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Summary

Adam’s story occupies a prominent place in 2 Slavonic (Apocalypse of ) Enoch.
The traditions pertaining to the first human can be found in all the sec-
tions of the book. In these materials Adam is depicted as a glorious angelic
being, predestined by God to be the ruler of the earth, but falling short
of God’s expectations. The article argues that the extensive presence of
Adamic materials in 2 Enoch has a polemical nature since it is related to
the long-lasting competition between Adamic and Enochic traditions.

The analysis shows that the polemics taking place in 2 Enoch involve
a rewriting of “original” Adamic motifs and themes when the details of
Adam’s “story” are transferred to a new “hero,” the seventh antediluvian
patriarch. The features of Adam’s story, his roles and offices, are used in
2 Enoch as the building blocks for creating the new, celestial identity of
the elevated Enoch. In the course of these polemical appropriations, the
elevated angelic status of the prelapsarian Adam, his luminosity, his wis-
dom, and his special roles as the king of the earth and the steward of
all earthly creatures are transferred to the new occupant of the celestial
realm, the patriarch Enoch, who, near the Lord’s throne, is transformed
into one of the glorious ones initiated into the highest mysteries by the
Lord, becomes the “manager of the arrangements on the earth,” and
writes down “everything that nourished” on it.

The investigation of Adamic polemics in 2 Enoch demonstrates that a
number of important passages associated with early Jewish mysticism, such
as the motif of the Divine Face in chapters 22 and 39, the future promi-
nent role of Enoch-Metatron as the governing power on the earth, and
his title “Youth,” belong to the primary text, since they play a decisive
role in Adamic polemics of the Slavonic apocalypse.
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In one of the recent issues of this journal' Christfried Béttrich offered
his criticism? of my article’ dedicated to the polemical developments
in the shorter recension of the Melchizedek legend of 2 Enoch.

In his critical response Béttrich denied the possibility of any polemics
not only in the Melchizedek story but also in the whole text of the
Slavonic apocalypse. He stated that “polemics are not heard elsewhere
in the narration; the picture of a still unified archaic mankind has no
place for them.”*

Bottrich’s strong negative reaction to the possibility of polemics in
the Slavonic apocalypse must be understood in the context of his own
scholarship. If such polemical developments do indeed exist, they pose
a serious problem to Bottrich’s research on 2 Enoch; this research has
been for many years conducted without any recognition or considera-
tion of such polemics. The existence of these polemical developments
would reveal, therefore, an obvious flaw in his methodological approach,
which has been unable to grasp the polemical character of the text.
Moreover, if the investigation were to proceed with the proper method-
ology, one which takes into consideration the polemical nature of
2 Enoch, a large number of Béttrich’s conclusions on the theology, the
history of the transmission, and the role of Jewish mystical traditions
in the text would be dismissed as erroneous.

My reply to Christfried Béttrich, however, should not proceed solely
as an exposition of the errors of his previous research, but should rather

' C. Bottrich, “The Melchizedek Story of 2 (Slavonic) Enoch: A Reaction to A.
Orlov,” 787 32.4 (2001) 445-70.

2 All Béttrich’s criticism rests on his single erroncous assumption that 2 Enoch 71:32-
33, which I used in my argument, represent an interpolation. This assumption is sim-
ply incorrect. There is nothing Christian in these two verses. They are presented in
both recensions in all major MSS of 2 Enoch. A simple comparison of two recensions
provides an additional proof that it is not an interpolation. In the shorter recension an
interpolation in 71:34-36 is absent. If 71:32-33 also belong to this interpolation it is
difficult to explain why these verses are still preserved in the shorter recension. It should
be noted that previous translators A. Vaillant and F. Andersen did not consider 2 Enoch
71:31-32 as an interpolation. Cf. A. Vaillant, Le livre des secrels d’Hénoch: Texte slave et tra-
duction frangaise (Paris: Institut d’Etudes Slaves, 1952) 80-82; F. Andersen, “2 (Slavonic
Apocalypse of) Enoch,” The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha (2 vols.; ed. J.H. Charlesworth;
New York: Doubleday, 1985 [1983]) 1.208 note p. It is unfortunate, that Boéttrich did
not read my other article on the same subject [A. Orlov, “‘Noah’s Younger Brother’:
Anti-Noachic Polemics in 2 Enoch,” Henoch 22.2 (2000) 259-73] where I further develop
my argument about the polemical nature of the Melchizedek story of 2 Enoch on the
materials of the longer recension. In this article I demonstrated the important role that
2 Enoch 71:31-32 play in the anti-Noachic polemics of the Slavonic apocalypse.

* A. Orlov, “Melchizedek Legend of 2 (Slavonic) Enoch,” 757 31 (2000) 23-38.

* C. Bottrich, “The Melchizedek Story of 2 (Slavonic) Enoch,” 465.
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take a form of a further demonstration of the polemical nature of the
Slavonic apocalypse. This paper, therefore, will seek to investigate the
Adamic polemics in 2 Enoch, one of the most important polemical devel-
opments taking place in the Slavonic apocalypse; this polemical devel-
opment, unfortunately, completely escaped Bottrich’s attention.” By this
investigation I will try to demonstrate that the polemics permeate the
whole text and that without consideration of them any research on
2 Enoch ends inevitably in a blind alley.

The Function of the Adamic Tradition in 2 Enoch

Adam’s story occupies a prominent place in 2 Slavonic (Apocalypse of)
Enoch. The traditions pertaining to the first human can be found in all
the sections of the book.® In these materials Adam is depicted as a glo-
rious angelic being, predestined by God to be the ruler of the earth,
but falling short of God’s expectations. Although a major bulk of Adamic
materials belongs to the longer recension, which includes, for example,
the lengthy Adamic narrative in chapters 30-32, the Adamic tradition
1s not confined solely to this recension. A number of important Adamic
passages are also attested in the shorter recension. The extensive pres-
ence of Adamic materials in both recensions and their significance for
the theology of the Slavonic apocalypse indicate that they are not later
interpolations but are part of the original layer of the text.

It should be noted that such an extensive presence of Adamic mate-
rials in the intertestamental Enochic text is quite unusual. In the early
Enochic circle, included in the composition known as ! (Ethiopic) Enoch,
Adam does not figure prominently. His presence in these materials is
marginal and limited to a few insignificant remarks. Besides these few
short references to the first humans,” the early Enochic booklets are
silent about the traditions associated with the protoplast. Moreover,
Adam’s image in / Enoch is quite different from the one attested in
the Slavonic apocalypse. I Enoch’s materials do not give any specific
details about the elevated status of the protoplast. For example, the

> It is remarkable that Bottrich’s book dedicated to the Adamic tradition in 2 Enoch
[C. Bottrich, Adam als Microkosmos (Berlin: Peter Lang, 1995)] does not have even one
word on the polemical nature of the Adamic narrative in the Slavonic apocalypse. The
question of the influence of the Adamic tradition on the elevated image of Enoch is
also completely ignored.

® 2 Enoch 30:8-32:2; 33:10; 41:1; 42:5; 44:1; 58:1-3; 71:28.

7 See, 1 Enoch 32:6; 37:1; 60:8; 69:9-11; 85:3; 90:37-38.
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Amimal Apocalypse (1 Enoch 85:3) depicts Adam as a white bull. Although
white is a positive symbol in the imagery of An. Ap..* scholars note
that, in general, this allegory does not indicate goodness or elevation,
but rather lineage.” Thus, in An. Ap. all the sheep are white, even the
blinded ones. The white color, therefore, does not serve as a sign of
the elevated or angelic status of the protoplast. Sethites, for instance,
are also depicted as white bulls. If the authors or editors of An. Ap.
want to stress the angelic status of a character, they usually depict it
in transformation from an animal into a human. Thus, in the Ethiopic
and Aramaic versions of An. Ap. (I Enoch 89:36), Moses is portrayed
as the one who was transformed from a sheep into a man during his
encounter with God on Mount Sinai. Moses’ “humanization” points
to his transition to angelic status. The same process can be found in
the Ethiopic version of An. Ap. (I Enoch 89:9) where Noah’s angelic
metamorphosis is symbolically depicted as a transformation from a
white bovid into a man.'” Such “humanization,” however, was never
applied to Adam in An. Ap.

The modest role which Adam plays in the early Enochic circle can
be explained by several factors. Scholars previously observed that Enochic
and Adamic traditions often offer contending explanations of the ori-
gin of evil in the world."" The Enochic tradition bases its understand-
ing of the origin of evil on the Watchers story, where the fallen angels
corrupt human beings by passing on to them various celestial secrets.
In contrast, the Adamic tradition traces the source of evil to Satan’s
disobedience and the transgression of Adam and Eve in Eden.

From the point of view of this long-lasting competition between
Adamic and Enochic traditions, it might appear that the sudden occur-
rence of the large bulk of Adamic materials in 2 Enoch represents alien
accretions skillfully interpolated into the original narrative during its
long transmission in the Greek and Slavonic milieux.

A closer examination of the text, however, shows that the presence
of the Adamic tradition in the Slavonic apocalypse is not secondary or
coincidental but has a profound conceptual value for the whole theolog-
ical framework of the Slavonic apocalypse. It appears that the purpose

® P. Tiller, A Commentary on the Animal Apocalypse of I Enoch (Atlanta: Scholars, 1993) 226.

 Tiller, 226.

" The “humanization” of Noah is not attested in the Aramaic. See: Tiller, 267.

""" M. Stone, “The Axis of History at Qumran,” Pseudepigraphic Perspectives: The Apocrypha
and the Pseudepigrapha in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls (eds. E. Chazon and M.E. Stone;
STD]J 31; Leiden: Brill, 1999) 133-49.
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of the extensive presence of Adamic materials in 2 Enoch can be explained
through the assessment of Enoch’s image in the text.

Scholars have previously noted that Enoch’s figure, portrayed in the
various sections of 2 Enoch, is more complex than in the early Enochic
tractates of / Enoch.'* For the first time, the Enochic tradition seeks to
depict Enoch, not simply as a human taken to heaven and transformed
into an angel, but as a celestial being exalted above the angelic world."?
In this attempt, one may find the origins of another image of Enoch,
very different from the early Enochic literature, which was developed
much later in Merkabah mysticism—the concept of the supreme angel
Metatron, the “Prince of the Presence.”'* It is, therefore, possible that
this new profile of the elevated Enoch in the Slavonic apocalypse can
serve as an important clue to unriddling the mysteries of the extensive
Adamic presence in 2 Enoch.

In 1987 Moshe Idel published an article!® in which he explored the

role of the Adamic traditions in shaping the image of Enoch as the

2 P. Alexander, “From Son of Adam to a Second God: Transformation of the
Biblical Enoch,” Biblical Figures Outside the Bible (ed. M.E. Stone and T.A. Bergen;
Harrisburg: Trinity Press International, 1998) 102-104; H. Odeberg, 3 Enoch or the Hebrew
Book of Enoch (New York: KTAV, 1973) 52-63.

'* One can argue that the beginning of this process can be seen already in the Book
of the Similitudes where Enoch seems to be identified with the Son of Man. It is possi-
ble that the Similitudes, written close to the time of 2 Enoch, also reflects this process of
transition to the new image of Enoch. In contrast to 2 Enoch, the Similitudes, however,
does not elaborate this process to the same degree as the Slavonic apocalypse does.
Enoch’s transformation into the Son of Man in the Similitudes 71 is rather instantaneous
and ambiguous. In contrast, in 2 Enoch this process of Enoch’s transition to new super-
angelic identity is described in detail through the expositions of Enoch’s celestial titles
which unfold the patriarch’s new roles in numerous celestial offices. On Enoch’s trans-
formation in the Sumilitudes see, J.R. Davila, “Of Methodology, Monotheism and Metatron,”
The Jewish Roots of Christological Monotheism. Papers from the St. Andrews Conference on the
Historical Origins of the Worship of Jesus (eds. C.C. Newman, J.R. Davila, G.S. Lewis; SJSJ,
63; Leiden: Brill, 1999) 9-15; C.H.T. Fletcher-Louis, Luke-Acts: Angels, Christology and
Soteriology (WUNT, Reihe 2:94; Tubingen: Mohr/Siebeck, 1997) 151; M. Knibb,
“Messianism in the Pseudepigrapha in the Light of the Scrolls”, DSD 2 (1995) 177-80;
D.W. Suter, Tradition and Composition in the Parables of Enoch (SBLDS, 47; Missoula:
Scholars, 1979) 14-23; J. VanderKam, “Righteous One, Messiah, Chosen One, and
Son of Man in 1 Enoch 37-71,” The Messiah: Developments in Earliest Judaism and Christianity.
The First Princeton Symposium on Judaism and Christian Origins (eds. J.H. Charlesworth,
et al.; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1992) 182-3.

' P. Alexander observes that “the transformation of Enoch in 2 Enoch 22 provides
the closest approximation, outside Merkabah literature, to Enoch’s transformation in
3 Enoch 3-13.” P. Alexander, “3 (Hebrew Apocalypse of) Enoch,” The Old Testament
Pseudepigrapha (ed. J.H. Charlesworth; New York: Doubleday, 1985 [1983]) 1.248.

"> M. Idel, “Enoch is Metatron,” Immanuel 24/25 (1990) 220-240. The original Hebrew
version of this article appeared in: Farly Jewish Mysticism (ed. J. Dan; Jerusalem, 1987).
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supreme angel Metatron. Although Idel’s research dealt mainly with
later rabbinic materials, it demonstrated that already in some pseude-
pigraphic accounts Enoch appears to be portrayed as a luminous coun-
terpart of Adam who regained Adam’s glory lost during the proto-
plast’s transgression.'®

Idel further suggested that Enoch’s luminous metamorphosis attested
in 2 Enoch 22 might also belong to the same tradition which views
Enoch as the one who regained Adam’s lost status and luminosity. He
observed that to the best of his knowledge, “Enoch is the only'” living
person for whom ... luminous garments, reminiscent of Adam’s lost
garments of light, were made.”'®

Phillip Alexander, in his recent research, provides new insight into
Idel’s argument about the formative value of the Adamic tradition for
the image of the elevated Enoch. Alexander points to a number of
rabbinic passages in which the “supernatural radiance” of Adam’s heav-
enly soul, which departed from him when he sinned, later returned to
be reincarnated in Enoch.' He further observes that

... behind these passages is a concept of Metatron as a divine entity first
incarnate in Adam and then reincarnate in Enoch. Enoch, having per-
fected himself, in contrast to Adam, who sinned and fell, re-ascends to
his heavenly home and takes his rightful place in the heights of the uni-
verse, above the highest angels . . . Enoch thus becomes a redeemer figure—
a second Adam through whom humanity is restored.?

It appears that the suggestions of scholars about the connection
between Enoch and Adam are valid and deserve further investigation.
It seems that the traces of the concept of Enoch as a second Adam

' Idel points to one of such accounts, the Armenian text known as “The Words of
Adam and Seth” where the following tradition can be found: “But he [Adam], not
having observed the commandments, and having been stripped of the divine light, and
having been thrown outside the Garden, became an equal of the dumb beast. And Enoch
considered these things, and for forty days and for forty nights he did not eat at all.
And after this he planted a luscious garden, and he planted in it fruit bearers and he
was in the garden for five hundred and forty-two years, and after that, in body, he was
taken up to heaven, and was found worthy of the divine glory and light.” Michael
E. Stone, Armenian Apocrypha Relating to the Patriarchs and Prophets (Jerusalem, 1982) 12-13.

7 Tt should be noted that rabbinic and Samaritan literature often depict Moses as
a luminous counterpart of Adam who acquired a luminous garment during his encounter
with the Lord on Mount Sinai.

' M. Idel, “Enoch is Metatron,” 224.

19 P. Alexander, “From Son of Adam to a Second God: Transformation of the
Biblical Enoch,” Biblical Figures Outside the Bible (ed. M.E. Stone and T.A. Bergen;
Harrisburg: Trinity Press International, 1998) 111.

2 P, Alexander, “From Son of Adam to a Second God,” 111.
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can be detected already in 2 Enoch where Enoch assumes the glorious
status of the protoplast.

It is also significant that in the Slavonic apocalypse the luminosity
1s not the only quality that Enoch inherited from Adam. In this text,
Enoch acquired a whole host of roles and qualities which the Adamic
narrative of the Slavonic apocalypse associates with the protoplast. In
the course of these polemical appropriations, the elevated angelic sta-
tus of the prelapsarian Adam, his luminosity, his wisdom, and his spe-
cial roles as the king of the earth and the steward of all earthly crea-
tures are transferred to the new occupant of the celestial realm, the
patriarch Enoch, who, near the Lord’s throne, is transformed into one
of the glorious ones initiated into the highest mysteries by the Lord,
becomes the “manager of the arrangements on the earth,” and writes
down “everything that nourished” on it.

Our further analysis will demonstrate that the traditions about the
prelapsarian conditions of Adam provide an initial background for the
polemical appropriations. The features of Adam’s story, his roles and
offices, are used in 2 Enock as the building blocks?! for creating the
new, celestial identity of the elevated Enoch.

This investigation must now turn to the text of the Slavonic Enoch
in order to explore in detail these polemical developments.

King of the Earth
2 Enoch 30:12 describes Adam as the king of the earth.”” This hon-

orable role in 2 Enoch, as in the Genesis account, represents not merely
an impressive metaphor but presupposes specific duties which demon-
strate Adam’s royal status. Most of these activities have biblical roots.?
From 2 Enoch 58:3, we learn that the Lord appointed Adam over

I Tt should be noted that the Adamic tradition is not the only “building material”
used in 2 FEnoch in order to create the new, celestial image of Enoch. There is also a
strong presence of the traditions about the elevated Moses which help to enhance
Enoch’s new identity in various theophanic settings throughout the text. On the Mosaic
traditions in 2 Enoch see, A. Orlov, “Ex 33 on God’s Face: A Lesson from the Enochic
Tradition,” Seminar Papers 39, Society of Biblical Literature Annual Meeting 2000 (Atlanta:
Society of Biblical Literature, 2000) 130-147; idem, “The Face as the Heavenly Counterpart
of the Visionary in the Slavonic Ladder of Jacob,” Studies in Scripture in Early Judaism
and Christianity 9 (ed. C.A. Evans; Sheflield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2001) (forthcoming).

2 Slav. tsar’ zemli. M.I Sokolov, “Materialy i zametki po starinnoj slavjanskoj litera-
ture. Vypusk tretij, VII. Slavjanskaja Kniga Enoha Pravednogo. Teksty, latinskij perevod
i izsledovanie. Posmertnyj trud avtora prigotovil k izdaniju M. Speranskij,” COIDR 4
(1910) 1.30.

# On the connections between the Genesis account and the Adamic story of 2 Enoch,
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. everything [as king], and he subjected everything to him in sub-
servience under his hand, both the dumb and the deaf, to be commanded
and for submission and for every servitude. So also to every human being.
The Lord created mankind to be the lord of all his possessions.?*

This description of Adam’s duties corresponds to the account found
in Gen 1:26-30 where God gives Adam dominion over “everything
that has the breath of life.”

As in Gen 2:19-20, one of the important functions of the new
appointed king is the registration of all the “possessions,” i.e., all the
living creatures of the earth given to his stewardship through the act
of their naming. 2 Enoch 58 states that

... the Lord came down onto the earth [on account of Adam] and he
inspected all his creatures which he himself had created in the beginning
of the thousand ages and then after all those he had created Adam. And
the Lord summoned all the animals of the earth and all reptiles of the
carth and all the birds that fly in the air, and he brought them all before
the face of our father Adam, so that he might pronounce names for all
the quadrupeds; and [Adam] named everything that lives on the earth.”

Giving names here, just as in the Genesis account, also designates
Adam’s dominion over “everything that lives on the earth.” This domin-
ion, however, as in the Biblical account, is supervised by the Lord.
The whole picture indicates that the author of 2 Enoch understands
Adam’s “kingship” as the management of God’s property.® It is significant
that the Slavonic apocalypse defines Adams’ role as “the lord of all

God’s possessions.”?

see: J.T.A.G.M. van Ruiten, “The Creation of Man and Woman in Early Jewish
Literature,” The Creation of Man and Woman: Interpretations of the Biblical Narratives in Jewish
and Christian Traditions (ed. G.P. Luttikhuizen; Brill: Leiden, 2000) 34-62.

' Andersen, 1.184.

% Andersen, 1.185.

* Cf. Philo, Opif: 88 “So the Creator made man after all things, as a sort of driver
and pilot, to drive and steer the things on earth, and charged him with the care of
animals and plants, like a governor subordinate to the chief and great King.” Philo (trs.
F.H. Colson and G.H. Whitaker; 11 vols.; Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University
Press, 1949) 1.73. See also: J.R. Levison, Portraits of Adam in Early Judaism: From Sirach
to 2 Baruch (JSPSS, 1; Sheflield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1988) 66-68.

7 Adam’s designation as the second angel in 2 Enoch 30:11 also seems to point to
the protoplast’s role as the viceroy of God. Cf. Philo, Opyf. 148 ... and the first man
was wise with a wisdom learned from and taught by Wisdom’s own lips, for he was
made by divine hands; he was, moreover, a king, and it befits a ruler to bestow titles
on his several subordinates. And we may guess that the sovereignty with which that
first man was invested was a most lofty one, seeing that God had fashioned him with
the utmost care and deemed him worthy of the second place, making him His own
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In the Slavonic apocalypse, however, the governing role of Adam
as the lord of all God’s possessions is challenged by the account of
Enoch’s kingship and his role as “the manager of the arrangements on
the earth.” This new role of Enoch vividly recalls the former royal sta-
tus of the protoplast.

The first hint about Enoch’s role as the governing power on earth
comes from chapter 39 where Enoch relates to his children the details
of his encounter with the divine anthropomorphic extent, identified in
the text as the Lord’s “Face.” Enoch’s description provides a series of
analogies in which the earthly Enoch compares his face and parts of
his body with the attributes of the Lord’s face and body. At the end

of his description, Enoch delivers the following conclusion:

Frightening and dangerous it is to stand before the face of the earthly
king, terrifying and very dangerous it is, because the will of the king is
death and the will of the king is life. How much more terrifying [and
dangerous] it is stand before the face of the King of earthly kings and
of the heavenly armies... Who can endure that endless misery?®

In the light of the overall logic of the patriarch’s speech, in which
the “attributes” of the Lord have been compared with Enoch’s “attrib-

bl

utes,” it becomes clear that the earthly king of the story is Enoch him-
self. This interpretation is “confirmed” by the manuscripts of the shorter

recension which directly identify Enoch as the earthly king:

And now my children, listen to the discourses of an earthly king. 1t is dan-
gerous and perilous to stand before the face of the earthly king,” terri-
fying [and very perilous] it is..."

The designation of Enoch as the royal/governing power on earth is
not confined solely to the passage found in chapter 39. 2 Enoch 46:1-2
(the longer recension) also recounts the tradition about Enoch as the
earthly king. There again Enoch refers to his royal status indirectly in
third person.”!

viceroy and the lord of all others.” Philo 1.117. It is also important that in 2 Enoch the
realm of Adam’s dominion is designated as another world: “And the devil understood
how I wished to create another world, so that everything could be subjected to Adam
on the earth, to rule and reign over it.” 2 Enoch 31:3. Andersen, 1.154.

% 2 Enoch 39:8 (the longer recension). Andersen, 1.164.

» Slav. tsar’ zemnoi. M.1. Sokolov, “Materialy i zametki po starinnoj slavjanskoj liter-
ature,” 1.38; 1.94.

2 Enoch 39:8. Andersen, 1.165.

! “Listen, my people, and give heed to the utterance of my lips! If to an earthly
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The significant feature of Enoch’s designation as the earthly king in
the Slavonic apocalypse is that this text understands Enoch not as one
of the earthly kings, but as #e king of the earth who, in a manner
similar to the protoplast, supervises all arrangements on the earth. This
exclusive role is hinted at 2 FEnoch 64, which depicts the patriarch’s
address to the princes of the people as they prostrate themselves before
him. This role is also intimated in chapter 43 of the shorter recension

and a similar passage from 2 Enroch found in the Slavonic collection
the “Just Balance” (Slav. “Merilo Pravednoe”), where Enoch is described
as the manager of the earth:

. and behold my children, I am the manager of the arrangements on
earth,” T wrote (them) down. and the whole year I combined and the
hours of the day. And the hours I measured: and I wrote down every
seed on earth. And I compared every measure and the just balance I
measured. And I wrote (them) down, just as the Lord commanded .. .*

It should be noted that the definition of Enoch as the king is a
unique motif** in early Enochic materials. In I Enoch, Fubilees, and the
Book of Guants, the patriarch is often described as an intercessor, a vision-
ary, a scribe, an expert in secrets, but never directly as a king.” It,

king someone should bring some kinds of gifts, if he is thinking treachery in his heart,
and the king perceives it, will he not be angry with him?” Andersen, 1.172.

% The title can also be translated as the Governor of the earth. Some manuscripts
use Slavonic words kormstouemaa or krymstouemaja. These Slavonic terms are related to
the Greek word yvBépvnoig or the Latin gubernatio. Cf. LI. Sreznevskij, Slovar’ drevnerusskogo
Jazyka (3 vols.; Moscow: Kniga, 1989) I (II) 1410. The manuscript of the “Just Balance”
uses the word pravlemaja. Cf. Tihomirov, Merilo Pravednoe po rukopisi XIV veka (Moscow:
AN SSSR) 71. F. Andersen translates the term as “manager”—“I am the manager of
the arrangements on earth...” Andersen, 1.217.

* Andersen, 1.217.

* T am indebted to Professor James Vanderkam for this clarification.

% Although Enoch’s role as the governing power on earth is unknown in the early
Enochic materials, it does not mean that such designation of Enoch in the Slavonic
apocalypse is a foreign interpolation invented by the Greek or Slavic scribes. It appears
that the depiction of Enoch as the governing power on earth represents an important
step in shaping the new image of Enoch as the supreme angel elevated above the
angelic world. The role of Enoch as the king/manager of earth in 2 Enoch is, there-
fore, directly connected with the later Metatron title, the “Prince of the world,” found
in the Merkabah literature and on the incantation bowls from Babylonia. Cf. Alexander,
3 Enoch, 1.229, 1.243; C.H. Gordon, “Aramaic and Mandaic Magical Bowls,” A4rOr 9
(1937) 94-95. The Merkabah tradition stresses the role of Enoch-Metatron as the gov-
erning power over the nations, kingdoms, and rulers on earth. Chapter 30 of 3 Enoch
alludes to the role of Metatron as the Prince of the world, the leader of seventy-two
princes of kingdoms in the world who speaks (pleads) in favor of the world before the
Holy One . .. every day at the hour when the book is opened in which every deed in
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therefore, becomes apparent that the royal/governing functions of Enoch
are construed in the Slavonic apocalypse in the context of its polemi-
cal response to the Adamic tradition; these functions serve as a coun-
terpart to the royal status of the protoplast. It is not therefore coinci-
dental that in this situation some duties of Adam in his office of the
king of the earth are also transferred to the new occupant of this office,
the seventh antediluvian patriarch. In chapters 39 and 43, Enoch’s
introductions as the king and the manager of the earth are followed
with lengthy accounts of Enoch’s activities involving measuring every-
thing on earth. Right after Enoch is defined as the earthly king in
2 Enoch 39, the patriarch tells his children:

... And everything that is nourished on the earth I have investigated and
written down, and every seed, sown and not sown, which grows from
carth, and all the garden plants, and all the grasses, and all the flowers,
and their delightful fragrances and their names. . .

I measured all the earth, and its mountains and hills and fields and woods
and stones and rivers, and everything that exist . . .*

It appears that the functions of Enoch in his role as the king/manager
of the earth include, similarly to the role of Adam, the duty of regis-
tering the created order. Like Adam who “named” everything that lives
on the earth Enoch in his turn writes down “every seed on the earth.””

It is important that Enoch’s “stewardship” over the created order,
akin to Adam’s duties, also includes the obligation to protect and care
for the animals. In 2 Enoch 58-59, the protoplast’s responsibilities per-
taining to the animals are transferred to the seventh antediluvian patri-
arch and his descendants.

the world is recorded. The depiction of Metatron as the “Prince of the world” in
3 Enoch reveals several similarities to the royal status of Enoch in the Slavonic apoca-
lypse. One of them is that in 2 FEnoch 64:1 the patriarch delivers his address “to his
sons and to the princes of the people.” The reference to the princes of the people is intrigu-
ing since in 3 Enoch 30 Metatron is described as the leader of seventy-two princes of the
kingdoms of the world. The second important similarity is that in both texts the role
of Enoch/Metatron as the governing power on earth is tied to his duties as the wit-
ness of the divine judgment. Both accounts, therefore, contain references to Enoch’s
writings representing the record of all the deeds of every person.

% Andersen, 1.164-166. In chapter 43, the same picture can be observed. Enoch’s
measuring activities follow his definition as the governor/manager of the earth.

7 Tt should be noted that this role of Enoch as the measurer of the earthly things is
unknown in the early Enochic booklets of / Enoch where Enoch’s functions as the heav-
enly scribe are limited to the meteorological, calendarical, and astronomical matters.
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It is noteworthy that both accounts, the story of Adam’s naming of
animals and Enoch’s instructions to his children about the protection
of animals, are located in the same chapter of the Slavonic apocalypse.
2 Enoch 58 depicts the Lord summoning all creatures of the earth and
bringing them before Adam that the first human might name them.
This story then continues with Enoch’s instructions to his children about
the special care for animals whose souls will testify against human
beings at the great judgment if they treat them unjustly. This account,
which substitutes one steward of God’s earthly creatures for another,
fits perfectly into the pattern of the Adamic polemics found in the
Slavonic apocalypse.

In Weltweishert, Menschheitsethik, Urkult, C. Boéttrich drew attention to
the patriarch’s designation as the earthly king.*® Unfortunately, he failed
to recognize the polemical meaning of this royal title in the original
argument of the Slavonic apocalypse and dismissed it as a later inter-
polation. Béttrich’s attempt to illuminate the origins of Enoch’s royal
imagery through the reference to the late rabbinic text Hayye Hanokh
from Sefer haYashar is problematic.”® In light of our hypothesis about
the Adamic provenance of Enoch’s royal title in the Slavonic apoca-
lypse, such dubious associations are not necessary.

Angelic Veneration

It is difficult to overestimate the value for our discussion of an article
published by Michael Stone in 1993.* M. Stone’s illuminating study
reveals that the argument with the Adamic tradition in the Slavonic apoc-
alypse includes, not only the internal debates based on 2 Enoch’s depictions
of the protoplast, but also the intertextual polemics with the Adamic
traditions attested in the primary Adam books.*" The fact that these
Adamic traditions are already re-written in the Slavonic apocalypse, as

% C. Bottrich, Weltweisheit, Menschheitsethik, Urkult: Studien zum slavischen Henochbuch
(WUNT, R.2, 50; Tiibingen: Mohr, 1992) 113-14.

% Q. Bottrich, Weltweisheit, Menschheitsethik, Urkult, 113. Cf. also, C. Béttrich, “Beo-
bachtungen zum Midrash vom ‘Leben Henochs,”” Mitteilungen und Beitrige der Forschungsstelle
Judentum an der Theologischen Fakultat Leipzig 10 (1996) 44-83.

" M.E. Stone, “The Fall of Satan and Adam’s Penance: Three Notes on the Books
of Adam and Eve,” JTS 44 (1993) 143-156.

' This does not mean that 2 Enoch is literally dependent on the primary Adam books
in their final form, but rather indicates that the traditions which stand behind these
books have ancient origins since, by the first century CE, these traditions were already
appropriated into the Enochic text.
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the deeds and functions of the protoplast are transferred to Enoch with-
out any reference to their original “proprietor,” serves as strong evi-
dence of the scope of the polemical intentions of 2 Enoch’s authors.

M. Stone’s article investigates an important motif preserved in chap-
ters 21-22 of the Slavonic apocalypse. The story depicts angels bring-
ing Enoch to the edge of the seventh heaven. By the Lord’s command,
archangel Gabriel invites the patriarch to stand in front of the Lord
forever. Enoch agrees and archangel Gabriel carries him to the “Face”
of the Lord where the patriarch does obeisance to God. God then per-
sonally repeats the invitation to Enoch to stand before him forever.
After this invitation, archangel Michael brings the patriarch to the front
of the face of the Lord. The Lord then tells his angels, sounding them
out: “Let Enoch join in and stand in front of my face forever!” In
response to this address, the Lord’s glorious ones do obeisance to Enoch
saying, “Let Enoch yield in accordance with your word, O Lord!”*
After that the patriarch’s earthly garments were removed by archangel
Michael, he was anointed with shining oil and became like one of the
glorious ones.*

M. Stone observes that the story found in 2 Enoch 21-22 recalls the
account of Adam’s elevation and his veneration by angels found in
Armenian, Georgian, and Latin versions of the Life of Adam and Eve**
These versions depict God’s creation of Adam in his image. Archangel
Michael brought the first human and had him bow down before God’s
face. God then commanded all the angels to bow down to Adam. All
the angels agreed to venerate the protoplast except Satan (and his
angels) who refused to bow down before Adam, because the first human
was “younger” (“posterior”) to Satan.

M. Stone notes that, besides the motifs of Adam’s elevation and his
veneration by angels, the author of 2 Enoch appears to be also aware
of the motif of angelic disobedience and refusal to venerate the first
human. M. Stone draws the reader’s attention to the phrase “sound-
ing them out,” found in 2 Enoch 22:6, which another translator of the
Slavonic text rendered as “making a trial of them.”* M. Stone rightly

2 Andersen, 1.138.

¥ Andersen, 1.138.

* The Adamic story of the angelic veneration of Adam and Satan’s disobedience is
attested in many Jewish, Christian, and Muslim materials. Cf. Slavonic version of
3 Baruch 4; Gos. Bart. 4, Coptic Enthronement of Michael, Cave of Treasures 2:10-24; Koran 2:31-
39; 7:11-18; 15:31-48; 17:61-65; 18:50; 20:116-123; 38:71-85.

®» W.R. Morfill and R.H. Charles, The Book of the Secrets of Enoch (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1896) 28.
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notes that the expressions “sounding them out” or “making a trial of
them” imply here that it is the angels’ obedience that is being tested.*

Comparing the similarities between Adamic and Enochic accounts,
M. Stone observes that the order of events in 2 Enoch exactly dupli-
cates the order found in the primary Adam books since both sources
know three chief events:*’

I. LAE: Adam is created and situated in heaven.

2 Enoch: Enoch is brought to heaven.

II. LAE: Archangel Michael brings Adam before God’s face. Adam
does obeisance to God.
2 Enoch: Archangel Michael brings Enoch before the Lord’s Face.
Enoch does obeisance to the Lord.

III. LAE: God commands the angels to bow down. All the angels
do obeisance. Satan and his angels disobey.
2 Enoch: “The rebellion in the Adam events is assumed. God
tests whether this time the angels will obey. The angels are said

to bow down and accept God’s command.”**

M. Stone concludes that the author of 2 Enoch 21-22 was cognizant
of the traditions resembling®® those found in Armenian, Georgian, and
Latin versions of the Life of Adam and Eve® He also stresses that these
traditions did not enter 2 Enoch from the Slavonic Life of Adam and Eve,
because this form of tradition does not occur in the Slavonic recen-
sion of the primary Adam book.”'

It appears that the Adamic tradition from chapter 22 is not an inter-
polation, but belongs to the original core of the Slavonic apocalypse.
Two significant features found in 2 Enoch seem to indicate that the tra-
dition of angelic veneration is interwoven into the original fabric of the
text. The first is evidenced in chapter 7 of the Slavonic apocalypse.
2 Enoch 7:3 depicts Enoch carried by angels to the second heaven. There

* M.E. Stone, “The Fall of Satan and Adam’s Penance: Three Notes on the Books
of Adam and Eve,” Literature on Adam and Eve. Collected Essays (eds. G. Anderson, M. Stone,
J. Tromp; SVTP, 15; Brill: Leiden, 2000) 47.

¥ M.E. Stone, “The Fall of Satan and Adam’s Penance,” 48.

# Stone, “The Fall of Satan and Adam’s Penance,” 48.

" M. Stone’s argument was later supported and developed by G. Anderson.
G. Anderson observes that “one cannot imagine that the tradition in the Enoch mate-
rials was created independently from the tradition found in the Vita” G. Anderson,
“The Exaltation of Adam and the Fall of Satan,” Literature on Adam and FEve, 101.

" Stone, “The Fall of Satan and Adam’s Penance,” 48.

>l Stone, “The Fall of Satan and Adam’s Pen