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--- Brief Abstract ---

This thesis aims to provide a critique of the conclusionGe&rshom Scholem regarding the
potential for ‘Gnostic’-Kabbalistic filiation, and totablish whether, in light of the available
evidence, Scholem’s arguments (which have yet, to my ninte sufficiently challenged)
can be reasonably supported. | strive to offer an arguédyer definition of the relevant
taxonomic terms than is often presented in schokmilyses of this question, whilst also
arguing for the applicability to this debate of certaintipent methodological approaches
drawn from the wider school of comparative mytholods such, | also attempt to establish
a clear methodology for judging the probability of theejendescent of one ‘system’ from
anotheryviz. that perhaps the most logical method for assessing @dteintilarities between
different ‘systems’ is to assume in the first inseatlat all correspondences identified are
essentially coincidental, dismissing this assumptioly if one can identify a high level of
exactness in these comparisons (such as would render qmineidence relatively
improbable) and/or establish a secure chain of transmidstween two sources, a chain
which renders the transmission of ideas not only ptesbut indeed probable. Applying this
methodology to certain potential routes by which secoswtury ‘Gnostic’ thought might
have been transmitted to the origin point of the medi&abbalah, | attempt both to
demonstrate the wider applicability of such a methodologyond the narrow question of
‘Gnostic’-Kabbalistic relationships, and to illustratee serious difficulties with advancing
any of these potential routes as a reliable sourcdéotransmission of ‘Gnostic’ ideas to the
Kabbalah. Rather, | argue that it may be more logiadgiiensible, in the absence of clear
source evidence, to ascribe such correspondences asatetllpurely to coincidence, albeit
a coincidence perhaps somewhat tempered by certain olisesvatgarding the relative
ubiquity of certain concepts and modes of thought.



The Repetition of Originality:
On The Question of Association between
Late Antique ‘Gnostics’ and the Medieval Kabbalah.
An Argument for a Revised Methodology
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--- Detailed Abstract ---

My thesis takes as its essential starting point tbeqaring work of Gershom Scholem on the
origins and development of the Medieval Kabbalah, amdoarticular his oft-repeated
contention that the theosophy of this system can be teeelearly evince signs of filiation
with the thought of the second century ‘Gnostics’, vitte result that the chronologically
latter theosophy can be said to be in some sense diretated to the theosophy of the
earlier system(s). To my mind, however, there exastesal serious flaws in Scholem’s
argumentation on this point, and it seems to me tlusgethelatively few pieces of reliable
scholarly work which have addressed the question of ‘Grid&ibbalistic filiation post-
Scholem have yet to properly identify, evaluate, and respo these problems. In my thesis,
therefore, | attempt both to rectify this situationd atso to offer what | perceive as a more
nuanced treatment of the proposed relationship betweeGtiwstics’ and the Kabbalah than
has hitherto been offered. | proceed primarily on trstshaf certain key issues which | have
identified regarding Scholem’s treatment of this subjth the argument that by addressing
these difficulties, we may be able both to more segumehmine the prospective relationship
between the ‘Gnostics’ and the Kabbalah and, at tivee $ane, potentially define a reliable
general methodology for examining other instances of peapimser-system relations.

In particular, | argue that Scholem often takes the %Bo®' as a relatively homogenous
‘group’, and adduces evidence for a genetic relationship WwiéhKiabbalah from various
different ‘Gnostic’ sources. More recent scholarghighe field of ‘Gnostic’ studies has,
however, raised importamaveatsregarding the definition and even the very existence of
such a homogenous ‘Gnostic’ thought stream, and it seems that these conclusions have
not yet been sufficiently applied to the question of d&ic’-Kabbalistic filiation.
Furthermore, | contend that Scholem’s methodology fiduaing a genetic relationship
between the ‘Gnostics’ (however so defined) and thebkkah rests primarily on identifying
what he perceives as relatively similar theosophicdlfsnbetween the two systems. | argue,
however that (i) many of these proposed similaritiesndg when taken in their proper
context, actually correspond as closely as Scholemgj&ii) that Scholem draws these
examples of correspondence from a wide range of $edcabnostic’ evidence, with the
result that he essentially claims that the Kabbalab genetically descended from a ‘Gnostic
group’ which few scholars would today agree actually existedt (iii) that Scholem’s
argument rests primarily on the identification of suhilarities alone, without adequately
demonstratinghow such ideas could have been transmitted from the secentlirg
‘Gnostics’ to the Jews of the medieval Occident.



| further propose that the arguably ‘mythic’ charactertltd relevant ‘Gnostic’ systems
renders it appropriate to examine questions regarding thiiremce by means of the
methodologies developed in the schools of comparatiéatogy. Primarily in the latter
chapters of this thesis, | thus attempt to demonsthatetility of such methodologies (which,
to my mind, are currently under-utilised in this area diotarship) for offering a more
cautious assessment of the potential for ‘Gnostic’-Khdtlia filiation than that offered by
Scholem.

What follows below is an outline of the structure of thesis, with an indication of the work
undertaken in each chapter. As should, | hope, be evithenthapters proceed by means of
a logical progression, with the conclusions of eackatly informing the analyses undertaken
in subsequent chapters, enabling the construction and applicatia potentially useful
methodological approach, and the ultimate demonstrafidheovalidity of this approach to
the question of ‘Gnostic’-Kabbalistic filiation.

Chapter One
The Definitive Questions: Delineating the ‘Gnostics’ andhe Kabbalah

This chapter focuses on essential questions of definiecgssary to establish at the outset
of any undertaking. | aim to make clear not only whagfér to in the thesis when | speak of
‘Kabbalah’ {iz. the various streams of ‘Jewish mystical thought’ whécherged in the
medieval period) but also the perhaps even more conglestion of the definition of
‘Gnostic’. | provide arguments for rejecting the tef@nosticism’ and its potential
implications of homogeneity, and instead advocate fogusiare on specific, more clearly
defined, ‘strains’ of thought (e.g. ‘Sethian’ or ‘Valentimigdhought streams), rather than
trying to fit all the available evidence into a sometvadificial pattern of an overarching
religious movement. The importance of this undertalsrgmphasised throughout the thesis,
especially insofar as it can be demonstrated that attdmplate to identify correspondences
between ‘Gnostic’ and Kabbalistic thought often ‘mix andtech’ elements from a wide
variety of ‘Gnostic’ sources, including some (such lzs Thomasine literature) which are
arguably not in fact ‘Gnostic’. As | stress during thesih, it seems difficult to establish a
reliable chain of transmission from the ‘Gnosticsthie Kabbalah if the starting point of that
chain is a ‘Gnostic group’ which never in fact existed.

Chapter Two
Location and Construction: The ‘Sethians’ and ‘Valentinians’

Building on the previous chapter, | here attempt to moexigely define two specific
‘Gnostic’ thought streams (those of the ‘Sethians’ &falentinians’), and to clearly identify
the extant sources for each, as primarily identifiedheyr relative commonality of systems
and presuppositions. | choose to focus on these two ‘groume®, sas will become clear
from chapter 4 onwards, parallels adduced to the Kabbalad primarily been drawn from
either ‘Sethian’ or ‘Valentinian’ thought.



Chapter 3
The ‘Mystic’ Impulse: The ‘Gnostics’, the Kabbalah, and ‘Mysticism’

Some brief relevant observations are given here coimge a more general idea of
‘mysticism’ as a ubiquitous religious element, and xan@nation is made regarding why the
‘Gnostics’ are generally ignored in scholarly treattseof ‘mysticism’, whilst the Kabbalah
is, by contrast, often treated as an example of ‘wigsti par excellence | try to avoid any
overly assertive conclusions regarding this point, asllar faonsideration is ultimately a
matter for another thesis, but do aim to raise theilpbigsthat the surviving ‘Gnostic’ and
Kabbalistic evidence shows a certain similarity of foamd function, such as arguably
legitimises further enquiry into their possible genegiationship. | stress here, however, that
this similarity cannot in itself be indicative of suahrelationship, since it appears to be a
rather widespread element of many religious traditiofihis will be an important point
which | continually revisit throughout the thesisz. that a genetic relationship between two
specific thought streams cannot be proven solely omdbkes of motifs which are relatively
ubiquitous, since without a clear chain of transmissio@ cannot say with certainty from
which of many potential sources each thought stream dethiosg motifs. This chapter also
serves as the final part of the necessary prolegoneettee tmain undertaking of the thesis,
and its themes not only run throughout the remaindéteothesis, but will also be explicitly
re-examined in the final chapter, thus effectively esthlnig a thematic bookend to the main
argument, the specific analyses of which serve to stwaiesubstantiate the methodology
proposed for the first time here.

Chapter 4
Conceptual Correspondence: The ‘Sethian’

and ‘Valentinian’ Sources and theBahir
Turning then to the specifics of the main argument, thiptelndocuses on an examination of
the Kabbalistic evidence, and argues that the primary sdorceomparison with the
‘Gnostics’ must be the earliest available evidenceaterKabbalah, the bod&ahir, not least
because it was this text upon which Scholem concedtrai® argument for ‘Gnostic’
influence. It is also stressed that in order for tinelaim that there was ‘Gnostic’ influence
upon the Kabbalah, it must be shown that such influeraepresent from the start (i.e. the
Bahir). If such influence is only identified at a far latgiage in the Kabbalah, then it
necessarily suggests that ‘Gnostic’ influence cannote hbeendeterminative for the
Kabbalah, but was merely adopted by a system which hadialiedependently developed
certain similarities to it. Thus, the majority diig chapter is focused on tBahir, and the
correspondences which Scholem claimed to identify betwtesnd the ‘Gnostic’ evidence. |
attempt to demonstrate, however, that not only areetb@sespondences scarcely as exact as
Scholem claims, moreover they are drawn from a laagety of Late Antique evidence, thus
rendering doubtful the claim that they indicate the er#eof a clear chain of transmission
from one ‘group’ to another.



Chapter 5
Correspondence and Coincidence: Kabbalistic and ‘Gnostic’

Systems, and the Question of Ubiquitous Ideas
Developing the arguments of the previous chapter, | turd teean examination of the later
Lurianic Kabbalah, and argue that although one still carshetify any highly precise
correspondences between it and the ‘Gnostic’ evidencé, garallels as can be adduced are
arguably far clearer than those which have been raisedaitioreto theBahir. Such an
observation thus, | suggest, challenges the theorythbabrigins of the Kabbalah are to be
traced to ‘Gnostic’ influence: were such the case, woald expect the clearer parallels to
occur in the earlier Kabbalah, not in a later develogroéit. Although, as | argue, the level
of difference between ‘Gnostic’ thought streams andasirKabbalah is still too stark to
suggest any influence from the former to the latterpte rthat everwere such influence
demonstrated, the impact of ‘Gnostic’ ideas at this &tge would testify not to the
determinative nature of such ideas for the Kabbalah, therraf an independently developed
and coincidental similarity between the two thought¢ains, such as might have made the
motifs of one adaptable into the systems of the oth&noceeding from this point, | then
examine the potentially coincidental development of agenadespread motifs in various
systems, reinforcing an argument in place since chaptbat3relatively ubiquitous ideas
cannot generally be used to prove anything regarding a potamial of transmission.

Chapter 6
The ‘Cathar’ Connection: On the Possibility of the Transmision of ‘Dualism’

Drawing together strands from the previous chapters, | pdbbere to outline my proposed
methodology for examining the validity of proposed infloes between different systems. |
argue that the logical method is to assume in the ifmstance that all correspondences
identified are essentially coincidental, dismissing #ssumptioronly if one can identify a
high level of exactness in these comparisons (such addwender pure coincidence
relatively improbable) and/or establish a secure chairaomission between two sources, a
chain which renders the transmission of ideas not ordgipte but indeed probable. Having
previously established that the proposed correspondencesedbpetthe origins of the
Kabbalah and the ‘Gnostic’ evidence are not exact enoogtategorically rule out the
possibility of coincidental development, | thus turn fogus, as per my methodology, to the
identification of a reliable chain of transmission. tims chapter then, | examine the
possibility (hitherto largely ignored in Kabbalistic s@rship) that the ‘Cathars’ might have
played some role in the transmission of ‘Gnostic’ gléa the medieval Occident. In so
doing, | also examine the theory of ‘Gnostic’-‘Cathaliation by applying my established
methodology, thereby hopefully demonstrating the widenegd applicability of this
methodology beyond the narrow question of purely ‘Gnosgtabbalistic filiation. By use of
this methodology, | then reject the possibility of thensmission of ‘Gnostic’ ideas to the
origin of the Kabbalah via the ‘Cathars’, for a vayief reasons both conceptual and
historical.



Chapter 7
Material Transformation: The Role of the ‘Alchemic Tradition’

Continuing with the application of my now-establishedtimodology, | next examine the
possibility of transmission of ‘Gnostic’ ideas to tKabbalah via the so-called ‘alchemic
tradition’. Again, for several conceptual and historiedsons | argue, as per my method,
that the potential correspondences between thesedreditick both the levels of exactness
and of historically demonstrable transmission necegeasypport such a claim of influence.

Chapter 8
Ancestors, Descendants, and Extended Relations:

‘Gnostics’, the Kabbalah, and Merkabah-Hekhaloth Traditions
This chapter focuses on the hypothesis, advanced by Schbkimoth the ‘Gnostics’ and
the Kabbalah can ultimately be traced back to an eaikevish mystical tradition’, and that
the similarities between the two can thus be exptainetheir common heritage. Although |
argue in favour of the contention that much of ‘Gnogtiought (especially the ‘Sethian’
variants) can be shown to have originated from a Judaikgbaund, | conclude against
Scholem’s theory that this postulated earlier ‘mysticadition’ both influenced and was
influenced by the ‘Gnostics’, who can thus be showhdwe been a direct ancestor of the
Kabbalah. Certainly, | feel that Scholem’s theorymsre convincing than any other
alternative, such as those considered in the precedamesh, but | still contend that, as per
our methodology, Scholem’s argument fails, given #ek lof extant evidence, to reliably
provesuch a descent from the first centuries of the ComBma to theBahir. | do, however,
attempt to somewhat mollify these essentially negatimeclusions, and argue against the
assertion of Joseph Dan (one of the few Kabbalistmlars who explicitly disagrees with
Scholem on Kabbalistic origins) that in the abserfaextant evidence, one must assume that
the Bahir is a wholly original work. In particular, | stredsat the stratified nature of the
Bahir suggests that at least part of it adopts or even reprodiess from earlier sources;
paceScholem, however, | aim to dispute the argument tlesetlearlier sources were directly
influenced by the ‘Gnostics’, and instead view them asgbessentially ‘intra-Jewish’.

Chapter 9
The Repetition of Originality: On the ‘Independence’ of ldeas

Finally, as a concluding point | attempt to apply, albeithwappropriate caution, certain
observations from the schools of comparative mytipknd social psychology, and question
to what extent any ideas are truly original. | conswleether the, admittedly less than exact,
points of correspondence between ‘Gnostic’ and Kabbalistught are not ultimately best
explained by the observation that there are only adomnumber of variations available to
explain the problems of theodicy and of the dual transce®dand immanence of the divine.
| note that this is merely a hypothetical argument, whieh seeks to establish something of
a middle ground between the positions of Scholem and &w&hof course, stress that such a
theory is essentially a necessary contingent onlysiviié lack the relevant extant evidence,
and will thus require revision should such evidence eweerge in the future. For the
moment, however, | argue that such a theory, combindd auit established methodology,
perhaps appears as the most responsible reaction to sdehaeavas is currently available.
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Preface

Notes on the transliteration of Hebrew in this thesis

In general, relatively conventional transliterationtbé Hebrew (as outlined in the table
below) will be used in this thesis. The following epitens and modifications will, however,
be applied where to do so would contribute towards theativelarity, familiarity,
consistency, or phonetic accuracy of the relevanstitaration.

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)

(vi)

(vii)

Technical terms directly relevant to the subject of stwdlybe in the first instance
given in the unpointed Hebrew with an accompanying tranation. For subsequent
occurrences, the transliteration will be used.

Transliteration of vowel pointing will be primarily fased on reflecting accurate
pronunciation of the Hebrew, as opposed to any attemgtriily correlate each
occurrence of pointing with specific letters of theihatlphabet.

Although the silent letters andy will generally be omitted, in certain circumstances
their presence will be represented by an inverted comraallysvhen it is necessary
to indicate that two otherwise unseparated vowelsnateto be pronounced as a
dipthong. Thudva'asehfor Ton.

Certain terms generally accepted in a certain trareigd form (e.gKabbalal), will
retain this form within the thesis.

Similarly, although feminine plural endings will geneyadke rendered withet, terms
which are conventionally stylized in the literature aghwill continue to be rendered
S0. Thus mitzet but Hekhadth.

In the main, the letter will be transliterated witlth, except for circumstances where
the form withh is generally more familiar. In these cagesyill be used to indicate
the appropriate transliteration. Thiasidim

Although” will generally be represented with it will be written as as appropriate
where it forms the ending of a word.

Conventional Transliterated Forms

X Omitted 5 |
o) b ol m
m) \Y ] n
2 g ) S
9 d D Omitted
i h B p
) \Y; B f
T z X tz
n ch P q
] t 9 r
K y ] sh
ol k 1 S
o) kh n t




A Note on Terms

As should be expected in any scholarly work which consisigesulative traditions such as
the Kabbalah and Merkabah ‘mysticism’, to say nothingiohsGnostic’ traditions that may
have drawn inspiration from a Judaic milieu, a certanowant of precision will be required
regarding both the definition(s) of Judaism used, andetminology which is applied. As
such, it is germane to direct the reader’s attentidheabutset to the relevant terminological
conventions which shall be employed in this thesis.

Delineating the precise boundaries of what might orhinigot be described as ‘Jewish’, or
considered to fall within the sphere of ‘Judaism’ is a glem matter, especially so when one
is debating concepts within the history of ideas. lafer all, well to recall that the halakhic
emphasis present in much post-Temple rabbinic Judaism argueahbly extent frames the
definition of ‘Judaism’ in terms more of praxis than @fiéf, and that beyond the central
tenet of monotheism, normative Judaism thus permitar avider degree of speculative
thought than do its Christian contemporaries. Furthezmthe precise definition of
‘Jewishness’, or even the extent to which such a congegted in Antiquity is a matter of no
small debate, a debate which will somewhat affect oam@xation of ‘Gnostic’ origins in
this period. The reader particularly interested in thigext beyond the scope of our thesis is
thus directed to Shaye J.D. Cohen’s excellent wéhe Beginnings of Jewishness:
Boundaries, Varieties, UncertaintieBlellenistic Culture and Society, XXXI (Berkeley and
Los Angeles, California: University of California Pre$899).

In light of these considerations, therefore, | slatempt in this thesis to employ the
following terminological methodology, with the hopeathoy so doing a practical level of
definition may be applied to the relevant topics under digmuss

(1) Where the termslewish or Judaismare employed, what is meant are those
elements which remain within the acceptable bounds of dnenative rabbinic
Judaism of the period discussed. In relation to theatin in Antiquity, these
terms thus refer to those elements acceptable dibhdre forms which would
eventually become normative rabbinic Judaism, or whicleast largely, if not
entirely, agree with them.

(i) Furthermore, the use of these terms also impliestaicemount of exclusivity in
relation to the use and influence of certain concepherefore, the use of the Old
Testamenper sewould likely not be described dgwishafter the advent of the
early forms of Christianity, although certain methodd @&terpretations applied
to it might be.

(i) Although the termgdewishandJudaismmay thus generally be applied to much of
the speculative forms which we shall be considering erg. the Merkabah and
the Kabbalah), not least insofar as these specutagenerally remained within
the acceptable bounds of normative Judaism and were oétered out by
dedicated practitioners of the religion, on occasionmag note certain trends and
concepts which although doubtless originating within this ednthave perhaps
developed to a point if not wholly beyond the pale afnmative Judaism, then at
least on the fringes. When discussing the influenceesfetideas, therefore, we
shall seek to enclose the terdmwvishand Judaismwithin inverted commasin
order to indicate a certain distance from the noweatieanings of these terms.




(iv)

As we shall see especially in regard to aspects of thest&’ evidence, there
will be observable certain influences which although &feance originating
within normative Judaism, have a) been developed to suchngsoio be wholly
abhorrent to any normative observant Jew, and/ordk) dalevel of exclusivity
such as would necessarily relate these influences tooranative Jewish
community or tradition. This is particularly the case relation to certain
instances concerning the Old Testament where the use tb sdot scripture is
put evidently goes far beyond the acceptable constrainfsiddgism whilst, as
mentioned above, the mere use of the Old Testanssit i not, by the second
century, something which could only have been drawn from matore Jewish
milieu. In such cases then, it will be more apprderieo speak of audaic
influence, i.e. one which may owe its ultimate arigo normative Judaism, but
which has ceased to exist within its bounds.
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Introduction

Professor Gershom Scholem (1897-1982jter applying no small amount of consideration
to the matter, | found I could not realistically conesof any more apt words with which to
begin this thesis. To be sure, as we shall see throughe following work, the late
Professor Scholem was neither the first nor the soholar to undertake an examination of
the medieval Kabbalah, nor to postulate its direct hesiband phenomenological filiation to
the ‘Gnostics’ of the second century. Nonethelessya shall equally see, it is his rightly
respected name and his highly impressive corpus of work wkicstgnds behind, and often
exercises a determinative influence upon, much moderrdasshgp of the medieval Jewish
Kabbalah, especially as regards the question of itsaeléabi those adversaries of the early

Church who are generally labelled ‘Gnostics’.

Indeed, the perception of a potential for a direct relstgp between these two thought
streams is perhaps most surprising for its sheer prewléoth amongst scholars and even
more remarkably amongst a sizeable section of the caseamic world. It is honestly quite
surprising that within the multi-cultural and religiously eariworld of the twenty-first
century, the names of what one might essentiallyndeéis a second century ‘Christian
heresy’ and a medieval ‘Jewish mystical traditior® By no means strangers to tmenmunis
opinio; one need only perform a brief Internet query to locasr 8,500,000 pages related to
the term “Gnostic” and almost 11,000,000 pages related tetime‘Kabbalah” (plus another
few million pages if one adds together the resultafopossible transliterations of the latter
term), whilst a staggering 884,000 pages contain both thesettgetket.

Of course, it cannot be our intention here to attempttiress this court of public opinion: in
any case, rational argument is rarely capable of ssitdysachieving such a Herculean feat.
Rather, our focus will necessarily be on the acaderspects of the question of ‘Gnostic’-
Kabbalistic filiation, and in particular the continginnfluence of Scholem’s work. Our
primary aim in this thesis shall be to critically essethe plausibility of Scholem’s
conclusions on the matter, especially in light of Wwark of much modern scholarship in
related areas, and to attempt to ascertain whetheroawhat extent, Scholem’s hypothesis

! These results are correct as of May 2012. Incidentalign | first performed this query back in 2009, there
emerged roughly 1,000,000 pages for “Gnostic”, 2,000,000 pageX#dbalah”, and 500,000 pages for a
combination of the two terms; the trend is clearly gngwquickly...



of a historical descent from the ‘Gnostics’ to thebKalah can be considered accurate and
verifiable. In order, however, to reach a solid cosioin on this topic, | intend to employ a
threefold approach, which will hopefully guide our analysisards a justifiable outcome:

Firstly, we shall aim to apply a perhaps greater le¥epecificity to certain aspects of the
guestion than is often found in scholarly treatmentthefsubject, most particularly, as we
shall see, in relation to debates regarding the deiméied application of the term ‘Gnostic’.
In this undertaking, we shall of course be aided by the gubatnces which have been made
in our understanding of the ‘Gnostics’ post-Nag Hammadyaaces which regrettably
somewhat post-dated much of Scholem’s most influentiakw Secondly, we shall attempt
to explore certain aspects of the question which, ashedl see, have often been largely
sidelined or ignored in ‘Gnostic’-Kabbalistic scholapshiro this end, in line with our central
focus on the question of a possible historical and phenological connection between the
‘Gnostics’ and the Kabbalah, we shall also aim to giwme consideration to such issues as
the relation of both to arguments related to generategts of ‘mysticism’ and to the
theories of ubiquitous ideas, as well as the potentiabrigsi roles played by both the
‘Cathars’ and the ‘alchemic tradition’. Finally, bjpe to construct a secure methodological
approach for assessing the implications of the occugrericpotential parallels between
different sources, an approach which will be both develdpe and simultaneously applied
to the relevant questions noted above; our ultimate ¢oah will be to define this
methodology and to apply it to Scholem’s hypothesisis therefore to be hoped that by
doing so we will be able to reassess the question obs@rt+Kabbalistic filiation as
presented by Scholem, and by building on the wealth aflaxdhip post-Scholem, thereby
provide a reasoned examination of his conclusions, andueebedefensible argument as to
whether the position of Scholem, and indeed the vergeqnthat the ‘Gnostics’ and the
Kabbalah are in some way directly historically linkecko be either supported or rejected.

Vi



If I have seen further it is by standing on ye sholders of Giants.

Isaac Newtonl_etter to Robert Hookél5 February 1676)

Can it be

That modesty may more betray our sense

Than woman's lightness? Having waste ground enough,
Shall we desire to raze the sanctuary,

And pitch our evils there?

William Shakespeardfeasure for MeasuréAct Il, Scene 2

vii



Chapter One
The Definitive Questions: Delineating the ‘Gnostics’ andhe Kabbalah

If we should be wary of automatically amalgamating tBadstics’ and ‘Kabbalah’ into one
entity, so too should we be cautious not to overwriesidins within each of those traditions.
Indeed, before we can even begin to contrast the st&sd with the ‘Kabbalah’, we must

necessarily define just what we mean by each of thosste

‘Gnosticism’, the ‘Gnostics’, and ‘biblical-demiurgical tradibns’
The definition of what precisely constitutes the ‘Gmsphenomenon is a long-running
debate, and one which is still far from being settléd.fact one will rarely find a serious
scholarly work of recent times on the ‘Gnostics’ whaoes not devote considerable space to
the question of definition, not least because scholatise past few decades have also had to
contend with the wealth of new evidence provided by the Nagriiadi Codicés To be
sure, these texts have certainly gifted us with an opptytian a more accurate definition of
what a ‘Gnostic’ is, but at the same time they hdse highlighted how much more complex
the problem is than was previously thought. Like the addibf extra pieces to a jigsaw
puzzle, whilst the end result will be a much clearer patur the meantime the process of
assembly becomes far more difficult.

Now arguably, two of the major taxonomic terms, theertoaditional ‘Gnosticism’, and the
alternative ‘biblical-demiurgical traditions’ (proposed Michael Williams in his seminal
book Rethinking Gnosticisjrare both to some extent useful, but ultimately t@itonvey as
accurate an understanding of what a ‘Gnostic’ is asngit hope for. Therefore, although
exploring every facet of the definition of a ‘Gnostia’ fubject which has rightly had several
books devoted to it) would be beyond our aims in this thesitin observations here should
at least provide us with a way towards a workable methggldtor defining our subject.

To begin with the term ‘Gnosticism’, | for one amaostgly in favour of its rejection, as the
very application of an ~ism implies a degree of homoggred agreement between all
strands of thought which it encapsulates. Indeed, freotml-scientific standpoint, the ~ism

2 For an outline of taxonomic efforts from the PadtBistles up to Kurt Rudolph’s work, see Antti Marjanen’s
excellent introductory article ‘What is Gnosticism?0(B), listed in the bibliography.



could arguably be called the perfect application of a calshiparadigm, as it is almost
always applied by those outside of the groups it seeks tonedefnd generally eschews
distinctions between these groups in favour of creatsighple unified whole. Thus the very
idea of ‘Gnosticism’ implies a coherent system, velsrin reality, as Michael Williams
notes, given the variety of ‘Gnostic’ “stories”, the&eduction to “the story of a single
movement or religion, or ‘~ism™ can only obscure anyestigation into them; the sheer
number of different sects enumerated in the writingghef heresiologists, with different
descriptions of their beliefs, practices, founders, andy@gghical locations, should make us
wary of treating all ‘Gnostics’ as ohe Indeed, Irenaeus can assetaér. 111.11.2) that
“according to certain of the Gnostics, this world wizesde by angels... [b]Jut according to the
followers of Valentinus, the world was [made by]... thenlurge”, whilst noting elsewhere
(IV.6.4) that several other ‘Gnostic’ groups also holdfalse father” as creatbr Now
admittedly it was in the interests of the heresimtsgto stress the diversity of their heretical
opponents, as against the unity of the one true Churdghthis does not preclude their
writings from furnishing us with useful evidence of thedsity of ‘Gnostic’ thought;
however much the heresiologists emphasised the divefsihe ‘Gnostics’, it is unlikely that
they would have done this had the ‘Gnostics’ actuallgnbene unified group, (especially
since a unified group can easily rebut accusations of diyersiThis evidence of ‘Gnostic’
diversity can also be corroborated by the Nag Hamnaadtlence; indeed, despite its
reputation as a so-called ‘Gnostic’ library, it is adtuatriking how difficult it is to identify
any common theme present in all the Nag Hammadi t&dsne of them, but not all, display
a complicated cosmological system (eAgrocryphon of John some intermix cosmology
with a strong focus on the Christian Christ figure (&gspel of Philip, whilst others present
a salvific system largely relatable to a speculatdevish’ milieu, with arguably no hint of a
Christian figure (e.gApocalypse of Adamand some display no real cosmology at all (e.g.
Gospel of Thomd% Even amongst those texts which do focus on cosmotbgye are
major variances between their systems with regardeadbpective roles afopia and the

3 M.A. Williams, Rethinking Gnosticisr{L.996), p.7.

* ANF translation (2007), pp.426, 468. See also TertulRaascription41, “for it matters not to them [the
heretics], however different be their treatment dfjscts, provided only they can conspire together to stbem
citadel of the one only Truth” [ANF translation (2007268].

® This stress continues even in the writings of ther lagesiologists; Epiphanius, for example, outlines 80
different sects in hi®anarion roughly's of which (primarily sects 21-56) he characterises amd8c’. See
also the excellent table of groups (especially ‘Gnogficups) found in the heresiologists in M.A. Williams,
Rethinking GnosticisrtL996), pp.34f.

® On the question of distinction between ‘Jewish’ arsh4dewish’ ‘Gnostic’ texts in Nag Hammadi, see Birger
Pearson'’s insightful 1986 article “Jewish Gnostic"dréture’.



Demiurge in creating man, the process of the generatite @eons and the archons, and the
names, forms, numbers, and roles of those entitiesnically, perhaps the most easily
observable common theme in the Nag Hammadi textste&n@ency towards asceticism, a
tendency which in the second century is far from uniquéad@nostics’, and which stands
in stark contrast to the libertinism which is also attial to some ‘Gnostic’ groups by the
heresiologists Given this startling level of variance between theaited ‘Gnostic’ groups
and texts, | thus feel justified in rejecting the apgien of the term ‘Gnosticism’ to them,
and tend to agree with Michael Williams that ‘Gnostitidias by now become little more
than a “protean label”, the use of which makes an impjicigement of homogeneity
amongst the ‘Gnostic’ groups, and is thus likely tocobs attempts to assess the historical
reality of what a ‘Gnostic’ & Indeed, the argument could be made that the inctease
scholarly interest in ‘Gnosticism’ in Europe during theerwar period contributed greatly to
this more ‘protean’ assessment, as the academic mothe ¢oime tended to focus more on
the location of ‘Gnostic’ antecedents to later thgaal and philosophical streams rather
than a precise construction of what was meant by ‘Geidsti. below, p.112 on the Messina
Conference, which would aim to more tightly define tiert, but would not take place until
the 1960s). To be sure, it may not be wholly coincidehi@ Scholem’s work on locating
the ‘Gnostics’ in the history of the Kabbalah emergesperéod roughly contemporary with
Rudolf Bultmann’s similar undertaking regarding a once agaguely-defined ‘Gnostic’

thought as potentially standing behind the New Testament

Now, in an attempt to remedy this situation, Williahes proposed that definitions should
have a greater focus on indicating “typological featumegsre broadly shared across
individual schools or sectarian traditiohs” In particular, he suggests that the category
“biblical demiurgical” could be used to describe “all smrg that made a distinction between
the creator(s) and controllers of the material world g most transcendent divine being,
and that in so doing made use of Jewish or Christidpteral traditions™’. Now, Williams

is careful to state that a term such as ‘biblical-degical traditions’ shoulahot be seen as a
replacement for ‘Gnostic’/’Gnosticism’ (terms whichs we have seen, he would see

" See S. Gero, ‘Encratite Orthodoxy’ (1986), pp.287-307.

8 M.A. Williams, Rethinking Gnosticisnf1996), p.3. Incidentally, Bentley Layton, [‘Prolegome(995),
pp.334-350], has also shown the term to be “fundamentallgvenet to... antiquity”, having only been created
in the seventeenth century.

° C.f. G. LidemanrRrimitive Christianity(2003), pp.147-62, 200-203; K. Rudolnosis(1984), pp.32ff.

9 M.A. Williams, ‘Gnostic Religion?’ (2005), pp.55-79.

1 M.A. Williams, Rethinking Gnosticisrt1996), p.265.



abolished). Rather, his method of categorisation seeksyadue respect to the diversity
evident between several early Christian groups, whit atknowledging the similarities
between them, similarities he sees as “less a maitteommunal or school continuity” and
more “the recycling and adaptation of certain motifslifferentgroups or individuals®. As
he notes, the sources to which this category may be d@vkenot necessarily all ones which
are usually regarded as ‘Gnostic’ (a point we shall e&tboon presently), but that the
category does encompass “a large percentage of the sdhatetoday are usually called
‘gnostic’ [sic]”, without suggesting the homogeneity between the soulltasterms like
‘Gnosticism’ or ‘the Gnostic religion’ dd.

The appeal of Williams’s approach is that it neatly sieles many of the problems which are
associated with terms such as ‘Gnosticism’, but kglaseems to me that whilst his desire to
avoid artificial, clear-cut distinctions is admirablhes favoured term, a category of ‘biblical-
demiurgy’, perhaps goes too far in the other direction, thnd becomes too indistinct to
provide a precise definition of the phenomenon we arendeaith. To illustrate, in the first
place ‘demiurgy’ can surely be said to be a relativeljnmon concept, with a large amount
of variation in its depictions. Williams is certainmiight to say that the idea of ‘demiurgy’
can be found in a “large percentage” of ‘Gnostic’ sosirdaut it is also to be found in
Platonic and especially Neo-Platonic philosophy; we shooidorget that probably the most
prominent early use ofnuioupyos is found in Plato Timaeus4la}®. This point also
illustrates the various forms which ‘demiurgy’ can taked ghe several ways in which it can
be extended; are we to consider the good creatoratd,Rhe flawed Yaldabaoth of several
so-called ‘Gnostic’ texts, and the multiple aeons amthons of thé\pocryphon of Johto all
represent a relatively consistent idea of ‘demiurgy’?s lalso worth noting that the above
examples of the use &fiuioupyos give a secondary (both chronologically and qualitatively
role to the Demiurge. Should we then consider systets &s the Manichaean one, which
posits more of an ‘absolute dualism’ (i.e. the eteemadtence of the forces of light and dark
in a roughly equal balance, to the extent that neithecang/et wholly overwhelm the other)
to still be ‘demiurgical’? It is interesting to noteat in his seminal work on the ‘Gnostics’,
Kurt Rudolph, following the earlier work of Hans Jonagermapts to distinguish between two

types of ‘dualism’; ‘absolute dualism’ (called ‘Iranian dsali after the geographical area

2 M.A. Williams, ‘Gnostic Religion?’ (2005), pp.55-79. Origitiialics.

13 M.A. Williams, Rethinking Gnosticisrt1996), pp.51-53.

4 As should be obvious by now, the boundaries are inckeitiblistinct. It should be recalled that NHC VI
contains a copy of Plato (albeit tRepublicrather than th&imaeus.
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where the idea is thought to have originated) depictethml balance between light and
dark, good and evil, whilst the ‘Syrian-Egyptian’ model depia gradual decline in
perfection from the highest God, passing through perhapsemiubge, and several
subsequent archons, to eventually reach the created*woffdr Rudolph, both forms are
present in ‘Gnostic’ thought, although the majority cdriches follow the latter. Whether or
not this is actually the case rather depends on howuses a ‘dualistic’ system in the
definition of ‘Gnostic’; are both these forms of ‘digah’ to be regarded as examples of
‘demiurgy’? Nor should we forget that ‘dualism’ itse$f an incredibly protean term, and
does not necessarily imply ‘demiurgy’; for exampleg tinind/body division of Cartesian
‘dualism’ scarcely demands a separate creator for es¢d. must also have doubts that a
Pharisaic Jew such as Paul would have endorsed any ‘dgechigystem akin to those
described above; when he speaks of a ‘dualistic’ divisitwdsn the flesh and the spirit, are
we not on surer ground in seeing here more of an ‘ethicdisduawholly separate from
‘demiurgical’ speculatiotf? Given the intense variety of concepts which eadhesfe terms
expresses, can we really feel secure in attempting toeddie ‘Gnostics’ writ large as
‘dualists’ or as utilising ‘demiurgy’? Furthermore, letresnember that, as mentioned above,
there are several potentially ‘Gnostic’ sources whichot utilise any concept of ‘demiurgy’
at alft’. Certainly it is not a consistent feature in theyNammadi texts, but unfortunately
our paucity of evidence and lack of clear taxonomic categaniakes it difficult to draw any
solid conclusions from this fact. Are those Nag Hammntadts which don’t feature
‘demiurgy’ therefore not ‘Gnostic’, which thus meanattiNag Hammadi is not solely a
collection of ‘Gnostic’ texts? Or perhaps Nag Hammsdi ‘Gnostic’ library, but it includes
texts without ‘demiurgy’ because this concept is natepSal to define something as
‘Gnostic’. We simply don’'t know, and the fact that @an at best hypothesise abadity the
Nag Hammadi texts were deposited together does not laeify the situation®. Even if we
can agree that there were various groups who held soraeofd&lemiurgy’ (despite the

15 K. Rudolph,Gnosis(1984), pp.65f.

16 E.g. Rom. 7:5-8:14, 1 Cor. 3:1-3. Indeed, such ‘ethical staalivas a recurring motif, found for example in
the Didache and arguably also the Matthean ‘Blessings and Woes’ (5:33t63-31). C.f. R.B. Haysvioral
Vision (1996), pp.43-46.

" For example, Antti Marjanen ['Mother or Magdalene?'q2)) pp.31-41] declines to consider Bespel of
Thomasand theGospel of Maryas ‘Gnostic’, since they lack a ‘demiurgical’ creati Incidentally, although |
personally doubt th&ospel of Maryever contained any serious ‘demiurgy’, the lacunae inetkie(including
the absence of the first six pages) restrains me ¢ieimg any definite judgement on what the text did/did not
contain.

18 Among the competing theories are the ideas that Nag Hainoontains texts which were important to a
group, who thus set them aside for safekeeping, or thgtate heretical texts exiled from an ‘orthodox’
Christian community, or that they are simply duplicate espf texts, and were thus placed in an ante-library
for storage.



multiple different ways in which the idea can exist3, we have seen, such a wide ranging
idea cannot really help us with second century taxon@syit is found in many different
contexts both before and after this time period. W himself attempts to clarify some of
the vagueness inherent in the use of the term ‘demiurg@doyng the qualifier ‘biblical
(i.e. those sources which “made use of Jewish or @@miscriptural traditions” in expressing
their idea of ‘demiurgy?®. Unfortunately, it is arguable that the term ‘biblicé#lused as a
definition, does not really express this concept; & somewhat anachronistic term for the
variant collections of writings which existed prior teetsolidification of the canon, and it
certainly seems a rather inaccurate term to apply to greipsseem to have made such
extensive use of what would become non-canonical writirfgs'thermore, of those groups
and sources which wenight label ‘Gnostic’, their attitudes towards and utilisatiof
scriptural (especially Old Testament) traditions is &t bariegated and ambiguous. As we
shall see throughout this thesis, there exists a grittiversity in the recognition and usage
of the Old Testament, both within the Nag Hammadi teagsyell as in the ‘Gnostic’ groups
described by the heresiologists; as brief examples ikt mite the general acceptance of the
force and form of the Old Testament found in Amocalypse of Adarand theExegesis on
the Soul contrasted with its radical re-interpretation by lgge’ such as the so-called
‘Ophites’ or ‘Cainites’, or even its outright rejectidny the ‘Simoniang®. Although
Williams’s attempt to reformulate the issue is cedtalaudable, it seems that if one on the
one hand removes the category of ‘Gnostic’, and onother hand advances definitions
based on common ideas (such as ‘biblical-demiurgicakivad’) with the clear intenhotto
make these definitions a replacement for ‘Gnostieg ouns the danger of aligning numerous
very different sources, groups, ideas, and philosophidseaith other, purely on the basis of

the one idea they hold vaguely in common.

As a final point regarding Williams’s proposal, | shoulscastate that | am largely unwilling
to abandon the term ‘Gnostic’. Certainly the extenf the term to an ~ism is undesirable
(as we saw above), but the term in general is notel, fwithout merits. That our
heresiological sources make frequent use of the termastin clearly suggests that it had a
great utility for the ancient writers, and | find iard to conclude that we should easily

overlook this utility, although wenay need to modify our conceptions of what the term

19 M.A. Williams, Rethinking Gnosticisrt1996), p.265.
20 gee, for example, R. Rouken@nosis(1999), pp.114-118. C.f. the various articles by Birger Baacited
in the bibliography.



denote$". To illustrate this point, it seems important to s$rehat we cannot simply take the
term yvwoTikos to imply any particular set of doctrine or practicekexicographically,
yvwoTikos Simply indicates the possession yokoois; it is the particular content of this
yvaois that is determinative for the nature of any groupyefootikol. Clement of
Alexandria is able to contrast tryecwois (which is essentially Christian) with the false
yvaois that is the inaccurate teaching of heret&sdmateidl.11); indeed, for Clement, it is
only those Christians (such as himself) with the tru®ois who actually have the right to
call themselvesvwotikotl, for any other group, such a title is simply a falssnd? It is
interesting then to compare the evidence of Clemetit thie two references Hippolytus
makes to groups who apparensiglfdesignated as ‘Gnostics’. According to Hippolytus,
both the Naassene&¢gfutation5.2; 5.11) and those who follow one ‘Justin the Gnostic’
(Refutation5.23.3) regard themselves asooTikol but, as Marjanen has highlighted, what
this means is far from cl€dr We must ask whether this self-identificationyasotikol was
intended to imply a specific social identity and set aftdoes, or whether it is more akin to
Clement’s use of the term, as an assertion thapossesses the correct religious knowledge,
without implying anything as tevhat exactly that knowledge 4 From the evidence, it
arguably seems most probable that we are here dealingywitrikos in the latter sense,
used as a value judgment rather than for any descriptive gynpbdst these are the only
examples Hippolytus gives of the use of ‘Gnostic’ agladesignation, it is perhaps notable
that he also identifies the doctrines of one TheodotByaantium Refutation7.35.1) and
another Theodotus who is a bankBefutation7.36.1-3) as being to some extent derived
from those of these so-calledwoTtikol. Now, according to Hippolytus, both of these figures
primarily err by advocating forms of possession Chrgggl rather than by holding any
doctrines corresponding to the ‘Gnostic’ beliefs repario have been held by Justin or the
Naassenes; indeed, as Williams carefully highlights,cammot really identify any teachings
or practices of Hippolytus's self-designatipgwoTtikor that are exclusively shared by any of

2L It may also be desirable for scholarship in thisareattempt to retain at least some continuity withse
ancient writers who represent much of the source evidatit®ugh we should be extremely cautious not to let
this continuity devolve into aa priori bias towards the heresiological viewpoint). At teepeast, however, it
would surely be undesirable to have to add footnotes fotalle editions of these writings in order to explain
for the modern reader which contemporary term the taogsgtal ‘Gnostic’ roughly corresponds to.

22 E g. Clement of Alexandri&tromateidV.21. One might also compare Tertullian’s distinctietvieen the
‘psychic’ Christians, and ‘spiritual’ or ‘pneumatic’ Chtigns like himself (e.gModesty21.16f.).

# A. Marjanen, ‘What is Gnosticism?’ (2005), pp.1-53. ®lfJ. Edwards, ‘Naming of the Naassenes’ (1996),
pp.74-80.

24 Certainly Clement could claim that his doctrine alores the trueyvédots, and thus only those adhering to
this doctrine could properly call themselwagooTikot, but then both the Naassenes and the followers ohJusti
likely each made similar claims.



the other so-called ‘Gnostic’ groups It therefore becomes more plausible to suspecifthat
the followers of Justin and the Naassenes did seltifgeas yvewoTikol, they used the name
as an assessment of the quality of their belieféaa ¢1 Clement) rather than as a particular
group identifier. We might finally also note here th&naeus’s most explicit mention of
those who “style themselves Gnostics” refers to tiieviiers of Marcellina in Rome (a group
not generally considered ‘Gnostic’ in the modern taxoiesf®.

As well as highlighting the possibility of one being @ least claiming to bejvwoTtikos,
regardless of the content of ong'®oois, Clement also demonstrates to us that the concept
of yvaois can be utilised without the creation of a knowledge aith dichotomy. Whilst it

is of little surprise that Clement, who sought to deny eontradiction between th@oper
practice of philosophy and the true faith of Christiarstypould take a similar view in respect
to yvaois, arguing inStromateidl.11 that “knowledge, which is the scientific demonstnati
of what is delivered according to the true philosophy, néed on faith”, and that “the
highest demonstration... produces intelligent faith by the @dduand opening up of the
Scriptures to the souls of those who desire to leam;résult of which is knowledge
(yvaois)”, it should be noted that references to the impodasic'knowledge’ can also be
found in several canonical texts In particular, Simone Pétrement’s important work has
highlighted that a significant part of the Pauline doetiof salvation by faith is the assertion
that an essential part of faitlitis) is theknowledgeof the nature of the salvation that it
brings, as revealed by Jesus on the cross; indeed, Pétrameaes, for Paul “the cross saves
because it is #&eaching?®. To be sure, a methodology of salvation reliant aithfin the
Christ figure, made possible by the knowledge of his actamdsdivine nature seems to have
formed a large part of thepuyua and&idaxn of the early Church (e.g. John 6:48-63; 14:29-
31, Acts 2:36-42; 10:39-43, Colossians 1:27f., etc.). What thisraditson unfortunately
means for us is that we probably cannot use a group’s usalye cdncept ofvawois as any
sort of criterion for classifying said group as ‘Gnosticaiven the importance attached to
knowledge in parts of both the canonical and Patris&caliure, it would surely be inaccurate

% M.A. Williams, ‘Gnostic Religion?’ (2005), pp.55-79. CHRefutation9.4, where mention is made of
‘Gnostic’ tenets in the beliefs of the ‘Jewish-Chaist sect of Elchasai. Again, the supposed ‘Gnostic’ duetr
here does not correspond to any of Hippolytus’s other tiepscof ‘Gnostic’ thought.

% |renaeusHaer. 1.25.6. It is also worth noting that the teswooTikot does not actually appear anywhere in
the Nag Hammadi texts. On the above discussion, cd.Mld. EdwardsCatholicity and Heresy2009),
pp.12f.

" Clement of AlexandrisStromateidl.11, ANF translation (2007), p.765.

2 3, PétremenSeparate Go@1990), pp.141-143. Original italics.



to class the ‘Gnostics’ as those who rely solelykmowledge’, as opposed to other groups
who rely solely on ‘faiti*®. To take this one step further, the flip side of tigueent is that
we also should not overlook the importance of ‘faitin’at least some ‘Gnostic’ groups.
Although there are still many questions to be answered diegathe identity of those
‘Gnostics’ whom Plotinus attacks Enneaddl, a key component of his attack against them
is, as Marjanen succinctly puts it, that unlike proper pbopbers, they do not believe that the
téhos of life can be reached purely through “wisdom and virtuenegns of patient study of
the truth and keen striving after perfectith” Rather, he accuses them of reliance on
“salvific knowledge” given to them by God (what we miglall a focus on revelation rather
than reasor}. Of particular interest in these observations ésfttt that Plotinus seems to
be able to distinguish between his opponents (whom Porptgnyifies as ‘Gnostics’) and
philosophy proper on the basis of the former not relyinglgaln knowledge achievable
purely by the human application of reason, but also giviegtgmportance to that which is
revealed by God, which would otherwise be unknowable. Theotiseich a distinction
should not be unfamiliar to any who have studied the ghylby of religion; indeed, such a
criterion can be (and has been) used to help draw adafish between the Neo-Platonic
philosophy of Plotinus, and the use of Neo-Platonism bguatiné”. Certainly, we should
be wary of taking Plotinus’'s polemic attack on his caption of the ‘Gnostics’ too
historically, but it does not seem as though we haveraalyreason to suppose that most
‘Gnostics’ had a philosophical focus on only that whichldde achieved by human reason
alone; Irenaeus, for example, mentions that theeMatians’ believe that “the Holy Spirit
taught them” their ided% Thus, despite the polemical claims of the heregisis that
‘heresies’ were in general descended from philosophy, weinstead conclude that the
‘Gnostic’ approach to the question of revelation andaeagems on the whole to be closer

29 Admittedly, it has not been unknown for scholars itisatjust such a distinction, and thus conclude that
Marcion could not have been a ‘Gnostic’, as he focusetaith’ rather than ‘knowledge’. C.f. A. Marjanen,
‘What is Gnosticism?’ (2005), pp.1-53.

30 A. Marjanen, ‘What is Gnosticism?’ (2005), pp.1-53. ludle these mentions of the ‘Gnostics’ of Plotinus
purely as a point of reference. It is still a matiérscholarly debate whether they represent any panticula
‘Gnostic’ group (and whether we might be able to iderttifyt group), or whether they are little more than a
polemical creation, not representing a historical groupsibuply being a means by which Plotinus can address
his concerns with his abstract conceptions of ‘Gnotaught. See further Marjanen’s aforementioned lartic
and also A.H.B. LogarThe Gnostic$2006), pp.46-50. C.f. pp.147f., below.

31 Note also that thdTripartite Tractate (generally regarded to be a ‘Valentinian Gnostic’ Jtexdntains
references to the importance of faith which to saxint echo the canonical (especially Pauline) sources;
indeed,Tri. Trac. 128: 15-19 even asserts tiaith in the Father unites one with Him lkmowledge C.f. J.D.
Turner,Sethian Gnosticisrt2001), pp.1-54.

32 C.f. A. Louth,Christian Mystical Traditior(1981), pp.132-158.

* JrenaeusHaer. 1.2.6, ANF translation (2007), p.318. Incidentally, s@feek text as we have here inseévts
before ‘Holy Spirit’.



to the ‘orthodox’ Church of the second century thaphitosophy, and thus provides us with
a useful criterion for establishing where Platonic and-Rkdonic philosophy ends and
where ‘Gnostic’ speculation begins, a distinction vahioould be particularly useful in
relation to discussion of tHizpioupyos .

Clearly there are a lot of issues surrounding the dieimif what a ‘Gnostic’ is, and our
taxonomic task is further complicated by the many assomgpthat are often madepriori

as to how ‘Gnostics’ practised and identified themseleessven as to what their beliefs
were. On the one hand, it does seem as though ‘Gnastica relatively well-known and
widely used designation in the second century (recatl we have now seen it in both
Christian and Pagan sources), a fact that might advagest its rejection in modern
scholarship. On the other hand, however, it must bettadirthat the label ofvcoTikos
does not, in the second century, seem to include anyefeaénce to the particular content of
its object’s thought or practice, and thus does not seeamtas greatly in our taxonomic
efforts. That so many seemingly diverse groups are linkgetlher under one name seems
more to be the work of the heresiologists than eoheal reflection; indeed, as Marjanen sees
it, given the sheer quantity of so-called ‘GnosticsEipiphanius’sPanarion it appears as
though by his time heresiology had come to use ‘Gnossi@ &general designation for all
heretics”, developing a model first found in Irend8usSuch an idea certainly seems quite
plausible when one considers the similarly lax userséVeresiologists made of the term
‘Ebionites’ to refer to any group they perceived as too ‘dewor even more the use of the
term ‘Jews’ to refer to Ariaii

Now, the above observations suggest to me that in atteyatidefine the ‘Gnostics’, we are
arguably trying to delineate some element of commonalitychvhbinds together a
staggeringly diverse collection of texts and groups (fewwbfch can be shown to be
interconnected) and to distinguish them from every otbem fof religion current in the
second century. One cannot help but wonder if it is @o=sible to achieve such a task of

systemization, or whether any definition we eventualBate will not merely be a taxonomic

3 It was common, as Gérard ValléAnki-Gnostic Polemicg1981), pp.48f.] has demonstrated, for the
heresiologists (however erroneously, and often anachicaiig) to attempt to link ‘heresies’ with pagan
philosophy, in order to “disqualify all heresies as beinglhristian”, and to cast the hereticskdspiloyor,
“plagiarizing the Greeks”. See also Tertulli@nescription?.

% A. Marjanen, ‘What is Gnosticism?’ (2005), pp.1-53.

% See the article by Sakari Hakkinen in A. Marjanen & Bomanen (eds.)Christian ‘Heretics’ (2008),
pp.247-278. C.f. Theodoret of Cyriistoria Ecclesiasticat.22.25.
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unity foisted on the evidence, rather than an accurdtectien of historical reality.
Therefore, | should like to propose that in order tachea workable understanding of the
‘Gnostics’, we might be better served by inverting thestjas, asking not what the
‘Gnostics’ werg but rather what thewere not We have already noted that so-called
‘Gnostic’ speculation can potentially be distingugheom philosophical speculation on the
basis of the former not sharing the latter’'s focukelgoon human reason. From this, it
follows that if we can define the ‘Gnostics’ ast a purely philosophical movement, we
could potentially add more precision to that definition byedwining what else in the
catalogues of second century heresy they wmte— thereby arriving, as it were, at a
definition by negation.

At the forefront of this definition then, stands thevziobis contention that the ‘Gnostics’ were
not ‘orthodox’ Christians, or at least were certaindt thought to be so by the heresiologists.
Granted, it is highly probable that many ‘Gnostics’ dichgsider themselves to be the ‘true
Christians’, but for our taxonomic purposes this is haallgielpful observation; after all,
everysecond century Christian group would have made the same dlahowever, we note
that our best, and indeed virtually only, primary souroeshe taxonomical groupings of the
second century are the catalogues of the heresiologl&s it makes sense to take as a
starting point the elucidation of exacthhereinto their catalogues the heresiologists placed
the ‘Gnostics’, and obviously they did not place themmgsbthe ‘orthodox’. Nor is it likely
that they placed them amongst the ‘intra-Christiactsse This term is perhaps a very
imprecise one, and is really only intended here to tefénose groups who held most aspects
of belief and practice in common with the ‘orthodox dadiffered on perhaps only one or
two matters. This is of course a very vague statenagwlt,quite where one draws the lines
between ‘orthodoxy’, ‘intra-Christian sectarianisrand outright ‘heresy’ is a matter worthy
of its own thesis. We might simply say that oneld@otentiallyinclude groups such as the
Donatists, the Montanists, and even the Arians in @disgory. These groups were largely
indistinguishable for anyone not theologically minded, aftdn presented the possibility of
individuals, or even whole congregaticgesily moving from one of them to ‘orthodoxy’, or
vice versd’. We can probably conclude that by and large ‘Gnosticséwet considered by
the heresiologists to be merely an ‘intra-Christgect’, given the vast array of highly

37 Again, this is a very brief sketch, which we cannot exaririrovermuch detail at this juncture. Montanism in
particular takes its place in this list largely becatiseas evidently close enough to ‘orthodoxy’ for Teradli
that great combatant of ‘heretics’, to become atidhto it in later life.
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divergent beliefs which the heresiologists ascribé¢ont, as well as the fact that the majority
of the heresiological depictions of ‘intra-Christiatisputes are to be found after the second
century, with the rise of Trinitarian controversfes A final group to consider are the so-
called ‘Jewish-Christians’ often, as we have seen, rgally identified as ‘Ebionites’. To
debate what exactly constitutes ‘Jewish-Christianityam®ther question (and indeed, Joan
Taylor has raised the important issue of whether thax®e ever an actual ‘Jewish-Christian’
movement) but if we can accept, as Sakari Hakkinen dio@isthe heresiologists applied this
sort of categorisation to any group which showed a tendewegrds ‘Judaising’ (e.g. by
continuing to practise some of the Jewish laws and)ritken it seems unlikely that any of

those ‘Gnostics’ we have considered would be categosissdcf?.

As an example, if one compares, let us say, the stfEmge of Antti Marjanen and Petri
Luomanen’s excellent book Companion to Second-Century Christian ‘Heretiggth
Michael Williams’s table of groups generally consider&mhostic’, one will see that once
those groups who could be considered ‘intra-ChristiarfJewish-Christian’ (there are no
‘philosophical’ movements in this particular book) armoged, one is left with only groups
that could be called ‘Gnostf?. In other words, a methodology of negation shows us tha
essentially every group which the heresiologists didcaoisider to bgurely philosophic,
‘intra-Christian’, or ‘Judaising’ seems to become chll&nostic**. If we recall that in
Irenaeus the term ‘Gnostic’ becomes, as Williamsestatmerely a category of ‘false
teaching’ rather than a grouping defined by a list of phenwlogical traits” (a development
which Marjanen finds continuing throughout the latereb@&rogists) it then becomes
tempting to wonder whether ‘Gnostic’ is little more rihghe ‘Other’ category of the
heresiological catalogu® To put it glibly, did the heresiological methodolojggt label
‘Gnostic’ any group that didn't easily fit into any otheategory? This does not seem
improbable when we consider a) the vast differenceshawee seen between the many
different groups labelled as ‘Gnostic’ and b) the hetegioal advantages of associating

many of the groups one is opposed to together, thus alloWwendpad reputation of one to

% See, for example, G. ValléAriti-Gnostic Polemic§1981), pp.67f.] on Epiphanius’s division of fitanarion
between the mainly ‘Gnostic heresies’ (sects 21-56)thadnore recent, and often ‘intra-Christian heresies’
gsects 57-80).

° J.E. Taylor, ‘Early Jewish-Christianity’ (1990), pp.313-334Hékkinen, ‘Ebionites’ (2008), pp.247-278.

0 M.A. Williams, Rethinking Gnosticisr{l.996), pp.34f.

1 Unfortunately, for reasons of space we must here pamsthe issue of Marcion. Whether he is to be
considered a ‘intra-Christian sectarian’ or a ‘Gnodbig'virtue of not fitting any other category, or whatine
deserves a category all of his own is a question whickrdesat leasta whole paper devoted to it.

*2M.A. Williams, Rethinking Gnosticisr{l996), pp.44; A. Marjanen, ‘What is Gnosticism?’ (2005), {§81
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infect another whilst also creating, as David Deakle pugssuccessio haereticorutn stand

in contradistinction to theuccessio apostolorymvhere the diversity between the groups is
portrayed as evidence of their falsity, as opposed toutfiged truth of the ‘orthodox’
Church?,

We cannot of course, as with so much in the second gerguer definitively prove this
hypothesis. If, however, these conclusions do at &=esh plausible, then we must surely re-
evaluate exactly why we feel the need to create arabbh\afinition of what a ‘Gnostic’ is.
When we look at the evidence, it becomes apparent thairtly sources we have that ever
linked any of the groups together as being ‘Gnostic’ arehénesiological ones. Given the
observations we have made about the heresiologiddloeh® we should therefore seriously
start to consider whether there ever was a ‘Gnogtmup for us to define, or whether there
were simply a lot of individual, separate groups, somevibdm shared certain common
ideas, but who were all classified together as ‘Gnopticely on the basis of their not being

anything else.

Although scarcely indisputable, this observation does at Isaggest that a surer way
forward might be to abandon (even if only temporardy) search for an overall ‘Gnostic’
definition. Williams has already suggested something i dinection when he shrewdly
observed that most attempted definitions of a ‘Gnostic up actually providing a definition
of only the ‘Sethian’ group, and that it is thus perhaptherdefinitions of individual groups
that we should focdd This seems to me an excellent strategy, madéalinore so if we
have reason to doubt that there ever existed an a€hmlstic’ group outside of the
heresiological writings. In other words, rather thaeksng to answer the question ‘what is a
Gnostic?’, we should instead begin to focus on asking ‘wha Bethian?’, ‘what is a
Valentinian?’, etc. Do we think any of these groups trulystexi, or were they simply
extrapolations by the heresiologists from the nanieedain figures (like the ‘Cerdonians’
of Epiphaniusf? What traits, practices, and beliefs do the hewsgists ascribe to each of
these groups, and can we then identify any extant texthwnatch these descriptions, and
thus may possibly have originated in, or at least lused by certain of these groups?

3 D.W. Deakle, ‘Harnack & Cerdo’ (2002), pp.177-190. See furthap Mansfeld’s demonstration of the
relative ubiquity of this method in late antiquityeresiography(1992), especially chapter 8.

*M.A. Williams, ‘Gnostic Religion?’ (2005), pp.55-79.

*5 EpiphaniusPanarion41.1.1; Epiphanius himself includes ‘Cerdonians’ solely aeaaling for his section on

Cerdo. Cerdo is only actually called the founder of at séc‘Cerdonians’ in Pseudo-Epiphanius’s
Anakephalaiseis
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Now, whilst we shall return to the above debate in # nhapter, let us here briefly switch
our focus to another taxonomical issue relevant to besid,viz. the definition of the
Kabbalah.

Kabbalah as ‘Jewish Mysticism’

‘Jewish mysticism’ can arguably refer to over 2,000 yedrsdiverse speculations, texts,
practices, and movements, ranging from second templefeation on the first chapters of
Genesis and Ezekiel, respectively referred toas12 movn (Ma'aseh Bereshitandma>mn
moun (Ma'aseh Merkabah to the periods of the Tannaim and Amoraim, from wkene
find elements of this tradition preserved and developed inTgmud (and especially the
aggadah), through to the extended speculations of the Héklekts. In the medieval era,
we also find the growth of ‘speculative mysticism’ iretOccident, and later also in Israel,
running through to the seventeenth century rise of the Stesnisa followed by the
Frankists, and eventually the development of modsidism (not to be confused with the
GermanHasidim of the early medieval period). Indeed, GersBaimlem has argued that a
direct chain of causation can be demonstrated betweese tchronologically disparate
groups, to the extent that they can be seen to prasexib of ‘Jewish mysticism’ developing
over timé®. We shall have occasion to examine some aspedisdheory later (specifically
the possibility that Merkabah speculation may have éembed the development of the
Kabbalah), but for now | merely wish to highlight th&le arena denoted by the term ‘Jewish
mysticism’, as a necessary precursor to identifying ipart(s) of it might be defined as

‘Kabbalah’, for the purposes of this thesis.

Let us begin now at the end, as it were, by offeringfaitien of ‘Kabbalah’, one which |
feel would be the most constructive for our investigati@y then elucidating the individual
elements of this definition, we ought to be able to constan operative model of what we
mean by ‘Kabbalah’, as opposed to ‘Jewish mysticism’ \arfjed. Kabbalah then might be
defined as ageneral ‘mystical’ trend, which arose in late twelfth to earlyté@nth century
Europe amongst Jews operating (and who continued to operate) within normativemjudais

and which placed major focus on the enumeration and functions of thenten (Sefiro)’.

“6 See especially Scholenfigajor Trends(1961). C.f., however, Moshe Id&labbalah(1988), pp.264-267.
14



The particular question of what constitutes ‘mysticismill be more deeply considered in
chapter 3, so our comments at the present shall bectedtto the observation that the
‘mystic’ method typically involves some element of amio to the divine, through a model
primarily focused on the immanent nature of the deityctvipresents the possibility of the
‘mystic’ achieving some direct experience of the divirieis perhaps not surprising that, as
David Ariel notes, ‘mystic’ trends of this sort shouldve emerged in European Judaism
when they did, as they formed a necessary counterfaothe extreme transcendence of the
divine implied by the Aristotelian rationalism of contgmnary Jewish philosophers
(Maimonides being the programmatic exanfle)

Certainly, such ‘mysticism’ was nothing new to Judaisnvjritabeen previously expressed
in the Merkabah tradition, notably in the so-called Héihaliterature, which typically
envisioned an ascent through the various heavenly ‘pal§c&s ) to reach the divine
presenc®. Also notable is the pietism of the twelfth and gwnth century Germatiasidim,
potentially emerging, as with Kabbalah, in contrast toetkteeme rationalism of philosophy.
As Scholem notes, however, those “forms of Jewightitism that appeared... from around
1200 onward under the name ‘Kabbalah™ exhibit such a noticesfidgence to other forms
of ‘Jewish mysticism’ that the question of their rilatto each other has long troubled
scholar§®’. What perhaps most noticeably marks Kabbalah as distort other strains of
‘Jewish mysticism’ is its characteristic focus on thefirotas a means for resolving the
difficulty of maintaining the immanence of the divinghilst not denying or reducing its
transcendence. The particular tesefirot (derived from the verbafar, 7120, ‘to count’) first
appears in the7'x® 720 (Sefer Yetzirahthe ‘Book of Creation/Formation’) where it is used
to denote the ten primordial numbers, which along withtiventy two consonants of the
Hebrew alphabet are used by God to enact creatiors nkit until the boolBahir (7°72m7
90, ‘Book of the Brightness’) however, which first comis our attention when it is
published in Provence towards the end of the twelftitucgnthat we find theSefirot
(although not so-named) enumerated in something approachinfarthikar Kabbalistic
system, in which they are understood to represent thageects of God which represent to

*" D. Avriel, Kabbalah (2006), pp.96-100. In this context, it is interesting to rths Maimonides’s son
Abraham achieved great renown as a ‘mystically-ortedtacholar. C.f., however, pp.200f., below.

“8 G. ScholemJewish GnosticisriL965), pp.5-8.

%9 1dem.,Origins (1990), pp.6f.
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varying degrees the immanent divine presence in this WorlVe shall explore the nature
and conception of th8efirotlater (see below, pp.59ff.), but for now let us notd &ithough
the exact details of their enumeration vary throughlbatKabbalistic literature, their nature
as the ten immanent aspects of the divine remainaralard assumption of this ‘mystical
trend. As such, | am therefore inclined to agree withofen that despite the first
appearance of th8efirotin the Sefer Yetzirahit is the appearance of ti&efer ha-Bahir
which forms our besterminus a qudor the emergence of the Kabbalah, as this is tise fir
extant work to enumerate the idea of 8efirotaccording to what would become the familiar
Kabbalistic conception.

The depiction of thé&efirotabove is, by necessity, a rather generalised pictuesepting a
relatively basic assumption of Kabbalah without the ararés found in outcome of the
individual speculations founded on this assumptionWhilst we shall have occasion to
examine these variances later, it is here useful te ti@t they are largely to be expected.
Indeed, we have little real evidence that there was amything so distinct as an overall
‘Kabbalist movement’ or sect in this period; ratheratvtve have are a collection of texts,
and records of individual thinkers, who whilst sharing atiredly common ‘mystically-
orientated’ outlook, nonetheless did not cease tongthmmg other than normative Jews, and
continued to function within their previous communitieket us recall that Judaism has
arguably long been a religion which defines its boundariese by orthopraxis than by
orthodoxy, and that whilst those attuned to Kabbalah rasg held a different understanding
of the reasons why they observed the halakhic injurgtignis nonetheless the case that
observe them they did, and thus did not distance tHeessdrom their wider Jewish
communitied®. Indeed, as Ariel demonstrates, elements of moderisiditurgy (especially
the Sabbath liturgy) can be seen to bear the marKalabalistic influence, something which
is much harder to imagine had the Kabbalists separated igistinct seéf. This situation is

perhaps somewhat analogous to those medieval philosophersewiained part of their

*0 G. Scholemrigins (1990), pp.35ff. As Scholem notes, the precise datingedBair and its sources, and
the nature of its precise relation to later Kabbialithought is a complex problem. For our purposes here,
however, it is sufficient to note that the book wateastpublishedin Provence towards the end of the twelfth
century, and enjoyed a degree of prominence amongst thtmk&ts (see especiallyid., chapter 2). C.f. E.R.
Wolfson, ‘Light through Darkness’ (1988), pp.73-95, esp. pp.7&38.

*1 As one example, there was significant variance énctinception of the status Kéterin relation toEyn Saf

See D. Arielop. cit, pp.70-75.

2 As seen, for example, in the Kabbalistic re-inteigifens of the concept éfavvanahto express motivation
for halakhic observance. See especithlig., chapter 8.

>3 Ibid., pp.106-111.
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larger Jewish matrix regardless of the potential inapilies of their rationalist philosophy.
An illustrative example might be found in Jacob Neusngeatment of Nachmanides who,
Neusner notes, forms as it were a bridge between thedds, managing to encompass
philosophy, ‘mysticism’, and halakhic observance seemingflyout contradictiorf. Given
the above considerations, therefore, | would suggestihaire on surer ground if we view
the Kabbalah as more of a trend or current of thoughin normative Judaism, rather than
as a separate sect. On this basis, | would consequemtlyo locate theerminus ad querof
this ‘classical’ period of Kabbalah around the middi¢hef seventeenth century, with the rise
of Shabbetai Zvi. In the Shabbatean movementavénd a distinct sect, motivated by its
‘mystical’ outlook towards anti-nomianism and the inv@msof the halakhah, and thus
representing a definitive break with normative Jewigtition; the contrast between this

‘mysticism’ and that of the ‘classical’ Kabbalah dn#ld above should be obviots

In sum then, for the purposes of our investigation wehtnigofitably define ‘Kabbalah’ as
that ‘mystical’ trend within normative Judaism, which although never an organised
movement, existing primarily as individuals with sharedionilar ideas, can nonetheless be
identified by its continual underlying focus on the concdpghe Sefirotas immanent aspects
of the divine. By these criteria, we can locate iti@n period of the Kabbalah between the
end of the twelfth century (the emergence of the b8akir) and the middle of the
seventeenth century (the rise of Shabbateanism). dduces, therefore, will chiefly be those
individuals or texts which emerged from amongst the Kastisabf this period (e.g. Isaac
Luria or theZohan, or which enjoyed especial prominence and influence antbese
Kabbalists (e.g. th8efer Yetzirah

% J. Neusner, ‘Philosophy to Mysticism’ (1974), pp.213f.
%5 See, for example, G. Scholem’s lecture on Shablrebajor Trends(1961), pp.287ff.
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Chapter Two
Location and Construction: The ‘Sethians’ and ‘Valentinians’

Following the conclusions of the previous chapter, it waaldm profitable to set aside the
concept of the ‘Gnostics’ as an overarching entity, anattempt instead to more accurately
locate and define particular ‘groups’ in Antiquity, withobetdistraction of attempting to

synthesise them into the wider concept of the ‘Gng'stid akenin toto, this undertaking of

course goes far beyond the bounds of this thesis, anduttiogunately cannot occupy us
here. Instead, | propose to focus purelytwa specific ‘groups’ of the second century, the
so-called ‘Sethians’ and ‘Valentinians’, as | feel tha@him these two may be found the most

profitable points for comparison with the Jewish Kably&la

If only from the usage of inverted commas in the abovegpaph, it should be obvious that
much of what has just been said will require greater @tpa and justification if it is to be
considered accurate. Indeed, there are two main pomthwequire investigationa) can
we identify particular sources, groups, or individuakst tinight be considered ‘Sethian’ or
‘Valentinian’, and what are our criteria for doing sbPto what extent can we actually speak
of ‘Sethians’ or ‘Valentinians’ as beirgroups? | therefore propose in this chapter to treat

each of these points in turn.

A
In the field of ‘Gnostic’ studies little, if anythings istraightforward or uncontroversial.
Nonetheless, there is a relatively reasonable le¥elcholarly consensus regarding those
Coptic sources which may be taken as constituting a $sdc&bethian corpus’. As
enumerated by Hans-Martin Schenke, this corpus comptises

The Apocryphon of Joh(NHC 11.1; 111.1; IV.1, BG 8502.2)
TheHypostasis of the Archor{BIHC 11.4)

The Gospel of the Egyptiar(8l.2; IV.2)

The Apocalypse of AdaitV.5)

TheThree Steles of Sefkl1l.5)

Zostrianos(VIIl.1)

MelchizedeKIX.1)

The Thought of NoredlX.2)

% My reasons for this supposition are outlined below, pp.61f.
> H.-M. Schenke, ‘Gnostic Sethianism’ (1981), pp.588-616.. @é list and discussion in B.A. Pearson,
‘Current Issues’ (2004), pp.11-81.
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MarsanegX)
AllogenegXI.3)
The Trimorphic Protennoig XIlII)

Of course, this list is hardly definitive; weight addOn the Origin of the WorldNHC 11.5;
XIIl.2), by dint of the traditions it seems to shavigh Hyp. Arch, and the ‘Untitled Treatise’
of the Bruce Codex, which evidences some dependenbtamsanes There may even be a
case for includingeugnostos the BlessgdNHC 111.3; V.1) as a ‘Jewish Gnostic’ text,
potentially with some similarities to the theorisedey8ethian’ source underlyingpoc.
Johr?®,

It is important to note that none of these texts tiseserm ‘Sethian’ (a designation which, as
we shall see, occurs only in the heresiological litesg, but they may nevertheless be linked
together by their shared themes or common worldvieve. SBhenke demonstrates, many
(though not all) of these texts not only refer to Setth¢e by name, or by an equivalent
“such as ‘child of the child’ or ‘Allogenes™), but alseiew those who will be saved
(understood as the readers of the text) as the desceond#mtsfigure (the ‘seed of Seth’, the
‘unshakable race’, et€) Of course, the occurrence of Seth alone is nofcgiif to
designate a text as ‘Sethian’; Seth is after allgaré of Judaism, drawn from the Old
Testament. As Birger Pearson has shown, what imctisely ‘Sethian’ is not the presence
of ‘Seth’, but the specific roles he plays in the sexhost notably as the progenitor of the
‘Gnostic race’ and revealer of divine salvific knowletfge Beyond this, as Schenke
demonstrates, the texts also generally share a “funitamédentity” between their
cosmological and soteriological systems; thus “ipassible to identify a given writing as
Sethian, even if Seth (for whatever reason) doesppear in it at all’. Further, there may
also be found certain elements which, although not commal the texts of our corpus,
nonetheless form links between some of its individual besm Amongst Schenke’s
examples, we might particularly highlight the presentéoor ‘lightgivers’ plus a second
tetrad, the use of the Coptic designation ‘Pigeradamasefaaamac) to refer to the

character of Adamas, and perhaps most interestingly, adcurrence of an ‘obvious

%8 See, for example, B.A. Pearson, ‘Current Issues’ (2004)1g1l. C.f. A.H.B. LoganGnostic Truth(1996),
pp.75ff.

> H.-M. Schenkegp. cit For the identification of ‘Allogenes’ with Seth, sEpiphaniusPanarion40.

%9 B.A. Pearson, ‘Seth in Gnostic Literature’ (2006), pg832
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secondary Christianisation’ of earlier souféesDeveloping this point, Alastair Logan has
convincingly theorised that by comparing the extant vassaf theApoc. Johnincluding the
source used in Irenaeuskaer. 1.29 (see below), we can identify several stages in a
redactional process (including a ‘Christianising redactioifig, last of which represents a
‘Sethian redaction’, intended to make pre-existing sourceee napplicable to ‘Sethian’
thought. As Logan demonstrates, the addition in this redacti elements such as Seth’s
role as heavenly redeemer and progenitor of the ‘Gnaste@ confirms for us that these

were indeed fundamental concepts in ‘Sethian’ thdaght

Beyond these sources, we should also take into acdmihetesiological evidence; after all,
we could easily refer to our corpus by any name — it is llardee to the heresiological
categorisation that we designate it as ‘Sethian’. h&de most well known is Irenaeus’s
account of ‘Gnostic’ groups iHaer. 1.29-31; in particular 1.29 depicts a system remarkably
akin to that depicted in th&poc. John(so much so that we can conclude that Irenaeus either
had access to a version of that text or at leadtpgan postulates, a common source which
lies behind theApoc. Johh whilst the system of 1.30 bears certain similaritieshe Hyp.
Arch. andGos. E®. Irenaeus himself does not use the term ‘Sethianh(®ed any group
names) in his description of these systems but, as rikedidisse argues, “[l]ater
heresiologists, beginning with Hippolytus, [who were depehdea Irenaeus’s work,] did not
want to leave the Gnostics Bfer. 1.29-31 unnamed, and thus supplied the namescBarb
Gnostics (1.29), Ophites or Sethians (1.30), and Cainit84)Xf*. Incidentally, this provision

of sect names occurs first in Pseudo-TertulliAgainst All Heresie®), and thus Wisse’s
chronology is based on his agreement with the théartythis work draws from Hippolytus’s
lost Syntagma(which seems to me a not unreasonable propos$itionWisse notes that the
application of these names was derived not “from nefermmation about Irenaeus’s
Gnostics”, but was rather extrapolated from prominepiméns/names in Irenaeus’s text.
Thus the application of the term ‘Sethian’ to our corpsisséen to derive from the

1 H.-M. Schenkepp. cit. Schenke finds this ‘Christianisation’ to be evidenfjppoc. JohnHyp. Arch, and
Melchizedek

62 A.H.B. Logan,Gnostic Truth(1996), pp.45-56. Faced with Logan’s arguments, | find myseiénvinced by
Pétrement’s assertiorS¢parate God1990), pp.211-213, 387-419] that the line of development ran in the
opposite direction, and that these concepts were origi@dilystian’, primarily based on Johannine and Pauline
theology.

%3 Ibid., pp.49-55, 82-98, 120-129.

® F. Wisse, ‘Elusive Sethians’ (1981), pp.563-576. Followhig heresiology, Theodoret appended the title
“TIepi Znbiovdv, i Oeavdv, i Oertdv” to his version of Irenaeus’s textger. fab.1.14).

% On state of more recent research concernin@ymeagmaand Pseudo-Tertullian, see tHéAppendix to J.
Mansfeld’'sHeresiography(1992), pp.317-325.
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correspondence of certain texts within it to Irenaedsscriptions of ‘Gnostic’ groups, and
the labels which later heresiologists invented for thélra be sure, this is scarcely the most
accurate basis for our use of the term ‘Sethian’, bi# difficult to propose another name
with which we might better label this collection okti® (many of which do, after all, rely
heavily on the figure of Seth). As we shall see in I@rthowever, these observations are of
vital importance in determining whether there ever exiat&ethian’group as such.

Irenaeus thus emerges as probably the most importantr dfevesiologists, as (i) he is the
earliest one extant, upon whom our other writers wera,greater or lesser extent, dependant
and (i) he most likely had access to some primary ‘@ciamaterials similar to those which
we have, providing us with a useful tool for assessingVWidence. Further, as we shall see
below, by virtue of his not providing sect names to his mj@sans in 1.29-31, he was
probably more accurate in this matter than his successere. Hippolytus again mentions
the ‘Sethians’ in hiRefutation(5.19-22), but | would argue that this account can be largely
discounted. The description he gives of the ‘Sethian® searcely corresponds to the other
evidence (including what is probably his own account in thengcuctedSyntagmg and is
primarily based on a text he names asRamphrase of Seftwhich he believes contains the
doctrines of the ‘Sethians’. This text is unknown tq akhough there does exist a
Paraphrase of SherNHC VII.1), which although not identical to Hippolytussvidence
here, does bear enough similarity to make us wonder ab@lationship of sorts between the
two. In any case, thearaphrase of Shemoes not correspond to our ‘Sethian corpus’, and
given Hippolytus’s tendency to create names for sectsgwn reasoning, we must suspect
that he assumes that this text belongs to a ‘Sethianip purely on the basis of its tffe As
Wisse puts it, had Hippolytus known the work as Plagaphrase of Shenihe would most
likely have created a new sect called the Sheniites’n contrast Epiphanius, although
undeniably dependant on earlier sources, does mentionehsty have had personal contact
with a group of ‘Sethians’ Ranarion 39.1.2); whether this group styled themselves
‘Sethians’, or whether this is Epiphanius’s label isrsely clear. In favour of self-
designation, we might note that although this group hawmessimilarity to Epiphanius’s
‘Archontics’ (Panarion 40), he does treat them as separate groups. That s@gthakips
was not beyond being creative with his enumeration @iftga order to create a list of 80, a

% See G. Strecker [‘Jewish Christianity’ (1972), pp.241-285] qpblitus’s remarkable extrapolation of the
character of the heresiarch ‘Ebion’ from the nafEkionites’ Refutation7.35, c.f. Pseudo-Tertulliadgainst
All Heresies3) a name originally derived fropax (‘poor’).

7 F. Wisse, ‘Elusive Sethians’ (1981), pp.563-576.
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number derived from Song of Songs 68f.lt is also worth noting that he is not even wholly
certain as to in which country he met these heret&tsajone whether or not they were
actually ‘Sethians’); further, whilst he claims thatdbeSethians’ and ‘Archontics’ possess
‘books of Seth’ (39.5.1; 40.7.4), he also makes this clainthe ‘libertine Gnostics’ of
Panarion26, a statement which stands in stark contrast to theplynascetic stance found
in our ‘Sethian corpus’, and indeed in almost all the Naghtadi text¥. Indeed, that the
‘Archontics’ immediately follow the ‘Sethians’ in Eghanius’s work, with the two accounts
somewhat complementing each other, leads one to agtbethe possibility raised by
Bentley Layton that in one of Epiphanius’s sourcesntiaerial which he distributes between
two chapters in théPanarion may have originally belonged to “a single document or
report™®. One must then wonder whether he would have takdnauaction had he actually
met ‘Sethians’. In any case, we shall return to Epiplses evidence below, when we
consider the possible existence of ‘Sethian’ gréups

Let us now turn to Valentinus and his followers, whe perhaps most conspicuous by their
appearance in all the principal heresiological sources, @ indeed have several works
specifically directed against them), although we alssg¢®ss several primary sources from
the ‘Valentinians’ themselvés As Pearson notes, we have a few extant fragnfeois
Valentinus himself, which although chiefly from lettewrsd homilies (and thus not systematic
mythological works), do contain a few allusions to mwgthological system, whilst
comparison of these fragments with thespel of TrutHNHC 1.3) also allows us to consider
the possibility that this text may have been writtenMajentinus himself, or at least by

%8 See, for example, G. Valléep. cit, pp.65-68.

% EpiphaniusPanarion26.8.1. C.f. S. Gero, ‘Encratite Orthodoxy’ (1986), pp.287-307.

0B, Layton,Gnostic Scripture$1987), pp.191-193.

It is worth briefly highlighting here that although ®ake’s methodology and delineation of ‘Sethian’ thought
have recently been rather heavily critiqued by TuomasiResParadise Reconsiderg@009)], | myself still
tend towards the position of the former. Whilst Rasimwork is clearly exhaustively researched, and atstime
undeniably insightful, in my opinion his methodology is ocwaally too reliant on the statistical frequency with
which certain terms occur, whilst | find it hard to conevith his hypothesis of a ‘pre-Sethian’ myth having
emerged as an essentially Christian phenomenon (g.bwn conclusions both here and in chapter 8 below).
Furthermore, | do not share his more favourable opiregarding the utility of the sectarian titles and division
found in the heresiological sources, nor would | wislprigilege the heresiological evidence as highly as he
does, not when it can be compared and contrasted htiprimary Coptic evidence (c.f. also pp.76f. below
regarding the evidence of Celsus).

21t should be mentioned that there are strong argunmaga®st counting the ‘Valentinians’ among the
‘Gnostics’; indeed, the heresiologists generally seewmiets the two movements as parallel and related, But st
distinctly separate. Note especially Morton Smithitecke ‘Gnostikos’ (1981), pp.796-807, and its refutation in
M.J. Edwards, ‘Gnostics and Valentinians’ (1989), pp.26-4hokiyever, we disavow the usage of ‘Gnostic’ as
a concrete term, as | have proposed, then this deledenokoverly concern us here.
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someone very close to hifh References to the doctrines of the ‘Valentiniaarg found
throughout the heresiological literature (see below, pp)2Whilst we also have “extensive
guotations from the writings of Theodotus, a pupil of Vafers” preserved in Clement of
Alexandria’s Excerpta ex Theodotd These last are particularly useful since, as James
McCue has demonstrated, they can be used to largely sidistdrenaeus’s accounts of
‘Valentinian’ doctrine (as against Elaine Pagels’'s agsertinat Irenaeus was deliberately
inaccurate}. Two important pieces of evidence (both of which poadigtioriginated in
Alexandria) should also be borne in mind: (i) the tra&cEignostoswhich although most
likely pre-Valentinian, was probably known to Valentinugl anay well have influenced his
thought, and (ii) the commentary on John written by Elecmn, possibly “a member of the
Valentinian school’, extensive quotations from which @reserved in Origen’s own
commentary on that Gospel (written to rebut Heracleani&rpretation)®. As we shall see
below, however, this latter source tells us little,aiiything, of ‘Valentinian’ beliefs or
practices; rather, it is of more use to us in determirting nature of the category

‘Valentinian'.

We shall later have occasion to consider further tineiang ‘Valentinian’ literature, both on
its own and in comparison with the heresiological accunt order to ascertain what we
may know about the nature of the ‘Valentinian’ doctrinesl the existence or otherwise of
‘Valentinians’ as a concrete group or school. It segmhstherefore, to conclude this section
with a brief list of those Nag Hammadi texts whicte ayenerally associated with the
‘Valentinians’, as enumerated by Pear<on

ThePrayer of the Apostle PagNHC 1.1)
The Gospel of Truth{1.3; XII.2)

The Treatise on the Resurrectigh4)
The Tripartite Tractate(l.5)

The Gospel of Philig(11.3)

The Interpretation of Knowledgéxl.1)
A Valentinian Expositioix1.2)"®

3 B.A. Pearson, ‘Pre-Valentinian Gnosticism’ (1991), pp.455-46Be fragments have been most recently
collected and translated in Laytor@nostic Scripture$1987), pp.229-245.

" B.A. Pearson, ‘Current Issues’ (2004), pp.11-81.

5 J.F. McCue, ‘Conflicting Versions?' (1981), pp.404-416. C.f.PAgels, ‘Conflicting Versions' (1974),
pp.35-53. See furthé&ppendix Ibelow, pp.102-105.

°B.A. Pearson, ‘Pre-Valentinian Gnosticism’ (1991), pp:466; Idem., ‘Current Issues’ (2004), pp.11-81.
"1dem., ‘Current Issues’ (2004), pp.11-81.

8 The title ‘A Valentinian Exposition’ is of course an edibaddition, rather than being internal to the text.
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B
Greater examination of the specific doctrines and megtof the ‘groups’ under discussion
here will be undertaken later, in comparison with tho$dghe Kabbalah, but it is first
necessary for us to provide a few remarks as to whetkeare justified in viewing the
‘Sethians’ and ‘Valentinians’ as specitjcoups

Proving, or at least hypothesising, the existence of disgroups from texts which do not
explicitly describe their existence is at best dific@and often tenuous. An appropriate
comparison might be made with the vast amounts ofladionk which have been spent on
attempting to describe the ‘Johannine community’ thoughtt toetiind the New Testament
Johannine literature. With the ‘Sethian’ evidence we arihdr hampered by the fact that
almost all of what we possess is of a speculativehohygical character, and we are thus
limited to dealing, as Wisse puts it, “almost exclusivelythe area of the beliefs and

literature [of the ‘SethiansT*

. What little information we have regarding potentiadtt8an’
practices is fundamentally unhelpful; whilst we cansozbly suppose from the repeated
references in the ‘Sethian’ corpus to a baptism whiclcéfyi includes a rite of five seals
(which Logan suggests refers to a post-baptismal angintith chrism, akin to Christian
practice), that there were groups who practised sude,athat is probably as far as we can
go®. Let us recall that the term ‘Sethian’ is never foimeny of these texts, and thus we
can hardly claim that those who practised such a viee saw themselves (or indeed were
ever seen by others) as ‘Sethians’. Indeed, in the decentury context, such a rite of
baptism and sealing with chrism is scarcely distingtivegan in fact suggests that this
practice of sealing may have originated amongst the grasgeciated with these texts, and
from there spread into ‘orthodox’ (or rather ‘proto-odb&’) Christianity*. Whether or not
such a theory is accurate, it nevertheless highlights pissibility of a certain fluidity
between traditions in the second century world, in whiatteod the rite of baptism provides

little distinction as a group marker.

If our slender evidence pertaining to ‘Sethian’ praxis is itfelaid to us, the more
voluminous collection of doctrine and thought is ironigcglfobably of even less use. Itis as

9 F. Wisse, ‘Elusive Sethians’ (1981), pp.563-576.

8 Baptism is a central theme Zostrianos Gos. Eg, andMelchizedek See alsé\poc. AdanB4:5-8; 85:30f.,
Tri. Prot. 45:17f.; 48:18-31; 49:26-34; 50:9Apoc. JohrNHC 11.31:24 / IV.49:4, etc. C.f. H.-M. Schenlap.
cit. and A.H.B. LoganGnostic Truth(1996), pp.34-51.

81 A.H.B. Logan,Gnostic Truth(1996), pp. pp.34-51, 276-283.
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well to remember that the designation of these textSethian’ on the basis of their central
concepts serves only to (i) distinguish them from otleets at Nag Hammadi, and (i) to
potentially link them to certain heresiological repor®n the first point, all we identify by
collecting this corpus is a certain common stream ofight or mode of thinking, which
might be called ‘Sethian’; it scarcely proves the exis¢eof an organised ‘Sethian’ group.
Much of what we have here is ideas, indeed relativelynsomideas, which are quite capable
of crossing between any groups that may have existed. ud.aetot forget that Seth is
originally an Old Testament figure, recognised in orthodagaism, and potentially (as
Schenke) of quite central importance to the Samafftamtis importance is nothing new, and
indeed Pearson is able to find every aspect of Sethignliterature as essentially deriving
from Jewish sourc&$ Recalling our earlier observations regardingAbec. Johnand the
possibility that some version of this text seems toehaxisted in a pre-‘Sethian’ (and even
pre-Christian) form, we can further highlight the pot@nfor texts and ideas to cross
boundaries between different groups, making it difficultus to extrapolate the existence of
one particular group from a text which may have held curremeyngst many. In this
context, we should also note that many of the conagpish might be called key ‘Sethian’
tenets were also later heavily utilised by the Manichageae could therefore just as easily
extrapolate their group from the ‘Sethian’ corpus as wddcany group of hypothetical
‘Sethians®.

As for the second point, we have already observeddthubtful nature of certain of the
heresiological accounts, but certain points bear reehere. Our earliest source, Irenaeus,
does not refer to a group of ‘Sethians’. Indeed, the itapbmpassage dflaer. 1.29-31
scarcely gives any indication of ‘Gnostic groups’ at edther it reads more as Irenaeus’s
restatement of several texts which were enjoying currahdie time (e.g. thApoc. Johih

It was presumably Hippolytus who later extrapolated thaengs of sects from these texts,
just as he did with hi®araphrase of Seth Thus far then, we have no real evidence for a
group of ‘Sethians’ in the heresiological literature. Epiplaig evidence must also be
somewhat suspect; presumably he builds his concept dfiaBst on the text of Pseudo-

82 H.-M. Schenkegp. cit.
8 B.A. Pearson, ‘Seth in Gnostic Literature’ (2006), pg832
84 C.f. Idem., ‘Seth in Manichaean Literature’ (2004), pp. 268-282.
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Tertullian’s version of Irenaef’s We have already seen that his account of having
personally met ‘Sethians’ is questionable, as is histatien of the usage of ‘books of Seth’
by three different groups. Even if Epiphanius is aceyrttis does not help us; indeed it
instead illustrates our point as to how texts and idegst have currency amongst several
different groups. We might accept the argument proposédidhel Tardieu, that these three
are simply variants of the same ‘Sethian’ group, butmust then admit that a group so
variegated could scarcely be fully equated with our ‘Setttiarpug®. It seems unlikely that
these ascetic and baptismal-centric texts would heicerhuch currency for the Archontics,
who apparently reject baptisrRdnarion40.2.6), or for the libertine ‘Gnostics’ &anarion
26%. | am disposed to think, however, that Epiphanius tspmoviding us with accurate
historical information here, and is rather simply agtiating groups from such literary
sources as he has; indeed, by his own admission, ‘Seftuaps’ had all but disappeared by
the time of his writing (39.1.1). As Wisse argues, Epiphaniascount of ‘Sethian’
doctrines inPanarion 39 is simply a more systematic recapitulation of sberce used by
Pseudo-Tertullian, which as we have seen does not reflectreal evidence of ‘Sethian’
groups. Even if Epiphanius had actually met ‘Sethians’ ettgerience “had no noticeable
effect on his account”, and thus cannot provide us with aliy evidencé®.

What | wish to suggest by these observations is thistheaCoptic ‘Sethian’ texts present us
with a rich and interesting vein of mythological spatioh, but do not really provide us with
any concrete sociological clues as to their origiturther, our most reliable heresiological
evidence turns out to be that of Irenaeus, which tslisathing about any group organisation.
A ‘Sethian’ movement, with well-defined beliefs and pi@es is not inconceivable, but nor
is it in any way proven by the evidence we have. Uliglyawe have a collection of texts
displaying a certain inter-relationship of concepts adehs but, as Wisse highlights, we
cannot tell if they stem from an overall ‘Sethian® mment or from small
groups/congregations of people sharing similar ‘Sethian’ idésxhaps instead these texts

are “the inspired creations of individuals who did not feelund by the opinions of a

8 Epiphanius does not seem to know of the ‘Sethians’ of Hjpsis Refutation From the textual evidence, it
seems unlikely that Epiphanius actually usedRbéutationin composing hi®anarion instead relying on other
sources. C.f. G. Valléep. cit, pp.63f.

8 M. Tardieu, ‘Seth et les Séthiens’ (1977), pp.204-210. Rariarion40.7.5.

87 Admittedly it could be thaPanarion 40.2.6 refers only to the Archontics’ rejection of theptism of the
‘orthodox’ Church. This conclusion however raises furthiblems; the same statement is not made for the
other two groups who apparently share the same literatiee Archontics. Is there a difference in baptisma
attitudes between the groups, and if so, can they r@akpare the same baptismal literature?

8 F. Wisse, ‘Elusive Sethians’ (1981), pp.563-576.

26



religious community”, or perhaps many of them were nawelant to express a group
doctrine, but are rather intended for private meditdtio With the evidence we have, we

simply cannot say.

When we consider the ‘Valentinians’, we find that thaadion is not very different. Perhaps
most noticeably, whilst the ‘Sethian’ literature isather anonymous or pseudepigraphal, in
several cases, as noted above, we have sources whikhoweto have been authored by
specific ‘Valentinians’, or even Valentinus himself. Yattimately, we are left with the
same question as with the ‘Sethians’: do the sourcebawve represent a stream of works
from one unified group, or do they instead represent, famele, the free thoughts of
specific individuals, not beholden to a group doctrind®ré& is much that could be said on
the nature and definition of the ‘Valentinians’, a topic which there is still a great amount
of scholarly work to be done. Unfortunately, therenéya certain amount which we can
afford to treat here; an in-depth exploration of ladl pertinent issues would require at least a
thesis of its own. Thus, | wish here to simply oélia few essential facets of a responsible
understanding of ‘Valentinianism’, so as to provide a regsindication of how we should
treat the ‘Valentinian’ evidence utilised in this thesis.

By surveying the heresiological evidence for ‘Valentinideliefs, one might potentially
identify certain thematic features which, by virtue of itheecurrence in different
heresiologists’ accounts of different ‘Valentinian’gdres, could be thought to be
fundamental tenets of a ‘Valentinian’ system; indeedk onight with some justification
highlight the tripartite schema of salvation and thestbw of humanity into pneumatics,
psychics, and the earthly, or the emphasis on the haRé&roma, and the concept of an
Ogdoad as ‘typically Valentinian’ featur8s There are, however, two importazdveats
firstly, even if ‘typically Valentinian’, these themmeould scarcely be said to beclusively
so. Tertullian, for example, seems to identify hirhesl a ‘pneumatic’ in a similar sense,
whilst the use of the heavenlyeRima and Ogdoad is also to be found in other ‘Gnostic’
system&'. More important, however, is our second point, thatrmey well be remiss in
attempting to draw a thematic structure from the heragicdd accounts of the

8 F. Wisse, ‘Elusive Sethians’ (1981), pp.563-576.

% See, for example, McCue’s demonstratiap.|cit] of the agreement between Irenaeus’s account of
‘Valentinian’ teachings, and the evidence of ClemeEKserpta

%1 E.g. Modesty21.16f., c.f.Praxeasl. On Péroma and Ogdoad, see, for examgl@oc. JohnNHC I1.3:1-
4:14,Gos. EglV.50:6-22, BasFrA. C.f. also Epiphanit&narion25.2.2; 40.2.3 anBoimandre25f.
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‘Valentinians’. In an intriguing article, Michael Kaleand Marie-Pierre Bussiéres have
convincingly demonstrated that amongst the heresiolodesting with the ‘Valentinians’,
only Clement may be thought to have understood membersthgd$échool’ or ‘group’ on a
thematic basis (i.e. the expectation that all ‘Vafeans’ would hold a common set of shared
beliefsf>.  More usually, however, the heresiologists generalem to define the
‘Valentinians’ by what might be called a ‘genealogicatderstanding (i.e. that a particular
figure is seen as a ‘Valentinian’ simply because he weaslly a pupil of either Valentinus
or one of his pupils); such a construction of a ‘Valeatinschool’, based purely on a
master~disciple chain, implies nothing regarding the unity and aonity of thought within
this chain; by way of analogy, recall that Aristotlesaafter all once a pupil of Plafo
Furthermore, the heresiologists often emphasisetiieate pupils frequently departed heavily
from the thought of their teachers, each reshaping thiegt had learnt in their own wiy
Of course, such a presentation of these figures shouékipected from the heresiologists’
method, as the unfaithfulness of the ‘heretics’ to theteived teachings can then be aptly
contrasted with the true Church’s faithful preservatiomhef unified, apostolic doctrine (as,
for example, Irenaeus arguesHaer. 1.10). To be sure, it seems quite probable that in
general the ‘Valentinians’ only existed within this genealabiconstruct; as Kaler and
Bussieres demonstrate, the name ‘Valentinian’ is almegainly a pejorative term, applied
to the ‘group’ solely by those outside of it, with theuleghat potentially quite different
thinkers could find themselves grouped together under the ogthe ‘Valentinians’, purely
because they, or their teachers, had once been taulfatdntinus®. As an example, Kaler
and Bussieres highlight Heracleon, whom several of tbeesiplogists identify as a
‘Valentinian’ on the basis of an association betwhan and Ptolemy. Yet, as Kaler and
Bussiéres note, there is nothing in the extant portodméeracleon’s commentary to suggest
a commitment to ‘typical Valentinian’ beliefs. Indee@rigen (who preserves this
commentary) does not place any real emphasis on thes stbHeracleon as a ‘Valentinian’;
rather, although he state€dmmentary on Johr2.100) that Heracleon isaid to bea

92 M. Kaler & M.-P. Bussiéres, ‘Heracleon’ (2006), pp.275-289. Clement’sStromateidV.9.

% E.g. IrenaeusHaer. 1.11.1-3, TertullianVal. 4; 38, Pseudo-Tertulliadygainst All Heresiedf., Epiphanius,
Panarion33.1.1; 34.1.1; 35.1.1; 36.1.1.

% E.g. IrenaeustHaer. 1.11.1; 12.4; 13.1, Tertulliarval. 4; 33-36; 39, Epiphaniuanarion 33.1.2; 35.1.2.
Indeed, Irenaeudi@er. 1.11.1) gives a similar account of Valentinus, claiming tietook the teachings of the
‘Gnostics’ and reshaped them.

% M. Kaler & M.-P. Bussiérep. cit.
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Valentinian, he leaves ambiguous whether either he ocadié®n consider that an accurate
identificatior?®.

It does not seem impossible then that our most aecdedinition of ‘Valentinianism’ might
be to see it as no more than a taxonomic categgygsed by others on those who were part
(or were at least thought to be part) of a mastlisciple chain which stretched back to
Valentinus. Whether the term originated in the hetegists, or whether they simply utilised
a term current in general Christian circles to desctiibse associated with Valentinus, we
cannot say. In any case, it seems highly unlikely thadetho whom the term was applied
saw themselves as such; as we noted above in relatiba tGnostics’, most likely they, like
everyone else, simply viewed themselves as ‘Chrisfians

This understanding of how the idea of the ‘Valentiniassa distinct group was formed can
potentially then account for the difficulty of recomeg those heresiological reports which
attribute notable differences in opinion to differemtiuduals all identified as ‘Valentinians’,
a difficulty which has often been countered with thenptex supposition, largely drawn from
Hippolytus’s Refutation(6.35.5-7), that ‘Valentinianism’ was split into distirf€astern and
ltalian schools of doctrit& It seems rather that we might be safer in simglgting each of

% M. Kaler & M.-P. Bussiéregp. cit. See especially Kaler and Bussiéres’s discussion onrgsigse of the
participleAeyouevov in this passage. C.f. though Einar Thomassen'’s crifigieeacleon’ (2010), pp.173-210]

of Kaler and Bussiéres’s article (esp. pp.173f., n.7). natphowever, find Thomassen’s argument that Origen
clearly considered Heracleon to be a ‘Valentinian’ lhelevant to our purposes here; even if Thomassen is
correct that this was Origen’s view, as we have nate/e such an assessment still likely relied primarily on
Heracleon'’s reputed relation to Ptolemy in a mast#isciple chain. Thomassen is correct in noting that the
extant evidence of Heracleon’s thought does not corgaindescription of a mythological system, but his
assertion that the fragments of Heracleon’s commgipi@served by Origen necessarily presuppose a system
essentially similar to that of Ptolemy (c.f. Irengddaer.1.1.1 — 8.5) is unconvincing. As against Thomassen'’s
rather dogmatic constructions of ‘Valentinian' thougtite evidence for a heresiological methodology of
genealogical association which we have highlighted hestead suggests a certain amount of divergence
between each of the individual figures labelled as eWahians’. Thus, even if Heracleon advanced a
mythological system to some extent akin to other ‘Wtihéan’ systems (a proposition which is perhaps not
implausible, but is howevepaceThomassen, not reliably demonstrable from the abkdlsources), we cannot
really say, on the basis of the scant extant evidéaaehat extent this system may have evinced dogmaitic un
with other ‘Valentinian’ systems, and we have littlel nesason to doubt, therefore, that the identificatibn o
Heracleon as a ‘Valentinian’ was likely due in themta his alleged association with Ptolemy. C.f. algy,
below.

" potentially, at least some of those called ‘Valgatis’ may have identified themselves as ‘pneumatics’, b
as with Tertullian, this is not necessarily a seéataterm.

% On this point, see further the article by Joel Kahadsinj'ltalian versus Eastern Valentinianism’ (2008),
pp.79-89], where he convincingly argues that this idea igellaruntenable, being primarily based on
heresiological extrapolations from often inaccurateomficsed reports of what particular individuals associated
with the ‘Valentinians’ believed. C.f., though, E.ofhassenThe Spiritual Seed2006), pp.39-45, 248-268,
494-500 on diversity amongst ‘Valentinian schools’. It seéonme, however, that Kalvesmaki convincingly
refutes several of the assumptions upon which Thomasagnisientation is based.
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the ‘Valentinians’ listed in the heresiological ligure as individual figures, who although
potentially able to draw on the thought of their teasherere nonetheless more concerned
with developing their own thought than being beholden tpadicular set of received
doctrines; indeed, as we saw, it is arguably this veryrghtisn that we find in much of the
heresiology, except there it is phrased as an ins\e might thus account both for the
occurrence of certain shared themes between somesd thdividuals, as well as for their
noticeable differences and novelties. As we shall lats, this approach should be of
especial use when we come to consider the peculiar dexctah Markos, the supposed
disciple of Ptolemy.

We should also make some brief remarks on that Coptiature listed above which is
generally associated with the ‘Valentinians’. Of coutBe anonymous nature of these texts
generally prevents us from linking them to our ‘Valentinifigures by the genealogical
method, and thus, as with our ‘Sethian’ literature, weatdmeve little more than speculation,
based on primarily thematic similarities betweentthés and the doctrines of those who are
reported as ‘Valentinians’ in the heresiological literatureTo be sure, if the contents of a
particular text correspond relatively well to that whies reported of a particular
‘Valentinian’ figure in the heresiological literatur@éen we may well consider the possibility
that the text originated either with them, or somedasecto them. Indeed, as Pearson has
noted, one might (not unreasonably) posit an origin étain of these texts in Alexandria,
an area in which we know several prominent ‘Valentiniigures (e.g. Theodotus, or
Valentinus himself in the earlier part of his careeeravactive around the time when these
texts may have been writtéf Ultimately, however, we cannot prove any of these
hypotheses. Furthermore, as we found with the ‘Sethi@nature, these texts give us no
reason to suspect the existence of an organised ‘Valamntgmaup. Again, we have no
evidence that these texts weren’t simply the workaxfexample, free-thinking individuals,
and certainly our observations concerning the relativeexistence of ‘Valentinianism’ as
an organised sect must make us even more sceptical pdesuiming that these texts were

ever intended for use within a particular ‘group’.

% Gos. Tru.might constitute an exception, in that Irenaddese(. 111.11.9) refers to a ‘Gospel of Truth’ used by
the followers of Valentinus. He does not, however, mantibich followers these are, or what their doctrines
are. Neither does he quote from or refer to the obrakthis ‘Gospel. We cannot therefore be absolutely
certain that the text Irenaeus refers to is the samevhich we possess.

1908 A. Pearson, ‘Current Issues’ (2004), pp.11-81.
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As a final point, if we now consider ‘Valentinianisn® be largely a term imposed on a
number of individuals, it should not be surprising that @laith a paucity of evidence for
‘Valentinian’ group organisation, we find that very little said concerning practice and
ritual. There are some references to ‘Valentiniagetisism in the literature, but this was
scarcely an uncommon practice, nor indeed one whichssaadly required an organised
group®. Otherwise, probably our best evidence would be thereetes to a “bridal
chamber” in th&sospel of Philipwhich Jorunn Jacobsen Buckley for one has postutassd
reflect the idea and practice of some kind of cosnyigaientated marriage ritual: even if
this were the case, however, we can but guess at welatasritual would entdfi>. At any
rate, given our above considerations on the relatioheofoptic texts to the ‘Valentinians’
we could not reasonably say any more than that the gs}rafiGos. Phil.potentially knew
of such a ritual; we could scarcely extrapolate framatta practice common tall

‘Valentinians'.

Conclusion

Ultimately, we seem unable to prove that either 8ethians’ or the ‘Valentinians’ existed as
clearly defined movements with set doctrines and practiéde. have little or no reliable
evidence that they possessed any real organisationalusésictather what we have are a
slew of texts which potentially represent nothing more thiaen free adaptations and
interpretations of largely speculative doctrines by irdlieis. At best, we might perhaps
seek to classify the ideas on which these individualssied, and the worldview from within
which they operated. We might be safer to speak oktaotean individual representing a
‘Sethian’ or ‘Valentinian’'mode of thoughtrather than as being part of an organised and
clearly defined group. We can scarcely dismiss the suggeBiat several people in the
same area who shared a similar mode of thought mighe euaiturally gather together,
collaborate and share ideas, and perhaps even preaciuéasito others, or even participate
in some communal ritual expression of their thought. tkietsort of informal community is
far from being a ‘Sethian’ or ‘Valentiniasector evenchurch Again though, this is just a
supposition; the underlying fact is that the only aspectMoich we really have any solid

101 E g. VFrE,Flora 33.5.13-15, Tertulliariyal. 1. Note, however, Irenaeus’s (possibly polemicatjipson of
libertine practices to the ‘Valentinians'’ iaer. 1.6.3f. Generally, however, as a pro-ascetic outlealinost
ubiquitous in the Nag Hammadi texts, any such referencaparticular text are taxonomically unhelpful.

192 'Bridal chamber’ can be reasonably used@ps. Phil.to translate the synonymic termgmpwn (Gr.
vuudaiv) in, for example, 65.11f.; 67.5,16, 30, anskroc (Gr. mooTos) in 69.1, 37; J.J. Buckley, ‘Double
Name’ (1988), pp.211-227.
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evidence is the primarily mythological and speculabedefs expressed in the extant texts.
The sociological, organisational, and even ritual aspeftthe ‘Sethians’ and ‘Valentinians’
are condemned, through our lack of evidence, to remain poypbthetical.

Although perhaps a somewhat disappointing conclusion inrgersich a situation may
prove to be relatively advantageous to our argument. Whath to propose is this: given
that the ‘Sethians’ and ‘Valentinians’ of the second wsnare separated from the medieval
Kabbalah by a gap of some one thousand years, an attenmpiestigate their connection
based on a ‘history of religions’ model would be somevehymied from the outset. Now, if
we are to lay aside any sociological constructs for‘S8athian’ and ‘Valentinian’ thought
streams, then we may also be able to set asideettessity to prove any sort of formal or
organisational connection between them and the Kabhbaladicated on the notion that the
chronologically latter must have somehow directlgamded from the earlier. We might
instead explore the relation between them through aoftyisif ideas’ model, and seek to
investigate whether, and if so how, particular ideascamtepts, worldviews, attitudes, and
modes of thinking might be found in common between ‘groafi®rwise separated by time
and space, and it is therefore this undertaking thait ls/@on assume a major role in of our

discussion.
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Chapter 3
The ‘Mystic’ Impulse: The ‘Gnostics’, the Kabbalah, and ‘Mysticism’

For the final piece of prolegomena to this thesise@nss necessary to make a detour from
our main focus to briefly consider the issue of whethee may reasonably speak of the
‘Gnostics’ as ‘mystics’, most especially in the contekthe complex work which has been
done by the history of religions and socio-anthropoldgstdools on the definition and
understanding of ‘mysticisitf®. In particular, as we shall see throughout the fdtigw
chapters, the specific approach taken on this matter lhyl&a notably informs his position
as regards the question of ‘Gnostic’-Kabbalistic fibati Now, it is perhaps apt to begin our
examination with the application of some negation laggua feature which, we shall see, is
often held to be a common facet of ‘mysticism’); by thisean that we should make clear at
the outset precisely those questions which this chaptienetiseek to answer. It is not my
intention to attempt to argue that the ‘Gnostics’ arare not to be regarded as ‘mystics’; to
do so would require an exhaustive examination of thesiflzetions hitherto offered
regarding what constitutes ‘mysticism’, an assessapdtcomparison of these taxonomies,
and an attempt to relate them on a deep and precisely diédfwed to constituent elements of
‘Gnostic’ belief and practice, examined in contrast veitimilar elements in other religious
traditions. Such an interdisciplinary and inter-religioexamination is most certainly
worthwhile (although, as we shall see, to date hasoykeé fully undertaken within the study
of religions school), but it goes far beyond the bowfdsis thesis, or indeed even this sub-
discipline. | therefore wish, for the time being @&dt, to lay aside the specific question of
whether the ‘Gnostics’ were ‘mystics’, and to hightigistead the very fact that this question

has arguably not yet really been fully addressed.

If one peruses the relevant literature on ‘mysticigp&rtinent examples of which may be
found in the bibliography), one finds that the ‘Gnostias¢ most conspicuous by their
absence. That is to say that, regardless of whetheotahe ‘Gnostics’ are to be properly
regarded as ‘mystics’, scholarship in the area seemasvi® dimost wholly overlooked them,
thereby implicitly denying that they have a right to be a@®ered ‘mystic’; indeed, to my

knowledge, Hans Jonas and Guy Stroumsa are the only ichndia have produced any

193 with regard to the conclusions of the previous chapt@rsostic’ is for the moment used here merely as an
editorial shorthand, reflective of the term’s use ingti@olarship on ‘mysticism’ (see below, pp.38f.).
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serious work on the potentially ‘mystic’ nature of tBaostic***. On the rare occasion that
the ‘Gnostics’ are mentioned in the scholarship of tioy@n’, it is all too often as a negative
contrast to the proposed ‘mysticism’ of the Neo-Plaisnithe ‘mysticism’ of the latter
apparently being partly proven by their differences to thenér, without any particular

reason given why the former are not to be counted gstiog™®>.

Now, permit me to offer a contrast to this stateaffhirs; in similar bibliographies of
‘mysticism’, the Kabbalah is most noticeably preseatmost any treatment of ‘mysticism’
in a Jewish context would be hard pressed to avoid devotlrgjasiial time to Kabbalah,
and indeed it is occasionally taken as bethg exemplary representation of ‘Jewish
mysticism’. | do not think one could, or indeed would ardhwet Kabbalah is not to be seen
as ‘mystical’, and | certainly have no intention afempting such a task here. Rather I
merely wish to observe that, based on the evidence abb®e=ms that in the scholarship on
‘mysticism’, the Kabbalah is near-automatically inclddeanongst the catalogue of ‘mystic’
traditions (without it felt necessary to justifyhy it is considered ‘mystic’), whilst the
‘Gnostics’ are by contrast near-automaticakcluded again without any clear reasaimy;
this seems to me an at least somewhat arbitrary staffars. Again, | do not wish to
extensively debate whether the ‘Gnostics’ and/or the &labbshould or should not to be
regarded as ‘mystic’: that is a topic for another tha@sianother sub-discipline. What | wish
to demonstrate here, however, is that in the coriéso-called ‘general characteristics of
mysticism’ there exist a number pfima faciecorrespondences between the ‘Gnostics’ and
the Kabbalah. Indeed, as | hope to show, it seemigast on the surface, demonstrably
possible that the ‘Gnostics’ possess several facetsidgred characteristic of ‘mysticism’.
Furthermore, | wish to argue that in certain instantksse ‘general characteristics of
mysticism’ which the ‘Gnostics’ are seen to lack, as® lacking in the Kabbalah.

Let me stress that | am not, for the moment, comekito show that these correspondences
between the ‘Gnostics’ and Kabbalah run any deeper thaamcsurésemblances: to be sure,
we shall later have occasion to examine these sitre&in much greater depth (indeed, this
undertaking will comprise the majority of the thesig)t bor now | merely wish to briefly
emphasise a few of them, in order to address the @fstie place of the ‘Gnostics’ in our

104 E.g. H. Jonas, ‘Myth and Mysticism’ (1969), pp.315-329; G.@oudnsa, ‘Mystical Descents’ (1995),
pp.139-154; Idem., ‘Esotericism to Mysticism’ (1995), pp.289-309.

195 For a paradigmatic example of this circular logi® ¥&.R. Inge Mysticism(1969), pp.138-158. C.f. R.
Majercik, ‘Plotinus’ (1995), pp.38-61.
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understanding of ‘mysticism’. Whether or not either fBeaostics’ or the Kabbalah are to
properly be called ‘mystic’ is for our purposes here @vaht; rather, the essential point is
that if there are seen to bay similarities between them, however superficial, it traisely
indicate that a far better justification than has hithéeen given is needed for why one is
often considered ‘mystic’ and the other not. The @gbe moment, in fact, seems to be that
Kabbalah has beea priori considered ‘mystic’, whilst the ‘Gnostics’ have begrpriori
excluded, or at best overlooked. This raises, to amigxtee constant ontological paradox of
taxonomy, viz. that a group definition is inevitably created on the basisshared
characteristics between different entities, and tinatdefinition is then applied to determine
whether each of these entities belong to the gronpsuth a context, one might potentially
explain the current situation as one in which two estiti@t show more agreement between
themselves than either do to the ‘group definition’ findttone (i.e. Kabbalah) is included in
the group, for no better reason than that as thesepiative of ‘Jewish mysticism’, it formed
part of an earlier group from which the ‘shared charackesistwhich are the basis of the
current definition) were derived. By contrast, the ‘Gmss who were not originally
considered, either remain overlooked, or are excluded foadigering to enough of these
‘shared characteristics’.

The above is merely a hypothesis on the current stadffairs for research on ‘mysticism’,
and perhaps at best suggests the need for any definitiomysticism’ to be formed in
dialogue, so that whilst a general definition is usecritically assesses whether any specific
example is ‘mystical’, simultaneous allowance is mimtehe continual modification of this
definition based on the conclusions of these specificigsagu What will be relevant for us
to show, however, is that whether the ‘Gnostics’ Kathbalah are to be considered in or out
of the ‘mystic group’, the same assessment must be foatieth of them, unless a clear and
non-arbitrary justification can be given for theipaeation.

It should of course be noted that we will perhaps bé&eiglto find many, or indeed any
exact correspondences between the two traditions, and wauld tertain extent err in
seeking them. As Scholem has perceptively demonstriaitisdlargely inaccurate to view
‘mysticism’ as a standalone abstraction, as it it “presents itself as a totality of

concrete historical phenomen® That is to say, although a ‘mystic’ may well expece

198 G. ScholemMajor Trends(1961), pp.3-7.
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an ineffable encounter with a nominally transcendenniwian encounter so personal and
intense that human language, or even concepts of thaugktbe wholly unable to express
yet one iota of it), nonetheless their understandinthe experience, and the way in which
they attempt to convey it to others, will inevitablydfeped by their own thought world, that
is by their own philosophical or religious tradition. #sch, even if we were to propose that
every ‘mystic’ has, from an objective viewpoint, the saexperience, for the ‘mystic’
themselves their subjective experience will be ondailela to their own religious context; as
Scholem puts it, “[tlhere is no mysticism as suchrehg only the mysticism of a particular
religious systent®’. Thus, for example, the Baal Shem Tov did not exprisssxperience in
the terminology of the Neo-Platonists, nor did JuldrNorwich hers in the Hebrew of the
Torah: even were the experience the same (though ldwanil be so quick to claim that it
was), its expression could only be through the world padsorelevant to the individual

‘mystic’.

The implications of this observation for our task stdobé clear. Although, as Scholem
notes, we can attempt with some modicum of succestettify ‘general characteristics’ of
‘mysticism’, which occur across different traditiomge must remain mindful that our actual
evidence will only ever be for the particular manifésta(or perhaps interpretation) of each
experience within its subject’'s own religious paradifm We should therefore remain
mindful of the difficulties of attempting to identigxactcorrespondences between traditions,
whilst at the same time recalling thaveatsgiven above on the difficulties of using ‘general
characteristics’ distilled from variant sources d&msis for a group definition. Now, it should
be noted that | propose later in this thesis to exan@gmestic’ and Kabbalistic paradigms,
and to consider to what extent the traditians separate; should the original thought worlds
of the two be close, then we might expect their paldic interpretations of ‘mystical’
experiences to be similarly close, so indeed somethinge clo exact parallels might be
locatable. For the moment, however, in the largirireligious context, let us simply note
that, as Scholem proposes, ‘mystic’ characteristicatified within a particular religion
should ultimately be understood as belonging to thagioslj rather than as belonging to a
‘general abstract mysticisft®. The corollary of this observation then, is that can with
some validity seek to identify certaprima faciecorrespondences between the ‘Gnostics’,

197G, ScholemMajor Trends(1961), p.6.
198 |hid., pp.10-14.
19bid., pp.3-7, 11.
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Kabbalah, and to a lesser extent some of the morerajgneroposed characteristics of
‘mysticism’ writ large, explaining the differences Wween the individual expressions of these
correspondences as attributable to the particular ivaditom which they emerged. Even if
these surface similarities are interpreted differemtlyheir individual religious traditions,
their existence should indicate for us the possibilitt the ‘Gnostics’ are not to be so easily
divorced from the current definitions of what is ‘mgstiand that even if we wish to stop
short of asserting outright that they deserve a plat@nathe ‘mystic’ catalogue, we may
well agree that they deserve the same estimatiomealsabbalah (whether that estimation be

‘mystic’ or not).

Now, as a starting point for our examination, | wishmiake some mention of the level of
‘individualism’ often identified in the ‘mystic’ literatureand in so doing to provide a brief
clarification regarding the terminology used in this chaptarguably, the very concept of
‘mysticism’ as gpersonalexperience of the divine, one which the ‘mystic’ céermstruggle
to express to others, would imply that the individual aspeanore prevalent than the
communal one within ‘mysticism’; indeed, the notionamf organised dogmatic community
of ‘mystics’ would seem surprisingly at odds with the apicof the charismatic, personal
encounter with the diviré”. To be sure, corporate or shared ‘mystical’ expegeis not
unknown (consider, for example, Augustine and Monica’'seshexperience at Ostia, or even
certain aspects of Quaker spirituality), but the persioidvidual account certainly seems to
be the most prevalent within the ‘mystic’ literatti'e To give a few brief examples,
consider that even two such closely linked ‘mysticsSasTeresa of Avila and St. John of the
Cross (the latter at one point being spiritual advisdhé former) are still routinely treated as
individuals in the literature, rather than as two membé&e community of shared ‘mystical
experience (so to speak). It will also be noted thedtrdiscussions of so-called Neo-Platonic
‘mysticism’ are in fact inevitably discussions of thelividual ‘mystical’ experiences of
Plotinus (and occasionally Porphyry who, although henteflasom his master, nonetheless is

110 Admittedly, one might argue that precisely this commumgjsticism’ constitutes the basis of modern
Hasidism, though it is well to remember that for #i@sid the ‘mystical’ experience still retains a strongly
individualistic locus in the figure of thizadik Furthermore, the extent to which the modern forasidism

can still be said to be representative of its ‘myspidgins is rather open to debate. See further, GolSoh
Major Trends(1961), pp.325-350.

11 Augustine,Confession$X.10.23f. Granted that often an individual’'s account maly beewritten largely for

the purpose of instructing others in ‘mystic’ practiceonbtheless, such accounts are still the product of an
individual reflecting on their own personal experienchijclv thus implies that the intended recipients of the
account are other individuals who may have their ownopaitsexperiences, rather than the community at large.
C.f. S. Biderman, ‘Mystical Identity’ (2000), pp.68-86.
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seen to have had his own individual experierf¢gs)indeed, although Meister Eckhart
certainly had disciples and followers of his ‘mysiai, this does not seem to have
engendered a corporate ‘mysticism’ amongst their conity; one does not generally hear
talk of ‘Eckhartism’ or even of an ‘Eckhart schooln this context then, let us return to the
conclusions of the preceding chapters, where we notéxhsit thepotential for a similarly
individualistic existence amongst both the ‘Gnosticsl #re Kabbalists.

Some clarification is needed here, as thus far in tiepter | have utilised the general term
‘Gnostics’. As demonstrated in the previous chaptensglier, this may be taken as largely
a catch-all term, encompassing a vast numbandwidual writers, thinkers (and potentially
even ‘mystic’ figures?) who cannot necessarily be showrhdve shared any sort of
communal identity; to a lesser extent, we saw thatsdime could also be said to the sub-
categories ‘Sethian’ and ‘Valentinian’. Now, in lighttbése conclusions, we can at least see
a possible parallel to the concept of ‘mystics’ andrtiveitings as highly individualised, with
any teaching produced being directed towards similarly mindedidodls rather than an
established community; we might recall that this was elplanation we posed for the
‘Valentinian’ masterdisciple chain§> | do not, of course, wish to propose a direct
correspondence between these two observations, bat tatsimply highlight the point that
the highly individualised structures we identified within vaga@onceptions of the ‘Gnostics’
would seem to potentially place them in this instanceemaarthe realm of the ‘mystics’ than
to that of an organised sect. It must at least be questidor example, whether on the
available evidence it is not just as reasonable to Iafadéntinus a ‘mystic’ as it is

Plotinus?*

We noted in the first chapter that a similar assessmay be made of the Kabbalah, wherein
it is viewed as being more of an overarching trend comgrisnany individual thinkers
rather than any definitive movement. The differenoerhaps, is that (as we previously
mentioned) we do know of certain potentially ‘mystiexts (such as th&oharn which
enjoyed a relatively pre-eminent and common usage amaragst of these individuals, with
the result that we can to some extent speak of ‘theb&lah’ in general as being ‘mystically’

Y2 C f. R. Majercik,0p. cit; W.R. Inge,op. cit, pp.138-158.

113 See above, pp.27ff. Recall also the observations Wisse, [‘Elusive Sethians’ (1981), pp.563-576] that it
is at least not inconceivable thstmeof the Nag Hammadi texts may have originally been yraepired
individual creations, perhaps meant for personal meditation.

14E g. VFID, F, H. C.f. HippolytusRefutation6.37.7.
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orientated. As we shall see, however, often wherwgé to speak of a ‘Gnostic’ source
which shows evidence of ‘mysticism’, we find that we caryadéntify that source with a
particular thought stream or vaguely defined ‘Gnostic groug. e ‘Sethians’), or indeed
even only with one particular individdal. That is not to say that, for example, some of the
Nag Hammadi texts did not enjoy the same status am@agestics’ as, say, théohardid
amongst Kabbalists: merely that we in general lacletli@ence to make this claim with any
certainty. We may therefore wish to avoid speakinghef‘Gnostics’in generalas being
‘mystics’; nonetheless, if we have evidence of attlemsne possibly ‘mystic’ figures or
modes of thought which coufabtentially be labelled ‘Gnostic’ (or perhaps more accurately
‘Sethian’, ‘Valentinian’, etc.), then our argument holdsetthat these at least hold as much
right as the Kabbalah to a place in ‘mysticism’ scresiag"*°.

As an example, we might note it is perhaps axiomhb#t & ‘mystic’ experience will involve
some sort of schema of ascent and/or descent. 3Hat say if, as Scholem argues, the
‘mystic’ ultimately aims at bridging that “vast abyssnceived as absolute, [which exists]
between God, the infinite and transcendental Being, aaal khe finite creature”, then to do
so must logically require either an ascent of thgstie’ towards the divine sphere, or a
descent of the divine into the realm of creatidn Jonas notes that a mythological system of
ascent, phrased in the context of the “celestial pyiof the returning soul” emerges as “one
of the most constant common features in otherwiselyiigergent gnosticdic] systems”;
we might, for example, highlight the post-mortem ascénthe soul to the heavens Apoc.
John (NHC 11.1), an ascent which is made possible by the mlescent of the Pronoia, as
well as a similar description given by Epiphanius of tountic’ beliefs in Panarion
40.2.8'  Now, it must be admitted that this conception sifemt, as a highly-mythological
account of the soul's post-mortem return to the pointsodrigin, could not at first glance be
said to exactly correspond to any idea of a ‘mystic’ egpee as an inner journey achievable
prior to the body’'s death; upon deeper examination, howtwetwo might appear to have a

115 E.g. BasFrC-E. The situation is also further congpéd if we recall our earlier observation that the
‘Gnostic’ status of texts such d30s. Thom.and Gos. Mary (which arguably have ‘mystic’ elements) is
disputed.

116 By analogy, one may aver from speaking of Roman Qaisiml as a ‘mystic’ movement, but the presence in
its history of particular individual figures recognised mystic’ necessarily precludes the automatic exclusion
of all Roman Catholics from the study of ‘mysticism’.

117G, ScholemMajor Trends(1961), pp.7f.

18 1, Jonas, ‘Myth and Mysticism’ (1969), pp.315-329. C.f. &lewn., The Gnostic Religiof1991), pp.165-
169, on the soul’s ascentfoimandres
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somewhat closer connectidh As Jonas argues, a creation myth, such as we find/énade
‘Gnostic’ systems, reveals the order in which creapooceeded from the divine, and in so
doing, also traces the path which humanity must follewerder to return; in this context, it
should then hardly be surprising that creation mythesscvarious cultures (including the
Genesis accounts) inevitably begin with the divine ssuand culminate in the creation of
humanity®’. It is surely not coincidental that, as Wisse nanesis introduction to the text,
the Apoc. Johnfocuses on “two basic questions: What is the originiP’eand “How can
we escape from this evil world to our heavenly homa8'the text shows, it is essentially the
inversion of the path traced in the first question whiahvisles the answer to the sectiid
Jonas further highlights the potential parallels betwseern creation myths and the schema
of creation by emanation, which can be found (alond W&t reversal as a path to the divine)
in the ‘mystic’ conceptions of Plotinus (efnneadd!l.4.3)'% Similarly, as we shall see in
later chapters, the Kabbalah (especially as found iZdher and its Lurianic development),
often envisages a similar method of emanation, in whiehlight of the Infinite leads to
creation via theSefirot as such, concentration upon and contemplation ofather thus

enables one to advance towards the fotfier

To be sure, the mythological accounts that we find beeen to express a somewhat different
conception of the ascent to the divine (i.e. an exlisethpost-mortem ascent) than the more
interiorised and currently-realised model that we findPlotinus or even Augustiffé. As
Andrew Louth has demonstrated, both Plotinus and Augustineapp&iew the “first step

to God” as an intellectual movement “of withdrawatrawversion, concentration... [which]
requires patience”, in order to achieve “discovery o Helf as a spiritual being that
transcends the material ord®r’ In both, one might find a sense of what Louth calls

“introspective self scrutiny”, an attempt to turn one'sus inwards to the soul, and to ascend

19 f. P.S. Alexander, ‘Hebrew Book of Enoch’ (1977), pp.156-&8p, pp.178-180.

1204 Jonas, ‘Myth and Mysticism’ (1969), pp.315-329.

121 £ Wisse, ‘Apocryphon of John’ (1990), pp.104-123.

1224 Jonas, ‘Myth and Mysticism’ (1969), pp.315-329.

123 See further pp.88ff., below. CZoharl.65a.

1241 choose to introduce Augustine into the discussion asren the one hand, his ‘mysticism’ shows several
potential similarities to that of Plotinus, whilst dne other, his tenure with the Manichaeans would have
introduced him to mythologies not wholly dissimilar tosk we are discussing here. In any case, one is usually
hard pressed to discuss Plotinus in any vaguely Christiztext without referring to Augustine. C.f. A. Louth,
Christian Mystical Tradition(1981), pp.36-51, 132-158; G. Bonner, ‘Augustine and... Westegstigism’
(1987), Essay I.

125 A, Louth, op. cit, p.143.
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through the soul, away from the body, towards the’ssolurce of existené®. In Book X
of his ConfessionsAugustine speaks of the interior man, the soul, as msugerthe body,
and of God as “higher than the highest element in my,sso that “[tlhrough my soul | will
ascend to hint?”. Similarly, Plotinus exhorts others to forgo the mateand rather to
“mount to its archetype, to the yet more authentleesg’ for if man “is able to follow the
leading of his higher spirit, he rises: he lives... that estbpart of himself... until he has
attained the height?® Despite this introversion, however, what we seeboth these
‘mystics’ is something of a focus on the soul (unaerdtas being in some way distinct from
the body) as the vehicle for ascending to the divinenfnwhence it originated, made
achievable through the forgoing of the material; it fdilt not to see the similarity between
this ‘mysticism’ and the ‘Gnostic’ mythologies we leatvighlighted?®.

Such an observation perhaps makes more plausible theéhbgmoof Jonas, that what we find
in the ‘Gnostic’ mythologies are essentially objaetf expressions of that experience and
understanding which in the later ‘mystics’ is expressdgestively as an internal ascent; one
might express it as the objective vision of the ‘asoéthesoul’ and the corollary subjective
vision of ‘ascentthrough one’s owrsoul'. Indeed, for Jonas, the ‘Gnostic’ mythol®gie
represent “a decisive step” in the transition from thellenistic mystery religions to
‘mysticism™3°. Stroumsa convincingly develops this argument further,qsiog that by the
time of late Antiquity, “both Augustine and Plotinus seenreflect a major paradigmatic
shift, [one] which was transforming the language of mugstiexpression and its basic
metaphors®®’. Thus the ‘mystic’ experience, argues Stroumsa, becaxpessed in a
combination of metaphors: the pattern of ascent (suchwesfind in the ‘Gnostic’
mythologies) is maintained, but its achievement throulifleral practice of descent, as found
in several Hellenistic mystery religions (e.g. descegato a sacred cave, thereby mirroring
the descent of the divine into creation which makes‘ingstical’ experience possible),

126 A Louth, op. cit, pp.133f.

127 Augustine Confession¥.6.9-7.12 (1991), pp.183-186.

128 Enneaddll.4.3, V.1.4 (1956), pp.187, 372f.

129 C f. also our comments above (pp.4f.) on the uses of &nalh ‘Gnostic’ thought. Of course, we might
also mention here something of the potentially prakctivathodologies of ascent in ‘Merkabah mysticism’,
which itself may have had an influence on the KabbalaH. N. DeutschGnostic Imagination(1995), pp.18-
55, 68-79. See also pp.171ff., below.

130 H. Jonas, ‘Myth and Mysticism’ (1969), pp.315-329. Joriss mises the question as to whether the later
systems of the Kabbalah could have been the produshiésiobjective expressions of ‘mystical’ experiences.
Although c.f. J.D. TurnerSethian Gnosticisrf2001), pp.93-125.

131 G.G. Stroumsa, ‘Mystical Descents’ (1995), pp.139-154.
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becomes understood in a sense of ‘descending inside‘interiorising’ the experiencé?®
Thus the original pattern whereby the descent of tie@limakes possible humanity’s ascent
to the divine is retained; where, however, the adtiené a ‘mystery’ religion might once
have literally descended into a sacred place in ordeeti®r enable a spiritual ascent, the
‘mystic’ will now descend into their self in order toake that ascent to the divine. As
Augustine expressed itlritus Deus altus esthe God within is the God abové®

Although we can scarcely definitively prove the partidylgrhilosophical elements of this
argument, it does nonetheless highlight for us thatrtyi#ologies of the ‘Gnostic’ systems
and the interior ascents of ‘mystic’ figures need betseen as separate entities. In fact,
although the ‘Gnostic’ mythologies do generally envisagpeat as a post-mortem event, in
so doing they are perhaps still in line with the thougfhbur ‘mystics’. To be sure, whilst
both Plotinus and Augustine do conceive and experiencstitay ascent through the soul
whilst the body still lives, they are also aware thath an experience is only transitory, and
is at best a precursor and preparation for the post-mque within Augustine’s Christian
context, potentially post-eschaton) fulfilment of tleigperience; only when one has died in
this world can one fully and permanently ascend to thiaeti

“At that moment | saw your ‘invisible nature understood tgiothe things which are made’
[Romans 1:20]. But | did not possess the strength to keepision fixed. My weakness
reasserted itself, and | returned to my customary condition

Augustine,Confessions’

We can see then a certain correspondence betweerythelogies of the ‘Gnostics’ and the
‘mystic’ conceptions of Augustine and Plotinus: ultielgt all are agreed that a full and true
ascent to the divine is only possible once one is fullgsied of this world. The flip side of

this statement is that whilst in this world one may stk towards approaching that post-
mortem state, and indeed potentially increase the chaateachieving it; perhaps

unsurprisingly, we also find all in agreement on this cptica. We have already noted that
for Augustine and Plotinus the active contemplation hef tivine potentially serves as
something of a precursor to the true post-mortem expesieswrely then we should be
cautious about assuming that any ‘Gnostic’ whose mytholegy focused on the post-

132 G.G. Stroumsa, ‘Mystical Descents’ (1995), pp.139-154.
133 Augustine Enarrationes in Psalmo$30.12. Cited in G.G. Stroumsa, ‘Mystical Descents96)9p.147.
134V11.17.23 (1991), pp.127f. C.Enneads/1.9.10.
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mortem ascent of the soul would not therefore haveipeacsome attempt at ‘mystic’ ascent
whilst still alive. Indeed, it is worth recalling heoer earliercaveatthat, given our lack of
evidence, we can say very little about praxis amongsthestics’, and we should certainly
not assume that all who fall under this wide headirsgeshthe same, or even a similar, ritual
life. We might, however, indicate a few potentiaktiwithin specific examples.

We have previously mentioned the thesis of Hans-Martire8ce that frequent references to
baptism within the ‘Sethian’ literature might suggest tha¢ast some ‘Sethians’ had a well-
established baptismal practice Although not as well attested, Schenke also consibats t
there may have been for some ‘Sethians’ a “second santahigher in degree and [unlike
baptism] repeatable”, namely a “mystery of cultic as@@n™°. Of course this is largely
speculation, related to the frequent references intekes to ascent, and particularly the
‘Sethian’ references indicating that a there is a helgv@unterpart to the earthly baptism, so
that the one ritual necessarily prefigures the dtheiwWe might also mention the possibility
that the ‘ValentinianGos. Phil.refers to some sort of marriage ritual predicatededations

to the heavens, but we recall our assessment that stiatement is tenuous at dést

Greater utility might perhaps be found in the workra great scholar of ‘mysticism’ Ninian
Smart. Although Smart’s work generally avoided a sttefinition of how one might define
an experience as ‘mystical’, there are, as Philip [thohd locates, a few examples where
Smart provides some grounds for definition In particular, Smart proposes that:

“...a mystical experience is one which is reported biaascof persons generally referred to as
‘mystics’ — such men as Eckhart, St. John of the Crdetinis, the Buddh&a§ankara and so on.
Such men are characterized by spirituality and asaetiaisd pursue a certain methd@”

What Smart’s argument suggests is that the ‘mysticapesence, unlike the simple
‘religious experience’ is not something that just happeatber, those who would have such
experience (i.e. the ‘mystics’) must practise a cetigastyle, and follow certain methods in
order to enable such experience. In other words, whatt$roposes is a definite element of

135 See above, pp.24-27.

136 1 -M. Schenkegp. cit. C.f. A.H.B. LoganGnostic Truth(1996), pp.34-51.

137 Schenke cites in particuldri. Prot. 45:17f.; 48:18-21.

138 See above, p.31.

139p.C. AimondMystical Experienc¢1982), pp.43-68.

140N, SmartReasons and Faithd958), p.55. Despite Smart’s use of gender exclusive langeagel ldoubt
he meant to suggest that only men might be ‘mystics’.
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praxis to ‘mysticism’. This suggestion corresponds to Jsramgument that, as the move
from mystery religion to ‘mysticism’ occurs (via our n@stic’ mythologies), those
sacramental elements necessary for the earlieriomligetain their necessity, but are
transformed into individual preparations for ‘mystic’ expace; thus “ascetic preparations of
all kinds exchange their ritualistic for a more dilegtersonal function in the life of the

Self”l41.

Evelyn Underhill has devoted a great amount of attentidhgéauestion of ‘how mysticism
is done’, and to the life lived, and the practical prepamadf the person which, “however
attained, is an essential character of the true mystithout it, contemplation is an
impossibility or a shant*2. Underhill gives as an example the ‘Christian mysfar,whom
charity and asceticism are necessary elements dfulye'mystic’ life. In this context, it is
interesting to recall our earlier comments about #iative ubiquity of asceticism amongst
the ‘Gnostic’ traditions. To be sure, we have alyeadted that asceticism is scarcely a
unique identifier where group distinction or motive is conedrrbut the presence of such a
practice, frequently associated with ‘mysticism’, in ma@yostic’ traditions should not
perhaps be easily overlooked. Interestingly, Underkildamant that for the ‘mystic’
asceticism must be, and originally was regarded asyrarfgstic of the soul, an education in
those manly virtues of self-denial and endurance withoutiwtie spiritual life is merely an
exquisite form of hedonism”, but laments that too ofteChristian tradition it has come to
be identified with mortification of the bod§/. Of course, even one who practises asceticism
in this latter way may well be considered a ‘mystic’ iyhev definitions: it is worth
remembering that both Underhill's, and to some extent S&nargument is strongly
predicated towards a very particular conception of tmystic’ **  Where ‘Jewish
mysticism’ is concerned, a somewhat different picemerges. Eliott Wolfson agrees to an
extent with Smart, essentially extending the lattdeéinition to the ‘Jewish mystic’ who,
like all ‘mystics’, is to be distinguished from the m@eint of another type of religious
experience by their use of “special techniques of a medtabrt... to induce the desired
frame of mind”; for the ‘Jewish mystic’, however, tedechniques do not necessarily include

1414, Jonas, ‘Myth and Mysticism’ (1969), pp.315-329.
142 Underhill, ‘Essentials of Mysticism’ (1981), pp. 26-41.
143 [|hi
Ibid.
144 For instance, c.f. Augustine’s (albeit biased) accofitie mythological asceticism of the Manichaetetti
in, for exampleConfession4$l1.10.18.

44



asceticismi>. The reason for this is relatively obvious, in that motdudaism does not
generally require asceticism (as defined in the narrow sense)itsautility is largely
superseded by the requirement for halakhic observdnc&hus, for example, on the whole
one does not find asceticism in Kabbalah; rather thet@eisimportance of the halakha,
obedience to which is motivated by a re-interpreted eoinofkavvanah as both the means
for obtaining and (especially in the Lurianic system) rende effectual the ‘mystic’

experienc&"’.

The importance of this observation, therefore, ig @aution against too hastily denying the
‘mystic’ credentials of ‘Gnostics’ on the basis aof asceticism primarily practised as
mortification. Certainly some ‘Gnostic’ traditionsspecially those with particularly ‘dualist’
thought) most likely practised asceticism in this wathalgh it is also worth noting that
some texts, such as tAeachings of SilvanufNHC VIl.4), do express a conception of
asceticism akin to the ‘gymnastic of the s6ff’ What we have seen above, however, is that
potentially more important for the definition of a ‘niig$ is that they utilise a technique:
precisely what that technique is seems almost irretevaine person who wishes to stress the
necessity of asceticism (especially practised in acpdat way) for ‘mysticism’ must also
then admit that their definition excludes many formsJaflaism from the realm of the

‘mystic’***.

In any case, let us here stress that although theemre amongst several
‘Gnostic’ traditions of a widespread practice which veasociated, amongst other things,
with ‘mysticism’ proves little, it does however provifigther grounds for the necessity of

properly considering the ‘mystic’ credentials of asskesome ‘Gnostics’.

Some brief remarks should also be made here concerning sgkeals to me to be a
reasonably common use of language between certain ‘iGsipshe Kabbalah, and indeed

145 E R. Wolfson, ‘Jewish Mysticism’ (1995), pp.133-169.

148 To properly draw a distinction between asceticism aechtlakha would be a far more complex task than |
wish to undertake here. As a basic distinction wnght argue that, in general, although it is calculated to
ultimately lead to happiness, asceticism is understoodchera, a means justified by the end. The halakha by
contrast isneantto be regarded as a joy to observe, with the process tmighly as joyful as the result. C.f.
M. Idel, ‘Rabbinism versus Kabbalism’ (1991), pp.281-296.

147 See D. Arielop. cit, passim(and especially chapter 8).

148 The matter is somewhat complicated by debate as tdhemS8ilvanusis properly ‘Gnostic’, purely
‘Hermetic’, or ‘Hermetic’ but with enough correspondesdo ‘Gnostic’ thought for it to be included in Nag
Hammadi if one argues that this was a ‘Gnostic’ library). 8.A. Pearson, ‘Current Issues’ (2004), pp.11-81
and G.G. Stroumsa, ‘Mystical Descents’ (1995), pp.139-154.

149 They must also admit that such an assessment is trnwitmodern definition rather than ancient
understanding; although one might feel that the practitiohasceticism for mortificatioshouldnot be aiming

for a ‘mystic’ experience, that scarcely proves thatithist their aim.
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that which is proposed as constituting ‘mysticism’ wetge. Steven Katz notes that
paradox, and in particular “the paradoxicality of negati@raifavoured “exegetical and
descriptive technique of mystical authdr§’ Indeed, in both ‘Gnostic’ systems and the
Kabbalah we certainly find a certain use of negatiahaoidance of description where the
highest God is concerned, but whilst Meister Eckhart,efcample, spoke of the ineffable
God (e.g.On Christian Doctrinel.6), who can only be talked about paradoxically through
the via negativa our systems address the problem slightly differettbth ‘Gnostics’ and
Kabbalists use negation to speak of the highest ineffabte But rather than simply stating
that which the highest is not (or indeed that which thedsgis the perfect form of, and thus
utterly distinct from its imperfect earthly form), thassert the ineffability of the highest by
projecting those attributes which might otherwise beilasd to it to a lower level of divinity
(so to speak). In the case of Kabbalah, this involkesdevolution of attributes and names
which might otherwise be ascribed to the highest Gote@asreferred to &0 "X, Eyn Sof
‘the Infinite’) onto the terBefirot conceived of (in a sense) as the personificationbeset
attributes; it is then understood that it is these whighreferred to whenever scripture uses
words to talk of ‘God’. Ariel cautions, however, that the Kabbalah is concerned to
maintain the traditional Jewish unity of the monottieisleity, the Sefirot are not to be
understood as separate divinities (they are still part of @beit a lower part), and that only
the totality of the teiSefirot+ Eyn Sofis to be truly regarded as ‘Gdtf.

Unlike these strictly ‘Jewish mystics’, however, seNeroposed ‘Gnostic’ systems (most
notably those of the so-called ‘Sethians’ and ‘Ophiteadl no such qualms over abrogating
monotheism, and were thus able, as Pearson’s work demtesstto fully devolve the
personifications and attributes of God withessed to nptsce onto a lesser, separate
Demiurge, a task which was most explicitly achieved @ literature by having the lower
creature perform those actions and speak those words wiecdh in the Old Testament
ascribed to God (what Pearson calls a type of ‘Griasiitrash)® In this context, it may
be interesting to note Stroumsa’s thesis thi¢rAthe rabbinic arch-heretic (who was also
said in theBabli to be one of the ‘mystic’ “[flour [who] entered a dan”) may have been
guilty of a ‘Gnostic’ heresy; that is to say, his sy have been to push the anti-

1505 1. Katz, ‘Mysticism... Sacred Scripture’ (2000), pp77

151D, Ariel, op. cit, pp.66-74, 82-85. C.EZoharll.42b, 64b; G. ScholenMajor Trends(1961), pp.10-16.

1528 A. Pearson, ‘Jewish Haggadic Traditions’ (2006), pp. 39G1. Apoc. JohrNHC 11.11:15-22 Test. Tru.
48:1-49:7, Ex. 7:8-12; 20:5; 34:14, Num. 21:9, Deut. 5:9, Josh. 240@mpare also Deut. 4:24 and
Hippolytus’s account of Simon'’s teachiriggfutation6.4).
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anthropomorphism of God too far, to the point of postulaingemiurge, thereby passing
beyond the acceptable limits of basic Jewish monotHeisriwe shall in any case return to
this possibility at a later juncture, when we considerardeeply the potential ideological

connection between ‘Gnostics’ and the Kabbalah.

Now, developing the above points regarding the use of inegate note that, by definition,
language is a problematic tool for the ‘mystic’, who a#taims at the ineffable. That is not
to say, however, that the ‘mystic’ necessarily aceet absolute rejection of the utility of
language (were this the case, then we would have noithisrature to work with). In a
perceptive article, Katz demonstrates that althoughrtiystic’ may be forced to employ “a
language [that] he or she knows to be... hopelessly dguade to the descriptive task at
hand”, nonetheless they do manage to employ it, evealif in the extreme case of
description by negatid®’. Katz proposes, however, that ‘mystics’ more fregyense
language as a meditative technique: far from rejecting imystic’ might instead use the
contemplation of language itself as a means to rdzathwhich the language fails to fully
describe. This may be achieved through repetition of mgntraeven through intensive
contemplation on the very alphabet and its individuééte, which form the components of
languag&™. Katz further argues that perhaps the most positivécapiph of this method is
to be found in ‘Jewish mysticism’, particularly as expsgsin the Kabbalah: the conception
found therein of the Hebrew alphabet as a quitealitedivine system, and indeed the means
by which God created, implies that for the ‘Jewish nayshie Hebrew language is less a tool
for ascent, but more a divine object, in itself to beeaded t&® The language cannot
therefore be considered intrinsically inadequate to exphes'snystic’ experience; rather it is
the human attempting to use this language who is inadequtagin this context then that
the Kabbalist also attempts, as part of the ‘mystipegience, to penetrate through the ‘outer
garment’ of the Torah (i.e. the words as one litgredlads them) to reach the ‘true Torah’
contained within, a task which frequently involves bothréearanging of the letters of the

Torah, as well as complex gematria

153 G.G. Stroumsa, ‘Ber’ (1981), pp.808-818h.Hagigah 14b. C.f.ToseftaHagigah2:1; D. Ariel, op. cit,
pp.26-28.

1545 1. Katz, ‘Mystical Speech’ (1992), pp.3-41.

135 |bid.

1565 1. Katz, ‘Mysticism... Sacred Scripture’ (2000), pp77

157 E.g.Zoharlll.152a. We shall return to this point momentarilyitie context of allegorical re-interpretation
of scripture by ‘mystics’.
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Of course, whilst the Kabbalah may represent the mastiy@extreme of this process, Katz
also identifies comparable techniques in the utilisatibnlamguage in other ‘mystic’
traditions: one finds a certain amount of linguistic detartion in the QuEnic exegesis of
Sufi ‘mystics’, who also engage in somewhat similaditation on the letters of the alphabet;
this latter technique is also located by Katz in the p@gtof Plotinus, as well as those of the
Pythagorearts®. To these we might also add an analogous example fromgsiehe
‘Gnostics’, namely the alphabetical and numericatsfaions attributed to the ‘Valentinian’
Markos and his followers by Irenaeusagr. 1.14-16)>°.

If we have thus far largely argued for those characiesisthich certain ‘Gnostics’ share
both with general conceptions of ‘mysticism’ and toeg&@n extent Kabbalah, we now turn
more towards those areas in which we find ‘Gnosticeaystg away from the broad
definitions of ‘mysticism’; yet, as we shall seeisitprecisely in so doing that they move (at
least on an ideological level) even closer to Kabbalah.

It may be apt here to provide a brief discussion ofofeh’s particular model of religious
traditions developing towards ‘mysticism’; of course, timsdel is by no means considered
definitive, and is open to dispute, but it arguably providdsaat a useful illustration of how
the ‘mysticism’ of a particular religious traditianight be situated within that tradition’s
historical context. Scholem proposes a three-tieregrpssion, in which the initial stage of a
religion is to be seen as a ‘mythic’ stage. In thegs, the world is conceived as “being full
of gods whom man encounters at every step and whose geessmm be experienced without
recourse to ecstatic meditatidf® In this first stage (which one might link to systenfis o
‘shamanism’ or ‘animalism’) ‘mysticism’ is unnecessa@s the divine can be freely
encountered within the realms of mortal life. It islyin the second stage (which
chronologically follows this ‘mythic’ stage) that adst abyss” is created between man and
the divine. Scholem sees this stage as the emergenedigidn in its “classical form”,
institutionalised, separating the now-transcendent divara humanity®™. In this stage, it is
only the ‘voice’ of the divine that is able to crose tdivide, establishing revelation as the

means by which man knows the divine. Thus, we see atdesinift from a religion which

158 5 1. Katz, ‘Mystical Speech’ (1992), pp.3-41.

159 Notably, ScholemJewish Gnosticisn{1965), pp.36-42] also refers to these doctrines of Mariabating
them to the traditions dBhi'ur Qomah(literally ‘the measurement of the body [of God]’) spetian. C.f.
further pp.183f., below.

180 G, ScholemMajor Trends(1961), p.7.

181 |bid.
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holds its locus in nature, to one centred upon the “momlralgious action of men”, as
defined by divine revelation, and worked out in the readifyhistory’®2 It is in such a
situation, Scholem proposes, that ‘mysticism’ arigesthe third stage: the impetus of the
‘mystic’ is to recapture the encounter of the firkige, without, however, obliterating the
developments of the second. ‘Mysticism’ does notretioee, deny the existence of the
abyss, but rather seeks to cros$3it The ‘mystic’ does not typically eschew their
‘institutional’ religion, but rather seeks a new levékacounter with the divinthroughthat

religion (and thus will conceive of their experiencetia terms of their religiofh".

Now, of course, | do not deny that Scholem’s model maly be questioned: in particular it
seems perhaps to be an overly dogmatic descriptioeligious development, one which
does not fully account for the fact that not all relitgg necessarily develop an ‘institutional’
framework which supplants the ‘mythic’ stage. It is dbiner scholars more qualified than |
to answer whether, for example, Buddhism (in all @sants) or Shirat can be said to have
ever developed into this ‘classic’ form. The particuldility of Scholem’s model for us,
however, is as an illustration of the fact that, imegal, the ‘Gnostic’ evidence we have
hitherto considered is most comfortably located, like iKadbalah, in the third, ‘mystic’
stage. It is worth emphasising here that our previossudsions of ‘Gnostic mythologies’
should not be taken as implying that ‘Gnostics’ aredddeated within the ‘mythic’ stage.
As we have seen, a ‘Gnostic’ worldview (to the extemth a thing may be said to exist)
conceives of a separation between the human and thee dihat is more than mere
geography; for the ‘Gnostic’, the divine sphere is notor@achable that Bellerophon may
fly up to it on Pegasus, nor that the Asir and Vanihigevent the ingress of outsiders to
Asgard by quiteliterally building a large stone wall. In this context then, might be
justified in seeing the ‘Gnostic’ mythologies as mor@nak those of Plato, seen to some
extent as symbols, pointing to the ultimate truths hdybeni®®.

Rather than being part of the ‘mythic’ stage, therefare,note that the ‘Gnostic’ thought
streams generally recognise the absolute divide betwedmuthan and the divine, a divide
which is, if anything, strengthened by the ascription oftedao a Demiurge. As we have
seen, however, the ‘Gnostics’ move out of this ‘isibnal’ stage by seeking to cross the

162G, ScholemMajor Trends(1961), pp.7f.

183 |bid., pp.8-10.

184 |bid. C.f. W.P. Alston, ‘Literal and Nonliteral’ (1992), j80-102.
185 C.f. W.R. Ingepp. cit, pp.130-133.
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divide and facilitate an ascent to the divine, whildt sxpressing this action within the terms
of the ‘institution’; as Scholem notes, the ‘mystieho acts thus obviously runs the risk of
interpreting the religion in a way considered unacceptalé,thereby straying, in the eyes
of the ‘institutional’ form, into heres§®. In later chapters, we shall consider the hugely
interesting question ofwvhich ‘institutional religion’ the ‘Gnostics’ might be seeas
developing from, but for the moment however, it is isidht to observe that the ‘Gnostics’
seem to sit within the ‘mystic’ stage of Scholem’sesma just as well as do the Kabbalists

(around whom, of course, Scholem constructed his theory).

Developing this point, it is worth remarking here thmathis chapter | have generally avoided
speaking of the ‘mystic’ ascents of both the ‘Gnostcsl Kabbalah in terms afion with
the divine. This may at first seem curious, as theagcainion between man and the divine
is frequently cited as being one of, if ribe central characteristic of ‘mysticism’; indeed,
Ruth Majercik even goes so far as to deny that Plata dmuliewed as a ‘mystic’, solely on
the basis that his writings do not convey “any sense aégsinion with the Suprem#&”.
Now, in general, we have little real evidence of any serse of human-divine union in the
‘Gnostic’ literature. Even where a post-mortem asterhe divine sphere, seen as thles

of all ascents is envisaged, we do not commonly find a etiocethat at the end of this
ascent a union with the highest power is to be exp&étedn this context, it is further
instructive to examine the role twve in the ‘Gnostic’ systems. Often in combination with
the conception of divine union, the scholarly literatone'mysticism’ frequently stresses the
importance of the operation of love between man arddifine. In particular, Underhill

argues that:

“God is always personal..., an object of love, capableggonse...[who] demands and receives
from him [i.e. the ‘mystic’] a total self-donation. iSlsense of a double movement, a self-giving
on the divine side answering to the self-giving on the humede, s§ found in all great
mysticism.**

To be sure, the conception of love is found within ¢ertaieas of the ‘Gnostic’ literature,

most commonly expressed in bridal language; a sense,waat of celestial union with

166 G, ScholemMajor Trends(1961), pp.9f.

187 R. Majercik,op. cit. See also M. Smith, ‘Nature and Meaning’ (1981), pp.19-28¢ehelhum, ‘Unity and
Diversity’ (1981), pp.438-448; D. Knowles, ‘Mysticism’ (1981),.5p1-528. C.f., however, P.C. Almona}.
cit., pp.144-146.

188 C f. above, pp.4-9, 39ff.

189 E. Underhill,op. cit. See also M. Smittp. cit; D. Knowles,op. cit.
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some aspect of the divine (not necessarily the highed) in a form analogous to marriage.
We recall the use of the ‘bridal chamber’@os. Phil, which might perhaps be compared
with the conception of Christ as ‘bridegroom of thellsccommon amongst the medieval
Christian ‘mystics'’®. Overall, however, such usage of love is scarckiguitous within the
‘Gnostic’ literature; perhaps even more striking, sweflenence to love as there is tends to be
wholly one way. That is to say, whilst examples ofnimdove for the divine might be
located, the idea that the highest God expresses a deefptohumanity is notably absent;
there is no ‘double movement’ of love here. Indeedbyond ‘mystic’ definitions, even
such a statement as John 3:16 seems rather at oddswigjereral ‘Gnostic’ picture. It is
worth noting that in the accounts of the highest Gad&rvention in the world for humanity,
the fate of mankind is not usually listed as a directivation; rather it is the attitude of the
highest towardsodia (which is not necessarily an attitude of loweercyis also a factor)
that leads to the interventit Furthermore, the appeal edpia is transmitted through, or
at least supported by, other intermediary heavenly figurdslstwthe intervention once
granted is not transmitted directly to the world, but mathesodia, so that she might atone

for her errot’?

Given the above observations, it does not seem tonreasonable to hypothesise that the
general absence in ‘Gnostic’ thought of the idea offtiglest God uniting with or even
loving humanity (an idea which, we are told, is crucialnysticism’) may be due in part to
the immense gulf between the highest and the created foaoird in ‘Gnostic’ systems. The
logical corollary of interposing any sort of demiurgi¢gjure between the divine and the
human is the elevation of that divine to such a spheréraviscendence as to render
impossible a full human relationship with it. This i# la theory; what is more important to
note here is that much of the Kabbalah similarly laclieny elements of these ‘typically
mystic’ concepts of union and a ‘double movement’ of loVée particular details of certain
Kabbalistic systems will be discussed in more detagl)diut let us for the moment note that,
as with the demiurgical figures of the ‘Gnostics’, thierposition of theSefirotin Kabbalah
renders more difficult any union with the Infinite. De sure, some Kabbalists did dare to
posit such an idea, but the majority, as Ariel notes,ndit conceive of anything higher than

10 E g. Bernard of Clairvaux’®e amore Debr The Spiritual Canticle of the Soul and the Bridegroom Christ
by St. John of the Cross. C.f. also the use of nianitagery in the New Testament, e.g. Eph. 6:22-33, Rev
19:7-9.

1 E g.Apoc. JohrNHC 11.13:32-14:13.

172 Apoc. JohrNHC 11.13:32-14:13. C.f. NHC IV.22:5-7.
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uniting with one of theSefirot”®. Similarly, whilst concepts of love and sexual unioe a
potent factors in many Kabbalistic systems (especialy‘érotic union’,zivwug seen as a
high level ofdevekut the ‘cleaving’ of one’s soul to the divine), such uniarety extends
beyond theSefirot as Ariel highlights, the most common target for swetion is the
Shekhinah(i.e. Malkuth, the lowestsefirah), which is often described as a ‘bridegrodffy
Indeed, it is quite logical for notions of love and &fobarital union to be largely restricted
to theSefirot as it is here that the male/female pairings offiliene are identified (recall that
the Infinite must be, by definition, gender-neutral). rMshall be said on this later, but it is
here worth briefly considering two other points. Hysif the general schema of the
Kabbalah envisages a process of creation through eman@ge above, p.40), then we
should not be surprised that love is absent as a miotivedr the highest divine action; in
line with the philosophical background of the time, it ywashaps possible for the Kabbalist
to view such emanation as a natural facet of the Infiniteat is to say, it is in a sense part of
the essential nature of the Infinite to emanate: mabimator doing so is not a relevant
concern. It is also worth bearing in mind, as our sdqmoint, that the Kabbalah generally
existed within the bounds of normative Judaism, and postullageefirotout of a desire to
not allow the ‘mystical’ experience of the divine topinge on the transcendence of the
monotheistic deity. In this context then, the velga of a full union with the divine becomes
unthinkablé",

If we have seen, therefore, that the ‘Gnostics’ amdKhbbalah seem closer to each other
than they do to any general conception of ‘mysticisnraspect to the ideas of divine union
and reciprocal love, we might also extend this conslugo their respective uses and
conceptions of writing and scripture. We have alreadgutised the ‘typically mystic’ use of
language found in both the ‘Gnostics’ and Kabbalah, but igatralso note that, unlike most
‘mystic’ traditions, neither of them seems to have predumuch in the way of ‘mystic
autobiography’. Whilst we have in other traditions wgtnfrom the hands of the ‘mystics’
themselves detailing thepersonalexperiences (e.g. Teresa of Avila, Julian of Norwich,
Meister Eckhart, and even Porphyry and Augustine), we hidleeof this type of literature

from either the ‘Gnostics’ (whose surviving writingseamostly anonymous) or the

3D, Ariel, op. cit, pp.207-209.

174 |bid., pp.208-210. See also pp.155ff. on the use ofStfrot as part of a marital motif in Kabbalistic
Sabbath liturgy, elements of which still survive imdern normative Judaism. C.f. B. McGinn, ‘Language of
Love’ (1992), pp.202-235; G. ScholeMajor Trends(1961), pp.122f.

5D, Ariel, op. cit, p.208. C.f. G. ScholerMajor Trends(1961), pp.13ff.
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Kabbalists (whose writings are often pseudepigraphicatjedd, as we can plainly see from
our prior observations of the literature, Scholem’s plaens in reference to the Kabbalah
apply equally well to the ‘Gnostics’:

“They [the Kabbalists] aim at describing the realm of Diyireind the other objects of the
contemplation gic] in an impersonal way... [tlhey glory in objective dgstton and are deeply
averse to letting their own personalities intrude intopilbeure. ...In general, it may be said that
in the long history of Kabbalism, the number of Kabbalists whesachings and writings bear
the imprint of a strong personality is surprisingly smatf®

In place of this ‘typically mystic’ description of persal experience, what we find instead are
objective speculative accounts, strongly based on sceipt It is somewhat interesting to
contrast this situation with the argument of FriediStdhleiermacher, that the truly religious
man (who, for Schleiermacher, is one defined by his oyemrence of the divine) “is not the
person who believes in a holy writing... but only time evho needs none and probably could
make one for himselt””. Certainly, both the ‘Gnostics’ and the Kabbalistsdoiced their
own writings, but | would argue that these were in tlaénrprobably not conceived of as any
sort of replacement scripture or revealed knowledge.theRa they were essentially
meditations on and exegesis of already existent sceipéllveit in some cases perhaps guided
by ‘mystic’ knowledge. Even in these cases, howeVis, Knowledge appears not as a new
act of revelation, but rather as an acteaflisation coming to understand properly that which
is expressed in the already revealed (but apparentlyehainderstood) scripture.

To elucidate, the scriptural basis underlying much of theo%Hc’ and Kabbalistic writing
should already be apparent. Moshe Idel for one has mrnated how theZohar is
essentially a heavily mythologised exegesis of scrpttire same could easily be said for
much ‘Gnostic’ literatur’®.  Indeed, Pearson in particular has highlighted how akver
important Nag Hammadi texts are essentially exampfe$snostic’ midrash on the Old
Testamerlt®. It is also especially interesting to note, as L&dsiyer does, that our first
attested usage of the temmotikos with a meaning akin to that which it holds today (as

176 G. ScholemMajor Trends(1961), pp.15f. With the ‘Gnostics’, it is well worth remigering that almost all
our knowledge of specific individuals derives from theesmlogical accounts, rather than the extant ‘Gnostic’
literature.

Y7 E. Schleiermacher, ‘Second Speech’ (1988), pp.96-140.

178 M. Idel, ‘Zohar as Exegesis’ (2000), pp.87-100. C.f. M. Fasteh ‘Zohar and Exegetical Spirituality’
(2000), pp.101-117.

19 B A. Pearson, ‘Gnostic Interpretation of the OldstBenent’ (1980), pp.311-319; Idem., ‘Biblical Exegesis’
(2006), pp.29-38; ‘Jewish Haggadic Traditions’ (2006), pp.39-51; Skefiements’ (2006), pp.124-135.
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opposed to its older usage in relation to mystery oaig)i is to be found in Origen (with
analogues in Clement), in the context of the interpogtaof scripture (the ‘mystical
interpretation being one potential level of meariffy) We might then with some
justification argue that the literature of both the &Stics’ and the Kabbalah is not to be
considered revelation (something which, according to Schageto be primarily located in
the second stage), but rather the result of a ‘myisticespired’ realisation of what the
already revealed sacred scripture really says (i.enystical interpretation’ of scripture),
often accomplished with the aid of a symbolic mythgl8l

Now, on this conclusion it needs to be said that thetin is somewhat more ambiguous in
the particular case of the ‘Sethian Gnostics’, as ‘8ethian’ literature often explicitly
identifies itself as beingevealed either to or by Setf”. On the one hand, Seth’s function as
revealer can hardly be denied; as Pearson demonstragastimately tied to his function as
redeemer, since the ‘Gnosis’ revealed is to an extensidered salvific in itséff>. On the
other hand, however, it must be noted that, as weabawe, the content of this ‘revelation’ is
generally predicated on a re-interpretation of alre@dgaled scripture. Even if one views
the ‘Sethians’ as largely rejecting the Old Testaméntamnot be denied that the literature
still appeals to it (albeit in a re-interpreted form)pmvide authority. In this sense, the
attempt of, for exampleApoc. John(NHC 11.15:1-3) to prove the existence of Yaldabaoth
and the multiple archons by reference to Genesis 1:26eaeen as the flip side of the
attempt byJubilees(2:1-3ff.) to explain this verse by positing that severgeds assisted in
the creation. Nor should it be overlooked that thy @scription of an especial role to Seth
is dependent upon exegesis of Genesis 4:25 and 5:3. We ,daoweter, really resolve this
ambiguity, as to do would ultimately require some knolyée of how these ‘Gnostic’ texts
were used by the so-called ‘Sethians’; i.e. were theyadewand thus revered, as revealed
scripture, or were they understood as being more ‘mystiEpretations’ which showed the
correct way to read the already existent Old Testameitings? Unfortunately, our current

evidence does not allow us to conclude one way or the'®theks a side note, it is worth

180 | Bouyer, ‘Mysticism’ (1981), pp.42-55. C.f. ClemeBtromateisV.6 and OrigenCommentary on John
1.15 (compare also the Greek texDef Principiis|V).
181 C.f. M.J. Edwards, ‘Naming of the Naassenes’ (1996Y,4p0.
i:; See especially B.A. Pearson, ‘Seth in Gnostic Liteea{@006), pp.52-83.

Ibid.
184 Of course, Epiphanius’s evidendeaharion 26; 39; 40] that certain groups composed, accumulated, and
made use of books attributed to Seth does little to retiolv@mbiguity. He does, however, bear withesseo th
practise of Old Testament re-interpretation amongst ‘@igsbups (e.g. 26.6.1-4).
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recalling that whilst thépoc. Johrat first appears to be revelatory, contained as iitlema
frame story of the ascended Christ’s appearance to doisnppen to debate whether this
frame story is in fact a later ‘Christianising’ additibo a text which originally lacked this
revelatory setting’.

Interestingly, however, we may be able to mitigate &mbiguity a little by comparison with
the Kabbalah. We have already remarked upon the siyilaetween instances of the
‘Gnostic’ and Kabbalistic literature, and we do have ewdeto at least make a reasonable
argument that such literature was not generally understadibihwhe Kabbalah as being
revelatory. Like the normative Judaism within which at, sKabbalah viewed the Torah
given at Sinai as the full and complete revelati@wa highlighted above (pp.45-47) the aim
of the Kabbalists and their writings was thus not to sugpthe Torah with any new
revelation, but rather to ‘mystically interpret’ theven revelation (often through the use of
gematria and other linguistic devices), in order to peteetta its true depths, and to
understand what it said beneath the outer facade liteital text. As Scholem put it, to the
Kabbalist the Torah is “a living organism animated by aretelife which streams and
pulsates below the crust of its literal meaning”. Tioeah is not a static text; rather, “it is to
be regarded as the living incarnation of the divine wisdonchvéiernally sends out new rays
of light”*® It was in part this understanding of the Torah asvelation already given, only
waiting to be comprehended, which enabled the Kabbalah taimewithin a normative
Judaism which had generally accepted that the age of rieveltetd passéed’.

In any case, we have hopefully shown that both in thdenof their own literature, as well
as in the related understanding of the use of scriptieeGnostics’ and the Kabbalah seem
closer to each other than either of them do to thasgstics’ who produced highly
personalised accounts. Indeed, we might further arguéntlaaiplying their experiences not
to new revelation (which, as Scholem postulates, rgeturs within the second stage), but

to approaching a deeper understanding of their own tradibioth the ‘Gnostics’ and the

185 B.A. Pearson, “Jewish Gnostic” Literature’ (1986), p35. C.f. A.H.B. LoganGnostic Truth(1996),
pp.45-56.

1% G. ScholemMajor Trends(1961), p.14. In line with this approach, as Scholenes\@pp.28-34], the
Kabbalists also evinced a similarly intense relatiop with both the halakha and the aggadah, and even the
liturgy.

187 E.g. the well known account in.Baba Metzi'a59b. C.f.Tosefta Sotal3:2; G. VermesJesus the Jew
(2001), pp.61-63, 71-74. In comparison, it might be noted thadtthedox’ Church in the second century also
underwent a similar debate, most fully played out in thercweetsy regarding Montanus et al. and the ‘New
Prophecy’. C.f. also p.138, below, on the literal megmifkabbalahas ‘reception’.

55



Kabbalah sit well within the third, ‘mystic’ stage; whilste ‘Sethian’ evidence admittedly
presents a potential challenge to this view, we have $erihte worst we can say on this
point is that the ‘Sethian’ situation is ambigutifis

As a final point, it is worth emphasising that, whilg have located a number pdtential
similarities between the ‘Gnostics’, the Kabbalalg anysticism’ writ large, this estimation
scarcelyprovesanything definite as regards the ‘mystic’ nature of thed§lics’, not least
because, as we have previously demonstrated, ‘Gnostidiighyy indistinct term. In order
to highlight these potential similarities, we haverb&eced to an extent to ‘pick and choose’
between the ‘Gnostic’ evidence; indeed, it does not seethough angne‘Gnostic’ system
truly encapsulates all the ‘general mystical charaties’ we have identified. Although we
have been able to make more general statements regabbglah, as we at least know that
certain sources (e.g. théohan enjoyed widespread currency amongst many individual
Kabbalists, that luxury has largely been denied us whieege‘Gnostics’ are concerned.
Certainly, it is not inconceivable that a source like Apoc. Johnmight have enjoyed a
similar status amongst variant ‘Gnostics’, but we@yndo not have the evidence to prove or
disprove that theory.

Conclusion

Permit me here to once again stress that whether thest@s’ should or should not be
considered ‘mystics’ cannot really be our concern hétgave not attempted to suggest that
the ‘Gnostics’ were a particularly defined entity, rbat such an entity was or was not
‘mystic’. What we have hopefully seen, howeveithst within the wide sphere of ‘Gnostic’
thought there existed a) several elements which areasttpema faciesomewhat akin to
Kabbalistic thought, and b) that there can also be iftbht albeit divided between variant
individuals and groups, many of those characteristics oftesidered ‘typically mystic’. As
this chapter’s focus has chiefly been the provision cdssmential prolegomena for our wider
thesis, by necessity we have had to, at this point, aebdting the correspondences between
our variant traditions in any great depth; rather, weehsought to question the general
omission of the ‘Gnostic’ evidence from the scholgrsbn ‘mysticism’ to date, and to
postulate instead the possibility of a closer relationbbiveen the ‘Gnostics’ and Kabbalah

188 1t should again be stressed that our evidence for aetish’ communityis quite sparse; if we reduce
‘Sethians’ primarily to individuals, then the extentwiich there was an agreed upon canon of supposedly
revealed ‘Sethian’ texts becomes a moot point. C.f4ffp.2bove.
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than this omission would suggest. For the remainder ofthasis, therefore, we shall
attempt to explore this possibility, turning to a deeper @xation of the potential
relationships between the ‘Gnostics’ and Kabbalah. eédamination of the correspondence
between these twandthe wider sphere of ‘mysticism’ must, however, end jherat task is
one for another thesis. It is merely to be hoped thahe future, should the ‘Gnostics’ (or
any particular subdivision thereof) be excluded from ‘thgstic’ catalogues, they will at
least receive an explanation aswoy.

57



Chapter 4
Conceptual Correspondence: The ‘Sethian’ and ‘ValentinianSources and theBahir

A

As indicated in the preceding chapter, we turn now to a ndeelper examination of the
potential relationships between the ‘Gnostics’ and the KahbaWe previously noted that
any analysis which wishes to move beyond the observabib certain prima facie
correspondences between traditions must exercise fhenoutset a careful discernment
regarding both sources and taxonomy, so as to ensurdtellels are not located on the
basis of a homogeneity erroneously forced onto dispagedups and individudfs. In
chapter 2 we concluded that the ‘Sethian’ and ‘Valentinigroups’ (or better, ‘modes of
thought’) provided perhaps the surest footholds in the taxmnammagmire that is the
‘Gnostics’; furthermore, as we have already seenatepdy, it is generally amongst sources
and individuals locatable within these modes of thought wWeatfind the most frequent
occurrence oprima faciecorrespondences with the Kabbalah. As such, it se@sgst to
make the evidence of the ‘Sethians’ and the ‘Valentinidmesprimary ‘Gnostic’ focus in our

analysis.

Of course, a similar level of discernment must alsoblobught to bear on those traditions
which we have hitherto referred to, somewhat homogengmasfthe Kabbalah'. Certainly,
as we saw in chapter 1, a higher level of agreementbeademonstrated amongst the
Kabbalists than amongst the ‘Gnostics’ (not least iezaf our greater, and indeed clearer,
level of extant evidence for the former), but it seegesmane to provide here greater
clarification regarding the nature of those sources whiehshall be examining. As we
previously noted, since we have evidence of sources suthe&efer YetzirghSefer ha-
Bahir, and theSefer Zoharbeing used by various different Kabbalists, we can spedk wit
some level of validity of a commonality betweenfeliént expressions of Kabbalistic
thought. Moshe Idel notes that “classics of Kabbaligecature”, such as thBahir and the
Zohar, were studied by other Kabbalists to the extentdhatcan say that a “peculiar feature
of Kabbalah... was its scholastic nature”. As he higitd, individual Kabbalists were often
“profoundly influenced” by earlier Kabbalistic writing&either absorbing their ideas and

elaborating upon them in their own works or writing comtaees upon them®®. Similarly,

189 C f. S. Sandmel, ‘Parallelomania’ (1962), pp.1-13.
190 M. Idel, Kabbalah(1988), p.256.
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Scholem demonstrates throughout Risigins of the Kabbalahhow certain sections of
Yetzirah were adopted into th8ahir, both texts serving to at least partly inform the
Kabbalistic circles of Provence and Gerona, as welieectly influencing theohar, and
thus much subsequent Kabbalah, which was developed from idhidyweceived text™.
Indeed, it is as well to remember that Aw@harwas to achieve a canonical status akin to that
of the Talmud, a status which it still enjoys to this dayongst certain groups of Orthodox
Jews anddasidim. Furthermore, as we previously noted, althougjmas certain Kabbalists
came overly close to what might be considered hemsgegially in the working out of the
pantheistic implications of their speculation), in thein they strove to remain within the
confines of normative Judaism, an approach which, of coacseewhat reduced the scope
for differentiation and divergence within the Kabbafah

It would also be prudent to mention here something othagacter of th&efer Yetziraha
book which, as we noted above, was utilised by variolsb&lgsts (and was, for example, the
subject of a Kabbalistic commentary by Isaac the Bliady which is also our first extant
text to refer to th&Sefirot?. As we saw, however, this book does not generally appdae

a reliableterminus a qudor Kabbalah, as whilst the cosmological philosophgspouses
was certainly amenable to the Kabbalists, the bookf ithkees not seem to share this
interpretation. As Scholem highlights, tBefirotappear inYetzirahas a representation of
the “ideal numbers that contain within them all the pmsaof creation”, consistent with the
etymology of the term fromsafar, 720 (‘to count’), yet in theBahir, they appear rather to
“signify the aeons, the powers of God, which are alscatiisbutes*®. As we previously
noted, it is this latter interpretation of tBefirotwhich was to become somewhat normative
for Kabbalah; whilst their particular enumeration amohaeption could vary between
Kabbalists, this general understanding of the naturde$eéfirotremains relatively stable,

thus once again suggesting a certain level of consisteitioynthe Kabbalah. To be sure, it

191 0On the relation of thBahir to theZohar, see also G. Scholemlajor Trends(1961), pp.212ff. Note also the
references in theZohar (particularly in the section known a®vim mn ©1T) to Rabbi RRumai, a
pseudepigraphic speaker from #&hir. C.f. Idem.Origins (1990), pp.52f.

192 See above, pp.16f. C.f. M. Idé{abbalah (1988), pp.250-253. Regarding pantheism, see especially G.
Scholem,Major Trends (1961), pp.252f., 409, n.19, where the poshar thought of Moses Cordovero,
expressed in the formula “God is all reality, but ndtredlity is God”, is seen to be strikingly similar the
pantheistic ideas for which Spinoza was later condemned.

193 See above, pp.15-17. C.f. also G. Schol@ngins (1990), pp.81-83, 308f.

19 G. ScholemOrigins (1990), pp.81f. It is, however, worth noting that although tisception, which
corresponds to the later KabbalisBefirot is first found in theBahir, the book itself uses the term only in 887.
Otherwise, it generally discusses these ideas througteneke to then  (middoth ‘qualities/characteristics’)
of God, thereby evincing an ideological shift from Wetziralis conception of primal numbers to one of divine
potencies or attributes.
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is worth stressing that théetzirahappears more as a work of ‘natural philosophy’, and our
oldest extant commentary on it is in fact by Sa’adison, who interpreted the work in line
with his rationalist principlé€®. TheYetzirahthus seems to be more a work which was open
to a ‘mystical’ or theosophic interpretation (and #fere was of great interest to many
Kabbalists), rather than a work which was itself mgigally or originally ‘Kabbalistic’.
Indeed, a similar estimation might be made of Judabelé@s Kuzari (which itself discusses
the Yetzirahin some depth in Book 1V) arithe Duties of the Healty Bahya ibn Paqudg®.

We can, therefore, reasonably conclude, with Schales,theBahir (which first emerges in
the late twelfth century) serves as a probadiminus a qudor Kabbalah, as it is the oldest
of our extant sources to enumerate that which would becenognizable as the Kabbalistic
concept of th&efirot®”.

Now, it is also worth noting that a potential existsaaghly divide Kabbalah between the
theosophical speculation of the sort found in Bladir and theZohar, and the perhaps more
purely ‘mystical’ Kabbalah (which one might call ‘ecstator ‘prophetic’ Kabbalah) best
typified by Abraham Abulafig® Of course, | should not wish to overplay this distion,
nor to suggest that it in some way implies a strigtsdin between a Kabbalah seen purely
theoretically, and one which is applied practically; givaur conclusions in the previous
chapter, we have seen that the separation of whatt rogttalled theosophic texts from
‘mystical practice’ is by no means a straightforwarsktaln this context, it is particularly
relevant to consider that the older Hekhaloth liten@iwhich Scholem sees as influencing at
least theBahir) generally envisages somewhat of a practical methodngstic’ ascent
through the heavenly ‘palaces’i>"7)'°. We shall have occasion to consider the validity
of Scholem’s thesis on this point at a later junctimg, for now the idea should at least
indicate for us that a the idea of a practical / theaktivision in Kabbalah should not be

enforced too rigorousfy’.

195G, Scholem@rigins (1990), pp.33-35.

1% |bid., pp.34, 221-224.

197.C.f. above, pp.15f.

198 See, for example, G. Scholemlajor Trends(1961), pp.119-126. C.f. also Moshe Idel’s approach in
Kabbalah(1988). It is worth noting that since Idel proceedsnfra phenomenological perspective (as opposed
to Scholem’s philological-historical approach), he thysniecessity focuses somewhat more heavily than
Scholem on this ‘division’ in the Kabbalah; indeed hgdéy subdivides his book according to it.

19 G. ScholemJewish GnosticisriL965), pp.10-13. C.f. M. IdeKabbalah(1988), pp.267-271.

2911 any case, such a distinction is made moot by tiee teevelopments of the Safed Kabbalists, in particular
the Lurianic system which espouses a highly practicah fof communal halakhic observance, understood as
tigqun (‘restoration’), and thus intimately tied to a thguasical theory of cosmogony. See G. Schol&fajor
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The reason why | raise thesaveatshere is that, whilst | do not wish to bisect the Kddba
too strongly, | do wish to propose that there is good re&sosomewhat excising so-called
‘prophetic Kabbalists’ such as Abulafia and Jacob ha-@diem our attempt to examine
potential relations between Kabbalah and the ‘Gnostiés.Scholem demonstrates, where
reason can be given for drawing such a division, teendtive point is that, unlike much of
the theosophic Kabbalah, which appears in a pseudo-mishnaiicli@shic guise, ‘prophetic
Kabbalists’ do not generally attempt to couch their sicud in a cloak of received tradition

201 On the basis of our

(however spurious), but rather “lean frankly on divine laten
previous conclusions, this distinction thus suggests sexemabns why we might find the
clearest comparisons with our ‘Gnostic groups’ in the mdweogophic strains of the
Kabbalah. As we have highlighted above (pp.24ff.), whilstmay attempt certain educated
guesses, we generally have little solid evidence regardingtiqggaor ritual amongst
‘Gnostics’. Rather, our evidence almost wholly cassef surviving theosophic texts and
heresiological reports of such doctrines (we recat thve found little, if any, reliable
heresiological evidence for ‘Gnostic’ practice). Whee further consider our observations
in the previous chapter regarding the use in these ‘@hdskits of appeals to an authority
based on a re-interpretation of scripture, we notetlimform of ‘Gnostic’ midrash bears, as
we concluded above, more comparison to the theosophig déxhe Kabbalah than to any
schema of direct innovative divine revelation such as omght find in ‘prophetic
Kabbalah®®%. Indeed, whilst certainly taking into account tdaveatsof the previous chapter
regarding attempts to give a general definition of ‘ntystn’, it is worth noting that
‘prophetic Kabbalah’, although scarcely independent of itetcsl background, nonetheless
may be potentially better examined as an outworking ef‘gurely mystical impulse” in
Judaism; laudable though such an examination is, howeverfortunately goes far beyond
the aims of this thesi¥.

To restate my argument, | certainly do not wish to denairto® heavily between theosophy
and ‘prophetic / ecstatic Kabbalah’; as we have noted,egienof the latter are certainly to
an extent present in the former, and the situatiom versas similarly trué®®. Rather, what |

wish primarily to argue is that given the state of é&amostic’ evidence, our knowledge of the

Trends (1961), pp.258ff. C.f., however, M. Idel's argumeKapbalah (1988), pp.173-199] for the central
importance of theurgy throughout the history of ‘theosdfabbalah.

201 G, ScholemMajor Trends(1961), p.120.

202 5ee above, pp.52ff.

203 ¢ . G. ScholemOn the Kabbalal{1969), p.97.

204 pid., pp.96-100.
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‘Gnostics’ is chiefly limited to theosophic texts, ofteith a scriptural basis (of some sort);
we have seen above that this holds particularly trueoto ‘Sethian’ and ‘Valentinian’
sources. It seems, therefore, that our best methas$essing the relationship between these
‘Gnostics’ and Kabbalah would be to concentrate onelgdsments of the latter which most
closely resemble in form our extant evidence for thendor Indeed, it is thugerhapsnot
wholly coincidental that outerminus a qudor the Kabbalah, th8ahir, is also precisely a
similar sort of theosophic text which builds fromigture. We shall of course consider the
implications of this observation in due course, butfim@l point that | wish to raise in this
section concerns the chronological separation betwsen ‘Gnostic’ sources and the
Kabbalah. Given this distance, we might reasonably sepihas$ were there to be ‘Gnostic’
influence on Kabbalah, such influence must therefore lemtered it at an early stage. To
suggest that ‘Gnostic’ influence only affected the Kabbatad later stage of its development
not only dilutes the claim of a relation (as then Gaostics’ can only be said to have
influenced one very particular, and indeed late part @fktbbalah), but more importantly
requires us to explain how an ancient thought stream, r@liydamenable and adaptable
enough to Kabbalah to influence it at a later stagehaaa failed to make its presence felt at
any prior point in Kabbalistic development. As such, mwest logically consider that if
‘Gnostic’ influence can be found in the Kabbalah, thenroast reliable evidence of it would
be found at the beginning. Furthermore, since we hagadt observed, and will have cause
to do so again in greater depth, that the theosophy otailiest Kabbalistic source, the
Bahir, noticeably informed much of the Kabbalah which follovited stands to reason that it
is in this source that we should focus our attempts taneliany evidence of ‘Gnostic’

influence®.

| propose, therefore, to primarily focus my exammiaion the evidence of the ‘Sethians’, the
‘Valentinians’, and theBahir. Whilst reference to other areas of the ‘Gnostict an
Kabbalistic evidence will of course be made where rezggsthe preceding arguments have
hopefully shown that it is between these three ssgroups that we find perhaps the closest
relations of form, function, and date available to tereby providing us with our best
chance of identifying reliable evidence of a direct catina between the ‘Gnostics’ and the
Kabbalah.

2% n this | concur with the thought of Scholem, whaated almost half of hirigins of the Kabbalalo the
Bahir, and the ‘Gnostic’ elements which he claimed to loeatiein it.
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B
Turning then to an examination of the possible relatigssihetween the ‘Gnostics’ and
Kabbalah (as we have defined them for the purposes oh#ss}, | take as my starting point
an instructive article by Guy Stroumsa, in which he highéidhe fact that a number of post-
enlightenment scholars found cause to conclude that #haested some genetic relation
between the ‘Gnostics’ and the Kabb&f4h As Stroumsa demonstrates, this argument most
often postulates a variation on the theme that, if cene “see a direct genetic link from
various Jewish trends to Gnostic origins”, and if olse aiews the Kabbalah as descended
from these same “Jewish trends”, then the Kabbaldhtan‘Gnostics’ can be said to share a
common ancestor, even if they are not seen to leettiirrelated”’. Indeed, it is a form of
this argument that Scholem proposes through analyslksedfitkhaloth literature, which he
sees as dependant on earlier traditions (such as Merksgleahlation), and which, as we
mentioned above, was itself, according to him, anu@rfte in the development of
KabbalaR®® Scholem relates this observation to the ‘Gnostigs’postulating that if the
earliest strata of the Hekhaloth literature arethenbasis of their seeming similarities to the
‘Gnostics’, dated to a period roughly contemporaneous watbethGnostics’, then it becomes
plausible to see the literature, or at least thettoadi behind it, as having a direct influence
on certain ‘Gnostic$”. In any case, whilst Scholem’s is perhaps the mosiptex and
persuasive argument for a possible link between the ‘Gsosind Kabbalah, as Stroumsa’s

article demonstrates, it is scarcely the first.

We shall return in chapter 8 to consider Scholem’s argtiinegreater depth, but for the
moment | wish to highlight the point that, if numerossholars have attempted to
demonstrate a link between the ‘Gnostics’ and the Kabbahere must therefore exist at
least some surface similarities between the two whigjgest this link. Indeed, whilst we
have already identified certain of these in the cdraésmystic’ taxonomy, our scope is how
wider, and our aim is twofold: (1) the identification pdtential similarities between the
‘Gnostics’ and the Kabbalah (as we have defined them)(rithe examination of whether

these are merely surface similarities, or ratherrdfiection of a thought stream at the heart

206 G G. Stroumsa, ‘Gnosis and Judaism’ (1992), pp.45-62.

207 pid. See also B.A. Pearson’s important article on Mdfitedlander’s argument for an Alexandrian Jewish
background to the ‘Gnostics’ [‘Friedlander Revisited’ (20Q%),10-28]. Note, however that, as Stroumsa’s
article highlights, this thesis is also found in the eafienetische Entwicklung der vornehmsten gnostischen
System®f Johann August Wilhelm Neander.

2% On this, see especially Scholem’s influential mondgragwish Gnosticisr{l965).

209 pid., esp. pp.31-42.
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of both tradition$'®. If the latter, then we shall be compelled to ocdesiiow both traditions
developed these similarities, a question to which thelssh answemight be to posit a

direct genetic link.

Let us now focus on the first of these points, namadyitlentification of similar theosophic
ideas and motifs in both the ‘Sethian’ and ‘Valentinibterature and the booRahir. It is
worth mentioning here that we would probably be best deiweseeking to identify
conceptual similarities rather than direct textualespondences: the difficulties evident in a
purely textual comparison of our ‘Gnostic’ sources (wlhach primarily extant only in later
Coptic translations of Greek originals) and the Mediéietrew of theBahir are obvious™.
Furthermore, we note that the Hebrew of Bahir is often heavily idiosyncratic, expressed
in an at best convoluted syntax; indeed, even a neaeropotary of the work, Meir ben
Simon of Narbonne, asserted that the “language of thk &od its whole content show that
it is the work of someone who lacked command of eitberaty language or good styfé?

To be sure, this comment is part of Meir ben Simon’s piglginattack against both ttigahir
and the early Kabbalah, yet it is certainly true that language of thBahir is frequently
somewhat torturous. For the modern scholar, the situaifurther complicated by the often
fragmentary or corrupt variant manuscript witnessefieéaext of theBahir, withesses which
also demonstrate the highly changeable and fluid natutediook, even after it emerged in
a printed fori*>. Given the linguistic differences between our tetktsrefore, we should not
expect to findexactcorrespondences of syntax or terminology, and wowdtalsly be better
served by concentrating more on looser similaritiesaicept, remaining aware that any

given idea may be expressed slightly differentlyactelanguage.

As an illustrative example of the above point, let aasier the issue of the tersarim

(@), as it appears in thgahir. A plural, from the rootw, sarimgenerally refers to those

2191t js worth highlighting that both Scholem and thédars examined in Stroumsa’s article were working
before widespread knowledge of the Nag Hammadi literateseavailable, and were thus unable to provide the
same level of definition for their conception of tmostics’ as we, hopefully, have done.

21 Similarly, even if we were to compare the extant tépoc. Johrwith the evidence in Irenaeus, we would
still face the difficulty that our primary extant soufoe the latter is a Latin translation of the Greelgimal (to

say nothing of the question of how accurately Irenaenstrdted the text before him).

212 Meir ben Simon’s polemic on this point is found in gistée incorporated into hillil zemeth Mitzvahthe
original text of which can be found in A. Neubauer, ‘Bairid the Zohar’ (1892), pp.357-368. The translation
given here is from G. Schole®@yigins (1990), pp.42f.

213 C.f. D. Abrams,Bahir (1994), pp.*9-*15. The text of thBahir used in this thesis is primarily from
Abrams’s critical edition, which is based on two of #aliest manuscript withesses, Ms. Munich 209 and Ms.
Vatican-Barberini Or. 110. Occasionally, however,ttaaslations of individual scholars will be utilisedhere

to do so might serve an illustrative purpose.
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in a position of authority and, according to Benjamin Dauidscan be translated in this
masculine form as ‘commanders’, ‘chiefs’, ‘nobles’, ‘princes?**. In the context of
‘mystical’ or theosophical hierarchies, such as ar@don theBahir (especially sections 63-
79), the particular term used in translation may haydications for the interpretation of the
text, and it is thus of interest that Scholem genetediatssarimin this context as a synonym
for ‘archons®*®> Such a translation is scarcely inaccurate, as teekGpxovtes carries a
similar range of meanings, but one might question whetteeuse of a word which appears
as somewhat of a technical term in our ‘Gnostic’ literatto translate the Hebrew implies a
somewhat closer connection between the sources thgrinnfiact be the ca$€. Indeed, it is
worth commenting that although the Septuagint doespisavtes to translatesarimin some
cases (e.g. Numbers 21:18, Isaiah 34:12), this is scareebyniig term it uses to render this
word, and we might, therefore, be better served hyskating occurrences alarim in the

Bahir directly to an English equivalent.

On this point there is not, at least for the momta,much more that we can reasonably say.
As the above translation has hopefully highlightedwduld seem wise to be wary of
translating terms in th8ahir in such a way as to draw direct textual parallels witter
sources, unless we can adduce further evidence that thosesavere influential on the
Bahir. As such, should our analysis demonstrate a genuineaembetween our ‘Gnostic’
sources and thBahir, then we may have cause to re-evaluate the possibilitsanslating
sarimin the latter as ‘archons’. For the time beingybweer, we must let that question hang.
In a similar vein, we must temporarily defer judgemegarding which English word might
best reflect thdBahir's sense obarim; as we shall observe later, tBahir may potentially
have been influenced by the Hekhaloth literature, whyghically makes use of ‘royal
language, especially in a somewhat allegorical sensewoindio>'1 does, after all, mean
‘palaces’). Ergo, should we conclude that the Hekhdittature influenced thBahir, then
we may be justified in translating the occurrencessarim in the latter as ‘princes’ or
‘nobles’, and interpreting the text correspondingly ideatally, it may be worth noting that it
is this translation ofarim which is usually adopted by English translations of thé O

2148 Davidsonexicon(1850), p.741.

25 ¢ f. G. ScholemQrigins (1990), pp.76ff.

26 ¢ f. H.K. Moulton, Lexicon (1978), pp.53f.; G.W.H. Lampd,exicon (1961), pp.241f. We recall, for
example, that EpiphaniuB@narion40] speaks of a sect of “Archontics”.

27 C.f. Prov. 8:16, which translatearimwith ueyiotaves, or Job 29:9; 34:19, which usépois.
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Testament: both thKJV and theRSVroutinely translatesarim in this wayf'® At present,
however, we shall let the matter rest, and simplyatesthe point that adirect textual-
linguistic parallels between our texts are, by definitianlikely, we should therefore be
cautious to avoid translating in such a way as to tramsimugh synonyms into exact

terminological correspondences.

Proceeding then upon a method of conceptual rather thamateoomparison, we might
remark, as Scholem does, upon the potential similafigpocepts in our sources regarding
the use of ‘fullness’ or ‘totality’, both as something afefinite entity and as a technical
ternf'®.  Terms such as ‘fullness’{rfpwua / TTAHPWMA) or ‘the All' / ‘the totality’

(TTTHPY) can be found throughout our ‘Gnostic’ sources and emidas we have previously

noted, might be called a ‘typical’ (though not exclupifeature of ‘Valentinian’ thought’.

It is interesting then to compare this to the us&mf1 (‘the fullness’) and>or (lit. ‘the
whole’, ‘the totality’) in theBahir?*’. Beginning in §4 with an exposition on Deuteronomy
33:23 (“... and full of §717] the blessing of the Lord...RSY, theBahir proceeds to discuss
the concept of ‘fullness’ or ‘totality’, treating thess definite entities or elements of the
divine (with the corresponding definite article), in ayvthat does not seem unfamiliar to our
‘Gnostic’ text$?. More specifically, however, there seems to exisingeresting similarity
between the conception of this ‘totality’ or ‘fullnéss the Bahir, and its conception in the
‘Valentinian’ thought stream; indeed, both tBehir and our ‘Valentinian’ sources seem to
conceive of this ‘totality’ as a definite existence, s@rhatdistinct from the divine existence
which created 22 Whilst it is this ‘totality’ which both generates andcempasses all of
created reality, ultimately it itself remains dependsotely on the divine, somewhat
analogous to the way in which creation is wholly dependarthe ‘totality’. This similarity
cannot, however, really be said to exist in regard to ‘G@thian’ sources; although

Z8E g. Num. 21:18, Prov. 8:16, Isa. 34:12. Note siaaim generally occurs in the biblical text juxtaposed with
a synonym (often the substantive fornouofl) so as to form an intensive parallelism. Therefdre decision as
to which term to translate as ‘nobles’ and whicHpaisices’ is largely an editorial one. C.f. Num. 21:18p
34:18f., Prov. 8:16.

219G, Scholem@rigins (1990), pp.68ff.

220 C f. above, p.27. See, for exampigoc. JohnNHC 11.3:1-4:14,Gos. Eg.IV.50:6-22, Gos. Tru.l.18:1-
20:25. On ‘Valentinian’ thought, see J.F. McCue, ‘ConftigtVersions?’ (1981), pp.404-416.

221 C f. the entries in G.W.H. Lampel®xicon[(1961), pp.950, 1094f.] fashos andmArjpeopa and the entries
in B. Davidson’d_exicon[(1850), pp.380f., 488f.] foro> andx?. See also the entry fofp, / mrHpg in W.E.
Crum, Dictionary (1939), p.424.

22 5ee especially sections 3-5, 7, and 14-15 oBtter.

223 Compare, for example, the abovementioned sectioniseddahir (esp. §14) withGos. Tru.l.18:1-21:29.
C.f. also Irenaeus’s account of the ‘Valentinian’ Ptofanthought inHaer. 1.1.1-3.
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conceptions of the ‘fullness’ or ‘totality’ are to beuhd in these sources (eApoc. John
11.2:28-4:26, Gos. Eg.11.40:15-41:8), not only are they far less marked than ia th
‘Valentinian’ sources, but more importantly they are pottrayed as being distinct from or
created by the divine. Whereas in both Bahir and our ‘Valentinian’ texts we find the
‘fullness’ portrayed as a creation of the divine, frautnich all other creation exists, in our
‘Sethian’ texts this distinction is not made; rathbg finvisible Spirit’ (i.e. the highest source
of divinity in ‘Sethian’ language)s itself perfect totality, and itself emanates subsequent
aeons (none of which, however, might be referred tdhas‘totality’ or similar). As
previously mentioned, we shall consider at a later stagextent to which Scholem might be
seen to overly homogenise disparate ‘Gnostic’ thougktsts in his analysis, but for the
moment let us simply note that our current comparisonGobstic’ conceptions of the
‘totality’ with the Bahir is essentially a comparison based on ‘Valentinian’ enadg it
remains to be seen whether any further conceptual simegawe might highlight will also be

identifiable in the ‘Valentinian’ sources.

To return to our main point, however, we note thatdltkres seem to exist a certain level of
similarity of concept between ‘Valentinian’ thought are Bahir, a similarity which is

perhaps even more striking if we directly compare exasnpf the two:

Gospel of TrutiNHC 1.19:7-20:22 Bahir, 814

“...Itis he [i.e. the Father] who fashioned ‘| “...| [i.e. the Lord] have spanned the ;
totality [mrTHpq], and within him is the [5om], called it ‘All’, for on it depends the
totality and the totality was in need of him. All and from it emanates the All; all things
for what did the totality have need of if npoheed it and look upon it and yearn for it, and
knowledge regarding the Father?... so (it|ig)is from it that all souls fly forth. | was
with the totality, which lay hidden while thealone when | made it and no angel can raise
Father of the totality was invisible, beindiimself above it..**
something which is from him, from whom

every space comes fortf*

Now, from this comparison several points become obviousirstly, as our earlier
observations indicated, direct textual comparison can probably not be made betweea thes

two texts, despite Scholem’s assertion that the passagésos. Tru.“reads like a parallel to

224 Trans. H.W. Attridge and G.W. MacRae, in J.M Robinebal.,Nag Hammadi Library1990), pp.38-51.
22 Trans. G. Scholen®rigins (1990), p.71.
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our Bahir passagé®®. Even in English translation, the passages seeminee far too much

of a disparity, and indeed an indebtedness to their oviaraukituation, to suggest that one
could be the direct literary antecedent of the others(especially worth noting that this
passage from th&os. Tru.is anedited excerpt; the surrounding material that does not
resemble thdBahir passage is not shown here). Rather, it seems tit wie potentially
have here is evidence of a particular concept being €sgulan two different thought streams
(and, indeed, languages). If this is the case, thenthetkimilarities and the differences in
the texts become explicable: the former being due tmahare of the shared idea, the latter
understood as the inevitable consequence of the divergentgmasamh which this idea is

expressed.

This observation continues to bear relevance as wee@dowith an examination of the
multiple powers of théBahir. At least on a surface level, we might point to plagential
comparisons between the numerous aeons or archong fouhe mythic schema of much
‘Gnostic’ literature, and the enumeration of t&efirot which would become perhapise
distinctive feature of KabbaldH. As we have already mentioned, whilst the concepifon
the Sefirotis recognisable in thBahir, the term itself is all but absent; instead, whentman
is made of a hierarchical schema in the heavenly realmés)more often find talk of the
M (middoth, the ‘qualities’ or ‘characteristics’ of the diviif& Interestingly, however, in
the Bahir this hierarchical construction is spoken of in differeartrts in different sections:
we have already mentioned the occurrencsanim in this context (c.f. also its use in 877),
and we might also add other uses of ‘royal’ language to t@féhis hierarchy, such aso5n
(‘kings’) in sections 19, 32, and 49, amth> (‘crowns’) in sections 23 and 162 Indeed,
in attempting to identify potential sources behind Bahir, we seem to be assailed by a
multiplicity of images and symbols, leading us to questitnether they may really all be

expressing more or less the same concept.

Now, as a potential way into this discussion, | shdikd to highlight some interesting
textual observations which Moshe Idel has made concerha@dcurrence and calculation

226 G, ScholemOrigins (1990), p.72. Furthermore, Scholem then proceeds to anather parallel with a
passage fronGos. Thom[Saying 75]; we have already noted the potential dubiogsoesquating this text
with any ‘Gnostic’ thought stream, and it certainly is not ‘®falinian’! See also below, pp.86f.

227 ¢ f. above, pp.14ff.

228 C f. G. ScholemQrigins (1990), pp.81ff.

222 C 1. Ibid., pp.83-86.
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of the number seventy-two in tligahir as an accounting of the elements of the heavenly
hierarchy, and the comparisons which may be made on thjscsibetween th8ahir and
other text$®.

EugnostosNHC 111.83:10-15 Bahir, 863

“...Then the twelve powers, whom | ha| “...These twelve stones are sev-two,

just discussed, consented with each ot| which correspond to the seventy-two names
<Six> males (each) (and) <six> femalesf God. What is the reason? {The biblical
(each) were revealed, so that there |atext} opened with twelve to teach you that
seventy-two powers.”* God has twelve leaders, and each and every
one of them has six powers. ...And what are
these? The seventy-two languages?..”

As with our previous comparison, whilst the differentelanguage andeitgeistbetween the
two texts are obvious, equally striking is their poteltishared conception of seventy-two
powers. Indeed, as ldel remarks, the usage of the nurabentg-two, and especially its
equation in theBahir with the “seventy-two languages” is relatively exaapal, since the
more usual “Jewish view assumes the existensewéntyanguages or natiors®. | do not
wish here, however, to focus overmuch on this potentigindi®on between the usage of
seventy or seventy-two in the relevant traditions, esimanust surely be admitted that the
mere occurrence of one or other of these numbers,ieirea parallel context, cannot itself
be counted as unique enough to produce such an exact levelre$pondence as our
methodology should require. To be sure, it might faaneple be questioned whether the
usage of seventy-two instead of seventy is indicativa Biellenistic influence upon Judaic
thought; in particular, its occurrence in thagnostogpassage cited above (a passage omitted
in the parallel oSoph. Jes. Chrcould potentially be viewed in relation Eugnostodeing,
as Pearson puts it, “a Jewish Gnostic work written bgeeson well versed in Greek
philosophy”, likely originally composed (in Greek) in thelldristic-Jewish environment of
late first century or early second century Alexarfdfia Ultimately, however, if this use of
seventy-two is ascribed to Hellenistic influence, therarguably emerges as rather too

230\, Idel, Kabbalah(1988), pp.122-125.

%! Trans. D.M. Parrott, in J.M Robinson et Alag Hammadi Library1990), pp.220-243.

232 Trans. M. IdelKabbalah(1988), p.123.

233 |bid., pp.123, 334f., n.90. Emphasis added. C.f. G. Schalmnthe Kabbalai{1969), pp.61-65Shabb.
88h.

234B.A. Pearson, ‘Current Issues’ (2004), pp.11-81. On thtae of Eugnostogo Soph. Jes. Chrsee below,
pp.166ff.
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ubiquitous an example to clearly delineate any historicahectios*>. Instead, a more

exact, and thus for our purposes perhaps more directlicalple area of focus is to be found
in the observation that not only do both of the abtess speak of seventy-two heavenly
powers, but furthermore they both calculate this nunibéhe same way, by ascribing six

powers to each of the original twelve (i.e. 12 x 6 Z%2)

When we turn, however, to the section of #Bahir immediately following, we find a
somewhat different picture; although the perhaps unusumber of seventy-two is still
present, the hierarchical structure to which it refersl thus the method by which it is

calculated, is noticeably different:

Bahir, 8§64

“...All of them are no more than thirty-six forms, and ailthem are perfected in thirty-two
{forms}; thirty-two are given to thirty-two, and theremained {out of thirty-six} four; and they
are sixty-four forms. Whence do we know that thirty-twoevgiven to thirty-two? From the
verse: ‘for he that is higher than the highest watcheth [EcBt&8]' — thus, there are sixty-four.
But eight is {yet} lacking from the seventy-two names of Gadd this is {alluded} in the
phrase ‘and there be higher than they [Eccles. 5:8] — thesth@ seven days of the week. And
one is {yet} lacking, and that which is {alluded} in therse: ‘Moreover the profit of the earth is
for all [Eccles. 5:9]...%"

As Idel notes, the concept of seventy-two is hereutatied in a different way (64 + 7 + 1),
built upon a reading of Ecclesiast®s This then perhaps suggests that the exegesis (or,
probably more accurately, eisegesis) here is secondad,is an attempt to provide a
reasoning for the already existent concept of the $evesw. The question arises, however,
as to why the calculation which is given here diffevdrom that in the preceding section. A
potential answer might be found in a portion of anotk&ro'stic’ text, specificallyOn the
Origin of the World(NHC 11.104:31-105:20):

235 | et us also highlight the possibility that in Antiquthe symbolic uses of the numbers seventy and seventy-
two were potentially liable to be applied interchangegisyhaps most especially in traditions which reflected a
confluence of Judaic and Hellenistic thought. See,¥ample, the variant texts of Lk. 10:1, 17, the mission of
the seventy (two) disciples. Note also that somditioms in fact give the number of the translatorshaf t
Septuagint as seventy-two (although, as the name itsalfesy the tradition of seventy is of course the more
prevalent one). C.f. also Y. Liebes, ‘Kabbalistigti (1993), pp.65-92.

43¢ Admittedly, as indicated in the excerpt, the fragmenstate ofEugnostodeaves it somewhat unclear as to
how many powers each of the twelve ‘reveal’; unfortelyathis portion of the text is not paralleled Soph.
Jes. Chr. Although Douglas Parrott’s reconstruction suggests thsilpibity that the text indicates each of the
first twelve producedwelvepowers (six male and six female), | find more convig@rreading that states that
each of the twelve ultimately producsik powers (totalling thirty-six males and thirty-six females$ this
seems the only way that the number seventy-two ntigtdrrived at. C.f. D.M. Parrothp. cit, p.233 and M.
Idel, Kabbalah(1988), pp.123, 334, n.83.

%7 Trans. M. IdelKabbalah(1988), p.124.

238 pid., pp.123-125.
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“And as he had authority, he [Sabaoth] made himself fifsaloa mansion. It is huge,
magnificent, seven times as great as all those thst iexthe seven heavens. And before his
mansion he created a throne, which was huge and was upon adedr-£hariot called
‘Cherubin’. Now the Cherubin has eight shapes per each ébuh&orners, lion forms and calf
forms and human forms and eagle forms, so thabhalfdrms amount to sixty-four forms — and
(he created) seven archangels that stand before it; the ighth, and has authority. All the
forms amount to seventy-two. Furthermore, from thariot the seventy-two gods took shape;
they took shape so that they might rule over the seventyatwguages of the peoples. And by
that thzr?gne he created other, serpent-like angels, callathphin’, which praise him at all
times.’

As is immediately obvious, this text bears a marked rbeme to Ezekiel 1, and thus by
extension, potentially to forms of Merkabah and Hekhakpbculation derived from that
text®. We shall return to this point in a later chapter, foutthe moment, what is more
relevant is the fact that this passage, like 864 oBtdar, calculates the seventy-two by the
method of 64 + 7 + 1. What we have then, in essencéwarmethods (seemingly each with
a certain antiquity) for calculating the number séydwo in a heavenly setting; yet both
these methods appear together in the same medieval texthis context, it becomes
interesting to consider Scholem’s argument thatBiakir should not be viewed as a single
text; rather, it should be understood as “a redactibpantly contradictory source¥™.
Indeed, Scholem argues throughout @rggins of the Kabbalalhat theBahir is composed
of various strata, some significantly older than othersd that a multitude of sources
(including some of great antiquity) are drawn upon inedéht sections, often being
combined and re-interpreted in a variety of ways, withrdwmilt that we may be able to
identify several instances which “suggest conflicting tradgithat were simply juxtaposed
in the Bahir’**,

Whilst we shall return to this point again in chapter 8, iati@n to a wider analysis of
Scholem’s hypothesis, let us note here that his arguoféars a potential solution to the
contradiction highlighted above. We might, as Schokeunggest that if sections 63 and 64
are to be treated somewhat separately from each, ¢tieartheir contrast is explained by the
fact that they descend from two different sources; tie. concept of the seventy-two is seen

2% Trans. H.-G. Bethge, B. Layton, and Societas Copiirosolymitana, in J.M Robinson et aNag
Hammadi Library(1990), pp.170-189. Cyp. Arch.I.95:26-31.

240 Incidentally, Idel Kabbalah (1988), pp.124, 335, n.99] proposes that the number sixty-fotiveiBahir
passage above is drawn from a Targum of Ezekiel 1:6. Thisstlggests the possibility that there might be
another (probably Judaic) source which stands behitid86a andOrig. W. See below, p.171.

241 G. Scholem,Origins (1990), p.147. See, for example, Scholem’s discussion [pfp4B9-on the
enumeration of theniddothin sections 111-116 of thgahir, where a combination of elements from older texts
(including theYetzirahand theRaza Rabbacan be identified.

42 G, Scholem@rigins (1990), p.85.
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as a rather ancient concept, but whilst 863 potentially sifemmEugnostosn its calculation
of it, 864 potentially draws instead fro@®rig. W, and thus there is no contradiction until
these two traditions are redacted together inBhair. Although, if we recall here our
observation that it is more likely that it was thencept of the calculation that was drawn
upon rather than the text directly (as evidenced byntitable textual and paradigmatic
differences in our examples), it might then be beftepropose that these sections of the
Bahir drew on the traditions behind our ‘Gnostic’ texts rathantthe texts themselves. We
recall also our earlier observations that 8&hir potentially contains a combination of
images from theretzirah(e.g. the concept of the ideal numbers through whichticress
accomplished) and the Hekhaloth literature (e.g. theofis®yal' language in reference to
heavenly powers); to these sources we might possibly alsav add various examples of
‘Gnostic’ speculation. | say ‘various examples’, hesmit is worth noting that the ‘Gnostic’
texts we have referred to here are, if anything, neaoe&ethian’ thought whilst, in our
previous discussion of the concept of the ‘totality’, faend the closest parallels to tBahir

in ‘Valentinian’ thought*>. If, however, theBahir is proposed to have drawn from various
sources and traditions, including several from Antiqulten is it overly illogical to suppose
that it similarly drew from a variety of ‘Gnostidhdught streams?

Indeed, as Scholem demonstrates, the redaction togdtharious sources in thBahir is

also seen in the statements made therein regardingfttede of Go&*. In sections 76-79
particular abstractniddoth of God (e.g. ‘Power’, ‘Truth’) are somewhat conflatedhw
angelicsarim a conflation which, as Scholem notes, “would be detefy inconceivable in
the later Kabbalah®*>. Moreover, we find in these sections that the atteibof Power

(722), conceived of as one of tkarim, is placed on the left; for example, in 877 we read:

243 Although in generaEugnostosandOrig. W. are not usually included in the so-called ‘Sethian corphsy
might potentially be linked to ‘Sethian’ thougfift,one accepts the thesis that they share certain stredaof
tradition withApoc. JohrandHyp. Arch.respectively. See above, pp.18f.

244 G, Scholem@rigins (1990), pp.147-151.

24 |bid., pp.147f. Scholem observes that a similar motif is fdand in §96, although there a different ordering
of angels is given, suggesting again a multitude of soumedsstrata behind thBahir. Similarly, Scholem
highlights [p.147, n.154] that sections 76 and 79 appear to have thyidiean one piece, into which sections
77 and 78 were “awkwardly interpolated”. 8§77 would probablpditer placed following 879, which it seems
to develop or interpret.
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“And who are these? They are three. This teaches that the Power igtlo¢ all the holy
forms on the left side of God, and that is Gabriel, andi®might Michael isx» over all the holy
forms, and in the middle, which is the Truth, Uriel is theof all the holy forms. .2

Now, it is interesting to observe that in the latexbKalah the left side of God is seen to
represent the source of evil; indeed, evil is generallid shere to stem from an
overabundance of the divine attribute of stern judgerfrerddath ha-di, which occurs if
this attribute (or in the later Kabbalasefirah) is not properly balanced with its opposite

247 |n this context, we then note that whilst the

number on the right sidé/esed(‘mercy’)
abovementioned sections of tBahir do not equate the left side Power of God with euvil,
sections 107-115 speak not only of ewih) as amiddahof God (most explicitly in §109)
but, as Scholem demonstrates, also identify mhiddah with Satan and/or the primordial
emptiness of theohuand can be seen to place it upon the left ofodndeed, as Scholem
elaborates, 8113 appears as a parallel to 877, except wigredence of Satan instead; as
such, therefore, we might well agree with Scholent gh&urely harmonistic interpretation
would logically lead us to conclude that tBahir identifies Gabriel with Satan”. A more
realistic explanation, however, would be that “thexiested, on the subject of the left, two
distinct traditions that were subsequently united atagposed during the redaction [of the

Bahir]... without aiming at any false consistenty”

It might then be interesting to ask whether a coatesc®f these two traditions might lie
behind the later Kabbalistic conception of evil as tiseilteof the excess of the judgement of
the divine left, but for our purposes here it is moreuldef consider from whence came the
concept of Satan and evil as being on the left of thmeli In particular, it is worth noting
for the moment the evidence Ofig. W. 11.106:5-16, a passage which almost immediately

follows the one which we examined above:

%4¢ Trans. G. ScholenQrigins (1990), pp.147f. In reference to our earlier discussi@awi | have elected to
retain the Hebrew here in place of Scholem’s traiwsiadf ‘archons’.

247 gee, for example, D. ArieKabbalah(2006), pp.77-82. As Ariel notes here, the figfirahis referred to
both asDin andGevurah the two designations being largely interchangeable.b€ldw, pp.74f.

248 gcholem Qrigins (1990), pp.148f.] notes that sections 107-115, which are plyntamcerned with the
character of Satan, were probably an original uniterbed here in the redaction of tiBahir. On the
combination of the imagery of Satan, evil, aallu see, for example, 8109, which states thabhuis nothing
other than the evilt[77] that throws men into confusion until they sin, and gwil urge in man comes from
there...” [trans. G. Scholerthid.]. C.f. also §113, where Satan appears boths % anditn 5 .

4% G, ScholemOrigins (1990), p.151. C.f. E.R. Wolfson, ‘Light through Darkne&k988), pp.73-95; Y.
Liebes, De Natura D€i(1993), pp.1-64.
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“...And there was no one with him [Sabaoth] in the cloud gx8ephia <the daughter of> Pistis,
instructing him about all the things that exist in the eidgighven... Now Pistis Sophia set him
apart from the darkness and summoned him to her right, anqtithe parent [i.e. Yaldabaoth]
she put at her left. Since that day, right has bededcpistice, and left called wickednesg>2”

What we find in this excerpt is an interesting conceptuedlieh of the placement of the
negative (personified as a specific figure), upon the lgftinva heavenly realm. Whilst
we shall reserve judgement for the moment on the pes®ldtionship this passage has to
the Bahir, it is worth observing that not only do we have heretarmi@l source for one of
the traditions regarding the left, but it is also a seuvbich we have previously considered

in relation to another aspect of tBahir.

Ultimately, since our aim in this chapter is primarily dgstive, we shall have to largely
postpone any analysis bbw or why these similarities seemingly exist until a latercjune.
With this in mind, | should like now to turn to a briefaewination of the equation of
particular powers with certain stars, planets, limbstais, attributes, qualities, etc. in the
Bahir and some ‘Gnostic’ texts. Again, although this mattéirrequire further examination
in subsequent chapters, it is necessary to provide a desdriptive outline here for
illustrative purposes. It is worth noting that t8efirot in their central position in later
Kabbalah, were consistently enumerated as particiNamedqualities or elements and, as
David Ariel states, they also represented “the idgagyof intellectual and moral qualities
that are found in man”; th&efirot therefore, were generally associated both with the
economy of the analogues of the divine qualities in humaaitd with the requisite limbs or
organs thought to be responsible for the outworking cfettiualitie®’. For example, the
4" 5" and & sefirotare generally agreed in the later Kabbalah té/ésed(‘mercy’), Din /
Gevurah (‘judgement’ / ‘power’), andTiferet (‘fadornment’); these three form an ‘ethical
triad’, and are aligned both with the human manifestatiof these qualities, and with the
hands and the heart, which are the parts of man whiettieg therfr>. The Kabbalistic

genesis of this idea can be seen inBha&ir, where, as Scholem demonstrates, the so-called

20 Trans. H.-G. Bethge, B. Layton, and Societas Copilirosolymitana, in J.M Robinson et aNag
Hammadi Library(1990), pp.170-189. C.f. the probable textual paralléfyp. Arch.11.95:31-96:3, “...And
Sophia took her daughter Zoe and had her sit upon his [Bajaa@ht to teach him about the things that exist
in the eighth (heaven); and the angel {of} wrath gtezed upon his left. {Since} that day, {his right} haeen
called life; and the left has come to represent theghtadusness of the realm of absolute power above...”
[trans. B. Layton, in J.M Robinson et dlag Hammadi Library(1990), pp.161-169]. Similarly, this passage
follows immediately from the parallel given in n.239, a0

1D, Ariel, op. cit, pp.77f.

%2 |pid., pp.76-87.

74



‘powers’ in heaven are “represented by a combinatiojuxiaposition of anthropological,
cosmological, and moral symbolism® In particular, Scholem outlines several instances
where the %, 5", and &' powers are associated with a number of different ésesome of
which | have listed below in tabular format; to thepecific homologies, we might also add,
as Scholem does, the more general association ofig¢aeenly powers with “primordial
images” of wine and milk (893), the imagery of silver andlgskctions 34 and 38), and the
limbs of man (e.g. sections 55, 114, ¥36)

Bahir section(s) £ Power 5" Power 6" Power
24,77,92, 94, 129, 131 Mercy Judgement / Poer Fruth
35, 77, 96, 102 Right Left Middle
9, 29, 30, 40, 68, 96, 102 Water Fire Union of the two
92,94, 131, 132 Abraham Isaac Jacob

As Scholem rightly observes, this association ofgesacould well be the result of the
combination, in theBahir, of the cosmology oiretzirahwith elements of the Hekhaloth
literature (including Merkabah an@hi’'ur Qomahspeculation); interestingly, however, he
also postulates some analogues between these honsodogighe ‘Gnostic’ sources | do
not wish to dwell overmuch on this matter here, ashadl have occasion in later chapters to
consider further the issue of homology, but for the mwimet us briefly highlight a few
examples which suggest that several of our ‘Gnostic’ cgsuishared with th&ahir a
preference for equating the heavenly powers with a ranggnatols.

In Orig. W. 11.106:26-107:17, a passage following just after those we [#neady
considered, we find a description of the creation in trevéres of a number of heavenly
powers, both good and evil ones, who are identified withndomes of various qualities and
attributes (e.g. Jealousy, Wrath, Bitterness, Peatgh,TLove, etc.). Similarly, in a lengthy
passage oApoc. John(l1.15:1-19:12), we find a collection of angels, demons, anslep®

253 G, Scholem@rigins (1990), pp.140f.

%4 bid., pp.138-147.

255 Note that in theBahir, the 6" place is more usually designatedk (‘truth’), rather tharnXem, as was
common in later Kabbalah. This is perhaps reflectivarofolder tradition, such as we discussed above in
relation to 877 of th8abhir.

%6 G, Scholem@rigins (1990), p.141. C.f. IdemJewish GnosticisriL965), pp.31-42

75



creating the material and natural body of man, eaehcoeating a very specific part which
therefore corresponds to it, whilst similarly others described as creating, and thus having
charge of, numerous negative passions (e.g. grief, jsalptide, fear, etc.), although in this
passage the powers etc. generally possess names obwreifalbeit these appear to be
mostly nomina barbara An exception, however, occurs at the beginning efpgassage,
where seven powers are described as creating the basentdeof the natural soul (each
creating that element which corresponds to itself); sthihese powers still possess names
distinct from that which they create, their names lasth intelligible, and in certain cases
notably correspond to names which would later be attachiSefirof>"

“..And the powers began: the first one, goodness, created asboheand the second,
foreknowledge, created a sinew-soul; the third, divinityatae a flesh-soul; and the fourth, the
lordship frMNTXO0€Ic], created a marrow-soul; the fifth, kingdonrMNTepo], created a
blood-soul; the sixth, envy, created a skin-soul; the seyvemttierstandingTMNTPMNQHT],
created a hair-soul.?®

As a final example, we might also briefly mention thagram, reproduced on the next page,
which was described by Celsus and Origen in the latt@oistra Celsum(VI.24-38), and
which Origen attributes to a sect of ‘Ophites’; Celsnfscourse, did not apparently make a
distinction between this group and the ‘orthodox’ Christiarwhich Origen defends.
Although the nature of the source requires us to placestiability of this account somewhat
below what we have found preserved in our primary ‘Goosburces, it is an interesting
example of the potential homologies that might belena ‘Gnostic’ theosophy. Particularly
remarkable is the syncretism of the system, which plaod#sthe Zodiac and elements from
Hellenistic mythology alongside more biblically-basdengents such as the Leviathan (c.f.
Job 41:1-34, Psalms 74:14; 104.6, Isaiah 27:1). Let us note ebpeh@lhever, the
enumeration of eight heavens, an example of the pbinceof the Ogdoad, (c.f. above,
p.27), and the association of each of the lower seeavdams with an archon who bears
responsibility for it, and is also equated with a planétrthermore, as we saw in tApoc.
Johnpassage above, the enumeration of a particular gexeers, and their equation with a
symbol or element which they represent and are redgerier, seems to be a common

%7 Whilst we are told that the soul created by each poweresponds to its particular characteristic
gEresumany expressed in its name), the logic of theselbgiesis far from being immediately apparent to us.
8 Apoc. Johnil.15:13-23, trans. F. Wisse, in J.M Robinson etN&g Hammadi Library(1990), pp.104-123.
Interestingly, note that parallel versions of this pggsa NHC 111.22:23-23:6 and BG 8502.49:15-50:4 give
‘providence’ rpovoia / mponoia) as the fourth power, ‘kingdomiéinrepo) as the fifth, ‘understanding’ (using

instead the Greek loanwoodveats / cyngecic) as the sixth, and ‘wisdomsédio / copra) as the seventh.
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motif. It is worth noting that our previous discussi@garding homologies in thBahir
applied primarily only to the lower seven powers; aso®&rh highlights, it is these seven
“with which theBahir is chiefly concerned”, and indeed they are there “ennxibt treated

as constituting a separate whéf8 Taken as a group of seven, once again several equations
are made, including their identification with the seveyslof the week and of the Creation
(sections 54, 55, and 105) and with the seven praising timesatin 119:164 (sections 41

and 45); they are also, as we mentioned above, equatethitimbs of maft™:

Bahir, §855:

“...What are the seven of which it is said (Gen. 1:2He ‘said to him: we count as one {the
place of} the circumcision and the wife of man; his tveméis — three; and his torso — five; his
two legs — seven, and to them correspond their powersiirehe. %

29 This version of the diagram is reproduced from K. RuddBpigsis(1984), pp.68f.
260G, Scholem@rigins (1990), pp.138.

%1 bid., pp.138-142. C.f. Y. LiebesDe Natura Dei(1993), pp.1-64.

%2 Trans. G. Scholen@rigins (1990), p.141.
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As such, we seem to once again find a possible similaficpncept between the theosophy
of theBabhir, and that of certain of our ‘Gnostic’ sources. Ihwis stress here, however, that
this similarity need not necessarily demonstrate a atiome or at least not that connection
which we are primarily interested in investigating; such eqoatif heavenly beings with
earthly elements is, after all, scarcely unique to eit@amostic’ or Kabbalistic systems,
whilst the above passage perhaps more immediately se@e'sir Qomahspeculatioff*

To give a briefprécis of our observations thus far, we have identified seveoaéntial
examples of contact between ‘Gnostic’ thought streanastheBahir; in particular, | wish to
highlight the fact that possible parallels @rig. W. have occurred repeatedlgerhaps
suggesting this text as the most likely source for ‘Gob#stfluence. More shall be said on
this later, but we should offer here a feaveats so as to avoid prematurely drawing too
optimistic an opinion regarding the ‘Gnostics’ and Bahir. As we noted above, whilst we
are unlikely to be able to identify direteixtual parallels between our sources, a comparison
of specific conceptual ideas could help us to locateelaexts, and by approaching the
matter in this way, we have managed to identify pointsiofilarity. What is notable,
however, is that we do not find in tB&ahir a consistent reproduction of elements from any
one ‘Gnostic’ thought stream; indeed, as we saw, someaosscof the text seem closer to
‘Sethian’ thought, others to ‘Valentinian’. Although theasified nature of theBahir
suggests the possibility of borrowings having been made $®raral traditions, it is more
difficult to demonstrate a clear chain of transmigsiothe latter sources do not appear to
stand in real continuity with any one particular thougtream. Indeed, alongside the
‘Sethians’ and ‘Valentinians’, we have also highlightbd possibility of influences from
‘Gnostic’ texts potentially separate from those grolpgynostosandOrig. W. (the latter of
which is in fact our most constant source of simy§gyias well as possible, or in some case
quite probable, influences from the Hekhaloth literatuvierkabah andShi'ur Qomah
speculation, an&/etzirah One might then be forced to question whetherBakir could
essentially be a highly syncretic text, formed fromedaction of several sections, each
drawing from different sources. The answer to sughestion cannot, however, be properly
surmised without consideration of whether it is possiafe] if so how, that any of these

older sources might have been transmitted to the nggjtef the Bahir. As previously

253 As indicated above, we shall return in subsequent clsapteonsider further points related both to the use of
homologies and to the role of tiéi'ur Qomah
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indicated, we shall move to examine this matter in lebapters, but | wish for the moment
to highlight the problem that if one focuses on specikangples of similarity, then such
conclusions as are raised must by necessity be tedtic the incidentals of any system.
The paradox of the matter is that whilst a focus orspexific is certainly the surest way to
proceed, true demonstration of the influence of one systemnother, as opposed to mere
demonstration of syncretism in the later system, requia similarity between the
‘overarching theme(s)’ of both systems. By definitilnmwever, such themes cannot be
identified in highly specific examples, and thus whilst panson of them may be both
necessary and fruitful, such an exercise does cafay greater danger of straying into the
realm of ‘parallelomania’. It is thus to this consid&na that | wish to turn in the next

chapter.

79



Chapter 5
Correspondence and Coincidence:

Kabbalistic and ‘Gnostic’ Systems, and the Question of Ubigtous Ideas

As noted in the last chapter, we have hitherto condectichiefly on very specific instances
of potential textual-conceptual similarities between sowrces; it may now therefore be
somewhat germane to offer some careful observatammseerning potential similarities
between the broader motifs of our ‘Gnostic’ and Kabhalihought streams. In doing so,
however, we must strive to avoid the dangers of ‘palathania’, a term outlined in an
important essay by Samuel Sandmel, a few observatioms ¥hich it is highly worth
reproducing here:

“We might for our purposes define parallelomania as thatexggance among scholars which
first overdoes the supposed similarity in passages and then prdoeddscribe source and

derivation as if implying literary connection flowing in arevitable or predetermined direction.
The key word in my essay is extravagance. | am not denyaiditerary parallels and literary

influence, in the form of source and derivation, exist.am speaking words of caution about
exaggerations about the parallels and about source andtideriva

An important consideration is the difference betweenlzstract position on the one hand and
the specific application on the other... Detailed studhéscriterion, and the detailed study
ought to respect the context and not be limited to juxtaposarg excerpts. Two passages may
sound the same in splendid isolation from their context, buthvde=n in context reflect
difference rather than similarity?®

Now, the application of Sandmeksiveatsto our study should be immediately obvious. As
we have noted above, simply identifying potential sintilesibetween our sources does not
in itself prove that the ‘Gnostics’ directly influencdwetKabbalah. Moreover, as we have
observed, the particular context of the textual examgireviously cited should not be

overlooked; most especially, we recall that Bahir appears as a highly stratified redacted
work, which less evinces a clear overall position, bilteraappears to contain a polyphony of
different ideas, often varying from one section torthgt. Similarly, whilst we have adduced

comparisons in several ‘Gnostic’ sources, it has Iseprising to realise that in the wider

context these sources do not all belong to the samestigh thought stream, but seem

instead to reflect more a highly selective borrowingnafividual elements from disparate

sources. Indeed, as we saw above, it may well bahbalifference between our sources is
more striking than the similarity.

%43, sandmel, ‘Parallelomania’ (1962), pp.1-13.
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An especial utility of theseaveatscomes, however, if we bring them to bear on sontaef
broader similarities that we might find in our sourcas;we mentioned previously, the
sources themselves cannot necessarily be said to peedbere to such a broad picture. In
particular, we note that if one speaks of a broad tieimnof ‘Kabbalistic theosophy’, whilst
many of its constituent elements may find their genesithe Kabbalah within th&ahir,
they sit there alongside other, often competing, idedsnaotifs which would not generally
be included in this definition; our earlier discussion anukes omiddothandsarim in the
Bahir, which would eventually become the ‘typically Kabbalistdea of theSefirot is a
prototypical example of this. Furthermore, as we adso demonstrated in slightly different
contexts in chapters 1 and 3, as a definition or descrigibnoadened to take into account
otherwise disparate sources, so it becomes less ispiecthe tradition it aims to represent,
and becomes on an abstract level barely, if atdakinguishable from numerous other

traditions, thought streams, or philosophies.

As an illustrative example of this point, lets us rettad arguments made above in chapter 3
in relation to the schema of ascent and descent ins@nand Kabbalistic thougff®. As

we observed, viewed in a broad perspective both of thesghh streams evince similar
concepts of an economy of creation enacted through @emtefrom the highest level of
divinity, which in turn provides a pattern for ascent, sease the return of the soul, through
this schema, to approach the divine. As we also noted veoy&ich a schema could, to an
extent, be said to be a relatively common elementnofsticism’, and we highlighted
comparable examples in the writings of Plotinus and Augef&?i Now, by recalling these
earlier conclusions here, | wish to introduce severaseovations which may prove
determinative for our thesis. Firstly, it is immedigt notable that we can generally only
make comparisons of this sort by reference to the wmkrhaps more abstract ‘over-arching
ideas’ of the systems we aim to describe. To eluejdatilst in the last chapter we
purposely focused on specific incidents of conceptual (thougbbidous reasons not precise
textual) correspondences between our sources, it seeinal lgconclude that if we are to
reasonably speak of amgal influence of ‘Gnostic’ thought on the Kabbalah, we shawddd

to demonstrate a certain level of similarity not omlyregard to incidental occurrences, but
also in regard to the broader motifs or, as it were,ldasic theosophic assumptions of these

respective thought streams. That is to say that, apart identifying reasonably exact

265 See above, pp.39ff.
26 E g.Enneaddll.4.3, V.1.4; AugustineConfession.6.9-7.12.
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textual correspondences between our sources, if weoashow that the ‘Gnostics’ had a
determinativeinfluence on the development of the Kabbalah, then wst show that each
operated within roughly comparable broad systems. Our semlogetvation, however, is
that, as our discussion in chapter 3 highlighted, it capaogcularly difficult to prove that
these broad, and indeed somewhat abstract correspondeacessarily demonstrate the
influence of one system upon another. We identifiedh silmilarities between a number of
so-called ‘mystic’ systems, and noted that they imetyer be explained as the outworking of
a general schema of ‘mystic’ development in diffemetigious contexts rather than as proof
of the direct dependence of one ‘mysticism’ upon anothMoreover, as Sandmel's above
caveatscaution us, when one seeks to identify such abstraotspmndences, it is far too
easy to devolve into parallelomania, seeing proof ofctidependence where there may be
none. This leads us to our third observation, nameallygimce, as we have argued, Bahir

is generally our earliest extant text for the Kabbaikis there that we must look for proof of
‘Gnostic’ influence. We note, however, that since Bahir seems to be a highly stratified
and often contradictory text, it is difficult to speakit as expressing any one overall system;
this fact of course also applies to our ‘Gnostic’ sousiase, as we saw, such examples of
correspondence as we have located do not belong all sathe ‘group’, but are rather often
drawn from a variety of sources, be they ‘Sethian’, &hian’, or neither. In this context
then, | wish to highlight in this chapter the intenegtpossibility that between these ‘Gnostic’
sources and the Kabbalah of Isaac Luria, there existar ahigher level of abstract
correspondence than we have hitherto seen. The edjakite date of Luria’s thought within
the Kabbalah, however, makes it perhaps much more unttk&iyhere could have been any
dependence between these two systems, and thereforestsuthge we must either dismiss
the validity of these proposed similarities, or eseribe them to either mere coincidence, or
potentially the independent development of similar ideadiverse groups, an idea akin to
our discussion in chapter 3 of the ‘general characteyistfianysticism’. We shall return to
this discussion regarding the Lurianic Kabbalah later im thapter, but for now | wish to
highlight my final observation, that in any given case r@ivee identify potential similarities,

it surely behoves us to either formulate a reasonalgethgsis regarding the connection of
the relevant sources, or else to search for anakelanation, one not dependant on the
concept of direct genetic dependence.

To expand on the above points, | wish here to offerva heief examples of potential
correspondences between the systems of our ‘Gnosticte® and those of tHgahir (the
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latter, as we have argued, being perhaps the only Kaldamirce for which we might
argue that direct descent from the ‘Gnostics’ is a pdig); what | wish to highlight in so
doing, however, is that in each case there exist crdiffatences in the systems, and as such

we may be better served in postulating their independsmipposed to related, development.

As a first example | wish to offer a consideratidrsoholem’s hypothesis that the occurrence
in some sections of thBahir of two somewhat different yet seemingly relatecidoth
(specifically the 2 and the 18), which are both identified @ (Hokhmah ‘wisdom’),
evinces a clear genetic relationship between these mectind the ‘Gnostic’ concept
(primarily, but perhaps not wholly, ‘Valentinian’) of tt@ouble-Sophia®®’. Now, | do not
wish to obscure our investigation at this point by cotre¢ing too heavily on the respective
theosophies of the ‘Gnostic’ ‘double-Sophia’ and the afl&okhmabhin theBahir, but what

| do wish to argue is that the level of correspondencevdmst the two which Scholem
highlights is by no means enough to prove, nor indeed atitaiha suggest, any level of
direct relationship. To take then, briefly, eachhefse theosophies in turn, we begin with the
idea of the ‘double-Sophia’ in the ‘Gnostic’ texts, and Huggestion that ‘Valentinian’
thought in particular seems to conceive of two ‘wisdorasiigher and lower one, of which
the lower is generally responsible for the erroneaesation of the Demiurge figure. 1t is
perhaps, however, worth noting that amongst our primaryeitmian’ sources, we have
surprisingly little attestation of this idea or indeed@fostic’ myth in general. Arguably the
clearest outlines of cosmogonical myth we have in oungny ‘Valentinian’ sources are to
be found in the texts thEripartite Tractate(NHC 1.5) and A Valentinian Exposition(XI.2),

but in neither of these is the concept of the ‘doublph®0 as responsible for creation readily
apparent. Indeedlri. Trac. generally expounds its myth using the imageryofoc, in
place of the perhaps more common ‘Gnostisgia (and in any case, generally uses only a
singularLogo9, whilst althoughVal. Exp.does use the figure of Sophia, the fragmentary
nature of the text (especially in the section 31:1-33:3Remdt difficult to conclude that a
‘double-Sophia’ is mentioned. As such, our clearest eprgif ‘Valentinian’ myth is
probably, therefore, the presentation by Irenaélasef. [.1.1 — 8.5) of Ptolemy’s version of
Valentinus’s system (see furthAppendix Ibelow, on the question of the reliability of this
account®®. According to this myth, wisdom (Sophia), the last @fraup of twelve aeons,
recklessly sought to know her parent, and in so doing inahtsrigenerated Achadth, the

%7 G, Scholem@rigins (1990), pp.91-97.
28 C f. also Irenaeudjaer.1.11.1; 21.5.
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lower wisdom, who in turn generated the Demiurge, and thescreation. Whilst this
account of a ‘double-Sophia’ is, as we have noted, cléhaer anything found in our extant
primary ‘Gnostic’ sources, we might also make mentiban illustrative passage fro®os.
Phil. (11.60:10-15), which seems to speak specifically of twodams, (although this
interpretation is not necessarily straightforware, fsetherAppendix lIbelow):

“Echamoth is one thing and Echmoth another. Echamothgsdii simply, but Echmoth is the
Wisdom of death which is the one which knows death, whichldcghe little Wisdom'...Z°

Similarly, as Jorunn Jacobsen Buckley for one hasrekdeGos. Phil. also potentially
makes an equation between the ‘higher’ heavenly figure isflé¥h, and the ‘lower’ earthly
figure of Mary (although, again, on this see further thenfagions made idppendix 1)*"°.
The particular intricacies of the systems outlined meed not, however, draw our focus for
the moment; for our current purposes it is simply neogd® note the presence in these texts

of the idea of two ‘wisdom’ figures, a ‘higher’ and awvier’.

Let us now then contrast the above observations Satiolem’s analysis of thBahir, and
his argument that in the text the designationHokhmahas amiddah is applied in two
different ways, thereby creating what he sees as r@spmnding idea of higher and lower
manifestations of wisdoffi. As Scholem notes, in the later Kabbalah a reasprei®ér
distinction would be made betweé&lkhmah the 29 sefirah the ‘wisdom of God’, and the
10" sefirah which as the manifestation of the divine presenceaotiheembodies in a sense
the earthly forms of the divine qualities, including, fommeple, the ‘wisdom of Solomon’
(i.e. earthly wisdom, which stands both in contrast, &80 in relation to, the divine
wisdomf’2  Such a level of separation is not yet, however, @mpain theBahir; for
example, a constant symbol of the ‘wisdom of Solomsmjenerally lacking in the text, and
indeed in 844 the lagtefirah which would later be more commonly identified ras5n
(Malkuth), is instead referred to as1oX nnom. Now, whilst | see no real reason to dispute
Scholem’s argument that the more implicit distincticontained in thdahir most likely

formed the genesis for the later Kabbalistic develogneénhis point, | am not, however,

%% Trans. W.W. Isenberg, in J.M Robinson etag Hammadi Librar(1990), pp.139-160.

210 E 9. Gos. Phil.[1.59:11-60:1; 63:30-33. J.J. Buckley, ‘Double Name’ (1988), pp.211-227. also K.
Rudolph’s response to Buckley in the same volume, pp.228-238.

271 G, Scholem@rigins (1990), pp.91-94.

272 bid. Note that these could also be used as symbols fodé¢aeof a heavenly and earthly Torah, or for the
Written and Oral Torah (see, for example, 83 of Bladir, and p.55 above). C.f. D. Aridkabbalah(2006),
pp.75-81, 90-102, 143f.
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convinced by his thesis that this schema of a higher avel ldokhmahbears a close enough
relation to the ‘double-Sophia’ of our ‘Gnostic’ textstasdemonstrate a genetic connection.
Although on gorima facielevel the occurrence of two ‘wisdoms’ in both systemght seem
to indicate a probable connection, it seems to metteadifferences between the two are
somewhat more striking than their similarities. Athag@s the most basic level, it is as well
to recall that, generally speaking, in the ‘Gnost&xts the Sophia figure is rarely presented
in a wholly positive light. Indeed, in ti®os. Phil.text above, we potentially have a ‘lower
Sophia’ described as the “Wisdom of death”, whilst the aeta Irenaeus speaks of this

figure in even more unflattering terms:

“...because she alone had been left without, she then reskgmedlf to every sort of that
manifold and varied state of passion to which she was subjet thus she suffered grief on the
one hand because she had not obtained the object of her dedifear on the other hand, lest
life itself should fail her, as light had already done, whiteaddition, she was in the greatest
perplexity. All these feelings were associated with ignoe. And this ignorance of hers was
not like that of her mother, the first Sophia, an Aon, duegeneracy by means of passion, but
to an {innate} opposition {of nature to knowledge}. Moreo\empther kind of passion fell upon
her (Achamoth) gic], namely, that of desiring to return to him who gave hi. li; This
collection {of passions} they declare was the substanceeofratter from which this world was
formed. For from {her desire of} returning {to him who gawer life}, every soul belonging to
this world, and that of the Demiurge himself, derivedoitigin. All other things owed their
beginning to her terror and sorrow’’

The ‘lower Sophia’ figure presented in this account is tlpostrayed somewhat
unsympathetically, and indeed, is shown to be in some sedsectly responsible for the
presence of evil in the world, an accusation that may ladsextended to the ‘higher Sophia’
who is, in turn, responsible for Achath’s generation. Furthermore, the very appellation
‘Sophia’ appears as a potentially rather ironic titlefaadrom wisdom, it is the ignorance of
both the ‘higher’ and ‘lower’ Sophia that is stressecowlNwhilst this observation scarcely
proves anything, it must surely lead us to suspect whetkeKdbbalah (which, after all,
remained largely within normative Judaism) would have consty adopted the motif of the
‘double-Sophia’ from a ‘Gnostic’ tradition, given thatetimotif within that tradition is so
strongly tied to this negative evaluation. Indeed, miteat H/okhmah as we have seen, is
equated in théBahir with both divine wisdom and the Torah, we must serjougbnder
whether a medieval Jew, remaining within normative Judaauld not have found the
correlation of this term with the ‘Gnostic’ ‘double-Soghiat best alien, and at worst
insulting. Of course, this is merely supposition, but it dsmse to highlight the fact that the

273 |renaeudaer. 1.4.1f., ANF translation (2007), p.321.
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two middothof Hokhmahin the Bahir are wholly without the negative connaotadi that are
found in what Scholem adduces as ‘Gnostic’ parallelditorhotif. Again, that is not to say
that this ‘Gnostic’ ‘double-Sophia’ exists as a purely negatbnception, simply that it is not
a wholly positive one, an estimation which could sdgrbe made of the Bahir&okhmah
and that given this stark difference between the two motihe must surely be led to
reconsider the level of probability that they mightdoectly related.

We shall return to the above point in a moment, butshwo briefly recall here our earlier
observation that in order for one to reasonably argueafalirect dependence from the
‘Gnostics’, it may well be necessary to show the ideas contained in thgahir can be
shown to have all originated from the same ‘Gnostioutiht stream. In this context, we
then note that a potentially fatal flaw in Scholerthigsis arises when one considers that
although he begins his argument with reference to thabldeSophia’ as an idea of the
‘Gnostics’, “especially those of the Valentinian soli, he quickly abandons these sources in
order to draw comparisons between Behir (especially 890) and th&cts of Thomasin
particular that portion of the latter text which incorpiesatheHymn of the Peafl®. Now, it

is important to stress that this latter text is esalyr a part of what might be called the
‘Thomas literature’, a body of writings which, whildtey might bear certain parallels to
some elements of ‘Gnostic’ systems, do not, as Bentlayton argues “necessarily
presuppose such a system”, and indeed show “no unmistakeatsdesbeing Valentinian or
classically gnostic dic]”; rather they presuppose little more than “an unclcaped
Hellenistic myth of the divine origins of the séff’. Furthermore, thécts of Thomagself
does not really make use of the idea of a ‘double-Sopfaidier, it refers purely to the fall of
the soul into the human body. It seems to me, fhlerethat when Scholem refers to the
usage of motifs potentially similar to those of tHgmn of the Pearin 890 of theBahir
(which refers to the Tomiddah i.e. the ‘lower’ Hokhmal), he can hardly be said to have
proven that the ‘double-Sophia’ is a motif in tBahir adopted from the ‘Gnostic¢s®.
Indeed, if anything, one might argue that what this showsriply the independent existence
in the Bahir of a motif of twomiddothidentified asi/okhmah a motif to which ‘Gnostic’ (or

in actual fact ‘Thomasine’) influences were appended! shadl return to certain points of

274 G, Scholem@rigins (1990), pp.93-95.

275 B, Layton, Gnostic Scriptureg1987), p.360. C.f. B.A. Pearson, ‘Current Issues’ (2004)11pp1; G.

Filoramo,Gnosticism(1990), pp.7-13. Note that those systems which Laytantifis as ‘classically Gnostic’
roughly correspond to those which we have defined ethigh’. C.f. the analysis in M.A. Williams, ‘Gnast
Religion?’ (2005), pp.55-79.

276 G, Scholem@rigins (1990), pp.94f.
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this analysis in later chapters, in the context ofudisons regarding the ‘independence’ of
ideas, but | wish here to once more stress thatmpihi Scholem’s argument really seems to
me to suggest that the tw@okhmabhin the Bahir and the ‘double-Sophia’ in ‘Valentinian’

literature are remarkably similar, much less direalpted’”.

In spite of the above conclusions, however, the dtlttremains that in th&ahir we do find
these twoHokhmahwhich, even if in important ways distinct from thencept of the
‘double-Sophia’, do bear some analogical resemblance &mdt it thus behoves us to ask
whence originated this duality of wisdom in the Kabbalistext. In line with the
observations made at the beginning of this chapter, Whagh to suggest is at least the
possibility that theseoughly similar concepts could have originated independently in two
different contexts. As an illustrative example, 3baa Z. Smith, in his work on religious
taxonomy, has argued for the possibility of an understgndi certain religious systems as
expressing an above / below duality: which is to say that‘above’ (i.e. the heavenly
realm/s) might serve “ideologically as a template tlee ‘below™. Smith argues for the
possibility of a “vertical myth, which overlays the fmmntal reality”, and thus to some extent
leads to a conception of the possibility of ascenhéoideal world above, either as a means to
itself, or as a method of acquiring divine knowledge fax as eartff®. The particularly
interesting aspect of these observations, howevtraighey are not intended to apply to one
particular religion or thought system, but rather tovesess a general assessment of the
relatively constant way in which human expressionsetifjion and/or myth repeatedly

function.

Now, we mentioned in the previous chapter the homolagase between thmiddothof the
divine in theBahir, and their analogous versions in the human spheréadimwe also
noted the evidence in the ‘Gnostic’ texts of potentiamologies between the heavenly
beings and the elements of manKifid If we also recall the observations made earlier
regarding the schema of ascent and descent in botloostic’ systems and the Kabbalah,
then it seems at least possible that we might herddaling with the sort of religious or
mythic systems that Smith descriti®s If this is the case, then we may potentially be

justified in applying certain ‘general religious charactess to our various systems, as a

217 C f. below, pp.110.
278 H . ’
J. Z. Smith, ‘Here, There’ (2004), pp.323-339.
27° See above, pp.74ff.
280 5ee above, pp.39ff.
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possible explanation for the rough similarities of apicwhich we identify between them.
Whilst | shall return to this idea in significantly neodepth in later chapters, what | wish to
briefly suggest at this juncture is the possibility th&atwve have found here in our sources
are a number of examples of an above / below dualihgre what exists ‘below’ (usually,
but by definition not necessarily, in the human sphisressentially modelled on the form of
what is ‘above’. Of course, the logic of this systprasupposes that what is ‘below’ must
obviously be less perfect than what is ‘above’; whichas to assume that what is abase
perfect, simply that it is more so than its lower degpart. Viewed in this way then, we
might explain both the dual/fokhmah of the Bahir and the ‘double-Sophia’ of the
‘Valentinian’ evidence; we might also add, by way of congma, both the passage from
Gos. Phil.mentioned above (63:30-33), where the earthly figure of Matgntially emerges
as a counterpart to the heavenly wisdom, and the ‘Se@mastic’ duality of the heavenly
Seth and the earthly Séth Given this rather wide field of examples, let me¢fere once
again stress that an advantage of this method is ttlitites not presuppose any absolute
gualitative valuation of the entities it encompassesy anlelative one. As such, therefore,
whilst the 18" middah can be said to be inferior to th8%2both can still be evaluated
positively; similarly, whilst the ‘higher Sophia’ is thesen as superior to Achath, they are
still both, as we saw above, regarded in a rather megéght. The advantage of this
comparative method over a theory of direct dependenkiehwo an extent requires that a
similar assessment be made of both motifs, shouldidéwbvious. | do not, however, wish
to attempt at this point to draw any major conclusi@garding the utility of this method for
the wider scope of our thesis; it is after all, almogtdefinition somewhat hypothetical. It
does, however, raise the possibility that where vee@nter instances of similar, but scarcely
exact abstract correspondences, we may be betterdsémveoostulating independent
development along similar lines rather than direct deégece.

In light of these observations, it is perhaps now @gemerto offer here, as indicated earlier in
this chapter, a brief synthesis of the Kabbalistic systé Isaac Luria, with particular
reference to the role played in this system by conadpzgile and divine tragedy. As | hope
to show, the central role given to these themesarLtlrianic system, whilst largely new to
the Kabbalah, may present a surprising parallel to tihatogies of the ‘Sethians’ and

#LE g.Apoc. Johnl.9:11-24; 24:35-25:16Go0s. Eg.lIl.54:1ff. C.f. B.A. Pearson, ‘Seth in Gnostic ¢iaiture’
(2006), pp.52-83; J.J. Buckleyp. cit, pp.211-227.
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‘Valentinians’. As we have previously argued, howevee, ftblatively late date of Luria
within the Kabbalah potentially decreases the possibdit a direct dependence on the
‘Gnostic’ sources, a conclusion also supported by theewattie differences which we might
locate between the Lurianic and ‘Gnostic’ systemsndtleeless, as we shall see, it is perhaps
the Lurianic formulation of Kabbalah which is in abstralcisest to our ‘Gnostic’ evidence,
thereby suggesting a certain level of plausibility for theory of the independent, yet
somewhat complementary development of otherwise skvifreosophic systems.

Let us first note that there exists no specific wrispousal of Isaac Luria’s system by the
man himself; apart from a commentary on that sectioth@Zohar known as theSifra di-
Tseniutha('Book of Concealment’) which, as Scholem highlightstains little thought that
may be called peculiar to Luria, we possess no redingrof his comprehensively dealing
with his theosophy, and indeed it is doubtful whether he pragtuced orf%. We are thus
primarily reliant on those writings of Luria’s diséys which purport to record the thoughts
and sayings of their teacher, specifically the writinf$layim Vital and Joseph ibn Tabul,
along with a number of anonymous texts which refer todsirieachings. As Scholem
argues, since several of these writings appear to hare ‘igitten independently of each
other”, in particular those of Vital and Tabul, wh@seto have been somewhat antagonistic
rivals, we can therefore reasonably conclude that elftsmeommon to multiple versions

“may safely be regarded as the authentic Lurianic detfh

Now, although we cannot, unfortunately, afford in this hés delve too deeply into the
fascinating theosophy of the Lurianic Kabbalah, what hvigs highlight here is the central
position given in Isaac Luria’s system to the concepéxle, and the view of creation as
stemming from a primordial divine tragedy, the negativect$ of which must subsequently
be corrected by the inhabitants of the resultant createdd. The Lurianic schema
essentially begins with the assumption that sincedikime is infinite, it must logically

encompass and pervade all potential existence; theréfareation is something that is not
identical with the divine, then it could not have comt® ibeing within the all-encompassing
divine. As such, the Lurianic system proposed that irptivaordial state prior to creation,

22 G, ScholemMajor Trends(1961), pp.253f. As Scholem notelid., p.386, n.9] the slightly strange title
Sifra di-Tseniuthds essentially a metaphrase in #hehars Aramaic of the Hebrew - no no°m. Regarding
Luria’s works, there are also extant several commiestain certain passages from fh&har, as well as his
mystical hymns, which are even today common in sé8aphardic prayer books; unfortunately, none of these
contain enough theosophic details to be relevant to opopes here.

283 G, ScholemMajor Trends(1961), pp.254.
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the divine underwent a self-imposed ‘contractiomsgs, tzimtzun), withdrawing from a
part of existence in order to generate a space in whichianecould occur; arguably, this
withdrawal can be viewed as the first instance of erilthe Lurianic systeffi*. Following
the tzimtzum the divine light of the infinite flowed down througlretlressels of th&efirot
and through this process creation was effected; unfortynd@vever, the intensity of the
light was too great for the less-divine containers @f Sefirot and thus occasioned the
cosmic tragedy referred to in Lurianic Kabbalah as 8fettering of the vessels’. The
vessels of all buKeter, Hokhmah andBinah (the three highestefirot and therefore the ones
most akin to the infinite divine) ‘shattered’ under tlogcé of the divine light, and their
fragments mm’ﬁp, gelippo), along with the now splintered ‘sparks of the divight, fell
into ‘the abyss’ (i.e. the primordial space, or asigaart of it, resulting from thezimtzum
and therefore to some extent the location of thetedeaorld), another occurrence of exile in
the Lurianic systeR{>. The result of this cosmic tragedy is that the fiofadivine light is
disrupted, and thus so too is the proper ordering of credhiahthe people of Israel are in
exile is perhaps the paradigmatic illustration of thastf an instance of earthly exile
mirroring the occurrence of exile in the heavenly spfiereThe task required, therefore, of
both the individual and of the corporate communion ofelsrs one of restoratiomp,
tigqun), returning the exiled elements of the divine torthigihtful place, and restoring the

correct flow of the divine light, so as to effecetheordering of creation into its proper

24 E g.Hayim Vital, Peri ‘etzhayim (PEH), Hekhal |, Shaar 1. C.f. G. ScholeMajor Trends(1961), pp.260-
264; D. Ariel,Kabbalah(2006), pp.173-175.

25 E g. Vital, PEH, Hekhal I, Shaar 1; Hekhal 2, Shaar 8, 11. C.f. G. Schd¥ajor Trends(1961), pp.265-
268; D. Ariel,op. cit, pp.175-179. It is worth noting that Moshe Id€apbalah(1988), pp.264-267] disputes
Scholem’s assessment of the importance of exile irLthianic system, as he feels that this conclusionsowe
too much to Scholem’s overly dogmatic view of systemiogression from the 1492 Expulsieturianic
Kabbalah-Shabbetianism»Hasidism and ignores the fact that the Ashkenazic Lmeghave seen the mass
exodus of Sephardim to the Holy Land post-expulsion in ddbieally positive light. Whilst | generally agree
with Idel's caveatthat to connect the Expulsion with Luria’s thought igterpose psychology between history
and theosophy, a thesis that is not easily provenr{ghat the extant Lurianic works do not explicitly reter
the Expulsion), | remain unconvinced that the Expulsionlantnic Kabbalah are wholly unrelated. Although
the theme of exile is often recurrent in Jewish thoutifatt it takes a more prominent role (even if ast
prominent a role as Scholem claims) in the Lurianablsalah than it did in any pre-Expulsion Kabbalah does
not seem to me coincidental. Furthermore, the subsegpezad and relatively wide appeal of Luria’s system
(despite the original protective esotericism of his gigs) suggests a certain amenability of his thought te post
Expulsion Jews, an amenability more easily explained iblsitheosophy wath some exterdependant on the
fact of the Expulsion. In any case, our focus here meeelyires a recognition that there is, as we have seen,
some element of exile in Luria’s thought, such as may apoad to ‘Gnostic’ usages of exile (which,
incidentally, are not generally particularly explicit) tmeir systems. C.f. G. Scholemajor Trends(1961),
pp.256-258, 273-278, 284-286; M. Idel, ‘Particularism and Universa(t892), pp.324-344.

86 C f. also our observations above, pp.87f., regardingdheron occurrence of an above / below duality in
certain religious systems.
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desigi®’. This is generally seen to be accomplished throughtibereance of the halakha,
as whilst the mere act of observance is itself &ffecin restoring the flow of the light,
greater efficacy in the accomplishmenttmfqun is achieved through halakhic observance
coupled with the proper ‘mystical intentiorkavvanal), the latter being based upon a true,
which is to say theosophical, understanding of the reaswh role of one’s actidff.
Ultimately, therefore, the Lurianic system envisagestthe role of the Jew as essentially
theurgic, restoring, or indeed completing the divine @mdioing the original cosmic tragedy,
thereby redeeming the world: as the exile of the divineasth is negated, so too is the exile
of Israef®”.

Admittedly, the above is but a brief outline model bé tparticularly complex Lurianic
system, but for our present purposes it should suffica a®rkable summary of Luria’s
thought which, as we shall see, potentially holds a cldegree of similarity to our ‘Sethian’
and ‘Valentinian’ systems than any other strand of Kabhaltheosophy which we have
hitherto encountered. In particular, let us note theermehof a divine tragedy, which
occasions a fall, and ultimately leads to the exild &olation of elements of divinity on
earth, from whence they must be returned to their prplpee in the divine sphere. We can
note a certain conceptual similarity with our ‘Gnostaythologies, insofar as they present
creation as the result of the heavenly tragedy of &&pmadvertent or ignorant generation
of a lower power (most commonly Yaldabaoth in the ‘Sethsgstems, or the ‘lower Sophia’
amongst the ‘Valentinians’), and her accidental trassimn (which wemight view as an
exile) of some part of her divine power into this being] lom there into mankind, from
where it can be redeemed and allowed to return tprier heavenly plaé®. We might
also add to this a particular example from Ptolemyshmas recorded in Irenaeus, wherein
the ‘lower Sophia’, Achanth, is effectively exiled from the &bma (an event which in turn
leads to the creation of the material world), uniitls time as her exiled power is returned

unto her:

287 E g. Vital, PEH, Hekhal 5, Shaar 26; Hekhal 7, Shaar 42. C.f. G. Scholsjor Trends(1961), pp.273-
281; D. Ariel,op. cit, pp.179f.

28 E g. Vital, PEH, Hekhal 5, Shaar 26. C.f. G. Scholdvtgjor Trends(1961), pp.274-278; D. Ariebp. cit,
pp. 149-154, 179f.

29 E g. Vital, Sefer ha-mitzvow.9, Shaare kedushahelik 3, Shaar 2. C.f. M. Idekabbalah(1988), pp.179ff;
G. ScholemMajor Trends(1961), pp.273-284. Note that the ideadigflun kavvanah and their theurgic
application are by no means unique to Luria; they aradyjrelearly present in théohar (e.g. 11.57a, 111.294a-
b). What is unique, however, is Luria’s especial focugheir role in repairing a divine tragedy. C.f. D. Ariel,
op. Cit, pp. pp. 149-154, 206ff.

290 E.g. Apoc. JohnNHC 11.9:25-10:23; 19:15-20:9; 25:9-26:FAyp. Arch.l1.87:4-20; 96:17-97:20, Irenaeus,
Haer.1.1.1 — 8.5, etc.
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“When all the seed shall have come to perfection, thee shat then their mother Achamoth
[sid shall pass from the intermediate place, and enteitlinithe Pleromadic]... The spiritual
seed, again, being divested of their animal souls, and lwegamielligent spirits, shall in an
irresistible and invisible manner enter in within therBima, and be bestowed as brides on those
angels who wait upon the Saviour>*”

Now, whilst it should be self-evident that the thematistem of the exile and redemption of
divine elements outlined above scarcely formseaact correspondence to the Lurianic
system, it does seem to me that we have at leastiied a closeconceptuakimilarity with
our ‘Gnostic’ systems than we have so far seen ineamler strains of the Kabbalah. That
we have not identified any precise correspondence shwarldly be surprising, not least
because of the relatively late date of Isaac Luria (1534-1wiflRin the development of the
Kabbalah; if we also here recall Sandmebseatsegarding ‘parallelomania’, then | believe
we can reasonably conclude that the thematic similad@ytified above attests not to a
genetic relationship between the ‘Gnostics’ and thisdedach of Kabbalah but rather, as we
have argued, to the independent development of complemddeas® Indeed, in this

instance, even Scholem argues that:

“...the form in which Luria presented his ideas is stromglyiniscent of the Gnostic myths of
antiquity. The similarity is, of course, unintentionahe fact is simply that the structure of his
thoughts closely resembles that of the Gnosfits.”

In support of this thesis, therefore, | now wish to tieran examination of the precise level
of similarity between our ‘Gnostic’ systems and the &nic Kabbalah. As | hope to
demonstrate, it should in each instance be observablenthilst there may exist certain
conceptual similarities, ultimately it is the diffees between the two systems that are far
more noticeable, to the extent that rather than axplaithe correspondences as the latter
system re-describing its genetic antecedent within aréifit paradigm, it may well be more

logical to speak of the independent development of systbat to some extent resemble

291 renaeudHaer. 1.7.1, ANF translation (2007), p.325. CAjpoc. Johril.13:32-14:13.

292 5ee also above, pp.86f., where we noted, in the contehe 6Fhomas literature’, the relative ubiquity of the
idea of a heavenly soul (or similar) falling / being edilinto creation, there to await redemption. C.f. B.
Layton,Gnostic Scripture$1987), p.360.

293 G. ScholemMajor Trends(1961), p.260. Emphasis added. Interestingly, Idabpalah(1988), pp.112-
122] argues that a genetic connection between the ‘@rbatid the Lurianic Kabbalatan be demonstrated.
His hypothesis, however, largely rests on the obsiervéhat Monoimus (a heretic described by Hippolytus in
Refutation8.5-8), the ‘Untitled Treatise’ of the Bruce Codex (ghive have identified geerhapsdefinable as
‘Sethian’, since it evinces some dependencévlansane$ and the Lurianic Kabbalah all espouse a roughly
similar depiction of Adam as primordial man, constituasd decad, and containing all creation within himself.
| am, however, disinclined to agree with Idel on thisypddoth on the basis of our prior observations reggrdin
the late placement of Luria’s thought in the Kabbalispectrum as well as the fact that speculation regaading
primordial man is arguably a relatively universal con¢egt pp.97ff. below).
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each other,perhaps due to a certain outworking of a particular widespreadioels

consciousnesd¥*

In the first place, it is worth highlighting that tharianic system expresses its conception of
divine power through the imagery of ‘lighth{); this stands in noticeable contrast to our
‘Gnostic’ systems which, as we saw above, whilst esging a similar conceptual system, do
not generally utilise any ‘light’ motif, preferring insté to speak of the divine elements in

terms such as ‘spirit/breath’ (usually eitnatje or TINa), or even simply ‘power’'@om or

295

A YNAMIC) As we shall have occasion to note later (below, pp.J)6ifile use of such

terms in ‘Gnostic’ texts seems to in many cases eedsult of inference drawn from the Old
Testament creation narratives, a source which, of epuwsuld also have been highly
familiar to Luria. As such, therefore, should onehatis propose that the Lurianic Kabbalah
wasdirectly related to ‘Gnostic’ thought, then one murstt fSupply an answer to the question
of why Luria should have rejected the scripturally basetifsnof his sources in favour of a
different motif of ‘light’. Let us add now another pbio this observation, specifically that
whilst, as we saw, ‘Gnostic’ and Lurianic thought shasaralar concept of a divine tragedy,
a stark contrast arises in that the latter, quite unhlee‘@nostics’, doesot structure this
tragedy around the ‘fall’ of Sophia; the same argumentsiwive adduced above against the
identification of the ‘Gnostic’ Sophia with theiddothof theBabhir also apply here. Indeed,
even should one attempt to identify tHE @nd 18 sefirot of the Lurianic system (in which,
to be sure, the exile of the i®efirah as the community of Israel, is stressed) with the
concept of the ‘double-Sophia’, it must be admitted that ¢orrespondence is far from
exact®® Along with the objections we made earlier regardingh an identification, we also
note that in the Lurianic system in particular it ig sinply the ‘lower wisdom’ of the 10
sefirahwhich ‘falls’ in the primordial tragedy, but rather, as waw, it isall of the lower
vessels which shatter. Furthermore, in contrastuio ‘Gnostic’ texts where, as we saw
above, the object of the fall is either Sophia asnglsientity (primarily ‘Sethian’) oboth

persons, in turn, of the ‘double-Sophia’ (primarily ‘Valemn’, most especially Ptolemaic),

294 |n this context, see also below, pp.110, on the relatihespread idea of the transmigration of souls, a
concept which is arguably common to both ‘Gnostic’ thaughd Lurianic Kabbalah, as well as several
Hellenistic mythologies and philosophies, and even potinsiame strata of thBahir.

295 E g.Apoc. JohNHC 11.19:15-20:9Hyp. Arch.I1.87:4-11, Irenaeudiaer. .5.5f. C.f. Vital,PEH, Hekhal 1,
Shaar 1, 7.

298 E g. Vital,PEH, Hekhal 7, Shaar 4Befer ha-mitzvow.9, Shaare kedushahelik 3, Shaar 2.
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in the Lurianic Kabbalah it is precisely the vesseHokhmahwhich, as one of the highest
three, doesot shatter, and is instead able to properly receive the diginié®’.

It is also here perhaps worth briefly considering oh¢éhe most controversial elements of
Luria’s thought, namely the suggestion that the potentiginoof evil is to be found within
God. As Scholem notes, the existenceDaf within the divine implies a quality of stern
judgment, which is brought to the fore in the actawntzum(insofar as this is an act of
judgement, which is seen as “the imposition of limits &lmel correct determination of
things”)*®®. According to Luria’s system, the potential of esilaidmixed within thesefirah

of stern judgment, thereby engendering the inherent weakowards the light in the lower
gelippot leading to their fracture. As such, Scholem arguesptimordial tragedy is thus to
be seen as essentially cathartic, a necessary ‘at¢ideorder to cleanse evil from within
the Sefirot it was necessary to eliminate tipelippot thereby allowing evil to take on “a real
existence and separate identify’ Of course, the genesis of this idea can be seelmein t
earlier Kabbalistic ideas which we examined in chapteedganding both the concept of evil
as an aspect of God (as we saw in Bahir), and the later development of evil seen as

resulting from an unbalanced excessDii®%.

What is astounding, however, in Luria’s
system is that, as Scholem notes, it seems “to suggahstlistic conception of God, i.e. one
of the most serious heresi&¥” Furthermore, if we understand the primordial ‘shittgrs

a necessary cathartic exercise, then the wotkgfin appears not as restorative, but rather as
a work of completion; that is to say, the implicatienthat the divine itself was in the
primordial state already flawed, and it is not un@tiljqunis complete, and the ‘sparks have
been raised’ without their original contamination wl éwvhich now exists apart from them
in a separate form), that the divine will actually befesed! It is perhaps, therefore,
scarcely surprising that later Kabbalists attempted,casl&m notes, to mitigate somewhat
the conclusions of Luria’s system, arguing instead thidter than originally existing within
the Sefirot from whence they were necessarily expelled, instéhe powers of evil
developed out of the scattered fragments of the vess&ghilarly, whilst Luria’s original
cathartic system depicts the ‘shattering’ as a rsargs and thus somewhat foreseen and

controlled, event, later depictions stressed insteadhhetic, almost accidental nature of the

297 C £. above, pp.83-86, 90.

298 G, ScholemMajor Trends(1961), pp.262f.

299 |pid., p.265-268. C.f. VitalPEH, Hekhal 2, Shaar 8-9, 11.
300 See above, pp.72ff.

301 G, ScholemMajor Trends(1961), p.267.
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event, so that the “emphasis was gradually shifted flmrawful to the catastrophic nature
of the process®?

Now, this observation becomes relevant to our thekisn we consider that it is arguably
these later mitigations of the Lurianic system, stngsshe primordial separateness of evil
and its somewhat accidental generation, which appear dlmsmir ‘Gnostic’ systems than
Luria’s original cathartic concept. In the first iaste, if we recall our observations in
chapter 4 regarding the use of ‘totality’ language to desthbehighest divinity, we can,
however, see that the pantheistic implications o thought are not generally worked out in
the ‘Gnostic’ text®®. Instead, evil is usually only found to emerge with flad’ ‘of Sophia
and the creation of the Demiurge figure, events whichattrédouted to Sophia’s failure to
conform to the will, or obtain the consent of higlévinities; the logical implication,
therefore, is that these higher powers are essgngiadid, and evil is thus brought into being
apart from therff”. Furthermore, as we have already noted, this ‘tdlSophia appears as
essentially a tragiaccident albeit one of her own causing; it does not geneiglipear as
cathartic, and the events which succeed it are thusmnpeelsas merelyestoringthe correct
order of things as they were before this ‘fall’, rathean in any sense perfecting the higher
divinities, who are already, and eternally, perfdtte Given these considerations, therefore,
the observation that Luria’s original schema was is thatter radically different from those
of many ‘Gnostics’, and was only subsequently diluted thaée where it more resembled
these earlier systems, might once again argue for tbgiljpldy of our thesis of a general
pattern of independent developments.

Following on from this, let us also observe that whtlshay be true, to some extent, to say
that both our ‘Gnostic’ sources and the Lurianic Kabbaéganmd the creation as in some
sense tragic, due to it being the result of a cosat@strophe (intended or not), the particular
ways in which these systems regard this tragic naturenatieeably different. In the
‘Gnostic’ sources which we have just examined, the matenaald emerges as a largely
unintended creation, the result of Sophia’s similarlygeided generation of the Demiurge,

302G, ScholemMajor Trends(1961), pp.266-268.

303 See above, pp.66ff.

304 E g.Apoc. JOhrNHC 11.9:25-10:28; 13:13-14:18Jyp. Arch.I1.94:4-26, Irenaeud;aer. |.2; 4-6.

30 E.g.Apoc. Johnll.13:32-14:13; 19:15-20:35; 23:20-35; 24:35-3Z4fyp. Arch.11.87:4-88:15; 96:15-97:20,
IrenaeusHaer. 1.1; 7. C.f. above, pp.83ff. A particular exception midtdwever, be noted in thEipartite
Tractate(NHC 1.5) which not only speaks in referencextéoc rather tharcodia, but also repeatedly stresses
that the cosmic tragedy and all that followed was botesesary and intended.
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who in his arrogance and/or ignorance formed our woddsueh, the ultimate redemptive
goal is for the divine element in man to leave thislav@including the material body), and
ascend to its proper place in the hea¥®nsBy contrast, as we saw above in reference to the
concept oftigqun, the Lurianic system does not view creation itself rdgerently tragic;
rather, the tragedy lies in the disordered state @itiore which is a result of the ‘shattering
of the vessels’ which was required to expel evil fromdivine®’. Thus, if the created world
is flawed, then it is necessarily so, and only foemgorary period; once the work tdqun

(or indeed, perhaps more propettyy 1P'0) is completed, then the flow of the divine light
will be restored, the divine will be perfected, and theladvavill be ordered as it should be,
which in the Lurianic formulation includes the cessatibistael's exile, and in a sense the
dawning of the ‘messianic ag&®. Again, therefore, we see an essential differdmmteeen
the otherwise seemingly similar concepts of ‘Gnostigthology and Lurianic Kabbalah, in
that whilst ‘Gnostic’ thought generally sees the vedgtence of the world as a tragedy to be
escaped, the Lurianic view, whilst perhaps viewing the wosldtragically disordered,
nonetheless evaluates the creation itself as fundathegood, and simply in need, so to
speak, of redemption. As a final point of contrast, vightmalso add the argument of Moshe
Idel that ‘Gnostic’ thought was essentially theoretiea, it viewed salvation as effected
through the acquisition of theosophical knowledge, wheirathe more theurgical strains of
Kabbalah (of which the Lurianic system is perhtespre-eminent example), this knowledge
was simply a precursor, primarily necessary only insa$att informed one’s actions: “[flor
the Gnostic, the knowledge of one or another cosmogamieme was part of the salvific
gnosis that enabled him to escape this world; for thergieal Kabbalist, the theosophical
scheme was a blueprint for his modus operaftdi"Although there is something persuasive
about Idel's contention in the context of our discussloam generally inclined, however, to
reserve judgement on this point; as we observed in aghdptieere remain questions as to
whether or not certain ‘Gnostic’ circles viewgtlwois alone as sufficient for salvation.
Furthermore, as we have previously noted, our lack afrete evidence regarding the form,
role, and status of both ritual and praxis amongst@mostics’ should lead us to be wary of
assuming that they were by and large wholly theoretic#heir focug'®. Although, in the

306 E g. IrenaeusHaer. 1.5-8. C.f. also the references frokpoc. JohnandHyp. Arch.given in the previous
note.

307 ¢ 1. above, pp.90f.

308 E g. Vital, PEH, Hekhal 1, Shaar 1, 6; Hekhal 7, Shaar 48. C.f. G. Sthtfiajor Trends(1961), pp.273-
278.

309\, Idel, Kabbalah(1988), pp.261-264.

310 C 1. above, pp.8f., 24ff.
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main, it is only theosophical ‘Gnostic’ texts that emextant, this should not necessarily
lead us to assume that practical elements of ritudltheurgy were not as common to the
‘Gnostics’ as they were to the Lurianic Kabbaitts

Ultimately, therefore, whilst we certainly do seenffitwl that the Lurianic Kabbalah offers
correspondences to the ‘Gnostics’ not found in earlegoliélistic strains, both the late date
of Luria and the important differences between his sysiad those of the ‘Gnostics’ seem
to render unlikely any hypothesis of direct dependence; rdtb&rever, it may be that the
situation we have outlined better serves instead to suppothesis of independent, though

somewhat analogous, development.

Now, in light of the above arguments, | wish finaltythis chapter to make some very brief
comments on the potential application to our field loé wwork done by the school of
comparative mythology. Such comments as are givesm \wél be necessarily succinct, as
whilst we shall return to this hypothesis in far great@tlden the later chapters of this thesis,
| for now merely wish to highlight the possibility dfi$ line of inquiry, in particular in
relation to the concept of the primordial man. Adedty, as we noted in chapter 3, both our
‘Gnostic’ and Kabbalistic sources might be better deedrim essence as ‘theosophical’
rather than ‘mythical’, specifically insofar as theye aeen to belong more to the third,
‘mystic’, phase of Scholem’s schema of religious dgwelent than to the original ‘mythic’
phasé'? It is, however, nonetheless undeniable that our tEetsuently express their
theosophic concepts through somewhat of a ‘mythologiealative’, a fact which has to
some extent enabled our methodology of seeking to identfyespondences between
general and specific concepts rather than attempting#bdelairect textual parallels. Indeed,
if we define ‘myth’ as a linguistic form which, as Mirc&}ade puts it, “expresses in action
and drama what metaphysics and theology define diadlgticthen we can surely see the
potential application of a comparative mythological appho# the cosmological and

cosmogonical narratives which we have hitherto beerogrgf*>.

311 On this point, see also the considerations below, pp.l4ddarding the potential acquaintance of ‘Gnostics’
with ‘alchemy’ and theHermetica especially given that examples of the latter were &sind at Nag
Hammadi.

312 See above, pp.48-50.

313 M. Eliade,Comparative Religior{1958), p.418. C.f. also Y. Liebe§)¢ Natura Dei(1993), pp.1-64 and
M. Idel, ‘Rabbinism versus Kabbalism’ (1991), pp.281-296tmnrole of ‘myth’ in Judaism and the Kabbalah.
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| raise this point here primarily because it seemséothat in relation to the question of
potential parallels between disparate groups, systenwjltores, the work done to date in
the sphere of comparative religions and mythologiesgemerally evinced a more laudably
cautious methodology than has often been the case ansehgdars studying the relationship
between the ‘Gnostics’ and Kabbalah (as my argumentat this and preceding chapters
hopefully demonstrates). Indeed, to give an example,stdm®lar of mythology John
McKinnell strongly cautions that wherever we draw congmars, we must differentiate
between what is simply “[s]elf-evident similaritie$ detail’, what is evidence of “[d]irect
borrowing from one culture into another”, and what s ‘@)ndependently occurring
example” of a “universal human pattetfi” In a comparable observation, E.O.G. Turville-
Petre concedes, in the context of his work on Nordigioa, that it “is often difficult to
know whether a motives|c] is pagan or Christian, or whether it was commonbtth

traditions”: surely a similacaveatcould be applied to several aspects of our ingtriry

We shall, as | have mentioned, return to this poinieagth in later chapters, but for the
moment | wish to utilise a brief application of tlwemparative method in order to illustrate
the difficulties inherent in arguing for filiation betes@ the ‘Gnostics’ and the Kabbalah
solely on the basis of conceptual similarities in their myolical narratives. We have
previously noted a series of potential correspondencegebrtour texts, based upon the
occurrence in each of various series of homologmredyding their relation to the constitution
of the body of the primordial mal. In this context, however, it may be instructive now t
consider an interesting work by Bruce Lincoln, in whichgrevides an analysis of the
homologies made regarding primordial man, seen as acoem of creation, in a highly
varied series of mythic texts including, amongst oth2risnoch Purusasikta (found in the
Rigveda 10.90), and the NordicGGrimnismaf!’. Lincoln notes a surprising level of
correspondence between the equations made in thesemartgof which he is even able to
compare in tabular format, an example of which | reprodurcéhe following page for the

purposes of illustration and comparison.

314 3. McKinnell,Both One and Man1994), p.25.

315E 0.G. Turville-PetreMyth and Religior(1964), p.282.
316 See above, pp.74ff. C.f. also p.92, n.293.

3178, Lincoln, Myth, Cosmos, and Socit}986), pp.1-40.
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It is of course immediately obvious that the correspoceleidentified in the table are neither
necessarily exact between themselves, and furtherbgmeno overwhelming similarity to
the systems of homologies which we identified in thevipres chapter. What is important to
recall, however, is that as we previously saw, neititerthe correspondences between the
anthropological equations in thlgahir and in the ‘Gnostic’ texts particularly exact either:
indeed, we noted that the anthropology in Bahir suggested in the first instan&hi’'ur
Qomahspeculation rather than ‘Gnostic’ theosopfly What | aim to demonstrate here,
however, is that the very concept of making equationte/den the constitution of man
(particularly the archetypal primordial man) and variasgects of the created world is in fact
a relatively ubiquitous and recurrent theme in a numbéifferent systems; indeed, Lincoln
does also highlight that in a number of these textethmation is also made between these
entities and various aspects of the heavenly and plangystems, much as we saw to be the
case in the previous chapter (although the precise hoiesldg differ between sourc&s)

Now, Lincoln concludes that from these comparisons pctanofbe adduced for the existence
of a common Indo-European proto-myth which is expressadsomewhat different variation
as it is received in each cultdf& | myself am not, admittedly, convinced by this argumen
as it rather seems to me that the question mustbfirsinswered why such homologies could
not have been arrived at independently. It must, supelyonceded that the general scheme
makes a certain logical sense, and thus precludes t&bjy of any great level of
variation. Almost regardless of culture, one would suted more likely to equate the
primordial blood to liquid (e.g. water, or the sea) thanany solid aspect of the world.
Similarly, given that flora sits atop earth which step stone, whilst hair sits atop flesh
which sits atop bone, it is hard to see how any anamtihmaker could ever have conceived

of an order of equations other than that which seemsatigtimplied.

It does not, therefore, seem impossible to me thatinwitis logically restricted system
disparate cultures could have independently developed sidgas??. This hypothesis then

319 See above, pp.77f. The question of whetblgifur Qomahspeculation is in turn related to the ‘Gnostics’
will be addressed in chapter 8 (see below, p.179ff.).

320B, Lincoln,op. cit, pp.20-36. C.f. also G.G. Stroumsa, ‘Form(s) of G&@88@), pp.269-88.

321 B Lincoln,op. cit, pp.8-15, 35-40.

322 On this, c.f. also the demonstrations by Margaret @&iRoss, Prolonged Echoe$1994), pp.171f.] and
E.O.G. Turville-Petre dp. cit, pp.42-50] concerning Askr and Embla and the self sacrifice @hrO
respectively, and how these episodes in Nordic mytlyategm to have coincidentally developed into concepts
that were seen as comparable to Christianity by latéens, despite the fact that the narratives themselve
remained fully explicable within the context of theiigamal paganism.
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further raises the question that since both the ‘Gesiséind Kabbalah certainly shared the
Old Testament, and potentially also some Judaic speail&taditions, how much more
likely is it then that the two could have developed similancepts independently of each

other??®

Conclusion

We have in this chapter and the one preceding it notedircga#ential correspondences
between the ‘Gnostics’ and the Kabbalah; what remdies ts to address the question of
howsuch correspondences could have occurred. As indichte®,at seems to me that the
initial assumption should perhaps be that any instahcercespondence is to be taken as an
example of independent development, and therefore plyncarincidental. If this position is
taken in the first instance, then to dismiss it one tnarguably demonstrate either, or
preferably both, a) aexactcorrespondence between the sources, one which rehdensso
close as to make coincidence highly improbable, and/& &cure chain of transmission
which proves, with a reasonable degree of certainty, éhlaér one source received and
utilised the ideas of another, or else that they betieived their ideas from an earlier
common source. In relation to the first of these gspihbelieve we have seen that in general
the correspondences between the ‘Gnostic’ sourcetharehrliest work of the Kabbalah, the
Bahir, are not exact enough to rule out the possibility of indégeindevelopment. Indeed,
we located the closer correspondences in the laterricrgystem, but not only were these
still far from being exact, furthermore the greateficlity in demonstrating a relationship
between the ‘Gnostics’ and the later Kabbalah thgels bypassed the earlier Kabbalah only
serves to advocate more strongly for a thesis ofpiedéence. To be sure, we did in a few
instances, primarily involvingdn the Origin of the Worldidentify a few similarities that
were close enough to merit further investigation (and wadl shturn to them at a later
juncture), but in the main it seems that the only remgi option to oppose a thesis of
independent development is the establishment of a seaire af transmission, and it is thus

to this exercise that we shall now turn.

323 As we have seen, the image of the primordial or é@gnman (in some form) is a relatively common ohe.
thus remain somewhat sceptical of Gilles Quispel’srgitd‘'Ezekiel 1:26' (1980), pp.1-13] to prove that the
manifestation of thena> of God in the form of a man in Ezekiel 1 is necesgéiriked to the figure of the
Anthroposin ‘Gnostic’ and ‘Hermetic’ literature. C.f. M.J.dwards, ‘Hebraism, Hellenism’ (2001), pp.222-
226.
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Appendix |
The Reliability of Irenaeus,Haer. 1.1.1 — 8.5 as an Account of ‘Valentinian’ Myth

A few brief comments should be made here regardingptiessage which, as Bentley Layton
highlights, was “the best-known account of gnostic mytkil the discovery of the Coptic
manuscripts®*. It should first of all be remarked that we cannatatly take this account as
an archetypal version of ‘Valentinian’ myth: as wews@ chapter 2, the particular
construction ‘Valentinian’ seems to denote more a vagusteamradisciple chain rather than
any particular dogmatic unity, a fact that Irenaeus ahdrdteresiologists utilised in order to
contrast the doctrinal differences amongst the ‘feetwith the Church’'s faithful
preservation of the unified, apostolic teacfifig As such, the system recounted here is said
to be that of one Ptolemy, a follower of Valentinusg differs to an extent from that of his
master. Of course, the particular level of differebe¢éween the two is hard to calculate
since, as Layton notes, “Valentinus’s teaching is knftarus] only in very sketchy form”,
being preserved primarily in Irenaeus’s concise accotfger. 1.11.1), and in brief
mythological references scattered throughoutGbepel of Trut{NHC 1.3; XIl.2) and a few
isolated fragmenfé®. Otherwise, we are reliant on Irenaeus’s fullecoant of Ptolemy’s
myth, insofar as we can hope to identify what ofcituaately reflects Valentinus’s teaching
since, as Layton puts it, “some details are doubtlessadBéotemy’s own creativity?’. As
indicated in chapter 2, however, for our purposes it is kedevant to determinbow
precisely Ptolemy’s system relates to that of Vaters; since it is the former that has been
best preserved, it is thus to it that we must lookafarseful source to compare examples of
‘Valentinian’ thought (as we have defined this term) wite Kabbalah. The more important
question for us, therefore, is whether or not we carclade that Irenaeus faithfully and

accurately recorded Ptolemy’s system.

Now, as we have previously seen, James McCue has comglincefuted the argument of
Elaine Pagels that Irenaeus intentionally misrepreddmtesources to better conform to his
heresiological methd®. Whilst, as we noted above, it is certainly true thanaeus laid

stress on the differences between ‘heretical’ groupks apposed these to the true unified

3248 Layton,Gnostic Scripture$1987), p.276.

325 See above, pp.12, 27ff.. E.g. Irenadimer. 1.10; 11.1; 12.4; 13.1.

326 B |Layton,Gnostic Scripture$1987), pp.215-264, 276f.

327 pid., p.221.

328 See above, pp.23, 27ff. C.f. J.F. McCue, ‘Conflicting Vers® (1981), pp.404-416; E. Pagels, ‘Conflicting
Versions’ (1974), pp.35-53.
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faith, it does not seem to me that we have any resloreto suppose that he deliberately
manufactured these differences: indeed, as Mark Edwasisdted, our ability to compare
the extant Coptic recensionsAypoc. Johrwith the myth recounted by IrenaeudHaer. 1.29

&%2° It must also be considered

has shown the latter to be “an honest reader and cag#id
that if lrenaeus were inclined to inaccurately report Ievef disagreement between
‘Valentinians’, then one would have expected him to proadenuch fuller account of
Valentinus’'s system so as to better contrast witblemy's; that he provided so little
information specifically regarding the system of the biareh rather suggests that he

constrained himself quite closely to reporting only whas contained in his sources.

If therefore, we accept that Irenaeus representedobicess with a reasonable degree of
accuracy, we must thus inquire as to what those sourees, \and to what extent they
themselves were accurate. Frederik Wisse has convincmgled that Irenaeus utilised a
source (or sources) of earlier heresiological matewdlich he interwove, not always
seamlessly, with his own primary knowledge of ‘Valentinigroup$®®. Indeed, in the
preface to his workHaer. |.Pref.2) Irenaeus speaks of personal interaction eathain self-
proclaimed ‘disciples of Valentinust¥ oaUtol Aéyoustv OuodevTtivou pobntddv), and notes

that he has read certain of their ‘writinggirépvrjuoot)**

. As Wisse highlights, “Irenaeus’
[sic] overriding concern was to expose and refute thentmians of his own time. It is only
in the process of accomplishing this task that he intradoteer heresiarchs and set1s”
Further, as Einar Thomassen notes, often, espedaialhe first few chapters, when Irenaeus
speaks of ‘Valentinians’ he seems to have in mind tHolewers of Ptolemy’ who are his
immediate opponents; that he begins his work with danske eight-chapter portrayal of

their system would seem to confirm that they wet@aforefront of his mintf>.

We are now then in a position to present a rough oudinthe potential sources behind
Irenaeus’s fullest accounts of the ‘Valentinian’ systeghilst | agree with Thomassen that
the preface identifies the ‘followers of Ptolemy’ withose ‘heretics’ who are currently
teaching, | would modify his argument in line with Wissestiggest that Irenaeus’s use of

329\1.J. Edwards, ‘Gnostics and Valentinians’ (1989), pp.26-47.

30 E Wisse, ‘Nag Hammadi Library’ (1971), pp.205-223. The auites issue of whether or not this earlier
heresiology was Justin Martyr’s Id8yntagmaneed not be addressed here.

31 We are fortunate here that the Greek text has beemrpedsin EpiphaniusPanarion 31. C.f. E.
ThomassenThe Spiritual See(2006), p.10.

32 E Wisse, ‘Nag Hammadi Library’ (1971), pp.205-223

333 E. ThomasserThe Spiritual See(2006), pp.9-22.
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this term, at least in the preface, is intended to ialdade Markos and his disciples, since it
is they to whom he refers as having caused trouble “in wardistrict of the Rhoné®!. We
might then agree with Wisse that it seems logicat the long section concerning Markos
and his disciples (1.13-21) is, by virtue of its “vivid detald unusual length”, most likely
drawn from Irenaeus’s personal interaction with thisugrof ‘Valentinians’ (presumably in
the Rhone ared}. It then perhaps naturally follows that stistopviuata as he obtained, he
most likely obtained from this group, and these, as Wissgends, formed the basis of the
first section, 1.1-8. Such a supposition would then ergdl@naeus’s placement of Ptolemy’s
system at the start of his work, as if he obtained @rigi¢®n of this system from the
Marcosians who, by his own admission, were his cuadwérsaries, he would naturally have
seen it as an antecedent to their ‘heresy’, thenedtyfying both its placement at the start of
his work and his identification in the preface of his cotrrepponents as ‘followers of
Ptolemy’. If this hypothesis is accepted, then we cao abte that the brief account of the
system of Valentinus in .11 and the similarly concise detson of the systems of Ptolemy
and Colorbasus in 1.12 probably derive from an earlier idoggcal source used by
Irenaeus, not least because the report of 1.12 essenfmaths a doublet, showing “no
awareness... [that Ptolemy’'s system has] just beeated in detail in eight lengthy

chapters®®,

It therefore seems reasonably probable that we canfideeveral sources in the first part of
Irenaeus’s work, including primary writings originating fic¢he objects of his attack; that
the ‘Valentinian’ systems he presents here are notrginearalleled in the Nag Hammadi
literature might simply be explained by our lack of exgamtiary sources for ‘Valentinian’
mythologies. Alternatively, we might suspect, in lwéh Wisse, that if Irenaeus obtained
his information first-hand from these groups, what heeikeed was not the “Gnostic holy
books meant only for internal consumption” such as ienaed at Nag Hammadi, but rather
“something like Gnostic missionary preaching either in orabritten form”. Thus, as Wisse
puts it, in Irenaeus’s account “of the disciples of Vaters we do not see the sects from the

337
t

inside but from the outside, as they want to appear inthssionary effort®’. | personally

prefer to leave this particular question open to debatd, must be admitted that Wisse'’s

334 E. ThomassenThe Spiritual Seeq2006), pp.9-11, esp. n.6; F. Wisse, ‘Nag Hammadi Library’ (1971),
pp.205-223; Irenaeudaer. 1.13.7, ANF translation (2007), p.336.

3B E. Wisse, ‘Nag Hammadi Library’ (1971), pp.205-223.

336 pid.; C.f. E. Thomassef;he Spiritual Seed2006), pp.17-22.

37 E. Wisse, ‘Nag Hammadi Library’ (1971), pp.205-223.
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argument holds only if the Nag Hammadi texts are sede tholy books’ intended for intra-
community use alone. As we have previously noted, ¢thebpurpose of the Nag Hammadi
texts is far from clear, especially since they seeistém from a variety of different ‘Gnostic’
(and possibly even non-‘Gnostic’) miliei$ Furthermore, th&ospel of Philip which was
found at Nag Hammadi, does present a potential paralle¢it a rather limited one, to
Ptolemy’s system as found in Irenaeus (see furBmendix Il below). It is also worth
noting that, as we have seen, Irenaeus did have amxrégmc. Johnor at least a source
related to it, suggesting that he was able to acquirasit $®@me ‘Gnostic holy books’ (to use

Wisse’s term).

Ultimately, however, given our observations here @énsg that we have little reason to doubt
that Irenaeus had access to some primary accounts stAdaird experience, and that in spite
of his interweaving of sources, he nevertheless relgtaecurately portrayed the systems
which he received, thereby preserving for us a form of Malen’ mythology that would

otherwise be lost.

338 See above, pp.2-6.
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Appendix Il
Some Compositional and Linguistic Issues in th&ospel of Philip(NHC I1.3)

As we have seen, the brief passages. Phil. 60:10-15 holds a place of particular
importance, as the sole attestation in the Coptio&Ha' literature of Irenaeus’s report of
Ptolemy’s system as containing the concept of a ‘doub#ido (Haer. 1.4-8), the lower
form of which is identified as Achasth®*°. It therefore seems germane to offer a few very
brief comments on the passage and its placement whthiwider text.

KEOYA TIE EXAMMS AYW KEOYA TIE' €XMO  E€XAMWSO TE Tcodia
2ATIADC  EXMWO A€ TE TCOPIA MITMOY ETE TAEITE ETCOOYN MITOY
TAElI ETOYMOYTE EPOC X€E TKOYEI Ncodia**

It is as well to note first, as Layton does, tGats. Phil.cannot really be called a cohesive, or
even a necessarily consistent work. Layton referth¢éotext as more of an ‘anthology’,
“containing some one hundred short excerpts taken framnugother works... [which, to]
judge from their style and contents... were sermoresatises, or philosophical epistles
(typical Valentinian genres), as well as collected aghwm or short dialogues with

comments®*,

Even from a brief perusal of the text, the vajiditf this statement can be
plainly seen, and it is not always immediately clwhat, if any, methodology the compiler(s)
followed in arranging the pieces. In spite of this, beer, certain themes and keywords do
recur in many sections of the text (we have previouslgdtite repeated usage of a ‘bridal
chamber’), so that onmay be able to speak of certain overarching thematic ide&os.
Phil., or to at the very least suspect that the sectione wet just chosen and arranged

randomly*2

With this observation in mind, it then becomes intémgsto look at the placement of our
passage in the text. It sits in between a number ofioss, often allegorical or
contemplative, regarding the relationship between papdtchild, between holy and evil,
and between the righteous creator/ruler and the ruldds is not the place to undertake any
particularly deep analysis of these texts, as theygarerally unrelated to our enquiry into

339 See above, pp.83ff.

340 Excerpted from B. Layton, (ed.) and W.W. Isenberg, étjariThe Gospel according to Philip’ (1989),
pp.142-215. An English translation is given above, p.84.

341 B, Layton,Gnostic Scripture$1987), pp.325f.

342 See above, p.31. LaytoGfiostic Scripture$1987), pp.326f.] provides an instructive list of the ocenices
in Gos. Phil.of certain important keywords and themes.
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‘Valentinian’ mythology, but it should be immediatelgparent that this passage regarding
the relationship between wisdom proper and the ‘littlsdeim’ can be seen to fit rather
appropriately into the wider context here. In pardculJorunn Jacobsen Buckley has
highlighted thatGos. Phil.frequently makes use of differing but complementary ndorea
variety of characters, most especially the textisyary female metaphors”, the Holy Spirit,
Sophia, and figures of Mary, all of whom “seem to playikir parts and often appear
outrightly identified with one anothe¥. Buckley argues that the “varied appearances [of
these figures]... can all be correlated”, and indeedefloaks at the surrounding sections of
the text (59:6-60:33), it is noticeable that all these namespeesent, and perhaps most

noticeably are also found in comparable dual (or even }rigges shortly before our
passage™

59:10f.
MAPIA FAP TE TEYCWNE AYW TEYMALY TE AYW TEYRWTPE TE

For Maria is his sister and his mother and his unioerj@éttively ‘partner’ or ‘companion’].

59:12f.
TITINA €ETOYAAB OYPAN' TTE NAITTAOYN
The Holy Spirit is a double nani&

In this context then, the occurrence of an apparent ‘ddbiydtia’ seems relatively logical,
and to read the passage in this way would make senseittédlyn as Buckley notes, the use
of keova to render both ‘one thing’ and ‘another’ could pressmine ambiguity as to
whether these two entities are meant to be sesamate or the same, especially given the
close similarity of the two names. Although bothdiags are somewhat possible with this
use ofkeovya, given the context of the surrounding passages, andtus bon primarily
female figures who occupy multiple roles whilst yet remmay both separate in accordance
with their roles and united/similar in their figure andme, | tend to conclude that this
passage is meant to express a ‘double-Sophia’, albeit perhapsvay more amenable to
Gos. Phil.and its general tof®. Furthermore, Layton notes theXamMme / Achandth

seems to be a derivation from the biblit&khmah whilst the phrasezkh-nmoth translates to

343 3.J. Buckleypp. cit, pp.211-227.

344 |bid.

345 Both these passages are excerpted from B. Layton aati\V.W. Isenberg, (trans.), ‘The Gospel according
to Philip’ (1989), pp.142-215. The translations are my own.

346 On the usage @feova, see W.E. CrunDictionary (1939), p.92.
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‘like death’ in biblical and mishnaic Hebrew and Arami&ic It is therefore perhaps possible
that whilst the two figures are intended to be seermaswhat separate, the similarity of
their names is in part dependant on this slightly rough pun.

In conclusion, we must of course admit that the se¢jpardetween the two wisdoms @os.
Phil. is nowhere near as definite as in Irenaeus. Thecptatireason for this we can hardly
conjecture without knowing the source of the original pgessacluded in the5os. Phil.
anthology: it may be that it represents an earlerception of the ‘double-Sophia’ before the
separation was as attenuated, or it may be that itsemea very similar conception to that
found in Irenaeus, but that this was either muted bef@@assage’s inclusion os. Phil,

or else it is merely that the surrounding context ef atherGos. Phil.passages cast it in a
less divisive light. In any case, whilst wannotsay with any certainty that this passage
derived from Ptolemy’s system, its presenc&ms. Phil.at least allows us to presume that
the concepts of Achasth and the ‘double-Sophia’ were current within certain “vitilgan’
circles, an observation that thus enables us to viema&us’s account with a perhaps even

greater degree of plausibility.

347 B, Layton,Gnostic Scripture$1987), p.336.
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Chapter 6
The ‘Cathar’ Connection: On the Possibility of the Transmision of ‘Dualism’

As indicated in the previous chapter, it seems as tholagical method by which to proceed
in our analysis is to assume in the first instance tHatcarespondences identified are
essentially coincidental, dismissing this assumptialy if we can identify a high level of
exactness in our comparisons (such as would render pmadance relatively improbable)
and/or establish a secure chain of transmission bettmeesources, a chain which renders
the transmission of ideas not only possible but indeed pbl@baNow, as we have hitherto
noted on several occasions, the potential corresporgldoeveen the ‘Gnostics’ and
medieval Kabbalah are, on the whole, too inexact tansically refute a coincidental
hypothesis; we must therefore turn for the momenartoexamination of the methods by
which ‘Gnostic’ ideas could have been transmitted ftbenlate Antique Middle East to the
medieval Occident. In the penultimate chapter we |sagamine the theory, most
prominently expounded by Scholem, that the preservatioremdéin strains of ‘mystical’-
theosophical speculation in Jewish sources might acdourthe theosophy of the early
Kabbalah, but | first wish to consider, in this chagted the next, two other potential routes
by which the second century ‘Gnostics’ might be linked &dieval Europe, namely the
‘Cathars’, and the ‘Alchemic traditio#®. Of course, given the scope of this thesis it will be
impossible to treat either of these subjects exhaustitelyl should like to offer a slightly
more expansive analysis than that which is often alldttech regarding their potential role
in the question of ‘Gnostic’-Kabbalistic filiation. Rbermore, it is my hope that by
successfully applying our current methodological approacimés bf questioning related to,
but not intrinsically contained within, our primary gpé of enquiry, we may thus establish
the validity of this methodology as a tool for genastlisation, rather than as a method
effective only in relation to one specific question.

In line with this endeavour, then, let us begin by boddon our conclusions up to this point,
in order to establish some further definition regarding oethodology for proceeding in the
establishment of potential chains of transmission. pémticular, | wish to stress the
importance of distinguishing between those motifs and gasceshich may be called
specific, or preferablyexclusiveto our systems, and those which are so widespread and

348 As will become clear in what follows, both thesenterare open to debate regarding the appropriateness of
their application. | shall, therefore, tend to reafethem only within inverted commas.
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ubiquitous as to make pinpointing their point of origin pcadly impossible. We noted, for
example, in the previous chapter that the existenceroé sgpe of motif of the primordial
man in a variety of different cultures is a testimoemyhe ubiquity of the idea; it is, however,
this very ubiquity which prevents us in many cases from deBty saying from whence
each culture obtained the idea, whether from anathére cultures identified as possessing
primordial man imagery or, as Lincoln argues, from amolEuropearUrmyth**®.  Such
judgements can ultimately only be made where we are abldemonstrate very exact
correspondences between two cultural expressions ofdde and/or a clear chain of
transmission between those two cultures, whilst a¢sngoable to exclude the possibility of
the influence of a third (or fourth, or fifth...) cultureTo illustrate, we earlier argued that
Scholem’s application of the term ‘Gnostic’ to araewle of the ‘Thomas literature’ was
largely inaccurate since whilst the two might shareagersimilarities the latter, as Layton
points out, does not presuppose any real sort of ‘Gnostithotogical system, but rather
only “an uncomplicated Hellenistic myth of the divindgins of the sel®®’. If we now
develop this argument, we can observe that a motif meselement of the heavenly realm
(sometimesdentified as the ‘soul’ or ‘higher mind’) exiled to teorld and trapped within
the body, to await its release, is not only cladgid@rphic but is also, as we have seen,
common to certain ‘Gnostic’ and ‘Thomasine’ writingsirianic Kabbalah, certain strains of
Hellenistic philosophy, and in some contexts arguably @smuch ‘general mysticisrir™.
Indeed, one may even wish to argue that such a concefatgi&al philosophical outcome of
any ethical system which separates the body from thiénsiad, a description that reasonably
encompasses a great many systems of AntitjdityAs such, one can hardly attempt to prove
a chain of transmission based on the recurrence ofaswnettif in two or more philosophic,
theosophic, or ‘mystical’ systems (such as ‘Gnoghought and the Kabbalah), as there are
inevitably too many other sources from which the idea coalasibly have been derived.

To give another example of the application of this hypxihen chapter 4 we identified
certain Coptic texts as being potentially related toBh&ir on the basis of their identical
methods for calculating the number seventy-two inicelab a heavenly hierarcfij. As we

saw, the specificity of these calculations, theiatieély exact correspondence in the different

3498 Lincoln, Myth, Cosmos, and Socit}986), pp. 8-15, 35-40.

308 Layton,Gnostic Scripture$1987), p.360.

%1 bid. C.f. G. ScholemQrigins (1990), pp.93-95; pp.33ff., 86ff. above. See also J.N. BrepRise and
Fall (2002), pp.59-69; Y. Liebes, ‘Kabbalistic Myth’ (1993), pp.65-92

%2 C 1. L. Nauta, ‘Preexistence of the Soul’ (1996), pp.93-135.

353 See above, pp.68ff.
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texts, and their seeming lack of attestation elsewharder some level of filiation between
the sources at least plausible. By contrast, we lfi@gently encountered usages of the
number seven in our texts, but | have been reticemtféo ioo much from these instances of
numeric symbolism; not only is the occurrence of sewvdar less specific example than the
particular calculation of seventy-two, but moreovenitst be conceded that seven is perhaps
the most ubiquitous number in numerological sout¥es Indeed, given the number of
cultures with which we are dealing for whom there weres known planets, and who either
practised, or were at least aware of the existencesef/@n-day week, it would be strange to
locate a theosophical text of this type which, if it madenerical references, did not include
the number seven. Unfortunately then, however, the werarrence of this number in a
source must therefore fail to indicate for us anythiggreing the provenance of that source.
Similarly, to give a ritual rather than theosophicahmple, we also observed in chapter 3
that the widespread practice of asceticism in the anhei@nld, especially in potentially
‘mystic groups’, thus renders it taxonomically uselesa #ool for definitiof™>.

If we have seen then the difficulty in attempting tostouct a secure chain of transmission
on the basis of corresponding motifs, and the needdesfmore on the specific rather than
the ubiquitous in order to locate reliable evidence, ituldlonow be wise to mention
something of the problem which is introduced into our ingasbn by the phenomenon of
Manichaeism. In attempting to trace a line from thad&ics’ to the medieval Occident, the
particular dates and geographical spread of Manichaeisnt peghaps make it an inevitable
step in the chain. That the movement had some dedrégation to certain ‘Gnostics’
seems almost undeniable; as an example, one might citeséige of the figure of Seth in
Manichaean literature, with the important observatimat the specific roles played by Seth
here are often remarkably close to those which he mesfan the ‘Sethian Gnostic’
literaturé®®. | would, however, hesitate to describe ManichaeisriGasstic’, insofar as |
would hesitate to describe it as anything other than Maaguty for this is the crux of the
matter, the fact that perhaps above all else, Manisimaei@s intensely syncretic. It is as well
to remember that Mani placed himself as the latestlimeaof redeemer-type figures, a line
which included Seth, Noah, Enoch, Shem, Abraham, Buddin@ntes, Zoroaster, Jesus, and

%4 1. above, pp.73-78.

35 See above, pp.43ff. Recall also that a pro-asceticestanalmost the sole common factor between the
majority of otherwise highly varied documents found agNMammadi. C.f. S. Gero, ‘Encratite Orthodoxy’
(1986), pp.287-307.

%6 C.f. B.A. Pearson, ‘Seth in Manichaean Literat2804), pp. 268-282; Idem., ‘Seth in Gnostic Literature’
(2006), pp.52-83.
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Pauf*’. The difficulty that this syncretism presents arigd®n one attempts to construct a
chain back towards the ‘Gnostics’. Should, for examphes attempt to trace the origins of
‘Cathar dualism’ (on which more will be said later), baowards the ‘Gnostics’, one will
discover that in between the two potentially stan@siM One is then left with the difficult
guestion of whether this ‘dualism’ derives from certdBnostics’ via Manichaeism, or
whether it instead descends from the ‘dualist’ religspof Mani's native Persi&. As we
shall see, it is surely imperative that any attemptffibate second century ‘Gnostics’ with
the medieval Occident must either tangle with the ticReligionsgeschichtlichenaze
that is Manichaeism, or else locate a different cledifransmission that bypasses Mani

entirely.

As a final methodological point in this chapter, let (salote the importance of a semantic
distinction, related in part to the famous Messina nilegn, viz. the importance of
distinguishing between ‘Gnostic’ as used to describe spesgitond century ‘groups’, and
‘Gnostic’ as used to describe a particulgrosof religious or theosophical thought The
Messina definition of course distinguished between the ttwough the use of the terms
‘Gnosis’ and ‘Gnosticism’, but as we noted in chaptet $eems preferable to disavow the
latter term, as it implies a greater ideological utiitgn would generally appear to be case in
reality. As also demonstrated above, neither am Vinoad that a reliable definition of the
‘Gnostic-type’ exists, or can even be created, andag keemed preferable to me to
concentrate on smaller ‘groups’ such as the ‘Sethiahsteby largely relegating the term
‘Gnostic’ to be little more than a shorthand indarator the various different types of late
Antique thought streams. In any case, however, the pdirth | wish to highlight here is
that whilst it might,potentially, be possible to speak of some elements of, for exgrtip
‘Cathars’ as representing something of a ‘Gnostic-typeiwever so defined), it is important
to remain cognizant of the fact that to do so dussiecessarily imply filiation between these
elements and second century ‘Gnostics’. As we hage, sorrespondences themselves are

not in general sufficient to reasonably prove a genelationship.

%7 See, for example, K. RudolpBnosis(1984), pp.326-342.

358 | should note that | posit this chain of transmissiorehmirely as a hypothetical illustration. As will be
outlined below (pp.124ff.), | am not myself convinced thatghoper antecedents of the ‘Cathars’ can be traced
any further back than the Paulicians, and possiblyvest & the Bogomils.

9 C.f. R. McL. Wilson, ‘The Messina Definition’ (1994)p$39-551, which provides an excellent analysis
both of the definition, and of its reception and utilisatafter 1966.
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Bringing these observations forward, we turn then to theesubf the ‘Cathars’. Now, it is
at first interesting to note that, outside of certatrains of rather unscholarly fantastical
speculations on secret histories, surprising little has beitten concerning the ‘Cathars’ in
relation to the emergence of Kabbalah, most spedifieal regards the potential relationship
of the latter to the ‘Gnostic¥’. In itself, this is perhaps not an unfair position sjnas |
hope to demonstrate in this chapter, one probably canna amy reasonable argument for a
filial relationship between the ‘Cathars’ and either {Gaostics’ or the Kabbalah. It is,
however, curious that whilst much scholarly ink has bspant on the questions of
relationship between the ‘Gnostics’ and the ‘Cathab®iween the ‘Gnostics’ and the
Kabbalah, and to a lesser extent, between the Kabbathlthe ‘Cathars’, the consideration
of all three together is rather a raffty Indeed, one might logically think that theatively
close chronological and geographical proximity in which Hebbalistic and ‘Cathar’
thought streams existed would have naturally incited somessigpeed debate, given that
both have been claimed by some scholars to descendtifi®rf®nostics’, but this does not
appear to have been the case. In truth, | suspechihatate of affairs owes much to the fact
that these are two somewhat separate questions, angppeedserve to be treated as such: a)
did the ‘Gnostics’ influence the ‘Cathars’ and b) the ‘Cathars’ influence the Kabbalah.
That being said, however, given our prior observati@ th establish filiation between the
‘Gnostics’ and the Kabbalah we would require a secuagncbf historical transmission, it
thus behoves us to ask these questions somewhat in tasideenwere it possible to answer
both in the positive, then we would surely have establislredt leaspotential route by
which ‘Gnostic’ influence could have been transmittednedieval Kabbalah. To be sure,
Scholem does devote a few pages indmgins to these questions, but he generally views the
utility of the ‘Cathars’ more as an illustrationth zeitgeistof the time, and chooses to leave
unresolved the question of what historical relationstiipy might have held to those
‘Gnostics’ whom he sees as influencing Behir. Whilst he does briefly highlight what he
views as a fevpotentialsimilarities between the ‘Cathars’ and the Kabbalehis ultimately

far more acutely aware of the importance of the graatticeable differences between the

360 ¢ 1. the outlines of certain currents in B. Hamilttie legacy of Charles Schmidt’ (1998), pp.191-214.

31 E g. the majority of sources listed in the bibliognapand cited throughout this thesis. In contrast,
Scholem’s brief discussion of the topic, cited in tbkofving note, is about the most exhaustsaholarly
analysis of the matter | have been able to locatef. RCJ. Zwi Werblowsky, ‘Manichaeism in Medieval
Judaism’ (1994), pp.535-538. Incidentally, although Moshe Ideliskss several strains of both ‘Gnostics’ and
the Kabbalah in his work, he makes only a couple of pgssiferences to the ‘Cathars’, generally omitting
them from the debat&pbbalah(1988), pp.23, 251]. Indeed, as Scholem nddemgins (1990), p.234], prior to
his work the only real treatment of the relationship lbetwthe ‘Cathars’ and the Kabbalah was to be found in
Moses Gaster'$he Origin of the Kabbalafi894).
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two, and as such generally tends to dismiss the Cathditdeamore than a tangential issue to
the history of the Kabbaldff. Now, in light of the above observations, whilst | oot
essentially disagree with Scholem’s conclusions on rtagter, 1 do find it necessary to

provide a slightly more considered reasoning on the togait blas often been given.

Beginning then with the first of these questiong, the possibility of a relationship between
the ‘Gnostics’ and the ‘Cathars’, as we indicated abavsecure methodological approach to
link these two at any level beyond the coincidental reguus to investigate both the
exactness of the similarities between them, as aelithe potential means of historical
transmission from the earlier to the later. If @ansider first the correspondences between
the two, we can reasonably assert that the mody ldkgyinal reason for seeing this equation
lies in the ascription of some form of ‘dualism’ to bt. A note of caution should be raised
here since, as we observed in chapter 1, the very‘teratism’ is particularly ambiguous,
and can potentially encompass a large number of highlyséarstems. Furthermore, let us
also recall thecaveatgiven above that any attempt to trace a ‘dualist’esysback to the
‘Gnostics’ is rendered particularly difficult by thgneretism of Mani's system, which likely
drew from several ‘dualist’ sources, not just the ‘Gings More shall be said on this later,
but it is here interesting to observe that, as Ro&wof den Broek highlights, the ‘dualistic’
views of the ‘Cathars’ (and indeed, as is central todem Broek’s argument in his article,
the Bogomils) “at first sight reminded [their ‘orthmd opponents]... of the Manichaean
doctrines that had been combated so vehemently by Sagntstine®®*. Unfortunately for
these opponents, however, it quickly became apparenttitbae contemporary ‘dualist’
thought streams lacked the “fantastic and very complicenythology” of Manichaeism, and
thus, as van den Broek puts it, “soon they [i.e. théhamox’ opponents] discovered with
embarrassment that Augustine’s arguments did not workinsigahese ‘dualistd®

362 G, Scholem@rigins (1990), pp.12-18, 197f., 234-238.

353 perhaps the classic enunciation of this thesisémodern era is that given by Sir Steven Runciman in his
1947 workThe Medieval Manichee: A Study of the Christian Dualist Hettbgyvery title of which somewhat
betrays his position on the subject of ‘Gnostic’-‘Cattrelationship. As we shall see in this chaptexyéver,

his conclusions hold little weight in current scholatBbate on the matter. In particular, it should bedthat

the definition of ‘Gnostic’ from which he works is maddeggly imprecise; admittedly, he was working at a time
when the Nag Hammadi documents had only just been discoveand several decades before their general
collection and publication, but even so it is worth hidhtiigg the fact that he groups together (under the
heading of ‘The Gnostic Background’ to the ‘Cathastigh diverse figures and movements as Valentinus,
Marcion, Manichaeism, Montanism, Paul of Samosata tlaa Messalians!

364 R. van den Broek, ‘Medieval Gnostics?’ (1998), pp.87-108.

35 |bid. It should be noted that van den Broek is perhaps rathenisiit about the accuracy of the
heresiological evidence on this point; whilst | do geherally disagree with him that ‘Cathar dualism’ most
likely prompted medieval churchmen towards the ascriptfoth@ label ‘Manichaean’, nor do | believe one
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Furthermore, as Mark Gregory Pegg has highlighted in @oriant and insightful, if rather
assertive article, claims regarding the historicaldgesof the ‘Cathars’ all too often rely on a
perceived similarity of broad ideas, devoid of any secuveffof connectioff®. As we have
argued in our methodological observations, such a basisarfpring filiation is wholly
unsatisfactory; as Charles Schmidt rightly observed @&%€ryears ago, those scholars who
identify the ‘Cathars’ as descendants of Manichaeigenafio no better than the medieval

heresiologists in supplying precise argumentation in suppohis historical relatio??”.

Indeed, it could well be contended that when one exan@ahar dualism’, such as it is, it
may well be more logical to ask first whether such ldon& could have emerged quite
organically in the medieval Occident of the time, asosep to its necessarily being a genetic
descendant of an earlier ‘heresy’. Now, van den Brogicates that we may generally speak
of two strains of ‘dualism’ in ‘Cathar’ thought, ‘absoluéend ‘moderate’, evidence for which
is fortunately extant in several texts. In particutze highlights the expression of ‘absolute
dualist’ views in two ‘Cathar’-authored texts, namely€e‘tho-calledAnonymous Treatise
which is preserved in Durand of Hueschiber contra Manicheogthe title of which bears
out our earlier observation that ‘Cathar dualism’ ratyr if not necessarily accurately,
reminded their contemporary opponents of Manichaeism)ttefook of Two Principle§®
This latter, as van den Broek notes, also somewhatrpesséhe views of the ‘moderate
dualists’ insofar as the author attempts to refute therfavour of an ‘absolute dualist’
position; otherwise, apart from the specific Inquisiti@tords, we also find these views
recorded in theSumma de Cathari®f Rainerius Sacconi, a former ‘Cathar’ turned
Inquisitor®®. We cannot afford here to delve too deeply into a digmuss this thought, but
what is particularly interesting to note is that batystems, ‘absolute’ and ‘moderate’,
essentially express a concept scarcely unknown tenétkBeval Occident, that of a heavenly
conflict, played out on earth, between God and Satae D#vil / Lucifer (identified by
different names in different texts, although of cowatt¢hese names were current throughout

much of western Christendom). In both systems, iatsuswho creates the material world;

should underemphasise other potential explanations fapplkcation of such language, especially since they
are scarcely mutually exclusive. On the freedom with vsiech terms were often applied in the medieval era
see, for example, R.I. Moore, ‘The war against herg008), pp.189-210, esp. n.19; J.N. Bremnuog, cit,
pp.68f. C.f. M.G. Pegg, ‘Cathars, Albigenses’ (2001), pp.181+E2farding the related question of medieval
heresiological method.
3¢ M.G. Pegg, ‘Cathars, Albigenses’ (2001), pp.181-195.
367 C. SchmidtHistoire et doctring1849), Vol. 2, pp.252-254.
:Zz R. van den Broek, ‘Medieval Gnostics?’ (1998), pp.87-108.

Ibid.
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the essential difference is primarily whether he and @uo held to be two co-eternal
opposing principles, good and evil, light and dark (the ‘mibsbposition), in which the good
creates that which is spiritual (including the soul) whilet bad creates the material, or
whether Satan is seen as a creation of God whaosragainst him and is cast down, and thus
creates the material world (the ‘moderate’ positiéh) From this brieforécis it should at
first be obvious that complicating the question of hisadrfiliation to the ‘Gnostics’ is the
fact that the ‘absolute’ position seems to have earelst analogue in the ‘dualism’ of Mani,
whilst the ‘moderate’ system seems more akin to @mostic’ systems featuring a Demiurge
figure, which we have previously explofél We shall return to reconsider this question
shortly, but a more pertinent matter here is the wbsien that in any case these parallels can
hardly be called so exact as to make historical desughly probable. Indeed, let us note
that arguablyany theology which places God and Satan in conflict couldoime extent be
called ‘dualist’; now, since the interest in Satan aigdperceived influence in the world in
the medieval Church need hardly be stressed, onendet to wonder whether it is not more
plausible that these systems could have emerged orggnic#iieir own time than that they
are descended from ‘Gnostic’ thou$fit Whilst the ascription of material creation to ®ata
is of course at odds with ‘orthodox’ Catholic theolothe general depiction of the Demiurge
figure is otherwise scarcely far removed from a reddyicommon conception of the Devil as
an adversarial figure; let us note especially the alesehparticular ‘Gnostic’ designations
for the Demiurge figure (e.g. Yaldabaoth), in place bfoh are used common designations
for Satan. In particular, it is worth highlightingetluse of the title ‘Lucifer’ (i.e. ‘light-
bearer’), a term that emerged from the quite ‘orthodm€getical tendency to read Isaiah
14:12-20 as referring to Satan rebelling against God; the thethat this exegesis espouses
is notably scarcely different from that of the ‘moderdualists*’®. That this exegesis was
widespread in medieval Christianity is perhaps well destrtated by Frank Talmage in his

370 5. Hamilton, ‘Virgin Mary’ (2005), pp.24-49. C.f. R. van dBroek, ‘Medieval Gnostics?’ (1998), pp.87-
108. Of course, both expressions of the idea necessatitheéir proponents to the docetic position that Christ
could not really have assumed material flesh.

371 On the ‘moderate’ position, c.f. above, pp.3ff. Regardirg‘absolute’ position, c.f. K. Rudolpkgnosis
(1984), pp.326-342. C.f. also our observations above (pp.4fgrdieg Rudolph’s posited distinction,
following Hans Jonas, between ‘Iranian’ and ‘Syrian-Egyptmodels of ‘dualism’. One might then plausibly
argue that the ‘absolute’ system fits more into thenfiln’ model, whilst the ‘moderate’ position is closethe
‘Syrian-Egyptian’typos

372C f. G. Quispel, ‘Cathars and Gnosis’ (1994), pp.487-491.

373|s. 14:12 “How you are fallen from heaven, O Day Ssan of Dawn...” RSY. Note that older translations
in fact generally render this verse using the title ‘Lerif It is also perhaps worth mentioning that the system
and myth of the ‘moderate dualists’ is, apart from diseription of a demiurgical role to Lucifer, otherwise
reasonably close to Milton’s account of Lucifer's fall Paradise Lost | am not yet aware, given the
commonplace nature of the tradition of Lucifer’s faltorthodox’ Catholicism, that any serious scholardiag

felt it necessary to question the possibility of thath@r’ system as having influenced Milton.
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presentation of a Jewish polemical treatise against ®atholics and certain ‘dualists’ (who
were most likely ‘Cathars’); in a refutation of the wi of both parties concerning Lucifer,
the author is able to make use of common stock argunfremts Jewish polemic, largely
based on a more accurate exegetical reading of thehIpassagev(z. that it refers to
Babylon, and has nothing to do with a heavenly figtite)\We shall return both to Talmage’s
arguments and to the important source which he presaets in the context of potential
Jewish-‘Cathar’ interaction, but it is here worthirgg a passage from the article, as it serves

to demonstrate the surprising closeness of the Catholezptian to that of the ‘dualists’:

“...[T]he Catholics found themselves in a difficult pasit On the one hand, they wished to
preserve the Lucifer legend as it existed in their ownttoediand, on the other, to refute the
heretics. This was accomplished principally by attemptingstablish inconsistencies in the

dualist position. The author of our treatise, in refuting very concept of a fallen angel, was
able to strike a blow at both groups. By dispensing wighrtbtion which is tangential in Jewish

tradition, he could go farther than the Catholic in hiackt on the dualists. At the same time, he
could show that the Catholic conception of the Devil, with witbenJew was all too frequently

associated, had no basi&¥>

Of course, these observations scar@etywe anything, but what | wish to suggest by them is
thatif we are unable to identify sufficiently exact paralliels ‘Cathar dualism’ in our older
sources, then is it not perhaps more reasonable tteltdwagenesis of this thought within its
contemporary context? As a further example of thishodwology, | might also briefly
mention an intriguing article by Sarah Hamilton in whatte explores the conceptions of the
Virgin Mary in ‘Cathar’ thought; what is of importanbere is that although Hamilton does
find some potential analogues to ‘Cathar’ ideas in oldexdi@ogical sources, she ultimately
presents a rather convincing argument for the primary irapoet of contemporary factors in

determining Mary’s representation in ‘Cathar’ syst&fhs

Now, we shall have occasion to return to the thefrtease observations at several points in
this chapter, but what | wish to concentrate on hetbagotential occurrence of precisely
that type of exact correspondence which we have arguedcessay to prevent one
identifying parallels as largely coincidental, each orgémitheir own time. Specifically, |
wish to examine van den Broek’s hypothesis that ceel@iments from an extant ‘moderate

dualist’ text known to have been used by certain ‘Catraups, thenterrogatio Johannis

374 E. Talmage, ‘Hebrew Polemical Treatise’ (1967), pp.323-348.
375 E. Talmageop. cit.
376 3. Hamilton op. cit.
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present such clear parallels to the Nag Hammadi evideshte argue strongly for a case of
filiation®””. The locus of these potential correspondences at feglees sense: as we have
noted, it is primarily the ‘Gnostic’ systems of Nagrdmadi that present perhaps the closest
structural similarity to the ‘moderate dualist’ approadkloreover, the establishment of a
reasonably exact similarity between these sourceddwalso permit us to sidestep the
syncretic quagmire of Manichaeism: as per our methodplafjgough a secure chain of
historical transmission is desirable in order to refute toincidental hypothesis, where

highly similar parallels are located, it is not whollgcessary.

Van den Broek’s basic argument then is thatltiierrogatio Johannisbears a number of
correspondences to certain ‘Gnostic’ texts, in pawdictihe Apoc. John(and the somewhat
comparable passages ktyp. Arch.and Orig. W). The Interrogatio relates how Christ
reveals to John the cosmogonic origin of the worldhenform of a somewhat mythic story,
familiar from Christian tradition, in which Satan is ta®wn from heaven for rebelling
against God; the Genesis account is then, however,engiated to show Satan making man
and woman out of clay and s image, calling down angels to place into their bodiees
give them 1ifé’® By means of the serpent, he then has sex with tBus, creating sexual
desire, and the reproduction of human bodies as the desteraf the Devil. The point is of
course obvious and in essence, as we have seen preyvguitdyubiquitous: mankind is body
and soul/spirit, the body is earthly and corrupt/evihilst the soul/spirit is of a heavenly
origin. Beyond this broad theme, however, van den Bmekeeds to identify “several
elements that are also known from the tradition ef&pocryphon of John One is the idea
that Satan had sexual intercourse with Eve; anothieis iboasting that he is the only God”
379 In particular, van den Broek focuses the crux of hisiment on the occurrence in the
Interrogatio of Satan’s false assertion “See you that | am godlseré is no other god beside
me”, as the placement of these ‘biblical’ words irtte mouth of the creative Demiurge (an
act which thus renders them inaccurate) is also knoam fcertain ‘Gnostic’, especially
‘Sethian’ texts: such a boast is to be foundjpoc. Johnl.11:20f., Hyp. Arch.l1.86:30f., and
Orig. W. 11.103:12f3° et me stress here that despite appearances, thispondence is

377 R. van den Broek, ‘Medieval Gnostics?’ (1998), pp.87-108.

378 An English translation of thinterrogatio is given in W.L. Wakefield and A.P. Evarlderesies(1991),
pp.458-465.

3R, van den Broek, ‘Medieval Gnostics?’ (1998), pp.87-108.

380 The translated quotation from theerrogatiois taken from W.L. Wakefield and A.P. Evaos, cit, p.461.
As van den Broek notes [‘Medieval Gnostics?' (1998), pp.10520], the Latin text survives in two variant
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not an example of a cleéextualequation: apart from anything else, it is as well to raber
that we are dealing with the comparison of a Latin tgke Interrogatio) and Coptic
translations of Greek originals (the ‘Gnostic’ textbbth of which are citing a ‘biblical
passage that was originally Hebrew. 1 use the termlichib here in inverted commas
because whilst the sentiment of the passage is cle#ligal, having originally referred to
the one true God, and hence creating an irony whennstisad ascribed to a Demiurge, the
specific source of the line is not wholly clear. \WWalWakefield and Austin Evans adduce
comparisons for the line as it stands in ltiterrogatio from Deuteronomy 4:35, Judith 9:14,
and Mark 12:32, whilst Gilles Quispel lays great strestherparallel with the monotheistic
statement of Isaiah 458, Van den Broek, however, seems to me to unnecessarily
complicate matters by arguing instead on the basiseoD#miurge’s boast iApoc. John
1.13:8f. that “...‘l am a jealous God and there is no othed beside me.’. 32 Although he

is probably quite correct to hypothesise that this lintnescombination of Exodus 20:5 and
Isaiah 45:5, | find myself perplexed by his assertion thatrmonotheistic boasts yp.
Arch. 11.86:30f., andOrig. W. 11.103:12f. form a clear “structural parallel” wihpoc. John
11.13:8f., such as that “makes it clear that the first pathe exclamation [itdyp. Arch, and
Orig. W] derives from Exod. 20:5", except that “the word ‘jealobas been omitted®? In
his argument, van den Broek seems to wholly ignore tHeresgersion of this statement in
Apoc. Johnl.11:20f., whilst it also seems to me that given the that the usage of the term
‘lealous’ in this context is clearly the minority usages surely more logical to speak of its
singular inclusion in Apoc. Johnll.13:8f. rather than, as van den Broek, to speak of its
omissionin Hyp. Arch, Orig. W, and thdnterrogatio

Now, it may be useful at this stage to highlight certdithe textual examples which we have
hitherto adduced, and thus they are outlined in a table doliving page. Since, as | have
noted, we are dealing with primarily conceptual, as opptwséektual comparisons, it should
suffice to provide these lines solely in reasonably ateugmglish translations. From an
examination of the table, several conclusions should apgpeert obvious, than at least
relatively plausible. Firstly thapacevan den Broek, since the more common statement of

forms, the relevant readings from which are “Videteagggo sum Deus et non est alius deus preter me” and
“Videte quia ego sum deus vester et non <est> preteriosedsus”.

31 \W.L. Wakefield and A.P. Evansp. cit, pp.461, 775, n.41 (note that the Judith reference is emshye
given there as 29); G. Quispel, ‘Cathars and Gnosis’ (1994), pp.487-491.

%2 R. van den Broek, ‘Medieval Gnostics?' (1998), pp.87-108. Apec. Johntranslation is by Frederik
Wisse, in J.M Robinson et aNag Hammadi Libran(1990), pp.104-123.

33 R. van den Broek, ‘Medieval Gnostics?’ (1998), pp.87-108.
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monotheism does not refer to jealousy, it seem®nadie to presume that the form found in
Apoc. Johnl.11:20f., Hyp. Arch.I1.86:30f., andOrig. W.11.103:12f. is more likely to be the
original form, withApoc. Johnll.13:8f. being a variation upon it achieved by the additbn
Exodus 20:5. That this variation is then employed in tHeviamg verses to make an ironic
comment yiz. that if the Demiurgevasthe only God, he would have no one to be jealous of)
would seem to bear this observation out; a more common 6f the monotheistic boast is
thus seen to be re-employedAipoc. Johrfor rhetorical purposé¥’.

Exod. 20:5 “...I the Lord your God am a jealous Got>.”

, “To you it was shown, that you might know that thed & God; there is no
Deut. 4:35 - P

other besides him.

Is. 45:5 “l am the Lord, and there is no other, besideshere is no God...”
Apoc?. John “| am God and there is no other God beside mé®.”
11.11:20f.
ﬁ‘li%?é]:mhn “...' am a jealous God and there is no other God besele..”
Hyp. Arch. C e ) . . 387
11.86:30f., ...'Itis I who am God; there is none [apart from]mé
Orig. W. “It is | who am God, and there is no other one thasts apart from me.’”..>®
11.103:12f.
Interrogatio “_..'See you that | am god and there is no other goitieese.’...”*%
Interrogatio

“..."See you that | am your god, and beside me theme ther god.’...”

(variant reading)

As for the source of this boast, | am inclined to agvék Quispel in seeing Isaiah 45:5 as
the most likely origin, since this verse in fact seémeffer an almost exact parallel (insofar
as the linguistic differences allow) to the form mostmonly used in our ‘Gnostic’ text&

Indeed, the only real difference seems to be the limitentification of the speaker as “the
Lord” rather than “God”; it is worth recalling, howevehat what is here rendered as ‘the

384 ¢ f. Apoc. Johrl.13:1-13.

355 The biblical translations are all taken from R8V

3¢ This and the following line fromApoc. Johnare translated by F. Wisse, in J.M Robinson etNdg
Hammadi Library(1990), pp.104-123.

37 Trans. B. Layton, in J.M Robinson et allag Hammadi Library(1990), pp.161-169. Note that there is a
lacuna in the text here, so this reconstruction igdam the text irOrig. W. 11.103:12f., which is the most
reasonable parallel sing@rig. W. and Hyp. Arch.share a number of other similarities (see pp.18f., 70-74,
above, and also the discussion in this chapter regaidiep

38 Trans. H.-G. Bethge, B. Layton, and Societas Copilirosolymitana, in J.M Robinson et aNag
Hammadi Library(1990), pp.170-189.

39 Trans. W.L. Wakefield and A.P. Evamg. cit, p.461.

390G, Quispel, ‘Cathars and Gnosis’ (1994), pp.487-491.
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Lord’ (and as xupios in the Septuagint) would originally have been the persumak of the
Tetragrammaton. Proper consideration shall be giwerhapter 8 to the question of Jewish
antecedents to ‘Gnostic’ thought, but | might raiseettéie hypothesis (and indeed, it can
only ever be a hypothesis) that although the original a(ghaho placed this monotheistic
boast in the mouth of the Demiurge most likely wrote nedR, if they were drawing on a
Judaic background, they would probably have known that tiieddio kipios served in fact
to represent a personal name. Since the Demiurgee&dglidentified in the texts by another
name, it might therefore have made sense to exXuisderm from the biblical line cited, in
favour of a repetition of théeos used later in the verse. This is, of course, merely
speculation, but it perhaps serves to indicate the lpbigsof the ‘Gnostic’ boast being a
mildly adapted biblical line, as opposed to a combinatioreddes.

The particular importance of this discussion for ouestigation of the ‘Cathars’ can be seen
when one examines the above table, and notes the pbwdifficulty of identifying the
statement of thénterrogatio with anything other than the ‘Gnostic’ texts: in norfetlze
biblical texts do we find a closer parallel than theseSatan’s statement. Admittedly, as
Bernard Hamilton has demonstrated, we have no actualsigy text of the Old Testament
used by the ‘Cathars’ (those of them who were willingatoept it), but through analysis of
‘Cathar’ New Testament texts, we are aware thay g8eem to have had a preference for
variant readings not contained in the Vulddte More importantly, the Bogomils (from
whom, as van den Broek notes, theerrogatio originated), apparently accepted certain parts
of the OIld Testament (including Isaiah), although again laek the actual texts in
questio®>. One might, however, therefore wonder whethes jitdssible that the author(s) of
the Interrogatio were working from a variant text of Isaiah which substd (either by
accident or conscious design) the tedeusin place ofDominusin 45:5 or whether,
alternatively, it was the author(s) themselves whdarthat change. The combination of this
altered reading with the Christian tradition of thé & Lucifer could then potentially give
rise in thelnterrogatioto something that looked rather like the ‘Gnostic’ sosirce

Now, | suppose that the above scenario is potentialigipte, but in the absence of almost all
the relevant sources, and without any attestation (@€lwl am aware) in the medieval
literature for such an alteration of Isaiah 45:5, it sedrasfor once the proposal of filiation

391 B Hamilton, ‘Wisdom from the East’ (1994), pp.38-60.
392 pid.; R. van den Broek, ‘Medieval Gnostics?’ (1998), pp.87-108.

121



to the ‘Gnostic’ sources may actually be the moreiglze alternative! Moreover, we can
perhaps further refine this argument through a consideratitdre sexual conquest of Eve in
thelnterrogatio. We must of course first highlight that this motis@arcely unique; van den
Broek generally passes over the potential comparison, @ity noting it, whilst Quispel
specifically dismisses it, stating that since the idbat Eve had sexual intercourse with the
Serpent... is a Jewish legend also found elsewherigthitis essentially a “common feature...
[which] does not prove that the latter writing was arse of the former®®. | would
generally concur with Quispel on this point, and indeedlevadd that the motif of the rape
or sexual seduction (often accomplished by deceptionrough some supernatural power)
of a woman by a heavenly power is a common elementuich mythology and folktaf&®
That being said, however, it is at least interestingliserve that botApoc. Johnand the
Interrogatio depict an evil heavenly power seducing Eve in the forra eérpent, for the
purposes of implanting sexual desire in humanity, and thgisrelering the process of human
reproductiof®™. By contrast, however, botHyp. Arch. and Orig. W. present a rather
different motif: in these accounts, the serpent isat flistinct from the evil heavenly powers
and plays a positive role as an instruttor Furthermore, whilst a comparison of the sources
shows that irApoc. Johrand thelnterrogatio the implication of the sexual act is lighter, and
more ambiguous, in some senses described more as a sedalit@t one by deception and
the inspiring of lust), the motif iklyp. Arch.andOrig. W.is more strongly portrayed (with
the use of relevant adjectives) as a rather foufap®n the basis, then, of this dissimilarity,
we can probably reasonably excludgp. Arch.and Orig. W. as potential sources for the
Interrogatia this leaves us then with a perhaps rather more séewekof correspondence
between the latter source af\jdoc. John

393 R. van den Broek, ‘Medieval Gnostics?' (1998), pp.87-108; G.p@lisCathars and Gnosis’ (1994),
pp.487-491.

394 C.f. E. CsapaTheories of Mythology(2005), pp.189-211. Note that this section is primarily eudision of
the school of syntagmatic structuralism, the conclssafrwhich | do not necessarily agree with, often bexaus
they can be overly reductionist. Nonetheless, thieisian of this motif amongst these syntagmatic archetype
serves as a useful illustration of its relative ubiquity.

395 C f. thelnterrogatioandApoc. Johrll.22:10-24:31. See also the brief referenc&as. Phil.61:5-12.

398 Hyp. Arch.11.89:31-90:12 Orig. W.11.118:24-120:10.

397 1n Apoc. Johnthe sole reference to the incident itself is i84115-17, which simply notesj-xazm-ec (‘he

[i.e. the chief archon] defiled her [i.e. Eve]’). fON.E. Crum,Dictionary (1939), pp.797f. Although | myself
would translate the text here as ‘defiled’, as does Layt®nostic Scriptureg1987), p.47], c.f. Wisse's
translation [in J.M Robinson et aNag Hammadi Library(1990), pp.104-123], which renders the term as
‘seduced’. Regarding tHaterrogatig see W.L. Wakefield and A.P. Evamg. cit, pp.460f., 774, n.30, which
highlights that a marginal gloss in the text even godarsas to claim that “the serpent who deceived Eve had
the form of an attractive youth”. CHyp. Arch.I.89:17-30,0rig. W.11.116:8-117:14.
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To be sure, | do not wish to overly stress the sinylasetween the accounts of these two
texts. In particular, it is worth highlighting that theApoc. Johrthe creation is portrayed as
an act of the Demiurge which the higher divinity someawhwarts by tricking the Demiurge
into inadvertently transferring his stolen power tonm#hus diminishing himself and
enabling the man to liV&. By contrast, Satan as he is depicted inltherrogatio seems to
remain fully empowered and in control: far from diminmghihimself in order to empower
man, he is presented as being able to call down othersaingei the heavens and imprison
them inside the clay bodies he has made, so thaif¢hefImankind is at their expense, not
his. Similarly, whilst in theApoc. Johnthe body of man is created by the powers in an
attempt to emulate the vision of the primordial manchtihey glimpsed, it is explicitly said
here that Satan intentionally made mankindigiownimage: “[a]nd he pondered on making
man to serve him; he took clay of the earth and madelikmnnto himself*®®. There are of
course many other differences between the two tegis) perhaps somewhat reflecting the
zeitgeistof their different social, geographical, religious, aadhporal contexts. What is
important to emphasise, however, is that | certainlyjhndbwish to postulate that thpoc.
John was theonly source for thdnterrogatio merely that it might plausibly have bean
source. Indeed, given our earlier analysis, | shouldwsdt to dismiss the possibility that the
Interrogatio in part emerged organically in its time, drawing on araaly well established
tradition regarding Lucifer. One does not, however, haveontend that thé&poc. John
influenced the Lucifer myth presented in théerrogatia conversely, it might in fact be that
the level of similarity between this text and the sapy existing myth was what led to the
adoption of théApoc. Johras a potentially amenable source.

To summarise the above discussion then, we have d$ednirt certain instances the
Apocryphon of Johwffers conceptual parallels to th&errogatio Johannisspecifically in
regards to the monotheistic boast and the seductioweaf Elow, to be sure, we have also
noted both the relative ubiquity and widespread natutikeske motifs, as well as the fact that
the correspondences are not exact; we could also sagathe regarding the comparisons
between the ‘Gnostic’ Demiurge and the Lucifer of tikathars’. What is interesting,
however, is that we have observeelveral correspondences between the elementsvof
specific textsas opposed to parallels spread between various diffeystgms and sources.

Indeed, | would argue that there is a weakness in thavants of both van den Broek and

398 Apoc. Johrll.19:15-20:9.
399 Apoc. Johrll.14:13-15:13. C.f. W.L. Wakefield and A.P. Evanp, cit, p.460.
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Quispel on this point, insofar as they concentrat@aniy on one element, the monotheistic
boast, a textual motif that appears in several ‘Griostiarced”. As | have hopefully
demonstrated above, the number of unresolved questionslirggthis motif perhaps leaves
it somewhat unconvincing as a proof of filiation. Ifwever, we take it in conjunction with
the seduction of Eve (which is in itself a widespreadcept), then we become able to
narrow the field to a question of filiation between tparticular sources, thus strengthening
the argument for both. Similarly, let us add anothetif, that of the means of presentation
(a revelation cosmogony, given to John by Christ) il Bqtoc. Johrand thdnterrogatia in
itself, this parallel proves little, since the samensces, after all, also found in the book of
Revelation; when taken in conjunction, however, it seslightly more secuf&. Ultimately
then, what | wish to argue is that whilst one of the correspondences which we have here
highlighted seems either unique or exact enough to disprova quiori assumption of
coincidence, the recurrence of these correspondencebdogethe same two texts might at
least give us pause to consider filiation as a po#gibit will be recalled that we have

already made a similar observation as reg@dg. W. and theBahir*®2

That being said,
however, given the argumenégainst filiation which we have also raised, we probably
cannot be so secure as to dispense with the necekaigding to locate a historical chain of
transmission: i.e., if we are considering the possyilf theApoc. Johrhaving been a source
for thelnterrogatio then in the absence of highdyactcorrespondences, it behoves us to try
and identify a potential historical chain between the v it is thus to that undertaking that

we shall now turn.

Now, it must be admitted that perhaps the first steguch a chain, the question of the
descent of the ‘Cathars’ from the Bogomils and/or Blaeilicians, is unfortunately far too
large and complex a topic to extensively treat here,cédpegiven its somewhat tangential
nature to our thesi¥. It is, however, worth noting that this debate higftigmethodological

400 R, van den Broek, ‘Medieval Gnostics?' (1998), pp.87-108; G. p@lisCathars and Gnosis’ (1994),
pp.487-491.

01 C f. G. Quispel, ‘Cathars and Gnosis’ (1994), pp.487-491.

02 See above, pp.78f.

“03 On the divided state of scholarly opinion regarding thigter compare, for example, M.G. Pegg, ‘Cathars,
Albigenses’ (2001), pp.181-195 (which generally refutes the idetheofCathars’ descending from either
group), B. Hamilton, ‘Wisdom from the East’ (1994), pp.38-60i¢Wwrargues for a Bogomil origin and a later
Paulician influence), R. van den Broek, ‘Medieval Grossti (1998), pp.87-108 (which suggests a certain level
of interaction between the Bogomils and the ‘Cathdmgt, tends towards the thesis that each group evolved
largely independently from the Paulicians), and G. Quis@elthars and Gnosis’ (1994), pp.487-491 (which
seems to suggest that the Paulicians were perhaps remhaatlier ‘Gnostic’ groups, and that their ideas were
passed on to the ‘Cathars’, and through thethe Bogomils).
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points comparable to those upon which we are concentratingthat claims of genetic
descent from these groups to the ‘Cathars’ are moren ofbunded upon perceived
similarities between these thought streams than upordempnstrable textual evidence of
relation. Indeed, as Pegg argues, in light of a genatlallfreliable evidence for the origin
of the western ‘Cathars’ amongst these eastern ‘dugl@ups, the argument for this relation
often tends to rest “quite weakly, on the historianpdy perceiving a similarity between one
set of ideas and anoth&¥ A classic example of this is the thesis, highlighbe van den
Broek that, since the ‘Cathars’, as we have seemnst® have been divided between
‘absolute dualist’ and ‘moderate dualist’ positions, this plpreflects a similar division in
Bogomil thought, which in turn owes much to the influencetld ‘absolute dualist’
Paulicians upon an already existent Bogomil gf8LpOf course, | raise this argument here
merely as an illustrative example, since we haveadyrebserved that this is only one of a
number of proposed demonstrations of this potential chainfloence; the reason for this
multitude of theories of course becomes quite cleamwhe observe, with van den Broek,
that there can be little or no real “certainty on thasnt, for the simple reason that there are
no sources availablé®. Let us recall our earlier observation (see ab@pell4f.) that
heresiological claims that the ‘Cathars’ were dirdescendants of earlier ‘heresies’ no doubt
owe at least something to heresiological method, amdtlawms in and of themselves
insufficient evidence for the existence of genetic eedents for these ‘heretics’. Further, as
van den Broek notes, there does not seem to existetiable “independent evidence from
the Bogomils or the Cathars themselves that could ptioaetheir doctrines derive from
those of [earlier ‘heretical’ groupsf”. Perhaps one of the most explicit assertions ¢t su
descent which we possess is to be found in the Appendhpetbetters of St. Bernard, which
contains the report of Eberwin of Steinfeld, who conduttedrial of two ‘Cathars’, one of
whom was supposedly a ‘Cathar bishop’, in Cologne in 1143-44rwitbeecords that these
men claimed that “hanc haeresim usque ad haec tempoudtabam fuisse a temporibus

404 M.G. Pegg, ‘Cathars, Albigenses’ (2001), pp.181-195. In parnticRkgg lambasts [n.20] certain scholars
whom he sees as having allowed their notions of aigelaetween these groups, based on perceived abstract
similarities, to colour their reading of the actesidence. He cites instances where a scribal vami&r bons
omes(a namepossiblyused to refer to the ‘Cathars’) has been read as meomgsii(i.e. ‘Bosnians’), as well

as a misreading of an Inquisition slur against a ‘Gatleat, so that the original claim concerning the text’s
origin (et hoc in vulgani is read a®t hoc in Bulgariaand thus appears to evince the presence of an eastern
influence on the text.

05 R. van den Broek, ‘Medieval Gnostics?’ (1998), pp.87-108.

% |hid.

97 |bid.
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martyrum, et permansisse in Graecia et quibusdam afiis"f€8 Even assuming that
Eberwin faithfully recorded the evidence he heard (on wiicimt recall our comments
above, on a certain medieval ecclesiastical tendensge ‘heresy’ as particularly prevalent,
and invariably stemming from earlier ‘heresies’), | anli &ath to take this statement as
wholly reliable. We have already noted our gener& tfcther sources to substantiate such
a claim, and moreover, as we shall have cause tonsé® next chapter, the claim to a
particular antiquity and/or foreign origin for one’slibés is a very common rhetorical trope
for arguing for the validity of those beliéf&

In fact, this Rhineland trial seems to me of more impsbfar as it serves, as Bernard
Hamilton argues, as something ofeaminus a qudor the establishment of the ‘Cathars’ in
western Europ@® This is interesting precisely because, in spite efréservations made
above, it is probably impossible to deny that there wasesevel of interaction between the
Bogomils in the east and the ‘Cathars’ in the westleed, van den Broek highlights certain
pieces of textual evidence which survive, and can thusdwersto have been in use amongst
both groups (in particular tHaterrogatio Johannisand the ritual text of the sacrament of the
consolamentuin as well as attested instances of interactiongsyasnd discussions between
the eastern and western grotlhs What is notable, however, is that these relativeliable
examples of interaction seem to occur, as far asamedemonstrate, a significant tiager
the terminus a quoof 1143. Thelnterrogatio for example, is concluded with a notation
recording that the text was “brought from Bulgaria by &faws [a ‘Cathar’ bishop]”, an event
which van den Broek dates to ¢.1190; similarly, whilst van Blerek rightly highlights the
importance of the arrival in the west of the Bogomihbis of Constantinople, Nicetas, and
his convening of a meeting of ‘Cathar’ bishops in Sainbd-é@ne should note that this
occurred in 1179, over thirty years after the trial indgoke which arguably marked the
definite appearance of the ‘Cathars’ in the W&stOf course, it should be logically obvious
that we cannot expect to find examples of the ‘Cathatsracting with other groups until a
periodafter the ‘Cathars’ came into being, but the essentialtgoistress here is that we do
not generally seem to have reliable evidence for a sestdogomil influence in the west
prior to the emergence of the ‘Cathars’. As Bernardnilan notes, although there may

408 C f. the record of this trial in B. Hamilton, ‘Wisdpfrom the East’ (1994), pp.38-60.

0% See below, pp.151f.

“19B Hamilton, ‘Wisdom from the East’ (1994), pp.38-60.

“1R. van den Broek, ‘Medieval Gnostics?’ (1998), pp.87-108.

12 Trans. W.L. Wakefield and A.P. Evansp. cit, p.465; R. van den Broek, ‘Medieval Gnostics?’ (1998),
pp.87-108.
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possibly have been Bogomil missions to the west, which migbtentially have been
“responsible for some of the outbreaks of heresy regpantevestern Europe in the first half
of the eleventh century”, the missions quite cleéidyled to take root”, as suggested by our
general lack of evidence for western ‘dualists’ priorli#3*®. Viewed from this angle,
therefore, one might plausibly argue that neither taali€ans nor the Bogomils can be
properly called the genetic antecedents of the ‘Cathsirgie we have no real evidence of the
stable incursion of these eastern movements into tisé wveil after the emergence of the
‘Cathars’. As such, whilst the proven later inte@asi between the Bogomils and the
‘Cathars’ certainly seem to show the earlier group @rfting the latter, this cannot be
claimed as evidence that the ‘Cathars’ descended freBagomils. Rather, it appears more
as though what we are seeing here is a sharing of idéasdmetwo ‘dualist’ groups with
sympathetic theologies, but who nonetheless origiiaidividually; to say that the Bogomils
were chronologically prior to the ‘Cathars’, whoneyhwere later to heavily influence, is
scarcely the same thing as claiming that the ‘Cathaiginated from the Bogomifs®.

In any case, however, such a chain of descent would ondyf teal use to us here were it
possible to substantively trace it back to our secontlioeiGnostics’. Already we have had
reason to doubt the possibility of tracing the ‘Cathhexk to any earlier group, but even
wereit possible to reliably link them to the Paulicianse(tlidest of our potential immediate
antecedents), to do so would at best take us no furtherfiftta century Armenia and the
Balkans, a far cry (both geographically and chronololyicdfom our second century
‘Gnostic’ groups. Indeed, in attempting to trace from ‘tBeostics’ to the ‘Cathars’, it is
arguably this lacuna which has provided the biggest stumbling Bodcholars. Probably
the most extensive attempt to fill this gap is that o&teRunciman, and later Quispel, who
focus primarily on references within the evidence of onesddoof Chorene to a sect of
‘Borborites’ being present in Armenia in the fifth cenfity Both Runciman and Quispel
argue that these ‘Borborites’ are to be understood asemi#mats of the same group of

libertine ‘Gnostics’ to whom Epiphanius applies this nam@anarion 26. | find myself,

“13B. Hamilton, ‘Wisdom from the East’ (1994), pp.38-60.

414 C.f. also B. Hamilton, ‘Wisdom from the East’ (1994),38%60, where he notes that from ¢.1180 onwards
(i.e. after the council of Saint-Félix) rather thawide-ranging connection between the two ‘movements’, the
more common pattern was for individual and somewhaindistCathar groups’ to converse with similarly
differentiated Bogomil ‘groups’. This again suggests ledeszent of one ‘movement’ from another, but rather
a complementary level of interaction between diffedrgady existent ‘dualist’ churches which subsequently
discovered their sympathy of ideas with each other.

15 3. RuncimanThe Medieval Maniche€1982), pp.26-31; G. Quispel, ‘Cathars and Gnosis’ (1994), pp.487-
491.

127



however, unconvinced by this argument, not least becauseethename ‘Borborites’ (i.e.
“filthy/muddy people’, derived fronopBopos, ‘mud’) seems more likely to be a polemical
slur rather than a name that serves a useful purpaaranomic definition, and probably not
a name which the group would apply to themselves (as Bpiyha&ssentially admits in
26.3.6). Both Runciman and Quispel conjecture that the tesgnhave been intended as a
parody of the group name ‘Bamtites’, in reference to the group’s adherence to the ‘@Grios
figure Barlzlo; Epiphanius notes in 26.10.10 that ‘Bal@ is also variantly spelled as
Barkero, and also records in 26.3.7 that one of the names appliethe group was
‘Barbglites™'®.  Whilst at face value this may seem a plausible hygathere should first
recall the concerns raised in chapter 2 (see above, p281) regarding the accuracy and
reliability of Epiphanius’s evidence iRanarion 26, such that we might well doubt whether
this ‘group’ of ‘Gnostics’ truly existed as an actual sedt is worth noting that those
‘Gnostics’ described as “Barbeliotes” in our earliestience, that of Irenaeubiéer. 1.29) do
not generally resemble those depicted by Epiphanius; ticylar, the lurid descriptions of
their abhorrent practices, which are the cornerstéigiphanius’s condemnation of the sect
(and the rationale behind their labelling as ‘Borboriteafe wholly absent from Irenaeus’s
account. If we also recall our earlier observatiore (8bove, pp.20ff.) that these ‘group’
names are not original to Irenaeus, but are in faet @dditions, then we must surely be
given to wonder whether such a definite ‘group’ really texisand was able to endure into
fith century Armenid'’. Now, even were we to assume that Epiphanius waeatdrr his
reporting of this sect, it should be recalled thatomy does he locate them in Egypt, but he
also lists a number of other names by which they war®usly called, such as Coddians,
Stratbtics, and Zacchaeuses (26.3.6-7). It therefore seems tunous, to say the least, to
suppose that this group migrated from Egypt to Armenia, an@d idoshg shed every tag
attached to it except the one tag which they would probbelyeast likely to ever use
themselves. It does not seem unreasonable to me totekxpgcwere these Armenian
‘Borborites’ the same as those of Epiphanius, thatesehere in the evidence one of the other
group names attached to them might also have been présérkat this is not the case thus

#1835 Runcimanop. cit, pp.29f.; G. Quispel, ‘Cathars and Gnosis’ (1994), pp.487-491 BCLiyton,Gnostic
Scriptures(1987), p.200.

“17 In support of this point, note also that the headingHfmer. 1.29 refers to the “Barbeliotes or Borborians”,
despite the fact that the text itself makes no referémthis latter name, nor gives any particular ratofa it.

It thus seems most likely that this addition was madaapily on the basis of Epiphanius’s later description.
C.f. TheodoretHaer. fab.1.13, TIepi Boppniiwtdv, fiyovy Boppopravidv. 'Ex 1@v Bakevtivov orepudtov 10
@V Bappn Mwtdv, fiyovv BopBopavdv, fj Naacwdv, §j Zrpatiotikdy, | Onpuovitdv kakovpévav, EBAAcTnoe
Hoo0G...
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suggests to me that it is perhaps more likely thatudzgye of the term ‘Borborites’ in the
Armenian evidence is merely intended as a slur on the grogpestion, and does not
necessarily imply any relation to the earlier ‘Gimdsgroup (if in fact such a ‘group’ ever
even existed). Indeed, Runciman admits that “[ijt has Iseggested that these [Armenian]
Borborites were the Messalians under a more abusive.naBwborites’ means ‘muddy
ones’ and may have been used as a general term of disappnofor any nasty-mannered
heretic’. As we have seen, both he and Quispel tref@is thesis on the grounds of
Epiphanius’s account but, given the reservations raisedealbavould contend that on the
basis of the available evidence it is this latter exgimn for the Armenian usage of
‘Borborites’ that is more logical. As a final poegainst the thesis of Runciman and Quispel,
it should also be noted that there is nothing in the ecelevhich clearly identifies the
theology of the Armenian ‘Borborites’ with that of tkarlier ‘Gnostics’; indeed if, as these
scholars argue, these ‘Borborites’ are supposed to havetbe antecedents of the Paulicians
and/or the Bogomils, then it becomes even less likbbt they were related to the
‘Borborites’ of thePanarion As we have already mentioned, the Paulicianggarerally
held to have been primarily ‘absolute dualists’, whilstBagomils included both ‘absolute’
and ‘moderate’ groups; as such, one would expect theibtBibe’ ancestors to have been
largely ‘absolute dualists’, thematically closer to theanian dualist model and the
Manichaean systeftff. Yet those ‘Borborites’ described by Epiphanius areequiearly
closer to the ‘Syrian-Egyptian dualist’ model; furthere it is notable that those hideous
and perverted practices which Epiphanius ascribes to bibdsites’, and which he presents
as vital elements of their religion (see especiafly323-5.8; 8.2f.), are generally not recorded
in the evidence for either the Armenian ‘Borborites'tloeir supposed heirs. Given that the
majority of this evidence is directed against these growpscan reasonably assume that
were such practices common amongst them, they woutdebely recorded and utilised in
polemic: that such references are absent must therstaygest that these groups did not
engage in such acts. Now, of course, we have previousgyteéd much of what Epiphanius
says inPanarion 26, especially in regard to these licentious practicdscfwrun counter to
the heavily ascetic strain which we find in most othend&tic’ evidence), but | would
suggest that for the thesis of Runciman and Quispel Hssreation creates something of a
Catch-22 paradox. Either the evidence of Epiphaniusasrate, in which case one must

explain why the Armenian ‘Borborites’ bear so littlseenblance to the ‘Borborites’ of the

418 C f. p.124, n.403 above.
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Panarion or else Epiphanius’s evidence is incorrect or mistegdin which case it lacks
utility for constructing a reliable argument whereby fiftth century Armenian ‘Borborites’
are seen to be descended from second century Middler&&Sinostics’. The most logical,
and | dare say responsible, conclusion therefore seebesthat, on the basis of the evidence
available, the Armenian ‘Borborites’ cannot be relidblied to earlier ‘Gnostics’.

A brief word also needs to be said here aboutltiterrogatio Johanniswhich, as we
observed above, possibly seems to bear some textatbreto theApoc. John We have
already highlighted that a notation on timterrogatio (which was “probably made by an
inquisitor or a scribe of an inquisitorial court”) clarthat the text was brought to the west
from Bulgaria by a ‘Cathar’ bishop; as sudhthis claim is correct (which is of course by no
means certain), it might indicate that a copApbc. Johrwas present in the Balkdhs The
bearing of this observation upon our argument here is, hoyweweimal: we have already
argued that the existence of a ‘Gnostic’ text in th@secentury does not necessarily imply
the existence of a contemporary solid ‘Gnostic’ comtyyr@ind therefore much less does it
imply such a community centuries later in a differgebgraphical area. We also noted
above that it is quite possible that the theology bethiadnterrogatio arose organically, and
subsequently subsumed elements ofApec. Johninto thelnterrogatio on the basis of a
largely coincidental level of sympathy between the pasadigm&®. Again, therefore, we
do not seem able to reliably construct a substantive arguioretine continued existence of
‘Gnostic groups’ into the fifth century (and later) Balkaas concluded above, perhaps the
most we can propose is the potential existence of g cbthe Apoc. Johnwithin the area
where thdnterrogatiowas composed. To say more than that concerning saciatructions

would likely be too far beyond the available evidence.

If we have, therefore, hopefully refuted the argumbat the ‘Cathars’ likely descended (via
the Paulicians and/or the Bogomils) from the remnahts ‘Gnostic group’ which survived
in the Balkans, we are perhaps left with one otheoaopb fill the lacuna between the second
century ‘Gnostics’ and the Paulicians, namely the pdggi of descent through the
Manichaeans. Unfortunately, however, it seems to ntethigthesis is from the beginning
unsupportable, not least because, as we have alreadyhtgtli the sheer syncretism of the

Manichaean system would render any attempt to trace asdwsistem back through it to

1% See above, p.126; W.L. Wakefield and A.P. Evapscgit, p.776, n.79.
420 See above, p.123.

130



the second century ‘Gnostics’ logically imposstbte Similarly, proceeding in the other
direction, we have already noted that whilst ‘dualiste¢h as the Paulicians, Bogomils, and
‘Cathars’ might to some extent bear a very vague sair&milarity to the ‘Iranian dualist’
typos which might be reflected in Manichaeism, the levelsohilarity is scarcely exact
enough to warrant any suspicion of filiatféh Indeed, as we observed, the ascription of the
label ‘Manichaean’ to the ‘Cathars’ by their ecclei@l contemporaries was likely more an
application of heresiological method and polemic thanaecurate reflection of ‘Cathar’
thought; as we saw, it was quickly realised by thesdesiestical opponents that old
arguments designed to refute the Manichaeans were rtaugaaty effective in combating
the ‘Cathars*®®. As Quispel rightly highlights, there is “nothing $lam in Bogomil or Cathar
lore” to the “picturesque and complicated interplaytled Manichaean cosmological system;
furthermore, the evidence seems to suggest that by thecéhtury the Manichaeans “had

24 As such

been completely wiped out in the Roman Empire, Eastewch Wester
therefore, the balance of the extant evidence woedtnsto suggest that the lacuna between
the second century ‘Gnostics’ and the Paulicians msnsteadfast, and cannot it seems be
reliably filled in such a way as to create a securencbéitransmission, whether by the
Manichaeans, a ‘Borborite group’, or the hypothesised pceseha copy ofApoc. John
When we add to these observations our earlier findinggrdeng the high levels of doubt
regarding the extent (if at all) to which the ‘Cathadsscended from the Paulicians and/or
the Bogomils, then the argument for a reliable chaifiliafion between the ‘Gnostics’ and

the ‘Cathars’ surely appears somewhat untenable.

Now, if such a hypothesis of filiation seems diffictdtmaintain, might it perhaps be possible
to maintain a contrary position, namely that the n$eéCathar dualism’ in the medieval
Occident can be primarily explained organically, assalteof contemporary changes in the
socio-religious climate? R.l. Moore in particular fEgued that the rise of heresy, both
genuine and perceived, and the reaction to it by ecclesiaatithorities in the Middle Ages,
may well owe much to a growing culture of dissatisfactamd dissent, formed out of a
reaction by the laity against the changes imposed by tego@an reform&>. Similarly,
Bernard Hamilton has hypothesised that the decline ofGathars’ was largely due to the

2! See above, pp.111f.

422 C f. M.G. Pegg, ‘Cathars, Albigenses’ (2001), pp.181-195.

22 R.I. Moore, ‘The war against heresy (2008), pp.189-210;aR. den Broek, ‘Medieval Gnostics?’ (1998),
pp.87-108. C.f. pp.114f., above.

24 G. Quispel, ‘Cathars and Gnosis’ (1994), pp.487-491.

2> R.1. Moore,op. cit.
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rise of the Mendicant orders, who, in contrast to matiyer ecclesiastical authorities,
undertook a more pastoral mission, thereby effectively aduong the same social concerns
which drove people towards the ‘Cathars’; since the Nbamtis “not only had the approval
of the papacy”, but also provided “sheer numbers of additiclergy... to carry out the work
of pastoral ministry in Languedoc and Lombardy”, Hamileygues that they were able to
more completely address the pastoral concerns of #Hiess, thereby constituting “a severe
challenge” to those ‘Cathar’ movements which had hithacted as the primary outlet for a
dissatisfied lait?°>. To be sure, since similar social arguments hawelsen raised for the
development of early Christianity, both ‘orthodox'daimeretical’, we might then argue that
we are on even surer ground here, given our higher levelxtaht source material
concerning issues of social dissent in medieval Edfépé would stress, however, that in
my opinion such an argument as this can only ever bellsp®e; in particular, let us recall
our earlier discussion of the influence of the 1492 Expulsiothe development of Lurianic
Kabbalah, and theaveat of Moshe Idel against interposing psychology into histd
examination¥®. It is as well to recall that religious or theosaphitexts do not generally,
almost by definition of their genre, refer to historicacumstances as the motivation for
their doctrine, since to do so would dilute the divine innghich such texts adduce for their
theology. Furthermore, as we have already noted, mbicur evidence for the ‘Cathars’
derives from the reports of their Inquisitors, who wostdrcely have been likely to ever
suggest that the rise of heresy was in some way thet dasult of ecclesiastical policy. As
such, whilst | do not necessarily deny the proposition ‘Gathar heresy’ could have arisen
organically within its own environment, | am not myselhemced by attempts to explicitly
link its emergence to social causes; whilst we may postalg@articular historical situation as
having some bearing on the emergence of a specific thaigkam, and as potentially
explaining at least one reason why it may have found auetel of acceptance as it did, the
intrinsically hypothetical nature of such a postulatiorstunfortunately render it little more
than indicativé®,

This then perhaps demonstrates the opposite side ofetiedology that we have previously
outlined, viz. that whilst probably the most logical approach is teuage a contemporary

426 B Hamilton, ‘The legacy of Charles Schmidt’ (1998), pp-224.

427 C.f. R.l. Moore,op. cit. On social arguments for early Christianity see,eample, H.A. Green, ‘Socio-
Economic Background’ (1986), pp.100-113 and J.N. Bremoperit, pp.56-70.

28 C f. above, p.90, n.285; M. Idéabbalah(1988), pp.264-267.

2% C 1. also the critiques of such methodologies in M.6ggd? ‘Cathars, Albigenses’ (2001), pp.181-195 and
P.S. Alexander, ‘Merkavah Mysticism and Gnosticism’ @)9¢p.1-18.
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origin for a particular motif in the absence of a dodgliine of historical transmission, this
assumption must always remain based upon an admittedigusargumentum ex silentio
To say that a motif most likely developed organicallyether or not one attempts to link
that development to social circumstances, does notaiittally deny the possibility of the
transmission of historical antecedents. One must gimgaognise that where sources for
such transmission are lacking, the most secure app®achely primarily on those sources
which are extant, i.e. those which witness to the existenca pérticular motif within the
relevant sphere of inquiry. Thus, whilst a lack of searfor historical transmission should
force us to acknowledge organic generation as the onlyamajbn for which we possess
some degree of proof, this lack does not itself disproegbssibility of transmission.

An interesting coalescence of arguments for both tngsson and organic generation is
raised, however, by Sarah Hamilton, who advances arraiptivating theory, that the
‘Cathars’ might plausibly have adopted earlier ‘hereticidas and arguments which were
preserved in the heresiological comments of @hessa ordinaria “the standard reference
work for thirteenth-century biblical exegesi& Hamilton convincingly demonstrates that
not only would educated ‘Cathar’ leaders have most likelpwhn theGlossa as did their
‘orthodox’ opponents, but that it is also possiblet ttertain of the ‘heretical’ views which
the ‘Cathars’ are recorded as having held in treatisesposed against them (most
prominently the early thirteenth centudysputation of a catholic against the herejican in
some cases be reasonably equated with ‘heretical’ viesygndfrom theGlossa It is of
course also possible, as Hamilton admits, that thbdBiatauthors of such treatises might
themselves have merely ascribed to the ‘hereticafadhers in their works the views of other
‘heretics’ from Antiquity. She argues, however, that only are the ‘heretical’ arguments in
these works often borne out as being genuine ‘Cathagfbah the records of the Inquisition
trials, but in addition the ‘heretical’ characterdhese treatises also express beliefs not found
in the Glossa(especially in regard to the figure of Mary), thus sugggstivat the authors
may actually be presenting (and refuting) actual ‘CatBagument®’. Of course, this
hypothesis can scarcely serve to explain the soured ¢Cathar’ theology, and certainly
Hamilton does not make this claim; as already noted,dsles not find evidence in the

4305 Hamilton op. cit.

31 Ibid. Such a conclusion would of course be logical, sincheéfauthors were writing for the purposes of
refuting the contemporary ‘Cathar menace’, then theyld presumably be interested solely in refuting those
arguments which the ‘Cathars’ wesetually espousing. One might, however, be wary of ever applyiag to
great an expectation of logic to religious polemics (cui: earlier comments regarding the reliability of

Epiphanius, pp.21f., 25f., 127-130, above).
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Glossafor ‘Cathar’ views on the body of Mary, instead loog the antecedents of those
arguments elsewhere, such as in ltiterrogatio Further, the thirteenth century setting of
this discussion does somewhat dilute its utility for idgimg the origin point of the
‘Cathars’, perhaps somewhere c.1143 or eétfierThe particular details of this argument
need not concern us here, but what is important fortbesis is that it highlights the
possibility of ‘heretical’ groups organically developing withtheir society, and adopting
older ‘heretical’ ideas which we know to have beengnatted from Antiquity, ironically in
works dedicated to refuting them. We therefore see siljesschema by which a medieval
‘heretical’ group could have arisen without receipt of angrpheretical’ tradition, yet could
express ideas comparably similar (to a lesser or greatent) to those earlier ‘heresies’ by
dint of their adaptation of the records of those ‘hesgreserved in heresiological works.
Now, of course, since we in general lack evidence of egpecific citations for or direct
guotations of such heresiological works from the ‘Cathahis suggestion remains largely
hypothetical. Moreover, whilst it might be more easkplicable to state how and why a
particular group would adopt a theology or theosophy tleat blad received in and of itself
through a chain of transmission, it is perhaps mdfeuli to explain why a particular group
emerging from a specific religious background would comnstjo choose to adhere to
particularly those ideas recorded as being condemned byeliggbn. The most obvious
answer might perhaps be as a form of protest againsuthent state of the religion, but |
should not here wish to delve too deeply into this podsibilAs we considered above, it
may well be unwise to attempt to transpose specific psygical motivations into particular
historical circumstances, as the outcomes of such eadesacan by definition only ever be
speculative. That being said, in the final chapter wel sbalrn to certain more abstract
guestions regarding the role of psychology and theosophjopibtite moment | am content to
leave this question open.

A final point of uncertainty which we might raise in regj& the question of the origins and

antecedents of the ‘Cathars’ is the rather vexatissise of whether one can properly speak
of the ‘Cathars’ as a single unified movement or graaup,issue which has been much

debated in modern scholarship (hence why | have choserfetotoethe term ‘Cathar’ in

32t is still somewhat open to debate as to whetherice'heretics’ identified in the west in the earlyetith

century were ‘Cathars’ or ‘dualists’ or not, but th&sea reasonable level of agreement on setting thedri
Cologne as th¢éerminus a qudor the definitive appearance of the ‘Cathar heresyf. B. Hamilton, ‘The
legacy of Charles Schmidt’ (1998), pp.191-214.
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inverted comma$j®. We have already noted the existence of a divisidwdsn ‘absolute’
and ‘moderate’ forms of ‘dualism’ amongst both the t@as’ and the Bogomils, and indeed,
as Bernard Hamilton highlights, the lack of conceptualtyunvithin each of these
‘movements’ can be clearly demonstrated by the feaat d@fter the council of Saint-Félix, it
was generally the case that “different Cathar churchethe West preserved links with
different Bogomil churches in the E&8t" It should further be stressed that, as Jan Bremmer
has rightly demonstrated, the very term ‘Cathar’ kellii an external imposition onto these
medieval ‘heretics’, since none of the available saissEm to suggest that they themselves
ever actually utilised the term as a self-designatianyecall that we have previously made
similar observations regarding the application of a lmemof ‘Gnostic’ title§*>. Bremmer
instead highlights the heresiological occurrences ofeihm since late Antiquity (when it was
originally a self-designation of the Novatianists)dauggests that, in line with medieval
heresiological method, the name of an earlier ‘héresg simply re-applied to a current
‘heresy’; given that we have already identified the w$ such a method regarding the
application of the term ‘Manichaean’ in this period, Breans thesis thus seems at least
plausiblé®®.  Pegg in fact goes further, and applies a certain amofimyper-critical
scholarship to this issue, pointing to the varied anchaoéssarily consistent use of a number
of different terms such as ‘Cathars’, ‘Albigenses’d &mns omego refer to the ‘heres§?’.

In particular, he notes a general geographical dispesiche use of these terms in the
Inquisition records; for example, he finds the usebohs omeégor some variation thereon)
to be the standard in the Inquisition reports from tbaldusain, the Lauragais, and theys

de Foix, but notes the absence of the noun ‘Cathar’asdhrecords. Pegg thus suggests that
there primarily only ever existed a number of individualétieal’ groups, each operating in
their own geographical area, neither group being nechssalated or in especial contact
with any othet®®. Indeed, we might add to this argument the observafi@arah Hamilton

that thelnterrogatiowas not necessarily in use amongst all ‘Cathar’ groomply, circulating

33 Arguably, the same level of debate could be applied tpdtential divisions amongst the ‘Bogomils’, but
since this discussion would be largely tangential to our fbens | have chosen, for the sake of simplicity, to
avoid encasing the term ‘Bogomils’ in inverted commbeugh | have avoided use of the term ‘Bogomilism’).
The reader should, however, be aware that the erttiigisn of medieval ‘dualist heresies’ is likely sometvha
less homogenous than sometimes supposed. C.f. M.G. Petjtar§; Albigenses’ (2001), pp.181-195.
34 B, Hamilton, ‘Wisdom from the East’ (1994), pp.38-60.
3% J.N. Bremmerop. cit, pp.67-69, 163, n.92. In particular, Bremmer cites tioi& kaf source evidence
supporting the use of ‘Cathar’ as a self-designation inrdaeefute the hypothesis that the ‘Cathars’ derived
their name fronmkaBapos (‘clean’ or ‘pure’).
3¢ bid., p.68.
;‘z; M.G. Pegg, ‘Cathars, Albigenses’ (2001), pp.181-195.

Ibid.
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in certain geographical areas (primarily parts of NortHealy and Southern France), and
then only being accepted by certain of the ‘heretiés’Building on our earlier discussions of
heresiological method and ecclesiastical method imtbeieval Occident, we might perhaps
suggest that a predisposition of the ecclesiastical atiéisoled them to perceive a real and
present threat from an organised and unified widespreadtiterchurch’, even when the
reality was no more than a number of local movemgrgshaps (so Moore) stirred away
from the established church more by local and pastorakcns than by any great ‘heretical’
tide**®. Pegg, however, would go further and argues, on the dfasiack of consistency and
agreement amongst Inquisition documents concerning thelfidamvn of these ‘heretics’
and their doctrines, that the Inquisition at the tiwaich, he notes, was in any case not yet
the centrally organised and controlled institution whickiould become) did not in fact view
these varied ‘heretics’ as part of a widespread ‘group”Ghthar heresy’, Pegg maintains, is
thus largely to be seen as an invention of modern schggdts The full extent of this
debate regarding the existence and identification ofGaghars’ as such is unfortunately
rather too complex to delve into any more deeply hereit lis at least important to be aware
of the debate on this matter. Just as we have previaletyified the necessity of speaking
with precision aboutvhich specific ‘group’ of ‘Gnostics’ we might wish to clains an
antecedent, so too perhaps should we be careful to speakndidctuspecific ‘Cathar group’

we claim as a descendant.

Having hopefully now examined some of the important neilogical considerations which
should guide our consideration of the possibility of l@at‘Gnostic’ filiation, | wish now to
address one final point, in direct relation to our thesgmrding potential transmission from
the ‘Gnostics’ to the Kabbalah. Although we have holbefby now demonstrated the
relative unreliability of attempts to claim a secorehtary ‘Gnostic’ ancestry for the
‘Cathars’, it remains to be considered whetheere one to consider such an ancestry
plausible, it would be reasonable to claim that the Kiabbaould potentially have thus

%395, Hamiltonop. cit. C.f. R. van den Broek, ‘Medieval Gnostics?’ (1998), pp.87-18R:en what we have
seen of the theology of tHaterrogatio, we should not be surprised that it circulated, accordingah den
Broek, in those areas most associated with the ‘modeualest Cathars'.

40 R.1. Moore,op. cit. As we have previously noted, however, the more spsigthological aspects of such a
theory are perhaps too hypothetical to be wholly riiabSuch questions will be addressed more fully,
however, in our final chapter.

41 M.G. Pegg, ‘Cathars, Albigenses’ (2001), pp.181-195. It shefilchurse, be noted that Pegg’s contention
is quite heavily disputed. See, for example, Bernard Hamsl review (listed in the bibliography) of Pegg’s
The Corruption of Angels
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received ‘Gnostic’ ideas via the ‘Cathars’, by dintboth thought streams existing in similar

geographical and chronological spheres.

Now it should of course first be stated that we poskttiesreal evidence for the possibility
of relatively cordial relations between ‘Cathars’ alalvs in the relevant period, and indeed
one must suspect that such interaction would in facatbesr unlikely. To be sure, Scholem
highlights certain pieces of Catholic polemic against‘@&thar’ groups (in particular the
Adversus Albigenses Lucas of Tuy) which accused the ‘heretics’ of consgrivith Jews
but, as Scholem notes, it is hard to discern how muth is reflected in what is essentially a
piece of stock medieval polerfif& More importantly for us, it is as well to recalbt, as we
have repeatedly highlighted, the Kabbalah, especiallg iearlier stages, generally remained
wholly within normative Judaism, and in fact to an @és(such as a Catholic or a ‘Cathar’),
a Kabbalist would probably have been indistinguishable frorardinary rabbinic Jew. Let
us of course note here that such a contemporaneous lirensinission could potentially run
either way; it might thus be possible to suggest thab&Hc’ ideas were transmitted in some
(non-‘Cathar’ related) way to the Kabbalists, and frihvereto the ‘Cathars’. Admittedly,
our analysis of ‘Cathar’ theology up to this point hasaldittle to strongly recommend
‘Gnostic’ influence (especially such an influence ratedcthrough medieval Judaism), hiut
‘Gnostic’ ideas could be shown to have been tranethith the Kabbalists in some other way,
then onemight argue that those ideas were then transmitted to Gaehars**. In the
following chapters, we shall of course be exploring otlmemtial chains of transmission, but
let us note here that if the chain of ‘Gnostic’ influeneere to be found to flow from the
Kabbalah to the ‘Cathars’, then this chain essentiddipssoutside the bounds of our thesis.
Since we are primarily focused on the possible ‘Gnostigjins of the Kabbalah, it thus
becomes rather tangential to consider the potentididunpost-Kabbalistic transmission of
any such ideas. Thus, our analysis here must necedsatily on the possibility of whether
there could have been any transmission of ideas fr@niGathars’, either directly to the

Kabbalists, or at least into normative Judaism and substyyirgn the Kabbalah.

Such a line of transmission seems, however, to beranplausible. In the first place, as we
have noted, the Kabbalah largely remained inside normaigaism and, whilst not without

its critics, never excited the same level of impassibdispute regarding its propriety within

%42 G, ScholemQrigins (1990), p.16.
443 C 1. Ibid., pp.234-237.
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Judaism, such as occurred in the Maimonidean contrdVérsindeed, as we have seen, it
seems as though in general Kabbalists were far mareeomed to present themselves as
standing wholly in line with an internally Jewish reeal tradition (the very worllabbalah
rr‘mp, does, after all, denote reception), an image likelgnsified by such actions as the
presentation of th&Zohar as being the second century work of the revered Simeon ba
Yohai**>. In this context, therefore, it seems difficultgostulate why either Kabbalists or
normative Jews would prominently adopt the ideas promulgatedinydamentally Christian
‘heresy’. Certainly, as Talmage notes, given the pulditire of the conflict between the
ecclesiastical authorities and the ‘Cathars’ or ‘duateretics’, it is highly likely that
members of Jewish communities in the relevant geograpkés avould have been aware of
the arguments and theologies of both sides, yet tleenains no evidence that they would
have adopted those idé&s Indeed, one might logically argue that if, up to thaint, Jews
had retained their religion against those of the e@dtical authorities, despite the
persecution that such action could entail, why then nilggy choose to adopt ideas at once
both arguably foreign and also clearly encumbered withny@e ecclesiastical ire? The
‘dualist’ cast of much ‘Cathar’ theology which, as wavé seen, included a denigration of
the Old Testament (and by definition a concomitant segsignism) arguably far in advance
of even that of the medieval Catholic Church, wouldehaeen highly unlikely to win favour
amongst Jewish communitf&§ Although Scholem rightly notes that the “metaphylsicei-
Semitism [of the ‘Cathars’] did not necessarily getvthem from engaging, on occasion, in
an exchange of ideas with Jews, who were, like themseddesrsaries of Catholicism”, this
is a long way from suggesting that Jews were ever lileeBdopt ‘Cathar’ ideas themselves,
or indeed cooperate with the ‘Cathars’ in any major‘#fayin fact, as Talmage argues, the
Catholic Church’s preoccupation with its internal struggleth the ‘Cathars’ left it with
“only limited means... for dealing with the Jews, whansequently had greater liberty to
speak freely*”. Rather than joining with the ‘Cathars’ to combat ammon enemy,
therefore, as Talmage points out it seems more likbt Jewish communities took
advantage of the relative lull in persecution to maireibly construct their position against

both sides. As a specific example, Talmage in hislant@produces a rare surviving Jewish

444 C.f. M. Idel, ‘Particularism and Universalism’ (1992), ppl34.

%> The wordkabbalahis derived from the rodtzp, meaning ‘to receive’. C.f. B. Davidsobexicon(1850),
p.652. On the attribution of tt#oharsee, for example, G. Scholemajor Trends(1961), pp.158ff.

6 E Talmageop. cit.

47 G. ScholemQrigins (1990), pp.236f.

48 bid., p.16.

9 E. Talmageop. cit.
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polemical tract from the time, the so-calBd&putation of Rabbi David Kimhin which the

author makes use of both Catholic and ‘Cathar’ arguspemid plays them off against each
other in order to defend the position of Judd®m Thus, as Talmage rightly concludes,
whilst the existence of such a treatise certainly s¢enpsove that Jewish communities did
have a detailed acquaintance with ‘Cathar’ ideas, rtanfadopting them, they were more
likely to utilise them to point out the potential wealsess in the Catholic arguments (and

indeedvice versy™™.

In this context then, it is also interesting te@iye, as Scholem does,
that despite their geographical spread throughout Catkodince and Italy, the ‘Cathars’
“‘did not obtain a firm foothold in the major Jewislentres such as Narbonne and
Montpellier™**%  As such, whilst it is certainly a point of interéisat both the ‘Cathars’ and
the Kabbalah arose in a similar geographical and chronaloghere, and perhaps both
espoused a stream of ideas with potentially spm®a facie resemblances to ‘Gnostic’
mythologies, we should probably, in view of the coniaxtvhich these ‘groups’ existed, be
cautious about supposing any shared adoption or transmigsteas between them. It may,
as Scholem proposes, be better to “speak of a commaod’np@rmeating the area at that
time, which may have encouraged the rise of such typsgezulation, a point to which we

shall return in the final chapt&r.

Conclusion
We have in this chapter hopefully managed to further rediremethodology, previously
developed and applied solely in the context of the quesfidiiation between the second
century ‘Gnostics’ and the Kabbalah, and have succéssipplied it to the related but
distinct question of filiation between these ‘Gnostarsd the ‘Cathars’. Whilst, as we noted,
the absence of source evidence does not necessarilpwdisihre possibility of a chain of
transmission between particular thought streams, utiess are to be found reliable and

50t is unlikely that David Kimhi RaD&) is actually the author of this treatise, and theaaitiersion makes
no mention of his name in the text. Talmage is no doaoibrect in surmising that the attribution stems fitbie
heavy use of remarks from Kimhi’'s commentary to Psantise first section.

51 E Talmageop. cit.

%52 G, ScholemQrigins (1990), p.17.

53 |bid., p.238. C.f. also the methodologiaveatsraised by P.S. Alexander in ‘Merkavah Mysticism and
Gnosticism’ (1984), pp.1-18. To be sure, Shulamith Shaharddtharisme et le début de la cabale’ (1974), pp.
1185-1210] does claim to find instances of correspondence suggebtiveslose relationship between the
‘Cathars’ and certain streams of the Kabbalah (incydive Bahir). Her arguments, however, do not seem
overly convincing to me, not least because her meteenhs to generally override many of the concerns which
we have hitherto raised regarding the necessity of prddiing properly adducenh detail within their
respective contexts. Moreover, as Moshe |daisfatic Kabbalah(1988), pp.33-44] rightly highlights, her
article seems almost to segue from speaking of ‘analogong€eptions to a conclusion of direct influence,
without providing sufficient methodological justificatidor this development.
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highly exact conceptual parallels between those thougdanrss, the logical conclusion must
be one of coincidental independent development. Iditl@swe also stressed the importance
of distinguishing within such parallels between those fwthich are particularly specific or
unique to the relevant systems, and those which are so obisjas to not be indicative of
any one chain of transmission. Through careful apiceof this methodology we were
thus able to discern that whilst the possibility of a litween certain of the ‘Gnostics’ and
certain of the ‘Cathars’ could be postulated on theshafsihe combined similarities between
the Apocryphon of Johrand thelnterrogatio Johannis overall the similarities were not
themselves enough to not require proof of a chain of trasgmis Given the relative
difficulty of reliably proving such a link, we were thus ded to suspect the organic
development of the ‘Cathar’ theology within its own t@a, and whilst we did not exclude
the possibility of the adoption of ‘Gnostic’ ideas alater stage, we could not reasonably
determine that such ideas were to be seen behind the ggeheise ‘Cathars’. In so doing,
we also strove to refute the possibility that ‘Gndgtieas may have been transmitted to the
Kabbalah via the ‘Cathars’, a notion which we havejof wholly disproved, at least cast
substantive reasonable doubt on, both on the basis o¢jeation of ‘Gnostic’ filiation to the
‘Cathars’, and of the implausibility of either Kablsdic or non-Kabbalistic Judaism having
adopted ‘Cathar’ theology. It therefore now remamslitect our methodological approach
towards other potential chains of transmission betwleenGnostics’ and the Kabbalah, and
to examine the viability of these approaches; it is thuthis endeavour that we shall now

turn.
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Chapter 7
Material Transformation: The Role of the ‘Alchemic Tradition’

In consideration of another potential chain of transioig it seems to me to be worth here
briefly considering the role of the so-called ‘alchetmadition’, in relation both to the second
century ‘Gnostics’ and the later Kabbalah. The redeso so doing stems from the attested
existence of texts relating to, and self-proclaimedtgraners of, ‘alchemy’ throughout the
many centuries which lie between these two thoughtrereaMoreover, the argument might
be made, and indeed it often has been, that a levateyhction can be shown between the
‘alchemic tradition’ and both the ‘Gnostics’ and thalkalah; on grima facie level,
therefore, it seems necessary to examine the platysddithe hypothesis that ‘Gnostic’ ideas
might have been transmitted to the Kabbalah via a rout@lchemical’ learning. | should,
however, state at the outset that | find myself unawed by such an argument, for a number
of reasons. Now, unfortunately, the individual elemeftsuch a debate are to a greater or
lesser extent too tangential to our main thesis toramarovermuch attention here (in
particular, the deep question of the relationship betwi&mostic’ writings and the
‘Hermetic’ writings is likely worthy of several thes@s and of itself), but | do find it
necessary here to highlight three main objections sopbsited chain of transmission, such
as should allow us to reasonably exclude the ‘alcheevitience from our examination of
potential filiation between the ‘Gnostics’ and the Kalalh. | intend to treat these objections
in a somewhat chronological order, and thus they mayublened as so: that 1) it is open to
debate as to whether any real proof of influence can iershin either direction, between
the relevant ‘Gnostic’ texts and the roughly contempotalghemic’ evidence, 2) that it
seems unlikely that there ever existed what might bectall stable ‘alchemic tradition’,
which would allow for the faithful preservation and tnamssion of doctrines and ideas
across the centuries (hence why | choose to refell t@farences to ‘alchemic’ thought
within inverted commas), and 3) that such interaction aridein€e as there was between the
Kabbalah and ‘alchemy’ was not only primarily to be fodwrain the mid-fifteenth century
onwards (i.e. long after the origin of the Kabbaldhjt also nearly always took the form of
‘alchemic’ adoptions of Kabbalistic ideas, rather thee versa

Taking then the first of these points, the relationgl@pween the ‘Gnostics’ and ‘alchemy’, it
seems likely that a key starting point regarding the arguifoe this hypothesis would be the
presence in the Nag Hammadi texts of several ‘Hermetitings, including the previously
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unknownDiscourse on the Eighth and NingNHC VI.6)***. Since, as Edwin Yamauchi has
highlighted, the ‘Hermetic’ texts were, prior to thegNdammadi discovery, “among the first
sources to be mined for possible evidence of pre-ChrigBaosticism”, the subsequent
discovery that several ‘Hermetic’ texts were presdrat Nag Hammadi naturally fuelled
speculation regarding the relationship between the ‘Gsdsind this branch of primarily
Graeco-Egyptian wisdoftf. The particular complexities of this debate are probafiven
the numerous objections regarding a theory of transmissinich we are raising in this
chapter, somewhat tangential to our thesis, but it lsast worth noting, as van den Broek
has argued, that although on certain points many of thaniktic’ texts might seem to agree
with parts of the ‘Gnostic’ evidence, ultimately “tkesimilarities cannot conceal the great
differences that separate [these two thought stre&ths}]As he demonstrates, although there
exists in both a “basic idea” of the “fundamental idgnbetween the soul and the divine”,
wherein the “final goal is the return of the soul t® drigin, its reunion with God”, this
essential conception is expressed rather differentgach thought stream. In particular, we
have already highlighted the extent to which many ‘Gaos'stnight be distinguished from
more ‘philosophical’ approaches, by virtue of their not wgnhe development of higher
knowledge as an intellectual accomplishment achievab#dysby human efforts, but rather
understanding sucjwvaois as a divine gift, the very reception of which is tonsoextent in
itself salvific*®”. By contrast, as van den Broek states, althoughHéemetic’ texts, like the
‘Gnostic’ ones, frequently refer to the actions of mystagogue who reveals the divine
mysteries”, the intellectual aspect is not as downplage in many ‘Gnostic’ texts; the
knowledge that is imparted is seen not as itself salafit rather as a “systematic instruction
in ‘the way of Hermes™ which, if properly practised thetadherent, can lead to a ‘mystical’
ascent and thus salvatiBhi Moreover, as he stresses, it should be recalled déspite
variances between the different texts which comprise do-called ‘Hermetic’ writings,
generally speaking ‘Hermetic’ thought does not see thetemleworld as intrinsically evil or
tragic; as we have noted, despite a similar leveVavfance between the texts, ‘Gnostic’

454 B.A. Pearson, ‘Current Issues’ (2004), pp.11-81.

5% E.M. Yamauchi,Pre-Christian Gnosticisn(1973), pp.69-72. The earliest critical attempt to link the
‘Hermetic’ writings with early ‘Gnostics’ is probablRichard Reitzenstein’foimandres: Studien zur
Griechisch-agyptischen und friihchristlichen Literali®04).

56 R. van den Broek, ‘Gnosticism and Hermetism’ (1998), 0.1

7 |bid. See above, pp.8f. C.f. also G. Filoramp, cit, pp.38-46.

58 R. van den Broek, ‘Gnosticism and Hermetism’ (1998),-80.1 It is also worth highlighting that, as might
be expected, in the ‘Hermetic’ texts it is Hermes whayplthe role of revealer, which as we have seemtis n
generally the case in the ‘Gnostic’ texts, whereeeitBhrist or Seth (not necessarily seen as diffeigntefs)
most commonly occupy this role. C.f. above, pp.19f.
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thought generally tends towards the opposite, more negeadiliation of creation. Let us
also now recall our prior observations regarding the liatmty of any argument for
influence which is built upon relatively ubiquitous mstias we saw in chapter 3, the motif
of ascent to the divine origin of the soul can arguablyséen as a basic element of any
‘mystic’ approach, and is thus of doubtful utility for agyempt to prove influence between
two thought streams. If this aspect of similarityampved, then we perhaps see the levels of
difference between the ‘Gnostic’ and ‘Hermetic’ wrgs rather more clearly; indeed, as van
den Broek concludes, the two ultimately “had more thptusged them than they had in
common”. He proposes that such similarities as #iaye are likely due to the fact that they
both originated and developed in the same geographical andodbgical spheres, and
within “the same spiritual climate”; ultimately, howey they were “separated by a deep
cleft” in regard to the fundamental elements of thearught, such as “the nature of God, the
cosmos, and maf®. Finally, it should of course be stressed that, ashawve previously
highlighted, the reasons behind the storage of all tleegde it Nag Hammadi are scarcely
clear, and thus we cannot really claim that the codlacrepresents a ‘Gnostic library’; as
such, it is perfectly possible that those responsibilesforing the texts placed together a
number of writings, regardless of whether they saunths having any actual relation to the

‘Gnostics’ or not®.

Now again, as we have noted, the deeper details of thatel@eed not chiefly concern us
here; it is sufficient that we have highlighted songerents of doubt regarding the possibility
of shared influence between the ‘Gnostic’ and ‘Hermdtiocught streams. What is more
important for us to highlight is rather the ‘alchenmale in such a debate; our focus is, after
all, on the potential descent from the ‘GnosticsK&bbalah, and it is primarily an ‘alchemic’
rather than a wider ‘Hermetic’ thought stream whiclaisr attested in relation to Kabbalah.
In this context, it should thus be noted that quite tafpam our brief critiques regarding the
relationship between the ‘Hermetic’ texts and the ‘&g, it is of arguably greater interest
that those ‘Hermetic’ texts preserved at Nag Hammadiaio nothing within them which
would explicitly identify them as ‘alchemic’ texts. Amge have already stated, these texts
primarily focus on more ‘philosophical’ or ‘mystical’ ceiderations, and in fact lack any of
the clearly ‘alchemic’ motifs of Hellenistic ‘alchechiwriters such as Pseudo-Democritus or

459 R. van den Broek, ‘Gnosticism and Hermetism’ (1998), pp.1-@0f. G. Filoramo,op. cit, pp.7-9; P.
Kingsley, Ancient Philosophy1995), pp.66-68.

%0 See above, pp.2-5. Note, for example, that NHC VI (whimftains all the ‘Hermetic’ writings from Nag
Hammadi) also contains a ‘version’ of PlatBspublic
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Zosimos of Panopoft8". Nowhere present in the Nag Hammadi ‘Hermetic’sexte such
‘alchemic’ elements as speculations on the nature amespondences of metals and
minerals (especially, of course, gold), nor indeed afgreaces, however spiritualised, to
processes for the manipulation or alteration of suetnehtal force$? Indeed, one is led to
wonder what exactly there is in these ‘Hermeticts¢dwn link them to the ‘alchemic tradition’.

The answer is, of course, quite obvious, as the colmmeiithe common ascription of the
texts to Thrice-Great Hermes (Hermes Trismegistiss, generally equated with the Egyptian
deity Thothf®®. As van den Broek rightly notes, one could arguably appé label
‘Hermetic’ to every surviving text ascribed to Hermessimegistus; the problem, however,
arises in that his authorship is claimed for a large waokdtifferent texts from different time
periods, including ‘philosophical’, ‘magical’, astrologicadnd of course ‘alchemical
writings. As one might expect, such texts hardly gmes single unified view and moreover,
given the wide range (both thematic and chronologma¥ered by these writings, they end
up sharing “so much in common with others that do not besafHermes Trismegistus’s]
name that the term Hermetic becomes almost meangitftés Now, van den Broek chiefly
applies the term in reference to the ‘philosophic’ wgt attributed to Hermes (which
includes those from Nag Hammadi) and which, as we haead noted, give no real
indication of being related to any ‘alchemic’ writing. mheless, the frequent attribution of
‘alchemic’ writings to Hermes (including perhaps most pramntly the Tabula Smaragdina,
or Emerald Tablet, which was often cited in medievidhamy’) arguably led to a situation
where the name Hermes Trismegistus became all boinggmous with ‘alchemy’, and the
distinctions between the various types of texts asgribenim was generally diluted, if not
lost*®>.  As a particular example, we might mention therlatanslation and adoption of the
Corpus Hermeticumwhich, as van den Broek notes, is primarily part of‘gelosophical
Hermetica’, having relatively little to do with ‘magi¢altheurgical’, or ‘alchemical
precepts; nonetheless, this collection of texts plage#ley role in the ‘magicall and

1 See, for example, R. Patdgwish Alchemist&1994), pp.50-56. C.f. B.A. Pearson, ‘Current Issues’ (2004),
pp.11-81.

468 R. Pataipp. cit, pp.50-56; J. Read, ‘Alchemy and Alchemists’ (1933), pp.251-278.

463 E M. Yamauchipp. cit, p.69.

64 R. van den Broek, ‘Gnosticism and Hermetism’ (1998), 6.1

465 3. Readpp. cit. C.f. the definition given by the OEDh&rmetic (adj.)... (alstHermetic) of or denoting an
ancient occult tradition encompassing alchemy, astrolaggl theosophy”. See also Peter Kingstgy, cit,
pp.332-334, on the potential contemporary overlap in Antidigtween ‘Pythagoreanism’ and ‘Hermetism’.
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‘alchemical’ movements of the European Renaissargiegliranslated by Marsilio Ficino
and adopted primarily on the basis of its attributiothefigure of Hermes Trismegisfi%

The importance of the above discussion then is testiat those ‘Hermetic’ texts found at
Nag Hammadi are to be regarded as quite distinct frosethalchemic’ texts bearing the
name of Hermes Trismegistus. Moreover since, asave demonstrated, these ‘Hermetic’
Nag Hammadi texts are in many fundamental instancksrrdifferent from much ‘Gnostic’
thought, whilst their similarities are in general too ullmus to prove anything regarding
transmission, they are thus of little utility forextipting to filiate the ‘Gnostics’ with the later
Kabbalah. As such, therefore, we have yet to ideatify truly solid potential link between
the ‘Gnostics’ and ‘alchemy’, something which is suredgemtial if we are to propose a chain
of transmission via the ‘alchemic tradition’. Perhapsortunately, however, | find it
unlikely that any such link can be reliably identified: in flnst instance, it is worth noting
that those markers of ‘alchemic’ writing which we idéatl above are generally lacking
from any of the extant ‘Gnostic’ texts, whilst centacholarly attempts to link ‘Gnostic’
writings to ‘alchemic’ evidence seem to me to be wdtely unconvincing. Quispel’s
argument that the Tabula Smaragdina incorporates teeterabnts drawn directly frod@os.
Thom.seems highly unsatisfactory, not least because Quaddeces corroborating evidence
from ‘Valentinian’ texts Gos. Phil.and Gos. Tru), despite their clear differentiation from
Gos. Thomas regards most other aspects of tholightFurthermore, the primary basis for
Quispel's argument rests on vague correspondences andigdosemilarities between a
number of texts (including those from Nag Hammadi, wlieks of Zosimos, and variant
readings of the canonical gospels) regarding the theotlyeo$ympathy of all, especially in
regards to sympathy between what is ‘above’ and what lsvb&2 We have, however,
already mentioned in chapter 5 the observations of JamahSmith regarding the presence
of an above / below corresponding duality in a numbeelajious systems, and indeed | find
Quispel’'s evidence to more likely point to the ubiquity soich an idea, rather than the

466 R. van den Broek, ‘Gnosticism and Hermetism’ (1998), 0;1K. ThomasReligion and the Decline of
Magic (1978), pp.266-268.

57 G. Quispel, ‘Gnosis and Alchemy’ (2000), pp. pp.303-333. Recalkarlier observations th&os. Thom.

is arguably not even to be considered ‘Gnostic’ (bee& pp.5, n.17).

“%8 |In particular, | cannot see the validity in Quispelssertion that the idea of the sympathy of the all is
essentially identical with the motif found sgome‘Gnostic’ texts of the ‘redeemed redeemer’. If anythithe
sympathy of the all is more obviously identifiable witte most extreme forms of pantheism, which are not
generally found in the ‘Valentinian’ sources (see above 6968).
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necessary interconnectedness of all the relevarsf'texindeed, it is worth recalling that the
animistic theory of the universe, wherein each elensean interconnected part of the whole,
was generally the primary natural theory (and the eissdatsis for the propagation of much
‘magical’ practice) well into the early seventeenémttry, before the development of more
scientific mechanistic theories; in this context théme ubiquity of the theory of the
sympathy of the all should scarcely be surpri§ihg Similarly unconvincing is the
hypothesis of Régine Charron that one of the oldernextdchemic’ texts, the so-called
Dialogue of the philosophers and Cleopatrachoes in its descriptions of ‘alchemic’
practices both ‘Valentinian’ and ‘Sethian’ rituals, espicidnose which express concepts of
either ‘sacred marriage’ or union and/or descent and eswengh baptisii*. In particular,
Charron compares sections of i@loguewith the ‘Pronoia Hymn’ oApoc. Johr(11.30:11-
31:31), and stresses both a thematic and terminologm#histy between the two as regards
motifs of light and dark and descent and ascent. To k& sdnilst the usage of similar
themes is interesting, it must be admitted that thereno particularly exact textual
correspondence between the two sources, such as wdidthlyresuggest interaction.
Moreover, as we noted in chapter 3, motifs such as desctemtler to permit ascent were
ubiquitous in ‘mystery’ or ‘mystical’ thought of the aant world, and thus cannot really
prove any relationship between these sodféesNe might also add that since, as we have
argued, the actual existence of any ‘Gnostic’ rituals islpimgoothetical, inferred only from
vague references in theosophical texts, we should, tmereperhaps be cautious about
wishing to equate such supposed rituals with the described matalugyactices of
‘alchemic’ text§”

If, so far, we have found reason to be cautious regatdengotential for interaction between
‘Gnostic’ and ‘alchemic’ thought, then it is now wottlrning to the perhaps more fruitful

evidence contained in the work of Zosimos which, althougloubtedly highly syncretic,

469 3. Z. Smith, ‘Here, There’ (2004), pp.323-339. C.f. M.J. &dls, ‘Vessel of Zosimus’ (1992), pp.55-64,
esp. pp.60-64. See above, pp.87f.

470 C f. K. Thomaspp. cit, pp.264-268.

"1 R. Charron, ‘Graeco-Egyptian Alchemical Literature’ (20@#.438-456.

472 See above, pp.40ff. In addition, Charron’s argument thass@i and Graeco-Egyptian texts are evidently
to be linked due to their having emerged from the sameeaate#ll background and culture in roughly the same
chronological and geographical areas seems to me tawed] As we have already noted, the very fact of two
‘movements’ emerging in the same sphere should lead orexpect similarities between them anyway,
regardless of whether they originated independently @lation to each other.

73 See above, pp.24ff.
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arguably shows notable affinities in parts with cert@inostic’ (primarily ‘Sethian’) idea$*

Of course, the late date of Zosimos (circa late thorcearly fourth century) removes the
possibility that he might have influenced the ‘Gnostexts, but it does suggest that, as a
syncretic ‘alchemist’ living in Hellenistic Egypt, he maell have adopted ideas from the
‘Gnostics’ into his work™. Particularly interesting is his treati@n the Letter Omega
which for one expresses broadly similar conceptiontb@primordial man to those which we
have previously observed in our ‘Gnostic’ evidence, althangight of our earlier comments
regarding the ubiquity of motif, | am reticent to aserto much weight to this observation by
itsel*’®. As we argued in the previous chapter, however, the susalee of several shared
motifs within a single source could be taken as substamgitite claim for transmission, even
if each individual instance of correspondence cannotregasons of ubiquity, substantiate
such a claim on its own, and it is precisely this caalese of several motifs which we find
in Zosimos. Alongside the imagery of the primal mamega(sections 13-15) also speaks
of a false and jealous power, comparable to the ‘GnoB#chiurge, who is named as the

avTtigigos Satpwv, clearly reflecting the usage of the teMmITANTIMIMON M-TTNA in our

‘Sethian’ evidenc¥’. Perhaps of even greater importance is the factZibsimos cites one
Nikotheos (sections 1 and 10) as the source for muchi®theosophy; when this fact is
taken in conjunction with our observations regarding theespondence between Zosimos
and our ‘Gnostic’ evidence, it thus seems highly plausibke, Howard Jackson has
convincingly argued, that the Nikotheos mentioned hereo ibet regarded as the same
Nikotheos who is attested in other evidence relatindpécGnostics’’®  As Jackson notes,
Nikotheos is named by Porphyryifa Plotini 16) as a revealer figure whose revelations were
utilised by the ‘Gnostics’ whom Plotinus is said to hameountered, and he is also depicted
as a revealer in chapter 7 of the ‘Untitled Treatidethe Bruce Codex, as is the figure of
Marsanes. Moreover, it is notable that the revatstiof Nikotheos are referred to by

Porphyry alongside those attributed to Allogenes and Zoejanames already familiar to us

47 On Zosimos's syncretism see, for example, R. Pai,cit, pp.51-55. Zosimos frequently combines
elements from Egyptian, Greek, and Hebrew traditiond,ia fact engages in a certain amount of comparative
mythology inOn the Letter Omegésections 8-13). C.f. also his woflhe True Book of Sophé the Egyptian
and of the Divine Lord of the Hebrews [and] of the Powers of Shlvettich, even in its very title, withesses to
his syncretic combinations.

475 C.f. R. Pataiop. cit, pp.51f; M.J. Edwards, ‘Vessel of Zosimus’ (1992), pp.55-64ifgsley, op. cit,
pp.60-62.

47% Omega sections 9-13. All references @megain this thesis are given according to the version edited
Howard Jackson (1978). C.f. above, pp.98ff.

477 E.g. Apoc. Johnll.29:21-30:11. C.f. H.M. Jacksot®mega(1978), pp.35, 53, nn.67f.; G.G. Stroumsa,
Another Seel984), pp.142f.

478 H.M. Jackson, ‘Nikotheos’ (1990), pp. 250-277. C.f. M.J. EdwaNkglected Texts’ (1990), pp.26-50, esp.
pp.44-49; G.G. StroumsAnother See984), p.139.
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from the ‘Sethian’ corpus; the same can also be saMas$anes and indeed, as we have
mentioned previously, the ‘Untitled Treatise’ of the &uCodex might also be potentially
included amongst the ‘Sethian’ writings on the basis ofptissible dependence on the
‘Sethian’ writing which bears the nanMarsane$®. Moreover, Zosimos's descriptions of
Nikotheos inOmegaas o kekpuppévos (81) ando avelpetos (810) seem to suggest, as
Jackson has persuasively hypothesised, that Zosimos Kridikodtheos as a revealer whose
revelation is in effect a self-revelation, i.e. ttieg seer is himself an incarnation of the divine
power which he reveals, descended from outside the wamttithus subsequently returning
to the divine sphere, with the result that the searrzalonger be found on eafth That
such a depiction is common amongst the revealer figufrése ‘Sethian’ texts (including
Seth himself, the earthly counterpart of the heavenly)mperhaps, therefore, further
strengthens the argument that Nikotheos (or ratheitengvattributed to this figure) is to be
included amongst the ‘Sethian’ corpus, and is thus the niady Isource for Zosimos’s
knowledge of ‘Sethian’ thought, as Zosimos himself cl&fns

Now, as should be evident even from this relativelyseyr examination of Zosimos’s

writing, it seems quite plausible that Zosimos did mase of some ‘Gnostic’ ideas, although
in light of his highly syncretic approach, we might welsiwto refrain from asserting that
such ideas were determinative for his ‘alchemic’ writffigs Indeed, it certainly seems
arguable that, following our stated methodology, Zosimoddcbe reliably linked with the

‘Sethian Gnostic’ evidence: the correspondences whiclhave highlighted appear, as we
have seen, to be relatively exact, whilst the chiagiolal and geographical locale of Zosimos
clearly suggests the possibility of such ideas having beesntitied to him. To be sure then,
the question of Zosimos and the ‘Gnostics’ is cleanyg of great interest, and certainly

7 See above, pp.18f. C.f. H.M. Jackson, ‘Nikotheos’ (1990), pp2230 Also worth noting is the naming of
one Zoroaster as a source of revelations invitee Plotini passage which refers to Nikotheos. Although we
possess no extant writing of this name, it seems likelysuch a text did exist and served as a sourdspic.
John(as it is explicitly referenced in the latter text18:6-10). It is of course scarcely an automatic amich
that the sources extant from Nag Hammadi which beaethames are necessarily identical to those reftared
by Porphyry, but given their potentially common origin, grederal agreement with certain of the views which
Enneaddl.9 ascribes to these ‘Gnostics’, such a conclusinainly does not seem implausible. See further
M.J. Edwards, ‘Neglected Texts’ (1990), pp.26-50.

“80 14 M. Jackson, ‘Nikotheos’ (1990), pp. 250-277. C.f. R. Reitin,Poimandreg1904) p.268.

81 B A. Pearson, ‘Seth in Gnostic Literature’ (2006), pg832 C.f., for exampleZostrianos129:16-130:14,
Apoc. Adamb9:19-24, andMelchizedelk27:7-10. For our purposes here, it is not really necgseadebate
whether there actually existed a historical personedalNikotheos, and whether he was the author of a
revelation bearing his name. On this matter, howesess further H.M. Jackson, ‘Nikotheos’ (1990), pp. 250-
277, esp. pp.265ff.

82 C f. also M.J. Edwards, ‘Vessel of Zosimus’ (1992), pp.55-6d., gp.57f., regarding Zosimos'’s use of the
Poimandres
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requires further consideration; unfortunately, howevercamnot | feel afford to offer such
analysis within the confines of this thesis, as it iguably too tangential to our primary
focus, viz. the genetic relationship between the ‘Gnostics’ andKihebalah. Although a
transmission of ideas from the ‘Sethian Gnostics'Ztussimos seems possible, or even
probable, such a conclusion can be relevant to ouriegdononly if it can be further shown
that such ideas were subsequently transmitted, in avedatinaltered form, to the origin
point of the Kabbalah in the medieval Occident; asallsfndeavour to demonstrate in what
follows, not only can | find no stable proof to substaetisuch a chain of transmission but,
moreover, it in fact seems quite unlikely that any ideastained within the ‘alchemic
tradition’ could have been preserved and transmitted to #i¥adah in such a way as to
exercise a determinative influence on the origin oflaeef®®. As such, therefore, we must
now regrettably set aside further debate on the subje@raistic’-‘alchemic’ influence in
late Antiquity as to some extenthil ad rem since our primary aim must be to examine here
whether, everwere one to take such a contention as proven, it might the possible to
demonstrate that the ‘Gnostic’ elements of sucherattiought could have been transmitted

to the Kabbalah via the ‘alchemic tradition’.

Now, we have already mentioned, as an example, gsepration of th€orpus Hermeticum
and its translation and utilisation by ‘alchemists’ dgrite Renaissance but, as we also
highlighted, this fact seems to owe less to the paatictdntent of this corpus and its real
relationship to more explicitly ‘alchemic’ texts, ancdoma to the simple fact of a shared
attribution to Hermes Trismegistus. This observatign, unfortunately, perhaps highlights
a major difficulty of this theory of transmissiomdathe specific reason why | have chosen to
encase the terms related to ‘alchemy’, and in partich&@aphrase ‘alchemic tradition’ within
inverted commas. That is to say that | find it hard tatide what one might call a stable
‘alchemic tradition’, one capable of preserving and faithftdtansmitting a complex set of
theosophic doctrines and motifs such as we find amongstGmostic’ texts. To elucidate,
when one examines the history of ‘alchemy’, what emergdess any sort of organised
religion, sect, movement, or school, but rather g lbme of individual ‘alchemists’, each
developing and propounding their own particular, and oftevelntheories, rather than

“83 The following discussion will concentrate more widelythe possibilities of stable ‘alchemic’ transmission,
but it is worth noting here that, apart from the bdightion given by George Synkellos (see below, pp.157f.), |
am not generally aware of any major attestatiorhefuse of Zosimos’s work until thigheatrum chemicuraf

the seventeenth century. | do not doubt that his writirege wreserved and used during this intervening period,
but merely wish to highlight that they do not generaéigm to be cited in any extant evidence, particularly such
evidence as would be relevant to the origins of thigbgkah. C.f. R. Patadp. cit, pp.141-143, 371f.
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working within the bounds of an inherited tradiff6h It is worth recalling that the title
‘alchemist’ has been applied to (and indeed often wifirgpimed by) such diverse figures
as the syncretic, and quite probably Judaic-influencednissithe monk Roger Bacon, the
French adept Nicholas Flamel (and his wife), the eflijht pioneer’ John Damian, and the
father of modern physics Isaac Newton (who, as i$ kvelwn, actually produced a greater
volume of work on ‘alchemy’ than he did on mathemaaind physics). To be sure, many of
these figures, and more besides, likely read sucteeartirks as they encountered, but more
often than not their ‘alchemic’ reputations rested mometheir individual developments,
inventions, or creations, rather than their adherémcand preservation of, older ideas. As a
paradigmatic example, it is as well to remember thd525 the great ‘alchemist’ Paracelsus
publicly burnt “the works of Galen and Avicenna before thegbers and physicians of
Basel”, in a powerful demonstration of the freedonbath medicine and ‘alchemy’ from the
constraints of any ‘orthodox’ received traditfh Indeed, one could probably with some
justification say that the ‘tradition’ of ‘alchemy’ wamore one of innovation than of
preservation. In surveying the available ‘alchemic’ enade few real constants emerge
beyond the central objective of producing gold, and someutgi®ns on the methods
necessary for achieving this, and in fact even these pasciples are subject to high levels
of alteration and development amongst individual ‘ataisés’. For example, although many
(though scarcely all) ‘alchemic’ texts agree on thednfee specific apparatus in order to
achieve one’s desired end, the design of these pieceguypment can vary greatly, a
testimony to the innovation of individual ‘alchemiststhar than their adherence to received
learning®®. Similarly, although ‘gold’ remains a core concerritaf ‘alchemic’ endeavour, it
is notable, as Keith Thomas highlights, that beginning WAnacelsus in the sixteenth
century, ‘alchemists’ begin to drift away from the foarsproducing gold in and of itself,
and become more concerned with the “quest for a bpttarmacopoeia”. Rather than
maintaining the older, primarily metallurgical conceptidrgold, ‘alchemists’ rather begin to
conceive of it as something which “in its liquid forau¢um potabil¢ would be a remedy for
all diseases and [would] help to produce the elixir of lofaj, las well as also enabling the
“creation ofhomuncull and bestowing “the power to see at a distafice”Furthermore, we

can also observe a growing division (if such a termlmamsed, since it implies that there

84 C.f. J. Readop. cit.

“85 3. Readpp. cit.

“88 For illustrative examples of these varied apparatusfseexample, R. Patagp. cit, pp.62f., 424-429 and
E.G. de GivrySorcery, Magic and Alchen($991), pp.369-372.

87 K. Thomaspp. cit, p.271.
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was once unity) amongst ‘alchemists’ in Europe betwhenate sixteenth to the eighteenth
centuries, a distinction between those who came to ta®hemy’ as more of a ‘spiritual
practice, requiring little if indeed any chemical experim#@oh, and their opposites
(derisively labelled ‘Puffers’) who pursued a more evidéntgcientific’ path, and were
arguably the forerunners of modern chemists; certainiy,titus hard to claim that this latter
group owed any great loyalty to earlier ‘received’ tradigf®®. Finally, we might also
highlight the obvious logical argument that the predemaand continued adherence to an
earlier doctrine or idea necessarily rests on onaigiction that it is correct and true. Since,
to the best of my knowledge, no doctrine was evesimgited that allowed the recipient to
successfully manufacture gold, in whatever form (I ob\iohere remain sceptical regarding
the grandiose claims concerning Flamel), there caneotfidbre have been any real impulse
for an ‘alchemist’ to hold fast to whatsoever oldgarhing they received; one might take it as
a starting point, but evidently the production of gold wouldqune further research and
development. In light of these observations, | thusaia unconvinced that any ‘Gnostic’
influence could have been transmitted through the ‘atetietradition in a form which
retained enough of its original shape to enable us taifigaty more likely, if any such
influence had ever been originally transmitted, it wloolost probably have been jettisoned
or utterly modified as soon as it ceased to be oftipedaise in the ‘alchemic’ endeavour.

To be sure, it is true thabme'alchemists’ explicitly claimed to be faithfully lowing the
teachings of older (and interestingly, often ‘Jewisilghemic’ sources, yet this too serves as
a useful illustration of the lack of unity amongst fdmists’ insofar as whilst some might, as
we have seen, explicitly disavow older teachings, othaght deliberately seek to claim
them, the better to validate their own work. As exa®sple might again cite Zosimos, who
extensively ‘quoted’ in his writings from the works of one Mdathe Jewess’, and Nicholas
Flamel who, according to hBook of Hieroglyphic Figureslearnt the ‘alchemic’ secrets
from a manuscript attributed to one ‘Abraham the 38w These two examples are probably
the most prominent ‘alchemic’ claims regarding the déiovaof an individual's ‘alchemy’
from the faithful reproduction of older learning, but utdmately, however, it seems to me to
be impossible to accurately assess whether thesesctainvey any accurate information, or
whether they are chiefly hyperbole. We have, of cquageady mentioned the tendency

88 C f. E.G. de Givrypp. cit, pp.374-384.

“89 |bid., p.352; R. Pataipp. cit, pp.60-91, 218-233. Incidentally Flamel, by his own admissiapposedly
possessed this text, but was unable to interpret and temtiis until he decided to consult with contemporary
Jewish alchemists (an idea which it apparently took2fingears to conceive).
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with many ideas of this type for one to claim an antigod/or alien provenance for one’s
learning, as a means to validate and esteem it by aitgbtd it both age and mystigt@

By means of an analogically comparable example, we tnughhaps note Justin Martyr’'s
concern in theFirst Apologyto stress the age and eastern origin of the Old Tesitam
prophetic scriptures, in part to impress upon his audiendectbar validity’®*. Similarly, in

a later time period, we might also mention the highlg&weé both esteem and condemnation
which, from the medieval era onwards, were given rag@dg by ‘magicians’ and the
ecclesiastical authorities to a number of ‘magicaXt$ which circulated under the name of
Solomon (perhaps most prominently tGavicule de Salomgndespite the abundant and
rather obvious evidence within them to place their authprshveral millennia after the
biblical King; nonetheless, it was this attributionagfe and foreign origin to the work which
greatly contributed to its reputatif In this context then, it is also perhaps interesting
note the contention of John Read that “the long agdatbiemy virtually ended” with Robert
Boyle’s 1661 publication oThe Sceptical ChymfSf. Read attributes this change not only to
Boyle’s scientific method and refutation of the staddemnceptions of ‘the elements’, but
also to the growing trend, of which Boyle’s work was ampinent example, to publish in the
vernacular, which thus had the effect of encouragingidemreception of the modern
theories, and firmly associating them with the curgaagraphical and chronological era; as
Read puts it, arguably by the time of Boyle, “[a]lchemizgisticism and obscurantism were
gradually fading away®. Now, in the case of Zosimos and Flamel, whili piossible that
both these ‘alchemists’ are faithfully reproducing reedimaterial, that such material is not
to be found attested outside of their own works makesdaahs hard to verify. | cannot, as
such, disagree with Raphael Patai regarding his ragitanistic judgements on the substance
of these sources as supposedly ‘reproduced’ by the labdrefalsts’, but nor can | wholly
agree with him as regards the supposition that these sogeoesnely existed, and were
faithfully reproduced by Zosimos and Flamel respectfélySuch a contention is certainly

90 See above, pp.125f. Of course, it can scarcely be overlobsedtiich claims are hardly lacking in many
‘movements’ today; if anything such appeals are even pranalent.

91 First Apology 31-36, 44-46, 54, 59-60. C.f. A.J. Guerra, ‘Marcus Aurelius arstin) Martyr’ (1992),
pp.171-187.

492 E.G. de Givry,0op. cit, pp.95-105. Although such traditions linking Solomon and deracmshemselves
particularly old (c.f. below, p.163), as de Givry notes [p.9B§ attribution and reputation of the various
versions of the&Claviculewhich existed were not generally affected by the fact“thatnames of Porphyry and
Paracelsus were sometimes cited in it, nor that itie@ddahe Father, Son, and Holy Ghost”".

493 3. Readpp. cit.

9 |bid.

95 R. Pataiop. cit, pp.60-91, 218-233. Whilst Patai certainly does not nedigsstaim that the ‘sources’ in
question were actually written by ‘Jewish alchemistshed Maria and Abraham respectively, he does not see
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not wholly implausible but, given the absence of prfootthe independent existence of these
sources outside of their ‘quotations’, | should thus gélyepaefer to reserve judgement on

their provenance.

Now, it is in this context then that we turn to the sjio of the Kabbalah, and its potential
relationship with ‘alchemy’. In an important late nognaph entitlecdAlchemy and Kabbalah
Scholem revisited his earlier remarks on the potergifalre of the relationship between these
two ‘movements’, and sought to accurately assess whethe to what extent, they could be
said to have interacted; his conclusions are highly istieie insofar as he aptly
demonstrates that Kabbalah and the ‘alchemic traditothie main did not, and indeeduld
not genuinely interact and share influedé® His conclusion is, admittedly, in the first
instance a general one, and he then proceeds to highlighala rmimber of exceptions,
perhaps most frequently found in thehar, which demonstrate the adoption or utilisation of
typically ‘alchemic’ language or motifs to express Kaliic theosophy; the number of
these instances is, however, startlingly small in commpa to the whole of Kabbalistic
literature and, as Scholem argues, these instancestgdanprecisely those exceptions that
prove the rul®’. In general though, as Scholem persuasively shgesuine Jewish
Kabbalah had at best little to do with ‘alchemic’ ideaad at worst was fundamentally
unsuited for them; as a starting point, he highlighesféict that in Kabbalistic symbolism, in
almost all cases “gold is not at all a symbol of thghbst statud®®. In contrast to the
obviously incomparably high valuation of gold (in whatevemfpin ‘alchemy’, Scholem
notes that within the Kabbalah, and more importantlyaaly within the earliest Kabbalistic
source, theBahir, “silver is the symbol of the right side, male donatigrace, and love
(white, milk); in contrast, gold, the symbol of thetlside, represents the female and strict
Judgement (red, blood, winé}®. In theBahir then, the text which we have taken as the

to doubt that both Zosimos and Flamel had in front efrtlactual sources attributed to these figures. As noted,
I remain more sceptical. C.f. G. ScholeAichemy(2008), pp.19f. As an analogical example, one might
perhaps also compare the debate regarding the compodititve diohar. C.f. G. ScholemMajor Trends
(1961), pp.156-204.

496 gcholem originally published this work, Aschemie und Kabbajan 1977, refining and developing the
arguments of his 1925 article ‘Alchemie und Kabbala. K&pitel aus der Geschichte der Mystik’.

497" G. Scholem,Alchemy (2008), passim Indeed, the majority of Scholem’s book is dedicated ® th
documentation and exposition of these exceptions; thdtatle still only runs to a little over 100 pages should
thus indicate something regarding just how rare thregtarices of ‘alchemy’ within the genuine Kabbalah are.
498 G, ScholemAlchemy(2008), p.21-23.

499 G, ScholemAlchemy(2008), p.22. Admittedly, Scholem does highlight [pp.2dhésection of theéBahir,
8§36, which presents goldr) as a primary, masculine symbol, but it should be nibtatla) this is, as Scholem
points out, a singular exception to the more common sksnb@f theBahir, and one which was not carried
forward into the later Kabbalah, and b) thzace Scholem, this attribution of the masculine princigagold is
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originating point for the Kabbalah, there seems not to aippry evidence of ‘alchemy’;
furthermore, as Scholem stresses, those instaneshelse in which we do find evidence of
interaction between Kabbalah and ‘alchemy’ are not canlg, but are also more importantly
relatively laté”. We have of course previously argued that if we aretarately speak of
‘Gnostic’ influence on the Kabbalah, then we mushiify such influence in thBahir; that
we find no real evidence of interaction between ‘aldbemources and thé&ahir must
surely, therefore, indicate the unlikelihood of such sesirinteracting with this writing, and
thus further render implausible the hypothesis that &Boo ideas might have been
transmitted to the Kabbalah’s point of origin via thetemic’ traditiori™.

Although, to be sure, there are numerous well attestadas for the existence of ‘alchemy’
amongst Jews (many of which are well documented in BdiadkThe Jewish Alchemigts
what is important to stress is that this fact isreglavay from the contention that any of these
‘alchemists’ were also Kabbalists or, more importgrtiat any of their ideas influenced the
origination of the Kabbalaff’. It is especially interesting to note that, as Pateords, the
primary geographical locus for Jewish ‘alchemic’ writlng in the Arabic countries shifting,
according to the evidence, to northern central anceaBurope, Italy, and the Netherlands
in the seventeenth century; the noticeable point to highfrgm this observation is that, as
we have seen, the Kabbalah originated in wholly differgeographical areas to those most
prominently associated with Jewish ‘alchemy’, thus again siggethat ‘alchemy’ was
scarcely an operative influence upon its generdtionindeed, it is worth emphasising that
the greatest observable levels of interaction betwleerKabbalah and ‘alchemy’ occur at a
substantially later time, from the Renaissance onwarts in fact flow almost exclusively in
the opposite direction; i.e. far from the ‘alchenmadition’ influencing Kabbalah, it is more
the case that ‘alchemists’, particularly non-Jewislesy) engaged in a selective and often
hermeneutically unsound adoption of certain elements ofaleaady well established
Kabbalistic tradition, often utilised in the form in whidt had been recast and translated by

not here necessarily ‘alchemic’: the section isnarily a discourse on the symbolism implied by the Isttér
2, and seems to me more likely primarily influenced by Skewéxegetical traditions rather than by any
‘alchemic tradition’, especially one supposedly contain@mgostic’ traces.

00 G, ScholemAlchemy(2008), pp.18-24, although c.f. R. Pat, cit, pp.152f. See alsibid., pp.340-364
on the ‘alchemic’ elements dflayim Vital's writings. Whilst certainly interestinggs we argued above
(pp.88ff.), the later work of Vital cannot prove for ugtiing regarding the antecedents of the Kabbalah.

1 C f. above, p.62.

92 C.f. G. ScholemAlchemy(2008), pp.15, 19f; M. Idel, ‘Magical and Neoplatonic Intergiens’ (1992),
pp.107-169.

>3 R. Pataipp. cit, pp.395-398
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so-called ‘Christian Kabbalists’ such as Giovanni Picleddirandol@®”. In particular, as
Patai highlights, the methods gématria calculations, extensively used in both normative
and Kabbalistic Jewish exegesis, were in this way madéblato ‘Christian alchemists’,
who rapidly adopted them for the purposes of ‘alcherthi@€ory. Thus, as he states,
“kabbalistic alchemy’ developed... not, as one would hawvegined, among Jewish
alchemists, but among their Christian colleagtf&s”

It would, of course, be too tangential to dwell overmuchhasissue, but it is at least worth
restating the point that this relationship between Kiabband ‘alchemy’ really only begins
to emerge from about the middle of the fifteenth centinyards, and primarily amongst
evidently syncretic circles, few members of whom “wob&l/e read or been able to read
authentic kabbalist texts®®. It can then of course be seen that, the late dfatiese
interactions aside, we are in any case already dan the genuine Kabbalah which is our
primary focus. Incidentally, we might also seek ti lthis adoption of the Kabbalah into
non-Jewish ‘alchemic’ circles with the interestingtfawhich we earlier observed, of the
relatively common attribution to ‘Jewish authors’safpposed received ‘alchemic’ texts; we
might then wonder whether there existed in non-Jewisites, possibly from as early as
Zosimos, a particular conception that Jews were tordgarded as possessing a great
knowledge of ‘alchemy®? Whilst | suppose that such a conception is quite playsibl
must however also be remembered that, as we haveseeare often dealing with quite
heavily syncretic ‘alchemists’, who likely borrowed fr@ahwide variety of sources, often in a
somewhat haphazard fashion; recall in particular oulieeavbservations regarding the
appropriation for ‘alchemic’ purposes of t@®rpus Hermeticunby the same circles who
also adopted the Kabbalah to this use, regardless dh¢héhat the former held no specific
‘alchemic’ information. Perhaps the most obvious @sion, therefore, is to view the usage
of the Kabbalah by these ‘alchemists’ as simply anoéiement of our earlier arguments

%4 G. ScholemAlchemy(2008), pp.85-98; M. Idel, ‘Magical and Neoplatonic Intergietes’ (1992), pp.107-
169.

05 R, Pataipp. cit, pp.154-160.

% |bid.; A. Faivre, ‘Renaissance Hermeticism’ (1998), pp.109-123;S€holem,Alchemy (2008), p.23.
Emphasis added.

07 C.f. R. Pataipp. cit, pp.155-158. Whilst | am not aware of any sources whichigithplstate so, | am
tempted to consider whether it is plausible that lateofean ideas regarding Jewish knowledge of ‘alchemy’
might not bear some relation to certain of the lasseful medieval slanders regarding the ‘secret weafth’
Jews? For our purposes, however, it is as well toméeethat any ‘Jewish’ reputation for ‘alchemy’ would
naturally only exist outside of Jewish circles, and wouldstibe more likely to encourage non-Jewish
‘alchemists’ to appropriate the Kabbalah (as indeed hagpenather than encouraging Kabbalists to adopt
‘alchemic’ ideas.
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regarding the ‘mysticism and obscurantism’ of ‘alchenayid the tendency to validate one’s
ideas by claiming for them an antique and/or alien prov@n&h Indeed, given the
somewhat wide-ranging syncretism and questionable faithfuboetse original import of
their received sources which we have observed among ¢nosps responsible for much
‘Kabbalistic alchemy’, one might perhaps suggest that thpgesent less a viable stream of
evidence regarding interaction between Kabbalah and ‘alchemg more a comparable
analogy to the modern-era systems of Aleister Crpv8amuel Liddell MacGregor Mathers,

et al>®.

In summary then, let us first return to an earliempoiiz. the question of interaction and
transmission between the ‘Gnostic’ texts and thé/ éalchemic tradition’. Although, as we
have noted, there are certain reasons for retainiageh of caution and doubt regarding the
possibility of genuine interaction between the two, we must again emphasise this
observation can scarcely be an end to the matterciapan relation to the writings of
Zosimos. In particular, the historical and ideologiwark which Richard Reitzenstein and
Carl Jung have done to intertwine these two thought s&iealmng with the other roughly
contemporary ‘Hermetic’ writings, is not so easilpmissed™. Unfortunately however, as
we have already stressed, we cannot really afford k@ aheuch further into the essence of
this debate here, as the matter is really somewlgataingential to our thesis, which is after
all focused on the question of interaction between@wstics’ and the Kabbalah. As such
then, whilst | wish to retain a certain appropriate picesm regarding the potential
relationship between the ‘Gnostic’, the ‘alchemigidahe ‘Hermetic’ thought streams of the
first centuries C.E., for our purposes here it is synm@cessary to recall that even were one
to conclusively prove that these ‘traditions’ werdlstt stage interrelated, such an analysis
could only be relevant to our argument here if it could &rrtbe shown that there existed a
stable chain of transmission which could accurately cpithese earlier ideas towards the
origin point of the medieval Kabbalah. As we havensémwever, such a chain does not
seem to be evident: not only was the ‘alchemic tradjtiommsofar as it actually existed,
unlikely to have been unable to accurately preserve andgntiarany ‘Gnostic’ ideas,

08 C f. above, pp. 125f., 151-153; J. Reay, cit.

0% G, ScholemAlchemy(2008), pp.12f. C.f. A. Faivr@p. cit.

10 C f. R. Reitzensteingp. cit, esp. pp.219-228, 266-291; C.G. JuRgychology and Alchen(1968), esp.
pp.3-37, 288-316. In a somewhat parallel line of enquiry, Yetisbes [‘Kabbalistic Myth’ (1993), pp.65-92]
locates echoes of Orphic conceptions in the text @Zthhar, but rightly concludes that the ubiquity of such
motifs renders unsure any attempt to draw a linesibtical relation between the sources.
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furthermore, far from influencing and informing the Kabbaldle chain of transmission
instead flowed almost entirely in the opposite directsmthat the ‘alchemic tradition’ was
in fact primarily a recipient of Kabbalistic thought,hat than its originator. Moreover, we
also observed that in any case the major interactimisveen these two ‘movements’
occurred at least two centurialter the composition of thBahir, thus further damaging the
thesis of ‘alchemy’ as a means to transmit ‘Gnogtieas to the Kabbalah.

If, therefore, in light of the preceding analysis, w&n generally reject the ‘alchemic
tradition’ as a means by which ‘Gnostic’ ideas could pldyshave been transmitted to the
Kabbalah, we must therefore endeavour to examine thent@dtexistence of yet another
alternative chain of transmission. In this contéent | wish to return briefly, as a final point
in this chapter, to Zosimos, not as an example ofalelémic tradition’per se but rather as
an indicator of the possibility that the origin of bdahe Kabbalatand the second century
‘Gnostics’ might be traced to primarily intra-Judaiegosophical mystical’ speculation.

As part of a record o1 Enochand the account(s) regarding the fall of the Watchéss,
Byzantine chronicler George Synkellos briefly cites @spge from Zosimos’'s book of
Imouth (now no longer extant), which demonstrates that Zosimvas also aware of this
legend (although in his typical style Zosimos also mestiblermes as a source for his
knowledge of the story)™. In light of the preceding discussion, we can probafityrd to set
aside the questions surrounding potential ‘Hermetic’ ahchémic’ uses of this legend (at
least insofar as these uses relate to the ‘Gnastidence), and instead focus on the fact that
Zosimos’s knowledge of the story of the Watchers liklggests its continuing currency in
the Hellenistic Egypt of his tim&. To be sure, as Pearson has demonstrated, the fifyjure o
Enoch, and the literature associated with him, enjoydigl amount of esteem amongst
certain religious sections of late Antique Egyptianri€tlan society, a situation which
persisted up until the ninth or tenth century €. This observation then becomes highly
relevant to our inquiry when we consider the contenti@t although, as Jackson has rightly
noted, we cannot on the basis of this fragment reli@blyclude from whence Zosimos

1! George SynkellosChronography14 (Adler and Tuffin) / 23.21-24.13 (Dindorf). C.f. W. AdlendaP.
Tuffin, George Synkello§2002), pp.18f. This excerpt is also extant (albeit in @amaiform) in a Syriac
manuscript, published in M.P.E. Berthelot and R. Duda{oire des sciencg4893), Vol.2, p.238.

*12 C f. W. ScottHermetica(1936), Vol.4, pp.149f.; G.G. Stroumgmother See1984), pp.140f.

13 B.A. Pearson, ‘Enoch in Egypt’ (2004), pp.132-152. In fact, etheven exist fragments from an
‘Apocryphon of Enoch’, preserved, and even potentialyposed in Sahidic Coptic. See Idem., ‘Coptic Enoch
Apocryphon’ (2004), pp.153-197.
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derived his knowledge of the Watchers’ legend (whether ftben Enochian literature,
Jubilees or another, possibly ‘Hermetic’ source which had alyeadopted the legend), the
same cannot be said when we consider the ‘Gnostid’,eapecially ‘Sethian’ evidenté
Indeed, several scholars have come to the conclusatnctrtain of the ‘Gnostic’ texts
(perhaps most obviouskxpoc. Johin clearly draw on earlier Judaic traditions, suchles t
Enoch literature, which were current in the milieu inethihe texts originat8. Were such
an argument found to be secure, then it might potentiljgest an alternative theory of
transmission, such as we previously mentionezl, that rather than attempting to draw a
genetic linkbetweerthe ‘Gnostics’ and the Kabbalah, we might instead éeaaturer footing
were we to consider the possibility that both of thadact derived from a common, ‘Judaic-
speculative’ ancestor, which would thus account for phesibility of correspondences
between the two. Therefore, it is to a considenabibthis hypothesis that | propose to turn in
the next chapter.

144 M. JacksonDmega(1978), pp.10f. C.f. G.G. Stroumgsmother See. 984), pp.137-143.

°1% See, for example, B.A. Pearsofi, Enoch (1995), pp.355-367; Idem., ‘Jewish Apocalypticism to Gnosis’
(2002), pp.146-163; G.G. StroumsAnother Seed(1984), pp.18-34. C.f. also Benno Przybylski's
demonstration [‘Calendrical Data in Gnostic Literaty(1980), pp.56-70] of the potential relationships between
the calendrical ideologies of certain ‘Gnostic’ teated the prominent calendrical polemics of earlier Judaic
texts such adubilees 1 Enoch and the Qumran scrolls. In fact, Pearsdnghoch (1995), pp.355-367, esp.
pp.360f.] is confident that comparison betwdeBnochandApoc. Johrcan reliably demonstrate not only that
the latter text usel Enochas a source, but further that it waSreekversion of this writing which was utilised.
C.f. below, pp.159-162.
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Chapter 8
Ancestors, Descendants, and Extended Relations: ‘Gnosticthe Kabbalah, and

Merkabah-Hekhaloth Traditions

In the preceding chapter, we noted that certain strafindudaic speculative thought,
especially related to the myth of the fallen angelsan@tc¢hers’, are likely observable within
the extant ‘Gnostic’ evidence; in particular, as we/,s8irger Pearson has persuasively
demonstrated the high probability bEnochhaving a direct influence on the composition of
the Apocryphon of Jom®. Of especial interest is that sectionAgfoc. Johrwhich relates
the account of the copulation of the angels with humeamen, and their subsequent
introduction to humanity of the metallurgical arts, aatount which bears clear conceptual
parallels with the Enochian traditions:

Apoc. JohNHC 11.29:17-30:2" 1 Enoch7:1-8:3*

“These and all the others with th®*! took
aer themselves wives from among them such

“He [i.e. the chief archon] sent his angels
the daughters of men, that they might té

some of them for themselves and ra
offspring for their enjoyment. And at firg
they did not succeed. When they had
success, they gathered together again
they made a plan together. They create
counterfeit spirit, who resembles the Sp
who descended, so as to pollute the s
through it. And the angels chang
themselves in their likeness into the liken
of their (the daughters of men) mates, filli
them with the spirit of darkness, which th
had mixed for them, and with e¥il. They
brought gold and silver and a gift and cop

ises they chose. And they began to go in to
sthem, and to defile themselves through
ntbem, and to teach them sorcery and charms,
aardl to reveal to them the cutting of roots and
dhkants. And they conceived from them and
rbore to them great giants.. [8:1] Asael
piidsight men to make swords of iron and
edieapons and shields and every instrument of
eggar. He showed them metals of the earth
ngnd how they should work gold to fashion it
eguitably, and concerning silver, to fashion it
for bracéets and ornaments for wome
pbénd he showed them concerning antimony

and iron and metal and all kinds of thirfds

16 B A. Pearson,1 Enoch (1995), pp.355-367.

and eye paint and all manner of precious

" Trans. F. Wisse, in J.M Robinson et Blag Hammadi Library(1990), pp.104-123.

18 Trans. G.W.E. Nickelsburg and J.C. VanderKarEnoch(2004), pp.24f. Note that there are various textual
difficulties with the reconstruction of these passagdtjough the above version is probably the most
reasonably certain expression possible. C.f. G.W.&e\8burg,l Enoch 1(2001), pp.182-190.

1%t is perhaps interesting to note that we have herentité not of the rap@er seof human women by the
heavenly beings, but rather their seduction (albeit bgptéon), which perhaps accords with thEnochmaotif,
which suggests a certain willingness on the partefitbmen (c.f. also the account in fiestament of Reuben
5:1-6). In this context, let us recall our discussion inpt#ra6 (see above, p.122, esp. n.397) regarding the
depiction of intercourse between Eve and the chief arahépoc. Johnll.24:15-17, in contrast to the rather
more unpleasant imagery Bfyp. Arch.11.89:17-30 andOrig. W.11.116:8-117:14. The comparison between
Apoc. Johrand1l Enochmight, therefore, potentially be a useful guide for theblgmatic translation afg-
xagmM-ec in the ‘Gnostic’ passage.

20 pearson suggestsl['Enoch (1995), pp.355-367, esp. p.363] that this line seems to seryearizular
purpose in the narrative @&poc. Johnand thus its inclusion further testifies to the usagé &nochas a
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And they steered the people who I| stones and dyes. And the sons of men n
followed them into great troubles, byhem for themselves and for their daughters,
leading them astray with  manyand they transgressed and led the holy ones
deceptions...” astray”. And there was much godlessness
on the earth, and they made their ways
desolate.”

Now, although clearly certain aspects of the overmafiart of these texts are in contrast to
each other (most especially the way in which Apoc. Johis presentation of the myth is
tied to its ‘dualistic’ view, demiurgical figure and extesgsiheavenly hierarchy), that
particular motifs are evident in both these passagemsdo me to strongly suggest a
possibility of influence between the t#a That being said, however, | should perhaps wish
to reserve judgment as to whether it was the tektBfhochwhich was used as an immediate
source; although Pearson makes a convincing argument foirélse usage of Enochin the
form which is still extant (i.e. that which espousesnegative’ view of the heavenly
instruction, c.f. n.523 below), given the wide spread of thyth of the Watchers, which is
attested in several different sources throughout tmudes surrounding the turn of the
millennium, | should wish to be wary about claiming ame source as the basis for the
occurrence of this motif in th&poc. Johf?>. Indeed, Guy Stroumsa’s seminal wénkother
Seed: Studies in Gnostic Mythologmas clearly shown the influence of the Watchers’
tradition on a variety of ‘Gnostic’ sources, and ithe influence of this tradition rather than

source. Although | do not necessarily disagree with t@garding the influence d&f Enochhere, | am tempted
to wonder whether the author(s)Ayoc. Johrintended for the ‘deceptions’ of the following line todsen as
including the knowledge of these arts, seen as having bémnliuced in order to divert humanity from its
proper aims. In this context, we might then recall theng ascetic stance of much ‘Gnostic’ literature.

2! Referring to “the watchers, the sons of heaven” mhimé¢he preceding passage (6:1-7), reflecting the origin
of this myth in Gen. 6:1-4.

22 The text at this point relates the conception and birtheo'Nephilim’, again developing the account of Gen.
6:1-4. Given the occurrence of this motif in Gendsiseems highly unlikely that the author(s)Agoc. John
would not have known of it; it thus seems most plausibsippose that the ‘Nephilim’ are deliberately omitted
here, as they would have been considered irrelevardbrandhelpful in regard to the text's claim (NHC
[1.24:15-31) that the production ehwemm andixye was the result of intercourse between the chiefcaremd
Eve. C.f. B.A. Pearsonl ‘Enoch (1995), pp.355-367.

2 This line, which is attested only in some versiohthe text (c.f. G.W.E. Nickelsburg and J.C. VanderKam,
1 Enoch(2004), p.25), possibly reflects an older version of thghmin which the heavenly revelation of
various arts is in fact a positive mission, and copréx to the ‘fall’; i.e. that these teachings were wairdh
sanction, but that the divine emissaries responsiblénfparting them were then, as a result of their mission
corrupted, and fell into sin (so to speak). By the toh& Enoch however, this older ‘positive’ version of the
myth has evidently been developed into, and thus supplantedebynetpative’ version, which is the version
transmitted to thé\poc. John C.f. G.G. Stroumsanother Seed1984), pp.19-27; B.A. Pearsori, Enoch
(1995), pp.355-367. It iperhapspossible, as Nickelsburg has considered [‘Apocalyptic agth'M1977),
pp.383-405], that the Promethean myth may have had sorneriné on the development of this ‘negative’
version of the motif.

24 C f. B.A. Pearson 1 Enoch (1995), pp.355-367.

2 |pid. C.f. G.G. Stroumsa\nother See984), pp.17-70.
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the specific equation between two particular sourceshwbeems to me to be the most
pertinent observation for our argument here. Whatdwercase regarding preciseMhich
source was used by tAgoc. Johnwhat thus seems to me more essential for our tisetis
observation that what we see here is a clear exaaiglee influence of a Judaic stream of
mythological speculation on a ‘Gnostic’ soufée

Of course, by this stage the location of such an influshceld not really surprise us: it is
self-evident that much of our ‘Gnostic’ evidence shovegear familiarity with Genesis and,
as we saw in chapter 6 in our analysis of the wordseob#miurge in the ‘Sethian’ accounts
(see above, pp.118ff.), a certain familiarity with otkections of the Old Testament can also
be suspected amongst certain of our ‘Gnostic’ autflorsTo be sure, | should not wish to
necessarily conclude from such an observation that‘Guoostic’ evidence must have
originated from within Judaism (although, as we shall sg&h & hypothesis is perhaps not
implausible); as the early Christian evidence makes,play the second century it was
perfectly possible for one to be acquainted with Old Testa and related traditions without
actually being Jewish. What our observations do, howsuggest is that the authors of the
‘Gnostic’ texts with which we are dealing were at temsare of both canonical and extra-
canonical Judaic traditions, to an extent that theydcatilise and adapt them to their own
theosophic mythological systeM% Indeed, as Pearson has repeatedly demonstrated
throughout his work, a number of ‘Gnostic’ texts make o$eexegetical devices and
traditions that go beyond solely what is recorded inQlte Testament, and thus witness to a
knowledge of exegesis, thought, and textual discussion withaonsl century Jewish
haggadic tradition. As we should expect given the pdatidorce of ‘Gnostic’ speculation,

%26 The chronological priority of th&ook of Watchergchapters 1-36 ol Enoch, which was probably
composed in third century B.C.E. Palestine [c.f. G.GouBtisa, Another Seed1984), p.19] obviously
demonstrates that the direction of influence must rum filuis traditionto the ‘Gnostics’, as opposed vice
versa

%27 C f. E.M. YamauchiPre-Christian Gnosticisr(i1973), pp.143-162. As will become apparent in this chapter,
in general our clearest points of comparison betweery dadiaic traditions and the ‘Gnostic’ evidence will be
found primarily in the ‘Sethian’ evidence, rather thamattof the ‘Valentinians’. This is not to deny the
likelihood of such influence upon ‘Valentinian’ thouglyt rather reflects that a) a far lesser amount of
‘mythology’ is preserved for ‘Valentinian’ systems tham fSethian’ ones (c.f. pp.102ff, above), leaving us
with fewer sources for a reliable comparison with dudgeculation, and that b) the greater use of more
‘philosophical’ (as opposed to mythical-theosophical) ndtlagies in the extant ‘Valentinian’ literature
obscures our evidence somewhat, given that the relduaiaic traditions are primarily mythical-theosophical
[c.f. G.G. Stroumsanother See984), p.169-171]. It thus, however, becomes rather sibegethat many of
the comparisons which Scholem makes between the Kdiblzand the ‘Gnostics’ are in fact focused on
primarily ‘Valentinian’ sources (see above, pp.66ff., 83ff).this context though, c.¥al. Exp.38:34-37.

28 Obviously, the usage of the terms ‘canonical’ and ‘es#maenical’ is somewhat anachronistic in this time
period (as indeed are the terms ‘Old Testament’ and ‘Nestaiment’). These terms are simply used here to
identify for the modern reader the particular groups oftartler discussion.
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these traditions are hardly preserved exactly as g within a purely ‘Jewish’ context,
but rather they are reworked, inverted, transformednasome cases even developed, in
order to express the central concepts of the ‘Gnogicadigm(sy>. Nonetheless, by
comparison with the preservation of such exegeticalifsnat ‘Jewish’ sources, we are
enabled to see the utilisation of these traditions ey ‘@nostics’ for their theosophical
purposes. We cannot really afford here to offer a ddtakamination of each of these
instances, but it may serve a useful illustrative purposritline a few of these occurrences

in tabular format, which we have done on the followpage.

It is of course noticeable, as Pearson has highligtiiatijn many of these cases the haggadic
tradition in question is only actually recorded in writingain orthodox Jewish form at a date
later than its recording in a ‘Gnostic’ forfi  One might, therefore, be tempted to argue that
the ‘Gnostic’ form of the tradition was prior, and ttlitawas subsequently ‘sanitised’ (so to
speak) and made to play a more acceptable role withimptieresof rabbinic Judaism. Such
a schema of procession seems to me highly unlikely, presagpsit does that the rabbinic
authors would be interested in adopting exegetical motifa fexts and/or thought streams
which were already by the end of thannaitic period more Christian than Jewish, and whose
mythology was, to say the least, disrespectful te God of Judaism and of the Old
Testamen. Pearson must surely, therefore, be correct in sagitg‘much of the Jewish
traditional material so radically reworked by the Groostiiters must have circulated orally”,
and was adapted and utilised by the ‘Gnostics’ long betoreas recorded by rabbinic
writers®%.  That the ‘Gnostics’ utilised already existing Jewisditions to express their
thought streams (much as, for example, we have alreaely them doing with the Genesis
creation accounts or the Watchers’ tradition) is suaefar more plausible hypothesis than
that later rabbinic Jewish writers felt compelled to adbese ideas which were by both

Zic.f. B.A. Pearson, ‘Jewish Sources’ (1984), pp.443-481.

Ibid.
*31 Both the existence of Christian motifs in ‘Gnosticusces (which may have originally lacked them, on
which more shall be said presently, see below, pp.164ffrenevidence of Irenaeus (including the fact that he
evidently saw the ‘Gnostics’ as enough of a threahéo‘orthodox’ Church to warrant the composition of a
refutation) must cause us to suspect that by the latteohtde second century the ‘Gnostic’ thought streams
were predominantly Christianised. C.f. also R. Gershemral E. Slomovic, ‘Rabbi Jose ben Halafta and the
Matrona’ (1985), pp.1-41; this article discusses a recordaibasecond century debate between Rabbi Jose and
a Matrona (who is obviously not Jewish, but may wellab&nostic’ Christian), suggesting that a) by this
period Christianised ‘Gnostic’ thought was predominant overJagaic form and that b) a rabbinic Jew was
evidently not interested in adopting ‘Gnostic’ ideas (@sdreservation of this debate potentially also &ttes.
32 B A. Pearson, ‘Jewish Sources’ (1984), pp.443-481. Cldéewish Haggadic Traditions’ (2006), pp.39-
51; G.G. Stroumsanother See1984), p.129.
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Jewish and ‘orthodox’ Christian standards heretical, atmgh them of their ‘heretical’
elements in order to record them. As we shall dee dgic of this argument can also be
usefully applied to later questions regarding the Kabbalah.

Now, as we previously noted in chapter 2 (see above, pp,1®fhumber of scholars have
hypothesised that the addition of ‘Christianising’ eleradnt certain ‘Gnostic’ texts was a
later development, and that the texts in their oalgfiorm were not necessarily Christian.
Hans-Martin Schenke feels thapoc. JohnHyp. Arch, andMelchizedelall bear evidence of
a secondary Christianisation appended to earlier sousmtdst Alastair Logarpersuasively
argued for a redactional process responsible for the cuent of Apoc. Johnin which
perhaps the most explicitly ‘Christian’ elements (sashthe addition of the frame story of
the dialogue between John and the risen saviour and theosgobAutogenes with Christ)
are later additions, influenced by ‘Valentinianism’ ahe Fourth Gospgl’. To be sure,
Logan still finds the original form of the myth to bedear ‘Christian’ characteristics, and |
would not disagree with him on that poiper se insofar as he well demonstrates the
likelihood of an early form of the myth originating irsamewhat Christian milieu. | would
contend, however, that as we shall see it seemy likak at least a part of the ‘Gnostic’
impulse originated in a Jewish, or at least Judaic-inflietreamtext; of course, the two
opinions are scarcely contradictory, since the precedeggription also applies to the

emergence of Christianity.

Let us develop this point a little further; as Pearsorahgised, the presence at Nag Hammadi
of texts such as th&pocalypse of Adamwvhich shows ‘Gnostic’ traits but not Christian ones
suggests “the development of non-Christian forms of Ggies”, in particular those which
exist in a Judaic paradighl As we have already to some extent noted, and wile ha
occasion to do so again, the likelihood of a movenfiErh ‘Gnostic’ theosophytowards
Judaism surely seems unlikely, and especially in the @la&poc. Adamits parallels to the
genre of ‘Jewish’ apocalyptic literature lead one to sugp@ttit can only have grown out of
a ‘Jewish-Gnostic’ setting, as opposed to a ‘pagan-Gnosti ‘Christian-Gnostic’ one.
When we add to this observation the hypothesis, whattall argue later in this chapter, that
the ‘dualistic Gnostic’ impulse more likely arose fravithin Judaism, rather than emerged

elsewhere and subsequently absorbed Judaic elementd, s$ehems logical to postulate that

3% 1 -M. Schenke, ‘Gnostic Sethianism’ (1981), pp.588-616; A.Hdgjan,Gnostic Truth(1996), pp.35-56.
0B A. Pearson, “Jewish Gnostic” Literature’ (1986), k§35.
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the ultimate origin of the ‘Gnostic’ thought streamaswvithin a ‘Jewish’ milieu; some of
these thought streams may have remained primarily ‘Je\igsich as the author(s) Apoc.
Adam and perhaps eventually the Mandeans), whilst othergy likembined with the
similarly emergent Christianity, perhaps at a very eathge, and thus developed in a
‘Christian-Gnostic’ directiotf’. By this hypothesis then, we might suppose that alththegh
original ‘dualistic’ impulse behind the myth Apoc. Johnvas essentially of ‘Jewish’ origin,
informed in part by exegetical work on Genesis, it maigkly have combined with Christian
trends (even within the first century), leading to the edtgwment of a more complex
‘Gnostic’ myth, which would subsequently be developedneugther, accruing additional
Christian elementd’. Of course, given the state of our evidence, such a hgpistremains
primarily speculative, but it does seem like a logpralgression.

We might then test the plausibility of this hypotheasiselation to a geographical locale for
which we possess a relatively reasonable amount of sewidence with which to work,
namely Alexandria. Now, if we begin with Pearson’s supp®rreassessment of Moritz
Friedlander’s thesis that certain of those whom Pdtilacks in his works (most especially in
De migratione Abrahan6-93) are to be understood as ‘Gnostics’, or perhaps@id say
‘proto-Gnostics’ amongst the Alexandrian Jewry, who speculating on the Torah in an
allegorical and antinomian way of which Philo disapprovesvould perhaps be rather a
digression here to delve into the minutiae of Friedléedeggument, but let us take Pearson’s
conclusion which agrees with Friedlander in that itssé® ‘Gnostics’ as a “pre-Christian
phenomenon that developed on Jewish s61” Pearson rightly notes that Friedlander was
incorrect in trying to identify those described by Philadhwspecific ‘Gnostic’ groups
depicted in the Patristic heresiological evidence butodse contention, that the origins of
the ‘Gnostics’ can be traced to ‘Jewish’ speculaseams relatively sound. We shall return
to defend this point presently but if, for the moment, ageept it, then we can begin to
construct a rather persuasive chain. That Alexandriaavaominent Jewish centre is of
course well known, as is the fact that it also bezamprominent Christian centre; after all, it
need hardly be re-stated that a major locus for e@dy Christian (or perhaps better ‘Jesus-

movement’) missions was to the prominent Jewish contiesniMoreover, as Colin Roberts

1B A. Pearson, “Jewish Gnostic” Literature’ (1986), k§35.

*42 As this discussion should indicate, | am again not pdeslidy Pétrement’'s argumenSeparate God
(1990), pp.211-213, 387-419] for the Christian origin of the ‘Gnsstiand the subsequent divesting of
Christian elements from some ‘Gnostic’ texts.

*43B.A. Pearson, ‘Friedlander Revisited’ (2006), pp.10-28.
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has convincingly shown through the use of extant manusangtpapyrus evidence, the
strong Jewish presence in Alexandria evidently left &kroarthe Christianity there, and the
two were evidently intertwined, existing in the sameaarand probably both maintaining
well established links with their co-religionists in Jetesn; it is also well to remember, as
Pearson has noted, that “the earliest documentahicltHin Alexandria], that of Saint

Theonas... lay in the northwestern part of the city... [whials] one of the ‘Jewish’ quarters
in the first century®**. Alexandria was indeed also a major centre, @ertiapsthe place of

origin, of ‘Gnostic’ thought; of course, we do not ainrtecessarily argue for the origin of
‘Gnostic’ thought in Alexandria (it is simply the plagéhere we have the best available
evidence to work with), but simply to consider whethéveg the evidence which we have
adduced, is it then wholly implausible to propose a cbéidevelopment which would run

thus, whether in Alexandria or elsewhere?

Pre-Christian development of certain speculatiye
strains within ‘Jewish’ thought, whiatightlead
towards ‘dualism{on this, see further below, pp.167if.

Emergence of Christianity,
i \ which itself grows from

Jewish-Gnostic’ Early ‘Gnostic’ o within a ‘Jewish’ milieu.
thought (e.g. thought (e.g. original
Apoc. Adam myth of Apoc. Johih ]
A ‘Non-Gnostic’ development
‘Christian-Gnostic’ thought of Christianity.

(e.g. redaction oApoc. John
‘Valentinianism’). /
: v

Eugnostos— Soph. Jes. Chr.

%44 C.H. Roberts, Manuscript, Society and Belief (1979), pp.1-8&5It may also be worth noting, as Roberts
does [pp.56f.] that although the usenofmina sacran Egyptian Christian writing (including our Nag Hammadi
texts) is not itself a Jewish trait, it is most likeéinfluenced by the Jewish reverence for the nam&ad”.
Moreover, the preservation of manuscripts in jarsag Nammadi seems rather similar tGanizah(c.f. also

the preservation of the Qumran scrolls), and perhaps gsdbasthis practice might have been transmitted into
Egyptian Christianity. Indeed, it might potentially be ttase that the Nag Hammadi codices represent a
collection of texts which were rejected for their togy, but which could not be destroyed because they
contained the name of God, or other sacred termthislfvere the case then we might suspect, as Roberts does
[pp.6f.], that the “institution of a morgue for sacred buvanted manuscripts was taken over from Judaism by
the early Church”. B.A. Pearson, ‘Earliest Christign(it986), pp.132-159.
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To be sure, this is a somewhat simplified structure ofnpidieGnostic’ origins, but in light

of the preceding discussion it at least seems aiplawschema; in particular, the composition
and later redaction dtugnostogboth likely in Alexandria, perhaps between the very late
first and early second centuries) testifies to theisfianisation of earlier ‘Jewish-Gnostic’
thought®®. It should be stressed, however, that as we have pedyicemarked in the first
box, the ‘development of certain speculative straiithimv ‘Jewish’ thought, which might
lead towards ‘dualism” need not necessarily implyiatna-Jewish development, nor that
those ‘Gnostics’ who themselves adopted this thought exisithin Judaism; it is quite
possible that prior to the adoption of such speculatisn‘Gnostic’ use, it had already
progressed beyond the acceptable bounds of Judaism, andereethis not the case, there is
perhaps little enough reason why non-Jews who nonethedéban interest in contemporary
currents of Judaic speculation (especially likely if thegre also associated with emergent
Christianity) might not make use of it. Nor, howeuaeed such speculation have necessarily
been heretical, although it may have sometimes develogédt direction; | think especially
here of the early second century Elisha ben Abuyanttorious Aer, whose apostasy from
the correct prescriptions of Judaism was likely dueStasumsa has convincingly argued, to
his having permitted his speculative thought regarding the qoestdee malunto develop in
the direction of a ‘Gnostic dualisi®. Such speculation could also remain, however,
somewhat within acceptable bounds: we have alreadyd rtbe Enochian and Watchers’
traditions, and their adaptation by certain ‘Gnosticsg are shall shortly have cause to
consider the related role of Merkabah speculation (edew, pp.171ff.). We might also
note, as Pearson has, the growth of apocalyptic (whighally influences the ‘Gnostic
Apocalypses’, especially texts likkpoc. Adarp as well as the ‘dualistic’ speculation of
Qumran*’. Of course, it should be stressed that the Qumrarisduas arguably closer to
an ‘ethical dualism’ than any demiurgic system, but the mamb point to emphasise here is
that all these thought streams testify to the prevaleficgpeculative contemplations and
motifs in the various strata of Judaism and Judaic thoaigtite time, thus suggesting the

existence of aeitgeistrich with the possibilities for ‘Gnostic’ developmafit

5 C f. B.A. Pearson, ‘Current Issues’ (2004), pp.11-81.

%46 G.G. Stroumsa, ‘Ber’ (1981), pp.808-818.

7 B.A. Pearson, ‘Jewish Apocalypticism to Gnosis’ (20Q%),146-163; Idem., ‘Jewish Sources’ (1984),
pp.443-481. C.f. G.G. Stroumgsother See1984), pp.18-34; B. Przybylslkap. cit, pp.56-70.

>*8 C.f. above, p.5, n.16.
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That being said, however, it is as well to remembat this all too often overly easy for
scholars viewing the situation from the future to ovéesthe case, and assume a wider
spread of ideas than may actually have existed. We hawvieysly observed the difficulties
inherent in reliably extrapolating a ‘Gnostic’ movemeintany significant size from extant
theosophical texts, and we might well apply a simitaveathere®®. It is worth noting that
all our extant ‘Judaic speculative’ texts arnctly prove is their own existence, and the fact
that someone thought them worth preserving (which, asave hoted in regard to Nag
Hammadi, need not necessarily imply that this persoeeagin any way with the textf. To

be sure, that this evidence exists might well give usoreble cause to suspect the existence
of azeitgeistof speculative thought within ‘Jewish’ communities & ttenturies surrounding
the turn of the millennium, but we should, however,aenaware that we cannot trylyove
the existence of that spirit, nor can we accurataymate the extent of its influence.
Nonetheless, as we have seen a background of Judaic specdtzes, on the basis of the
evidence, seem like perhaps the most plausible expan&ir the development of the
‘Gnostic’ impulse; we shall shortly return to considkis theory further, but it is probably
first worth noting that this hypothesis has emerged, @&pepost-Nag Hammadi, as the
predominant scholarly positidtt. We have already noted that a large number of schola
(e.g. Schenke, Pearson, Stroumsa, Scholem, Idel) lsocate sort of ‘Jewish’ or Judaic
speculation behind the ‘Gnostic’ evidence; to be surernalike theories have been
proposed, perhaps most prominently Adolf von Harnack’'s vawthe ‘Gnostics’ as
representing the “acute... hellenising of Christianity”, ahguments of Simone Pétrement for
a predominantly Christian origin, and more recentlydéfnce by Tuomas Rasimus, against
Schenke, of the thesis that the ‘Gnostics’ emergethstgdne backdrop of Christian-Platonic
readings of Genes&. As we shall see, however, | continue to remain coedraf the high
plausibility of a Judaic speculative background for the imsigof the extant ‘Gnostic’

evidence.

*%° See above, pp.24ff. C.f. P.S. Alexander, ‘Merkavah Mgsti@and Gnosticism’ (1984), pp.1-18.

50 Admittedly, the Qumran evidence does perhaps serve aswdmh of an exception in this situation: the
strong community dialectic evident in several of the Qamiexts (most obviously the ‘Community Rule’, 1QS)
rather indicates the existence of an active group, alusion also borne out by the adjacent archaeological
evidence at the Dead Sea site. It should, howevenpteal that the isolationist and exclusionary tenor of the
texts, combined with the physical geographical separafitimeir location, must lead one to doubt the extent to
which this community participated in the wider cultunadtrices. C.f. G. Vermefead Sea Scroll§2004),
pp.26-90.

1 C . E.M. Yamauchiop. cit, pp.143-162.

52 A. von HarnackHistory of Dogma(1958), esp. p.226; S. PétremehtSeparate Godle Dieu sépar
(1990); T. RasimusParadise Reconsidered in Gnostic Mythmak2@09).
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Now, the particular relevance of these observatien®ur thesis is that they raise the
possibility of explaining any potential similarities bewn ‘Gnostic’ and Kabbalistic thought
not by the direct descent of the latter from the fornert, rather by the hypothesis thett
least a part of the ultimate origins of both the ‘Gnostics’ and the Kabbadahrlithis turn of
the millennium Judaic speculative tradittdh An obvious advantage of this hypothesis over
the theory of the descent of Kabbalah from the ‘Gnoesis that it satisfactorily explainghy

a medieval Jewish tradition might adopt such ideas.h&ve frequently stressed that for the
most part Kabbalah (a term which, after all, signifieseived tradition) remainedithin the
normative Judaism of its day, and strove to expresd @sebeing in continuity with the
religious heritage of Jewish thought. As we noted irptdra6, in relation to the ‘Cathars’
and Kabbalah, despite the obvioc@veatsregarding the interposition of psychology into
history, nonetheless a theory which suggests that aiotedignovement adopted ideas
essentially alien to its heritage must necessarilya@xphe reasoning for such an action; that
the Kabbalah was explicitly not a ‘protest movement'sash therefore raises doubt as to
what reason there could be for it to adopt ‘Gnosti€as>*. This difficulty is, however,
greatly mitigated if one contends, as we shall, thatkabbalah was potentially drawing not
on ‘Gnostic’ speculation, but rather on an older, et$shity intra-Jewishstream of traditions,
such as the speculation of the Merkabah, the Hekhétetature, and th&hi’'ur Qomah
The fact that several centuries earlier the ‘Gnestiught also have drawn from the earliest
forms of these speculations can thus then be codstiughe context of the origins of the
Kabbalah, as essentially a largely irrelevant sideline ‘Gnostic’ evidence might therefore
potentially tell us something of the contents of thgezglative traditions, but this is perhaps
the whole extent of the ‘Gnostic’ relation to the chewal Kabbalah. It is thus to an
examination of the plausibility and likelihood of thispoghesis that | wish to devote our
attention in the remainder of this chapter, but let us basdly restate it, in diagrammatic
form. If we accept this argument, whereby one mightlsaanalogy that the Kabbalavas
related to the ‘Gnostics’, albeit as distant cousatbar than as direct progeny, then we might
perhaps combine our prior conclusions regarding the develaipai the Kabbalah with our
earlier diagram, which could potentially then be redrawthis way:

53 As we shall see (below, pp.178ft.), it was in fact thisitmn which Scholem eventually came to in his later
work Jewish Gnosticisr(lL965).
54 C.f. above, p.134.
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We shall expound presently on the particular implicatiohthis diagrammatic hypothesis,
but let us here note that it arguably presents a convincip@gr&tion to the curious fact,
which we observed in chapter 4, of the relatively highlle¥eorrespondence between the
Bahir and the ‘Gnostic’ texDn the Origin of the Worfd°>. When we also recall that the
relevantOrig. W. passages quite clearly evince indebtedness to Ezekiedriwgh may well
be given to consider the viability of the suggestion thaéragion ofOrig. W, or a related
source, might have survived into the medieval Occidemt, faom there influenced the
composition and redaction of tiBahir. Given our preceding discussions in this chapter, is
not a far more plausible theory that, in line with thbove diagram, there existed a
speculative tradition concerned with the reading of Eetekk{i.e. Merkabah speculation) and
that it was this which informed the text ©fig. W. (and its parallels iHyp. Arch), and was
subsequently transmitted in some form toBahir>®? The striking similarities between the
two texts then are explained not by any intrinsic conoeodf the two, and the frankly
puzzling idea of théahir adopting and altering this alien writing, in order to bringhdgre
within the limits of normative medieval Judaism, buheatby the fact that both draw upon
the same stream of tradition based upon a relativedgpaable ‘Jewish’ interpretation of
Ezekiel £°7.

Now, it must of course be stressed that the partidatan, content, or even existence of such
a vein of turn of the millennium ‘Judaic speculation’ iarsely definite, and is generally not
preserved in any of the extant contemporary evidencecaAshe seen in P.S. Alexander’s
insightful work, the existence of such a speculativadreontemporaneous with, or indeed
slightly earlier than, our ‘Gnostics’ must generddy inferred from the extant evidence of
earlier ‘Jewish’ apocalyptic texts and the later Hekialveraturé®®. As Alexander rightly
notes, the Merkabah (insofar as it is understood filwrHekhaloth literature) “can be seen
as an inner-Jewish development of pre-70 apocalyptic”, dpwvej ideas already present in
the earlier texts, albeit with a change in emphasisthat in contrast to apocalyptic, the
Merkabah is, as Alexander puts it, “more concerned wighwtorld above than the world to

come, with ouranology than eschatology”, a shiffoicus which is already apparent in late

5% See above, pp.78f.

56 C.f. B.A. Pearson, ‘Jewish Sources’ (1984), pp.443-481, esf64@67. See also the extensive treatment
of this ‘Gnostic’ text by Francis Fallon in his wofkie Enthronement of Sabadf978).

57 C.f. P.S. Alexander, ‘Merkavah Mysticism and Gnostiti(1984), pp.1-18.

8 |bid. On the dating of the Hekhaloth literature see belo¥4. C.f. also G. Scholerivajor Trends(1961),
pp.40-79.
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apocalyptic texts like th&pocalypse of Abrahamnd theAscension of Isaiaf’. To be sure,
the specific contents of Merkabah speculation in timee tiperiod with which we are
concerned must largely be read out of elements of the Hekhaloth texts (on which more
shall be said presently), but in light of our previous cemi® regarding the reflection in
rabbinic writings of earlier oral traditions, | sedlditreason to dispute the contention of
Scholem and others that the Hekhaloth literatureast lsn parts reflects, preserves, and in
some cases develops an earlier strain of ‘mystic’ dagan built around Ezekiel 1 and the
vision of the Merkabah, which is referred to (even & fpecific details are generally not) in
the Talmudic literatur®’. Indeed, the existence of such speculation is well shoythe
notable prohibitions made in the literature against tigag@ement of the wider religious
community with these ideas1.Meg.4:10 states that Ezekiel 1 may not be usedtradtarah
(i.e. a text for synagogue reading), dn&habb.80b tells of one who planned to publicly
speak on the Merkabah, only to be stung by a wasp arfth. dledeed, it seems that several
of the rabbis were greatly concerned that one who edduthie Merkabah without proper
preparation (i.e. a rigorous rabbinical religious and Kiada training) would be apt to
misunderstand it with dangerous consequences, and thus sopgéveént any without such a
background engaging wit?{t. Most intriguingly for our purposes though is the suggasti
that perhaps the most prevalent danger associated withmiproper contemplation of the
Merkabah was the possibility of a development into ‘dudliemthe positing of the highest
figure of the heavenly realms (I stress hiegare as opposed to the presence of the divine) as
something of a Demiurge. Of particular interest isghesage which we have previously
encountered referring to the “[flour [who] entered adgaf’ (i.e. engaged in ‘mystic ascent’),

*9p_ S, Alexander, ‘Merkavah Mysticism and Gnosticism’ (1994)1-18, esp. pp.9-12. C.f. in particular the
obvious influence of Palestinian apocalyptic and earlrch traditions on the Hekhaloth t&Enoch as well

as our previous observations (see above, pp.157ff.) regardingfthence of apocalyptic or apocalyptic-
inspired speculation on certain of our ‘Gnostic’ texts.e 8éso B.A. Pearson, ‘Jewish Apocalypticism to
Gnosis’ (2002), pp.146-163.

%0 G, ScholemJewish Gnosticisrf1965), pp.14-17. See also P.S. Alexander, ‘Hebrew Book atE1(1977),
pp.156-180; S. LiebermarMishnath Shir ha-Shirimwhich is given as Appendix D in Scholemlswish
Gnosticism(1965), pp.118-126. C.b.Hag. 11b-16a;y.Hag. ll, 77a.12ff. Note also that, as Alexander
highlights [Hebrew Book of Enoch’ (1977), pp.156-180, esp. pp.173&]Hekhaloth texts frequently claim to
embody the teachings of R. Ishmael and/or R. Akiba, bbttvhom can be linked to the teachings of R.
Yohanan ben Zakkai, to whom the Babylonian Talmud ascribgstical instruction lf.Hag. 13a/14b). Of
course, the veracity of such appeals to rabbinic authiwitgpen to doubt [c.f. G. Scholemajor Trends
(1961), pp.158ff. on the attribution of tA®harto R. Simeon bar Mai], but the important point to stress here
is the clear conviction of the authors and/or editdithe relevant Hekhaloth literature that they wereserving
older ‘mystic’ traditions. C.f. also N. DeutsdBnostic Imaginatior{1995), p.36.

%1 See P.S. Alexander, ‘Hebrew Book of Enoch’ (1977), pp.156-180.

62 E g.mHag. 2:1;b.Hag. 14a. C.f. Origen’s remarks in the prologue to®dnmentary on the Song of Songs
regarding the restrictions the rabbis place on théntegof Genesis 1 (i.e. insofar as it relates toNtaéaseh
Bereshi}, Ezekiel, and the Song of Songs.
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of whom the last two were Elisha ben Abuya (that is‘éneh-heretic’ Aer) and R. Akiba
(to whom, as we have seen, numerous Hekhaloth writingsataibutedj®>  Now, the
particular context of this account in tBabli is especially indicative, insofar as it occurs
following a number of prohibitions and warnings regarding tlaagers of Merkabah
speculationb.Hag. 13a relates the story of a young scholar who perceietrtstic’ work
and died, whilsb.Hag. 14a similarly recommends that the study of suchticadshould not
be attempted until one is at least fiftyy We then progress to this account of 14bff. which, as
we shall see, explicitly links Ker’s ‘mystic’ speculation with his apostasy, an apgstas
which, as we have noted above, seems likely to hava lgkmlistic’ or demiurgical in
naturé®. Aher is thus presented in this context, as Alexander putsisomeone “who
immersed himself in mystical speculation and landederesy”, and is thus “held up as a

566

warning to all®”. Indeed, the specific, and explicitly hostile, detafl®\her’s error, as given

in 15a, are particularly worth reproducing here:

“Aher saw that Metatron was given permission to sit aritewown the merits of Israel. He
[Aher] said: It is taught that in heaven there is no sitting;ivadry, no neck and no weariness.
Perhaps — God forbid! — there are two powers. Thereupon thegritbdMetatron and smote
him with sixty lashes of fire, saying, ‘Why did you not standwigen you saw him?’ Then
permission was granted to strike out the merits loérAand abath kol [heavenly voice, divine

pronouncement] went forth and said, ‘Return erring sons epexer!”>’

It seems likely then that it was indeetleX's mystic speculation that led him to a doctrine of
two powers, whilst the vehemence of the ‘orthodoxict®n to this thought (a hostility
directed against bothi®r and Metatron) clearly suggests that the writers \wiglely aware

of the very real danger that ‘mystical’ speculatiomldolead to ‘dualisnt® This should
not, perhaps, be surprising: we recall our observatiohapter 3 that the ‘mystic impulse’

%3 See above, n.56(.Hag. 14bff. C.f. G.G. Stroumsa, er’ (1981), pp.808-818; P.S. Alexander, ‘Hebrew
Book of Enoch’ (1977), pp.156-180; D. Arielp. cit, pp.26-28.

4 C f. P.S. Alexander, ‘Hebrew Book of Enoch’ (1977), pp.156-180.

%% See above, pp.46f. C.f. G.G. Stroumsa)eA (1981), pp.808-818. As Stroumsa notes, the application of
the namenX likely refers to a categorisation of him as ‘anothar”stranger’, in reference to his apostasy.
Intriguingly though, Stroumsa further raises the posgibihat 71X might be an equivalent of the Greek
aMoyevns, related to the ‘Sethian’ conception of beingsafpua etepov. One need not suppose that Elisha
became a ‘Gnostic’ but rather, as Stroumsa rightles)athat his demiurgical apostasy seemed to the rabbis
similar enough to that of the ‘Gnostics’ to ascribe sudesignation.

¢ p 5. Alexander, ‘Hebrew Book of Enoch’ (1977), pp.156-180.

%" Trans. P.S. Alexandelid., p.177.

%8 Stroumsa [Aer’ (1981), p.811] plausibly suggests that the very reasottrafision is preserved only in the
Babli might be due to Ber’'s apostasy having “left many scars and painful messamongst the Palestinian
sages”, so that it is not surprising that in the Jeemsakdaction of the Talmud they chose not to fully reé:tbe
details of his views; Babylonia, by contrast, was &trther remove from the events, and so recorded a fulle
form of the episode.
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often seeks to bridge the gap between the human andtithataly transcendent divine, and
we note that here such a task seems to be accontplisheontemplation stemming from
Ezekiel 1 and its depiction of intermediary heavenly ggumhich may then form a path of
sorts to the higher levefS. It is perhaps then understandable that many of the rafipig

be justly concerned with the danger that one who emlmarkbis path of speculation might
be tempted to view the highest of these intermediaryepewas a second God, as indeed
seems to have been the case witle . The same difficulty is also observable in the text
of 3 Enochwhich evidently preserves a number of traditions regartedigure of Enoch-
Metatron; as Alexander cogently argues, the text (wisictkearly a composite work) cannot
have been redacted any earlier than the late fifttucgnand possibly quite a bit later, but
likely contains at least some strata that reach lbadke older traditions reflected in the
Talmud’™. Of particular note for our purposes is that the presef various strata in this
text seemingly witnesses to the development of thecEiMetatron figure, from the
elevation of Enoch to the personhoel/ the lesser YHWH, the transfer of this figure’s
characteristics to the angel Metatron, and the separaf Metatron from the figure of
Michael; whilst a further examination of this developmematuld go somewhat beyond our
focus here, what is perhaps most noticeable is Alexanidientification of a final ‘orthodox
redaction’ to the text a3 Enoch including (in chapter 16) the later addition of a ‘humbling
of Metatron akin to that depicted n/ag. 158’2 As Alexander rightly observes, therefore,
it seems plausible that we witness here a contmuatf earlier Merkabah speculation, one
which is matched by a similarly continuing uneasiness daygrthe potential for such
speculation to stray towards heresy by virtue of itstemation and depiction of heavenly

powers.

In the context of the above discussion, therefdreloes not seem to me unreasonable to
propose the existence, around the turn of the millenradifast such a tradition of Merkabah

speculation as we have suggested, one which although algemthodox could potentially

%% See above, pp.48ff. As Alexander puts it ['Hebrew Book of Bh(977), p.175], “[t]he void left by God's
withdrawal to the heights of heaven is filled in thekHaloth texts with hosts of angels who mediate between
God and the world”.

>0 C f. also below, pp.198ff.

>l p.s. Alexander, ‘Hebrew Book of Enoch’ (1977), pp.156-180. S $cholem, Jewish Gnosticism
(1965), pp.1-8, 31-35] who dates the oldest of the Hekhaloth (tixetkesser Hekhalothnmr mboo) to a
redaction no earlier than the fourth century, with nobghe more complete texts being significantly latele
argues, however, that they nevertheless, in some,stratiin elements of much older traditions (although on
this see below). C.f. IdemMajor Trends(1961), pp.44-47.

"2 p.S. Alexander, ‘Hebrew Book of Enoch’ (1977), pp.156-180. G.fScholem Major Trends(1961),
pp.67-70; Idem.Jewish Gnosticisr(iL965), pp.41-55.
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lead towards a demiurgical ‘dualist’ position, a concetmctv is reflected both in the
numerous rabbinic cautions and prohibitions regarding such spenukss well as the extant
evidence regarding l#er, who seemingly did indeed turn towards this positiori.cdbrse,
the question then arises as to whether we are tohgeedsentially intra-Jewish tradition
(albeit a tradition thatould stray towards the fringes of acceptable Jewish orthgdasy
being influenced by the ‘Gnostics’, or rather as havinguérited them. The particular
relevance of this question to our thesis regarding thes@es’ and the Kabbalah will shortly
be expounded upon, insofar as we shall wish to examinéhermthe Hekhaloth literature
(which, as we have seen, seems to preserve and i@tlec Merkabah traditions) might have
served to inform th&ahir, and hence the Kabbalalf. this can be shown to be the case, then
we may indeed have potentially located a genetic link betwleen'Gnostics’ and the
Kabbalah; in the context, however, of the question awhether the ‘Gnostics’ had any
influenceupon the Kabbalah, the deciding point must then be depemgentthe relationship
between the ‘Gnostics’ and Merkabah speculation. oAlgfn we have already raised certain
elements of this question above (see pp.169ff.), it is psrhare worth restating it, again in

something of a diagrammatic form:

A B C
‘Merkabah ‘Gnostic ‘Merkabah
Mysticism’ thought’ Mysticism’

‘Gnostic ‘Merkabah ‘Gnostic
thought’ Mysticism’ thought’

Later Hekhaloth an&hi'ur
Qomahspeculation.

If then, following our examination above, we acceptgremise that the Hekhaloth literature
contains, at least in part, elements of an older spBeailtradition, then we must ask which
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tradition(s) it descends from. The above diagrawof isourse rather more homogenous than
was likely the actual situation (as can be seen by a c@uopawith the previous diagram on
p.170), but it merely serves here to illustrate certaisipdsies in relation to the traditions
behind the Hekhaloth literature namely that eithgrMerkabah speculation influenced the
‘Gnostics’ (obviously here, for the sake of clarityexflanation, both these terms are treated
rather broadly), and they in turn influenced the Hekhatletks;B) that the ‘Gnostics’ in fact
influenced the Merkabah traditions, which then fed itk Hekhaloth literature; d€) that
the Merkabah directly influencdabth the ‘Gnostics’ and the Hekhaloth, the latter twohea
developing independently of each offiér Now, it already seems that opti@nis perhaps
the most intrinsically attractive premise, as it does presuppose any deviation in the chain
of transmission beyond the bounds of Jewish orthodoxyeldborate, there does not seem to
me to exist any evidence in our earlier analysis of Makatekhaloth speculation to
suggest that we are dealing with anything other than anJatwésh tradition, one which
evinces links to Talmudic esotericism, and which is allssws to cause a certain amount of
reticence and caution on the part of orthodox writiesss to its possible development towards
heresy. This point then is worth restating: what \&@eehhitherto seen is merely a concern
that this vein of speculatiomight lead an unwary one towards heresy, not that it isseifit
intrinsically heretical; indeed, the orthodox cautionaaerning this speculation, the virulent
critique of Aher and ‘humbling’ of Metatron, and the more orthodaaction of3 Enochall
seem to point to an acceptance of this speculativegtiiper se provided that proper limits
were set to prevent it straying into heresy. Thecllgjuestion then, of course, is why such
pains would be taken to establish these limits for dittom that was already considered
beyond the pale of orthodox Judaism? The obvious andweuwse is that this would not be
done: one does not generally seek to prevent something gassgy outside a boundary
unless that thing is currently within the boundary. linsgetherefore, reasonable to contend,

73 Again, | stress that this rather homogenous construigiapplied here simply to afford a certain clarity to
the current argumentation. The variety of ‘Gnosti@uht streams and systems has of course already been
much discussed in this thesis. Similarly, we have dyremted that a reconstruction of Merkabah speculation
essentially rests on the evidence of later (primardymudic and Hekhaloth) sources, and that it is open to
debate how far back we can date the speculation refldaeein. If Merkabah thought cannot thus necessarily
be shown to pre-date the early ‘Gnostics’, it miglentibe more accurate to speak of an older Judaic speculative
tradition which influences both the Merkabah and theo'&igs’, as is reflected in the diagram on p.170, above.
For our purposes here, however, such a debate is scasseintial; we are more concerned with the quesfion o
whether a speculative tradition largely within the bouafddewish orthodoxy could ever have been influenced
by ‘Gnostic’ thought. We can thus reasonably here ajygydesignation ‘Merkabah’ to such a hypothesised
speculative tradition, so far as it is understood ttiatterm is used largely for the sake of conveniefoteyant

of a more suitable designation for any ‘pre-Christian dgprakent of certain speculative strains within ‘Jewish’
thought, whichmight lead towards ‘dualism”. C.f. P.S. Alexander, ‘Merkavsllysticism and Gnosticism’
(1984), pp.1-18.
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as Scholem did, that the Merkabah was always withiepeble Jewish (or at the most
extreme ‘Jewish’) orthodox bounds; were one to develauiside those bounds, then it
would essentially cease (in the eyes of the orthotioke Merkabah speculation, and would
instead be simply another hergdy Now, as we have already quite clearly seen, the
‘Gnostic’ systems generally breach this boundary, dftequite extreme ways, and thus from
the point of view of an orthodox Jew are quite clehdyetical. Therefore, should one wish
to speak of the ‘Gnostic’ influence on either the Medda or the Hekhaloth speculation, it
must be answeredhy a clearly heretical tradition would essentially be addpshorn of its
heresy, and defended as orthodox. As we observed earliefation to the use of haggadic
motifs in the ‘Gnostic’ texts, it is surely more logl to suppose that the chain of
transmission ran in the opposite direction; that isap that the ‘Gnostic’ systems represent
not an influence on Merkabah-Hekhaloth speculationrdiber as the rabbis feared, and as is
the recorded case withhar, they represent a development of an essentiallyodox
speculative tradition to heretical extrert@s

To restate this point then, the three potential metloddsansmission outlined above can, it
seems, perhaps be best essentially defined in relatidhefr status as regards acceptable
orthodox standards within the Judaism of their time.sé&h, therefore, methoAl suggests
that an orthodox speculative tradition diverged intad&tic’ heresy, and that this heresy was
then subsequently brought back into the relatively aidikdHekhaloth literature. Methdsl
proposes that an originally heretical ‘Gnostic’ spatiué thought stream was basically
‘Judaised’, and developed into an orthodox Merkabah-Hekh#ladlition. By contrast then,
methodC, which must surely emerge in light of the above disousas the most logically
plausible, supposes a continual development of intra-desgeculative thought operating
within the bounds of orthodoxy from the Merkabah to Haihaloth; that one early offshoot
of this tradition was developed into a heretical ‘Gdstheosophy is thus largely an
incidental occurrence, with little real impact on thenaéning and continuing orthodox

speculative tradition (aparperhaps from contributing to the rabbinic cautions about the

" G. ScholemJewish Gnosticisrfi1965), p.10: “The texts of Merkabah mysticism that revéar come to our
knowledge also display what | have called an orthodox Jeersfency, and are in no way heretical. By this |
mean that although they do expound some ideas of a highlycedysharacter, these texts adhere strictly to
monotheistic concepts... [tlhese mystical aspectwelier, do not detract from the basic fact that tteelttgy
presented, or rather implied, here does not conflitt thie biblical concept of God...”. C.f. N. Deutsobp, cit,
pp.18-55.

>> C.f. also P.S. Alexander, ‘Merkavah Mysticism and Gioissh’ (1984), pp.1-18, which similarly concludes
that it is highly implausible that the ‘Gnostics’ could/banfluenced any orthodox Jewish tradition.
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dangers of this speculation). Both logically and, ashawe seen, on the basis of the extant
evidence, metho@ thus seems perhaps the most plausible mode of devalbpme

Now, we shall return to this debate shortly, especialbpfar as it impacts on the question of
‘Gnostic’-Kabbalistic filiation, but it is here wortHirst saying something regarding
Scholem’s assessment of the situation and his approdlch above methods of transmission,
especially as regards his identification of potentialilaities between the ‘Gnostic’ and the
Hekhaloth texts. An important point to note, howewerthis context, is the variation in
Scholem’s thought between phenomenological and histoapproaches; in particular,
Nathaniel Deutsch in his excellent comprehensive suofeycholem’s work, entitled he
Gnostic Imagination: Gnosticism, Mandaeism, and Merkabah Mystitiamhighlighted that
Scholem variously adduces both phenomenological and ib&togxplanations for the
parallels he perceives between ‘Gnostic’ thought, Merkalpsicudation, and indeed the
KabbalaR’® Indeed, it is clearly noticeable that Scholem typicdreats the term
‘Gnosticism’ as more an indicator of a particuigposof thought than as an indicator of a
particular group or groups; the obvious example would of ssouve his persistent
identification of Merkabah speculation as a type J@wish Gnosticism” (the title which he
gave to perhaps his most comprehensive treatment of thec§t/j It should of course be
stressed that Scholem was largely writing before theaudtation of the Messina definition
(which proposed the limitation of the term ‘Gnosticigmonly those specific second century
currents which might be called ‘Gnostic’ in a typoladisense), and he generally seems to
view the terms ‘Gnostic’ and ‘Gnosticism’ as largejn@nymous markers of a particular
phenomenological typ&. To be sure, as we have already observed somewbhajner 3,
one might even argue that Scholem did not draw too gredistinction between his
phenomenological categories of ‘Gnosticism’ and ‘noysitn’, and in fact states that he finds
the former to be a “convenient term for the religioasvement that proclaimed a mystical
esotericism for the elect based on illumination andaitwuisition of a higher knowledge of

things heavenly and diving®. Perhaps in fact the best statement on Scholem’s

>’ N, Deutschpp. cit, pp.9-17.

"7 |bid., pp.18-55, esp. pp.24-31. As Deutsch puts it [p.24], “[s]uctoadbunderstanding may have allowed
Scholem to describe Merkabah mysticism as a form mds@icism without being unduly disturbed by the
significant differences between the two movements. iBbias also frustrated many scholars interested in
differentiating between “Gnosticism” as a particular drisal movement, “Gnostic” as a specific type of
religiousity [sic], and ‘esotericism”dgic] as a particular religious category”.

>’8 C f. R. McL. Wilson, ‘The Messina Definition’ (1994)p.539-551.

°"® G. Scholem,Jewish Gnosticisn{1965), p.1. C.f. above, pp.48ff. and N. Deutsm, cit, pp.13-36, esp.
pp.30-35; J. DanJewish Mysticisn1998), pp.ix-xlviii. See also G.G. Stroumsaother Seed1984), pp.3-5.
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phenomenological approaeiz. ‘Gnosticism’ is to be found in a comment in Ksigins of
the Kabbalahwhere he rather explicitly asserts that:

“[t]he discussion as to what exactly is to be understootybgsis” has gained in prominence in
scholarly literature and at conferences during the lasiddsc There is a tendency to exclude
phenomena that until 1930 were designated gnostic by everyonene Tiodoes not seem to
matter greatly whether phenomena previously called gnostio@avedesignated as “esoteric,”
and | for one cannot see the use or value of the newlgdunted distinctions (for example,
gnosis—Gnosticism and the likef®

Of course, the definitional work which has permeatedttigsis (especially in the first two
chapters) cannot really allow us to agree with Schadenthis point, and nor to my mind
should it; what is particularly important to emphasisre, however, is that in general
Scholem’s usage and application of the terms ‘Gnoatid’ ‘Gnosticism’ must be understood
within the context of his phenomenology, and should natfbee necessarily be taken to
imply anything of a historical relationship. To elucidag;holem’s identification of
Merkabah speculation as “Jewish Gnosticismight within the definitional framework
established in this thesis, cause us to suspect that hegas/asdistorical framework akin to
methodB, wherein ‘Gnostic’ thought (which we understand in therenspecific sense) is
seen to directly influence the development of Jewpstslation. The fact is, however, that
as we have noted Scholem generally applies this terdestish Gnosticism” primarily in a
solely phenomenological sense of typological sintyar Historically speaking, he more
usually seems to advance an approach closer to methoalsC, in which essentially
orthodox Merkabah speculation is seen to influence thelalement of our ‘Gnostics’, rather
thanvice versaas such, we may therefore wish to speak in this thiesishe sake of clarity,
not of the Merkabah as a type of “Jewish Gnosticidiat,rather, in a way that perhaps better
reflects the historical chain of transmission, to speakur ‘Gnostic’ theosophies as a type of
‘GnosticisedJewish speculatiorf™.

%80 G ScholemQrigins (1990), p.21, n.24.

81 C . G. ScholemJewish Gnosticisrfl965), pp.33-42, 48f., 65-74. Indeed, in reference to Jewish spezula
ideas, Scholem is quite clear [p.72] that “Gnostics [bycine this time means the second century groups]
frequently borrowed such material and deliberately chaitgedVe might also note that in this context that in
Major TrendsJoriginally published 1941] (1961),p.65, Scholem argues #miur Qomahspeculation likely
originated amongst ‘heretical mystic’ groups (and he hergiames Markos, on which see below, pp.183f.), and
only subsequently “blended” with the orthodox speculaticthefMerkabah, which he refers to as “that form of
Jewish Gnosticism [as he defines this term] whictdtt@remain true to the Halakhic tradition”. In hiteta
work On The Mystical Shape of the Godhdadginally published 1976] (1991), pp.34f., he however refuted
this position, concluding instead that t&&i'ur Qomahmust have originated within orthodox Merkabah
speculation, arguing that there could be “no doubt that theetsof these speculations were at the very center
[siq] of rabbinic Judaism in tannaitic and talmudic times”f. 8. Deutschpp. cit, pp.40f.
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Now, when we take these observations in conjunctioh witr examination of Scholem’s
hypothesised parallels between the ‘Gnostics’ andB#iar, which we examined in chapter
4, it should be evident that Scholem’s primary mode odnemation seems to be
phenomenological; that is to say that he generally sliawmnections between his sources on
the basis of what he perceives as structural, typolpgicadeological similarities between
them. Of course, such a method of phenomenologicapanson need not necessarily be
taken to imply a historical connection; as we have direaoted repeatedly, a mere
resemblance between two motifs does not in itself peswehing®.  Nor should | wish to
claim that Scholem inevitably draws such conclusionsvesaw, for example, in chapter 5
(in relation to the Lurianic Kabbalah) and in chapter &¢liation to the ‘Cathars’), Scholem
in both these cases concludes that the potential paralldth might be adduced between
these systems are best explained as having developed elglatidependently of each
other®3, On the other hand, however, as we saw extensivethapter 4, in some issues
especially as regards the bod¥ahir, Scholem remains certain that the essentially
phenomenological parallels which he adduces must indib&teptesence of a historical
connectior®®. We can see, therefore, that Scholem’s positianquestions of historical
filiation is scarcely dogmatically rigid (which must slyr be counted as a positive), and he is
willing to envisage a complex situation regarding potentiablfeds between different
systems. Indeed, it is perhaps here most straighaforio elucidate Scholem’s position

through the, admittedly by necessity, somewhat extense®f his own words:

“Are these images, with which the Kabbalists describest#ueet world and hidden life of the
Godhead, indigenously Jewish, or do they spring from an older héritipee the situation is
highly complex. Some of these symbols show a definite affinitplder material, but it is
difficult to say for sure how much was actually borrowe&uffice it to say thaenuous as the
threads connecting the oldest Kabbalistic tradition with gnostic t@dithay be, | am convinced
that they existed On the other hand, certain arguments might be addecadcbunt for the
presence of gnostic themes in Kabbalism, not so much by b&toantact as by a parallelism of
psychological and structural development, which would seene piausible in the twelfth and
thirteenth centuries than direct historical influenc&or even the Catharist heretics were
relatively free from the gnostic elements in Manichaessrd largely unfamiliar with them. In
the light of prolonged investigations on the subject, | fedified in saying that apart from
certain basic features whose importance | do not wighitdmize the gnosis of the Kabbalah
developed independently from withinThere is no need to choose between a historical and a
psychological explanation of the origin of the Kabbalah; both elements playad. aPrecisely
those Kabbalistic systems that are most gnostic in cterahose for example of t@®harand

of Isaac Luria, can be fully explained as developing frdthim; on Jewish foundations®

*82 See also below, pp.193ff.

*83 See above, pp.92ff., 113f.

%84 C f. above, pp.66ff.

°85 G, Scholem@n the Kabbalal{1969), pp.97f. Emphasis added. C.f. N. Deutsphgit, pp.10-17.
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Certainly there is much to attract one to Scholengsvppint, which emerges as a balanced
consideration of the evidence, with an acceptance oftbstibrical and psychological factors
as being active in producing phenomenological parallelsdsetwhe medieval Kabbalah and
the second century ‘Gnostics’. That being said, howegewe have stressed throughout this
thesis, Scholem’s position still remains for me sohe#winconvincing, and ultimately overly
hypothetical. As regards the role of psychologicaldestn his argumentation, we have
already noted certaitaveatsegarding such an approach; for the moment, howevars lset
this sphere of inquiry aside, as we shall again retunh neore fully in the next chapter.
Rather, for the remainder of the present chapter | wsh to focus upon the historical
potentiality of Scholem’s view for although, like him,drae that “the threads connecting the
oldest Kabbalistic tradition with gnostic tradition’eatenuous, as we have already to some
extent noted | am not, on the basis of the availabidence, truly “convinced that they
existed”. Let us then examine Scholem’s thesis of histbconnection on the basis of two
points, which we have already to some extent examinadelga(i) the phenomenological
comparison of potential parallels and (ii), the poss$ybiif constructing a reliable chain of

historical transmission.

It is perhaps then at this point worth restating our preshoestablished methodologyiz.
that a logical method by which to proceed is to assume in the first instduateal
correspondences identified are essentially coincidental, dismisssgsbumptiolnly if we
can identify a high level of exactness in our comparisons (such as waoddrrpure
coincidence relatively improbable) and/or establish a secure chairap$nrission between
two sources, a chain which renders the transmission of ideas not omsliplpdsut indeed
probable As we saw above, the parallels which Scholem addeteseen th&ahir and the
‘Gnostic’ evidence do not seem, in context, to be anysvhear exact enough to justify an
priori assumption of the existence of a historical connectao it is thus necessary to
attempt to adduce reliable evidence that would link the skecentury ‘Gnostics’ to the
medieval Kabbalafi®. As we have already occasionally suggested, the Hetkhiitlerature
might potentially provide an early step in the establishmesuoh a chain. We shall return
to this possibility shortly, but first we must revisit @rlier discussion, namely that regarding
our three methods of transmissioh, B, and C; for before we can discuss whether the

Hekhaloth literature could have had a historical influesrt¢he Kabbalah, we must of course

8¢ See chapters 4 and 5, above.
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first, in relation to the primary purpose of our thesgisestion whether the ‘Gnostics’ could
have had any historical influence on the Hekhaloth litegatur

As we have previously highlighted, | do not generally belihat a chain of transmission
from the ‘Gnostic’ thought streanmewards either or both of the Merkabah or Hekhaloth
speculations is wholly plausible: that is to sayndfboth method# andB unconvincing in
comparison taC. As we have argued above, the essential orthodoMedfabah-Hekhaloth
speculation must engender a certain amount of sceptassto whether they were likely to
interact with, and more importantly adopt mofism, any of the blatantly heretical ‘Gnostic’
system3®’. As we have seen, this position agrees to a cestdant with Scholem’s later
work, insofar as he there generally envisages thetaireof transmission running from the
Merkabah speculatiorts the ‘Gnostic’ systems; on the one hand, therefomajght thus be
argued that Scholem’s later work supposes that the ‘Ghpstiallels which he identifies in
the Kabbalah are to be explained by the fact that Hmh'Gnostics’ and the Kabbalah
essentially drew upon the same vein of Merkabah speaulati@ther words, the ‘Gnostics’
did not historically influence the Kabbalah, rather baoirely happened to share in the same
older influencé®®. Such an assessment of Scholem’s position wouldehenvonly be half
correct, as in truth it seems to me that his propobkath ®f development is in fact closer to
methodA. That is to say that whilst, as we have seen, hethgpised that Merkabah
speculation influenced the development of certain ‘Gnogt&as, it wasnot these ideas
which were transmitted to the Kabbalah; this would of seure unnecessary, because the
essential Jewish basis for these ideas alreadyedxigthin the orthodox tradition, so their
adoption from ‘Gnostic’ circles would be pointlessatker, Scholem contended that it was
precisely those elements in ‘Gnostic’ thought thatemat Jewish in origin that were adopted
into the oldest strata of the Hekhaloth literaturethe process being ‘de-Gnosticised’ and
instead ‘Judaised’, thereby making them amenable to orxhdutbaism, with the result that
they were preserved in the esoteric literature of Jogaasd eventually transmitted to the
KabbalaR®®. There is, admittedly, a certain advantage ingpfgere of inquiry, in that we are
to a greater or lesser extent able to readily accetsiceelements of historical transmission
as highly plausible; which is to say that, as Alexamges (albeit with a few reasonable

87 See above, pp.174ff. C.f. P.S. Alexander, ‘Merkavah Mgsti@and Gnosticism’ (1984), pp.1-18.

%88 C f. above, pp.179, esp. n.581.

8% See, for example, G. Schole@rigins (1990), pp.41-48, 68-96, 119-123, 193f; Idedewish Gnosticism
(1965), pp.32-44, 50f.,, 65-74. C.f. N. Deutsoh, cit, pp.6-12, 15-17; M. Idel, ‘Hadash Asur Min Ha-Torah’,
Zion 54 (1989), pp.223-40.
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caveat$, the relative chronological and geographical proximiyween our ‘Gnostics’ and
those Jewish speculative traditions which we have dyreaen to be likely to have fed into
the Hekhaloth literature makes the possibility of hisaditransmission between the two quite
possible, thus placing us already on a surer footing Whiman examination of ‘Gnostic’-
Kabbalistic historical transmissiofi. To be sure, we have already expressed scepticism
regarding the historical possibility of ‘Gnostic’ idehsing transmitted to the Merkabah-
Hekhaloth tradition, but this objection must of coursesbeaside briefly, since were one to
identify a non-Jewish ‘Gnostic’ idea within the Hekhalditerature, then one would of
course have to re-evaluate this sceptical positionthdrfirst instance, therefore, let us here
examine the outworking of Scholem’s position on a phemotogical basis, in order to
ascertain whether the parallels he adduces are siemtargh as to justify a modification of
this scepticism. This we shall do through the illusteaBxamination of two examples, each
of which represents to Scholem a different streara: gheculation of th&hi'ur Qomah
which to Scholem reflects an orthodox Merkabah trawlititilised by the ‘Gnostics’, and the
Pleroma, which he sees as a thoroughly non-Jewish conceevigient in the ‘Gnostic’
literature, which is conveyed to the Hekhaloth, ‘Judaisaal from there transmitted to the
Kabbalah.

In the first instance, as we have already seen Schiaws attention to the speculations of
the ‘Valentinian’ Markos, recorded in Irenaedaer. 1.14-16, and the potential parallels of
Markos'’s speculations on the divine form to 8t&’'ur QomaR®. Of particular interest here
though is the fact that, as we previously saw, Scholeantaslly concludes in his later work
that the likely chain of transmission rémom the Shi'ur Qomah and that the evidence of
Markos thus represents a ‘Gnostic’ adoption of Merkabakkidloth thought. Whilst, on the
basis of our preceding discussions, there seems Btilson to doubt a transmission in this
direction, | admittedly retain some scepticism, asque established methodology, regarding
the potential for drawing such a conclusion on the lmdisis evidence. Firstly, as Stroumsa
highlights, it must be noted that speculation on theilypofdrm(s) of the divine was
particularly ubiquitous in Antiquity, although to be sure tfystem of Markos arguably

*0p 5 Alexander, ‘Merkavah Mysticism and Gnosticish984), pp.1-18.

91 See above, pp.47f., 179. G. Scholéewish Gnosticisnil965), pp.36-42; IdenMajor Trends(1961),p.65
andOn The Mystical Shape of the Godh€a@91), pp.34f. The parallel was of course first noted/loges
Gaster, ['Das Shiur KomahMonatsschrift fir die Geschichte und Wissenschaft des Judentkxixgl!
(1893), pp.179-185] and has to a greater or lesser extent beentsdgpomost subsequent scholars. C.f. the
brief survey in N. Deutschp. cit, pp.90-94. See also G.G. Stroumsa, “Form(s) of God’ (13§8269-88.
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presents by far the closest parallel to $i#'ur QomaR®% It should, however, be stressed
that the closeness of this parallel remains only divel@ne; in particular, the obvious fact
that Markos’s speculations are built around Gredlerdgtwould suggest that his system was
originally composed in Greek, and thus perhaps at bestrmisesnly potential evidence of a
usage of theonceptof theShi'ur Qomakh rather than any source dependence; by contrast, let
us recall the evidence set out on p.163, above, whererdraadc and/or Hebrew origins of
certain elements in the Nag Hammadi texts areestilent, even in spite of these texts being
Coptic translations of Greek originds Finally, it is also worth observing that this eviden

is preserved only in secondary heresiology, and only irtiesaldo one specific figure,
Markos; if we also recall our earlier conclusions regaydhe likely individualised nature of
the thought of most ‘Valentinian’ figures, then we maylwaesh to be wary about inferring
too much regarding the general schema of ‘Gnostic’ iotema with the Merkabah-
Hekhaloth speculations on the basis of this one exaiiple

The above being said, however, | should not of coursé wasnecessarily dismiss the
possibility of a relationship betwe&mhi’'ur Qomahspeculation and Markos; rather, | prefer to
reserve judgement on this matter since, for the purpdsesrdhesis, it arguably becomes
rather irrelevant. That is to say that even if Mark@ere shown to have been directly
influenced by theshi'ur Qomah such an observation would, given the focus of this thesis,
ultimately stand as little more thamotherexample of the ‘Jewish’ background of ‘Gnostic’
speculations, such as we have previously outlined irctiapter, an observation which thus
still conforms with methodC, and does not therefore suggest anything in conflict with our
position up to this pointyiz. that the direction of influence only ever flowgwm Jewish
speculative thoughb the ‘Gnostics’. As such, therefore, of far greatgeriest to us here is
Scholem’s suggestion that the throne world of the Hekihdierature, which is eventually
conveyed to the Kabbalah, in fact represents a ‘Judaisihghe originally non-Jewish

595
a .

‘Gnostic’ concept of the Bilom Unfortunately, however, Scholem’s view on this point

cannot, it seems to me, be acclaimed as convincing: inirgtepface, as we have already

92 G,G. Stroumsa, ‘Form(s) of God’ (1983), pp.269-88.

93 See especially Irenaeusaer., 1.14.2-9. Interestingly, Scholer®figins (1990), pp.28-32] also attempts to
link Neo-Pythagorean thought to later speculations coimggpitheSefirot Arguably, however, this hypothesis
of Scholem’s is, on the basis of the evidence he ptgsscarcely more definite than his arguments regarding
‘Gnostic’ influence; furthermore, he in any casel stilspects the presence of ‘Jewish’ thougéhindthese
Neo-Pythagorean conceptions. C.f. P. Kingsbgy,cit, pp.317-334. See also below, pp.195, n.625.

%94 See above, pp.28ff.

9% G. ScholemQrigins (1990), pp.22f, 68fMajor Trends(1961), pp.43f, 73-75.
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noted, there exists always the difficulty with suchhypothesis of explainingvhy an
essentially ‘orthodox’ Jewish tradition would adopt essentially ‘alien’ concept; we have
repeatedly stressed that such a direction of trangmigssnerges as far less plausible than any
‘Gnostic’ adoption of ‘Jewish’ elements. Furthermaae,Deutsch rightly notes, Scholem’s
parallel constructions of the throne world and therddha is at least in part inaccurately
based on his identification of not only aeons, but atsbams, as residing in the heavenly
Pleroma; this is of course a fundamentally un-‘Gnostich@gption (so to speak), as in
general in ‘Gnostic’ theosophies the archons are at ssanewhat malevolent, and exist both

below, and in opposition to, the world of the@ma®.

To be sure, Scholem is right in
observing that both the @#éma and the throne world of the Merkabah represent aihigh
divine world, populated by a number of entities, but suchce&cegly an unubiquitous
concept’’. Moreover, it is worth noting that whereas the divinerlds of the ‘Gnostic’
systems are generally populated by abstract entitiegnaeption whichperhapsowes
something to Platonic and Middle-Platonic thought, thekislleah-Hekhaloth traditions are
evidently far more influenced by ‘royal’ imagery (as cated by the very terminology of
‘thrones’ and ‘palaces’), and potentially reflect mthe idea of a divine codff. Indeed, as
we have already noted, it is surely far more plausiksee the throne world of the Merkabah
as developed from intra-Jewish speculation on Ezekielhan as a ‘Judaisation’ of an
essentially ‘alien’ Riroma; we might also recall here our earlier obserunatieegarding the
likely indebtedness of passages frdbmg. W. to Ezekiel 1, or a related speculative
traditior?®.  That the heavenly world depicted in these particpésages corresponds far
more closely to the Merkabah throne world than doesrtiee common ‘Gnostic’ motif of
the Péroma must again suggest, as we noted above, that the prolp&stson of influence
ran in the opposite direction to that which Scholenppsed®. Thus, as Deutsch rightly
concludes, whilst the &bma of various ‘Gnostic’ thought streams and the thnwadd of

96 N. Deutschpp. cit, pp.68-75. C.f. G. ScholerMajor Trends(1961), p.44. Arguably, Scholem also makes
a similar error in his treatment of tB&hir, when he links this text with ‘Gnostic’ sources paltjytranslating
the heavenlg’  in theBahir as ‘archons’. C.f. pp.64ff., above, and pp.189f., below.

%97 See especially our observations on pp.87f. above,.&ind Z. Smith, ‘Here, There’ (2004), pp.323-339. C.f.
also M. Idel, ‘The Problem of the Sources of the BalmrJ. Dan (ed.)Proceedings of the Second International
Conference on the History of Jewish Mysticism: The Beginnindswagh Mysticism in Medieval Eurofe
Jerusalem Studies in Jewish Thought VI, 3-4] (Jerusaléra:Jewish National and University Library, 1987),
pp.55-72, on the interesting idea that the origin of teePla may in fact lie irBhi'ur Qomahusage ok 7.

98 C f. B.A. Pearson, ‘Gnosticism as Platonism’ (2006)148-164; P.S. Alexander, ‘Merkavah Mysticism and
Gnosticism’ (1984), pp.1-18.

*%° See above, pp.171ff.

9% As Deutsch ¢p. cit, p.73] succinctly summarises it, “these Gnostic passagesheavily indebted to
traditional Merkabah imagery. So much so, that éytlwvere severed from their Gnostic context, they would
read very much like ‘orthodox’ Merkabah descriptions”.
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the Merkabah-Hekhaloth texts do both “represent the divesm...[, tlheir extremely
different natures and origins, however, make this gempanalllel much less significant than
Scholem proposef®. Indeed, it is perhaps worth noting here that thelendge hitherto
examined arguably demonstrates that once the ‘Gnostigtit streams had decisively
separated from their ‘Jewish’ origins it seems highly uhjikbat they then subsequently
developed a level of rapprochement (so to speak) with slagdauch as would permit the
direct influence of uniquely ‘Gnostic’ concepts upon the parelidiom. Rather, as we have
seen, the chain of influence seems to generally flolysin the one direction, and such
influence as the ‘Gnosticshight have had upon orthodox forms of Judaism can be properly
spoken of only in a negative conception, insofar as oothagwsmay have deliberately
reacted against contemporary ‘Gnosfits’

In light of the above discussions then, it seemsn#o that two conclusions can, with a
reasonable degree of certainty be drawn. Firstlypa@th we might wish to leave open the
guestion of whether Markos did in fact draw upon elemen8&hour Qomahspeculation, we
can still reasonably conclude, on the basis of theetntof our observations in this chapter,
that the likelihood of a variety of Jewish and Jud&nents being adopted and utilised by
‘Gnostics’ remains high, and that in fact it may evenpbausible to suppose that it was
certain of these Jewish speculative traditions, esihpetimse which could potentially have
developed towards a demiurgical ‘dualism’, which provided thggral impulse and point of
origin for the development of the ‘Gnostic’ syst&fis For the purposes of our primary aim
in this thesis, however, this observation must unfortiyn#egely remain irrelevant. Since,
as we have seen in the preceding chapters, an intrahJelaasm of transmission seems the
most plausible (or indeed perhaps tmy plausible) conduit for these second century motifs
to have been conducted to the medieval Kabbalah, tigandiess of whether or not certain

€01 N, Deutschpp. cit, p.72.

602 C ., for example, R. Gershenzon and E. Slomayic,cit, pp.1-41. This is not the place to delve into the
contentious textual and hermeneutical debates regardingittket ha-minim but see W. Horbury, ‘The
Benediction of the Minim’ (1982), pp.19-61, for a balanesdessment of the relevant evidence. An obvious
analogy to our situation here is, of course, the mrdikvelopment of early ‘orthodox’ Christianity which,
following its separation from the parent religion, doesapgear to have directly influenced Jewish thought or
practice: rather its influence is felt only in oppasitl or reactionary forms. C.f. G. Strecker ,'Jéwis
Christianity’ (1972), pp.241-285; J.E. Taylor, ‘Early Jewishi§tfanity’ (1990), pp.313-334. See also F.
Talmage, ‘Hebrew Polemical Treatise’ (1967), pp.323-348, @n cibntinuance of this situation into the
medieval era. Indeed, probably the most prominerarnte of direct Christian influence upon Judaism of
which | am aware would be the developments of refordasis in the Enlightenment, specifically the gradual
codification of the rabbinate into an ordained orden @o the priesthood, and the increasing introduction of
homiletic preaching into synagogue services.

€93 See above, pp.172ff.
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ideas were developed beyond the bounds of acceptable Jexthgitoxy into ‘Gnostic’
heresy, what is strictly relevant to our inquiry islyothe existence of such elememighin
this Jewish tradition, as only motifs contained withia brthodox boundaries could plausibly
have been transmitted by that route to the Kabbaldhfortunately then, as we have seen
paceScholem, the most reasonable position still seenhe tone of scepticism regarding the
possibility that the ideas of noticeably heretical ‘G systems would have been adopted
into an orthodox vein of Jewish speculation. We haoted that the phenomenological
methodology by which Scholem adduces the presence ofewish] ‘Gnostic’ thought
within the Hekhaloth evidence does not generally, inexdnproduce a close enough parallel
to override this sceptical position, nor does the evieericich we have previously adduced
give any indication that the adoption of ‘Gnostic’ ideiaso the Merkabah-Hekhaloth
tradition would have been likél}. It seems, therefore, that the most logical exatian for
‘Gnostic’-Merkabah-Hekhaloth filiation thus remains asethod C (of course taken in
conjunction with the diagrammatic argument on p.170). t Thao say that although the
‘Gnostics’ may well have emerged from a background of Jusfsculation, it seems highly

unlikely then that any unique element of their systems suiesely re-entered that tradition.

As a final point in this chapter then, | should now likebriefly consider the possibility that
the Hekhaloth texts might form a secure historicalrcb&transmission to the Kabbalah. Of
course, for the purpose of our argument this question noantes largely incidental, since if
‘Gnostic’ ideas were not, as we have seen, likely asehbeen present in the Hekhaloth
literature, then the question of whether or not it wassmitted to the Kabbalah can prove
little in relation to the matter of ‘Gnostic’-Kabbsitiic filiation. Nonetheless, it is still perhaps
worth briefly considering the issue, if only for the sak&ompleteness regarding the picture
which we have hitherto drawn.

Now, it must of course be stated at the outsetexi@int evidence for the transmission of such
speculative ideas between the Hekhaloth literature tardBahir is generally lacking;
although Scholem remained convinced of the transmissiosucti material, it must be
admitted that he never gave a particularly comprehensiveuat of preciselyhow such a

€04 See above, pp.178ff.
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transmission was enacfd As Scholem notes, the majority of the extant i texts
are relatively recent re-discoveries, and the histbtheir transmission between the fifth and
sixth centuries (when most of them were probably redaotto their current form) and the
late Middle Ages (from when our current manuscripts lgrgeiginate) is quite uncle&¥.
We have already noted that some references to ‘myspieculation are preserved in the
Talmud, but as we observed, these references are ggrmralieir nature quite oblique, and
do not usually preserve any specific details of ‘mystiotifs®’. In a similar vein it is also
worth highlighting, as Scholem does, a certain reticemthin the Hekhaloth literature
regarding the possibility of its widespread disseminatiather, the texts often seem to
envisage a certain esoteric concealment, so thapt#wulation contained within is revealed
only to the worthy elit®®. It is of course noticeable that this attitude corredpammewhat
with the earlier mentioned rabbinic injunctions agaiti® widespread teaching of the
Merkabah. To be sure, Scholem claims to locate hymratemal from theGreater
Hekhaloth within the Talmud, and further locates references ahdiahs to Merkabah
speculation within certain passages of the aggadic tlilerg(albeit these often require a
certain amount of interpretation to reveal, and amegaly quite raréf®. Unfortunately,
however, it must ultimately be conceded that thesesieawnt potential traces of speculative
traditions, which generally do not seem to contain anh@imotifs especially familiar to us
from the Bahir, cannot really serve tprove the continual transmission of the Hekhaloth
speculations up to the Kabbalah. Similarly, althoughof&ech's reconstruction of thRaza
Rabbais certainly compelling, being a purported ‘Jewish Gnosticuaeent (as Scholem
puts it) which transmitted Merkabah traditions to the Garhiasidim, and from there to the
Kabbalah, it must of course regrettably be noted thatvitts any reconstructed document,
compiled from potential references to it from both dyramd after the suggested time period

in which it transmitted these speculative ideas, #salts cannot but remain hypothetical, for

8% |t is of course possible, technically speaking, that sueterial might have been preserved between the
Hekhaloth literature and tigahir within esoteric circles, perhaps maintaining an oralticed Unfortunately,
however, we do not by definition possess any extant evediemcsuch an oral tradition. C.f. M. Idel, ‘Hadash
Asur Min Ha-Torah’Zion 54 (1989), pp.223-40; N. Deutsdp. cit, pp.4-17.

606 G, ScholemJewish Gnosticisn{1965), pp.5-8; Idem.Major Trends(1961), pp.43-48. C.f. also Hugo
Odeberg’s commentary on his edition30Enoch(1928).

07 See above, pp.172ff. C.f. P.S. Alexander, ‘Hebrew Book ocEn(1977), pp.156-180, on the potential
continuum between Hekhaloth speculation and Talmudieesdraditions, most especially as preserved in
b.Hagigah

698 G. ScholemMajor Trends(1961), p.48. See also the thirteenth chapter ofateater Hekhaloth (27
mM5>°17) which lists “eight moral requisites of initiationgquired before one is permitted knowledge of the
Hekhaloth traditions.

%% G, ScholemJewish Gnosticisng1965), pp.20-30, 56-64; IdemMajor Trends(1961), pp.70-74. C.f. N.
Deutschop. cit, pp.6-10.
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want of extant evidence for the actual contents otéRkg and cannot thus really be used to
againproveanything regarding historical transmissitth

The above being said, however, | admit that it doeseeim to me unlikely that elements of
the Merkabah-Hekhaloth traditions were in fact tratiea to theBahir; to be sure, as per
our methodology we cannot substantially and definitelyw@rguch a contention, but certain
factors do seem to suggest this possibility. Firstly, urthleedifficulty which a hypothesis of
‘Gnostic’ dependence engenders, there is no need taiexygly the Kabbalists would have
adopted these traditions: rather than the noticeabétibalideas of ‘Gnostic’ systems, as we
have seen the Merkabah-Hekhaloth speculation remaigedously orthodox, and indeed
thus, as an intra-Jewish, essentially extra-biblicdition, sits perfectly with the concept of
m932p, which is to say ‘reception’ of an older learriiiy Secondly, as we have repeatedly
noted, theBahir does after all emerge as a stratified composite documdmnth clearly
contains some older elements (such as the ideas &eflee Yetzirafi'2 It scarcely then
seems implausible that this work could also encompas$srant] ideas from another Jewish
tradition, namely that of the Hekhaloth literature. Rertnore, as we have already observed,
much of theBahir's speculation, especially concerning the enumeration aled af the
middoth bears a certain resemblanceSio’'ur Qomahspeculation, albeit perhapsShi’ur
Qomahsystem which has been combined with the cosmolodioalht and th&efirotof the
Sefer Yetziraha hypothesis which, as we have seen, does not sqdausible in the context
either of theBabhir, or the literary reception history ¥&tzirali'®. Again, the fact that we are
dealing here with solely intra-Jewish traditions and spgiculs must surely increase the
plausibility of reliable correspondences between thdfmally, we might also note as we
have previously done the occurrence of ‘royal’ languageaphetrs, and imagery in both the
Hekhaloth literature and thBahi®*®. In this context then, we might thus return to our
discussion from chapter 4 regarding Scholem’s translaifothe occurrences o2 in the

Bahir, especially when we consider the frequent adjurationarHekhaloth literature of the

619G, ScholemJewish Gnosticisr{il965), pp.48f; IdemQrigins (1990), pp.97-123.

¢l See above, pp.137f. C.f. G. Scholé@nigins (1990), p.38.

612 See above, pp.59ff. C.f. G. ScholeBrigins (1990), pp.24-35, 49-68; J. Dahewish Mysticisn{1998),
pp.ix-xlviii.

°13 See above, pp.59f., 71ff. C.f. G. Schol@rigins (1990), pp.38f.

614 See above, pp.65-72, 185. See also, for example, G. Schidtigims (1990), pp.83-86, 124-126, 145f. on
the use in thd@ahir of 2271 (sections 19, 32, and 49) anthn> (sections 23 and 101), and of course recall
that the highestefirahbecomes identified a812. The usage of such language in the Hekhaloth (i.e.cpsia
literature need hardly be stressed, although c.f. P&xaAber, ‘Merkavah Mysticism and Gnosticism’ (1984),
pp.1-18, on the potential ‘royal’ models behind Merkabalsidp&on.
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figure 0 7w, a term which in the context of the texts seemsigiéa be best translated as
‘Prince of the Toralt™®. Now, if we recall our earlier observation that Sehus translation
of 0 in the Bahir as ‘archons’ suggests, perhaps somewhat artificiallgpranection
between that text and the ‘Gnostics’, might we r@reéfore suggest that a translation of
‘princes’ would instead suggest a far closer connectiondssi theBahir and the Merkabah-
Hekhaloth traditions? In the context of the above aspusithen, might not this latter
translation, and all that it implies, potentially searslightly more accurate rendering of the
Bahirs o®?

Conclusion

“[The thesis that th&ahir wasnot historically related to the earlier ‘Gnostics’] cha proved
wrong by the demonstration that there is a connection betwe¢exthaf theBahir concerning
the subjects mentioned [in the preceding discussion] as “gnasticeither non-Jewish gnostic
sources or esoteric, hidden ones of “Jewish gnosticisnhi$ Aas not happened as yet; until it
does the conclusion should stand: The new terminology and the noweptaf the divine
world presented in thBahir are the result of a reworking of ancient Jewish soutoeshich the
mystic author of th&ahir added his own inspiration, his own visions, which he ptesen the
unigue exegetical format he chose for this treatise.”

Joseph Dat’®

We can see then that, at least on a surface levelcanglusions generally agree with the
rather pessimistic outlook of Joseph Dan regardingptitential for ‘Gnostic’-Kabbalistic
filiation, at least insofar as the conclusion isreldathat in the absence of extant source
evidence tgorove a historical connection betwixt the two, one cannotetioge reasonably
state with any certainty that the earlier thoughtasties) held any historical relation to the
latter. That being said, however, as we have sedmsrchapter a slightly more optimistic
picture than the one Dan presents may arguably with gestiication be constructed. To be
sure, Dan rightly notes the unscientific nature, filnsas the hypothesis can be neither proven
nor disproven, of appeals to a potential stream oftaadition but, as we have noted, it must
surely be admitted that such a stream, existing withimtasJewish environment, is at least
plausiblé®’. As we have seen, tfBahir seems a somewhat stratified document, most likely
containing elements of older sources, and it should bedribat Dan does not disagree with
this conclusiorper se indeed, he notes both the textual influence ofS&&er Yetziratand

615 See above, pp.64ff. G. Scholelewish Gnosticisr(l965), pp.12f. C.f. N. Deutscbp. cit, pp.22f., 57.
616 Jewish Mysticisn@1998), p.xlvii.
17 bid., pp.xlv-xlviii. C.f. G. ScholemQrigins (1990), pp.38-45.
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the Hekhaloth literature upon thgahir, and also highlights the possible influence of the
eighth century form of th@irkey de-Rabbi Eliezewhich may in itself preserve elements of
older tradition§'®. Although, as we have highlighted, there still remaimgé gaps in any
potential chain of transmission from older sources &Bthir, and thus as we have noted,
we cannot as such, due to our lack of evidepoave the descent of any older traditions to
the Bahir, we can perhaps, in the context of an intra-Jewislat®n, with good reason
suspectthe preservation and transmission of such traditiohgleed, although whilst in
reference to the potential older elements inRinkey Dan states that “[t|he unusual historical
fact is not the appearance of these concepts in tlisasti,but their long absence from the
literature of rabbinic Judaisihn and in spite of his negative conclusions regarding the
construction of historical chains without extant evidenice nonetheless maintains the
probable influence of the Hekhaloth literature upon Bahir, a conclusion which, as
previously noted, we have little reason to dispiteAs we have observed, therefore, in this
chapter, whilst a general lack of source evidence prevetBom conclusively tracing
elements of theBahir back to the Hekhaloth literature, and from there torkelleah
speculation, nonetheless such a possibility shoultieavéry least be left open. With this
conclusion accepted then, we can also obseraee Dan, that a historical genealogical
relationship between the second century ‘Gnostics’tardearliest Kabbalaban be if not
proven, at least reasonably suspected.

Ultimately then, whilst in this thesis we on the oa@dh move away from the perhaps overly
negative position of Dan, on the other hand it mustiessed that we do not, however, in so
doing approach too closely the arguably overly optimistigtiposof Scholem. That is to say
that although we have in this chapter seen the plaugifalibeit, by the nature of the extant
evidence, unproven) of a chain of transmission withimtaa-Jewish context, such as allows
us to strongly suspect the influence of Merkabah-Hekhatattitions (amongst others) on
the Bahir, to describe this as an instance of genealogicalaadtip to the ‘Gnostics’ can be
done only in the most literally correct sense of #entviz. that the ‘Gnostics’ and thgahir
can be said to be ‘related’, but only insofar as they bath a part of their ultimate origin to
a common ancestor of Judaic speculative thought, fromhwiioth to some extent descend,
and diverge in different directions. Beyond this obd#rwa as we have noted, any further

relationship between the two, especially with regar8dbolem’s thought that the ‘Gnostics’

618 G, ScholemQrigins (1990), pp.56-59. C.f. J. Dabewish Mysticisni1998), pp.ix-xlviii, esp. pp.xI-xlv.
%1 pid., pp.xliii-xlv. Emphasis added.
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may, through the Hekhaloth literature, hanBuencedthe Bahir, emerges as an hypothesis
both beyond proof and beyond plausibility. In @isgins, Scholem observed in relation to
theBahir, and the ‘Gnostic’ parallels which he located in the, téhat “[i]t is evident that the
gnostic material was radically Judaiz8d” As we have seen, it is surely both far more
logical and far more plausible to argue that the mateas in fact never anything else but
intrinsically Jewish, with a separate existence faxaeed from its ‘Gnostic’ adaptations!

620G, Scholem@rigins (1990), p.96.
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Chapter 9
The Repetition of Originality: On the ‘Independence’ of ldeas

The aim of this thesis has of course been the expdoraf the potential for a genetic and
historical relationship of dependence between the ‘Geidbbught streams of late Antiquity
and the medieval emergence of Kabbalah. In the cofisgr investigation, we have sought
to establish a secure methodological approach for assessngossibility of such a
relationship, and have concluded with, | should hope, @naate level of justification, that
on the basis of the extant source evidence no suett dhistorical relationship can peoven

Let us again here stress that the primary factor doisoholarly inquiry has been the issue of
whether or not such a relationship canpoevenin a secure way; as we observed in the
previous chapter, the possibility of an indirect relatlup between the ‘Gnostics’ and the
Kabbalah, on the basis of their common dependencMerkabah speculation, might be
consideredplausible but we likely cannot responsibly say anymore than thiadeed,
although we argued that the hypothesis that the Kabbalahair@an oral tradition built upon
the Merkabah-Hekhaloth systems is certainly a posstien perhaps probable explanation
for certain instances of correspondence betweenBti@r and the older sources, we
nonetheless noted, in measured agreement with the wveegaticlusions of Joseph Dan, that
the existence of such an oral tradition remains, byety definition, wholly speculatifé.
Ultimately, therefore, in the last chapter we conctutieat whilst neither the existence of a
Merkabah-Hekhaloth influence, nor a ‘Gnostic’ influence upbe bookBahir can be
evidentiallyproven such evidence as is currently extant does at least supggeshe former
hypothesis remains at legstausible an assessment which we found could likely not be
responsibly made in reference to the theory of hisabfGnostic’ influence.

As a result of our preceding analysis, we thus challetigeediew espoused by Scholem that
the potential correspondences between the ‘Gnostic’ esuaad theBahir were to be
explained on both historical and phenomenological grdahdés we have seen throughout
this thesis, a reliable methodological approach cannetlegde, on the basis of the source
evidence, that such a historical connection emergesasahblé hypothesis, and indeed such
is the primary conclusion of our overall examinationref question of ‘Gnostic’-Kabbalistic
filiation.

621 C f. J. DanJewish Mysticisn1998), pp.ix-xIviii.
622 C f. G. ScholemOn the Kabbalal{1969), pp.97f.
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Whilst the above conclusions must necessarily, thezeform the historical and evidential
crux of our analysis, it may however be germane taltbeussion to turn briefly in this final
section of our argument to certain psychological and @menological observations relevant
to the question of correspondence between the ‘Gna@stat’Kabbalistic sources; to be sure,
such observations cannot evyamove anything, but they may perhapgsiggesta possible
explanation for the occurrence of potentially roughlynparable instances of conceptual
similarity between our sources. In particular, thevatee of such an undertaking to our
thesis becomes evident when we recall the critiqué hlas frequently been made of
Scholem’s methodology in our previous discussiong. that his identification of
phenomenological similarities between the ‘Gnostisstd the Kabbalah led him to thus
hypothesise the existence of a historical connectionixietiae two. As we noted, however,
a) such similarities are generally, when taken in cansearcely exact enough to presuppose
such a connection, and b) that the lack of any extaderee to demonstrate, or even support
the possibility of a historical relationship renders sucthesis unverifiab®®. Having
provided such a critique of Scholem’s historical approadrefare, it may thus be worth
advancing a certain controlled level of speculationt@show else these conceptual
similarities might be explained. Indeed, this point begapeating, and indeed emphasising,
in line with our methodology: such psychological and pmeenological observations as
might be made here can, by definitimmly ever be purely hypotheticadnd as constructs
which cannot be solidly proven, must necessarily remaéme speculations; although of
course they may act in an interlocutory fashion taraidelineating our argument, we cannot
responsibly ever allow them to exercise a determiaatite upon our conclusions. To be
sure, we have already stressed the inherent dangetemposing psychological explanations
into an historical examination, and thus we aim to approis discussion with due caution,

aiming primarily merely to question rather than to defiely concludé®*

Now, we have already touched upon this subject severastim relation to the question of
ubiquitous ideas, and the observation that certain ovengrenotifs occur in a number of
different systems, with the result that we canhetéfore reasonably accept the occurrence of
a similar motif in two seemingly separate thought steeas verifiable evidence of a

623 See especially chapters 4 and 8 above. Recall alsteSth surprising assertio®h the Kabbalal{1969),
p.97] that “tenuous as the threads connecting the oldest Katliblrhdition with gnostic tradition may be, | am
convinced that they existed”.

624 See above, pp.90, 132f. C.f. M. Idéjbbalah(1988), pp.264-267.
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historical relation between théMm This line of inquiry is perhaps well illustrated with
reference to the still relatively small amount ohalarship which has been undertaken
regarding the potential comparisons between our ‘Gricststems and the mythologies of a
number of Native American nations. In an intriguingicee published in &estschriftfor
Ugo Bianchi, Ake Hultkrantz examines the potential pasaletween the ‘dualist’ systems
of several North American mythologies and those of ldte Antique ‘Gnostics’, and
considers whether such parallels are to be best expldigedhistorical transmission,
underlying universal ideas, or independent invention; the retevah this inquiry to our
work is of course obvious, as we similarly have to eodtwith these various potential
explanations for our possible ‘Gnostic’-Kabbalistic sarities?®.  Indeed, Hultkrantz
reaches somewhat similar conclusions to those whiclhave advanced, in the first place
noting that the potential conceptual similarities betwvehe systems do not, in context,
necessarily seem that exact. A paradigmatic exampldd be the question of whether, and
if so to what extent, the North American trickstigufe can be seen as conceptually related
to the ‘Gnostic’ Demiurge, a view most recently and paatively asserted by Ingvild
Gilhus’?’. Hultkrantz rightly notes that Gilhus’s positive comigan is highly unconvincing,
not least because whilst Gilhus does somewhat addredadhthat the conceptions of the
two figures and the roles they play in their respectivghs’ are vastly different, especially
in the context of the differing types of humour and edim roles which are assigned to them,

she does not see this disparity as essentially damamihgrtthesis that the two figures are

625 See above, pp.109ff. In line with this point we mighb disiefly mention the role of ‘Platonic’ thought.
Although, as noted throughout our analysis, the particutgrégific and inter-textual focus of our examination
has largely required us to somewhat occlude the influendbeohumerous strains of Platonism, Middle-
Platonism, and Neo-Platonism upon both the ‘Gnostied’the Kabbalah (especially p&shir), it is hopefully

all but self-evident that such influence can scarcelgdiged. Indeed, Scholem devotes much of the second
half of hisOrigins [(1990), p.199ff.] to the influence of Neo-Platonic thoughtn the Kabbalah after tiBahir

(c.f. pp.67f., where he largely dismisses the suggestiauaf influence in th&ahir). Similarly, whilst the
precise extent of ‘Platonic’ influence upon the ‘Gndsdimurces is still debated, that at least some inflaenc
existed is now generally accepted. In this context thenight be apposite to recall our observation in chapter
5 (pp.88ff., above) that closer structural parallels td@mmstic’ evidence are to be found in the later Kaahbal
than in theBahir. C.f. M.J. Edwards, ‘Neglected Texts' (1990), pp.26-50; B.Aar§an, ‘Gnosticism as
Platonism’ (2006), pp.148-164; J.D. Turn&ethian Gnosticisni2001), pp.1-54. See also the observations
regarding Neo-Platonism in chapters 1 and 3 above. Ultimdielvever, for our purposes the wide, near
ubiquitous spread, and great variety of ‘Platonic’ ideaders them generally unconstructive in an examination
of ‘Gnostic’-Kabbalistic filiation.

626 A, Hultkrantz, ‘Gnostic Parallels in America? (1994).463-478. Bianchi had long noted the potential
correspondence between the North American trickggerdi and the ‘Gnostic’ Demiurge: see especially those
articles collected in hiSelected Essays on Gnosticigi78), esp. pp.3-48, 65-74, 75-85, 86-102.

6271.S. Gilhus, ‘The Gnostic Demiurge’ (1984), pp.301-311.
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basically similat*®. Moreover, as Hultkrantz highlights, Gilhus is scaragpsistent in her
analysis of the trickster, and sometimes obscuresven opposes his dual role as culture
hero, likely because such a role could hardly be lasdrto the ‘Gnostic’ Demiurge; to be
sure, the Demiurge does embody the creative aspethe allture hero role, but unlike in
the Native American systems none of his actionsbeaitentified as beneficial for mankind:
indeed they are quite deliberately detrimefital

Further examination of this question would, of course,dbker beyond the scope of our
examination here, but it does allow us to highlight thifhough certainvaguely similar
correspondences can be shown between motifs in Nambridan and ‘Gnostic’ mythic
systems, these parallels are scarcely in detail ex@miigh to suggest historical relation; a
conclusion familiar enough to us from our own precedinglyse®®. This conclusion is of
course sharpened by the greater difficulty in demonstrétmdgransmission of motifs across
geographical and chronological spheres; we have found dhisémnough to demonstrate in
relation to our sphere of enquiry, so it is hardlypsising that Hultkrantz remains cautiously
sceptical regarding the potential transmission of ‘@oadualism’ to North America. For
our purposes, however, the lack of concrete evidencgufdr a transmission, combined with
the relative inexactness of the parallels, must cogainhat such a conclusion; this then leaves
us with the possibilities of underlying universal ideas and inutégre inventioft.

628 Oddly, although Gilhus’s article seems to highlight tiséable differences between the two figures more
than it does their (limited, and somewhat vague) siitidar she does not seem to let this analysis damerge h
hypothesis!

29 A. Hultkrantz, ‘Gnostic Parallels in America?’ (1999).463-478; C.f. Idem., ‘Trickster and Culture Hero’
(1984), pp.113-126. B.A. Pearson [‘California Coyote’ (1991), ppZ&] similarly critiques Gilhus’s thesis,
noting that she seems to essentially misunderstan®tiwstic’ Demiurge and his role. Incidentally, Pearson
also highlights Gilhus's claim to present a “new perspetion the Demiurge; she is seemingly unaware of
Bianchi's earlier work (see n.626, above). C.f. alsG.Qung, ‘Psychology of the Trickster-Figure’ (1968),
pp.255-272.

%% 1t might also be stressed that the Native Americaligt’ systems are hardly one dogmatic unity, and can
vary greatly between different areas. Pearson [‘@alid Coyote’ (1991), pp.257-263] notes that one of the
most common trickster figures used for comparison with Demiurge is the ‘Coyote’ prevalent in the
California mythologies; note that ‘Coyote’ is frequenthere portrayed as a creator figure, but one whose
creations are sometimes beneficial, sometimes dettahéo mankind, but seldom intentional. C.f. A
Hultkrantz, ‘Trickster and Culture Hero’ (1984), pp.113-126. ak&thus again warned against the dangers of
‘picking and choosing’ elements from different systemsriaeno to create conceptual parallels, an analogue
perhaps to the tendency which we have frequently obsenf&chimiem’s use of the ‘Gnostic’ evidence.

831 Admittedly, Hultkrantz [‘Gnostic Parallels in America@994), pp.463-478] does note that the earth-diver
myth likely managed to cross the Bering Strait, and thatdiffusion of ‘Gnostic dualism’ eastward across
Mongolia to America is thus similarly not impossibfevertheless, he feels that the time sphere in whish t
motif would have needed to reach America and spread throughoutkes ‘Gnostic’ influence unlikely,
although he does highlight that there is no consensusanethis point. As noted above, however, | feel the
lack of exact parallels counts against such a suppositiat,least against it being verifiable to any reaste
extent.
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As regards the concept of underlying universal ideas, Hultknamites that the potentially
corresponding “phenomena described may be diagnosed as lgrowg forth from a
pervasive, basic stratum of religious beliefs which rhaye been universal from the very
religious beginning of mankind”; as he rightly highlightewever, the nature of such a thesis
makes it a “difficult, indeed, impossible problem to pemtet®*>. To be sure, although
Hultkrantz largely advocates a conclusion of indepenitheintion to explain the majority of
the parallels which he adduces (on which more shall i m&sently), he nonetheless
cautiously accepts the proposal that the basic idéduafism’ may represent an “archaic
residue” of an underlying universal concd&pt Whilst we should not, perhaps, necessarily
dismiss such an hypothesis, neither for our purposes eareally in any substantial way
acclaim it; that is to say that the inherently uni@pie, and arguably reductionist approach
of any thesis built upon a concept of proposed basic wsailveoncepts ultimately requires us
to largely exclude it from our primarily evidential approaetilst we cannot, by definition,
ever truly disprove such an argument, neither can wsonadly prove it, and thus it seems
most logical to at least strongly temper its influenpen our analysid*. We might briefly
elucidate this point by reference to perhaps the paradignf@tmulation of the thesis,
namely the concept of Jungian archetypes within thieatole unconscious. As Carl Jung
argued, since, in his opinion, “all mythical figures corregpto inner psychic experiences
and originally sprang from them”, one should therefoqgeet to encounter similar motifs in
a number of different systems (which need not necégserisolely ‘mythological’), as each
occurrence of a motif ultimately represents the outimg of a primal psychological
impulse, expressible on a deep level as an archetyfaeetof the collective unconscious
thus common to all humanity, and developed into a symbmditif at a level closer to the
surface, informed by the individual’s paradigm or worldwi&. Although intriguing, as we
have noted this line of argumentation cannot generallglibeved to influence our analysis,
as it remains essentially speculative, by reason ohisrifiable nature; moreover, we might
further add that such a theory, in the same way as shasturalist arguments, notably runs

the risk of being overly reductionist. That is to sat fuch an approach necessarily requires

832 R. Hultkrantz, ‘Gnostic Parallels in America?’ (1994)p.463-478. C.f. M. Eliade, ‘Prolegomenon to

Religious Dualism’ (1969), pp.127-175.

833 R, Hultkrantz, ‘Gnostic Parallels in America?’ (1994),448-478.

834 Recall that we have already noted (pp.98ff., 122, abovelasipusitions both in relation to the widespread

concept of the primordial man, and the potential applicatfeyntagmatic structuralist methods. C.f. E. Csapo,
Theories of Mythology(2005), pp.189-211; M.J. Edwards, ‘Hebraism, Hellenism’ (20gd.222-226.

835 C.G. Jung, ‘Psychology of the Trickster-Figure’ (1968)2pp-272. See further Idem., ‘Archetypes of the
Collective Unconscious’ (1968), pp.3-41; ‘The Concept of@b#ective Unconscious’ (1968), pp.42-53.
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the separation of each motif from its individual cleteaistics, in order to locate the basic
archetype: to phrase it in more Jungian terms, in dodielentify the deep level archetype, it
is necessary to divest each symbol of its expressitimei symbol world closer to the surface,
as this represents the interpretation of the primal isepwand its rendering into a form more
acceptable to the individual conscififs Of course, a more critical way of phrasing this
statement would be to say that by stripping each mbtioth its context and its individual
aspects, diverse motifs can then be seen to be equataadhey have been shorn of all but
the one element which they share. Thus, for exgniplag identifies the feminine archetype
of the anima as the underlying basis for such diverse figures as ttie and mermaid of
folktale, the goddess of mythological systems in Antiqulte biblical Eve, the Virgin Mary
in Roman Catholic devotion, and the medieval man’s epticn of Mother Churct”l
Admittedly, Jungian psychology does perhaps represenewhat of an extreme form of the
argument for underlying universal ideas, but for our purpdsssrves to well illustrate the
dangers of applying a similarly unverifiable and potentiediguctionist methodology to our
thesis. Unfortunately, it would be somewhat beyond oopedere to explore further the
implications of such approaches, but it is perhaps thdped that the preceding discussion
has provided some justification for our general exclusiathisfargument from our evidential
methodolog$®®. This conclusion might then also be further supportedefBrence to our
third potential explanation, that of independent invention.

Now, we have already posited something of this idea iptehe& both in relation to the
correspondences between numerous different systemsdiregahe composition of the
primordial man, and the ubiquity of the number seven umerological speculatiofi.
Applying, in a sense, the principle of Occam’s razor, guably seems more reasonable to
propose that rather than advocate the existencegybuen historical connections between
various thought streams, the presence of a hypothétroayth, or a common psychological
root of universal ideas, the most straightforward expianamight be to view these

836 C.f. C.G. Jung, ‘Archetypes of the Collective Unadioss’ (1968), pp.3-41. That is not, however, to say
that Jung necessarily advocated too great an encounterthvtarchetypes; man after all constructed the
symbols of the conscious as a wall against the unmesttéinpulse of the archetypes. Thus, according to Jung,
the rise in modern mental illness, western adoptiopastern religions, and even the advent of Fascisnalta

be blamed, at least indirectly, on ProtestantismthedReformation, as their “chronic iconoclasm” desttby
the existing symbols, and left mankind either desperattodate new symbols, or else falling prey to
unrestrained encounters with the archetypes!

837 C.G. Jung, ‘Archetypes of the Collective Unconsciot868), pp.3-41.

838 C 1. also M.J. Edwards, ‘Vessel of Zosimus’ (1992), pp.55-64.

3% See above, pp.100f., 109-111.
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similarities as simply the result of an obvious in&drlogical development. That is to say
that, as we saw in chapter 5, the reason for the wigagpm@quation of the primordial man’s
blood with a liquid element of creation, such as watdhersea, might be best explained by
the simple observation that it would be a somewhatealiculture which saw a natural
similarity between an assuredly liquid element of pinenordial man and a determinedly
solid aspect of creation: instead the most obvious npatésd one which we find repeated
across cultures, quite logically equates the primotd@dd with water, bone with stone, and
breath with win6*’. In the same way, as we also noted above, the |preeaof the number
seven is probably best explained by the fact that manieotultures we are dealing with
knew of only seven planets, making seven an obvious nuoggral choice. Similarly, as
we observed in chapter 8, a likely motivation for theed@yment of the ‘dualist’ impulse in
‘Jewish’ thought lay in the elevation of the divine transcendent sphere, and thus the need
to fill the resultant space with intermediary figuréise danger of course being that if the
status of one of these figures were to be too exatteduld lead to a ‘dualist’ conclusion, as
indeed we saw in relation to the figure of Metatron andaffestasy of Aer®*’. Further, it is
worth noting that a monotheistic system which acclaties divine as omnipotent and
benevolent (such as was the case in the ‘Jewishési@lit of which, as we have seen, both
the ‘Gnostics’ and the Kabbalah likely emerged) necégdaces the paradox of theodicy:
the ‘dualist’ ascription of the origin of evil to one tifese originally intermediary powers
arguably provides a resolution to this probl&mn To be sure if, as we have argued, both the
‘Gnostics’ and the Kabbalah had strong origins in ‘Jewibbught, then it is perhaps not
unremarkable that the systems of both serve to refisdvelassic monotheistic paradoxes of
the transcendent creator and theodicy: as we hawelserighout this thesis, in each case the
paradoxes are settled by essentially transferring the mreative impulse and the origin of
evil to intermediary figures. In the various ‘Gnosiystems, these figures are Sophia, the
Demiurge, and the archons, all of whom are below #hestendent divinity; in the Kabbalah,
they are theSefirot the aspects of the divine below the infirfitgn Sof*® Of course, as we

640 see above, p.100 To be sure, there do exist exceptions wattérn, such as the Japanese Slirgation
myth, in which the two creatd@ami stir the primordial liquid of the earth with a speahen they lift the spear
out of the liquid, the droplets that fall solidify and bew® islands. Yet it is notable that this account stil
presents an observable internal logic: the image of lansbladified drops of liquid is arguably one that
naturally presents itself in Japan, the country beingehpelago of islands in the midst of a vast sea. M.f.
AshkenaziJapanese Mytholog§2003), pp.76f.

64! See above, pp.172ff.

642 C.f. above, pp.72ff., and also G.G. Stroumsa’s observiifidrer’ (1981), pp.808-818] that it was likely in
grappling with the questiomnde malunthat Aer developed towards heresy.

%43 C.1. above, pp.4f., 46f., 68ff.
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have repeatedly stressed, the major differences battie forms in which these figures are
portrayed counts against any historical relationship (or ,eaeguably, shared archetypal
psychic origin), but it does not seem too unreasonablauggest that the basic logical
impulse behind all these systems is the same, nametgsbéition of the dual paradoxes of
an exalted monotheisif. The key difference is, of course, that whilst (@&agued in the
previous chapter) the ‘Gnostics’ essentially pushed mbermediary figures into a fully
‘dualist’ conception, thereby abrogating monotheism amdyisig beyond the bounds of
acceptable normative Judaism, the Kabbalah, although ia S&rmulations straying close to
heresy, ultimately refrained from taking the final ‘deati’ step, as it were, and continued to
acclaim the intermediarefirot as still existent within and of God, thus preserving the
monotheistic concept, and remaining within the boundarfiesrmative Judaisff".

In fact, we might perhaps press this hypothesis a lititge, and question the potential
reasons as tohythe Kabbalah emerged when and where it did. As we haa@dglmoted,
Scholem plausibly suggests that thgtgeistof the twelfth century Occident (which also
included the ‘Cathars’ and the Germéiasidim) may well have been conducive to the
emergence of the Kabbaf4h We might then build upon our observations from theiptes
chapter that the elevation of the divine and the introoli©f numerous intermediary figures
in the Enochian and Merkabah speculations potentiadigted a situation for the genesis of
the ‘Gnostic’ systems, the ‘dualist’ impulse developifgse speculations towards the
solution of the monotheistic paradoX&s As we saw, however, a growing reticence within
orthodox Judaism towards such intermediary figures likety to a diminishing of such
speculation (as we observed in the redacting Bhochand the Talmudic cautions), and this
perhaps potentially suggests why the concepts of Merkabahaltdek thought became less
prominent, possibly continuing only within oral traditiéh Let us again here stress that this

construction is merely, and in the absence of evideaneonly ever be, purely hypothetical,

%41t might be noted that the ‘Cathars’ also espousedrdasi ‘dualist’ resolution of the paradoxes, most
especially in the ‘moderate dualist’ conception of tble of Satan. See above, pp.115ff. As regards more
‘orthodox’ Christian approaches to the paradoxes, trigfinitarian theologians to discuss the extent toctvhi
the role of Christ in the divine economy can be seea resolution of the transcendent creator probléectef!

by transferring the work of creation to an intermediagyffe...

845 C. 1. above, pp.46f.

646 See above, pp.113f.

%47 See above, pp.171ff.

648 See above, pp.172-174. One might also add to this thatsiwefriChristianity and its separation from
Judaism may potentially have also served to discouragedatvish speculation regarding intermediary powers.
To a Jew in this time period, the figure of Christ majl Wwave appeared rather like a ‘second power in heaven'.
C.f. F. Talmage, ‘Hebrew Polemical Treatise’ (1967)3@p-348.
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but as we previously noted it is at least perhaps plausile might then suggest that the
development of medieval Jewish philosophy within the alm@rgionedzeitgeistmight have
provided the situation for these speculations to agaento prominence in the form of the
Kabbalah. To expand this point, the interconnectednessedieval philosophy and the
Kabbalah has been frequently remarked upon, especially ingsfda is proposed that the
latter grew in response to the depersonalisationeolivine engendered by the foriffér Of
course, we should be careful not to overstate this pegdrding the reaction between these
two trends; Scholem rightly notes the absence in niadtbalistic literature of either anti-
philosophic polemic, or indeed any real acknowledgment ef ghilosophical debates,
suggesting that the emergence of the Kabbalah was lesssaious opposition to Jewish
philosophy, but rather a resurgence of an older ‘mysticadition, brought to the fore by the
speculations of twelfth century Occidental Jud&8mTo put it another way, the philosophic
depersonalisation of God arguably served to elevate the diviadranscendent state, which
thus required the presence of intermediary conceptmifi#l the resultant space, and effect
the immanent aspects of the divinity; thus, just &sKkdbah speculation once performed this
function at the turn of the millennium, so too did it iagdo so in the twelfth century, albeit

in a new form, developed into the Kabbalah.

Conclusion

In closing then, let us once again heavily stress tieaablove narrative is purely speculative,
and should therefore have no major determinative infl@ewpon the conclusions of this
thesis, which is centrally grounded on an evidential metlbgglo Rather, this hypothesis is
offered merely as a more possible alternative tahhsis of direct ‘Gnostic’ influence upon
the Kabbalah. Although our strict evidential approach nfastwe saw in the preceding
chapter) force us to conclude, on the basis of avaiabtkence, that whilst thBahir likely
contains older sources, we cannot reliably trace theok lparticularly far, and that
essentially the similarities between the ‘Gnostexsd theBahir (which as we have seen are
generally little more than surface deep) are to beagmgdl merely by chance, it is hoped that
in this chapter we have at least suggested a perhaps plawiblent of the reasons for the

prima facie correspondences between them. The similarities harge drguably not to be

64° See, for example, G. Scholef@n the Kabbalah(1969), p.52f, 60-64, 88-90, 99f; Iden®@rigins (1990),
pp.57-59, 66-68; D. ArieKabbalah(2006), pp.41f, 56-58, 96-100.

%0 E.g. G. ScholemQrigins (1990), p.68. C.f. pp.14ff., above. See also M. Idel, ti€tdarism and
Universalism’ (1992), pp.324-344, on the relative absemtled early Kabbalah of anti-philosophic attitudes, in
contrast to the greater prevalence of such concepiagst the later Kabbalists.
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explained by an unproven direct historical descent, noa loyiversal consciousness, but
rather as a result of independent invention, but in respto similar problems; the history of
philosophy and world religions arguably suggests that thererdyeso many ways to solve
the paradoxes of dual transcendence and immanence arebdicth so it is perhaps not so
surprising that both the ‘Gnostics’ and the early Kabtsmlieached mildly similar
conclusions. Indeed, this supposition seems all the plaresible when we recall that in
both cases they were working with the same sourcesefigibus paradigms, most especially
the Old Testament scripture, and extra-canonical ancerfpally) Merkabah traditions: if
tackling the same problems within initially similar thoughteams, that similar answers are
reached would seem a reasonable outcome. The deepeerdife between the two are
likewise arguably explicable by the very fact that theyemged in different times and in
different places, and developed their paradox resolutiondifterent levels: again, most
notably, the ‘Gnostics’ were seemingly willing to pusleit speculation into the realms of
‘dualism’, and thus beyond the sphere of Abrahamic mamath by contrast, the early
Kabbalists were evidently unwilling to make such a sebeeak with Judaism, and instead
(potentially with the aid of the natural philosophy ot tGefer Yetzirah succeeded in
incorporating the Merkabah-Hekhaloth traditions into aremonystic’ formulation of the
divine, that was to a greater or lesser extent acceptatiin the normative Judaism of the

time.

How precisely this conclusion matches the true pictur&nbstic’-Kabbalistic filiation we
cannot, given the available evidence, really say, anthgaitre emergence of further sources,
we can probably never know; it does, however, seemetdonioe an account that, although
speculative, emerges as more plausible than thetinarnahich Scholem advances, and
perhaps slightly more cautiously optimistic than the ewhat nihilistic position of DaR"

To posit independent development of ideas on the basisanéd sources, shared intellectual
guandaries, and a shared internal sense of logic doelsemetare seem to me to be a wholly
unreasonable hypothesis; without relying on either diretbhcal dependence or archetypal
ideas, we may simply suggest that roughly similar peapleoughly similar ideological
contexts will likely independently produce roughly similarage | have thus named this final
chapter, and indeed this entire thedifie Repetition of Originalityas whilst we may

correctly argue that the earliest Kabbalah, as expoundededacted in th8ahir was quite

851 ¢ 1. above, pp.190ff.
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probably a genuinely original construct of its authoré)d so too were the ‘Gnostic’
systems, insofar as the circumstances of their prop®mepeated each other, so too did the
independently original content of their ideas. Jung olskethat “there is not a single
important idea or view that does not possess historitatadents”; although, as previously
noted, we cannot really agree with his archetypalmatefor this statement, as we have seen
throughout this thesis we can at least agree withtdtersent itself, so long as we remain
mindful of the fact that a historical antecedent nestdnecessarily imply a historical débt

To be capable of independent thought is, after all, todpable of independently reaching

similar conclusions to another.

“What has been is what will be, and what has been donehat will be done; and there is
nothing new under the sun.”

Ecclesiastes 1: RSV

852 C.G. Jung, ‘Archetypes of the Collective Unconsciot§68), p.33.
203



Coda
In closing then, let us here briefly summarise the arymareas of examination upon which
we have concentrated in this thesis, and in so doingteettite essential conclusions which
we have formed during our analysis of the question opttential filiation of ‘Gnostic’ and
Kabbalistic thought streams.

In our first three chapters we undertook a certain aimolunecessary prolegomena in order
to more securely lay the ground for our subsequent investigationChapter 1 we began
by examining the complex question of ‘Gnostic’ defimti@nd ultimately chose to avoid the
application of terminology which would imply too greatlevel of homogeneity and
organisational unity amongst what we identified as esdntiisparate schemes of thought.
We concluded that rather than attempting to constructoeerarching concept of
‘Gnosticism’, it was instead preferable to restrict @maus to more tightly defined individual
streams of thought, such as those of the so-callechié®st and ‘Valentinians’, whilst
nonetheless retaining the term ‘Gnostic’ (albeit exg@dswithin inverted commas) as a
convenient shorthand to designhate a number of thesendsemntury thought streams.
Temporarily switching our focus, we then sought to locatekiebalah within the wider
context of ‘Jewish mysticism’, and in particular highked several key elements in the
development of Kabbalistic tradition, perhaps most imptitagreeing with Scholem on the
identification of theBahir as representing a plausilbéminus a qudor the emergence of the
Kabbalah. InChapter 2 we returned to our earlier discussion of ‘Gnostic’ daén and,
building on our preceding work, we thus attempted to furtheineehe two ‘Gnostic’
streams which might be most useful in our analysis, ehanthe ‘Sethians’ and the
‘Valentinians’. We were, however, careful to note #xtent to which these terms might
essentially be viewed as artificial constructions, anduat should not be taken to imply an
absolute dogmatic unity within each stream. Similaw also stressed that the extant
sources generally gave us little definite evidence regardieg specific practical and
organisational elements of these second century ‘Gisgstind thus we found it preferable to
speak of ‘Sethian’ and ‘Valentinian’ as terms more indteaof a ‘mode of thought’ than a
particular ‘group’ identity ohabitus For our final piece of prolegomena,@mapter 3 we
examined the wider concept of ‘mysticism’, with espemgdé¢rence to Scholem’s schema of
religious development. Although we chose to reserve judgé on the potential
categorisation of ‘Gnostic’ thought streams as beingstm’ (noting here again our
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regrettable lack of evidence for much ‘Gnostic’ praxmeg, did propose that tharima facie
similarities which much ‘Gnostic’ evidence bore to certather trends which are often
acclaimed as ‘mystic’ (including the Kabbalah) might astesuggest the need to consider the
potential ‘mystic’ aspect of ‘Gnostic’ thought more deeptspecially for our purposes
insofar as it permits a comparison with the ‘mysticisfithe Kabbalah.

Building on this foundation then, we moved @hapter 4 and Chapter 5 to consider the
potential conceptual correspondences which might be adduceddrethe ‘Gnostics’ and
the Kabbalah, with particular focus on the arguments hwhaxd been made in favour of this
position by Scholem. We observed, however, that in the these correspondences were,
when properly contextualised, either too vague or in fact essentially dissimilar to
conclusively argue in favour of historical filiation. particular, we also noted the logical
fallacies of building comparisons based on a collecodérmotifs culled from disparate
‘Gnostic’ and Kabbalistic sources; we argued that a detative ‘Gnostic’ influence on the
Kabbalah would have to be best demonstrated in the ¢d¢abbalistic work, thdahir, and
we thus concluded that the imprecise echoes in this fexarious motifs from different
‘Gnostic’ thought streams which Scholem identified cowdd therefore serve to necessarily
justify a thesis of historical descent from any actGalostic’ stream. Furthermore, we also
highlighted certaincaveatsregarding the presence of motifs which emerge as somewhat
ubiquitous across various religious and mythic systemsyithespread nature of a motif, as
we saw, must logically mitigate its utility for provinghastorical connection between any

two particular systems.

On the basis of our analysis thus far, we were thezefible to propose a reliable
methodology for properly assessing the potential for héstb connection between any
proposed instances of correspondemie,that a logical method by which to proceed is to
assume in the first instance that all correspondences identifiedss@ntially coincidental,
dismissing this assumptioonly if we can identify a high level of exactness in our
comparisons (such as would render pure coincidence relatively improlaid&)r establish

a secure chain of transmission between two sources, a chain which rémelésnsmission
of ideas not only possible but indeed probablépplying this methodology, we then
proceeded to examine three potential historical routes Hoghwsecond century ‘Gnostic’
ideas could have been transmitted to Badir, and inChapter 6 turned our focus to the
‘Cathars’ and their proposed ‘dualist’ antecedents. Weladed, however, that a historical
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connection between the ‘Cathars’ and the ‘Gnostafs/Antiquity could not be reliably
proven in line with our methodology, and that in any aaseemed highly implausible that
‘Cathar’ motifs might have been adopted by the earlpligdah, especially within a time
period relevant to the emergence of Bahir. In Chapter 7 then we considered the role of
the ‘alchemic tradition’, and whilst we remained somewlaecided regarding the level of
interaction between the ‘Gnostics’ and ‘alchemy’ intiduity, we expressed a justifiable
scepticism that there existed a stable ‘alchemic toaditvhich ranfrom the ‘Gnosticsto the
Bahir, and which could accurately transmit motifs from tharer to the latter. We then
considered our final route, an essentially intra-Jewgstulative tradition, iChapter 8 and
concluded that whilst such a line of transmission running ftben Merkabah-Hekhaloth
tradition to theBahir could not be proven by the available evidence (as our chaithgy
rightly requires), we could agree that such a theory atdeast far more plausible than the
previously considered routes of transmission. In relatm the question of ‘Gnostic’-
Kabbalistic filiation, however, we argued thzdce Scholem, it seemed highly unlikely that
any ‘Gnostic’ systems had a direct influence on therddtimta of the Merkabah-Hekhaloth
tradition. Rather, we noted that it was far more phid on the basis of the extant evidence
that this tradition in fact influenced the developmentoich ‘Gnostic’ thought, rather than
vice versa As such, we suggested that from a historical standpainpotential similarities
between the ‘Gnostics’ and the Kabbalah might beieadple by anindirect relation, by
virtue of both sharing a common ancestor, although weettedpty concluded that such
evidence as is available does not permit us to securelfy wlis hypothesis as our

methodology requires.

Finally, in Chapter 9, we briefly considered certain phenomenological etsp®f the

guestion, although we remained highly cognisant of the pupelgutative nature of such an
undertaking. Developing the hypotheses of the precedingterhave thus proposed that if
both the ‘Gnostics’ and the Kabbalists shared simarces and sought to resolve similar
paradoxes, then it was perhaps logical that they wouldlolewaguely similar concepts in
spite of their geographical and chronological separati@f. course, as we noted in the
preceding chapter, a reliable methodological approachegfpttably, given the state of the
evidence, only permit us to advance a negative conclusiothe issue of ‘Gnostic’-

Kabbalistic filiation, and such must therefore be tbéethinative conclusion of our thesis.
Whilst, therefore, we were unwilling to ascribe too muehght to our hypothesis advanced
in regard to the potential surface similarities between smurces, we could at least with
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some confidence conclude that although avowedly specaeilaseech a hypothesis was
nonetheless arguably far more plausible than the tleoffiedirect ‘Gnostic’-Kabbalistic

filiation which we had previously examined.

In closing then, let us note that, through the analydethis thesis, we have hopefully
managed to ascertain both a general and a specifcdusion. The general conclusion is, of
course, the establishment of our methodology, which dpsfally been proven viable by its
successful application to a number of possibilities iggr ‘Gnostic’ antecedents to the
Bahir. The specific conclusion, however, must perhaps redpigttemain rather negative, in
that the application of our methodology to the paréiciguestion of ‘Gnostic’-Kabbalistic
filiation does not reasonably permit us to acclaim sutlypothesis as proven; indeed, as we
have seen throughout this thesis, with the greategeceso Scholem, we cannot however
really say that his proposal of direct ‘Gnostic’ udghce is even particularly likely. To be
sure, whilst it is to be hoped that our general conclusioand will remain, relatively solid, it
must be admitted that our specific one may well inftibere be challenged by the emergence
of new source evidence. It is, after all, not beyomel bounds of possibility that such
evidence is currently in a hidden cache, waiting to beosleyeda la Nag Hammadi, or
perhaps more likely, is merely resting uncatalogued ansisesaed in the depths of a library
archive. Ultimately, therefore, we may well hope thoe future emergence of such evidence
as might challenge our specific conclusion, but for thenen@ given the sources we have,
the most we can reasonably and verifiably say, as pemethrodology, is that the instances
of similarity and correspondence hitherto adduced betweesdcond century ‘Gnostics’ and

the medieval Kabbalah are mere coincidence, ‘only #imd,nothing more’.

“Realism is nothing more and nothing less than the trutréatment of material...”

William Dean HowellsCriticism and Fictio®3

853 (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1891), p.77
207



Alphabetical List of Abbreviations Used

ANF — Ante-Nicene Fathers

Apoc. Adam- TheApocalypse of AdarfNHC V.5)

Apoc. John- TheApocryphon of Joh(NHC 11.1; 111.1; IV.1, BG 1I)
BasFrA-H — Basilides, Fragments A-H [in B. Layt@nostic Scripture$1987), pp.427-444]
BG — Berlin Gnostic Codex

Eugnostos- Eugnostos the Bless¢NHC 111.3; V.1)

Flora — PtolemyEpistle to Flora

Gos. Eg— TheGospel of the EgyptiartNHC 111.2; IV.2)

Gos. Mary— TheGospel of MaryBG 1)

Gos. Phil. -The Gospel of Philipf(NHC I1.3)

Gos. Thom- TheGospel of Thoma@\NHC 11.2)

Gos. Tru— TheGospel of Trut{NHC 1.3; XI1.2)

Haer. — IrenaeusAgainst Heresies

Haer. fab.— Theodoret of Cyrrhusjaereticarum fabularum compendium
Hyp. Arch.— TheHypostasis of the Archor{sIHC 11.4)

Interrogatio— Thelnterrogatio Johannigalso referred to as tl&ecret Suppégr
KJV —King James Version Bible

Modesty- Tertullian,On Modesty

NHC — Nag Hammadi Codex

OED - Oxford English Dictionary

Omega- Zosimos of Panopoli§)n the Letter Omega

Orig. W.—On the Origin of the World\NHC I1.5; XIlI.2)

Soph. Jes. ChrThe Sophia of Jesus Chr(HC I11.4, BG IIl)

PEH —Hayim Vital, Peri ‘etzhayim

Praxeas- Tertullian,Against Praxeas

RSV-Revised Standard Version Bible

Silvanus- TheTeachings of SilvanuU®NHC VI1.4)

Test. Tru— TheTestimony of TrutfiNHC [X.3)

Tri. Prot. — TheTrimorphic Protennoig NHC XIII)

Tri. Trac.— TheTripartite Tractate(NHC 1.5; XII1.1)

Val. — Tertullian,Against the Valentinians

Val. Exp.—A Valentinian ExpositiogNHC XI.2)

VFrA-H — Valentinus, Fragments A-H [in B. Layto@nostic Scripture$1987), pp.229-245]

Bibliography

Primary Texts:

ABRAMS, DANIEL (ed.), The Book Bahir: An Edition Based on the Earliest Manuscritaurces and
Studies in the Literature of Jewish Mysticism (Los AlegeCherub Press, 1994).

ADLER, W. and TUFFIN, P. (eds. and transThe Chronography of George Synkellos: A Byzantine
Chronicle of Universal History from the Creati¢g@xford: Oxford University Press, 2002).

AMIDON, P.R., ed. and transThe Panarionof St. Epiphanius, Bishop of Salamis: Selected Passages
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990).

Augustine,Confessionstrans. CHADWICK, H. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991)

208



Basilides, Fragments A-H, in LAYTON, B., ed. and traii$ie Gnostic Scriptures: A New Translation with
Annotations and Introduction3he Anchor Bible Reference Library (New York: DoublkgdB987), pp.427-
444,

BERTHELOT, M.P.E., DUVAL, R. and HOUDAS, O. (eds. anans.),Histoire des sciences: La chimie au
moyen age3 Volumes (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1893).

Clement of AlexandriaThe Stromata, or Miscellanieed. ROBERTS, A., DONALDSON, J., and COXE,
A. CLEVELAND, The Ante-Nicene Fathers, Volume II (Me&’ork: Cosimo Classics, 2007).

DAN, JOSEPH (ed.) and KIENER, RONALD C. (translhe Early KabbalahThe Classics of Western
Spirituality (New York: Paulist Press, 1986).

DAN, JOSEPH (ed.)The Heart and the Fountain: An Anthology of Jewish Mystical Experigbderd:
Oxford University Press, 2002).

DUNN, JAMES DAVID (ed.) and SNYDER, NATHAN (trans.YVindow of the Soul: The Kabbalah of
Rabbi Isaac LurigSan Francisco: Weiser Books, 2008).

EpiphaniusPanarion ed. and trans. WILLIAMS, F., Nag Hammadi and Manichg&eanlies, 63 (Leiden:
Brill, Second Revised and Expanded Edition, 2009).

EPSTEIN, ISIDORE et al., ed. and tranghe Babylonian Talmyd35 Volumes (London: The Soncino
Press, 1948-1952).

Eusebius,The History of the Churched. LOUTH, A., trans. WILLIAMSON, G.A. (St. lve$?enguin,
Revised Edition, 1989).

GOLDSCHMIDT, LAZARUS and EDELMANN, RAFAEL (eds.fubject Concordance to the Babylonian
Talmud(Copenhagen: Ejnar Munksgaard, 1959).

HAMILTON, JANET and HAMILTON, BERNARD (eds. and transand STOYANOV, YURI (trans.),
Christian Dualist Heresies in the Byzantine World c.650-c.1488nchester Medieval Sources Series
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1998).

HEINEMANN, ISAAK, ed. and trans., ‘Jehuda Halevi: Kuzain Three Jewish Philosopher$larper
Torchbooks: The Temple Library (New York: Harper & RAW65).

Hippolytus, @1docopovueva H Kata Maowv ‘Aipsoecov EAcyyos, ed. and trans. CRUICE, PATRICE,
(Paris: 1860).

-- The Refutation of All Heresieed. ROBERTS, A. and DONALDSON, J., trans. MACMAHOMNH.,
Ante-Nicene Christian Library, Volume VI (Edinburgh: T&Jlark, 1870).

Irenaeus,Against Heresiesed. ROBERTS, A., DONALDSON, J., and COXE, A. CLEVAND, The
Ante-Nicene Fathers, Volume | (New York: Cosimo Glas, 2007).

Justin Martyr,The First and Second Apologjexd. and trans. BARNARD, L.W., Ancient Christian it&frs,
56 (New York: Paulist Press, 1997).

-- Apologie pour les Chrétiens: Introduction, Texte Critique, TraductioNages ed. and trans. MUNIER,
C., Sources Chrétiennes, 507 (Paris: Les Editions dy Z396).

209



KING, KAREN L, ed. and transThe Gospel of Mar{Santa Rosa, California: Polebridge Press, 2003).

LAYTON, BENTLEY, ed. and trans.The Gnostic Scriptures: A New Translation with Annotations and
Introductions The Anchor Bible Reference Library (New York: Doublgd87).

-- (ed.),Coptic Gnostic Chrestomathfl.euven: Peeters, 2004).

LAYTON, B. (ed.) and LAMBDIN, T.O. (trans.), ‘The Gpel according to Thomas’, in LAYTON, B. (ed.),
Nag Hammadi Codex II, 2-7 together with XIlII, 2*, Brit. Lib. Or.496@nd P. Oxy. 1,654, 65%¥0olume
1, Nag Hammadi Studies, XX (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1989), pp.52-94

LAYTON, B. (ed.) and ISENBERG, W.W. (trans.), ‘The §p@l according to Philip’, in LAYTON, B. (ed.),
Nag Hammadi Codex II, 2-7 together with XIlII, 2*, Brit. Lib. Or.496@nd P. Oxy. 1,654, 65%¥0olume
1, Nag Hammadi Studies, XX (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1989), pp.142-215

LELOUP, JEAN-YVES, ed. and trand he Gospel of Marytrans. ROWE, J. (Rochester, Vermont: Inner
Traditions, 2002).

MATT, DANIEL C., ed. and trans.The Zohar: Pritzker EditionVolumes 1-5 (Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 2004-2009).

MEYER, MARVIN W. (ed.),The Nag Hammadi Library: In Engligfban Francisco: Harper & Row, 1977).
NEUSNER, JACOB et al., ed. and tranghe Talmud of the Land of Israel: A Preliminary Translation and
Explanation Chicago Studies in the History of Judaism, 35 Volumesc@giai: The University of Chicago
Press, 1982-1993).

NICKELSBURG, GEORGE W.E.1 Enoch 1: A Commentary on the Book of 1 Enoch, Chapters 1-36; 81-
108 Hermeneia (Minneapolis, Minnesota: Fortress Press, 2001).

-- and VANDERKAM, JAMES C. (eds. and transl)Enoch: A New Translation. Based on the Hermeneia
CommentarnfMinneapolis, Minnesota: Fortress Press, 2004).

ODEBERG, HUGO, ed. and tran8,Enoch or the Hebrew Book of Enoch, edited and translated for the
first time with Introduction, Commentary and critical Not@ambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1928).

ORLANDI, TITO, ed. and transEvangelium VeritatisTesti del Vicino Oriente antico (Brescia: Paideia
Editrice, 1992).

PETERMANN, J.H. (ed.) and SCHWARTZE, M.G. (tran®)jstis Sophia: Opus Gnosticum Valentino
Adiudicatum(Berlin: F. Duemmler, 1851).

Plotinus, The Enneadstrans. MACKENNA, S. and PAGE, B.S. (London, Fabed &aber, Revised
Edition, 1956).

ROBINSON, JAMES M. et al, ed. and tran3he Nag Hammadi Libraryn English (New York:
HarperCollins, Third Revised Edition, 1990).

SCHAFER, PETER (ed.Konkordanz zur Hekhalot-LiteratuyiTexte und Studien zum Antiken Judentum,
12-13, 2 Volumes (Tubingen: J.C.B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 1986-1988).

210



SCHOLEM, GERSHOM G., ed. and trangghar: The Book of SplendgNew York: Schocken Books,
1949).

SCHMIDT, CARL (ed.) and MACDERMOT, VIOLET (trans.J;he Books of Jeu and the Untitled Text in
the Bruce CodexNag Hammadi Studies, XIII (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1978).

SCOTT, WALTER, ed. and trans. and FERGUSON, A.S. (étkymetica: The Ancient Greek and Latin
Writings which contain Religious or Philosophic Teachings Ascribed to Helmsmegistus4 Volumes
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1924-1936).

STEVENSON, J. (ed.Creeds, Councils, and Controversig®ndon: SPCK, 1966).

Tertullian, Against Praxeased. ROBERTS, A., DONALDSON, J., and COXE, A. CLEVAID, The
Ante-Nicene Fathers, Volume IIl (New York: Cosimo €as, 2007).

The Prescription Against Hereticed. ROBERTS, A., DONALDSON, J., and COXE, A. CLEVA\D,
The Ante-Nicene Fathers, Volume 1ll (New York: Cosiflassics, 2007).

-- Against the Valentiniansed. ROBERTS, A., DONALDSON, J., and COXE, A. CLEVEND, The
Ante-Nicene Fathers, Volume IIl (New York: Cosimo €as, 2007).

-- On Modesty ed. ROBERTS, A., DONALDSON, J., and COXE, A. CLEVANID, The Ante-Nicene
Fathers, Volume IV (New York: Cosimo Classics, 2007).

Theodoret of Cyrrhudjlaereticarum fabularum compendiued. Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (University of
California, Irvine: 2008).

Pseudo-Tertullian,Against All Heresies ed. ROBERTS, A., DONALDSON, J., and COXE, A.
CLEVELAND, The Ante-Nicene Fathers, Volume Il (N&work: Cosimo Classics, 2007).

Ptolemy,Epistle to Flora in LAYTON, B., ed. and transThe Gnostic Scriptures: A New Translation with
Annotations and Introductiondhe Anchor Bible Reference Library (New York: DoublgdE987), pp.308-
315.

Valentinus, Fragments A-H, in LAYTON, B., ed. andrts.,The Gnostic Scriptures: A New Translation
with Annotations and Introduction3he Anchor Bible Reference Library (New York: Doubkgd4987),
pp.229-245.

VERMES, GEZA, ed. and transThe Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in Englisbndon: Penguin, Revised
Edition, 2004).

WAKEFIELD, W.L. and EVANS, A.P. (eds. and transHeresies of the High Middle Ages: Selected
Sources, Translated and AnnotateRecords of Western Civilisation Series (New York:|uGwia
University Press, 1991).

WALDSTEIN, MICHAEL and WISSE, FREDERIK CARL (eds. artrans.),The Apocryphon of John:
Synopsis of Nag Hammadi Codices II, 1; Ill, 1; and 1V, 1 with BG 850839 Hammadi and Manichaean
Studies, XXXIII (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1995).

WISSE, FREDERIK, ‘The Apocryphon of John (1,1, ll1dnd BG 8502,2)’, in ROBINSON, JAMES M. et

al., ed. and transThe Nag Hammadi Librarin English(New York: HarperCollins, Third Revised Edition,
1990), pp.104-123.

211



Zosimos of PanopolisOn the Letter Omegaed. and trans. JACKSON, HOWARD M., Texts and
Translations, 14 / Graeco-Roman Religion Series, Buifd, Georgia: Scholars Press, 1978).

King James Version Bible

Revised Standard Version Bible

Grammatical Works and Lexica:

CRUM, W.E.,A Coptic Dictionary(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1939).

DAVIDSON, BENJAMIN (ed.), The Analytical Hebrew and Chaldee Lexid@rand Rapids, Michigan:
Regency Reference Library, Second Edition, 1850).

LAMBDIN, T.O., Introduction to Sahidic CoptiMacon, Georgia: Macon University Press, 1983).
LAMPE, G.W.H. (ed.)A Patristic Greek Lexico(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1961).

LIDDELL, H.G. and SCOTT, R. (eds.p\ Greek-English Lexico(Oxford: Clarendon Press, Ninth Edition
With a Supplement, 1968).

MOULTON, HAROLD K. (ed.),The Analytical Greek Lexicon Reviggsrand Rapids, Michigan: Regency
Reference Library, Revised Edition, 1978).

Secondary Works:

ALEXANDER, P.S., ‘The Historical Setting of the Hetard8ook of Enoch’ Journal of Jewish StudieZ3
(2977), pp.156-180.

-- ‘Comparing Merkavah Mysticism and Gnosticism: An BssaMethod’, Journal of Jewish Studie35
(1984), pp.1-18.

ALMOND, PHILIP C., Mystical Experience and Religious DoctrinReligion and Reason, 26 (Berlin:
Walter de Gruyter & Co., 1982).

ALSTON, W.P., ‘Literal and Nonliteral in Reports of Migal Experience’, in KATZ, S.T. (ed.Mysticism
and Languag€Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992), pp.80-102.

ARIEL, DAVID, Kabbalah: The Mystic Quest in Judaidfisanham, Maryland: Rowman & Littlefield,
2006).

ASHKENAZI, M., Handbook of Japanese Mytholgogyandbooks of World Mythology (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2003).

BALLA, IBOLYA, ‘Ben Sira / Sirach’, in LOADER, WILLIAM, The Pseudepigrapha on Sexuality:
Attitudes towards Sexuality in Apocalypses, Testaments, LegesdemiVand Related Literatuittitudes
towards Sexuality in Judaism and Christianity in the hwdtec Greco-Roman Era (Grand Rapids,
Michigan: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2011), pp.362-398.

BAUER, WALTER, Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christian{igecond German Edition, 1964], trans.
Philadelphia Seminar on Christian Origins, The New Testd Library (London: SCM, 1972).

212



BERGSON, H., ‘Mysticism, Action and Philosophy’, in WOS, R. (ed.),Understanding Mysticism
(London: The Athlone Press, 1981), pp.357-378.

BIANCHI, UGO, Selected Essays on Gnosticism, Dualism and Mysterios&thglies in the History of
Religions, 38 (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1978).

BIALE, DAVID, Gershom Scholem: Kabbalah and Counter-Hist@@ambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard
University Press, Second Edition, 1982).

BIDERMAN, SHLOMO, ‘Mystical Identity and Scriptural Jufstation’, in KATZ, S.T. (ed.),Mysticism
and Sacred Scriptur@Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), pp.68-86.

BONNER, G., ‘The spirituality of St Augustine and itslience on Western mysticism’, in BONNER G.,
God’s Decree and Man’s Destingollected Studies Series (London: Variorum Reprints, 19855ay |I.

-- ‘Augustine and Pelagianism in the Light of Modern&sh’, in BONNER G.God’s Decree and Man’s
Destiny Collected Studies Series (London: Variorum Reprints, 13855ay XI.

BOUSSET, WILHELM,The Antichrist Legend: A Chapter in Christian and Jewish Folkla896], trans.
KEANE, A.H., American Academy of Religion Texts andaffislations Series, 24 (Atlanta, Georgia:
Scholars Press, 1999).

BOUYER, LOUIS, ‘Mysticism / An Essay on the Histoyf the Word’, in WOODS, R. (ed.),
Understanding Mysticisr(London: The Athlone Press, 1981), pp.42-55.

BRAKKE, DAVID, The Gnostics: Myth, Ritual, and Diversity in Early Christianii€ambridge,
Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 2010).

BREMMER, JAN N.,The Rise and Fall of the Afterlifeondon: Routledge, 2002).

BROWN, P.,Augustine of Hippo: A Biography.ondon: Faber & Faber, 1967).

BUCKLEY, J.J., “The Holy Spirit is a Double Name”:ay Spirit, Mary, and Sophia in th&ospel of
Philip’, in KING, K.L. (ed.), Images of the Feminine in Gnosticis8tudies in Antiquity and Christianity
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1988), pp.211-227.

CASEY, R.P., ‘Naassenes and Ophitdsurnal of Theological Studie§XVIl (1926), pp.374-387.
CHARLESWORTH, JAMES H.,The Good & Evil Serpent: How A Universal Symbol Became
Christianized The Anchor Yale Bible Reference Library (New Hav€onnecticut: Yale University Press,

2010).

CHARRON, R., ‘TheApocryphon of JohfNHC IlI, 1) and the Graeco-Egyptian Alchemical Literatur
Vigiliae Christianae59 (2005), pp.438-456.

CLUNIES ROSS, MARGARET ,Prolonged Echoes: Old Norse myths in medieval Northern society
Volume 1: The Myths, The Viking Collection, 7 (Odense: Geldniversity Press, 1994).

COHEN, SHAYE J.D.,The Beginnings of Jewishness: Boundaries, Varieties, Uncertaiftikenistic
Culture and Society, XXXI (Berkeley and Los Angeles, Batia: University of California Press, 1999).

COUSINS, E., ‘The Fourfold Sense of Scripture in Chnstidysticism’, in KATZ, S.T. (ed.)Mysticism
and Sacred Scriptur@Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), pp.118-137.

213



CSAPO, ERICTheories of Mytholog{Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 2005).

DAN, JOSEPHGershom Scholem and the Mystical Dimension of Jewish Higiwglern Jewish Masters
Series, 2 (New York: New York University Press, 1988).

-- Jewish MysticismVolume II: The Middle Ages (Northvale, New Jersegsan Aronson, 1998).

DAN, J. and SCHAFER, P. (edsGershom ScholemMajor Trends in Jewish MysticisiB0 Years After:
Proceedings of the Sixth International Conference on the History of hJ&tysticism(Tubingen: J.C.B.
Mohr, 1993).

DE GIVRY, EMILE GRILLOT, lllustrated Anthology of Sorcery, Magic and Alchefd@29], trans.
LOCKE, J.C. (London: Zachary Kwintner Books, 1991).

DE VRIES, JAN,The Problem of LokiFF Communications, 110 (Helsinki: Suomalaisen Kirjallden
Seuran Kirjapainon 0.y., 1993).

DEAKLE, D.W., ‘Harnack & Cerdo: A Reexamination of tRatristic Evidence for Marcion's Mentor’,
Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Litet&@¢2002), pp.177-190.

DEUTSCH, NATHANIEL, The Gnostic Imagination: Gnosticism, Mandaeism, and Merkabah Mysticism
Brill's Series in Jewish Studies, XllI (Leiden: E.JilB 1995).

EDWARDS, MARK J., ‘Gnostics and Valentinians in theu@th Fathers’Journal of Theological Studies
40 (1989), pp.26-47.

-- ‘Neglected Texts in the Study of Gnosticisdournal of Theological Studiekl (1990), pp.26-50.
-- ‘The Vessel of Zosimus the AlchemisEeitschrift fr Papyrologie und Epigraph80 (1992), pp.55-64.

-- ‘The Naming of the Naassenes: Hippolytus, Refutatio6¥Vl0 as Hieros Logos’Zeitschrift far
Papyrologie und Epigraphik12 (1996), pp.74-80.

-- ‘Hebraism, Hellenism and the Gnostic FaBitudia PatristicaXXXV (2001), pp.222-226.
-- Catholicity and Heresy in the Early Chur¢harnham: Ashgate, 2009).
ELIADE, MIRCEA, Patterns in Comparative Religighondon: Sheed and Ward, 1958).

-- ‘Prolegomenon to Religious Dualism: Dyads and Pade’it in ELIADE, M., The Quest: History and
Meaning in Religio{Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1969), pp.127-175.

FAIVRE, ANTOINE, ‘Renaissance Hermeticism and the Guicof Western Esotericism’, in VAN DEN
BROEK, R. and HANEGRAAFF, W.J. (eds(nosis and Hermeticism from Antiquity to Modern Times
(New York: State University of New York Press, 1998), pp.109-123

FALLON, FRANCIS T.,The Enthronement of Sabaoth: Jewish Elements in Gnostic Creation, Myttps
Hammadi Studies, X (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1978).

FILORAMO, GIOVANNI, A History of Gnosticisnf1983], trans. ALCOCK, ANTHONY (Cambridge,
Massachusetts: Blackwell, 1990).

214



FISHBANE, M., ‘The Book of Zohar and Exegetical Spiality’, in KATZ, S.T. (ed.),Mysticism and
Sacred Scriptur¢Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), pp.101-117.

FISCHER-MUELLER, E. AYDEET, ‘Yaldabaoth: The Gnoskemale Principle in Its Fallennesblpvum
Testamentur32 (1990), pp.79-95.

FREND, W.H.C., “And | have other sheep’ — John 10:1&, WILLIAMS, R. (ed.), The Making of
Orthodoxy: Essays in Honour of Henry Chadw{€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989), pp.24-
39.

GERO, S., ‘With Walter Bauer on the Tigris: Encrati@rthodoxy and Libertine Heresy in Syro-
Mesopotamian Christianity’, in HEDRICK, C.W. and HODA@$R.Jr. (eds.)Nag Hammadi, Gnosticism,
and Early ChristianityPeabody, Massachusetts: Hendrickson, 1986), pp.287-307.

GERSHENZON, R. and SLOMOVIC, E., ‘A Second Century idéwsnostic Debate: Rabbi Jose ben
Halafta and the MatronaJournal for the Study of Judais¥VI (1985), pp.1-41.

GILHUS, INGVILD S., ‘The Gnostic Demiurge — An Agnastirickster’,Religion14 (1984), pp.301-311.
GREEN, H. A., ‘The Socio-Economic Background of Christia in Egypt’, in PEARSON, B.A. and
GOEHRING, J.E. (eds.)The Roots of Egyptian ChristianityStudies in Antiquity and Christianity
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1986), pp.100-113.

GRUENWALD, ITHAMAR, Apocalyptic and Merkavah MysticisrArbeiten zur Geschichte des Antiken
Judentums und des Urchristentums, XIV (Leiden: E.J. BSI§O).

GUERRA, ANTHONY J., ‘The Conversion of Marcus Aureliugdalustin Martyr: The Purpose, Genre, and
Content of the First ApologyThe Second Centu$/(1992), pp.171-187.

HAKKINEN, S., Ebionites’, in MARJANEN, A. and LUOMANENP. (eds.)A Companion to Second-
Century Christian ‘Heretics(Leiden: Brill, 2008), pp.247-278.

HAMILTON, BERNARD, ‘Wisdom from the East: the receptiby the Cathars of Eastern dualist texts’, in
BILLER, P. and HUDSON, A. (eds.Heresy and Literacy 1000-153Cambridge Studies in Medieval
Literature, 23 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), 60.38-

-- ‘The State of Research: The legacy of Charldsngdt to the study of Christian dualisndpurnal of
Medieval History24 (1998), pp.191-214.

-- review ofThe Corruption of Angels: The Great Inquisition of 1245-1@@nceton: Princeton University
Press, 2001), by Mark Gregory Pedte American Historical Revietd7 (2002), pp.925-926.

HAMILTON, SARAH, ‘The Virgin Mary in Cathar ThoughtJournal of Ecclesiastical Historg6 (2005),
pp.24-49.

HANNEKEN, TODD R.,The Subversion of the Apocalypses in the Book of Jubegly Judaism and Its
Literature, 34 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literatu2012).

HARNACK, ADOLF von, History of Dogma Volume | [Third German Edition, 1893], trans.
BUCHANAN, N. (New York: Russell & Russell, 1958).

HAYS, R.B.,The Moral Vision of the New Testam@dew York: HarperCollins, 1996).

215



HONKO, L., ‘The Problem of Defining Myth’, in DUNDESA. (ed.), Sacred Narrative: Readings in the
Theory of Myth(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1984), pp.41-52.

HORBURY, WILLIAM, ‘The Benediction of the Minim and &ly Jewish-Christian Controversylpurnal
of Theological Studie33 (1982), pp.19-61.

HULTKRANTZ, AKE, ‘The Myths of the Trickster and Quke Hero’, in BHURIYA, M. and MICHAEL,
S.M. (eds.),Anthropology as a Historical Science: Essay in Honour of Stephen Hiictere: Sat
Prakashan Sanchar Kendra, 1984), pp.113-126.

-- ‘Gnostic Parallels in America? A Problem of ldéntiDiffusion and Independent Invention’, in
GASPARRO, GIULIA SFAMENI (ed.),Ayafn éAmis: Studi storico-religiosi in onore di Ugo Bianghi
Storia delle religioni, 11 (Rome: <<L'ERMA>> di BRETSCHINDER, 1994), pp.463-478.

IDEL, MOSHE, Kabbalah: New Perspectivéslew Haven, Connecticut: Yale University Press, 1988).

-- Studies in Ecstatic Kabbalal®SUNY Series in Judaica: Hermeneutics, Mysticism, aalilgRn (Albany:
State University of New York Press, 1988).

-- ‘Rabbinism versus Kabbalism: On G. Scholem’'s Phemotogy of Judaism’.Modern Judaismll
(1991), pp.281-296.

-- ‘The Magical and Neoplatonic Interpretations of tabbalah in the Renaissance’, in RUDERMAN,
DAVID B. (ed.), Essential Papers On Jewish Culture In Renaissance And BaroquéNtly York: New
York University Press, 1992), pp.107-169.

-- ‘Particularism and Universalism in Kabbalah, 1480-1650’, WDERMAN, DAVID B. (ed.), Essential
Papers On Jewish Culture In Renaissance And Baroque (kdyv York: New York University Press,
1992), pp.324-344.

-- ‘The Zohar as Exegesis’, in KATZ, S.T. (edNlysticism and Sacred Scriptur@xford: Oxford
University Press, 2000), pp.87-100.

INGE, W.R.,Mysticism in ReligiorfLondon: Rider & Company, 1969).

JACKSON, HOWARD M., ‘The Seer Nikotheos and His Lospogalypse in the Light of Sethian
Apocalypses from Nag Hammadi and the Apocalypse of Ed¢h&ovum TestamentuB? (1990), pp. 250-

277.

JONAS, HANS, ‘Delimitation of the Gnostic Phenomeneifiypological and Historical’, in BIANCHI, U.

(ed.), Le origini dello gnosticismo: Colloquio di Messina 13-18 Aprile 1986udies in the History of
Religions (Supplements tdumen), Xl (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1967), pp.90-108.

-- ‘Myth and Mysticism: A Study of Objectification andtériorization in Religious ThoughtThe Journal
of Religion49 (1969), pp. 315-329.

-- The Gnostic ReligiofBoston: Beacon Press, Third Edition, 1991).

JUNG, CARL G.,Psychology and AlchenffRevised Edition, 1952], trans. HULL, R.F.C., The Cdkec
Works of C.G. Jung, Volume 12 (London: Routledge, Revisatiolad1968).

216



-- ‘Archetypes of the Collective Unconscious’, Tine Archetypes and the Collective Unconscidrems.
HULL, R.F.C., The Collected Works of C.G. Jung, VolugyePart | (London: Routledge, Revised Edition,
1968), pp.3-41.

-- ‘The Concept of the Collective Unconscious’,Tihe Archetypes and the Collective Unconscidians.
HULL, R.F.C., The Collected Works of C.G. Jung, VolugePart | (London: Routledge, Revised Edition,
1968), pp.42-53.

-- ‘On the Psychology of the Trickster-Figure’, Tine Archetypes and the Collective Unconscidrems.
HULL, R.F.C., The Collected Works of C.G. Jung, VolugyePart | (London: Routledge, Revised Edition,
1968), pp.255-272.

KALER, M. & BUSSIERES, M.-P., ‘Was Heracleon a Vitmian? A New Look at Old Source§he
Harvard Theological Revie®9 (2006), pp.275-289.

KALVESMAKI, J., ‘Italian versus Eastern Valentiniani®mVigiliae Christianae62 (2008), pp.79-89.

KATZ, STEVEN T., ‘Mystical Speech and Mystical Meaninghy KATZ, S.T. (ed.),Mysticism and
Language(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992), pp.3-41.

-- ‘Mysticism and the Interpretation of Sacred Scriptune KATZ, S.T. (ed.), Mysticism and Sacred
Scripture(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), pp.7-67.

KING, KAREN L, What Is Gnosticism{Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, New
Edition, 2005).

KINGSLEY, PETER,Ancient Philosophy, Mystery, and Magic: Empedocles and Pythagorean Tradition
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995).

KLIIN, A.F.J., Seth in Jewish, Christian and Gnostic LiteratuBupplements tdtNovum Testamentym
XLVI (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1977).

-- ‘Jewish Christianity in Egypt’, in PEARSON, B.A. a@DOEHRING, J.E. (eds.)lThe Roots of Egyptian
Christianity, Studies in Antiquity and Christianity (Philadelphia: tfess Press, 1986), pp.161-175.

KNOWLES, DAVID, ‘What Is Mysticism?’, in WOODS, Re(l.),Understanding MysticisrLondon: The
Athlone Press, 1981), pp.521-528.

KUNIN, S.D.,Religion: The Modern Theorid&dinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2003).

LAYTON, BENTLEY, ‘Prolegomena to the Study of Ancie@nosticism’, in WHITE, MICHAEL L. and
YARBROUGH, O. LARRY (eds.),The Social World of the First Christian®linneapolis, Minnesota:
Fortress Press, 1995), pp.334-350.

LIEBES, YEHUDA, ‘De Natura Dei On the Development of the Jewish Myth’, in LIEBESEHUDA,
Studies in Jewish Myth and Jewish Messianisrans. STEIN, BATYA, SUNY Series in Judaica:
Hermeneutics, Mysticism, and Religion (Albany: Statevarsity of New York Press, 1993), pp.1-64.

-- ‘The Kabbalistic Myth as Told by Orpheus’, in LIEBEBEHUDA, Studies in Jewish Myth and Jewish

Messianism trans. STEIN, BATYA, SUNY Series in Judaica: Hermetics, Mysticism, and Religion
(Albany: State University of New York Press, 1993), pp.65-92.

217



LINCOLN, BRUCE, Myth, Cosmos, and Society: Indo-European Themes of Creation and Destructior
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1986).

LOADER, WILLIAM, Enoch, Levi, and Jubilees on Sexuality: Attitudes towards Sexualibe ikarly
Enoch Literature, the Aramaic Levi Document, and the Book of Jubi#g¢eides towards Sexuality in
Judaism and Christianity in the Hellenistic Greco-Ronkaa (Grand Rapids, Michigan: William B.
Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2007).

-- The Dead Sea Scrolls on Sexuality: Attitudes towards Sexuality in i8eciad Related Literature at
Qumran Attitudes towards Sexuality in Judaism and Christianityth@ Hellenistic Greco-Roman Era
(Grand Rapids, Michigan: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Gamny, 2009).

-- The Pseudepigrapha on Sexuality: Attitudes towards Sexuality in Aposlypsstaments, Legends,
Wisdom, and Related Literatudtitudes towards Sexuality in Judaism and Christianittha Hellenistic
Greco-Roman Era (Grand Rapids, Michigan: William Brdgegans Publishing Company, 2011).

LOGAN, ALASTAIR H.B., Gnostic Truth and Christian Hereg¢idinburgh: T&T Clark, 1996).
-- The Gnostics: Identifying an Early Christian C(llondon: T&T Clark, 2006).
LOUTH, A., The Origins of the Christian Mystical Traditig@xford: Clarendon Press, 1981).

LUDEMANN, GERD, Primitive Christianity: A Survey of Recent Studies and Some Nepogls
(London: T&T Clark, 2003).

MAJERCIK, R., ‘Plotinus and Greek Mysticism’, in B#®P, D.H. (ed.),Mysticism and the Mystical
Experience: East and We$elinsgrove, Pennsylvania: Susquehanna University Press, 1938)64p

MANSFELD, JAAP.,Heresiography in ContextPhilosophia Antiqua, Volume LVI (Leiden: E.J. Brill,
1992).

MARJANEN, ANTTI, ‘The Mother of Jesus or the Magdal@nelhe Identity of Mary in the So-Called
Gnostic Christian Texts, in JONES, F. STANLEY (ed¥hich Mary? The Marys of Early Christian
Tradition, SBL Symposium Series, 19 (Atlanta, Georgia: Schétagess, 2002), pp.31-41.

-- ‘What is Gnosticism? From the Pastorals to RudolphMARJANEN, A. (ed.),Was There a Gnostic
Religion Publications of the Finnish Exegetical Society, 87 (lHkisiFinnish Exegetical Society, 2005),
pp.1-53.

MARJANEN, A. and LUOMANEN, P. (eds.)A Companion to Second-Century Christian ‘Heretics’
(Leiden: Brill, 2008).

MARKSCHIES, CHRISTOPHValentinus Gnosticus? Untersuchungen zur valentinianischen Gnosis mit
einem Kommentar zu den Fragmenten Valentivissenschatftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament,
65 (Tubingen: J.C.B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 1992).

MAY, GERHARD, ‘Marcion in Contemporary Views: Ressithnd Open Questiondhe Second Centufy
(1988), pp.129-151.

McCUE, J.F., ‘Conflicting Versions of Valentinianism?rehaeus and th&xcerpta ex Theoddtoin
LAYTON, B. (ed.), The Rediscovery of Gnosticism: Proceedings of the International @oickeron
Gnosticism at Yale, New Haven, Connecticut, March 28-31,,19##&lies in the History of Religions
(Supplements tdlumern), XLI, Volume 1: The School of Valentinus (Leiden: BBJill, 1981), pp.404-416.

218



McGINN, B., ‘The Language of Love in Christian and Jéwidysticism’, in KATZ, S.T. (ed.)Mysticism

and LanguagdOxford: Oxford University Press, 1992), pp.202-235.

McKINNELL, JOHN, Both One And Many: Essays on Change and Variety in Late Norse Heathenism
Philologia, 1 (Rome: Il Calamo, 1994).

-- ‘Voluspdand the Feast of Easter’, in SIMEK, R. and MEURER(edls.),Scandinavia and Christian
Europe in the Middle Agg8onn: Hausdruckerei der Universitat Bonn, 2003), pp.366-372.

-- Meeting the other in Norse myth and legé@dmbridge: D.S. Brewer, 2005).

MOLL, SEBASTIAN, The Arch-Heretic Marcion Wissenschatftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen
Testament, 250 (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010).

MOORE, R.l., ‘The war against heresy in medieval Eurodestorical Researchvol. 81, no.212 (2008),
pp.189-210.

NAUTA, LODI, ‘The Preexistence of the Soul in MedieVdlought,Recherches de Théologie ancienne et
médiévales3 (1996), pp.93-135.

NEUBAUER, A., ‘The Bahir and the ZohaiThe Jewish Quarterly Revied(1892), pp.357-368.

NEUSNER, JACOB, ‘From Philosophy to Mysticism’, in NBNER, J. (ed.)Understanding Rabbinic
Judaism: From Talmudic to Modern Tim@$ew York: Ktav Publishing House / Anti-Defamation League
of B’'Nai B'Rith, 1974), pp.213f.

NICKELSBURG, GEORGE W.E., ‘Apocalyptic and Myth InEnoch6-11’, Journal of Biblical Literature
96 (1977), pp.383-405.

PAGELS, ELAINE, ‘Conflicting Versions of Valentinian sEhatology: Irenaeus and th&xcerpta ex
Theodot§ The Harvard Theological Revied7¥ (1974), pp.35-53.

PATAI, RAPHAEL, The Jewish Alchemists: A History and Source B@binceton: Princeton University
Press, 1994).

PEARSON, BIRGER A., ‘Gnostic Interpretation of thé&dQestament in th&estimony of TrutiNHC 1X,
3)’, The Harvard Theological Revier (1980), pp.311-319.

-- ‘Jewish Sources in Gnostic Literature’, in STONEE. (ed.),Jewish Writings of the Second Temple
Period: Apocrypha, Pseudepigrapha, Qumran Sectarian Writings, Philo, Jose@longpendia Rerum
ludaicarum ad Novum Testamentum, 2:2 (Philadelphia: Fofthess, 1984), pp.443-481.

-- ‘Earliest Christianity in Egypt: Some Observations’,PEARSON, B.A. and GOEHRING, J.E. (eds.),
The Roots of Egyptian Christianitystudies in Antiquity and Christianity (Philadelphia: Fess Press,
1986), pp.132-159.

-- ‘The Problem of “Jewish Gnostic” Literature’, in BRICK, C.W. and HODGSON, R.Jr. (edsNag
Hammadi, Gnosticism, and Early Christian{§eabody, Massachusetts: Hendrickson, 1986), pp.15-35.

-- ‘Pre-Valentinian Gnosticism in Alexandria’, in PEARN, B.A. (ed.),The Future of Early Christianity:
Essays in Honor of Helmut Koes{@inneapolis, Minnesota: Fortress Press, 1991), pp.455-466.

219



-- ‘The California Coyote and Other Creative CreatyiasBACKMAN, L., DROBIN, U., and BERGLIE,
P.-A. (eds.) Studier i religionshistoria tillagnade Ake Hultkrantizoberdd: Bokférlaget Plus Ultra, 1991),
pp.257-263.

-- ‘1 Enochin the Apocryphon of Johnin FORNBERG, T. and HELLHOLM, D. (eds.)fexts and
Contexts: Biblical Texts in Their Textual and Situational Conteixtsays in Honor of Lars Hartmd@slo:
Scandinavian University Press, 1995), pp.355-367.

-- ‘From Jewish Apocalypticism to Gnosis’, in GIVERSES., PETERSEN, T., and SORENSEN, J.P.
(eds.),The Nag Hammadi Texts in the History of Religions: Proceedindee dhternational Conference at
the Royal Academy of Sciences and Letters in Copenhagen, September 19-2dn18850ccasion of the
50th Anniversary of the Nag Hammadi Discoverjstorisk-filosofiske Skrifter, 26 (Copenhagen: The
Royal Danish Academy of Sciences and Letters, 2002), pp.146-163

-- ‘Current Issues in the Study of Early Christianity BEgypt’, in PEARSON, B.A.,Gnosticism and
Christianity in Roman and Coptic Egyew York: T & T Clark, 2004), pp.11-81.

-- ‘Enoch in Egypt’, in PEARSON, B.AGnosticism and Christianity in Roman and Coptic Egihw
York: T & T Clark, 2004), pp.132-152.

-- ‘A Coptic Enoch Apocryphon’, in PEARSON, B.AGnosticism and Christianity in Roman and Coptic
Egypt(New York: T & T Clark, 2004), pp.153-197.

-- ‘The Figure of Seth in Manichaean Literature’, iInARSON, B.A., Gnosticism and Christianity in
Roman and Coptic Egypew York: T & T Clark, 2004), pp.268-282.

-- ‘Friedlander Revisited: Alexandrian Judaism and Gno®tigins’, in PEARSON, B.A..Gnosticism,
Judaism, and Egyptian Christiani@vlinneapolis, Minnesota: Fortress Press, 2006), pp.10-28.

-- ‘Biblical Exegesis in Gnostic Literature’, in PEARSOIB,A., Gnosticism, Judaism, and Egyptian
Christianity (Minneapolis, Minnesota: Fortress Press, 2006), pp.29-38.

-- ‘Jewish Haggadic Traditions ihhe Testimony of Truthrom Nag Hammadi (CG 1X,3)’, in PEARSON,
B.A., Gnosticism, Judaism, and Egyptian Christian{iinneapolis, Minnesota: Fortress Press, 2006),
pp.39-51.

-- ‘The Figure of Seth in Gnostic Literature’, in PEABRIS, B.A., Gnosticism, Judaism, and Egyptian
Christianity (Minneapolis, Minnesota: Fortress Press, 2006), pp.52-83.

-- ‘Jewish Elements in Gnosticism and the Developneér@gnostic Self-Definition’, in PEARSON, B.A.,
Gnosticism, Judaism, and Egyptian Christianiinneapolis, Minnesota: Fortress Press, 2006), pp.124-
135.

-- ‘Jewish Elements i€orpus Hermeticunh (Poimandre¥, in PEARSON, B.A. Gnosticism, Judaism, and
Egyptian ChristianityMinneapolis, Minnesota: Fortress Press, 2006), pp.136-147.

-- ‘Gnosticism as Platonism’, in PEARSON, B.AGnosticism, Judaism, and Egyptian Christianity
(Minneapolis, Minnesota: Fortress Press, 2006), pp.148-164.

PEGG, MARK GREGORY,The Corruption of Angels: The Great Inquisition of 1245-12Rfinceton:
Princeton University Press, 2001).

220



-- ‘'On Cathars, Albigenses, and good men of Languedaocitnal of Medieval Histore7 (2001), pp.181-
195.

PENELHUM, T., ‘Unity and Diversity in the Interpretatioaf Mysticism’, in WOODS, R. (ed.),
Understanding Mysticisri{London: The Athlone Press, 1981), pp.438-448.

PETREMENT, SIMONEA Separate Go(i1984], trans. HARRISON, C. (San Francisco: Harper &R
1990).

PRZYBYLSKI, B., ‘The Role of Calendrical Data in GumsLiterature’, Vigiliae Christianae34 (1980),
pp.56-70.

QUISPEL, GILLES, ‘Ezekiel 1:26 in Jewish Mysticism anddSis’, Vigiliae Christianae34 (1980), pp.1-
13.

-- ‘The Religion of the Cathars and Gnosis’, in GASHRO, GIULIA SFAMENI (ed.), Ayabn éAmis:
Studi storico-religiosi in onore di Ugo Bianghbtoria delle religioni, 11 (Rome: <<L’ERMA>> di
BRETSCHNEIDER, 1994), pp.487-491.

-- ‘Hermes Trismegistus and the Origins of GnosticjsmVAN DEN BROEK, R. and VAN HEERTUM,
C. (eds.),From Poimandres to Jacob Bohme: Gnosis, Hermetism and the Chrisaditidn, Pimander:
Texts and Studies Published by the Bibliotheca Philosophicanédiea, 4 (Amsterdam, Bibliotheca
Philosophica Hermetica, 2000), pp.145-165.

-- ‘The Original Doctrine of Valentinus the Gnostia} VAN DEN BROEK, R. and VAN HEERTUM, C.
(eds.),From Poimandres to Jacob Bohme: Gnosis, Hermetism and the Chiis&dition, Pimander: Texts
and Studies Published by the Bibliotheca Philosophica Heranet (Amsterdam, Bibliotheca Philosophica
Hermetica, 2000), pp.233-263.

-- ‘Gnosis and Alchemy: the Tabula Smaragdina’, in VAEN BROEK, R. and VAN HEERTUM, C.
(eds.),From Poimandres to Jacob Béhme: Gnosis, Hermetism and the Chiisadition, Pimander: Texts
and Studies Published by the Bibliotheca Philosophica Heranet (Amsterdam, Bibliotheca Philosophica
Hermetica, 2000), pp.303-333.

RASIMUS, TUOMAS, Paradise Reconsidered in Gnostic Mythmaking: Rethinking Sethianikighh of
the Ophite EvidengdNag Hammadi and Manichaean Studies, 68 (Leiden: Brill, 2009).

READ, J., ‘Alchemy and Alchemistskolklore 44 (1933), pp.251-278.

REITZENSTEIN, RICHARD, Poimandres: Studien zur Griechisch-agyptischen und frihchristlichen
Literatur (Leipzig: B.G. Teubner, 1904).

ROBERTS, COLIN H.Manuscript, Society and Belief in Early Christian Egf@xford: Oxford University
Press, 1979).

ROUKEMA, RIEMER, Gnosis and Faith in Early Christianitj998], trans. BOWDEN, JOHN (London:
SCM, 1999).

-- Jesus, Gnosis and Dogrf2010], trans. DEVENTER-METZ, S. (London: T&T Clark, 2010).

RUDOLPH, KURT, Gnosis[Revised Edition 1980], trans. COXON, P.W., KUHN, K.ldnd WILSON,
ROBERT McLACHLAN (San Francisco: T&T Clark, 1984).

221



-- ‘Response to “The Holy Spirit is a Double Name’:liA&pirit, Mary, and Sophia in th@ospel of Philip
by Jorunn Jacobsen Buckley’, in KING, K.L. (edlinages of the Feminine in Gnosticis@®tudies in
Antiquity and Christianity (Philadelphia: Fortress Pra€88), pp.228-238.

RUNCIMAN, STEVEN, The Medieval Manichee: A Study of the Christian Dualist He(€symbridge:
Cambridge University Press, Reissued Edition, 1982).
SANDMEL, SAMUEL, ‘Parallelomania’Journal of Biblical LiteratureB1 (1962), pp.1-13.

SCHAFER, PETERMirror of His Beauty: Feminine Images of God from the Bible toRhdy Kabbalah
Jews, Christians, and Muslims from the Ancient te Modern World (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2002).

SCHENKE, HANS-MARTIN, ‘The Phenomenon and Significald¢&nostic Sethianism’, in LAYTON, B.
(ed.), The Rediscovery of Gnosticism: Proceedings of the International i€anteon Gnosticism at Yale,
New Haven, Connecticut, March 28-31, 19%8udies in the History of Religions (Supplementsltmnen),
XLI, Volume 2: Sethian Gnosticism (Leiden: E.J. Brl981), pp.588-616.

SCHLEIERMACHER, FRIEDRICH, ‘Second Speech: On the B&see of Religion’, in
SCHLEIERMACHER, FRIEDRICHON Religion: Speeches to its Cultured Despi$Enst Edition 1799],
trans. CROUTER, R., Texts in German Philosophy (Cambri@gebridge University Press, 1988), pp.96-
140.

SCHMIDT, CHARLES, Histoire et doctrine de la secte des cathares ou albigébigolumes (Paris: J.
Cherbuliez, 1849).

SCHOLEM, GERSHOM G.On the Kabbalah and Its Symboli$t®60], trans. MANHEIM, R. (New York:
Schocken Books, 1969).

-- Major Trends in Jewish Mysticis(Mew York: Schocken Books, Third Revised Edition, 1961).
-- Origins of the Kabbalali1962], trans. ARKUSH, A. (Princeton: Princeton Univer$iress, 1990).

-- Jewish Gnosticism, Merkabah Mysticism, and Talmudic Trad{iMew York: The Jewish Theological
Society of America, Revised Edition, 1965).

-- The Messianic Idea in JudaigiNew York: Schocken Books, 1971).

-- ‘Jaldabaoth Reconsidered’, Mélanges d’histoire des religions offerts a Henri-Charles Puscdius le
patronage et avec le concours du College de France et Slection des sciences religieuses de I'Ecole
pratique des hautes Etudes (Paris: Presses universitairesnde,F1974), pp.405-421.

-- On The Mystical Shape of the Godhead: Basic Concepts in the Kabjstdalsed Hebrew Edition,
1976], ed. and trans. NEUGROSCHEL, J. and CHIPMAN, JwmMerk: Schocken Books, 1991).

-- Alchemy and Kabbalalj1977], trans. OTTMANN, K. (Putnam, Connecticut: Spring Ru#tions,
Revised Edition, 2008).

SHAHAR, SHULAMITH, ‘Le catharisme et le début de lsbate’, Annales. Histoire, Sciences SociakSs
(1974), pp. 1185-1210.

SIMEK, R.,Dictionary of Northern Mythologj1984], trans. HALL, A. (Cambridge: D.S. Brewer, 1993).

222



SIMON, M., ‘From Greek Hairesis to Christian Heresy SCHOEDEL, W.R. and WILKEN, R.L. (eds.),
Early Christian Literature and the Classical Intellectual Traditiomhéologie historique, 54 (Paris:
Beauchesne, 1979), pp.101-116.

SMART, NINIAN, Reasons and Faithdondon: Routledge, 1958).

SMITH, M., ‘The Nature and Meaning of Mysticism’, in WOGDR. (ed.),Understanding Mysticism
(London: The Athlone Press, 1981), pp.19-25.

SMITH, MORTON, ‘The History of the Term Gnostikosih LAYTON, B. (ed.), The Rediscovery of
Gnosticism: Proceedings of the International Conference on Gnosticidalat New Haven, Connecticut,
March 28-31, 1978Studies in the History of Religions (Supplement&Ntonen, XLI, Volume 2: Sethian
Gnosticism (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1981), pp.796-807.

SMITH, JONATHAN Z., ‘Religion, Religions, Religiousin SMITH, J.Z.,Relating Religion(Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press, 2004), pp.179-196.

-- ‘Here, There, and Anywhere’, in SMITH, J.Rglating Religion(Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 2004), pp.323-339.

STRECKER, G., ‘On the Problem of Jewish Christianityl, BAUER, W., Orthodoxy and Heresy in
Earliest Christianity[Second German Edition, 1964], trans. Philadelphia Semm&hoistian Origins, The
New Testament Library (London: SCM, 1972), pp.241-285.

STRMISKA, MICHAEL, ‘Asatrt in Iceland: The Rebirth ofd¥dic Paganism?Nova Religio4 (2000),
pp.106-132.

STROUMSA, GEDALIAHU G., ‘Aher: A Gnostic’, in LAYTON, B. (ed.)The Rediscovery of Gnosticism:
Proceedings of the International Conference on Gnosticism at YaleH&esn, Connecticut, March 28-31,
1978 Studies in the History of Religions (SupplementsdNtamern), XLI, Volume 2: Sethian Gnosticism
(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1981), pp.808-818.

-- ‘Form(s) of God: Some Notes on Mgon and Christ’,The Harvard Theological Revie#6 (1983),
pp.269-88.

-- Another Seed: Studies in Gnostic Mytholdggg Hammadi and Manichaean Studies, XXIV (Leiden: E.J.
Brill, 1984).

-- ‘Gnosis and Judaism in Nineteenth Century Christiamught’, Journal of Jewish Thought and
Philosophy2 (1992), pp.45-62.

-- ‘Anti-Cathar Polemics and tHeber De Duobus Principiisin LEWIS, B. and NIEWOHNER, F. (eds.),
Religionsgesprache im MittelaltewWolfenbitteler Mittelalter-Studien, 4 (Wiesbaden: Hasoagtz, 1992),
pp.169-183.

-- ‘A Zoroastrian Origin to th&efiro?’, Irano-Judaicalll (1994), pp.17-33.

-- ‘Mystical Descents’, in COLLINS, J.J. and FISHBENM. (eds.),Death, Ecstasy, and Other Worldly
JourneyqAlbany: State University of New York Press, 1995), pp.139-154.

-- ‘From Esotericism to Mysticism in Early Christigyij in KIPPENBERG, H.G. and STROUMSA, G.G.
(eds.), Secrecy and Concealment: Studies in the History of Mediterraneared Nastern Religions
Studies in the History of Religions Series, 65 (Leided: Brill, 1995), pp.289-309.

223



TALMAGE, FRANK, ‘An Hebrew Polemical Treatise: AnBathar and Anti-Orthodox'The Harvard
Theological RevieW80 (1967), pp.323-348.

TARDIEU, MICHEL, ‘Les livres mis sous le nom de Sethlas Séthiens de I'hérésiologie’, in KRAUSE,
M. (ed.),Gnosis and Gnosticism: Papers read at the Seventh International ConfereRegrigtic Studies,
Oxford, September 8th-131975 Nag Hammadi Studies, VIII (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1977), pp-2040.

TAYLOR, CLAIRE, Heresy in Medieval France: Dualism in Aquitaine and the Agenais, 1000-1249
Studies in History New Series (Woodbridge, Suffolk: ThogdBll Press, 2005).

TAYLOR, J.E., ‘The Phenomenon of Early Jewish QGfarsty: Reality or Scholarly Invention?Vigiliae
Christianae44 (1990), pp.313-334.

THOMAS, KEITH, Religion and the Decline of Mag(elarmondsworth: Peregrine Books, 1978).

THOMASSEN, EINAR,The Spiritual Seed: The Church of the Valentinjdtsy Hammadi and Manichean
Studies, 60 (Leiden: Brill, 2006).

-- ‘Heracleon’, in RASIMUS, T. (ed.)The Legacy of John: Second-Century Reception of the Fourth
Gospe] Supplements tdlovum Testamentyr32 (Leiden: Brill, 2010), pp.173-210.

TISHBY, ISAIAH, ‘Gnostic Doctrines in Sixteenth-Cemy Jewish Mysticism’Journal of Jewish Studids
(1955), pp.146-152.

TURNER, JOHN D. Sethian Gnosticism and the Platonic Traditid@bliotheque copte de Nag Hammadi
Section Etudes, 6 (Québec: Les Presses de I'Universitd, 2001).

TURVILLE-PETRE, E.O.G.Myth and Religion of the North: The Religion of Ancient Scandir@utéord:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1964).

UNDERHILL, EVELYN, ‘The Essentials of Mysticism’, iWwOODS, R. (ed.)Understanding Mysticism
(London: The Athlone Press, 1981), pp.26-41.

VALLEE, GERARD, A Study in Anti-Gnostic PolemicStudies in Christianity and Judaism, 1 (Waterloo,
Ontario: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 1981).

VAN DEN BROEK, ROELOF,Studies in Gnosticism and Alexandrian Christianiag Hammadi and
Manichaean Studies, XXXIX (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1996).

-- ‘Gnosticism and Hermetism in Antiquity: Two Roads $alvation’, in VAN DEN BROEK, R. and
HANEGRAAFF, W.J. (eds.)Gnosis and Hermeticism from Antiquity to Modern Tirfiésw York: State
University of New York Press, 1998), pp.1-20.

-- ‘The Cathars: Medieval Gnostics?’, in VAN DEN BRRER. and HANEGRAAFF, W.J. (eds.gnosis
and Hermeticism from Antiquity to Modern Tin{®&kew York: State University of New York Press, 1998),
pp.87-108.

VERMES, GEZA Jesus the JeyLondon: SCM, Third Edition, 2001).

WERBLOWSKY, R.J. ZWI, ‘Traces of Manichaeism in Meg Judaism’, in GASPARRO, GIULIA

SFAMENI (ed.), Ayafn éAmis: Studi storico-religiosi in onore di Ugo BiangHBtoria delle religioni, 11
(Rome: <<L’ERMA>> di BRETSCHNEIDER, 1994), pp.535-538.

224



WILLIAMS, MICHAEL ALLEN, Rethinking “Gnosticism”: An Argument for Dismantling a Dubious
Category(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996).

-- ‘Was There a Gnostic Religion? Strategies forleaf@r Analysis’, in MARJANEN, A. (ed.)Vas There
a Gnostic ReligionPublications of the Finnish Exegetical Society, 87 (iHkisFinnish Exegetical Society,
2005), pp.55-79.

WILLIAMS, ROWAN, ‘Does it make sense to speak of predie orthodoxy?’, in WILLIAMS, R. (ed.),
The Making of Orthodoxy: Essays in Honour of Henry Chady@embridge: Cambridge University Press,
1989), pp.1-23.

WILSON, ROBERT. McL.,The Gnostic ProblerLondon: A.R. Mowbray & Co., 1958).

-- ‘From Gnosis to Gnosticisn’, iMélanges d'histoire des religions offerts a Henri-Charles Pusols le
patronage et avec le concours du College de France et Slection des sciences religieuses de I'Ecole
pratique des hautes Etudes (Paris: Presses universitairesnde,FL974), pp.423-429.

-- ‘Gnosis and Gnosticism: The Messina Definitiom, GASPARRO, GIULIA SFAMENI (ed.),Aya6p
eAmis: Studi storico-religiosi in onore di Ugo Biangttoria delle religioni, 11 (Rome: <<L’ERMA>> di
BRETSCHNEIDER, 1994), pp.539-551.

WISSE, FREDERIK, ‘The Nag Hammadi Library and the Kerlegists’, Vigiliae Christianae25 (1971),
pp.205-223.

-- ‘Stalking those Elusive Sethians’, in LAYTON, B. (edlhe Rediscovery of Gnosticism: Proceedings of
the International Conference on Gnosticism at Yale, New Haven, Cawtedliarch 28-31, 1978Studies

in the History of Religions (SupplementsMomer), XLI, Volume 2: Sethian Gnosticism (Leiden: E.J.IBri
1981), pp.563-576.

-- ‘The Use of Early Christian Literature as Evidefmelnner Diversity and Conflict’, in HEDRICK, C.W.
and HODGSON, R.Jr. (edsNlag Hammadi, Gnosticism, and Early ChristianjBeabody, Massachusetts:
Hendrickson, 1986), pp.177-190.

WOLFSON, ELIOTT R., ‘Light through Darkness: The ldedlHuman Perfection in the ZoharThe
Harvard Theological Revie@l (1988), pp.73-95.

-- Through a Speculum That Shines: Vision and Imagination in Medieval Jewishidftygiinceton:
Princeton University Press, 1994).

-- ‘Varieties of Jewish Mysticism: A Typological Alyais’, in BISHOP, D.H. (ed.)Mysticism and the
Mystical Experience: East and We@&elinsgrove, Pennsylvania: Susquehanna University Press, 1995).
pp.133-1609.

YAMAUCHI, EDWIN M., Pre-Christian Gnosticism: A Survey of the Proposed Evideficeadon:
Tyndale Press, 1973).

Sources cited in Secondary Works:

RUDOLPH, KURT, Gnosis[Revised Edition 1980], trans. COXON, P.W., KUHN, K.ldnd WILSON,
ROBERT McLACHLAN (San Francisco: T&T Clark, 1984) cites:
= JONAS, HANS,Gnosis und spatantiker Geistolume 1 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1964).

225



The Gordon Milburn Doctoral Studentship for Research into Mysticism and Religious Experience

But, once realise what the true object is in life — that it is not pleasure, not
knowledge, not even fame itself, ‘that last infirmity of noble minds’ — but that it is
the development of character, the rising to a higher, nobler, purer standard, the
building-up of the perfect Man — and then, so long as we feel that this is going on,
and will (we trust) go on for evermore, death has for us no terror; it is not a
shadow, but a light; not an end, but a beginning!

Lewis Carroll, Preface t8ylvie and Brun¢1889)
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