for two reasons. Possibly the two major reasons why the Jews rejected 1
Enoch are its association with “heretical” groups and ironically, its self-assertion as superior
to the Torah.

Besides these, the status of the book has been under fire by some Church Fathers, especially
since the third century AD until the fifth century AD, when it was finally rejected by the
church in the West, on the basis of the authoritative stance of Augustine. Its association with
“heresy”, proposed theological inconsistency with the Torah, its absence from the Jewish
canon, and questions around authenticity are some of the major reasons for the rejection of the

corpus among Christians.

In a gradual process, both in the West and in the East, the book has not only been excluded
from the list of canonical books which was developing,® but the text has all but disappeared.
Aramaic fragments of Jewish origin at Qumran, some Christian Greek fragments in Egypt,
and some quotations in various literary works preserved portions of the book from those early
periods until its full preservation by the Ethiopian Church in Ge’ez became known in the West

in the eighteenth century AD.

It is in this Ge’ez text and the EOTC “canon” that it both survived in its entirety® and enjoyed
an authoritative “canonical” status. The EOTC received it just as they did other Scriptures of
equal authoritative status at its emergence as a state religion in the early fourth century AD. It
is possible, nevertheless, that other questions may be posed around the survival and

preservation of the text as occurring only within the EOTC. Such questions would include

% The earliest Council which seems to have concerned itself with constructing a list of canon is the Council of
Laodicea (?360 AD) where Canon 60 list the books, but does not include 1 Enoch. However, it does not include
Tobit, Judith, Wisdom, Sirach, Maccabees and Revelation.

% For a qualification of the expression “... survived in its entirety”, see p.4, f.n.7 above.
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how and why this church preserved the book given its rejection and subsequent disappearance

from the church at large. Such question will be engaged with in the following chapters.
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CHAPTER SIX

RECEPTION, TRANSLATION AND PRESERVATION HISTORY OF
THE SCRIPTURES AND “CANON” FORMATION IN ETHIOPIA

6.1 Purpose of the Chapter

The main focus of this chapter is to survey the history of reception, translation, preservation,
and “canon” formation of the Scriptures in the Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo Church. As part
of an attempt to address the central problem of the thesis, “Why do the Ethiopian Churches,
Orthodox and Evangelicals . . . hold strongly opposing views towards the STL in general and
1 Enoch in particular?”, this chapter targets the question “Why and how the Ethiopian
Orthodox Tewahedo Church ‘canon of the Scriptures’ has come to contain the largest
‘canonical’ collection? Which points in the church’s history were decisive for the concept and
formation of its current scriptural collection?” Furthermore, it deals with the extent and

concept of “canon” of the Scriptures in the EOTC.

Even if the main object of this history is the EOTC, with more than sixteen hundred years of
existence, a brief discussion on the concept and position of “canon” among Ethiopian
Evangelicals, is included. This discussion would include the attitude of Evangelicals to both
their own “canon” of the Scriptures and that of the EOTC. The discussion further attracts
special attention to some of the controversies related to one of the recent translation projects
of Amharic Bibles for and by the EOTC.

To respond to these questions the chapter is structured into four major parts, which are related
to one another. At the outset, the chapter begins with some major introductory issues and
background to the entire chapter. There are some designations which would either be
employed uniquely in the Ethiopian context or strange to a non-Ethiopian reader. Without
understanding the contextual usage of these designations, some of the terms may appear to be
misleading. Such clarification would help the reader to understand the discussion properly and

adequately.
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The second part of the chapter deals with the reception history of Christianity to Ethiopia so as
to understand the reception history of the Scriptures in the EOTC. In connection to the
reception history of both Christianity and the Scriptures, the chapter unfolds the translation
and transmission history of the Scriptures in EOTC, with special emphasis on 1 Enoch and
other “extra-canonical” writings. It is in this discussion that one would understand the legacy
of the EOTC in connection to the preservation of the text of 1 Enoch in its entirety, where the

historical background of the preservation of 1 Enoch in the EOTC is assessed.

In the third part of the chapter, the translation history, both early and current ones, the notion
and concept of “canon” in the EOTC, with brief contrast with the Evangelicals, will be
studied. It is in this part that the uniqueness of both the concept and the extent of the EOTC
“canon” of the Scriptures are addressed. Some of the misunderstandings between the EOTC
and Ethiopian Evangelicals partly arise from misrepresentation of the other’s stance on the
Scriptures and the concept of “canon”. Thus, this part of the chapter aims to assess such lack

of clarity.

Finally, the fourth part of the chapter, as a practical example of the problem, engages with a
recent controversy between the EOTC and the Ethiopian Evangelicals on the translation of an
Ambharic Bible, “A Millennium Translation”. This is a case study which aims to clarify the
extent of the problem discussed in the previous part. The chapter concludes with some
informed suggestions to address similar and related problems in the future with mutual
understanding and respect to one another.

6.2 Introduction and Background
6.2.1 Introduction

Among the few countries where Christianity was introduced at a very early period, Ethiopia is
one of the most ancient. Therefore, the Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo Church is one of the
oldest churches in Africa and known for its ancient collection of the Scriptures. The church
claims the introduction of some of the Hebrew Scriptures (i.e. portions of the Old Testament)
in Ethiopia before the Christian Era. This claim puts the church and its history of reception,
translation, and transmission of Scriptural texts and some of its traditions in a unique place.

Furthermore, it has resulted in the Ethiopian church adhering to a collection of Scriptural
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books, which are significantly different from collections of other Christian churches,
containing both “canonical”* and some “pseudepigraphical”? works at equally authoritative

level.

The fact that the church has since the fourth and fifth centuries been isolated® from other
churches,* where the main translation and transmission was made, made it develop
independently and retain some unique traditions, one of which is its openness to contending
scriptural writings and interpretations so that it gives to different categories of Scriptures the
same status. As maintained by EOTC historical theologians, the EOTC is also essentially

different from other churches in the West and the East in that the main debates® in its history

1 As there is no distinction between what is called “canonical”, “apocryphal”, and/or “pseudepigraphical” in the
Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo Church Scriptures, such terms should not have been used in this context.
However, | am forced to use them in order to help a non-EOTC reader to understand the discussion. For a
detailed discussion on terminological problems within the traditions of both the EOTC and Ethiopian
Evangelicals and the provisional stance of this thesis, see chapter three above.

2 In addition to all the “deutero-canonical” books of the Roman Catholic Church, which are also called
“Apocryphal” by Protestants, the prominent “pseudepigraphical” books included in the EOTC “canon”, with
some others, are 1 Enoch, Jubilees, Joseph Ben Gurion (or 4 Maccabees?) in the Old Testament. The eight bulky
books, included in the EOTC New Testament, and known as Books of Church Order, are, Sinodos (4 books,
namely The Order of Zion, Commandment (Tizaz), Gitzew, and Abtils), the Book of the Covenant (2 books),
Clement (1), and Didascalia (1). (However, it should be noted that the eight NT books additional to the 27, as
another version simply counts, could only be the eight books of Clement.)

3 The reasons for the isolation of the EOTC at various periods vary depending on the religio-political context of
the given period. However, the overarching reasons for the isolation include, but not limited to, (1) that it has
been under the Coptic Church until recently where almost all communication and engagement with other
churches has been through it, if it happened at all. So, it did not have that legitimate authority to be an
independent church by itself and to represent in any major ecumenical council. (2) With the rise of Islam, the
power of the Coptic Church itself has been significantly diminished, which in turn weakens its relationship to the
EOTC. (3) Besides its effect on the Coptic Church, the rise of Islam, more or less, cut off Ethiopia from the rest
of the world for centuries, where the country considered itself as a “Christian Island”. (4) The short lived
Catholic Jesuits’ presence and a relationship ended up with bloodshed significantly contributed to the isolation in
developing deep-rooted suspicion and animosity towards the western churches. (5) The geographical location
that it is a bit distant from Europe may have contribution for the isolation. For details on Ethiopia’s isolation
from the rest of the Christian world at various centuries and the close relationship between the history of the
Church and the nation, see Munro-Hay 2002:15-39. In the same line, Edward Gibbon (1830:234) writes on the
geographical isolation of Ethiopia saying: “Encompassed on all sides by the enemies of their religion, Ethiopia
slept near a thousand years, forgetful of the world by whom they were forgotten.” However, this position has
been strongly rejected by Teshale Tibebu (1995:xviii-xix) who concludes that “It is time that the geographical
isolation paradigm in explaining Ethiopian history be given a decent burial. Ethiopia was hardly isolated from the
outside world.”

4 According to Sven Rubenson (1978:51), the major end of isolation of both the church and the country,
particularly with Europe, was marked in the first half of the nineteenth century as “Ethiopia was flooded by a
great number of European travelers and missionaries of every kind and description.”

5 For a discussion on a century long debate in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries on the observance of
Sabbath (Saturday) instead of Sunday, see &, 1997:71-74.
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focused on issues such as Christology,® Mariology,” and Sabbath, besides being a government

religion and therefore highly involved in and controlled by politics.®

Consequently, the church never officially discussed the issue of the “canon” of the Scriptures,
although a few vague traditions and other suggestions, made by the emperors, were accepted
without any formal discussions. This chapter surveys the major points in the history of the
EOTC’s Scriptural reception, transmission, translation and collection. This may offer a
systematic response to how and why the Ethiopian Church retains a unique scriptural
collection which gives equal authoritative status for both the so-called “canonical” and “non-

canonical” works.

Finally the study sheds some lights on the concept and debate of the EOTC “‘canon”. This may
lead us to hints as to the challenges of the current position of the church—whether the church
may be compelled to take actions on the issue of fixation of a “canon” in order to address
some of the contemporary demands, which may require her to finalize the closure of her

“canon” in an official way.

As the literature on the issues of this chapter is very limited, the main source for the central
parts of this chapter originates from qualitative interviews with twenty-eight interviewees

from both the EOTC and Evangelicals, which is specifically conducted with an intention to
explore new insights into the topic. | furthermore include insights from Ethiopian literature

that has been neglected or that was inaccessible for earlier writers.

6 A discussion on a major Christological controversy in the EOTC, how much bloody it was, and on the decisive
role of the emperors, see 2CCe0 1974:64-73, 86-92.

7 For a discussion on the 15 century debate on Mariology, the involvement of the Emperor, and the bloodshed in
connection to the controversy, see 2¢1Ce0 1974:44-45,

81t can easily be noted that, for most part, almost every history book on Ethiopia’s last two centuries cannot
avoid recording the history of EOTC at its centre and the same is true for EOTC history books, where they
cannot avoid the history of the monarchy as well, which is an integral part of it, i.e. EOTC. A remarkably good
work on a very close attachment between the church and state in Ethiopia, with special reference to the medieval
period, where the church underwent a significant reform and development, has been done by Taddesse Tamrat
(1972). In this work, Taddesse gives special attention to King Zer’a Yacob, whose “highest ideal” is defined as
being “the assimilation of his pagan subjects into the Christian community, and the creation of a religiously
homogenous society” (Taddesse 1972:238); however, “his attempt to bring about a radical change in the religious
life of his people did not bear substantial fruit” (Taddesse 1972:243).
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6.2.2 Background

Included in the background are some insights from an Ethiopian perspective on language,
religion, and a few notes on the Ethiopian Calendar. While the language part focuses on some
issues related to designation and origin, the religion section introduces briefly the current
religious landscape in Ethiopia. The calendar section introduces some technical differences
between the Ethiopian Calendar, which will be discussed in more detail in the next chapter,
and the Gregorian Calendar. This is to inform the reader on how these subjects have been
understood in the Ethiopian context in general and in this thesis in particular.

6.2.2.1 Language

Besides the two major traditional biblical languages, Hebrew and Greek, Ge’ez and Ambharic
are the two main languages particularly important to this study. These two Ethiopian
languages are crucial both for their historical place in regard to the EOTC scriptural
transmission and translation for centuries, and it is these two languages, with the two
traditional biblical languages, which were involved in the recent Millennium edition, where
Ge’ez is used as the base text while Ambharic is the text into which it was translated. Thus it is

appropriate to give some background discussion of these key Ethiopian languages.

6.2.2.1.1 Ge’ez / Ethiopic

Ge'ez (910M), also unfavourably known as Ethiopic, is a Semitic language and assumed to have
an ancestry in the old South Arabian Semitic language which was further developed in the
northern region of modern Ethiopia. It later became the official language of the Kingdom of
Axum and the Ethiopian imperial court. Currently the language is mainly used in the rituals of
the Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo Church (Munro-Hay, 1991).

A precise description of Ge’ez in a dictionary suffices for our purpose from an historical point

of view:

... the [Ge’ez] language evolved out of Sabean, which had been brought to the highlands
by immigrants from South Arabia in the first century A.D.® It ceased being a spoken

% It should be earlier than this since arguably the Kingdom of Axum has already been established, Ge’ez as its
language, at the first century AD (Munro-Hay 1991).
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language in about the 10th century but continues to be a literary and ecclesiastical
tongue to the present day. It has 182 phonetic symbols (26 characters with 7 variations
each), and is learned by rote by young lads from debteras in the churchyard; they can
read it but don’t understand it and cannot translate it into Amharic, the living language.
Those who learn to write it as well as read it are those who became debteras. The Bible
was translated from Greek into Ge’ez in the 6th century’® and remained in that
inaccessible form until the 19th. ...[the first Amharic manuscripts were written only at]
the time of Tewodros Il (1855-1868)” (Prouty and Rosenfeld 1981:77).%

According to Richard Pankhurst (1998:25), the Ge’ez language underwent two major changes
around the early fourth century due to the spread of Christianity, which in turn resulted in the
translation of the Scriptures into Ge’ez from the LXX. These changes are the introduction of
vowels and the direction of writing from left to right instead of right to left, perhaps
influenced by the Greek.

Even if Ge'ez was no longer a living language in the 14" century, it is believed that it was in
this period that its literature has largely developed. By this time, “there is ample evidence that
[Ge’ez] had been replaced by the Amharic language in the south and by the Tigrigna and
Tigre languages in the north, [while it] remained in use as the official written language until
the 19" century, [where] its status [is]comparable to that of Medieval Latin in Europe”

(Anonymous 2012c).

One significant issue to be mentioned here is the modern period designation of the language,
Ge’ez. From an Ethiopian historical perspective, this language has been consistently and
unambiguously known as Ge’ez and as Ge’ez alone by the language and its users. It is unclear
from where and when the alternative name “Ethiopic” has been introduced to designate this
ancient language. One of the possible answers would be that this name was given by western
explorers who first introduced it and its writings to their Western world as “Ethiopic” after

having come across it in Ethiopia. But one thing for sure we know about this language is that

10 Here also the translation was much earlier than the sixth century, at least as early as the fourth century, the
time of Frumentius, the first bishop of the EOTC, who translated the Scriptures (see below).

1 However, in the same book, it is maintained that “Henry Salt, after trips to Ethiopia in 1805 and 1809
interested the British and Foreign Bible Society in producing an Amharic [B]ible, because most Ethiopians, no
matter how Christian, could not read their own [B]ible as it was in Ge’ez. In 1830 [before the time of Tewodros
11] the Church Missionary Society (CMS) in the persons of Samuel Gobat and Christian Kugler began
distribution of the Gospels and the New Testament, and in 1840 the entire [B]ible was finished and distributed”
(Prouty & Rosenfeld 1981:135).
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it never refers to itself in this way. In Ethiopia, this language has been known only as Ge’ez.
Thus, it would not only be unfair but also misleading and offensive to an Ethiopian reader as
there are so many other languages spoken in this country. In other words, Ethiopia’s
population is not exclusively a Ge’ez speaking such that one could designate this language to

be “Ethiopic”.

However, the scholarly circle seems to go on using this designation based on an erroneous
tradition. As Ge’ez is no more a spoken language and only a literary language, if it loses a
closer attention for such seemingly minor issues, we may contribute to the loss of some of its
identity and heritage. This thesis, therefore, not only strictly and consistently designates the
language with its own original name, Ge’ez, but also strongly and humbly encourages others
to give the due attention to do justice to the language.'? One of the offshoots of this ancient
language,*®* Amharic, to which we now turn, on the other hand does not suffer such a problem.

6.2.2.1.2 Amharic

Evolved from the Ge’ez during the medieval period, Amharic is the second most-spoken
Semitic language in the world, after Arabic. It became an official language in the Ethiopian
government since the thirteenth century AD, by King Yikuno Amlak (1270-85), and currently
it is the official working language of the Federal Government and several states within the
federal system. As a result it retains its official status and is used nationwide, as it has been the
working language of government, the military, and of the Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo
Church throughout medieval and modern times (Anonymous 1012a).

12 There are other examples where scholars erroneously or ignorantly employ wrong designations, and in turn,
mislead the general reader, in designating Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo Church incorrectly. The first instance
could be that many scholars and others wrongly equate the EOTC with the Coptic Church and refer to it so. It has
been a common personal experience at various instances that | have been asked if | am writing on issues related
to the Coptic Church, as if they are referring to the EOTC. The second instance, very offensive to EOTC
believers, is to designate them as the Ethiopian Orthodox Church (EOC) rather than EOTC, where the key
identity indicative term, Tewahedo, is eliminated. These two issues need further scholarly investigation and |
strongly recommend them for further study in a way that would address the problem and its solution adequately.
13 As some studies indicate, besides Amharic, Tigre and Tigrinya are believed to be the descendants of Ge’ez at
some point (Amsalu n.d.:42.). However, this has been contested by some others who believed that Ge’ez cannot
represent the common ancestral language of these Ethiopian and Eritrean languages (Connell and Killion
2010:508.).
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Until some portions of religious tracts were printed in the seventeenth century by the
Portuguese Jesuits, Ge’ez continued to be the normal medium for writing (Henze 2000:78).
Ambharic is written in a slightly modified form of the alphabet used for writing Ge‘ez.
However, in the modern period, from a literary point of view, “Amharic is the most studied
and best understood language of Ethiopia” (Yacob 2013). As it is the official working
language of the Federal Government of Ethiopia and most of the Federal States; undeniably it
is the most spoken and understood language in the country. Amharic has been imposed on all
of the subjects of Modern Ethiopia to the south, east, and western part of the nation since the
nineteenth century expansion. As it has been the educational language for almost all primary
schools in Ethiopia for about a century, until 1991, it gained the status of the lingua franca of
the entire nation. All kinds of the national media of the country have also been mainly
dominated by Amharic.

As a result, in the last hundred years, it became one of the most important languages around
the Christian churches in Ethiopia. Besides the ancient and historic literary works in Ge’ez,
currently Amharic became the dominant language in the religious literary works of all
Ethiopian Churches. Thus, a literary work or a biblical translation in this language would have
an exceptionally influential role in the dynamics of the religio-political landscape of Ethiopian

Churches in particular and the overall population in general.

6.2.2.2 Religion

Besides the long existing EOTC, four other religious groups—Islam, Roman Catholic,
Protestant, and Indigenous Traditional Religion—are noteworthy in Ethiopian history.* The
discussion of this thesis is limited only to the EOTC and the Ethiopian Evangelicals or
Protestants. Given that one of the central focuses of the thesis is the discussion on the EOTC

14 According to the recent statistical report of the 2007 census of Ethiopia, there are six categories among which
citizens could choose their religious identity. These include: Orthodox, 43.5%, Protestant, 18.6%, Catholic,
0.7%, Muslim/Islam, 33.9%, Traditional, 2.6%, & Other, 0.6%. Orthodox Christianity includes the “Tewahedo”,
“Kibat”, & “Tsega”, while Seven Day Adventist, Pentecost, Lutheran, Baptist, Anglican, Presbyterian, “Meserete
Kristos”, “Mulu Wengel”, “Kale Hiwot”, etc. were put under the Protestant category. Jehovah’s, Behais, Jews,
Hindus, etc. fall under the other category (FDRE 2008:17).
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which is widely covered elsewhere in the thesis the focus of the introduction of this part is

limited to the Evangelicals in Ethiopia.

6.2.2.2.1 Ethiopian Evangelicals (Protestants)

As compared with a very ancient history of the EOTC, the introduction of Evangelicalism in
Ethiopia is very recent. A couple of the earliest Evangelical Churches celebrated their
centenary (or less) of their inception recently.’s The missionaries who introduced the
Evangelical tradition claimed that their main intention was to bring about reformation within
the EOTC structure, which they were not successful at doing and thus ended up with separate
churches. They blame the EOTC, making the accusation that irrespective of their willingness
“to work inside the EOC framework, the EOC was not willing to give this movement the
necessary room and freedom. ... [As a result the Evangelicals] developed more or less as a
protest against the harassment and persecution by the EOC clergy” (Bakke 1987:124).1

Precisely speaking, Protestant missionaries were introduced to Ethiopia from the seventeenth
century though it was the nineteenth century which favoured them to root themselves in some
parts of the country. The main reason for their arrival was “the political and material aid
which the Ethiopians now began to expect from Europe” (Sergew 1970b:37). In other words,
all attempts by western missionaries either to reform the EOTC from within or to establish
any kind of Protestant church was not successful in “Ethiopia proper”, i.c., the Northern
Ambhara/Tigray dominated Orthodox areas, until Menelik’s exp