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he Jewish Hekhaloth-Merkabah texts can hardly be described as the
T world’s greatest literature. They have, indeed, their flashes of j
inspiration, but in the end their verbosity, their tiresome repetitions and
bizarre ideas leave the reader dulled and stupified rather than elevated or
enlightened. The question of their literary merit must not, however, be
confused with that of their historical worth. From a literary point of view
these works may not rate high, but to the historian concerned with Rabbinic
ideas about God and the world, or with the structure of the Jewish religious
community in the Talmudic peried, or with the origins of the mediaeval
Kabbalah, they constitute an exceedingly valuable body of evidence which he
cannot afford to ignore.

The present essay deals primarily with one of the Hekhaloth-Merkabah
texts, the so-called Hebrew Book of Enoch or 3 Enoch,2and its aim is to put -
this work into its historical setting. “Historical setting” may be taken as
defined by the following questions: (1) Firstly, when and where was 3 Enoch -
written? (2) Secondly, what sort of literature is it? In the language of form- .
criticism, What is its Sitz-im-Leben? (3) Thirdly, where do its teachings stand
on the spectrum of Rabbinic thought? Are they “orthodox”, “fringe” o
“heretical™? ’

1. The Date and Provenance of 3 Enoch

The most fundamental of these questions is that concerning the date. Itisa
highly complex question because of the literary character of 3 Enoch. Inthe
first place we have to reckon with the fact that the precise extent and contents-
of 3 Enoch are problematic; the manuscripts and printed editions differ widel
on what properly belongs to the work. Odeberg assumed that Bodleian ms
1656/2, the longest recension, is closest to the original, and that the shorter
recensions are abridgements of it, but this is far from czrtain. An inspection of
the textual tradition shows that chapters 3 — 15/16, which describe th
elevation of Encch, circulated as an independent tract (cf. e.g. Bodleian m

! Based on a paper read at the first conlerence of the British Association for Jewish Studie;
Oxford. July 1975,

2 The standard edition is by Hugo Odeberg, 3 Encch (1928); reprinted by Ktav 1973, with
useful Prolegomenon by Jonas C. Greenfield. This edition must always be used in conjunctio!
with the writings of Scholem, especially his Major Trerds in Jewish Mysticism (Schocken 1965
Jewish Gnosticism, Merkabah Mysticism and Talmudic Tradition (2nd ed. [965); *“Merkabai
Mysticism™, Enc. Jud. 11, cols 1386 — 1389.
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1748/2 and Derush Pirke Hekhaloth), and it is intrinsically probable that
these chapters formed the core round which the longer recensions grew.3

Secondly, we must face the problem of the internal structure of the work:
whichever form of the text we choose will prove on analysis to be composite.
If, for example, we take Bodleian ms 1656/2 and excise from it certain
obvious accretions (e.g. chaps 23-24 and 48BCD) we are left with a work
which superficially has a clearly defined schema. Chaps 1-3 are introductory
and describe how R. Ishmael ascends to heaven to “behold the vision of the
Merkabah™, and how he is taken under the protection of the angel Metatron.
He questions Metatron who describes (chaps 4-16) how he was formerly
Enoch the son of Jared, but was caught up to heaven and metamorphosed into
an archangel. Then Metatron discourses to Ishmael on the organization and
activities of the heavenly world (chaps 17-4(). Finally, he takes Ishmael on a
guided tour of the sights of heaven (chaps 41-48). All this orderliness vanishes,
however, on closer inspection, and it becomes clear that the book is made up
of many diverse and sometimes contradictory units of tradition. The more one
analyses it, the more it breaks into fragments. Thus at one point the redactor
has tacked loosely together three originally independent angelological
systems (i. chap. 17; ii. chap. 18; iii. chaps 19-22, 25-29). Even inthe section on
the elevation of Enoch (3-15/ 16), which forms the kernel of the work and runs
more smoothly than any other part of it, no less than three separate accounts
of the taking up of Enoch have been confiated (cf. 4:2-10; 6; 7).

Odeberg, though well aware of the composite nature of 3 Enoch, failed to
grasp the seriousimplications of this fact for the problem of dating. Since the
work is built up of a number of discrete units of material, it follows that to date
an isolated element in it is not necessarily to date the work as a whole: we may
only have discovered the date of the small unit of material in which the
element is found. From the point of view of Bodleian ms 1656/ 2, for example,
at least three things are involved in the dating: (1) firstly, the time when each
separate unit of tradition originated; (2) secondly, the date when these
separate units were combined in the original form of the text; (as an added

3 Important manuscripts of 3 Enoch are: OXFORD, Bodleian 1656/2; 1748/2, 2257/4;

MUNICH. Staatsbibliothek 40/10; ROME, Vatican 228/4; Casanatense 180/S; FIRENZE,

Laurenziana 44/ 13 (18). The bibliography ofthe printededitions of 3 Enoch is in great confusion.

(1) The oldest printed text that I know is Derush Pirke Hekhaloth, a copy of which is in the

Oppenheimer collect on at the Bodleian. Steinschnetder, Cat. Bod. col. 534 no. 3458 marks it as
“saec. XVII?"; Cowley, Cat. Printed Books Bod. p.24| suggests, “Prag? c.16507". (2) Jellinek,
Kuntres ha-maggid (1878) p.31 states that Sefer Hekhaloth (= 3 Enoch) was printed in 1864 at
Lvov and reprinted at Warsaw in 1875. Copies of what appear to be the Warsaw printing, without

date or place of puiblication indicated, are in the Bodleian (Cowley, Cat. p.241, “Sefer

Hekhaloth... Polaad ¢.1820”) and the British Museum (Zedner, Car. p.387, “Sefer

Hekhaloth . . . Zolkiew? 18007”). The Warsew edition was in turn reprinted at Piotrkow in 1883
(BM Supplementary Cat.). (3) S. Mussajoff, Merkabah Shelemah (1922) fols 8bff gives a valuable
" text. (4) Other printed editions are: Jellinek, Beth ha-Midrasch V (1872), pp. 170-190 (based on

Munich ms 40/10); reprinted in Eisenstein Ozar Midrashim (1915) pp. 285-293; and Odeberg, 3
Enoch (1928), based on Bodleian ms 1656/2.
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complication it must be remembered that this combiningdid not take place all
&t once, and so the date here marks the culmination of a process involving
several earlier stages); (3) thirdly, the date or dates when this original form of
the text acquired its additions (mainly chaps 23-24 and 48BCD). An
investigation of all these points is beyond the scope of the present inquiry. We
shall confine our attention to 3 Enoch 3-15/ 16, the original core of the work,
-and attempt to date that. '

For a terminus ad quem for these chapters we turn to the Karaite Jacobal-
Kirkisani’s Kitab al-anwar wal-maraekib 1 4.2 (Nemoy I p.31, 15ff). In the
course of a bitter attack on the doctrine of Metatron¢ Kirkisani quotes from
an “Alphabet of Akiba”. His quotation can be fourd in the current A-
tecension of the Alphabet (Wertheimer, BM I1 p.351.22 and p. 352,6 =3
Enoch 48C: 2.5):5

4lphaber of Akiba Kirkisani
[ took him — Enoch the son of They (i.e. the Rabbanites) say in
Jared from their midst, and I brought the Alphabet of Akiba that the
aim up. .. to the height ... 1 Creator, may he be honoured and
ncreased above every height his extolled, said: “I took Enoch the
stature in the midst of those that son of Jared and I elevated over
are tall of stature by seventy you the height of his stature in
thousand parasangs. I magnified his the midst of all those who are tall
throne from the majesty of my Throne, of stature, and by seventy thousand
and I increased his honour from the parasangs | made his throne greater
glory of my honour. thar my Throne, and I increased his
honour more than my ronour.”

Kirkisani’s citation is conclusive prcof that the account of the elevation of
Fnoch in the current A-recension of the Alphabet of Akiba formed part of the
Alphabet in his day.

This Alphabet account of Enoch’s elevation is very closely related to the
account in 3 Enoch 3-15. It appears, in fact, to be a summary of it. The

Alphabet can hardly be the original source of this material, for an author -

presenting these ideas for the first time would hardly have chosento cast them

in the tortuous alphabetic form. There are, indeed, differences between the ‘

two accounts, the most substantial of them being that the Alphabet gives a
long list of the names of Metatron, whereas 3 Enoch 3 — 15 does not.

4 For other objections to Metatron. see Judah Hadassi. 'E:shkolha—kofer(Eupatoria) chap.
30: Mas‘udi. Kitab murudi al-dhahab X XXI (Meynard-Courteille 110.391); Ibn Hazm. Kitab al-
fisal 1 pp.223-4. )
TS Kpifkisani translates the quotation from the Alphabet into Arabic. The concluding sentence
cuns in Hebrew. 271259977 17125 "N "ROD TH15 IRDD "N . Because ltS}}lted his
case, Kirkisani took both instances of ] here as comparative. Kirkisani’s “over you™ stands
against 59 By in Wertheimer’s text (which is translated above), but note the Hebrew variant

oLy,
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However, it should be observed that there is a hiatus at 3 Enoch 4:1 in the
extant manuscripts and editions. Ishmael there asks about Metatron’s seventy
names but receives no answer; the seventy names have probably been edited
out of the text. The other differences between the two texts are very minor
when set beside their large measure of agreement. They are not such as to
endanger the conclusion that the short account of Enoch’s translation in the
Alphabet of Akiba is based on the fuller version in 3 Enoch 3-15.6 Since
Kirkisani attests the existence of this short account c.AD 900, the longer
account must be earlier still; and so we arrive at c.AD 850 as a definite
terminus ad quem for 3 Enoch 3-15.

A terminus post quem emerges from an analysis of the figure of Metatron.
Metatron’ in 3 Enoch is a highly complex entity, but he has obviously two
main components, (a) Enoch and (b) the archangel Metatron. These two
figures originally had nothing to ¢o with each other; there are texts which
speak in detail of Enoch’s translation but know nothing of Mztatron, while
there are other texts which mention the angel Metatron without linking him
with Enoch. The Metatron of 3 Enoch marks the confluence of two initially
quite independent streams of tradition.

(a) FEnoch

In 3 Enoch 4:3 Metatron informs R. Ishmael, “I am Enoch the son of Jared.
When the generation of the Flood sinned . .. the Holy One, blessed be He,
removed me from their midst to be a witness against them in the high
heavens”. Implicit here is a midrash of Gen. 5:24, “Enoch walked with God,
and he was not, for God took him™. The view that Enoch was caught up to

. heaven or Paradise without dying is the root of the rich pseudepigraphic

Enoch traditions and is as old as Jubilees 4:23. Pseudepigraphic Enoch has
many similarities to the Enoch-Metatron of 3 Enoch: he is a wise man and a
revealer of heavenly wisdom. The description of his translation in three
passages of the pseudepigrapha is especially noteworthy,

¢ There are a number of ways in which these differences could be explained. The original
summary in the Alphabet could have received some later additions; or the summarizer may have
drawn some material from sources other than 3 Enoch 3-15: or else the differences may have
arisen simply through the process of shortening. It is interesting that the short account of the
Alphabet contains no aflusion to the humbling of Metatron (3 Enoch 16). It should also be
observed that there is a presumption that in the text summarized by the Alphabet the “Elevation
of Enoch” was attributed. not to Ishmael (as in 3 Enoch), but to Akiba: hence its inclusion in the
;ﬁlf’é'fbﬂ of Akiba. For the differences between the two accounts see Odeberg, 3 Enoch pp.

7 On Metatron see Odeberg, 3 Enoch (1928) pp. 79-146; idem. “Forestillningarna om
Metatron i dldre judisk mystik.” Kyrkohistorisk Arsskrift 27 (1927) pp. 1-20; idem, “Enoch™,
TDNT 11 pp. 556-560; Scholem, Grosticism, pp. 42-55; idem, *Metatron”, Enc.Jud. 11, cols
1443-1446; R. Margalioth, Mal'akhe ‘Elvon (1945) pp. 73-108. The following add little or
nothing to these: C. Kaplan. “The Angel of Peace, Uriel-Metatron™, Anglican Theol, Rev. 13
(1931) pp. 306-313; H. Bictenhard, Die himmlische Welr (1951), pp. 143-160; M. Black. “The
Origin of the Name Metatron” ¥'T'I (1951) pp. 217-219: A. Murtonen, “The Figure of Metatron™
VT3 (1953) pp. 409-411; E. Urbach, Pirke 'Emunoth we-De'oth (1969) pp. 118ff.
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1. In Eth. Enoch 70-71 translated Enoch appearsto be identified with the
Son of Man. 70:1 is unclear; it could be taken to mean simply that Enoch was
carried up to the presence of “that Son of Man”, but 71:14,16 is quite
unambiguous; Enoch is there directly addressed as the Son of Man: “Thou art
the Son of Man who art born unto righteouness”.® The Son of Man in the
Similitudes is evidently some kind of heavenly being, but distinct from the
angels. There may be an implication that in becoming Son of Man the human
Enoch went through some kind of physical transformation.?

2. Eth.Ascension of Isaiah 9:9. Isaiah sees in the seventh heaven ©, ..
Enoch and all who were with him, stript of their garments of the flesh and
clothed in the garments of the upper world, and they were like angels, standing
there in great glory”. The theme of transformation is quite explicit here but its
import is far from clear. Enoch is classified with the righteous dead, in a group
distinct from the angels. The “garments of the upper world” must designate
some kind of spiritual body which the righteous assume in heaven.

3. Slav. Enoch 22:8 (= Vaillant 9 end):

“And the Lord said to Michael: Take Enochand strip him of his earthly garments
and anoint him with the holy oil, and clothe him in garments of glory. And
Michael stripped me of my garments and anointed me with the holy oil... And1I
looked at myself, and I was as one of the glorious ones, and there was no
difference”.

The idea of transformation becomes very emphatic in this text. Odeberg (3

Enoch p.55) actually takes this passage to mean that Enoch was changedinto
an angel of the Divine Presence, but a less dramatic interpretation, along the .
lines of that suggested for the parallel in Ascension of Isaiah 9:9,is much more

probable.
The similarities between these texis (particularly Slav.Enoch 22:8ff) and the
account of Enoch’s elevation in 3 Enoch are impressive. There can be no

reasonable doubt that an evolution of the figure of Enoch like that in the ;
pseudepigrapha lies behind 3 Enoch 3-15. If such a development had not
taken place Enoch could never have been identified with the archangel

Metatron. We must postulate in consequence an historical link between the
Hekhaloth mystics and the circles which generated these psedudepigraphic
Enoch traditions.

Certain important differences between the Enoch of 3 Enoch and of the

pseudepigrapha should not, however, be ignored. The celestial being into
whom Enoch is transformed in the pseudepigrapha does not belong to the

§ Charles, APOT Il p.237, translates in thz 3rd persor: “This is the Son of Manetc.”, but such
a rendering is impossible. o

9 This is not explicitly stated at 71:11, as some have thought. Erik Sjpber§, Der
Menschensohn im drhiopischen Henochbuch (1946) argues at length the thesis that “tatséchlich
crhilt Henoch... deselbe zentrale Stellung in der himmlischen Welt wie sonst der
Menschensohn” (pp. 147-189). ;
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ranks of the angels, whereas Metatron is unquestionably an angel (see 6:1).
Moreover, the vagueness with which the theme of Enoch’s metamorphosis is
treated in the pseudepigrapha stands in sharp contrast to the minute, step-by-
step description in 3 Enoch. However, the very lack of precision in the
language of the pseudepigrapha is suggestive. If the Hekhaloth mystics
received Enoch traditions like those in Slav. Enoch 22, they could easily have
interpreted them to mean that Enoch was changed into an archangel.

(b) Metatron

The Metatron side of the composite Enoch-Metatron figure is itself
compounded of diverse elements. This is clear from an analysis of Metatron’s
names, three of which are particularly important.

l. YAHOEL. In 3 Enoch 48D:1 the first two names given to Metatron
are, “Yahoel YAH” and “Yahoel”. An angel by the name of Yahoel, quite
independent of Metatron, occurs in other texts. He is found in the second
heaven in Sefer harazim (Margalioth 238; 2,140), and appears as the
“archangel Joel” in the Slavonic versions of the Vita Adae et Evae 32:1-2
(APOT I p.134)and Apoc. Mosis43:4 (APOT 11 p.154). It is possible that the
name “Yophiel”, found among the names of Metatron in 3 Enoch 48D:1 and
borne by an independent angel elsewhere (e.g. Ps-J Deut. 34:6), is simply a

variation of Yahoel, if, as Ludwig Blau suggested (Das altjiidische

Zauberwesen (2nd ed. 1914) p. 131), "B was used as a surrogate for the

- Tetragram. The most significant reference to the name is in Slavonic 4poc.

Abraham 10. There Abraham'’s heavenly guide announces: “I am called Jaoel
by Him who moveth that which existeth with me on the seventh expanse upon
the firmament, a power in virtue of the ineffable Name dwellingin me”. Jaoel
(= Yahoel) in this text has several important points of comparison with
Metatron. His relationship to Abraham is the same as Metatron’s to Ishmael:

he is his guide, protector and illuminator. Like Metatron (3 Enoch 12:5;
b.Sanh. 38b) he is identified with the angel of YHWH in whom God’s name
“resides (Exod. 23:20-21 ). It should be carefully noted that in A4 poc. Mosis29:4
(APOT 11 p.148} and Apoc. Abrakam 17 “Jael/ Jaoel” is employed in direct
address to God himself. This divine title is not attested either in the Bible or
rthe liturgy (further below). Thus it appears that Metatron in 3 Enoch has
absorbed the originally independent angel Yahoel.

2. THE LESSER YHWH. 3 Enoch 12:5 states that when God took Enoch
into heaven He called him “The Lesser YHWH (pvpn‘n) in the
presence of all his heavenly househald (familia), as it is written, For my name
isin him”. Cf. also 3 Enoch 48C:7 and 48 D:1. Among the names of God in the
A-recension of the Alphabet of Akiba (Wertheimer BM 11 p.351 note 25° the
corresponding title “Greater YHWH ( 2"m777)” occurs. These titles
“Greater YHWH” and “Lesser YHWH?” functioned independently of the
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Metatron traditions. Thus we encounter “The Great Jao” and “The Little
Jao” in the third century Christian Gnostic work Pistis Sophia, and in the
Gnostic Book of Jeti.!9 In the Syriac Gannat Bussame we find listed among
deities worshipped by unbelievers, “Adonai katon, the general of Adonai
gadol, who are reverenced by the Israelites”. The Gannat Bussameis probably
from the tenth century, but the list where this occurs is pre-Islamic.!! It is
possible, as Scholem has suggested (Enc. Jud. 11, col. 1444), that the name
lurba borne in Mandean texts by a sun-spirit identified with Adonai, the
keeper of purgatory, was in origin JU + RABBA. The title “Lesser YHWH”
probably arose, like the name “Yahoel”, in connection with speculation about
the Angel of YHWH (note 3 Enoch 12:5 etc.). Indeed, it may be that “Lesser
YHWH” was originally a designation for Yahoel, though Yahoel is never
explicitly so called in any of our sources.

3. METATRON. Finally, there is the name Metatron itself. Odeberg (3
Enoch pp. 142ff) suggests the etymology  (6) pera 8pdror , “the Throne next
to the (Divine) Throne” or “the second Throne”, and argues that the name
must have originated in a system of world-ruling archons, in which it would
have designated the chief archon standing closest to the highest God. This is
rather speculative; the etymology on which it depends is, at best, only
possible, and fails to account for the common, early variant N90w™ . There

may be no more point in looking for a rational meaning for this name thanfor .

the other mysticae voces, such as Adiriron cr Dafdafiron, with which the
Hekhaloth-Merkabah texts abound. A proper estimate of Metatron must

begin with the fact that he bears a striking resemblance to the archangel
Michael. Both these angels stand in a peculiar relationship to Israel as Israel’s -
special heavenly advocate; both are High Priest of the keavenly tabernacle;'?
both are chief of the angels; what is said in one text about Metatron is saidin
another about Michael, and Metatron appears as a manuscript variant for

Michael In one crucially important text, the Re’uyoth Yehezkel!

Metatron is found as a secret name of Michael. Scholem (Gnosticism pp ;

10 “Great Jao”, Pistis Sophia 86 (Schmidt-Till GCS Ind ed. 1954, p. 126,14); 140 (214,13)
Book of Jet: 50 (316,14). “The Little Jao™. Pistis Sophic 7,8 (7,35; 8,11).

it Bidez-Cumont, Les Mages Hellénisés 11 (1938) p.115. . .

12 1 |QMelch describes Melchizedek as an exalted, heavenly being. In view of his priestly rolei

‘he Bible he may have been regarded at Qumran as the High Priest of the heavenly sanctuary, and

sossibly identified witt Michael, to whom that office is assigned in Rabbinic texts (b. Hag. l‘2b
see A.S. van der Woude. “Melchisedek als himmlische Erlosergestalt”, Oudtestamentisch

Studién 14 (1965), pp. 354-373. Yalkut hadash. Mal’akhim no.19 (Warsaw (1879)p.122) certainly .

makes this equation: [PYRDW A KW PHY PR D . L. PR DN RIPI HROM

However, | [QMelch is too fragmentary to admit of any certainty.
13 Cf. b.Sanh. 38b (Metatron) with Ps-J Exod. 24:1 (Michael); Tanh. Wa-"ethhanan 6 (ed
Buber 7a) (Metatron) with Mid. Mishle to 14:34 (ed. Buber 39b) (Michael v.1. Metatron)
Further, G.F. Moore, “Intermediaries in Jewish Theology™, HTR 15 (1922) pp. 72ff.
14 New edition by [thamar Gruenwald in Temirin: Texts and Studies in Kabbala an
Hasidism, ed. | Weinstock, 1 (1972) pp. 101-139.
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44-45) assigns this short work to the fourth century AD. It is patently
composite and as a whole can hardly be as old as that, but the latter half,
which reports the views of certain fourth century Palestinian masters about
the seven heavens and their contents, is almost certainly of that date. Under
the third heaven, called Zebu/ in this text, we find the following entry
(Gruenwald p.128,71 ff);

“What is therein Zebul? R. Levisaid in the name of R. Hama bar ‘Ukba, who said
in the name of R. Yohanan: The Prince dwellsnowhere but in Zebul . . . And what
ls.hlS name? Kimos is his name. R. [saac said, Me‘arahis his name.R. ‘Inyanei bar
Sisson said, Bizbulis his name. R. Tanhum the elder said, *Aaryak is his name.
Eleazar Nadwadaya said, Mitatron, like the name of the Power. Those who make

use of the Name say, Kas Bas Bas Kebasis his name, like the name of the Creator
of the world.”

- There can be no doubt, as Jacob Mann pointed out (Ha-zofeh le-hokhmath
Yisra'el5 (1921) p.251, n.5), that the anonymous “Prince” here is Michael (cf.
~b.Meg. 12b), and so Mitatron, Aiatyah, Kimos etc., are all his mystical
names. Thus the similarities between Metatron and Michael stand explained:
Metatron and Michael were originally one and the same; Michael was the
angel’s common, exoteric name, Metatron one of his esoteric names.
Metatron and Michael are not identified in any of the Hekhaloth-Merkabah
texts. In 3 Enoch (7 Michael is listed separately as the Prince in charge of the
seventh heaven. At some point, therefore, the original connection between
Metatron and Michael must have been obscured, and Metatron developed as
an independent angel, though he carried with him many of the attributes of
Michael. This analysis of Metatron's development helps to account for the
curious fact that in all the comprehensive angelological systems in Hekhaloth
literature, including the three in Hebrew Enoch itself, there is no proper place
. for Metatron. He would not have needed one, of course, until he had diverged
- from Michael. This must have been a comparatively late development which
~took place after these systems had been formed.

-/ In summary, then, it appears that Metatron in 3 Enoch embodies three
major and originally independent figures — Enoch, Yahoel/ Lesser YHWH
~and Michael/ Metatron. We can only speculate how and why these figures
- were combined, but it is a fair guess that Enoch, Yahoel and Metatron grew
independently to be so similar in the heavenly hierarchy that some circle or
ircles that were recipients of all three traditions could not resis: the urge to
implify matters by fusing all three figures into one.

- The latest element of the Enoch-Metatron conglomerate to emerge was
undoubtedly Metatron. This name is unknown to the pseudepigrapha or to
Tannaitic literature. Sifre Deut. 32:49 (338) has nothing to do with Metatron,
contrary to what Odeberg (3 Enoch pp. 91-92) thinks.!5 Metatron is

-3 Finkelstein (Siphre ad Deuteronomium (1939) p.388) gives the best text:
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mentioned only in the later midrashim (Lam. R. Proem. 24; Num. R. 12:12)
and in late strata of Targum Ps-J. (to Gen. 5:24; Deut. 34:6). The one dated
reference to him in the Talmud, b.Sanh. 38b, is attributed to a mid-fourth
century Babylonian master. The earliest occurrence is p.robably.in the fourth
century Re’uyoth Yehezkel, in which Metatron has still not diverged from
Michael.

By the mid-fourth century Metatron/ Michael may ha.ve_ already absorbgd
Yahoel/ Lesser YHWH, if Scholem is right in maintaining that Rab Idl"s’
remark in b.Sanh. 38b that Metatron’s name is “similar :o that of his Master
is “incomprehensible except when it is understood to refer to.t.he name
Jahoel” (Gnosticismp.41). This explanation, however, like the traditional one.
that Metatron by gematria is the same as Shaddai (Rashi to Exod. 23:21),1s
too rationalistic. It can hardly account for the parallels in the Re’uyoth
Yehezkel, “ Mitatron, like the name of the Power . .. Kas Bas Bas Kebas .
like the name of the Creator of the world”. The natural sense of the words is
quite simply that Metatron was also a name of God. 3 Enoch 48D:1 (cf. 3:2)
asserts that the Holy One took seventy of his own names and put them on
Metatron. In Apoc. Abraham we have already notcd_ the parallel
phenomenon of Jaoel being used to designate both God himself and a'n
archangel. In a Jewish incantation text (discussed below) we find Meta.trons
1ames Yahoel and Yophiel, and possibly even Metatron itself, applied to
God.

It is not clear when Metatron absorbed the Encch traditions. .In an
unattributed stratum of the Babli (b.Hag. 15a) it is stated that “permission
was granted to Metatron to sit and write down the merits of Israel”.. TMS
scribing role of Metatron may have been taken over from the Enoch traditions
which portray Enoch as the heavenly scribe (Jubilees 4:23;. Ps-J Gen. 5.:24).It
is intrinsically unlikely that Metatron absorbed Enoch till he had t.:ilverged
from Michael. The problems of equating a long-established angelic figure
such as Michael with Enoch would have been very formidable.

In the fourth century Metatron was still identified with Michael. We.must
allow some time to elapse for him to diverge from Michael and to take in the
Enoch traditions. We can posit, therefore, c. AD 450 as a reasonably firm
terminus post quem for the emergence of the full-blown Enoch-Metat.ron of 3
Enoch, though we must bear in mind that he marks the culmination of a

process of evolution which began in Maccabean times, if not earlier. Thus we
arrive at the conclusion that 3 Enoch 3-15 was composed between c. AD 450
and c. AD 850. Further analysis may enable usto narrow these limits a little,
but in the present state of our knowledge it is probably self-delusion to think
that we can be much more precise.

Odeberg’s opinion (3 Enochp.37)that 3 Enoch was composed in Babylonia
appears to be correct. Hekhaloth mysticism certainly had its roots in Palestine
(in particular 3 Enoch is indebted to Palestinian apocalyptic circles for its
traditions about Enoch), but it reached its full flowering in Babylonia. This
view is confirmed by certain Aramaic incantation texts discovered in
Babylonia and Persia.!6 These contain spells inscribed on bowls, which were
supposed to protect their owners from demons or sorcery. They belong to the
world of crude magic, but that world was evidently open to influence from the
Hekhaloth circles. Indeed, in Talmudic Babylonia it would have been very
hard to draw the line between the magician and the mystic, and there were
doubtless some who played both these roles. It should be borne in mind that
Hekhaloth literature itself contains anirreducible element of primitive magic.
In the incantation texts we meet angelic names already familiar to us from
Hekhaloth literature, and others of the same type. There are also motifs
drawn straight from Ma‘aseh Merkabah such as “the wheels of God’s
thariot”, the Ophanim and the Hayyoth (see Montgomery 4/7no.8, 13-14 —
reading with Epstein, REJ 73 (1921) p. 37, mni o 7m1y Q7RI 12109 9%

W'D wrRa mnnwn ). Metatron is invoked on the bowls as a powerful
guardian angel and healer. His most common title, the “Great Prince”
( ®37 ®Y0®/x90 ) (C.H. Gordon, Orientalia 20 (1951) p.307,5), is found in
Hekhaloth literature attached to Michael, to Metatron (Odeberg, 3 Enochpp.

55-56), and to the higher angels (3 Enoch 18:4ff). It originated evidently in
Aramaic and became so wide-spread and stereotyped that its Aramaic form

was used even in Hebrew texts (see e.g. 3 Enoch 18:5 ff). On the bowls it is

frequently augmented: “Metatron, the Great Prince of God’s Throne” (C.H.

Gordon, Archiv Orientalni6 (1934) p.328, D11) — an allusion, perhaps, to the

idea that Metatron was in charge of the Merkabah (3 Enoch 48C:4); or,

“Metatron, the Great Prince of the whole world” (C.H. Gordon, Archiv

.Orientalni 9 (1937) p.94, L 12-14) — which recalls the concept of the “Prince

of the World” (sar ha-‘olam) in the Hekhaloth texts (3 Enoch 30:2). On a

Mandean bowl we find, “Metatron ...who serves before the Curtain

(&2 )" (W.S. McCullough, Jewishand Mandean Incantation Texts in the

AN Rt PR D ARt R RN N MRS 5P WIS, Here VY2 is a corruption
of ™MLY | from Latin metator, probably via the Greek l“oanword pnTaTwp (note the
form ptTdTwp in the papyri). By etymology a metator is one who measures”. In military
parlance it designated the officer responsible for markingout the limits and divis.ons of the camp.
In late Latin it has the derived sense of someone who goes ahead to prepare the way (Thesau(tg
Linguae Latinae (Teubner) VIII col. 878, 661f). Scholars have failed to observ: the nicety wit
which the word is usec in Sifre. Like a military metator God’s finger iraced for Moses the borders
of the Land and the zllotments of the tribes, before they entered the Land.

' The largest single collection was found at Nippur and published by J.A. Montgomery,
ramaic Incantation Texts from Nippur (1913). For allernative readings see J.N. Epstein,
joses Babylo-Araméens”, REJ 73 (1921) pp. 27-58; 74 (1922) pp. 40-72. These bowls were
und in situ and so can e approximately dated. They belong to the third to the seventh century
D (Montgomery AIT p.103). For more recent work see B.A. Levine, “The Language of the
“Magical Bowls”, in J. Neusner, A History of the Jews in Babylonia V (1970) pp. 343-75.
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Royal Ontario Museum (1967) D 5-6), which may be linked to the Hekhaloth
tradition about Metatron as the heavenly High Priest (3 Enoch 15B:1), and
certainly alludes to his status as “Prince of the Divine Presence”. The
“Curtain” is, of course, well known from both Hekhaloth literature (3 Enoch .
45:1) and the Talmud (b.Yom. 77a; b.Ber. 18b).!7

One bowl, Montgomery A/Tno. 25, deserves particularly close attention. It
is quite remarkable how many parallels there are in its seven lines to the

is tl'le same as Hermes”. Cf. Bar Hebraeus, Chron. (Bedjan pp. 5-6): “The
ancinet Greeks say that Enoch is Hermes Trismegistos”.
The structure of lines 3-5 on the bowl is of particular interest to us. In the

alternative transcriptions of Montgomery and Epstein these lines run as
follows:

Hekhaloth texts. In line 2 we should read with Epstein, REJ 73 (1921), pp. Monigorery Epstein

53-54, 070187 S5y Jna>m oMna 1w Ak, “you dwell on high and your 5y Mt AR M2 () 5y M ANk M3 ()
Chariot is over all the Ophanim”. In 1.4 we find %5 — which occurs as S0er (4) owa aw a3y Dwa o'wn v
one of Metatron’s names in 3 Enoch 48D:l (see above). In the same line . 75 P e o Lo T BRoET (@)
Montgomery reads the name “x°n* , but we could, and probably should, read Co T M BRow T PRNow 75 1P
itas PX¥1* — another of Metatron’s names in 3 Enoch 48D:1 (see above).!t LY RO .. AR PRl RN r,:'\,
Line 4 has also the name bSxmow which, Montgomery maintains, is not o (G 1w owa o 431 noPN]

attested in Jewish texts, but it is undoubtedly one of the many variants of the
angelic name “x"oo found in 3 Enoch 18:11-12 (cf. the last of Metatron’s
names in 3 Enoch48D:1 — “&°5010 ). Morzover, the use of the name herein
combination with the Tetragram is precisely what we find in 3 Enoch
18:11-12. In form the names ©597w DY ©*2%3 0™™W 1w in lines 4-5
recall the names given to Michael by “those who make use of the Name”in the
passage from Re’uyoth Yehezkel quoted above. In line 5 Montgomery
restores the word before TOwv™ as non[IRI . This is almost certainly
correct, as is the derivation he proposes for ORI from Hermes (see AIT
pp. 99, 123-124). 1t is not quite enough to say that the use of the name here
does not imply any conscious reference to Hermes. This is true enough, but we
should also note the significant fact that of the hundreds of divine and angelic
names that are found in Hekhaloth and Kabbalistic texts this is one which
does not occur. Moreover, there is still the question of how the Greek god's
name got into Jewish magic. The juxtaposition with Metatron may providea
clue. Perhaps there were Jewish circles that identified Metatron with “Thrice
Greatest Hermes™;, the equation would be rather apt. There is some
iconographic evidence for the identification of Michael with Mercury (andso
(7)) with Hermes); see U.F. Kopp, Palaeographia Critica 1V (1829) pp.
203-212; cf. III pp. 355-357; cf. B.H. Lueken, Der Erzengel Michael in der
Ueberlieferung des Judentums (1898) p.28. The equation of Enoch and
Hermes is certainly well documented. Mas‘udi, Kitab murudj al-dhahab Il
(Meynard-Courteille I p. 73) writes: “Lud was succeeded by hisson Akhnukh
(= Enoch) who is none other than the prophet Idris. The Sabeans hold that he

BTV Oaw ©raba
ORTR PN N
(5591 XmorY PomntT
RUPR M3

lam not convinced that either Montgomery or Epstein has solved all the
problems of decipherment here. However, it seems certain that the 2nd person
pronouns 77 . . . 79 in line 4 must pick up the vocative nX 7173, and so the
two names Yophiel and Yahoel which are borne by Metatron in 3 Enoch are
here predicated of God. The possibility should even be considered that
_Metatron is used on this bowl as a divine name. The central part of the
incantation appears to be made up ofa berakhahin which God isinvokedina
long series of magical names. This berakhah probably extends down to
e L It is followed by an invocation of angels introduced by the
Standard formula, “in the name of . ..”. We may have a parallel construction
on the amulet from Asia Minor discussed by Scholem in Grosticism
Appendix A. He reads line 8 of this as, .. .(?) nam® ow"a palvle T2 —
“Blessed be Meta(t?)ron in the name of LMRBT (?)...”. Once again
Metatron may be a secret name of God, and so we would have a berakhah
followed by an invocation of angels, prefixed by the formula, “in the name

The Sitz-im-Leben of 3 Enoch

Thpugh some Hekhaloth-Merkabah teaching has found its way into the
assic, exoteric Rabbinic texts (notably into b.Hagigah),!9 it constituted

17 For a parallel cf. Mass. Hekh. 7 (BHM 11 p.46,5 from botiom):
11DY% O NOWR 79NN IR QUORDH AYAYY 1BY 701D NN

18 Cf. the ms variants for PRYT/ORI® in Sefer ha-razim 2,38 and 2,140 (Margaliot

¥ For the present 1 assume that Hekhaloth mysticism forms a continuum with the esoteric
pp.126,131).

dition of the Talmud. For justification of this assumption see below, sect. 3
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essentially a body of esoteric doctrine which had noproper place in the public
institutions of Judaism. Its exclusion from the synagogue was effected by the
ruling that forbade the use of Ezek. 1 as a haftarah (m.Meg. 4:10)2.
Moreover, it is unlikely that it was taught as part of the normal curriculumin
the Beth ha-midrash: m.Hag. 2:1 lays down that “the Merkabah may not be
expounded before even one person, unless he is a sage and understands of his
own knowledge”. In b.Shabb. 80b the cautionary tale s told of a Galilean who
announced that he would lecture on the Merkabah in the academy and was
stung by a wasp and died.2! Even the teaching of the classic foundation texts of
Jewish mysticism — Gen. 1 and Ezek. 1 — was restricted in the Beth ha-sefer.
Origen (Comm. in Cant. Prologus) says that these texts (plus Canticles and
the end of Ezekiel) were “deferrsd till the very last” in the teaching of boys.
Jerome in the parallel (Comm. in Ezech. 1 praef. and Ep. 53 ad Paulinum)is
more precise: they were not studied till the age of thirty. (Cf. the
recommendation in b. Hag. 14a (cf. 13a) that the study of the esoteric tradition
should not be undertaken before fifty.) This, then, was doctrine studied in
secret, taught in secret and practised in secret. m. Hag. 2:1 envisages the adept
functioning in extreme isolation, or at most with one other person, but thereis
evidence for the existence of conventicles of Merkabah mystics. This is the
clear implication of Hekh. R. 13ff discussed below. Moreover, certain
physiognomic texts published by Scholem and Gruenwald point in the same
direction. These belonged originally to the Hekhaloth tradition. It is probable
that physiognomy was not only studied as an esoteric subject in its own right,
but was put to the practical use of controlling admission into the
conventicles.2 Though the esoteric tradition was not taught openly in the
academies, yet when we envisage all the circumstances, itis hard to see howits
transmission could have been entirely outside the academies. What probably
happened was that an established master communicated the doctrine to the
inner circle of his pupils, who would have formed a mystical conventicle
round him.

The master taught the initiates not merely certain doctrines about the
hf:a_lvcnly world, but also the techniques by which they could attain to the
vision of the Merkabah. The ascent had to be made in a condition of purity
and was prepared for by fasting and bathing (see e.g. Ma‘aszh Merkabah 1
and .19 (Scholem, Gnosticism pp. 103, 111); Responsum of Hai Gaon, B.M.
Levs.nn, Ozar ha-geonim — Hagigah, p. 14,9). The ascent was actually
achu;ved by repeating magical names or formulae, or set hymns and prayers,
specimens of which are preserved in the Hekhaloth texts. The master warned
the initiate of the dangers of the ascent; there was a strong tradition that the

;;:ls)s)age of the gate of the Sixth Hall was especially perilous (see e.g. b.Hag.

A highly interesting passage in Hekh.R. 13ff (BHM II1 93ff) illustrates
many of these points. The story it reports is clearly apocryphal, but this should
not blind us to the historical reality that does lie behind it. It gives us a
remarkable insight into a session of a conventicle of Merkabah mystics.

The story goes that when Nehunya b. Ha-kanah, the teacher of R. Ishmael
saw th?t wicked Rome had taken counsel to destroy the mighty ones of Israei
he decided to reveal “the secret of the world as it appears to one who is worthy
to. gaze on the King and on the Throne in its glory and beauty” (13:1).
Nehunya instructed Ishmael to bring before him “all the mighty ones of the
College and all the nobles of the Academy”, in other words all the leading
scholars of the day (14:1). Ishmael did so, and the company assembled at the
great third gate of the House of the Lord. (The incident is supposed to have
taken place before the destruction of the Temple in AD 70. The choice of a
holy, priestly spot for Nehunya’s ascent to heaven is noteworthy.) The
sch(?lars came and sat down before Nehunya, while all their students stood at
a dlstapce, cut off from them by fiery globes and flaming torches. (The
separation of tke inner circle from the mass of students should be observed.)
Then R. Nehunya began to expound to them in order all the matters of the
Merkabah. He described the technique of ascent: “When a man wants to
descend to the Merkabah he must call on Suryah, the Prince of the Divine
Presence, and conjure him one hundred and twelve times by Totrosi’i
‘YHWH”. Nehunya himself began to make the ascent, describing the stages as
he went. He passed through five of the heavenly Halls, giving the requisite
sca.als to the Gate-keepers as passwords, but when he reached the gate of the
:Slxth Hall he announced that there the Gatekeepers attempt todestroy “those

2 And so it could neither be read nortranslated. R. Judah, however, permitted it as a haftarah,
and it became tae standard haftarah for the first day of Shabu‘oth: see b.Meg. 3la. ;

21 Cf. b.Pes.50a Scholem. Grosticism p.58, appealing to Gen.R. 3:4. “as I heard in a whisper
so 1 told it to you in a whisper”. argues that “to whisper™ was a technica: term for transmutin
esoteric doctrine. In y.Bez. 61a.3, however, the same formula is used with regard to the
transmission of halakhah. On this levy (Worierbuch iiber die Tal. und Mid. 11 p.497b
comments: “Die betr. Halacha war niml. von den Gelehrten nich allgemein angenommen”. |
b.Hag. 13a the nebon lahash of Is. 3:3 is taken as meaning “instructed in a whisper”, i.e. on¢
acquainted with esoteric teaching. :

22 Accordingto lamblichus., De vir. Prth. XVI171,74 Pythagoras used physiognomy as one o}
the means to determine those fit to enter his religious community: ijogga/)peL S¢ kai 18

5 \ , . A . ; Sy

eiSos xal T mopelav kal Ty dMny TOU GWHATOS KIVNOW, TOIS TE T1S Pioews
4 - - - -~ 3 - 3} A

yrwplopaot guooyvapovdr adrols onuela ra pavepa émoteito @Y dgardnr nidw

v T YoxT. . 4 o
For the Jewish physiognomic texts see Scholem. “Hakkarath ha-panim ve-sidre sirtutin”, Sefer

Assaf (1953). pp. 459-95; idem, “Ein Fragment zur Physiognomik u i i

’gradltlon der spitantiken jiidischen Esote%ik". Liber Ar}rlziragrum. Srudiecshc{;oTlggtolgra;fSCd.eJr

fFleeker (19“69), pp. 175-193; 1. Gruenwald, “Further Jewish Physiognomic and Chiromantic

beragments , Tarbiz 40 (1970-71) pp. 301-319. The Qumran horoscopes (4QI86), which should
compared with Hippolytus Ref. Haer. IV 15, contzin a great deal of physiognomy linked to

astrology. They were probably not mere lite 1
strolog rary e
dtrology. The p y ary exercises, but were used for purposes of
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who go down to the Merkabah, and those who do not go down to the
Merkabah”. This remark puzzled the audience. They turned to Ishmael anq
said, “You control the light of Torah just like R. Neaunya b. Ha-kanah. Sefe if
you can bring him back to sit with us from the vision of the Merkabah which
he beholds, so that he may tell us who are ‘those who descend to the
Merkabah’ and who are ‘those who do not descend to the Merkabah™ ( 18:1).
R. Ishmael then took a cloth and by a highly elaborate procedure brought it
into a state of very marginal ritual impurity. He laid it on Nehunya’s knees,
and Nehunya was at once dismissed from before the Throne of Glory. The
company put their question to him and Nehunya replied: “Those who do not
descend to the Merkabah are the men whom those who descend take and
cause to stand above them;23 they make them sit before themand say to them:
Observe, see, hear and record all that I'sayand all that we hear from before the
Throne of Glory. Now if those men are not fit, then the Gatekeepers of the
Sixth Hall attack them. Be careful, therefcre, to chcose for yourselves fit men,
well-tried members of the fellowship” (18:4). The narrative then returns tothe
gate of the Sixth Hall and the description of the ascent is completed.

The correctunderstanding of this important passage will only be reached by
a comparative approach. Some light is thrown on it by modern
anthropological studies of “possession” in various cultures scattered across
the world. Still more illuminating are the points of comparison and contrast
with a phenomenon of the ancient world coniemporary to Hckhalot.h
mysticism — the practice of theurgy, described in the Chaldean Qracles and in
the writings of lamblichus, Proclus and Psellus.24 These comparisons could be
pursued at some length, but for the present a few observations must spfﬁce.

From the description it appears that Nehunya went into some kind of i
trance when he ascended to the Merkabah. Psellus (quoting from Proclus’lost
commentary on the Chaldean Oracles, Pselli script. min. 1, Kurtz-}Dre?d‘
p.248,19ff) distinguishes two types of trance among the ancient thgurg1§ts: in,
the first type the medium’s normal consciousness was totally extinguished,
whereas in the second, in some mysterious way, it seemed to persist and he was
able to observe his own state of trance. These two types correspond closelyto
the somnambulistic and lucid forms of possession so thoroughly documented

by T.K. Oesterreich.25 Nehunya's trance was apparently of the former sort.
This is suggested by the fact that it was not possible for the onlookers to
communicate with him normally; Ishmael had to “bring him back” by magical
means. Moreover, it was necessary to have someone to record all that he said
during the trance, presumably because he could remember little or nothing
after the trance was over. The impure cloth used to bring Nehunya back
recalls the ardAvois (a technique for terminating a trance) of the Greek
theurgical and magical texts.26
It is not clear how we are supposed to take the “fiery globes” and the
“flaming torches” which cut off the sages from their pupils. Fiery apparitions
are mentioned again in connection with the exposition of the Merkabah in
b.Hag. 14b: “R. Eleazar b. Arakh began his exposition of the Work of the
Chariot and fire came down from heaven and encompassed all the trees of the
field.” The language may be merely figurative, but it is curious that
lamblichus and Proclus record fiery phenomena at theurgical séances; they
regarded thesz appearances as vitally important for authenticating the
communications received by the mediums. Auditory effects are also recorded.
In this connection we should note carefully Hekh.R. 18:4 (BHM 111 97,14).
“Observe, see, hear and record all that /say and all that we hear from before
the Throne of Glory”. The abrupt change of person may betray the
expectation of sound effects during the trance.?’
It is important to note that the voice which was heard during Nehunya’s
_trance was taken to be his own. In theurgy and magic in the Greek world (as,
indeed, in mediumistic trances in most other cultures) the voice would
normally be regarded as belonging to a spirit or god who had taken possession
of the medium, and not to the medium himself.28 There is no hint, however, of
the notion of possession in the Jewish text. Nehunya’s state is interpreted as
an “excursion of the soul” from the body through the heavens to the Throne of
God. Nehunya's trance belongs to the “classic” shamanistic pattern of ecstasy,
as defined by Eliade — with one curious exception. The shaman is usually
silent during the excursion of his “soul” (if voices are heard they belongnot to
him but to a spirit who has entered his body in his soul’s absence). It is only
-when he returns that he tells what he saw. The Jewish text, rather illogically,
maintains that the soul is in excursion and yet the voice that speaks belongsto
the subject who is in trance.? The possibility of theological influence on this

2 In the phrase D71 717907 [QMK [T . T0Y cannot have its asic sense for the tex interpretation of the state of trance would be worth exploring.

inues DTID? DMK 1°3°VN | | think that /] MP¥M? TWMYN here must have the

t 4 . e mi
f‘r(\):a:lrilrllig.s “to put in charge of”. The ecslatic needed someone to make sure that in his abnormal
state of mind he did not do himself a mischief. Cf. Pselli script.min. 1, Kurtz-Drexl, p.248,2

5 T.K. Qesterreich, Possession (1930), pp. 26-90.
mavredods yap Tis ékordoews yeropdims, dldov mdiTos ypela 100 €beaTdTos To

% The dméAvors wassometimes merely a word of dismissal, but at other times a technique,
-such as the aspersion of blood, was used to terminate the séance; see e.g. Preisendanz PGM 11 178;
“1V 1056; Lewy, CFaldean Oracles pp. 39ff.

7 Dodds, Greeks and the Irrational pp. 298-9; Lewy, Chaldean Oracles pp. 240-6.
~ ® The medium was known strikingly as the Soye’s or xdToxos ;see Dodds, Greeks and
the Irrational pp. 195ff; Lewy, Chaldean Oracles pp. 38ff; 227ff.

» Mircea Eliade, Shamanism: Archaic Techniquesof Ecstasy, trans. W.R.Trask (1964) p.499:

kaToyols kal mjdorros. . 7 ' N 971 wi

4 For modern anthropology on “possession™ see 1. M. Lewis. Ecstatic R'ellgl(ﬂz‘(l ), wit
bibliog(l)‘;phe: and for Thgurg_\% Th. Hopfner, PW s.v. “Theurgiz (1936); S.Eitrem, LAThzeurgx
chez les Neo-Plzatoniciens et dans les Papyrus Magiques”, Symbolae Osloenses 22 (194 )pr.
49-79: E.R. Dodds, The Greeks and the frrational (1951), pp. 283-311: Hans Lewy, Chaldean
Oracles and Theurgy (1956).
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This analysis of the milieu of Hekhaloth-Merkabah literature helps us to
understand its character in a number of ways. Firstly, it would appear that the
mystics and the mystical circles worked in considerable isolation. We have
already noted that there was a great deal of reticence about airing these ideas
in public, and it is unlikely that there was easy intercourse between the various
individuals and groups. Indeed, it appears to have been the practice to give the
initiate merely an outline of the mystical doctrine which he was left to fill in
from his own experience.® It is probable, consequently, that the mystical
traditions reczived quite different shape in the different groups. This would
explain why there is so much confusion and inconsistency in our extant
Hekhaloth-Merkabah texts (e.g. in the matter of the names, organizationand
offices of the angels). They probably represent an attempt to fuse together the
traditions of several different groups.

Secondly, the reference to the stenographers who recorded what Nehunya

said raises the question of whether some of the material in the extant

Hekhaloth-Merkabah texts may not have originated in the pronouncements -
of the mystics in trance. Some of the angelic names and the magical formulae -

certainly look like glossolalia.

Thirdly, our analysis shows that the séance lies at the very heart of this
literature. Scholem rightly observes, “These texts are not Midrashim i.e.
expositions of Biblical passages but a literature sui generis with a purpose of
its own. They are essentially descriptions of a genuine religious experience for
which no sanction is sought in the Bible. In short thzy belongto one class with
the apocrypha and the apocalyptic writings rather than with traditional
Midrash” (Major Trends, p.46). '

Scholem attempts to press this point further. It is a fact that some of our
extant Hekhaloth texts (such as Hekh. Zut.) have a high theurgical content
and no midrash, whereas others (such as Mass. Hekh. and 3 Enoch) are
lacking in theurgy and have a considerable exegetical element. He regards the
presence of theurgy and the absence of exegesis as marks of an early text. This
is a doubtful judgement. Scholem himself recognizes that there was an
exegetical element in the traditon right from the outset in that “the vision of

“The specific element of shamanism is rot the embodiment of ‘spirits’ by the shaman, but the"

ecstasy induced by his ascent to the sky™ p.507: “We must conceive of Asiatic shamanism as an

archaic techniqueof ecstasy whose original ideology (was) belief in a celestial Supreme Being with

whom it was possible to have direct relations by ascending into the sky”. Lewis’s criticism

Eliade’s definition of shamanism ( Ecstatic Religion. p.49f) does not rob the distinction betweena 3

state of trance perceived of either as “possession” or as “soul-excursion” of its value, The:

Chaldean theurgists knew of an “ascent of the soul”ir addition te the states of “possession” whic

they describe: see Lewy, Chaldean Oracles pp. 177ff.
*0 v.Hag. 77a.45 speaks of imparting enly B'PY0D *URY b Hag. 13a of 021D "WRY

(on which see Maimonides. Moreh Nebukhim 1] 5). Cf. Hekh.R. 2:4 (BHM 1iI p.84,22

M WRA (1.7 "WRY ): see Scholem, Grosticism p. 25 n. 14
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the celestial realm . .. originally proceeded from an attempt to transform
what is casually alluded to in the Bible into direct personal experience” (Major
Trends p.46). Moreover Biblical imagery and ideas (largely as given shape in
the circles of the early apocalyptists) formed the matrix of the ecstatics’
experiences, and run as an invisible substratum beneath all the texts. There
can be little dispute about the logical primacy of the mystical experience, but it
is very probable (if not, indeed, inevitable) that from early on in the movement
both “theoretical” and “practical” approaches to the Merkabah were
followed. Tte former concerned itself with meditating on the ecstatics’
experiences, reducing them to some sort of coherence, and providing them
with an interpretation. Without this interpretative framework it is hard to see
how Hekhaloth-Merkabah mysticism could ever have evolved and developed.
If we are to believe t.Meg. 4(3):28, already in the middle of the second century
AD, there were those who expounded the Merkabah who had never actually
seen it for themselves. The essential accuracy of this statement is proved by

©. such early texts as | Enoch 14:8-25, 2 Enoch 20-21, Test. Levi 2-5,and Rev.
- 1:12-17 and 4:1-11 — all of which handle traditional themes of Ma‘aseh

Merkabah without a trace of theurgy. Greek theurgy, too, had both its

- contemplative or theosophical and its practical or strictly theurgical sides.3!

3. The “Orthodoxy” of 3 Enoch

Up to this point we have worked on the assumption that Hekhaloth
literature is closely related to the esoteric tradition referred to in the Talmuds.
This is a reasonable assumption. Like Hekhaloth mysticism, Talmudic

esotericism is concerned with the same broad themes of Ma‘aseh Merkabah
(see b.Hag. 11b-16a; y.Hag. I, 77a.12ff). Moreover, though the Talmuds are
reticent about the more arcane aspects of the subject, they let slip now and
then cryptic allusions which presuppose the fuller form of the teaching found
in the Hekhaloth texts.32 After the researches of Scholem and Lieberman
there can be no doubt that Hekhaloth mysticism and Talmudic esotericism
~ belong to one and the same mystical movement. It should be noted carefully
that this esoteric tradition was at home at the very heart of the Rabbinic
communities. Rabbis of impeccable standing, such as Rab (see b. Hag. 13b),3
are known to have studied it, and mastery of its intricacies was regarded by
some as an achievement outshining mastery of halakhah (b.Sukk. 28a; Mid.
Mishle 10, Buber 34a).

- The Hekhaloth texts themselves vigorously assert their links with Rabbinic

tradition. For the most part they ascribe their teachings either to R. Ishmael

31 See especially S. Fitrem, Symb.Os. 22 (1942) pp. 51-52. )
32'S. Lieberman. Sheki'in (1939) p.12; Scholem. Grosticism pp. [4-16, and passim;

Lieberman. “Mishnath Shir ha-Shirim™, Appendix D of Scholem’s Gnosticism (pp. 118-126).

3 See J. Neusner, 4 History of the Jews in Babylonia 11 (1966) pp. 180-187.
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or to R. Akiba. It is possible that these two masters were claimed as
authorities by two different mystical schools, but these schools cannot have
been far apart for in some texts both Ishmael and Akiba are cited together.3
Basically the appeal was back to the circle of Yohanan b. Zakkai’s disciples.

Nehunya b. Ha-kanah, Ishmael's teacher, is sometimes mentioned (in

Hekh.R. 13:1 he has the leading part), and he was held to have been a pupil of
Yohanan (b.BB10b, but contrast m. PA 2:8). Akiba, too, could be reckoned as
a spiritual descendant of Yohanan, since two of his early teachers, Eliezer b.
Hyrcanus and Joshua b. Hananya, were Yohanan’s pupils (cf. ARN.A,
Schechter p.29. with m.PA 2:8). Yohanan himself is credited in the Talmud
with mystical teachings (b.Hag. 13a/14b).% There is probably an element of
truth in these claims. Jacob Neusner has demonstrated how essential mystical

experience could have been in Yohanan's religious life.3¢ Whether or not we -

concede in full the mystics claims, it is evident from their appeal to the
authority of such ancient and venerable masters that they were concerned to
assert the respectability of their doctrines. They moved within the Rabbinic
communities and considered it important to proclaim their loyalty to
Rabbinic Judaism.

Odeberg and Scholem are fully justified in regarding the Hekhaloth texts as
basically “orthodox”. They must certainly be judgedto be such if measured by
the simple yardstick of whether they are monotheistic and show due respect
for Torah.?” Yet it is hard not to sense a tension between certain aspects of the
esoteric tradition and the theological ideas which are given prominence inthe
classic exoteric texts of Rabbinic Judaism — the Talmuds, the major
midrashim, and the older prayers of the Siddur. Thus the enormous emphasis
in Hekhaloth literature on the trascendence of God is surely rather unusual.
God’s presence is manifested on the Throne of Glory in the Seventh Hall

 See, e.g. Ma‘aseh Merkabah (Scholem. Gnosticism Appendix C). It is interesting to note
that in this text Ishmael is subordinated to Akiba. In Hekh.R. 14:2{f, howevzr. he plays the more
dominant role.

35 See E. Urbach, “Ha-masoroth ‘al torath hasod bitkuphath ha-tanna’im”, Studies in
Musticism and Religion presented to G.G. Scholem(1967). pp. 1-28 (Hebrew section); N. Séd,
“Les traditions secrétes et les disciples de Rabban Yohanan b. Zakkai”, Rev. Hist. des Rel. 184

(1973) pp. 44-66. It is probable that there was a groug of mystics who appealed to the authority of

Jonathan b. Uzziel a supposed contemporary of Yohanan, and they may have been rather hostile

{0 those who claimed to follow the teachings'of Yohanan and his disciples. This is probably the

implication of b.Sukk. 28a; see the analysis of J. Neusner. Development of a Legend(lQ?O),](J)s.
90-91; further. The Rabbinic Traditions about the Pharisees before 70 1 (1971), pp. 206-208.
Jonathan is a shedowy figure in the Talmud. but he was evidently held in some esteem in
Babvlonia. since the official Targum of the Prophets was attributed to him (b.Meg. 3a). Heis
mentioned in Hekh.R. 14:3 as one of those whom Nehunya b. Ha-kanzh initiated into the
mysterics of the Merkabah. We should also note that Jewish magicians in Babylonia appealedto
the authority of the early Palestinian master Joshuab. Perahya (a contemporary of Jesus): this

fact emerges not from the Talmud, but from the incantation bewls: see e.g. Montgomery, AIT:

R:6.8.11:9:2: 17:8.10: 32:4 (7).
* See most recently his First Century Judaism in Crisis (1975), pp. 126ff.
" Odeberg. 3 Enoch pp. 39-41: Scholem, Grosticism pp. 9-13.
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within the Seventh Heaven; his real abode is remoter still, for, according to
one tradition, above the Seventh Heaven are 955 heavens through which he
descends to the Throne of Glory (Mass. Hekh. 7, BHM 11 p.45, 25). This
concept of transcendence is expressed in very concrete, cosmological terms.
The “dimensions of the heavens™is a standard motif of the esoteric texts: “The
distance from the earth to the firmament is a journey of five hundred years.
The thickness of the firmament is a journey of five hundred years”, and so on,
right up to the Throne of Glory —one unimaginable distance is piled on top of
another until the mind succumbs to a sense of the unutterable remoteness of

" God (b.Hag. 13a: Mass. Hekh. 4, BHM 11 p.43,8;3 Enoch 22C; but contrast

the quasi-scientific calculations in b.Pes. 94a). God’s transcendence is also
emphasized in the story in 3 Enoch 5:10-14 about the removal of the
Shekhinah to highest heaven in the generation of Enoch.38

The transcendence of God is stated often enough in the classic Rabbinic
texts — sometimes, paradoxically, in the same breath as his immanence — but
several differences should be noted. Firstly, the language 1s rarely, if ever, as
extreme as this. Secondly, there are very few statements in Hekhaloth
literature which might soften the extreme assertions of God’s transcendence.
And finally, and most significantly, the concept of God’s physical

v transcendence is integral to the mystical tradition: it forms the indispensable
presupposition of the doctrine of the adept’s ascent through the heavens to

reach the presence of God.
The void lef: by God’s withdrawal to the heights of heaven is filled in the
Hekhaloth texts with hosts of angels who mediate between God and the

world. The most impressive of these angelic figures is Metatron who,
according to 3 Enoch 10:3-6, was installed as God’s Viceregent: “The herald
went out into every heaven and announced concerning me, ‘I have appointed

my servant Metatron as a prince and a ruler over all the princes of my

kingdom and cver all the denizens of the heights.3 Any angel and any prince
who has anything to say in my presence should go before him and speak to
~him. Whatever he says to you in my namz you must observe and do™. The
higher orders cf the angels are spoken of in Hekhaloth literature in language
that one woulc expect would be reserved for God alone, and they bear the
Tetragram as part of their names. Again Metatron, “the lesser YHWH?”, is the

xtreme case (3 Enoch 12:5). Some of the angels were appointed to guard the

3 The theme of the withdrawal of thc Shekhinah from the earth is common enough in

midrashic literature (see e.g. Lam.R. Proem.2d). but it is seldom phrased in such
uncompromising terms as here. R. Abba b.Kahana similarly speaks of the withdrawal of the
Shekhinah to the Seventh Heaven (Gen.R. 19:7. and parallels). but he “sofiens™ the severity of

his statement by adding that its real home was in this world, and that it camme down again in the

time of Moses (1t 1ad gone up from the earth after Adam sinned).

¥ The text adds an “othrodox gloss™ “apart from the eight great, honoured and terrible

= princes who arc celled by the name of YHWH their king™.
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approach to God’s Throne. Direct access to God’s presence appears to have
been regarded as the privilege of the small band of ecstatics who knew the
technique of ascent through the heavens and how to get past the fierce
guardian angels. It hardly needs demonstrating that these are not ideas that
are thrust forward in the liturgy or the classic midrashim.

The way in which the study of Ma‘aseh Merkabah was hedged about with
safeguards reflects a measure of unease about it. It was forbidden, as we saw,
to divulge the tzaching in public or to initiate anyone into it who was not a
sage in his own right. Admonitory tales were told about what happened to
presumptuous voung scholars who studied or expounded the “Work of the
Chariot” — one perceived the hashmal and died (b.Hag. 13a), another was
smitten with leprosy (y.Hag. 77a46). The example of one notable teacher,
Elisha b. Abuya (Aher), who immersed himself in mystical speculation and
landed in heresy, was held up as 2 warning to all (t.Hag. 2:3; b. Hag. 15a; see
below). It would appear that some considered the teachings of Ma‘aseh
Merkabah to be susceptible of serious misunderstanding and sought to
neutralize this danger by insisting that they be approached by way of a
rigorous training in traditional law.

There is good evidence that at lzast two of the traditions in 3 Enoch would
have aroused opposition in Rabbinic circles. In the whole of the two Talmuds
and in the Tannaitic midrashim not a single mention of Enoch is to be found
(see Ginzberg, Legends V p.156 n.58). In view of the importance that Enoch
had for early Jewish apocalyptists it is hard not to take this silence. as
censorious. This impression is confirmed when we examine what Rabbinic

notices there are of Enoch; for the most part they are pointedly critical. The

criticism is aimed usually at cutting off at the root the kind ofdeve}opment of
the figure of Enoch that we have noted in the pseudepigraphaand in 3 Enoch,
by denying that Enoch ascended into heaven without dying. It would seem

reasonable, therefore, to infer that there would have been Rabbinic criticism :

of this facet of the teaching of 3 Enoch.
We should also mark closely the Talmudic references to Metatron. Two out

4 See e.g. the opinion of R. Abbahu in Gen.R. 25:1. Other Rabbis were concerned with

i ial ri ibid.).” i ivided: 0 .5:23)
denying to Enoch any special righteousness (ibid.). The Targumim are divided: Ngl. (to Gen
streésesg that Enoch died: Ps-J states that “he was taken uwp and ascended into heaven

(&7‘]?'1‘7 p*bm TMMR ) and his name was called Metatron, the Great Scribe”. N. is f'}

ambiguous: “Enoch served in truth before the Lord and it is not known where he is for,

T QTP IR IWMWI TANK. ~ANR here could be used techmically of “being caught up to -

heaven”. as in Ps-J; on the other hand it may be used euphemisiically for “die”; see Lieberman, -
Hellenism in Jewish Palestine (2nd ed. 1962) pp. 13-15. O. is particularly interesting. The -

standard text of Gen. 5:24 (as represented by BM Ms Or. 2363) reads: xnbRTa TR 1*'7,1

M SRR TN YIRS 1. But Biblia Hebraica, 1xar 1490 (partially supported by some

other early editiors) has * 7°P" AYAR K2 1IX FANRY 7T KNYAT 02 un PHASD

Luzzato, Oheb Ger (Cracow 1895) p.24 takes this as the original O text. It may, indeed represent -

an unrevised O tredition.

THE HISTORICAL SETTING OF THE HEBREW BOOK OF ENOCH 177

of the three times he is mentioned a note of criticism is sounded.4! In b.Sanh.
38b a controversy between Rab 1di*2 and a heretic (min) is recorded: “Once a
heretic said to Rab Idi, It is written, ‘And he said to Moses, Come up to the
Lord’, but surely it should have said, ‘Come up to me’”. The heretic here was
probably using a casuistical interpretation of Exod. 24:1 to prove the
existence of two powers. Rab Idi replied: It was Metatron who said that,*
whose name is similar to that of his Master, for it is written, ‘My name is in
him (Exod. 23:21)". But if so, the heretic objected, we should worship him!
Rab Idi countered: It says in the same passage, ‘Be not rebellious against him
('al tammer bo)’, which is interpreted by ’al tikre to mean, ‘Do not put him
(Metatron) in my place (‘al temireni bo)’. But why, then, asked the heretic,
does it say, ‘He will pardon your transgressions (Exod. 23:21)? Rab Idi
retorted ad heminem: ‘In truth, we do not accept him (Metatron) even as a
messenger (parvanka),* for it is written, ‘If thou in person go not withus . . .
(Exod. 35:15). Two points should be noted from this exchange. Firstly, it was
Rab Idi who introduced the figure of Metatron, not the heretic. And,
secondly, Rab Idi rejected any suggestion that Metatron holds an exalted
position: he is not even an intermediary, let alone a second power.

b.Hag. 15a is still more hostile. Commenting on the experience of the arch-
heretic Elisha b. Abuya (Aher) when he entered Pardes it says:

“Aher saw :hat Metatron was given permission to sit and write down the merits of
Israel. He said: It is taught that in heaven there is no sitting, no rivalry, no neck
and no weariness. Perhaps — God forbid! — there are two powers. Thereupon
they led forth Metatron and smote him with sixty lashes of fire, saying, ‘Why did
you not stand up when you saw him?’ Then permission was granted to strike out
the merits of Aher and a bath kol went forth and said, ‘Return erring sons —
except Aher!”

The essence of Aher’s apostasy is seen here as lying in his mistaking of
Metatron as a second power. His punishment is indeed heavy, for his merits
are struck off the record and the possibility of repentance is denied him. In

41 The neutral reference, b.AZ 3b, spezaks of Metatron as the heavenly teacher of children who
die in infancy.

4 Wilna ed. has “Idith”, but Cod. Munich 95 preserves the correct tex: “Idi™.

4 Scholem (Enc.Jud. X1 1444; cf. Major Trends p.366 n.107) suggests onthe basis of Kizab al-

anwar 14.13 (Nemoy 1p.35,10), “They sayin the Talmud that Metatron is the ‘little Lord"and that
- his name is like the name of his master” that Kirkisani must have consulted a text of the Talmud

which read, “This is Metatron, who is the Lesser YHWH”. This reading would have a strong
claim to be regarded as original: it makes the heretic’sdeduction, “Then we should worship him!”,
very apposite. However. Kirkisani may have simply misquoted the Talmud and attributed to it
something which he found in fact in either the Alphabet of Akibaor the Book of Ishamel, both of
which he mentiones in the immediate context.

4 Parwaka ( parwanka’') is used in the gnostic Hymn of the Soul 1.16 (Bevan, Texts and

" Studies 3 (1897) p.13) to designate the two messengers who accompany and protect the soul on its
--journey from the zast. It is curious that the Pahlavi parwanag (Nyberg, Manual of Pahlavi 11

(1974) p. 152) = “messenger, guide™, roughly corresponds to the general sense of the Latin
metator (see fn.15 above). Is there implied here an early attempt to derive Metatron from
metator?
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addition. Metatron himself is publicly humiliated — lest anyone should
repeat Aher’s mistake. The criticism could hardly be more pointed.

Further evidence of uneasiness about the Hekhaloth-Merkabah traditions
may be found in the editorial tendency which can be detected in our current
text of 3 Enoch. An editor (or editors) has subjected the material which he
received to an “orthodox™ redaction. Most obviously there is the fact that the
work contains a version of the humbling of Metatron, which has been added
to it later (see 3 Enoch 16); and there are other modifying glosses of the same
tvpe (see fn. 39 above). This editorial tendency becormes quite patent when we
read 3 Enoch against the whole corpus of Hekhaloth literature and observe
the elements of the tradition that are left out. For example. there is 2 marked
absence of Shiur Komah speculation. 3 Enoch is noticeably circumspect
about the appearance on the Throne of Glory. Though the description of the
Throne and its attendant angels is most detailed, it shrinks from visualizinga
manifestation of God on the Throne.45 The very pointed avoidance of theurgy
may be related to the same “orthodox " reworking. Animportant aspect of the
practical side of Hekhaloth mysticism was the technique for getting past the
guardian angels of the various Halls, and knowing the names of those angels
was an essentia: part of the technique. In 3 Enoch, however, R. Ishmael rushes
through the six outer Halls in one verse (1:1), without any indication of how
he does it. and no mention is made of the guardian angels. At the door of the
seventh Hall there is a hint of a challenge from the door-keeper Kazpi'el
(1:3).46 but Ishmael manages to get past him by a very simple and direct prayer
to God. pleading the merits of his priestly ancestor Aaron. Sound theology
and little magic! We noted earlier evidence that the names of Metatron had
been edited out of 3 Enoch 6:1: thzse would have had a theurgical use. Finally
there is a total absence of Merkabah hymns such &s abound in Hekh.R. In
themselves these hymns seem inrocuous, but it is clear that their recitation
was used for theurgical ends. Hekh. R. prefaces its collection of them with the
words: “What is the wording of the songs that a man must recite who wishes to
behold the vision of the Merkabah, to descend in peace and to ascend in
peace?” (1:4; 2.5 = Wertheimer BM 12 pp. 57,1 and 60,1).

Scholem writes: “If what these (Hekhaloth) texts present is Gnosticism —
and their essentially Gnostic character cannot in my opinion be disputed —it

is a truly rabbinic Gnosis. and theilluminations and revelations granted tothe
adepts are such as conform to the Jewih hierarchy of beings™ (Jewish

s5 Shi'ur Komah provoked bitter criticism both inside and outside the Jewish camp. See

A.Altmann. “Moses Narboni's ‘Epistlz on the Shi'ur Qoma™. Jewish Mediaeval and

Renaissaince Studies. ed. Altmann (1967), pp. 225-288. ) )
s Bodleian ms 16562 has Kafzi'el but the correct text must be Kazpi'e'as in Munich ms
(cf. Jellinek BHM V p.170.6) and Hekh. R. 20 (BHAM HI1 p.98.22). The name is presumably

derived from the ot 18P = “be angny™ of. Kezefas the name for an angel of destructionin i

Ps-J Num. 17:11: PRE 45. Mid.Ps. 6:7.
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Gnosticism p.10). This is a problematic judgement: so much stress must be
placed on the qualifying “truly rabbinic” as to leave in doubt the accuracy of
the term “Gnosis”. If “Gnosticism” be defined from the standpoint of what are
agreed Gnostic texts, then we must recognize that certain fundamental
differentia of the classic Gnostic systems are missing from Hekhaloth
literature. Rabbinic “Gnosis” is not soteric, nor does it involve dualism or a
plurality of opposed principles. In Gnosticism the ascent of the soul is
accomplished after death, or at the end of time: there is little or no evidence of
the ascent being anticipated in mystic ecstasy in this life. In Hekhaloth
literature, on the other hand, the ascent is made during lifetime, and followed
by descent. Hekh.R. 13:2 (BHM 11 p.93,11) and 20:3 ( BHM 111 p. 98, 31)
compares knowing the technique of ascent to having a ladder in one’s house;
one can go up and down it at will. Finally, there is no obvious “redeemer
figure” in the Jewish texts.4?

It is indeed true that there are aspects of Merkabah mysticism which have
their analogues in Gnosticism. Thus the structure of the world in both systems
is very similar. At the pinnacle of being stands the Unknown God and beneath
him a second power (the Demiurge/ Yozer bere’shith). (In Gnosticism the
Unknown God and the Demiurge are opposed, but in the Hekhaloth texts the
Yozer bere’shith is simply the unknown God manifested on the Throne.)
According to both, man is separated from God by spheres under the control of
hostile angel-archons past whom the soul must find its way to the bliss of the
heavenly world. However, we must maintain a balanced perspective on such
similarities: thz outlines of this picture constitute an exceedingly common
religious world-view in late antiquity, found, to greater or lesser degree, in
Roman Mithraism, in the Hermetica, in Neoplatonism (especially from

. lamblichus onwards), and in texts of uncertain affinity such as the “Great

Magical Papyrus of Paris”.48

There is undoubtedly a strong Jewish component in Gnosticism and some
of the Jewish elements in Gnosticism appear also in the Merkabah texts: the
most striking case is “the Lesser Jao”/ “Lesser YHWH”. But there are many
ways in which these links could be explained. One might suppose that
Gnosticism and Merkabah mysticism interacted contemporaneously on each

other either directly or through the mediation of a third party (say genuine

dualistic Jewish Gnosticism or Jewish magic). It is also possible that both
sprang from a common root (perhaps Jewish apocalyptic or pre-Christian

. 4] am not suggesting that a system must have all these elements to be properly called
Gnostic™, what [ am arguing is that a system which kas none of these elements is very dubiously

_Gnostic. For an attempt to define Gnosticism briefly, see Werner Foerster, Gnosis I (1972) pp.

“® Preisendanz, PGM 1V, Festugitre, Hermés Trismégiste 1(1944), pp. 303ff; Morton Smith,

3 ;songfgorvations on Hekhalot Rabbati”, Biblical and Other Studies, ed. A. Altmann (1963) pp.
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Jewish Gnosticism). These hypotheses are not mutually exclusive. However,
until the relationships between Merkabah mysticism and Gnosticism have
been more fully explored it is premature, in view of the fundamental cleavage
between the world-views of the two systems, to categorize the Jewish texts as
“Gnostic™.

It nevertheless remains possible that there was a form of Merkabah
teaching which had a genuinely Gnostic character. Tke Hekhaloth-Merkabah
structures could be given a Gnostic interpretation, and Rabbinic criticism of
some of the elements in the Merkabah tradition may be aimed at such a
Gnostic form of the teaching. The story about Aher and the humbling of
Metatron seems to involve a criticism of those who elevated Metatronintoa
second power (b.Hag. 15a). Rab Idi’s injunction, “Do not put Metatron in
God’s place” may have the same point (b.Sanh.38b). It is natural to think of
Gnosticism as the precise kind of dualism in question here, and since
“Metatron” is not found in any extant non-Jewish text, the dualists alluded to
are presumably Jewish Gnostics.“

From this discussion of the orthodoxy of 3 Enoch several conclusions
emerge. (1) The Merkabah mysticism of Hekhaloth literature (including 3
Enoch) emanated from circles belonging to Rabbiric Judaism, and may be
described broadly as “orthodox”. (2) Even in this form, however, its teachings
drew the criticism of some Rabbinic authorities. (3) There wasprobably a less
“orthodox” form of the teaching, which may have constituted a genuine
dualistic Jewish Gnosis.

IH A, Shurat hadin in Mishna
The term shurat hadin appears only once in the corpus of the Mishna.

“Ifa man rtak;s his slave security (hypoteca) for his debt to another man and he
emancipates him. according to the shurat hadin the slave is not liable for
anything, but to prevent abuses his master is compelled to emancipate him, and he
gives a bonc for his purchase price. Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel says that he does
not give a tond but he emancipates him."?3

T_he problem posed in this Mishna is premised on the existence of the

institution of hypothecary obligation, of which the specific security (the

PWTYQY) is one sort. Whether this form of security is Biblical in its origin or

~ not,’™ the essence of its function is to permit the creditor to collect his debts

“even ‘from land which his debtor has solc or otherwise alienated since the

creation of the debt and the security.’ It would follow from this, that the

: emancipation of a slave, which constitutes no more than the transfer of
~ownership into the slave’s own hands,’® should have no effect whatsoever on

thc? status of the security interest which belongs to the creditor of the slave’s

prior owner.”” Thus, the consequence of following the basic undifferentiated
din f’f security interest would be that the slave, now free, would remain bound
by lien to the creditor, subject to “collection” if his former master fails to pay

- his debt.

- The shurat hadin of our Mishna, according to which “the slave is not liable
for anything” is clearly, then, distinct from the undifferentiated din. The
Gemara in the Babylonian Talmud identifies the shurat hadin with a

statement by Raba which constitutes a basic limitation on the

undifferentiatec  din: ”...according to the dictum of Raba, that
s.an'ctification, leaven and emancipation release form a creditor’s lien.””® This
limitation on the effectiveness of a lien would of course produce the result

:};:ec]i‘fied in our Mishna, complete release of the slave from any liability under

e lien.

For Part 1. see J/S 26 (1975), pp. 86-104.

3 Mishna Gittin 4:4 (40b) Soncino translation Gittin. p. 173 slightly ifi
;‘; goBr dlis7psll1)te as to this see B.B. 175b. P 173 shghtly modified.

.B. . Gulak, Yesodei Hamishpat Haivri, vol. -165:
abich woo e K pat Haivri, vol. 1, pp. 149-165: and Rambam. H.
;‘7' gee Kiddushin 22b.
: uch is in fact the case in Roman Law. Buckland, The Maii it i ' v
Law, Cambridge 1931423 cklan e Main Institutions of Roman Private
™ Gittin 40b.

49 It has. of course, often been argued that at least some of those termed minim in Rabbini¢
texts were dualistic Jewish Gnostics. but solid proof of this view is lacking. Lieberman, “How
much Greek in Jewish Palestine?”, Biblical and Oiher Studies, ed. A. Altmann (1963), pp.
135--141, attempts ‘0 show that the Rabbis were well enough acquainted with Gnostic ideas, but
his examples are forced.
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