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Abstract
Though discovered in 1945, the First Apocalypse of James from Nag Hammadi Codex
V, 3 has received very little attention from the scholarly community. This is primarily due to the
fragmentary condition of the text. Previous scholarly engagements with the text have led to the
conclusion that the purpose of such a revelatory dialogue was to impart instructions for the
ascent of the soul to one about to be martyred. The recent discovery of a second copy of the text
simply titled “James” as part of the Tchacos Codex has led to not only a greater amount of
scholarly interest, but also to different possible interpretations. From NHC V, 3 it was possible
to ascertain a pre- and post- martyrdom revelation of Jesus to James, however, the text from Al
Minya clearly shows a third revelatory section wherein the martyrdom of James is used as a
means of revelation to Addai, the legendary founder of Eastern Syrian Christianity. Chapters
one and two answer the question of why James was chosen as the protagonist of the narrative. In
chapter one I look in detail at the literary construction of the martyrdom of James and
problematize the development of the traditions. Chapter two then turns to a discussion of the
figure of James as an authority in the developing Christian community. Chapters three and four
are concerned with the literary classification of the text. Chapter three situates the First
Apocalypse of James within the overarching genre of apocalyptic literature, and the specific subgenre of gnostic apocalypses. Chapter four discusses how the text might be understood as a
commission narrative while interrogating the lineage of descent beginning with the transmission
of the revelation from James to Addai. Following this in chapter five I explore the cosmology of
the text with particular attention to the ascent of the soul.
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Introduction

Though discovered in 1945, the First Apocalypse of James from Nag Hammadi Codex
V, 3 has received very little attention from the scholarly community. This is primarily due to the
fragmentary condition of the text. Previous scholarly engagements with the text have led to the
conclusion that the purpose of such a revelatory dialogue was to impart instructions for the
ascent of the soul to one about to be martyred. The recent discovery of a second copy of the text
simply titled “James” as part of the Tchacos Codex has led to not only a greater amount of
scholarly interest, but also to different possible interpretations. From NHC V, 3 it was possible
to ascertain a pre- and post- martyrdom revelation of Jesus to James, however, the text from Al
Minya clearly shows a third revelatory section wherein the martyrdom of James is used as a
means of revelation to Addai, the legendary founder of Eastern Syrian Christianity.
Both extant texts, named as James and 1 Apoc. Jas., take the form of a revelatory
dialogue very intimately held between Jesus and James. The text itself is composed of three
distinct sections: a pre-passion revelation, a post-resurrection revelation, and the martyrdom of
James.
The first section is made up of the pre-passion revelation (NHC V, 3 24, 10-30, 15 //
AMC 2 10, 1-16, 27), and provides the basic cosmologic speculations of the text. It begins with
a statement concerning the natures of James (the spiritual brother of Jesus), the “One Who Is”
(the transcendent god), Jesus (preexistent, but second), and Femaleness (not named, and not preexistent). The present study explores the limited nature of the cosmological material that is
found in the text. Following the initial speculations, Jesus foretells both his and James’
impending martyrdom, effectively identifying James and Jesus with the Pre-existent “One Who
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Is” and showing his worth to receive revelation. The conclusion of this section is found in NHC
V, 30, 12-13 // AMC 16, 26-27 with the departure of Jesus to prepare for his passion.
Surprisingly, the text does not give an account of Jesus’ death, but only hints at what occurred in
the second revelatory section. The second revelation can be separated into four parts clarifying:
1) the nature of Jesus’ passion (AMC 16, 27-19, 20); 2) the narrative of ascent and cosmological
expansion (NHC V, 32, 28-36, 14 // AMC 19, 21-23, 15); 3) commission and continuing
revelation (NHC V, 36, 20-38, 10 // AMC 23, 13-25, 14); and 4) the role of the spirits and
female disciples of Jesus (AMC 25, 17-29, 15). Following the ascent narrative in the postresurrection revelation, the text extant in the Al Minya codex includes a third major section of
the treatise wherein the circumstances leading up to the martyrdom of James are described. The
Nag Hammadi version of the text probably also included this section, but the text is far too
fragmentary at this point to discern the exact content.

The Nag Hammadi and Al Minya Codices
The two extant copies of the First Apocalypse of James are respectively in Nag
Hammadi Codex V (tractate 3) and the Al Minya Codex (tractate 2). The circumstances
surrounding the two discoveries have been discussed at length in many publications, and as such
do not merit any more than cursory discussion at this time. A useful introduction to the Nag
Hammadi discovery can be found in Marvin Meyer’s The Gnostic Discoveries,1 though the
usually accepted version of the events surrounding the find has recently been challenged by
1

Marvin Meyer, The Gnostic Discoveries: The Impact of the Nag Hammadi Library (New York: Harper San

Franciso, 2005).
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Nicola Denzey Lewis as being colonialist and orientalizing.2 The English translation and
commentary on the Nag Hammadi texts has been carried under the heading of “Nag Hammadi
and Manichaean Studies.” This series, published by Brill, now includes 88 volumes, including
extensive commentaries on primary source material. The German publication of the Nag
Hammadi material is entitled Nag Hammadi Deutsch and is published by de Gruyter. The final
important scholarly publication of the Nag Hammadi material is undertaken by scholars at Laval
University in Québec. Their publication, produced by the Presses de L’Université Laval is
entitled “La bibliothèque copte de Nag Hammadi.”
To date, there have been three noteworthy English publications of the Nag Hammadi
material that are marketed to a non-specialist audience. The first of these is Bentley Layton’s
The Gnostic Scriptures, released in 1987, which offers an introduction not only to the primary
sources, but also the particular schools of thought and religious trends in antiquity which are
represented by the texts. James M. Robinson’s (ed.) The Nag Hammadi Library in English is in
many ways an offshoot of the “Nag Hammadi and Manichaean Studies” series, but designed to
reach a wider audience. It is significant for including translations and commentary on all of the
Nag Hammadi texts by renowned scholars. We should also make note of Marvin Meyer’s
recently published volume, The Nag Hammadi Scriptures: The International Edition. The final
collection that should be included is the French translation in the Bibliothèque de la pléiade

2

Nicola Denzey Lewis and Justine Ariel Blount, “Rethinking the Origins of the Nag Hammadi codices,” JBL 133

(2014) 399-419 at 403-4. Denzey Lewis and Blount are operating on the principle that the previously held view that
the discoverers of the codices were ignorantly digging for fertilizer is a derogatory western conception of the
“peasants” who have made such discoveries. Instead they argue that it is more likely that the people who discovered
the codices were involved in some type of clandestine activity such as grave robbing.
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series, Écrits gnostiques: la bibliothèque de Nag Hammadi, edited by Jean-Pierre Mahé and
Paul-Hubert Poirier.3
Scholarly engagement with the Nag Hammadi edition of 1 Apoc. Jas. has been fairly
limited. Important introductions to the text include William R. Schoedel’s introduction to the
NHMS publication of Codex V,4 as well as Armand Veilleux’s edition in the BCNH series. 5 As
well, reference should be made to the important articles by William R. Shoedel 6 and the
monograph of Alexander Böhlig.7
The importance of the 1970s discovery of the Al Minya Codex to our understanding of
gnostic thought cannot be overstated.8 This is particularly true with respect to its relationship to
the volumes discovered at Nag Hammadi in 1945. In particular the Letter of Peter to Philip,
which corresponds to NHC VII, 2, and the text entitled James, which is a second attestation of
the First Apocalypse of James, NHC V, 3. The most well-known and publicized of the texts

3

Jean-Pierre Mahé and Paul-Hubert Poirier eds., Écrits gnostiques: la bibliothèque de Nag Hammadi (Bibliothèque

de la pléiade 538; Paris: Gallimard, 2007).
4

William R. Schoedel, “NHC V, 3 The First Apocalypse of James,” in Nag Hammadi Codices V,2-5 and VI with

Papyrus Berolinensis 8502, 1 and 4 (ed. Douglas M. Parrott; NHMS 11; Leiden: Brill, 1979), 65-104.
5

Armand Veilleux, La première apocalypse de Jacques (NH V,3). La seconde apocalypse de Jacques (NH V,4)

(BCNH Section Textes 17; Québec: Les Presses de L’Université Laval, 1986), 22-23.
6

William R. Schoedel, “Scripture and the Seventy-Two Heavens of the First Apocalypse of James,” NT 12 (1970):

118-29; idem, “A Gnostic Interpretation of the Fall of Jerusalem: The First Apocalypse of James,” NT 33 (1991):
153-78.
7

Alexander Bohlig, Mysterion und Wahrheit (Arbeiten zur Geschichte des späteren Judentums und des

Urchristentums 6; Leiden: Brill, 1968).
8

The history of this codex is well and commonly known and, as a consequence, I will not discuss it at this time.
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included in the Al Minya codex is the Gospel of Judas, which has dramatically polarized
contemporary scholarship. The original reading of the text given by its first editors, Rodolphe
Kasser, Marvin Meyer, and Gregor Wurst, was of a good or rehabilitated Judas.9 This
understanding was, however, quickly and decisively challenged by Louis Painchaud, April D.
DeConick, and other specialists.10 Due to choices in translation, DeConick reached a different
understanding of the purpose and fate of Judas within the text. In her reading, Judas is a demon
who does the worst possible thing by betraying Jesus. In 2007, Kasser and Wurst released a
critical edition of the text that smoothed the textual ambiguities of the previous edition.11
It is not necessary to describe the history of the Al Minya Codex, ancient and modern, as
many prominent scholars penned both articles and monographs in the wake of its publication.
The initial English publication of the Al Minya Codex was carried out by National Geographic
and released as The Gospel of Judas, Critical Edition.12 A German translation and commentary
has been release by Johanna Brankaer and Hans-Gebhard Bethge under the title Codex Tchacos:
Texte und Analysen.13 To date, there have been three prominent conferences on the Al Minya

9

Rodolphe Kasser, Marvin Meyer and Gregor Wurst, eds., The Gospel of Judas From Codex Tchacos (Washington

D.C.: National Geographic, 2006). This perspective is prevalent in the essay of Bart Ehrman, “Christianity Turned
on Its Head,” ibid., 77-120.
10

Louis Painchaud, “À Propos de la (re)découverte de l'Évangile de Judas,” Laval théologique et philosophique 62

(2006): 553-68; April D. DeConick, The Thirteenth Apostle: What the Gospel of Judas Really Says (New York:
Continuum, 2009).
11

Rodolphe Kasser et al., eds., The Gospel of Judas, Together with the Letter of Peter to Philip, James, and a Book

of Allogenes from Codex Tchacos: Critical Edition (Washington, D.C.: National Geographic, 2007).
12

Kasser et al., The Gospel of Judas.

13

Johanna Brankaer and Hans-Gebhard Bethge, Codex Tchacos: Texte und Analysen (Texte und Untersuchungen

zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur 161; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2007).
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Codex with corresponding publications. The first of these took place at the Sorbonne in Paris in
2006, and was focussed exclusively on the Gospel of Judas. The proceedings have been
published in the NHMS volume The Gospel of Judas in Context, edited by Madeleine
Scopello.14 The second major conference, held at Rice University in Houston Texas, touched on
larger codicological issues while maintaining a focus on the Gospel of Judas. The proceedings
of the Rice conference have been published in the volume entitled, The Codex Judas Papers,
edited by April DeConick.15 This volume yielded two important papers on 1 Apoc. Jas. by
Wolf-Peter Funk16 and Antti Marjanen.17 Finally, the third important conference on the Al
Minya Codex was convened in Munich, in 2008. The proceedings are published in the volume,
Judasevangelium und Codex Tchacos, edited by Enno Edzard Popkes and Gregor Wurst.18

14

Madeleine Scopello, ed., The Gospel of Judas in Context: Proceedings of the First International Conference on

the Gospel of Judas, Paris Sorbonne, October 27 th-28th, 2006 (NHMS 62; Leiden: Brill, 2008).
15

April DeConick, ed., The Codex Judas Papers: Proceedings of the International Congress on the Tchacos Codex

Held at Rice University, Houston Texas, March 13-16, 2008 (NHMS 71; Leiden: Brill, 2009).
16

Wolf-Peter Funk, “The Significance of the Tchacos Codex for Understanding the First Apocalypse of James,” in

The Codex Judas Papers, 509-34.
17

Antti Marjanen, “The Seven Women Disciples In the Two Versions of the First Apocalypse of James,” in The

Codex Judas Papers, 535-46.
18

Enno Edzard Popkes, and Gregor Wurst, eds., Judasevangelium und Codex Tchacos. Studien zur

religionsgeschichtlichen Verortung einer gnostischen Schriftensammlung (Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum
Neuen Testament 1/297; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2012).
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The Gnostic Question
One of the limitations of earlier scholarship has been the tendency to assume that there
was a monolithic structure that could be termed “Gnosticism”. Recent scholarship has moved
away from the generalized use of the term and has embraced the understanding of Gnosticism as
an umbrella term that includes a number of different trends. Current scholarship has been
affected by two important works on the gnostic question. The first of these is Karen L. King’s
What is Gnosticism?, published in 2003. King’s argument is relatively dense but can be boiled
down to three main issues. The first of these is a matter of definition. King argues that a
rhetorical term used polemically has been confused with a historical entity. The second issue is
that “Gnosticism has been primarily concerned with the normative identity of Christianity.”19
Here King is arguing that Gnosticism has been constructed largely as the heretical other in
relation to diverse and fluctuating understandings of orthodox Christianity. The third issue for
King is the fact that scholars have not clearly articulated what it is that they want to know when
studying Gnosticism. What King is attempting to do in her work is challenge long held notions
of identity formation within early Christianity, and open scholarship to a broader understanding
of how normative culture is defined.
The second groundbreaking work is Michael A. Williams’ Rethinking Gnosticism.20 In
contrast to King, who argues for better use and understanding of the term, Williams argues in

19

Karen L. King, What Is Gnosticism? (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2003), 2.

20

Michael A. Williams, Rethinking Gnosticism: An Argument for Dismantling a Dubious Category, (Princeton,

N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1996).
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favor of abandoning the term altogether as outdated and insufficient for describing the myriad
groups that it is often used in reference to. Williams explains that
“Gnosticism” as a typological category has increasingly proven to be unreliable
as a tool for truly illuminating analysis and more often has begun to function as a
labor saving device conducive to anachronism, caricature, and eisegesis.21
Much of this unreliability is based on the fact that no single definition has been proposed
that covers the wide spectrum of material that is referenced within the term. Instead of the
modern construct that defines our use of the word Gnosticism, Williams suggests using the term
“Biblical Demiurgy,” a proposal that has not always been well received by the scholarly
community.22
Building on the work of Williams and King, Ismo Dunderberg, in his monograph,
Beyond Gnosticism, offers the following reflections on the “Gnostic Problem,” particularly with
respect to the school of Valentinus:
One consequence of the discovery of the Nag Hammadi Library has been that the
term “Gnosticism” itself has become problematic. The library offers such as
diversity of opinions that most features by which Gnosticism has thus far been
defined have proved one-sided. Moreover, the discussion has moved from
essentialist definitions of Gnosticism (“what Gnosticism is”) to a critical
appraisal of how this term functions as a category. In using the term
21

Williams, Rethinking Gnosticism, 51.

22

In particular this has been questioned by Christoph Markschies, Gnosis: An Introduction (London: T&T Clark,

2003), who says in the preface that “ ‘Gnosis’ always seems to be topical. Yet hardly anyone knows precisely what
is meant by it, and many wise people understand quite different things by it. Some radically restrict the term to a
small group of ancient Jews, Christians and pagans, while others interpret ‘gnosis’ as a world religion or secret
‘undercurrent’ throughout religious history and the history of ideas; and yet others take the term to denote a
particular sort of philosophy of religion. Recently a book on ‘gnosis’ even appeared, the purported aim of which
was ‘to make a dubious term unusable’: it claimed to be ‘Rethinking “Gnosticism’ ” (p. ix).
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“Gnosticism,” scholars have often perpetuated positions characteristic of the
discourse of orthodoxy and heresy. Michael Williams and Karen King have
clearly shown these problems with the use of this term. In light of their work, it is
no longer tenable to try to explain Valentinian teaching as arising from a distinct
“Gnostic” spirit. What we need in the present situation is an alternate approach
that takes the school of Valentinus beyond Gnosticism.23
Dunderberg argues, in relation to the particular debate over Valentinus’ relationship to
Gnosticism, that
the discussion about whether Valentinus was a Gnostic is largely self-generating,
since assessments about this issue are entirely dependent on how the scholars
define “Gnosticism.” Once you have a definition, you have the answer to the
question of whether Valentinus was or was not a Gnostic.24

In relation to the larger question of Gnostic thought the 2010 monograph The Gnostics by
David Brakke offers a further update on the state of scholarship. Brakke notes that
“‘Gnosticism’ is an outstanding example of a scholarly category that, thanks to confusion about
what it is supposed to do, has lost its utility and must be either abandoned or reformed.”25
Instead of dismantling the overall category, Brakke argues in some senses for a reification of the

23

Ismo Dunderberg, Beyond Gnosticism: Myth, Lifestyle, and Society in the School of Valentinus (New York:

Columbia University Press, 2008), 10-11.
24

Dunderberg, Beyond Gnosticism, 15. Leading up to this he notes that “one of the most hotly debated issues in

present scholarship on Valentinianism is Valentinus’s relationship to Gnosticism. The basic alternatives are (1) that
he was not a Gnostic (Christoph Markschies), (2) that he was a Gnostic (e.g. Jens Holshausen, Paul Schüngel,
Gilles Quispel), and (3) that he was not a Gnostic in the proper sense but “a Christian reformer of the classic
Gnostic tradition” (Bentley Layton)” (pp. 14-15).
25

David Brakke, The Gnostics: Myth, Ritual, and Diversity in Early Christianity (Cambridge, MA: Harvard

University Press, 2010) 19.
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category based on the discourse that survives from antiquity, though with the understanding that
the polemical arguments of opponents such as Irenaeus betray a bias of polemical distortion.26
The subject of the present study, the First Apocalypse of James, has been most closely
identified with the Valentinian school of Gnostic thought. Important work in this area has been
published by Christoph Markschies in his 1992 monograph Valentinus Gnosticus?, wherein he
portrays Valentinus as a decidedly Egyptian Christian, and somewhat separates him from other
gnosticizing trends.27 The second contribution that has redefined our understanding of
Valentinian Christianity is Einar Thomassen’s comprehensive volume The Spiritual Seed.28
Currently, this is the most complete study in English on Valentinus and Valentinianism. As
well, the previously mentioned monograph by Ismo Dunderberg, Beyond Gnosticism, should be
included among these contributions.
Throughout this dissertation I am simply taking it as a given that the text is
representative of what we might refer to as a variety of Gnostic thought, and that it has affinities
for some form of Valentinianism. With respect to the Gnostic question, I am operating within
the bounds of the following working definition: texts and traditions that interpret salvation, in
relation to escaping the lower material realm, as being a product of knowledge and acquaintance
with the divinity, obtained thanks to a special revelation imparted to the elect individual by a
divine being or intermediary.
26

Brakke, The Gnostics, 50.

27

Christoph Markschies, Valentinus Gnosticus? Untersuchungen zur valentinianischen Gnosis mit einen

Kommentar zu den fragmenten Valentinus (Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament 1/65;
Tübingen: Morh Siebeck, 1992).
28

Einar Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed: The Church of the Valentinians (NHMS 60; Leiden: Brill, 2006).
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Jewish Christianity
Throughout my research I employ the category of “Jewish Christianity” in order to
delineate threads of tradition, whether overt or subtextual, which can be found in the First
Apocalypse of James and related works. The use of this categorization has come under intense
scrutiny and debate recently, as its validity for describing and defining movements in late
antiquity has been questioned. Daniel Boyarin argues vehemently against the continued use of
the term based on three premises:
1) there is never in premodern times a term that non-Christian Jews use to refer to
their “religion,” that Ioudaismos is, indeed, not a religion…, and that
consequently it cannot be hyphenated in any meaningful way;
2) the self-understanding of Christians of Christianity as a religion was slow
developing as well and that a term such as “Jewish Christian” (or rather its
ancient equivalents, Nazorean, Ebionite) was part and parcel of that development
itself and thus eo ipso, and not merely factitiously, a heresiological term of art;
3) even the most critical, modern, and best-willed usages of the term in
scholarship devolve willy-nilly to heresiology.29
Within the bounds of his first premise, Boyarin’s argument is based on the fact that there
is no “religion” prior to modern times that can be referenced as self-defining byway of the word
Judaism. Instead, Boyarin argues that the concept of Judaism as a religion is a consequence of
contructions on the part of the developing Christian church who used the term in order to further
their own goals with respect to identity formation. What he describes is essentially a process of

29

Daniel Boyarin, “Rethinking Jewish Christianity: An Argument for Dismantling a Dubious Category (to Which

is Appended a Correction of my Border Lines),” JQR 99 (2009): 7–36 at 8.
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“othering” on the part of those who identified as Christians. He notes particularly that the use of
the terms Ioudaismos/Iudaismus as they develop up to the council of Niceaea reflects Christian
meanings that should not be confused with termininology that would have been employed by
Jews.30 He bases his argument on the fact that there is a shift in definition of affiliation with
respect to identity formation, wherein self-definition on the basis of religion alliance or
affiliation gradually replaced the concept of self definition with respect to the traditional
markers of kinship, nationality, and geographic ties.31 Finally, Boyarin’s overall argument can
be tied back to the fact that at the foundational level of Christianity we are not discussing an
entity that could be referred to as a separate religion, but instead a subclass of Jews who happen
to believe in Jesus.32 In essence, Boyarin shows that the terminology being employed is really
the product of a heresiological discourse that does not take into account the constructed
identities that it is referencing, particularly with respect to fact that Judaism as a “religion” did
not exist as an entity that could be separated from the realm of geography, tradition, and culture
in antiquity.
The lack of sources using the term ‘Jewish Christian’ has been explored, as well, by
James Carleton Paget. He notes that “the term ‘Jewish-Christian’ or ‘Jewish-Christianity’ is a
neologism. In the ancient sources no one refers to himself, or is referred to, as a Jewish
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Christian.”33 Instead, he shows that the term is applied to various groups – Ebionite, Nazarene,
Elchasite – who are interpreted by modern scholars as Jewish Christian.34 Unlike Boyarin, Paget
argues in favour of a praxis-based working definition of the term.35 He argues that this type of
definition, based on the practice rather than the theology of Judaism, is sufficiently narrow in
scope to provide meaningful clarification of the subject matter.36 Even so, he adds the
qualification that “when we use the term Jewish Christianity, we should do so provisionally,
with full recognition that it is a modern description of people who would probably not
themselves have chosen this name.”37
While the larger debate needs to be further explored in relation to questions of selfdefinition, particularly as Judaism relates to Gnosticism, throughout the course of my
dissertation I continue to employ the terminology Jewish Christian/Jewish Christianity. My
reasoning is that, much like our use of the terms Gnostic/Gnosticism, even if there are
ambiguities with respect to definitional construction and validity within the larger discourse, the
terms continue to hold meaning with respect to the acknowledgement of their generally
understood use. As such, I will qualify my use of the term based on a working definition that
suits the needs of my research, while allowing for the fact that the overall validity of the term
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needs further exploration in the context of its use in defining elements of Gnostic texts that show
an overt affinity with Jewish texts, practices, and traditions. For the purposes of this dissertation,
I will define a Jewish Christian community as one in which Christ is worshipped either by
ethnic Jews or god-fearers who have adopted Jewish customs and traditions such as Sabbath
observance and circumcision.

Methodological Considerations
I began this study with the intention of rooting my dissertation work in the
methodology put forth by Vernon Robbins, first in his commentary on Mark, Jesus the Teacher:
A Socio-Rhetorical Interpretation of Mark, and then later elaborated upon in his monograph The
Tapestry of Early Christian Discourse.38 The methodology pioneered by Robbins has been
given the name socio-rhetorical analysis.
The goal of this type of study is to move beyond the limitations imposed by the history
of biblical scholarship in the form of source criticism, form criticism, and redaction criticism.
One of the main obstacles that I encountered with respect to my particular topic is simply that
very little research has been done up to this point. The vast majority of scholarship employing
socio-rhetorical criticism is centered on the study of the New Testament, an area that has been
the locus of extensive scholarly work.
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The original goal of this study was to take account of the following: Inner Texture,39
Inter-Texture,40 Social and Cultural Texture,41 and Ideological Texture,42 though without
explicit use of these terms. However, the limited scope of previous research led me to focus
more narrowly on a series of historical, cultural, and textual traditions that had not been
sufficiently explored by earlier scholarship. With this in mind, my research employs a
synchronic analysis of the text, which looks at the two levels on which it can be understood as a
text with affinities for Valentinianism, and a text that makes extensive use of Jewish and
Christian apocalyptic traditions, possibly within the setting of a Jewish-Christian community. In
addition, my dissertation focusses strongly on how the text can be interpreted on an inter-textual
level. In the former case, my work is concerned with analysis of the context in which extant
texts were found and used, while in the latter, the concern is placed on a determination of the
origins and background of the text as it relates to the larger thoughtworld of late antiquity. In
this regard, I am interested in situating the text within a plausible authorial setting, at least so far
as it is possible to do so. In essence then, the overall goal of the study is to create context.
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Plan of the Dissertation
The overall goal of the study is to prove that the text can be read on multiform levels
none of which negate one another. This being said, I will show throughout the course of this
research that the First Apocalypse of James is at first to be read as being closely tied to the
Valentinian tradition. Additionally, I will demonstrate that a deeper reading of the text, in light
of the themes that are present and the choice of James of Jerusalem as protagonist, betrays a
strong bias toward Jewish Christianity.

Chapter 1: Why James?
Chapter 1 is concerned with the overarching question of why James was chosen as the
protagonist by the author of 1 Apoc. Jas. The figure of James is chosen very deliberately by the
author of the tractate and betrays an agenda that is explored throughout this dissertation. As
such, in this chapter I explore the different ways in which James the brother of Jesus has been
portrayed and interpreted within a late antique Christian context. The chapter begins with an
overview and assessment of the various legends depicting the martyrdom of James, looking in
close detail at why he would have been put to death. This part of the study is concerned with
establishing the created, or historical, identity of James as portrayed in early sources. In this
regard I focus on elements of his established identity which include: his relationship to Jesus;
his association with the temple; his reputation for righteousness and purity; and the varying
accounts of his death.

Chapter 2: Community Concerns, the Episcopate of James, and the Brothers of Jesus
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Chapter two continues the interrogation of the figure of James and the author’s choice of
him as protagonist in 1 Apoc. Jas.This includes an exploration of the “episcopal” role of James,
his relationship with the apostles, and his succession as leader following his brother Jesus. Here
the larger question has to do with the authority of James as a leader. In order to demonstrate
how the use of James underscores a theme of counter-apostolic authority, I will be looking at the
extant early Christian and late antique material describing the figure and role of James. There is
a large body of tradition about James that would have been available to the author of the text,
including historical sources such as Josephus, Hegesippus, and Eusebius, as well as canonical
sources, in particular the descriptions of the Jerusalem community in the Acts of the Apostles
and the letters of Paul, apocryphal literature (Infancy Gospel of Thomas, Protoevangelium of
James), and, of course, texts from Nag Hammadi that are associated with Gnosticism (Gospel of
Thomas, Apocryphon of James, Second Apocalypse of James).
As well, in this chapter I also briefly discuss how we might view James in relation to
other “brothers” of Jesus and how this affects our interpretation of the text. To that end, I argue
that the interplay and juxtaposition of James and the figure of Thomas as we see in the Gospel of
Thomas and Eusebius’ Historia Ecclesiastica betray an association within the early church and
the successive centuries between James and Thomas Didymus (the twin).

Chapter 3: Gnostic Apocalyptic and the First Apocalypse of James
The third chapter is concerned with situating 1 Apoc. Jas. within the larger debate over
the question of genres within Gnostic literature. Throughout this chapter I operate on the
assumption that the text can be understood within a number of possible genres, including late
antique question and answer literature, but is clearly associated with the specific genre of

18
Gnostic apocalypses. The discovery of the second attestation of the text with the shorter title
“James” has led to questions concerning the suitability of classifying 1 Apoc. Jas. as an
apocalypse. Keeping this in mind, I demonstrate how the text is constructed based on, and
makes use of, apocalyptic imagery and conventions, while meeting the necessary criteria for
inclusion within the Gnostic apocalyptic genre.

Chapter 4: Authority, Commission, and Apostolic Descent
The fourth chapter explores how, in addition to being representative of the Gnostic
apocalyptic genre, the text acts as a commission narrative. The purpose of this chapter is to
demonstrate how the commission serves to reinforce the underlying theme of authority that is,
through the use of the figure of James, related to an alternative form of apostolic succession.
This is shown through an analysis of the succession narrative in relation to the specifically
named figures (James, Addai, Manael, Levi, and Levi’s second son). I show conclusively that
the commission narrative is carefully crafted by the author, making use of Eastern Christian
(Armenian and Syrian), Jewish-Christian, and specifically Jewish apocalyptic material in order
to present a line of counter-apostolic descent legitimating the authority of the intended group of
readers.

Chapter 5: Cosmology, Ascent, and the Role of Women in the First Apocalypse of James
Chapter 5 attempts to classify the cosmology of the text within the larger thought world
that exists under the umbrella heading of Gnosticism. Originally understood as being aligned
with Marcosian Valentinian thought, the cosmology of the text has become a matter of some
debate, particularly in light of the discovery of the text from Al Minya. In my discussion of the
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cosmology I delve deeply into the pre- and post-passion revelatory structure of the text, situating
the cosmological speculations within the corpus of material that would have been extant at the
time of composition. This includes a thorough discussion of the post-mortem ascent of the soul
which has been understood as a defining element in the narrative. In relation to the ascent I build
on and interrogate the work of Einar Thomassen, who has come out firmly against a Valentinian
classification based on the presence of Orphic elements.43 I show that, while the formula for
ascent found in the text is Orphic, the particular invocation of formulas and the overall
cosmological speculations are being used in a syncretic manner.44 In this chapter I am arguing
that, even though we find the presence of elements in the cosmology from other systems, this
neither precludes nor affirms a Valentinian classification.
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Conclusions
In conclusion, this dissertation will establish the variant levels upon which the text can
be read and interpreted. In this regard I will prove that the text can be interpreted as Valentinian
while betraying a prominent Jewish Christian subtext upon which it can also authentically be
interpreted.
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Chapter 1: Why James?

NHC V, 3 opens with a statement on the relationship between Jesus and the protagonist
and recipient of revelation in the text:
tapokaluyis
pentaFSaJe
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paswte ai+T maein nak enai+ i+akwbos pason :
eikh gar an ai+moute erok Je pason : entok
pason Hrai+ !H@n qulh an : (NHC V, 3 24, 10-24, 16)
The Apocalypse of Jacobos (James). The Lord spoke to me, saying: “See now the
end (perfection) of my salvation. I have given to you a sign of these things
Jacobos (James) my brother. For it is not without reason that I have called you
my brother. You are not my brother in matter.45

Though there is a qualification of the nature of their relationship, there is no doubt that
the Jacobos in question is James the brother of Jesus. At the outset of my research, the figure
presented by James of Jerusalem, also known as James the Just, appeared to represent a
relatively simple subject. This seemed especially true when compared to the study of the
historical Jesus for whom we have ample sources, though all removed historically from the
figure that they interpret. In contrast, there are relatively few sources about James and at least
one of these, Paul, was writing during James’ lifetime. Also, to be contrasted with Jesus who left
no primary written sources, is the fact that many scholars still attribute the authorship of the
45
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Epistle of James to James the brother of Jesus. Even so, as Adele Reinhartz remarks in her
monograph on the high priest Caiaphas:
Caiaphas’s clear and distinct portrait in twentieth- and twenty-first century
scholarship made me optimistic that the historical Caiaphas could be found
quite simply… Alas, my hopes were quickly dashed… Upon closer
examination… the powerful image drawn by histories and commentaries began
to blur… beyond the fact of the high priesthood, Caiaphas’s personality and
activities were far more difficult to discern than the scholarship implied.46

A simple question that needs to be asked in relation to NHC V, 3 and AMC 2 is: why
was James chosen as the protagonist and recipient of the revelation from Jesus? In many ways
this chapter is a reaction to the statement of William Schoedel, who says:
Although the figure of James the Just was originally the property of Jewish
Christianity, it has become little more in our apocalypse than a convenient peg
on which to hang Gnostic doctrine.47

Unfortunately, in this case Schoedel’s arguments serve to continue a process of
diminishment and conflation of the figure of James that began from an early period and led to
his being often being referred to as “the less” in contrast to the brother of John. Contrary to
Schoedel, I argue that the figure of James is used very deliberately by the author of the text to
further a specific agenda and not as a matter of convenience. As such, in this chapter I explore
the different ways in which James the brother of Jesus has been portrayed and interpreted within
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an early Christian context. In particular I assert that the use of James as protagonist within the
text is based on two factors. The first is that the martyrdom of James as constructed within the
text is based on fairly reliable historical accounts, which were subject eventually to legendary
embellishment but would have been authoritative at the time of composition. The second
assertion that I make is that the use of James is based on an association with his role as the
leader of the Jerusalem community, his association with the temple and the priesthood. I assert
that by showing James in direct revelatory succession to Jesus, the text establishes a line of
counter-apostolic authority and a true priesthood that is justified through the link to temple
worship in Jerusalem. This will be further argued in relation to the commission of Addai on the
part of James discussed in chapter four.48
In order to demonstrate how the use of James underscores a theme of counter-apostolic
authority, I explore the extant early Christian and late antique material describing the figure and
role of James. There is a large body of tradition that the author of the First Apocalypse of James
could have had available to draw upon. We find relevant material on James in a number of
historical sources. For the purpose of this study I will focus on the work of Josephus, Clement of
Alexandria, Origen, Hegesippus, and Eusebius.49
In the canonical sources, James is named specifically as the brother of Jesus at a number
of points (Mark 6:1-6; Matthew 13:54-58). He would likely also be included in the other
48
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mentions of unnamed brothers in the gospel accounts (Mark 3:31-35; Matthew 12:46-50; Luke
8:19-21; John 7:1-9). James takes on a more prominent role in the Acts of the Apostles and is
central to our understanding of the Jerusalem community in that text (specific references to
James include 12:17; 15:13-20; and 21:17-26). We also see James mentioned prominently in the
work of Paul, in particular Galatians where Paul describes among other things a delegation
being sent from James (2:11-14), meeting with James the brother of the Lord (1:19), and Peter,
James, and John as the pillars of the community in Jerusalem (2:9-10). As well, the canonical
corpus includes mentions of our protagonist in the Epistle of James (1:1) and the Epistle of Jude
(1:1).
Outside of the canonical and historical sources we find a large body of apocryphal
literature which focusses on the figure of James. Of particular interest are the apocryphal Gospel
of the Hebrews, which accords primary revelation to James, and the Protoevangelium of James,
which contains rationalizations for the references to James and others as siblings of Jesus.
Added to the list of apocryphal sources referencing James are, of course, texts which fall under
the umbrella heading of Gnosticism, including the Gospel of Thomas, the Apocryphon of James,
and the Second Apocalypse of James.50

50

James the Just has not necessarily received the scholarly attention that he has deserved. Even so, there are a

number of important monographs which survey the relevant material. Notable among these are John Painter, Just
James: The Brother of Jesus in History and Tradition (Studies on Personalities of the New Testament; Edinburgh:
T&T Clark, 1999), and Patrick Hartin, James of Jerusalem: Heir to Jesus of Nazareth (Interfaces; Collegeville,
Minn.: Liturgical Press, 2004), as well as the edited volume by Bruce Chilton and Craig A. Evans, eds., James the
Just and Christian Origins (NovTSup 96; Leiden: Brill, 1999). To this list I would add, with a great deal of
hesitation, the often refuted work of Robert Eisenman, James the Brother of Jesus: The Key to

25
1.1. An Impure Death? The Martyrdom of James and the Destruction of Jerusalem
The works of the Jewish Roman historian Flavius Josephus (37-ca.100 CE) provide
scant, though important, evidence concerning the figure of James and the early Christian
community.51 Josephus’ contribution to the study of James, in particular, is isolated to a passage
in his Antiquities of the Jews 20.9.1:
Upon learning of the death of Festus, Caesar sent Albinus to Judaea as
procurator. The king removed Joseph from the high priesthood and bestowed
the succession to this office upon the son of Ananus who was likewise called
Ananus. It is said tht the elder Ananus was extremely fortunate. For he had
five sons, all of whom, after he himself had previously enjoyed the office for a
very long period, became high priests of God – a thing that had never
happened to any other of our high priests. The younger Ananus, who, as we
have said, had been appointed to the high priesthood, was rash in his temper
and unusually daring. He followed the school of the Sadducees, who are
indeed more heartless than any of the other Jews, as I have already explained,
when they sit in judgement. Possessed of such a character Ananus thought that
he had a favourale opportunity because Festus was dead and Albinus was still
on the way. And so he convened the judges of the Sanhedrin and brought
Unlocking the Secrets of Early Christianity and the Dead Sea Scrolls (New York: Viking, 1997), which, though it
advocates an untenable thesis, is by far the largest available commentary on the material associated with James.
51
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before them a man named James, the brother of Jesus who was called the
Christ, and certain others. He accused them of having transgressed the law and
delivered them up to be stoned. Those of the inhabitants of the city who were
considered the most fair-minded and who were strict in observance of the law
were offended at this. They therefore secretly sent to King Agrippa urging
him, for Ananus had not even been correct in his first step, to order him to
desist from any further such actions. Certain of them even went to meet
Albinus, who was on his way from Alexandria, and informed him that Ananus
had no authority to convene the Sanhedrin without his consent. Convinced by
these words, Albinus angrily wrote to Ananus threatening to take vengeance
upon him. King Agrippa, because of Ananus’ action, deposed him from the
high priesthood which he had held for only three months and replaced him
with Jesus the son of Damnaeus.52
As we see in the above passage, by the time that Josephus is writing in the late first
century there is a tradition circulating outside of the immediate realm of Christian groups that
asserts both that Jesus had a brother named James and that James was put to death by the Jewish
authorities. The above passage quoted in its entirety is useful for our evaluation of Josephus as a
source. It has been noted that in his earlier work he is silent on the figure of Jesus and the early
Christian movement. In this passage we can see what is really more of a passing reference made
in relation to an explanation concerning the succession of the high priesthood that questions the
legitimacy of not only the calling together of the Sanhedrin, but of the high priesthood of
Ananus. This view is reinforced by Steve Mason’s interrogation of the differing pictures of the
high priesthood that Josephus introduces in his War and Antiquities. Mason tells us that
Josephus was most concerned with demonstrating “that violation of Jewish laws leads to
disaster.”53 According to Mason,
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most revealing are Antiquities’ revisions of War’s portraits of the high priests
in the years before the revolt. Ananus whom War had praised as a moderate
and virtuous man, over against the violent rebels, is introduced in Antiquities
20.199 as “rash and conspicuously bold in manner”.54
The argument being made by Mason is that while Josephus put forth a positive view of
the high priesthood in War, representing “the normal establishment over against the rebels,”
Antiquities, on the other hand, “intends to demonstrate the efficacy of Jewish laws by proving
that transgressors are invariably punished.”55 In this sense, we might posit, somewhat echoing
Schoedel’s pronouncement on the figure of James as a tool of the “Gnostics” in the First
Apocalypse of James, that the reference to James is being used conveniently by Josephus as an
illustration of his perspective on the younger Ananus rather than as an intended discussion of the
Christian movement, let alone Jesus or James.
Josephus’ intention to critique the high priesthood is underscored by an overall
inclination within the Antiquities to demonstrate the flawed nature of the ruling powers in Judea.
This is especially evident in Josephus’ treatment of the Herodian dynasty which is shown to be
opposed by the Jewish people.56 There is also a repeated theme of unjust politically motivated
executions that culminates in the death of James. Of these, those of John the Baptist and Jesus
are the closest parallels, though Archelaeus’ killing of three thousand people during a revolt
(Ant. 17.9.3) may also be worth noting. Even so, Richard Bauckham is convinced that “while
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Josephus’ own purposes no doubt determine what he has chosen to include and what he knew
but has not reported, there is no reason to doubt the accuracy of the account so far as it goes.”57
According to Bauckham, with respect to the account of Josephus among the other
descriptions of the martyrdom of James,
that of Josephus (Ant. 20.9.1) is commonly acknowledged to be the most
historically reliable. Though a few scholars have held this passage to be a
Christian interpolation, the vast majority have considered it to be authentic.58
This question of authenticity is of great importance to the study of the transmission of
traditions concerning the figure of James. There are a number of reasons for this assertion. The
first is simply that it is the earliest tradition of the death of James to which we have access.
While Josephus was certainly of a later generation than James, they are historical
contemporaries whose lifetimes overlap. In addition, the work of Josephus, at least in the extant
texts, is somewhat without ornament. It does not go deeply into detail concerning the manner of
James’ death but rather states it matter of factly. Finally, we also know that the account as
portrayed in Josephus is used by “proto-orthodox” authors. In relation to James, the work of
Josephus is directly quoted by Origen (Commentary on Matthew 10. 17; Contra Celsum 1.3536; 1:47) and Eusebius (Historia Ecclesiastica 1.11). As well, we see quotations of Josephus in
relation to James in the sixth century work of Cassiodorus (Hist. Tripartit., taken from
57
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Sozomen), as well as the eighth century work of Georgius Syncellus (Chronicles).59 It is well
known that the works of Josephus were employed by Christian writers other than those that I
have mentioned, but as John Painter points out, “Origen is the first to refer to them in a way
relevant to our discussion.”60 As we see in his Contra Celsum (1.47) and his Commentary on
Matthew (10.17), Origen was aware of the reference to James made by Josephus; however, as
Painter observes, “it seems not to have been in the form now found in all extant texts.”61 While
Eusebius, in his Historia Ecclesiastica 2.23.21-24, includes the full passage with some minor
variations that might be accounted for by different manuscript traditions, Hegesippus and
Origen expand upon the tradition providing detail that likely originates in the ongoing process of
mythmaking that surrounds the major figures of early Christianity.
In order to understand this enigmatic figure, we must ask the central question of the
importance of the reference to James in the work of Josephus. One important element is
articulated in Origen’s Commentary on Matthew 10. 17, where he states, in relation to Josephus’
account of the death of James and the subsequent fall of Jerusalem,
and the wonderful thing is, that, though he did not accept Jesus as Christ, he yet
gave testimony that the righteousness of James was so great; and he says that the
people thought that they had suffered these things because of James.62
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As Patrick Hartin observes, “the significance of this account is that a Jewish writer,
Josephus, supports the historicity of the person James. Josephus shows that James was known as
‘the brother of Jesus’ and that he was well respected in Jerusalem, in both Christian and Jewish
circles.”63 More importantly than simply showing that James was respected, the reference in
Josephus – particularly the fact that, while it is clear that a number of people are executed, only
James is named, while Jesus is referenced solely in order to confirm the identity of James –
leads to the conclusion that Josephus understood James to be in a position of authority. As such,
we fall back on the fact that “one of this anonymous group is significant enough to be named.”64
Ben Witherington III underscores three main points concerning James that might be
taken away from this reference. The first is that James is referred to as the “brother” (ἀδελφός)
of Jesus with no qualification. He states that “Josephus calls Jesus the so-called…Christ but
does not call James the so-called brother of Jesus. Thus, it was not just early Christian writers
who called James the brother of Jesus.”65 Secondly, according to Witherington “the passage
emphasizes that James was a Torah-true, faithfully observant Jew,” and that “it seems clear that
Josephus definitely agrees an injustice was done to James.” 66 On this point, however, I feel that
Witherington is reading too much into the text. He implies that the reference to the offence
taken by observant members of the population is evidence of James’ standing as an observant
Jew when this is neither stated nor implied within the text. Witherington’s argument is that
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“James commanded respect not only within his own Jewish Christian constituency but also
among other Jews in Jerusalem as well…This could hardly have been the case if James had not
been a pious and observant Jew himself.”67 This argument is flawed as the text makes no
statement concerning his piety or observance. I should note that a similar perspective to that put
forth by Witherington is explored by Painter who allows for the possibility that the fair-minded
citizens who object in Josephus’ account were actually Pharisees. He makes this assertion based
on an interpretation of Josephus’ own biases. In Painter’s view it is likely that Josephus is using
this opportunity to show the Pharisees in a favourable light. He comes back to the point that “the
objection was simply that the proceedings in this condemnation and execution were technically
illegal.”68 Thus, instead of the objection to the execution of James being made on the grounds
that there is a sense of like-minded piety, the perception of offence should be based solely on the
transgression of the law on the part of Ananus. Thirdly, Witherington rightly states that “stoning
was…a possible punishment for law-breaking in the form of blasphemy, false teaching, or being
a trouble maker and seducer of the Jewish people.”69 This punishment is taken directly from
Leviticus 24:10-23 where the penalty for blasphemy is laid out by Moses.70
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The overall value that we find in the work of Josephus, with respect to James, can then
be summed up in three points. The first is, again, that he provides a historical perspective
(though with a particular aim) that is outside of the sphere of Christian thought. Secondly, he
offers the earliest historical report of the martyrdom of James and gives insight, thought limited
at best, into the primacy of James within the Jerusalem community. And thirdly, he provides the
basis upon which later accounts of the role of James and his martyrdom are built.

1.2. James in Hegesippus: Priest, Nazirite, and Martyr
The work of Hegesippus is somewhat problematic for the modern scholar. This is due to
the fact that no independent attestations are extant outside of the work of Eusebius, 71 where the
quotations are presented as part of a large-scale history of the early church. This is a point that
has been questioned for over a century, notably by Hugh Jackson Lawlor in 1912:
We may thus defend Hegesippus from the charges which have been made against
him, of want of method and arrangement. It is true that our defence obliges us to
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give up speaking of him as a historian, and as the ‘Father of Church History’; but
to do this is only to cease calling him what he did not…claim to be.72
Lawlor’s claim is that the vast majority of Hegesippus’ Hypomnemata (“Memoirs”)
dealt primarily with theological and doctrinal issues rather than the history of the church.
Lawlor’s view finds corroboration in the work of Robert M. Grant, who states that “Hegesippus
gave him (Eusebius) historical materials, but Hegesippus was no historian…and Hegesippus
was concerned with problems of heresy and orthodoxy, not historical fact.” 73 As such, the
elements included in the Historia Ecclesiastica, were “inserted where it suited him…and which
include all the extant fragments of the writings of our author which have a direct bearing on
Ecclesiastical History.”74
Moving beyond the question of the genre of his work that Eusebius made use of, we can
say that the quotation of Hegesippus, as preserved in the Historia Ecclesiastica, provides the
largest single body of traditions upon which our understanding of the figure of James is based.
John Painter has noted the emphasis placed on the account of Hegesippus, which even
supercedes that of Josephus in the Church History. He reasons that this is because “it makes the
points that are important for Eusebius concerning the righteousness of James, and his
courageous witness to Jesus in the face of martyrdom.”75 From a historical perspective, though,
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it is still problematic that the vast majority of material comes from a source unconcerned with
history, which instead shows a pre-occupation with the portrayal of a particular view of
orthodoxy. Due to the amount of material in question, this study will examine the quotations in
small sections rather than as a whole unit.
At the beginning of the quotation from Hypomnemata, Eusebius qualifies the fact that
while the death of James has been discussed in Clement, it is also recorded by Hegesippus who
is thought to have lived close to the time of the events being described:
The manner of James’s death has been shown by the words of Clement already
quoted, narrating that he was thrown from the battlement and beaten to death
with a club, but Hegesippus, who belongs to the generation after the Apostles,
gives the most accurate account of him speaking as follows in his fifth book:
“The charge of the Church passed to James the brother of the Lord, together with
the Apostles. He was called the ‘Just’ by all men from the Lord’s time to ours,
since many are called James” (HE 2.23.3-4).76
For Eusebius, the work of Hegesippus is considered authoritative based on his estimation
that it dates to the first generation after the apostles. Painter tells us thusly that “[a] straightforward reading of Eusebius’s introduction to Hegesippus’s account of the martyrdom of James
places him in the first century.”77 However, it is more likely, when looking at the development
of tradition, that Hegesippus would belong in the early second-century.78
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Of note, is the fact that Hegesippus refers to the governance of James, but in conjunction
with the apostles. As we will see, when looking at the passages from Clement’s Hypotyposes,
this is later interpreted as meaning that James is either on equal footing with the apostles, or that
in some way his authority as leader is subject to the apostles. However, there is no real assertion
that his authority is qualified or from any source other than Jesus. As well, we should make note
of the epithet “the Just” which is used to distinguish James from others bearing the same name.
This may imply, though this is only conjecture, that there was already a trend toward conflation
that Hegesippus is attempting to counteract, particularly in order to distinguish our James from
the son of Zebedee. This use of the term “the Just,” though early, is not the earliest and is
already found prior to this in both the Gospel of Thomas and the Gospel of the Hebrews.79 Even
so, we do not find the term in the earliest writings from the first century, and while Hegesippus
implies that the term was applied during James’ lifetime, there is no “evidence that ‘the Just’
was used of James before his martyrdom.”80 Instead, the earliest accounts – the gospels, Acts,
the letters of Paul, James, and Jude – refer to James as the brother of the Lord or refer to the
brothers and sisters of Jesus.81
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Following this, Hegesippus further explores the figure of James, describing him in terms
which would mark him as both a Nazirite and a priest.82
He was holy from his mother’s womb. He drank no wine or strong drink, nor did
he eat flesh; no razor went upon his head; he did not anoint himself with oil, and
he did not go to the baths. He alone was allowed to enter into the sanctuary, for
he did not wear wool but linen, and he used to enter alone into the temple and be
found kneeling and praying for forgiveness for the people, so that his knees grew
hard like a camel’s because of his constant worship of God, kneeling and asking
forgiveness for the people. (HE 2.23.5-6).
We see two potentially conflicting pictures of James presented together here. The text
describes a James who appears to have undergone the vow of the Nazir which is described in
Numbers 6:1-21. The pertinent restrictions placed upon one who has undertaken the vow are as
follows:
The Lord said to Moses, “Speak to the Israelites and say to them: If a man or
woman wants to make a special vow, a vow of dedication to the Lord as a
Nazirite, they must abstain from wine and other fermented drink and must not
drink vinegar made from wine or other fermented drink. They must not drink
grape juice or eat grapes or raisins. As long as they remain under their Nazirite
vow, they must not eat anything that comes from the grapevine, not even the
seeds or skins. During the entire period of their Nazirite vow, no razor may be
used on their head. They must be holy until the period of their dedication to
the Lord is over; they must let their hair grow long. Throughout the period of
their dedication to the Lord, the Nazirite must not go near a dead body. Even if
their own father or mother or brother or sister dies, they must not make
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themselves ceremonially unclean on account of them, because the symbol of their
dedication to God is on their head. Throughout the period of their dedication,
they are consecrated to the Lord” (Numbers 6:1-8, NIV).
In referring to James as being under a Nazirite vow from birth, Hegesippus is creating a
sense of continuity with key people in the history of both Israel/Judah and the emerging
Christian church. While it is true that there were many people who undertook the Nazirite vow
for a set period in first century Palestine,83 the key element with respect to James is the fact that
he is said to be a Nazirite/holy from birth. In Judaic tradition this formulation of the vow is very
infrequent and usually marks the individual placed under the vow as having been set apart to
perform a specific function, generally involving a role of leadership.
The Hebrew Bible only presents the birth narratives of two figures who are considered to
be “permanent” Nazirites, Samson (Judges 13:1-6)84 and Samuel (1 Samuel 1:11).85 Both are
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portrayed within the cycle of Deuteronomistic history and are key figures in the establishment
of the people of Israel within the land. In these birth narratives we see the repeated pattern of a
devout man who is married to an aging woman who cannot conceive a child. In the case of
Samson, the parents receive a visitation from a divine messenger who promises that they will
conceive, while in 1 Samuel we are told that the Lord had closed her womb (1:6) and later that
the Lord had remembered her (1:19). As such, there is a stated pattern of devout people who
cannot conceive, who then following divine intercession are able to have a son.86 In both cases,
these children are marked from birth as Nazirites but also as Judges over Israel, with Samuel
being the last and the one to establish the monarchy.87
We see a similar pattern in the birth narrative of the one permanent Nazirite featured in
the New Testament, John the Baptist. The birth narrative as portrayed by Luke draws on

two sons of Eli, were priests of the Lord. Whenever the day came for Elkanah to sacrifice, he would give portions
of the meat to his wife Peninnah and to all her sons and daughters. But to Hannah he gave a double portion because
he loved her, and the Lord had closed her womb. Because the Lord had closed Hannah’s womb, her rival kept
provoking her in order to irritate her. This went on year after year. Whenever Hannah went up to the house of the
Lord, her rival provoked her till she wept and would not eat. Her husband Elkanah would say to her, ‘Hannah, why
are you weeping? Why don’t you eat? Why are you downhearted? Don’t I mean more to you than ten sons?’ Once
when they had finished eating and drinking in Shiloh, Hannah stood up. Now Eli the priest was sitting on his chair
by the doorpost of the Lord’s house. In her deep anguish Hannah prayed to the Lord, weeping bitterly. And she
made a vow, saying, ‘Lord Almighty, if you will only look on your servant’s misery and remember me, and not
forget your servant but give her a son, then I will give him to the Lord for all the days of his life, and no razor will
ever be used on his head’ ” (1 Samuel 1:1-11, NIV).
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elements from the births of both Samson and Samuel, following the same pattern of devout
parents, barren and aging mother, and divine intervention with (as in the case of Samson) an
angelic instruction that the child be dedicated to God. What we find in Luke’s account of the
birth of John is a blending of the births of Samson and Samuel. Specifically, Luke incorporates
the divine visitation which foretells the birth of Samson with the prayer of Hannah (1 Samuel
2:1-10), which is varied and expanded upon in the songs of Mary (Luke 1:46-55) and Zechariah
(Luke 1:67-79).88
We can see that, at least some of the attributes of James in Hegesippus’ depiction are
based on the aforementioned figures. These include the obvious elements of the vow such as
abstaining from wine and not using a razor. As well, the depiction of James incorporates the
requisite element relating to the other figures of being holy from the womb. The other elements
of abstention do create certain problems for scholars, specifically, not eating flesh, anointing
oneself with oil, or bathing.89 However, this can be explained if Hegesippus was making
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specific allusions to the figure of John the Baptist.90 In this case, we can assert that Hegesippus
would have been drawing upon material in Luke-Acts (as well as Josephus) to construct his
version of James. Luke is the only one of the gospel narratives to specifically allude to John
being a permanent Nazirite (within the birth narrative, Luke 1:15).91 Even so, the fact that John
was an ascetic is attested throughout the synoptic gospels (Matthew 3:1-6; Mark 1:1-6; Luke
3:1-6). All three of these accounts show him preaching in the wilderness, while Matthew and
Mark also give descriptions of his dietary restrictions (nothing but locusts and honey), as well as

on an extremely stringent approach to the Nazirite vow, “the additional notice, that he avoided oil, is consistent
with the especial concern for purity among Nazirites. They were to avoid any contact with death (Num. 6:6-12),
and the avoidance of all uncleanness – which is incompatible with sanctity – follows naturally. The avoidance of oil
is also attributed by Josephus to the Essenes (Jewish War 2.8.3/123), and the reason seems plain: oil, as a fluid
pressed from fruit, was considered to absorb impurity to such an extent that extreme care in its preparation was
vital… James’ vegetarianism also comports with a concern to avoid contact with any kind of corpse.” See Craig A.
Evans, “James, Peter, Paul, and the Formation of the Gospels” in The Missions of James, Peter, and Paul: Tensions
in Early Christianity (ed. Bruce Chilton and Craig A. Evans; NovTSup 115; Leiden: Brill, 2005), 3-28 at 13.
Unfortunately, in the same article Evans oversteps what is plausible with the assertion that Jesus was also a
Nazirite, citing as evidence the use of the term “Nazarene.” Following on the identification of Jesus as the Nazarene
in Mark 1:24 Evans assumes that “[f]or James and those who were associated with him, Jesus’ true identity was his
status as a Nazirite” (p. 25). Even allowing for the fact that the nazirite vow may have been open to variation and
qualification based on circumstance, there is absolutely no evidence to suggest that this is a possible argument or a
way to link the Nazirite vow of James to a practice of Jesus.
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ascetic clothing (camel hair shirt). John the Baptist’s diet has been an object of considerable
debate from an early point in Christian history.92 Technically, his diet is correct and allowed
according to Leviticus 11:20-23:
All flying insects that walk on all fours are to be regarded as unclean by you.
There are, however, some flying insects that walk on all fours that you may eat:
those that have jointed legs for hopping on the ground. Of these you may eat any
kind of locust, katydid, cricket or grasshopper. But all other flying insects that
have four legs you are to regard as unclean (NIV).
Whether or not it was correct, many interpreters have striven to either justify or remove
the locusts from John’s diet. Kelhoffer notes that “other developments in many Greek, Latin and
Syriac patristic interpretations concerns the notion that John did not eat actual
locusts/grasshoppers,” and goes on to show that “examples of a ‘vegetarian’ Baptist appear in
the second-century Gospel of the Ebionites and several later witnesses to Tatian’s gospel
harmony, the Diatessaron.”93 It is possible, but not conclusive, that Hegesippus may have come
into contact with one of the early traditions that substituted milk or plants in their interpretation
of John’s diet.94 To say then that James did not eat flesh, nor did he anoint himself or bath, is to
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associate him with the type of asceticism practiced by John the Baptist.95 To take this a step
further, I would argue that the depiction of James, which would have echoed the other
permanent Nazirites, is a deliberate construct to underscore points of conflict. Specifically, any
contact with the traditions surrounding Samson, Samuel, and even John the Baptist, alludes to a
status of either prophet or judge over Israel for James. In all three of the aforementioned cases,
the figures act in an intercessory capacity with the people of Israel with respect to either conflict
with, or domination by, foreign rulers.96 The narrative concerning James in Hegesippus was
written during a period when Israel was once again under foreign domination without even a
pretense of rule by a client king. As such, I would put forth the possibility that James might be
interpreted through the lens of Samuel, who acted in his capacity fulfilling the three key
intercessory roles in Israel as priest, prophet, and judge.97
Immediately following the description of James as a Nazirite in 2.23.5, Hegesippus
describes James praying in the temple and even entering the holy of holies. It is commonly
understood that only the high priest could enter the room of the temple that had previously
contained the ark. We will return to the question of whether or not James may have been a priest
within the discussion of the portrayal of his martyrdom. For now however, we turn to the
requisite question of whether or not the description of James’ asceticism would render him
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unable to pray in the temple as described. The key point of transgression lies in the fact that,
according to Hegesippus, he did not bathe. A pious Jew in the first century, or at any time,
would strive to remain in a state of ritual purity as per the instructions in Leviticus 15:31.98
There is a fair amount of archaeological evidence for the presence of mikva’ot in first century
Palestine,99 and we find references to ritual purification through bathing throughout the Hebrew
Bible (in particular Lev. 8:6; Numbers 8:7, 19:11).100 Even so, the various strictures that we
have access to concerning this type of ritual purification, are found in Rabbinic literature, in
particular the Mishna tractate Miqva’ot, and as a consequence post-date the life of James and
the fall of Jerusalem.101 Regardless of the normative functions of bathing for ritual purity within
contemporary Judaism, there are two possibilities implied by the text that must be briefly
addressed. The first is that James is said to be holy from birth. It is possible, though unlikely, to
infer that he is meant to be understood as always having been in a state of ritual purity and
therefore had no need to perform any sort of ritual cleansing. Another possibility is that James
98
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did perform ritual immersion in a miqveh, but that he did not defile himself by visiting the
Roman baths. The rejection of the use of Roman baths would accord with an apologetic stance
concerning James within the work of Hegesippus. According to Painter, the manner of life
ascribed to James by Hegesippus is based in
terms which in part suggest the Nazirite rules of Num 4:1-5 (cf. Luke 1:15) and
also indicate a rejection of Graeco-Roman ways, consistent with one who was a
pillar of the mission to the circumcision. He did not smear himself with oil, he
took no baths. Rejection of the Roman baths is what is at issue, not rejection of
the Jewish rites of purification.102
Hartin agrees that “[q]uite likely Hegesippus has in mind the rejection of the Roman
baths (the reference to the use of oil and bathing, etc.) in order to distance James from the world
of Greece and Rome rather than the Jewish rites of Purification.”103
Allowing then, for the fact that the question of James’ ritual purity would not have been at
issue, we can postulate that Hegesippus’s assertion concerning James being the only one to enter
the sanctuary and his wearing only linen garments (as well as his other ascetic practices) finds
its root in Ezekiel 44. While I have argued that much of the tradition is based on an attempt to
relate James to John the Baptist and other permanent Nazirites, Bauckham’s argument is also
valid that Hegesippus draws an intertextual connection with the special circumstances
surrounding the Levites in Ezekiel 44, particularly the strictures that God places on them (linen
garments, not using a razor, abstention from wine) with respect to service in the temple. The
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problem lies in the fact that the Greek text of Eusebius refers to the holy place and the temple.
Bauckham is correct in pointing out that:
From any knowledge of what occurred in the Temple or even of what the Torah
prescribed, it would be incomprehensible that James alone could be admitted to
the Temple building, the holy place, which all priests could enter. But the account
in Hegesippus, dating from long after the destruction of the Jerusalem Temple,
was concerned not with historical plausibility, but with exegetical deductions.
James alone fulfilled the conditions Ezekiel 44 lays down for entering the gates
of the inner court of the Temple, as James himself in Ps 118:19 says that he
does!104
The intertextual connections continue with Hegesippus’ attribution of epithets in HE
2.23.7.
So from his excessive righteousness he was called the Just and Oblias, that is in
Greek, “Rampart of the people and righteousness,” as the prophets declare
concerning him.105
As stated above, the epithet “the Just” may be associated with Ezekiel 44, and the term
צדק, and most likely accords with the understanding among his contemporaries and later
commentators that he was pious. The term “Oblias” has however, been a source of frustration
for many scholars. While the text translates the term as “Bulwark of the people,” there is no
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actual word in Hebrew or Aramaic that can be transliterated directly with that meaning.106
Bauckham is quick to note that, though there have been many attempts to formulate a correct
identification of the word, “none has provided a wholly satisfactory explanation which does
justice to what Hegesippus says the term means in Greek.”107 Bauckham is of the opinion that
the term, whether a bastardization of a Semitic term or not, should be understood within the
context of building imagery that was employed within the early church, particularly in relation
to how members of the early community understood themselves and their leaders to constitute
the structures of a metaphorical temple.108
Christians in general were the stones of which the Temple is constructed (1 Pet.
2:5; Hermas, Vis. 3; Sim. 9); the apostles and Christian prophets were the
foundation (Eph 2:20); Peter was the rock on which the Temple is built (Matt
16:18); Jesus Christ was the foundation (1 Cor 3:11) or the cornerstone/keystone
(Eph 2:20; 1 Pet 2:4, 6-7). That this kind of imagery goes back to the early
Jerusalem church can be seen from the designation of James, Peter and John as
pillars (Gal 2:9), i.e. supports on which the messianic temple rests.109
A simpler, though complementary, explanation is that James acts as the bulwark,
protecting the people from the impending destruction of Jerusalem in 2.23.19. In Painter’s
opinion, “The question of how James attracted the name ‘bulwark of the people’ finds a
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suggestive answer in a later passage (3.7.8), in which the presence in Jerusalem of James and
the other apostles is said to afford a strong protection (bulwark) to that place.”110
The designation of James as just and righteous sets the stage for what follows in
Hegesippus’ account, where we see James being questioned by representatives of the Jews and
with his answers gaining many followers (HE 2.23.8-13).
Thus some of the seven sects among the people, who were described before by
me (in the Commentaries), inquired of him what was the “gate of Jesus,” and he
said that he was the Saviour. Owing to this some believed that Jesus was the
Christ. The sects mentioned above did not believe either in resurrection or in one
who shall come to reward each according to his deeds, but as many as believed
did so because of James. Now, since many even of the rulers believed, there was
a tumult of the Jews and the Scribes and Pharisees saying that the whole people
was in danger of looking for Jesus as the Christ. So they assembled and said to
James, “We beseech you to restrain the people since they are straying after Jesus
as though he were the Messiah. We beseech you to persuade concerning Jesus all
who come for the day of the Passover, for all obey you. For we and the whole
people testify to you that you are righteous and do not respect persons. So do you
persuade the crowd not to err concerning Jesus, for the whole people and we all
obey you. Therefore stand on the battlement of the temple that you may be
clearly visible on high, and that your words may be audible to all the people, for
because of the Passover all the tribes, with the Gentiles also, have come
together.” So the Scribes and Pharisees mentioned before made James stand on
the battlement of the temple, and they cried out to him and said, “Oh, just one, to
whom we all owe obedience, since the people are straying after Jesus, who was
crucified, tell us what is the gate of Jesus?” And he answered with a loud voice,
‘Why do you ask me concerning the Son of Man? He is sitting in heaven on the
right hand of the great power, and he will come on the clouds of heaven.”

The description of the Jews in this passage has led some commentators to question
Hegesippus’ Jewish (prior to conversion) background, as he seems to make fundamental errors
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with respect to the beliefs of the Jews in the first century.111 The two most prominent among
these concern the number of sects present in Jerusalem and the question of resurrection. Here,
Hegesippus is at odds with Josephus, who describes at length the dominant groups within
Palestine in the first century, namely the Pharisees, the Sadducees, and the Essenes, as well as
the Zealots which he describes as the fourth philosophy.112 While it is not impossible to assume
that there may have been other Jewish groups active in the first century (the followers of John
the Baptist might be considered one such group), we have to question whether or not they would
have been of great enough significance to be remembered in a general sense by the time of
Hegesippus’ writing. In addition to the number of Jewish sects, Hegesippus also conveys the
fact that none of them believed in the resurrection of the dead. Again, this is at odds with
Josephus’ account. Discussing the beliefs of the various sects, Josephus relates the following
about the Pharisees,
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They believe that souls have power to survive death and that there are rewards
and punishments under the earth for those who have led lives of virtue or vice:
eternal imprisonment is the lot of evil souls, while the good souls receive an easy
passage to a new life (Ant.18.1.3).
While Hegesippus mentions the Pharisees directly, he does not appear to know their
beliefs. While the question of Hegesippus’ background may or may not have a bearing on his
interpretation of James, what is at stake is his historical reliability in relation to events in the
first century and especially prior to 70 CE. Again, we return to the thesis of Bauckham that we
have to look at the exegetical deductions in Hegesippus’ work rather than seeing it as a purely
historical document.113
Concerning the repeated questioning of James, we see that the question concerning “the
gate of Jesus” is used by Hegesippus polemically against the Jewish authorities whom he
interprets as being in error and responsible for the death of James. James’ dialogue with the
Jewish authorities (first the seven sects and then the scribes and Pharisees) sets up an opposition
between the Jews and the Christians within the narratives that serves to place the blame for the
fall of Jerusalem on the actions of the Jews. The specific content of the question may be related
to the gates of righteousness referred to in Psalm 118:19-20, with James himself the righteous
one, being the means by which many were turned to Jesus.114 The reference to the events taking
place at the Passover acts as a link between the martyrdom of James and that of Jesus (and
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Stephen), while his statements on the Son of Man, particularly with respect to Jesus’
enthronement, echo those of Stephen.115
The quotation from Hegesippus concludes with the account of James’ death at the hands
of the Jewish authorities in HE 2.23.14-19.
And many were convinced and confessed at the testimony of James and said,
“Hosanna to the Son of David.” Then again the same Scribes and Pharisees said
to one another, “We did wrong to provide Jesus with such testimony, but let us
go up and throw him down that they may be afraid and not believe him.” And
they cried out saying, “Oh, oh, even the just one erred.” And they fulfilled the
Scripture written in Isaiah, “Let us take the just man for he is unprofitable to us.
Yet they shall eat the fruit of their works.” So they went up and threw down the
Just, and they said to one another, “Let us stone James the Just,” and they began
to stone him since the fall had not killed him, but he turned and knelt saying, “I
beseech thee, O Lord, God and Father, forgive them, for they know not what they
do.” And while they were thus stoning him one of the priests of the sons of
Rechab, the son of Rechabim, to whom Jeremiah the prophet bore witness, cried
out saying “Stop! what are you doing? The Just is praying for you.” And a certain
young man among them, one of the laudrymen, took the club with which he used
to beat out the clothes, and hit the Just on the head, and so he suffered
martyrdom. And they buried him on the spot by the temple. He became a true
witness both to Jews and to Greeks that Jesus is the Christ, and at once Vespasian
began to besiege them.” This account is given at length by Hegesippus but in
agreement with Clement. Thus is seems that James was indeed a remarkable man
and famous among all for his righteousness, so that the wise even of the Jews
thought that this was the cause of the siege of Jerusalem immediately after his
martyrdom, and that it happened for no other reason that the crime which they
had committed against him.
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What is striking about this passage is that the martyrdom of James is more than a simple
affair, employing, not one, but three different methods of execution.116 Of particular note is the
reference to the final cause of James’ death, the fuller’s club. A number of explanations have
been offered concerning its presence in the narrative. One is that it provides a link to the death
of Jesus through wood as a means of execution.117 It is also possible to draw a link between the
use of a fuller’s club and the proscription in Bavli Sanhedrin 81b, which calls for the execution
of a priest who has defiled the temple by way of clubbing. 118 Thus, some scholars have taken
this as proof of the fact that James at least acted in a priestly capacity, and that he transgressed
some boundary within the temple. The transgression is often interpreted in relation to the
portrayal of James as one who does not anoint himself or visit the baths, and hence performs
temple service in an impure state.119 However, as we have ascertained, the description of the
lifestyle of James as recounted by Hegesippus does not necessarily imply that he transgressed
any boundary with respect to purity rules and the temple. We see a reinforcement also of James’

116

One is reminded of the legendary circumstances surrounding the death of Grigori Rasputin (1869-1916) who is

said to have been unsuccessfully poisoned, following which he was shot before overpowering his assassins and
escaping before ultimately drowning. Obviously this is where the comparisons end between these two legendary
figures.
117

Bauckham draws a comparison with Isaiah being sawn in half with a wooden saw in the Ascension of Isaiah, a

motif which aligns his death with that of Jesus through the use of a wooden instrument in the martyrdom narrative.
Bauckham posits that this it is possible that the club fulfills the requisite condition of being made of wood.
Bauckham, “For What Offence Was James put to Death?” 217-218. See also Eyal Regev, “Temple Concerns and
High-Priestly Prosecutions from Peter to James: Between Narrative and History,” NTS 56 (2009): 64-89 at 81.
118

“If a priest performed the Temple service whilst unclean, his brother priests do not charge him therewith at Beth

Din, but the young priests take him out of the Temple court and split his skull with clubs” (trans. http://www.comeand-hear.com/sanhedrin/sanhedrin_81.html).
119

Painter, Just James, 116; Martin, James lii.

52
righteousness in 2.23.18 with the mention of the priests of the Rechabites who are lauded by
God as examples of correct obedience and practice in Jeremiah 25.120 As such, his ascetic
practices can, and should, be interpreted as correct and not transgressive, at least insofar as they
are portrayed by Hegesippus.
The problem again lies in distinguishing the historical kernel apart from legendary
attribution and apologetic and polemical discourse.121 Hence, with respect to the manner of
execution in particular, Martin states, “Multiple attempts at killing James (a fall, stoning, being
beaten over the head) suggest that this is a legendary combination of motifs.”122 Thus we return
to question of why, and not how, with the possibility that James was executed on a charge of
blasphemy. A charge of blasphemy being brought against James by a high priest would find
definite echoes in traditions surrounding the death of Jesus. We should also see links between
their deaths in relation to the temple, on site for James, and following disruption (“cleansing”)
within the temple for Jesus.123 Bauckham is likely correct, at least insofar as we can discern
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from available sources, that the death of James occurred based on two possible charges: “that he
was executed as a blasphemer or as a maddiah.”124 Bauckham notes that there is no explicit
reference to a formal charge in the account given by Hegesippus.125 However, Hegesippus
shows that James convinced more and more people to embrace the worship of Christ leading up
to the martyrdom account. As such it is likely that, if there was a charge, it would be based on
James being a maddiah, or one who leads the people astray or to worship other gods. This is, of
course, contravened in Deuteronomy 13, which condemns those who lead others to the worship
of other gods to death by stoning.126
With all of this in mind, we can safely argue that the account given by Hegesippus either
contributes or reinforces the following elements of tradition concerning James: 1) firstly, he is a
permanent Nazirite who can be associated with Samson, Samuel, and John the Baptist; 2) he is
associated with the temple and the priesthood through the Levites in relation to links with
Ezekiel 44 implied through his wearing only linen clothing and his Nazirite lifestyle; 3) the
epithet “the Just” underscores a reputation for righteousness that is seen to have been accepted
outside of his immediate circle of followers; 4) James acts in an intercessory capacity, praying
for the people of Jerusalem and keeping the eventual destruction at bay during his lifetime; 5) if
interpreted with respect to John the Baptist, his lifestyle does not contravene regulations on
shows a link between the anti-temple perception and the eventual martyrdom of James as portrayed in Josephus.
Regev notes the locus of the temple in all of the major traditions following Josephus with respect to the martyrdom
of James (Hegesippus, Pseudo-Clementine Recognitions, Clement of Alexandria, and Eusebius). Regev, “Temple
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purity; and finally, 6) if there was a charge against James, the only possible interpretation is that
he is a maddiah, an apostate who leads the people astray, which is illustrated in the above
account.
The account of Hegesippus is closely mirrored in the Second Apocalypse of James (NHC
V, 4). Again, we see James addressing a crowd and giving instruction, presumably within the
temple complex. In contrast to HE 2.23.8-11, this account shows that James is unsuccessful in
persuading the people with his message – “on that day all the [people] and the crowd were
disturbed, and they showed that they had not been persuaded” (NHC V, 3 61, 1-4).127 This is
followed by a passage (61, 13-14), “Come, let us stone the Just One,” which directly reflects HE
2.23.16, “Let us stone James the Just.” The parallels in the martyrdom narrative continue:
And they were there and found him standing beside the columns of the temple
beside the mighty corner stone. And they decided to throw him down from the
height and they cast him down. And they […] they […]. They seized him and
[struck] him as they dragged him upon the ground. They stretched him out, and
placed a stone on his abdomen. They all placed their feet on him, saying, “You
have erred!” Again they raised him up since he was alive, and made him dig a
hole. They made him stand in it. After having covered him up to his abdomen,
they stoned him in this manner (NHC V, 61, 1-61, 12).128
The reference to James having erred is also found in HE 2.23.15, where the Pharisees
declare that “the just man is also in error.” As well, the tradition of James being cast down from
a height is paralleled in the two accounts, though in Hegesippus it is the pinnacle of the temple,
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while in this account he is on the steps beside the cornerstone of the temple. The final manner of
death changes in this account (recall that a fuller’s club is used in Hegesippus) to stoning with
James being placed in a pit and buried with his torso exposed.129 Regev has shown that the
portrayal of James’ death finds a correlate in Mishna Sanhedrin 6.4, where “someone
condemned to be stoned must be pushed down from a place that is twice the height of a man. If
that does not kill him, a witness must drop a large stone on his chest…, and if that does not kill
him, he must be literally stoned to death.”130 For Bauckham, the procedure marks a point of
departure from the Hegesippan account and acts as evidence for a common Jewish-Christian
source for the two texts: “It is much easier to believe that a source common to Hegesippus and
the Second Apocalypse of James was informed about the proper procedure in stoning than that
these details were added to the account of Hegesippus by the author of the Apocalypse, who
shows no other sign of familiarity with Jewish practice.”131 F. Stanley Jones argues contrarily
that there is no real evidence to suggest an independent source, and that it is likely, and by far
the simplest explanation, that the Second Apocalypse of James was dependent on Hegesippus.132
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A related tradition is likely also found in the Pseudo-Clementine Recognitions, where we see a
similar motif of James being angrily interrupted while speaking and then thrown from a set of
stairs (1.70.8-1.71.1). Here we see that it is Saul, as repreentative of the Jewish people, who
creates the uproar that leads to James being attacked:
“Much blood is shed; there is confused flight, in the midst of which that enemy
attacked James, and threw him headlong from the top of the steps; and supposing
him to be dead, he cared not to inflict further violence upon him. But our friends
lifted him up, for they were both more numerous and more powerful than the
others.”133
In this account, however, James only appears to be dead and is thus subsequently saved from
martyrdom. Even with these divergences in the narrative, Jones has shown that it is probably
also based on the Hegesippan account.134 Jones’ argument in relation to the dependence of the
Recognitions and the Second Apocalypse of James on Hegesippus is convincing as it removes
any necessity of an idealized lost source and leaves us with a simple explanation.
As was the case with Hegesippus, the evidence on James reported by Clement is
problematic in that the works in question are no longer extant except as quoted in Eusebius’
Historia Ecclesiastica (2.1.2-5).135 In this section of his work Eusebius quotes, one directly after
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the other, two passages of a work by Clement known as Hypotyposes (“Outlines”). The
reference to the martyrdom of James is very short and occurs at 2.1.5 where Eusebius tells us
Now there were two Jameses, one, James the Just, who was thrown down from
the pinnacle of the temple and beaten to death with a fuller’s club, and the other,
he who was beheaded.136
The quotation of book seven, though relatively brief, gives an account echoing that of
Hegesippus, concerning the martyrdom of James. It is interesting that in Clement’s account
there is no reference to James being stoned as we saw in Josephus and Hegesippus. Instead there
is simply the reference to him being thrown from the parapet and then beaten with the fuller’s
club which we find in Hegesippus. The elements common to Clement and Hegesippus would
seem to suggest a common source tradition. This is soundly stated by F. Stanley Jones, who
points out that while “Eusebius seems to think that Clement is independent of Hegesippus…
most modern scholars believe that Clement is, in fact, dependent on Hegesippus.”137 For Jones,
“[p]articularly the shared mention of James being thrown down from the pinnacle points to
dependency,” while “further evidence is found in the common reference to the fuller’s club and
to the plurality of Jameses.”138 There is however, a certain amount of disagreement over these
points. Martin makes it clear that there are different dimensions to the type of death being
well as Salvatore R.C. Lilla, Clement of Alexandria: A Study in Christian Platonism and Gnosticism (Oxford
Theological Monographs; London: Oxford University Press, 1971). Concerning Clement’s understanding of the
terms of familial relationships, particularly with respect to the transmission of knowledge among Christians and
intra-Christian polemics, see Denise Kimber Buell, Making Christians: Clement of Alexandria and the Rhetoric of
Legitimacy (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999).
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portrayed in the two accounts: “Hegesippus portrays it as a single blow,” which is contrasted
with Clement who “leaves the reader with the impression of a prolonged beating.” 139 This leads
to the conclusion for Martin that “Clement probably does not draw on Hegesippus,” though he
suggests that they had access to a common tradition.140 This position is softened somewhat by
Painter, who says that “good case can be made for the independence of both Hegesippus and
Josephus,” while adding that “it could be that he was dependent on an earlier and simpler form
of tradition now found in Hegesippus.”141 Regardless of the possibilities of independence, I am
inclined to agree with Jones that the traditions concerning the martyrdom of James, as it is
transmitted by Clement and the majority of Christian literature from the second century onward,
are likely to be understood as dependent on Hegesippus.142

1.3. The Death of James and the Fall of Jerusalem in Origen, Eusebius, and 4 Baruch
Following directly on Clement (in both locale and chronology), the work of Origen, who
was writing in the early third century, includes important references to James in Contra Celsum
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(1.47; 2:13) and the Commentary on Matthew (10.17; 13.55).143 In Contra Celsum 1.47 we find
that Origen expands upon and clarifies the work of Josephus with respect to his reference to
James:
I would like to have told Celsus, when he represented the Jew as in some way
accepting John as a Baptist in baptizing Jesus, that a man who lived not long after
John and Jesus recorded that John was a Baptist who baptized for the remission
of sins. For Josephus in the eighteenth book of the Jewish antiquities bears
witness that John was a Baptist and promised purification to people who were
baptized. The same author although he did not believe in Jesus as Christ, sought
for the cause of the fall of Jerusalem and the destruction of the temple. He ought
to have said that the plot against Jesus was the reason why these catastrophes
came upon the people, because they had killed the prophesied Christ; however,
although unconscious of it, he is not far from the truth when he says that these
disasters befell the Jews to avenge James the Just, who was a brother of ‘Jesus
the so-called Christ’, since they had killed him who was a very righteous man.
This is the James whom Paul, the true disciple of Jesus, says that he saw,
describing him as the Lord’s brother, not referring so much to their blood
relationship or common upbringing as to his moral life and understanding. If
therefore he says that the destruction of Jerusalem happened because of James,
would it not be more reasonable to say that this happened on account of Jesus the
Christ? His divinity is testified by great numbers of churches, which consist of
men converted from the flood of sins and who are dependent on the Creator and
refer every decision to His pleasure.144
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Read at face value, this passage seems to be an interrogation of the work of Josephus in
response to Celsus. We see a similar reference to the work of Josephus in Origen’s Commentary
on Matthew 10.17, which interrogates Matthew 13:55.
And James is he whom Paul says in the Epistle to the Galatians that he saw, “But
other of the Apostles saw I none, save James the Lord’s brother.” And to so great
a reputation among the people for righteousness did this James rise, that Flavius
Josephus, who wrote the Antiquities of the Jews in twenty books, when wishing
to exhibit the cause why the people suffered so great misfortunes that even the
temple was razed to the ground, said, that these things happened to them in
accordance with the wrath of God in consequence of the things which they had
dared to do against James the brother of Jesus who is called Christ. And the
wonderful thing is, that, though he did not accept Jesus as Christ, he yet gave
testimony that the righteousness of James was so great; and he says that the
people thought that they had suffered these things because of James. And Jude,
who wrote a letter of few lines, it is true, but filled with the healthful words of
heavenly grace, said in the preface, “Jude, the servant of Jesus Christ and the
brother of James.” With regard to Joseph and Simon we have nothing to tell.145
As we can see, referring back to our discussion of Josephus, there is no reference in
Antiquities relating James to the destruction of Jerusalem.146 In fact, in The Jewish War
Josephus gives a number of rationalizations for the destruction of Jerusalem that deny the
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possibility of the Jews being abandoned by their God while legitimizing the occupation on the
part of the Romans. This is plain to see with respect to the following passages.
In War 4.5.2.318 Josephus tells us:
I should not mistake if I said that the death of Ananus was the beginning of the
destruction of the city, and that from this very day may be dated the overthrow
of her wall, and the ruin of her affairs, whereon they saw their high priest, and
the procurer of their preservation, slain in the midst of their city. He was on
other accounts also a venerable, and a very just man; and besides the grandeur
of that nobility, and dignity, and honor of which he was possessed, he had
been a lover of a kind of parity, even with regard to the meanest of the people;
he was a prodigious lover of liberty, and an admirer of a democracy in
government; and did ever prefer the public welfare before his own advantage,
and preferred peace above all things; for he was thoroughly sensible that the
Romans were not to be conquered.147
Here we see an obvious contrast to the manner in which the Jewish authorities are
portrayed in Antiquities, particularly the figure of the younger Ananus, whose legitimacy as high
priest is questioned in that text. Here though, Ananus is being touted as a figure of high esteem.
We see further evidence of Josephus’ view on the causes of the destruction of Jerusalem
in War 4.5.2.323:
I cannot but think that it was because God had doomed this city to destruction,
as a polluted city, and was resolved to purge his sanctuary by fire, that he cut
off these their great defenders and well-wishers, while those that a little before
had worn the sacred garments, and had presided over the public worship, and
had been esteemed venerable by those that dwelt on the whole habitable earth
when they came into our city, were cast out naked, and seen to be the food of
dogs and wild beasts.
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Here it is clearly stated that God has decided to destroy the city due to its being polluted.
Of interest is the fact that the pollution seems to be both religious and political. What we are
really seeing in the work of Josephus is a multi-levelled critique that encompasses both the
ruling elite and the rebellious factions that instigated the conflict with the Romans. The
pollution being referred to in the above passage is referenced in the speech of Jesus and Ananus
(War 1.163) and is compounded by the violation of Jewish laws concerning the treatment of
corpses (War 4.316-317). Mason argues that “the aristocratic priest Josephus claims that these
outrages against temple and priestly tradition were the causes of God’s punishment.”148
With respect to the two sides of Ananus that we see portrayed in War and Antiquities, we
have to keep in mind the factors that were motivating Josephus. The most important of these
being to show the Roman occupation of Judea as positive and legitimate. As such, says Mason,
in War “Ananus functions as a mouthpiece for Josephus’ own views on the revolt. In this way,
the high priests serve to establish War’s thesis concerning the non-traditional, un-Jewish
character of the rebels.”149 Returning to the portrayal of Ananus in Antiquities again, we see a
demonstration of Josephus’ “thesis that violation of Jewish laws leads to disaster.”150
The two passages cited above as examples could also include War 5.1.4 where Josephus
laments the fall of Jerusalem, as well as 4.5.1.305-313 which describes the killing of the temple
guards by the zealots. The overall message that we have to take away from the rationalizations
given for the destruction of Jerusalem by Josephus, is that it was due to corruption within
148
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official positions, rebelliousness by a number of factions, and primarily based on violations of
Jewish law. For all intents and purposes, Josephus is establishing the first century fall of
Jerusalem within the pattern of exile and return that became the dominant theodicy concerning
the defeat of the Jewish army and its God during the Babylonian exile of the sixth century BCE.
What we do not find is any reference to the death of James as a catalyst for God to allow the
destruction of Jerusalem.
The passages from Contra Celsum (1.47) and the Commentary on Matthew (10.17), which
are quoted again in the work of Eusebius (Historia Ecclesiastica II.23.20), while reliant on
Josephus, are possibly taken from a manuscript source that is no longer extant. If that is the
case, the text used by Origen may have been subject to some Christian interpolation. This view
is put forth by Emile Schürer, in whose opinion “it is extremely probable that Origen did not
read this passage in his text of Josephus; for just where one would have expected it, he betrays
no knowledge of it.”151 Schürer goes on to dispute whether or not any of the passages in
Josephus concerning Jesus or James could be genuine. For Schürer,
the very statements that we have in reference to James prove that Josephus has
been interpolated by Christian hands. For Origen, in his text of Josephus, read
a passage about James which is to be found in none of our manuscripts, which
therefore, without doubt, was a single instance of a Christian interpolation not
carried over into the vulgar text of Josephus.152
Schürer’s thesis is, thus, that any of these references, whether in the extant texts of
Josephus or interrogated by Origen, are the work of Christian editors. We see a different view
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on the question of interpolation of the passage expressed in the work of Robert Eisenman. He
posits that there were in fact two versions of the “notice of the circumstances surrounding
James’ death,” and goes on to claim that there were two versions of the death of James in the
work of Josephus that Eusebius and Origen would have been familiar with.153 Since Eusebius
only quotes the version in Antiquities that is extant in the surviving manuscripts, Eisenman
believes that,
this leaves the version of the Jewish War which Origen, Eusebius and possibly
Jerome must have seen in the library at Caesarea. Origen was outraged by
what he saw and hastened to correct Josephus’ version of the facts, insisting
that he should have said Jerusalem fell on account of the death of Jesus. This
in itself would probably explain the ultimate disappearance of this passage
from all extant versions of Josephus’ works.154
Eisenman’s chief error with respect to this material is the assumption that the references
are authentic to Josephus. If in fact there was a version of either War or Antiquities that included
a direct reference to the death of James as the cause of the fall of Jerusalem, then it was almost
definitely inserted in transmission by Christian editors. The theory of Christian interpolation of
the work of Josephus is widely accepted with respect to Antiquities 18.3.3, which, in the extant
versions, describes Jesus in terms that would not have been employed by a Pharisaic Roman
Jew like Josephus.155 In this respect we should make particular note of John P. Meier’s
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reconstruction, which attempts to remove any language that does not seem to come from the
authentic pen of Josephus.156 With respect to the reference to James in Antiquities, there does
not seem to be any evidence of a Christian hand working on the text. This is evidenced by the
thei affection for him. On the third day he appeared to them restored to life, for the prophets of God had prophesied
these and countless other marvellous things about him. And the tribe of the Christians, so called, after him, has still
to this day not disappeared” (Ant.18.3.3). We see variations in the tenth century transmission of Agapius, titled
Kitab al-’Unwan, which reads: “At this time there was a wise man who was called Jesus. And his conduct was
good, and he was known to be virtuous. And many people from among the Jews and the other nations became his
disciples. Pilate condemned him to be crucified and to die. And those who had become his disciples did not
abandon his discipleship. They reported that he had appeared to them after his crucifixion and that he was alive;
accordingly, he was perhaps the Messiah concerning whom the prophets have recounted wonders.”
156

At this time there appeared Jesus, a wise man if indeed one ought to call him a man. For he was a doer of

startling deeds, a teacher of people who receive the truth with pleasure. And he gained a following both among
many Jews and among many of Greek origin. He was the Messiah. And when Pilate, because of an accusation
made by the leading men among us, condemned him to the cross, those who had loved him previously did not cease
to do so. On the third day he appeared to them restored to life. For the prophets of God had prophesied these and
myriads of other marvelous things about him. And up until this very day the tribe of Christians (named after him)
has not died out (Ant. 18.3.3). In Meier’s reconstruction, we can see what he considers as the authentic words of
Josephus underlined, while the remaining text is determined to be the product of Christian interpolation. See John
P. Meier, “Jesus in Josephus: A Modest Proposal,” Catholic Biblical Quarterly 52 (1990): 76-103. The idea of
Jesus as a wise man who is killed unjustly and whose death is understood as the cause of the fall of Jerusalem is
also found in some non-Christian sources. Of note is the letter written by Mara Bar Serapion to his son in the years
following the destruction of Jerusalem where he states, “For what else have we to say, when wise men are forcibly
dragged by the hands of tyrants, and their wisdom is taken captive by calumny, and they are oppressed in their
intelligence without defence? For what advantage did the Athenians gain by the murder of Socrates, the
recompense of which they received in famine and pestilence? Or the people of Samos by the burning of Pythagoras,
because in one hour their country was entirely covered with sand? Or the Jews by the death of their wise king,
because from that same time their kingdom was taken away?” (translation from William Cureton, Spicilegium
Syriacum: Containing Remains of Bardesan, Meliton, Ambrose and Mara Bar Serapion [London: Rivingtons,
1855], 73-74). Unfortunately we cannot accurately date this letter except to state that it shows a tradition outside of
either Judaism or Christianity sometime after the fall of the temple. For a discussion of the letter and pertinent
scholarship, see David Rensberger, “Reconsidering the Letter of Mara Bar Serapion,” in Aramaic in Postbiblical
Judaism and Early Christianity (ed. Eric M. Meyers and Paul V.M. Flesher; Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns,
2010), 3-22. The interest in this letter for our present study lies in the fact that it is likely an early pagan source
attributing the cause of the fall of Jerusalem to the execution of Jesus rather than of James.

66
manner in which Josephus refers to Jesus as the “one who was called Christ.” A Christian
interpolator would likely have modified the text removing the qualification, and simply referring
to Jesus as the messiah while adding a qualification about the relationship between James and
Jesus, thus rendering James as “the one who is called the brother of Jesus.”
Returning to the text, as we find it in Origen’s work and later quoted in Eusebius, there are
some important elements that require discussion. As mentioned, there is no reference to James
as the cause of the fall of Jerusalem in the extant work of Josephus. Even so, Origen is reacting
to what he read and interpreted in this manner. In his discussion of this material H. St. John
Thackeray problematizes Origen’s reading of Josephus:
Now we have a fuller, and less probably, Christian account of the martyrdom of
James the Just given us by the second century writer Hegesippus; the victim is
there represented as being hurled from the roof of the temple before being stoned
and beaten to death, and the story ends with the words “And immediately
Vespasian besieged them.” Origen, it seems, has blundered and attributed to
Josephus what was really written by Hegesippus.157
Viewed in this manner, it would be possible to assume that Origen was drawing a
conclusion based on the assertion that “first the death of James and then, immediately, the siege,
might be thought to imply a causal relationship.”158 Painter goes on to ask the obvious question,
“But how could a scholar as careful as Origen mistake Hegesippus for Josephus?” In Painter’s
view it seems likely that Origen based the interpretation on other passages in Josephus that draw
a causal link between the death of a righteous person and retribution on the part of God.
Regardless, for Origen, in his interpretation, Josephus is correct in the attribution of retribution
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for a crime but misstates whose death was the real catalyst. We see this echoed and expanded
upon in Euseubius’ quotation (Historia Ecclesiastica 3.7.7-9; 3.11.1), where “he argued that the
siege of Jerusalem was delayed (following the death of Jesus) because of the presence of James
and the other apostles in Jerusalem.” Hence, we see the viewpoints reconciled, allowing for the
death of James to act as a catalyst while preserving the death of Jesus as the cause.159
While Origen’s argument in response to Josephus is fierce and indignant, he was not alone
in reinterpreting Josephus’ account of the fall of Jerusalem in relation to the death of a righteous
man. Another notable example exists in the Paralipomena of Jeremiah (4 Baruch), written in
the second century, possibly around the time of the Bar Kochba revolt, wherein we see a
restatement of themes from the accounts of Josephus and Hegesippus surrounding the
destruction of the city.160 In this case, however, the text is written pseudonymously with the
themes of conflict and divine intervention being retro-projected back into the period of the
Babylonian exile. The text of 4 Baruch is generally understood to be written from a Jewish
perspective, making use of traditions found throughout the Hebrew bible. Even so, there is
strong evidence of Christian redaction, particularly in 9.10-32,161 and at this point in its
transmission history should be considered as a Christian text. The parallels between the
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portrayal of Jeremiah and the first destruction of Jerusalem in the text, and the accounts of the
martyrdom of James and the second destruction in Josephus and Hegesippus are striking. The
concerns put forth in 4 Baruch are tied closely to the destruction of 70 CE and show according
to Jones that “a main concern of 4 Baruch is the corrosive effect of contact with Rome on the
Jewish people and the consequent need for radical separation from the conquerors in order to
preserve the holiness of God’s chosen people.”162 Even so, Jones has noted that, in relation to 4
Ezra and 2 Baruch (both of which share traditions or act as sources), “4 Baruch is perhaps the
least confrontational of all the texts vis-à-vis Rome.”163 In fact, while the other texts are very
concerned with the eventual punishment of the conquerors,164 4 Baruch is more concerned with
the question of why God chose to punish his chosen people. The opening chapters of the text
show the familiar exile and return motif wherein the chosen people are to be punished for their
sins. The text reads:
It came to pass, when the children of Israel were taken captive by the king of the
Chaldeans, (that) God spoke to Jeremiah, “Jeremiah, my chosen one, get up (and)
depart from this city, you and Baruch, since I am going to destroy it because of
the multitude of the sins of those who dwell in it. For your prayers are like a solid
pillar in its midst and like an iron wall surrounding it. Now, then, get up and
depart before the host of the Chaldeans surrounds it!” And Jeremiah answered,
saying, “I beseech you, O Lord, permit me, your servant, to speak in your
presence.” And the Lord said to him, “Speak, my chosen one, Jeremiah.” And
Jeremiah spoke, saying, “O Lord Almighty, would you hand over the chosen city
into the hands of the Chaldeans so that the king with the multitude of his people
will boast and say, ‘I gained power over God’s holy city!’? No, my Lord, but if it
is your will, let it be done away with by your (own) hands!” And the Lord said to
Jeremiah, “Because you are my chosen one: get up and depart from this city, you
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and Baruch, for I am going to destroy it because of the multitude of the sins of
those who dwell in it. For neither the king nor his host will be able to enter it
unless I first open its gates (1.1-8).165
Interpretations of the text have tended to focus on the dynamic that existed between Rome
and the various Jewish authorities, who either stressed accommodation with the Romans in the
face of destruction, such as Josephus (as with the original reading of Jeremiah), or acted against
accommodation, which seems to be stressed in the text at hand. Jones has noted that Josephus
drew a link between his contemporary circumstances and those presented in Jeremiah.166
Josephus, in his attempts to promote a policy of loyalty to Rome in a Jeremianic sense, was also
met with hostility by listeners.167 As we have seen, Josephus blames the destruction of
Jerusalem and the temple firmly on corruption, lawlessness, and rebelliousness on the part of the
Jewish people themselves. Thus, there is a likely link between the figure of Jeremiah in 4
Baruch and the discourse circulating at the time and in the writings of Josephus.
Taking a step outside of a strictly Jewish background, we might also posit that the figure
of Jeremiah and the destruction of Jerusalem have been reconfigured through a Christian lens,
specifically relating to the martyrdom of James. The text shows that God did not allow
Jerusalem to be destroyed until Jeremiah had left. We can draw a direct parallel to the
destruction of Jerusalem as discussed by Origen (Commentary on Mathew X. 17) and the ending
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of Hegesippus’ account in HE 2.23.19. In these accounts we are told that the destruction of
Jerusalem follows immediately upon the death of James, whose presence has kept God from
destroying the city. In this sense Jeremiah acts as a bulwark against the destruction on the part
of the Chaldeans, a term that Jens Herzer employs in order to characterize the role of
Jeremiah.168 Thus, in 1:2 “it is not the prayers, but the prophet himself who becomes the
bulwark against the rebellious people and its leadership.”169 This strongly correlates with the
prayers of James, which act in an intercessory capacity on behalf of the people in HE 2.23.6.
Of particular note in the text of 4 Baruch is the fact that Jeremiah dies not once, but twice
in the narrative, only remaining dead for three days the first time. Of interest for our present
study is the second death recorded in the text. Following his resurrection, Jeremiah speaks to the
people of Jerusalem telling them to glorify God and Christ. In the midst of this (9:19-21) the
people turn on Jeremiah and call for him to be stoned. The stoning of the priest and prophet
parallels the account in Hegesippus (HE 2.23.16-17). Again, we see that the people of Jerusalem
are portrayed as stoning a righteous man during his ministry. The interesting reversal that we
see in the text is that in this case the one who acts as a bulwark, whose departure is related to the
destruction of the temple, is only stoned during the period of restoration. Now, looking at the
parallels and the various traditions of the martyrdom of James, we have to ask a simple question
of whether or not it is possible that the Hegesippan account, which is the likely source of later
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accounts of the martyrdom of James, might be based, at least in part, on the text of 4 Baruch.
Dependence in this case is largely a question of how we date the two texts.
The dating of 4 Baruch has been the source of considerable debate. Many scholars have
adopted the view that it was written circa 136 CE, based on the motif of Abimelech sleeping for
66 years that is then added to the date 70 CE for the destruction of the temple.170 Herzer has
argued for a slightly earlier date, noting that Abimelech’s inability to recognize the Jerusalem
that he encounters may be an allusion to the architectural work and changes made by Hadrian
following the renaming of Jerusalem as Aelia Capitolina in the wake of the diaspora revolt
under Trajan (115-117 CE). Herzer shows that this would have been in the consciousness of the
author in the years leading up to the Bar Kochba revolt of 132-135 CE, and as such he places
the text around 130 CE.171 Stepping away from a precise dating, Jones argues that “none of the
theories positing a compositional date in the years around the Bar Kokhba revolt is convincing.
Such precision is impossible to attain from the evidence in the text.”172 Instead he argues that it
is sufficient to show a composition in the wake of the destruction of the temple and during the
Roman period.173 For our purposes it will suffice to place the composition of the text within the
early part of the second century and likely prior to, or at 136 at the latest. If Hegesippus can be
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dated to the late second century (Telfer argues around 180 CE and contemporary with
Irenaeus),174 then it is possible, knowing that Christian interaction with 4 Baruch occurred very
early, to posit the possibility that Hegesippus may have used the Christian text as the basis for
his account of the martyrdom of James the Just.
Conclusions:
Throughout the course of this chapter I have explored the dominant portrayals of James
and, in particular, the question of how one might interpret his martyrdom. I have shown that the
death of James cannot be attributed to any question of his purity, at least not with respect to his
portrayal in the sources that we have available to us. Instead, when looking at the account in
Hegesippus, it becomes apparent that the identity of James as a permanent Nazirite is
constructed in relation to important figures in the history of Judaism who acted in an
intercessory capacity as judges over Israel: John the Baptist, Samson, and Samuel. In addition, I
have noted that while the martyrdom as described in Hegesippus is in accordance with the
penalty for a priest who defiles the temple as described in Bavli Sanhedin 81b (specifically the
beating with the fuller’s club), it is unlikely that James can be interpreted as having ever been in
a state of ritual impurity. Instead, I have conluded that the martyrdom of James would likely
have been due to his leading the people astray as a maddiah which would necessitate his death
by stoning according to Deuteronomy 13. Finally, I have come to the conclusion that the death
of James in Hegesippus should be understood as based on the martyrdom of Jeremiah in 4
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Baruch, a text where we see a similar association between the death of the prophet and the
destruction of Jerusalem as punishment of the Jewish people.
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Chapter 2: Community Concerns, the Episcopate of James, and the Brothers
of Jesus
In this chapter I continue my interrogation of how the early sources have constructed the
figure of James and the author’s choice of him as protagonist in 1 Apoc. Jas. that I began in
chapter one. This includes an exploration of the “episcopal” role of James, his relationship with
the apostles, and his succession as leader following his brother Jesus. Here the larger question
has to do with the authority of James as a leader. In order to demonstrate how the use of James
underscores a theme of counter-apostolic authority, I look at the extant early Christian and late
antique material describing the figure and role of James. There is a large body of tradition about
James that would have been available to the author of the text, including historical sources such
as Josephus, Hegesippus, and Eusebius, as well as canonical sources, in particular the
descriptions of the Jerusalem community in the Acts of the Apostles and the letters of Paul,
apocryphal literature (Infancy Gospel of Thomas, Protoevangelium of James), and, of course,
texts from Nag Hammadi that are associated with Gnosticism (Gospel of Thomas, Apocryphon
of James, Second Apocalypse of James).
The present chapter also includes a brief discussion of how we might view James in
relation to other “brothers” of Jesus and how this affects our interpretation of the text. To that
end, I argue that the interplay and juxtaposition of James and the figure of Thomas as we see in
the Gospel of Thomas and Eusebius’ Historia Ecclesiastica betray an association within the
early church and the successive centuries between James and Thomas Didymus (the twin).
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2.1. The Epicopate of James in Jerusalem
Unlike many of the sources already mentioned, such as Josephus, whose work gives us
invaluable insight into the recent history of his own time, Eusebius’ major contribution to our
present study lies not in his skill as a historian, but rather in his role as a compiler.175 Historia
Ecclesiastica is our best source for the earlier (2nd and 3rd century) work of Hegesippus, Clement
of Alexandria, and Origen, while also including a fair amount of material gleaned from the work
of Josephus. In the former cases, though, the work in question is only preserved in the work of
Eusebius. We have already discussed, at length in chapter one, what Eusebius recounts
concerning the portrayals of James by Hegesippus, Clement, and Origen. As such, we will turn
to the elements that have no clear provenance or expand on material known from other extant
sources. With respect to the material surrounding the Jerusalem church and in particular, the
figure of James, Eusebius made use of the work of at least six authors and one anonymous list of
bishops.176 The authors include Paul, Luke (Acts), Aristo of Pella,177 Hegesippus, Clement of
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Alexandria, and Julius Africanus. To this we add a list of bishops of Jerusalem beginning with
James the brother of Jesus and containing 116 names.178
Overall, in Eusebius’ work we see that the early discourse on the church accords a sense
of primacy to the episcopate of Jerusalem, even over against that of Rome. It is simply the case
that, as we will see when looking at Acts, the Jerusalem community was the core, or
headquarters, for the earliest missions. As such, all of the sources for James material included in
Eusebius that we have discussed accord primacy to the figure of James as the first bishop of the
central community at Jerusalem. We should note, however, that these references are not
necessarily explicit, but instead portray an exalted status, wherein he is accorded deference by
the Apostles. In discussing Eusebius’ Chronicle 2, Martin has noted the earliest extant reference
to James as bishop of Jerusalem as well as the use of ἀδελφὸς θεοῦ (“brother of God”) that
confers an exalted status upon James.179 Painter has shown that this may be related to a fragment
from Hippolytus which refers to James as both ἀδελφὸς θεοῦ and bishop of Jerusalem.180 This
is somewhat at odds with Eusebius’ agenda which attempts (not always successfully) to create a
sense of continuity between episcopal authority and apostolic succession/authority. We should
note that James is not referred to explicitly as the “bishop” of Jerusalem in the work of
Josephus, Hegesippus, or Origen. It is assumed that he was the leader of the community due to
the position of prominence that these authors place him in. The quotation from Clement does
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refer to the episcopacy of James, but qualifies it based on the authority of the apostles (Peter,
James of Zebedee, and John), leading to a conclusion allowing for a type of equilibrium
between apostolic authority and episcopal authority. In Eusebius’ account the idea that the
episcopate is somehow beholden to the apostles (particularly the triumvirate of Peter, James,
and John) is assumed in HE 2.1.2.
At the same time also James, who was called the brother of the Lord, inasmuch
as the latter too was styled the child of Joseph, and Joseph was called the father
of Christ, for the Virgin was bethrothed to him when, before they came together,
she was discovered to have conceived by the Holy Spirit, as the sacred writing of
the Gospels teaches – this same James, to whom the men of old had also given
the surname of Just for his excellence of virtue, is narrated to have been the first
elected to the throne of the bishopric of the Church in Jerusalem.
This follows immediately upon the martyrdom of Stephen in the narrative, a device
which serves to separate James’ ascension to the episcopacy from possible appointment by Jesus
himself. This is followed by the quotation from the work of Clement, which, while it only refers
to James becoming leader following the ascension, shows that he is invested with authority by
the apostles (HE 2.1.3).181 We see a similar statement underscoring apostolic authority with
respect to the election of James in 2.23.1 where, again, this time leading into the account of
Hegesippus, Eusebius refers to “James, the brother of the Lord, to whom the episcopal seat at
Jerusalem had been entrusted by the apostles.” However, 3.4.2 simply states that James was “the
first that had attained the episcopal seat in Jerusalem after the ascension of our Saviour,”
without the qualification of apostolic intervention. The line between the apostles and James
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becomes somewhat blurred in Eusebius’ account as he refers to Paul in Galatians 1:19 saying
“Other of the apostles saw I none, save James the Lord’s brother” (HE 2.1.4).
With respect to the traditions surrounding the fall of Jerusalem, Eusebius recounts the
reports of earlier authors faithfully, but from the Origenist perspective that the fall must be
based on the death of Christ not as divine retribution for the martyrdom of James. We see this
illustrated in 3.7.7-9.
It would be right to add a possible confirmation of the kindliness of beneficent
Providence. For forty whole years it suspended their destruction, after their crime
against the Christ, and during all of them many of the apostles and disciples and
James himself, who is called the Lord’s brother, the first bishop of the city, still
survived in this world. By their dwelling in Jerusalem, they afforded, as it were, a
strong protection to the place.
It is not surprising that Eusebius would take this perspective as he was highly influenced
by the work of Origen, particularly through his teacher Pamphilus.182 The above passage gives
insight into Eusebius’ motives by reinforcing the perspective of Origen, whose works he had
attempted to rehabilitate with Pamphilus, as well as restating that James and the apostles acted
as a bulwark against the destruction, referring back to his quote of Hegesippus. We should note
that there is no qualification concerning James’ episcopal authority, although there is an implied
question about the fraternal relationship between James and Jesus.
The succession of the episcopal authority is shown following the death of James and the
fall of Jerusalem in 3.11.1, where the question arises as to who is worthy to succeed James.
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Again, we see that Eusebius does not show succession to be either automatic or predetermined.
He states:
After the martyrdom of James and the capture of Jerusalem which immediately
followed, the story goes that those of the Apostles and of the disciple of the Lord
who were still alive came together from every place with those who were,
humanly speaking of the family of the Lord, or many of them were then still
alive, and they all took counsel together as to whom they ought to adjudge
worthy to succeed James, and all unanimously decided that Simeon the son of
Clopas, whom the scripture of the Gospel also mentions, was worthy of the
throne of the diocese there. He was, so it is said, a cousin of the Saviour, for
Hegesippus relates that Clopas was the brother of Joseph.
While we will look at the question of episcopal succession by relatives of Jesus in
section 2.3, it is important to note that Eusebius feels it necessary to qualify the relationship
between James and Symeon.183 In doing so he distances Symeon from James, which has the
effect of further subsuming the episcopacy under apostolic authority, again showing the
influence of Clement and Origen. We see a further expansion on the succession in 4.5.1-5,
where Eusebius tells us that there were fifteen bishops of Jerusalem leading up to the destruction
of Jerusalem and that (not surprisingly) they were all short lived. The most important element
that Eusebius relates with respect to the list of bishops is that “the bishops of the circumcision
ceased at this time” (HE 4.5.3). Underscored throughout the narrative, is the fact that the Jews
were at fault for the destruction of Jerusalem, the death of Jesus, the martyrdom of Stephen, and
the death of James. By referring to this as the end of the episcopate of the circumcision,
183
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Eusebius distances succession and authority within the Church from the Jerusalem community
and particularly from the figure of James, further reinforcing that direct authority in the Church
of his time is derived through apostolic succession (an element that he has attempted to establish
even within the Jerusalem community).184
The idea of direct apostolic succession is reinforced by the Clementine material used by
Eusebius in HE 2.1.2-5. In this section of his work Eusebius quotes Clement’s Hypotyposes.
Clement in the sixth book of the Hypotyposes adduces the following: “For,” he
says, “Peter and James and John after the ascension of the Saviour did not
struggle for glory, because they had previously been given honour by the
Saviour, but chose James the Just as bishop of Jerusalem.” The same writer in the
seventh book of the same work says in addition this about him, “After the
resurrection the Lord gave the tradition of knowledge to James the Just and John
and Peter, these gave it to the other Apostles and the other Apostles to the
seventy, of whom Barnabas also was one. Now there were two Jameses, one
James the Just who was thrown down from the pinnacle of the temple and beaten
to death with a fuller’s club, and the other he who was beheaded.”
In the above cited passages, we see that Clement (as quoted in Eusebius) attributes the
naming of James as bishop to what Painter describes as a triumvirate consisting of Peter, James
(the son of Zebedee), and John. As a consequence, “the authority of James…is brought under
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the overarching authority of Peter, James, and John.”185 There is no question of the authority of
James, or his having been named as first bishop of Jerusalem.186 Since Eusebius is quoting
Clement, there is no reason to assume a redaction of the passage on his part.187 As we will see
when examining the Gospel of Thomas and the Gospel of the Hebrews, there is a tradition of
direct appointment of James by Jesus that is being brought into opposition in this passage. 188
Even so, “there is no tradition in which the risen Jesus authorizes a successor other than
James.”189 As such, if we understand, as put forth by Painter, that the passage of Clement is
unredacted by Eusebius, then we have clear evidence of an attempt on the part of protoOrthodox Christians to harmonize the succession of James, who becomes associated with Torah
observant Christianity, with the emerging Church’s conception of direct apostolic succession.190
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Martin also asserts the possibility that the election by the apostles may be a consequence of “an
anti-Gnostic reaction.”191
Returning to Eusebius, a number of things should be plainly obvious looking at the
traditions concerning James that he recorded: 1) James is referred to repeatedly by the epithet,
“the Just”; 2) the martyrdom of James, and later that of Symeon, is equated with the deaths of
Jesus and Stephen; 3) there is never any point at which James is not referred to as the first
bishop of Jerusalem; 4) there is a bias, possibly Origenist, toward apostolic succession and an
attempt to legitimize subsuming the episcopate of Jerusalem under the authority of the apostles;
5) this Origenist approach (shown by Eusebius in the work of Clement) is underscored in the
qualification that while the fall of Jerusalem is linked to the death of James, his martyrdom was
a catalyst but not the cause; 6) the attempt to distance Church authority from the Jerusalem
episcopate and the Christian Jews likely lies, at least in part, with the repeated argument that the
Jews were responsible for the deaths of the earliest martyrs.192
Returning briefly to the influence of Origen, there are two additional points to be gleaned
from the aforementioned passages in Commentary on Matthew 10.17 and Contra Celsum 1.47.
The first is simply a restatement of the righteousness of James which is found in both passages,
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but with the epithet “the Just” being emphasized particularly in Contra Celsum. Secondly, both
passages engage the question of Jesus’ siblings. In the Commentary on Matthew (10.17), there is
a discussion of the brothers and sisters of Jesus, along with a statement that Jesus “was, as they
supposed, the son of Joseph and Mary, the brother of four, and of the others – the women – as
well,” while in Contra Celsum (1.47) it is explicitly stated by Origen that “Paul, the true disciple
of Jesus, says that he saw him, describing him as the Lord’s brother, not referring so much to
their blood-relationship, or common upbringing, as to his moral life and understanding.”
This question of the relationship between James, the brothers, and Jesus was a hot topic
among the church fathers, particularly with regard to the conflicts surrounding the ideal of
perpetual virginity that was being progressively applied to Mary. Origen’s approach to the
family of Jesus may have been influenced by the Protoevangelium of James, likely written in
the second half of the second century, which is concerned primarily with the preservation of the
virginity of Mary. For this reason Painter posits that “there are no grounds for thinking that
traditions asserting that Mary bore no other children after Jesus are historically reliable.”193 This
tradition takes a step away from the infancy stories as portrayed in Matthew and Luke, asserting
instead that there is no blood relationship between Jesus and his siblings, who are instead the
children of Joseph by a previous marriage. Hence, step-brothers and sisters. This is the view of
Epiphanius (Panarion 78.7.1-78.8.2), and was popular until its rejection by Jerome based on the
view that it was not supported by the gospel accounts. In order to preserve the virginity of Mary,
and likely based on the account in the Protoevangelium, Epiphanius first “stresses Joseph’s
advanced age at the time Mary was allotted to him. Second he asserts that the relationship was
193
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not intended to be a consummated marriage.”194 Again, this entire approach is a rationalization
intended only to preserve the emerging tradition of the perpetual virginity of Mary. 195 Jerome’s
argument, which is taken up also by Augustine, attempts to separate Jesus further from those
who might be interpreted as half-brothers. Jerome, advocating asceticism, particularly with
respect to virginity, was also opposed to the possibility that Mary may have had sexual relations
following the birth of Jesus. In order to accomplish this, he argued that all of the figures referred
to as siblings were actually first cousins and that any repetition of names referred to the same
people.196 The most plausible of the theories put forth within the early history of the church is
that of Helvidius. Unfortunately the work of Helvidius was suppressed, largely due to the efforts
of Jerome. As such, all of our information concerning the work of Helvidius comes from
polemical reports.197 The most important point made by Helvidius is that the gospel accounts
imply that Joseph and Mary had other children (Matthew 1:18, 25; Luke 2:7) and that it is not
necessary for Mary to have remained a virgin following the birth of Jesus.198

194

Painter, Just James, 210-211. Epiphanius’ view is largely a retort to those who would argue that Mary had

sexual relations with Joseph after the birth of Jesus.
195

See Richard Bauckham, Jude and the Relatives of Jesus in the Early Church (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1990), 25-

30; Painter, Just James, 208-13; idem, “Who Was James?” 13-16.
196

Painter (“Who Was James?” 18) rightly points out that Jerome fails to take into account “the small number of

Jewish names in use in Judea in this period and the popularity of certain names like Jacob and Mary, Judas, Joseph,
and Symeon.”
197

Jerome, Against Helvidius.

198

Painter (Just James, 214-15) has discerned five main points in the work of Helvidius: “1) He argued that Matt

1:18, 25 imply that subsequent to the birth of Jesus, Joseph and Mary had other children… 2) He appealed to Luke
2:7 which refers to Jesus as Mary’s “firstborn son”… arguing that it implied subsequent children. 3) He listed the
various passages in which the evangelists mention and sometimes name the brothers and sisters of Jesus. 4) He

85
With minor exceptions, there is little material available within the the canon that we can
use to formulate an image of James. The exception lies, of course, in the Acts of the Apostles
and the letters of Paul. The gospel accounts themselves provide only very brief glimpses into
interactions between Jesus and his family, and have generally been interpreted in a negative
light. There is also a sense of confusion in the gospel narratives as to which figures are meant at
various times based on the limited and common nature of many of the names of members of the
early Christian community.199 The main problem of the confusion of names in the texts lies in
the fact that it leads to conflation of characters who should otherwise have been distinct, for
example the conflation that we see between Mary Magdalene and the woman with the alabaster
jar (Matthew 26:7; Mark 14:3; Luke 7:37). In the case of James the Just, this conflation of
characters has led to him being identified with the son of Alphaeus and James “the less.”
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Within the gospel narratives we see a number of references to the brothers of Jesus
(without qualification), but only two specific references to James as the brother of Jesus (Mark
6:1-6; Matthew 13:54-58).200 These passages have generally been taken as proof that James (and
the rest of Jesus’ family) did not follow him during his ministry. Chilton says that “the Gospels,
when they refer to James at all, do so with no great sympathy. He is listed at the head of Jesus’
brothers in the Synoptic Gospels, but in a statement of a crowd at Nazareth which is skeptical
that one whose family they know can be responsible for wonders.”201 Chilton draws the
conclusion from the accounts of James and the brothers in the synoptics that Jesus and James
were at odds with one another during this period, and that the gospel accounts seem to
marginalize and distance the brothers of Jesus. 202 This must be viewed, particularly in the
Markan account, in light of how the other followers of Jesus are portrayed. With respect to Mark
(3:31-35), Bernheim argues that “it cannot in fact be denied that Mark emphasizes the
scepticism, not to say the opposition, of Jesus’ family, who think that he has lost his mind.”203
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Thompson argues that “there seems no possible reason for the inclusion of this passage in this
narrative than to stress the failure of Jesus to influence his family and his family’s total failure to
understand him.”204 The familial accusation is only found in the Markan narrative, underscoring
the possibility that the difficult reading of the text may show it to be authentic early material.
The view of Jesus’ family as portrayed in Mark may however simply be in accordance with
Mark’s portrayal of the disciples of Jesus in general, who are shown repeatedly to be confused
concerning Jesus. Witherington draws a similar conclusion about the unbelief of the family from
the fourth gospel, particularly John 7, where he says that “is it quite plain that Jesus’ brothers
did not fully believe in or follow him before his death.”205 Witherington further reinforces the
motif of estrangement between Jesus and his brothers by highlighting their absence at the time
of the crucifixion.206 In response I would argue that John is representative of a relatively late
tradition with respect to the canonical gospels, and that due to its sense of elevated Christology,
there is a tendency to try to distance Jesus (as the Christ) from his earthly family with the
exception of Mary. With respect to the conspicuous absence of brothers at the time of his death
and burial, we need only posit the possibility (especially in the case of James) that the
same material but arriving at different conclusions. For Lambrecht, the unbelief of the relatives acts as a narrative
device inserted into the text by the author of Mark and should not be regarded as historical. As for the reason, he
argues that the disciples were always the first followers in the view of the Markan community. “The relatives of
Jesus, however, do not stand on the side of the disciples; they belong to the unbelieving Israel whom Jesus had to
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restrictions concerning contact with corpses (or anything deemed unclean) for those under the
vow of the Nazir may have played a part. We have discussed the various legends concerning
James’ Nazirite vow; to take a step further, it is not impossible to posit the possibility that the
other brothers of Jesus could conceivably have been under a similar vow at the time of his
execution. This issue of estrangement is taken up by Bauckham, who shows that the portrayal of
the family in John can be read both to signify that they were unbelievers and to show that they
were early followers of Jesus.207 Bauckham cites John 2:12 as a natural point from which to
assume that the brothers of Jesus were among the disciples who accompanied him to Jerusalem.
Leading into John 7, then we can assume that it was expected that Jesus would travel with his
brothers. While there is some question in 7:5 about whether or not they were believers, “John
has given us to understand that the brothers of Jesus have been among his followers, at least
from time to time, for the greater part of the ministry.”208
Following the gospel narratives in the Acts of the Apostles we see that the brothers of
Jesus are numbered among those present in Jerusalem immediately following the ascension
(1:14).209 This passage presents a problem if one assumes that the brothers of Jesus were not

207

Bauckham, “James and Jesus,” 108.

208

Bauckham, “James and Jesus,” 108. Bauckham’s argument concerning the possible unbelief of the brothers in

7:5, is to show that while they were followers, they might be equated with those that Jesus laments in 4:48 need to
see signs and wonders to believe. As such, “from the evangelist’s perspective they seriously misunderstand Jesus
and lack adequate faith in him. But this does not mean that from their own perspective they are not among Jesus’
followers” (p. 107).
209

The brothers are not named, though it has been posited that one of the Jameses named in 1:13 could be James

the Just. In his commentary on Acts, Lüdemann simply states, “The tradition that brothers of Jesus were members
of the earliest community cannot be made more specific. It is part of Luke’s general knowledge.” See Gerd
Lüdemann, Early Christianity According to Traditions in Acts: A Commentary (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1989),

89
followers prior to the resurrection. Witherington has proposed a solution based on the formula
of resurrection appearances in 1 Corinthians, where Paul recounts the ordering of appearances
by the risen Christ in apparent chronological order: first to Peter, then the twelve, followed by
five hundred others, and only then James, and afterward Paul. According to Witherington,
if the list is in chronological order, then it is possible that the appearance to James
came later, possibly in Galilee. Then again, if James was in Jerusalem for
Passover, more likely it happened in Jerusalem. We do not know. But it is
noteworthy that James is distinguished from both the Twelve and the apostles
when it comes to appearances, which suggests that he was not originally part of
either group… It appears that James, like Paul, was a convert to the Jesus
movement because at some juncture he saw the risen Jesus, for nothing prior to
Easter can explain his having become such a follower of Jesus, much less a
leader of Jesus’ followers.210
In this instance Witherington makes a well-reasoned argument, but one that is flawed on
two counts. The first is that it operates on the assumption that the brothers of Jesus were not part
of the movement prior to Easter. This, as we have discussed, is open to debate. Secondly,
Witherington assumes that Paul is narrating the correct sequence of appearances rather than
laying out the sequence in a manner that emphasizes the named figures (Peter, James, and Paul).
This also assumes that Paul knew the correct ordering, or when James became a follower, which
is impossible to determine. In contrast, the more likely, and simple, explanation is that the
brothers of Jesus (including James) were followers during his ministry. There is no evidence
that James or the brothers underwent any type of radical conversion experience that we can
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equate with Paul.211 Along this line of reasoning Scott McKnight also argues for an inclusive
interpretation of the brothers of Jesus from an early period.
From Acts 1:14 and 12:17 we can infer that the brothers of Jesus were both at the
chronological basis of the Jerusalem churches as well as the core leaders of that
movement. If this is the case, it seems highly unlikely that the brothers of Jesus
did not believe until after the resurrection unless, at the same time, one accords
the Jerusalem believers a capacity to grant them both immediate forgiveness and
authority!212
Thus, it is only logical to assume that James and the brothers were members of the
community who were held in high standing prior to the Easter events.213
In Acts not only do we see evidence that the brothers were followers of Jesus, but also that
they rose to a level of prominence within the fledgling Christian community. The question of
James’ interaction with gentiles is often the focus of discussions concerning his role in Acts,
particularly with regard to the circumcisionist faction. At this point, however, our concern lies
with the question of ultimate authority within the Jerusalem community. We see James
mentioned by name three times in Acts (12:17; 15:13; 21:18). In each of these instances he is
portrayed, in contrast to Peter, as being in the position of overall leadership of the community.
In fact, we see on two of the aforementioned occasions that Peter acts in a subordinate fashion
toward James. The first instance in 12:17, which narrates the events following Peter’s arrest and
miraculous release (12:1-11), shows that Peter’s concern is to tell James and the brothers of
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what has occurred. What is essential here is that Peter is reporting back to them concerning his
experience, as a subordinate to his superiors.214 In 15:1-21, there is a restatement of the
authority of James (not called the brother of Jesus, but whose identity can be assumed), who
presides over the counsel of Jerusalem. Following the arguments of the gentile and
circumcisionist factions it is James who pronounces judgement concerning the “gentile
problem” in 15:19.215 Within this account we see Peter arguing his case before James (15:6-11)
as a subordinate of high standing rather than one who is of equal status.216 Finally, 21:17-19
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describing the arrival of Paul (and presumably Luke, since it is narrated in the first person at this
point) in Jerusalem. The text states clearly that “the next day Paul and the rest of us went to see
James, and all the elders were present” (Acts 21:18). The apostles are not mentioned at this
point (not even Peter), though they may be among the unnamed elders who are present. Instead,
the status of Paul and his missionary work is underscored by Luke through the presence of
James, the leader of the community. Painter has noted that there has been a tendency to try to
show a transition in leadership within the Jerusalem church wherein Peter, due to his seemingly
high status, would have originally been in the position of leadership. In this reading, we would
see a transition in leadership following Peter’s arrest (Acts 12:17).217 However, there is nothing
in the narrative to suggest that Peter ever held a position of leadership. Again, the narrative
serves continually to reinforce, over against the view of Clement, that the earliest leader of the
developing Christian community was James.218
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There has been a tendency in scholarship (and theological reflection) to construct a
division or opposition between the figures of James and Paul based on their respective roles and
affiliations concerning the question of mission to Jews or gentiles. As a consequence, the
expectation would be that Paul might downplay the role of James as leader of the developing
church.219 In his letters, there are only four instances where Paul makes reference to James,
either explicitly or as one of the brothers of Jesus. These are found in Galatians (1:19; 2:9-13)
and 1 Corinthians (9:5; 15:3-8). Even though there are only a very few references, each one
underscores James’ position of authority in the community, though without an explicit statement
of leadership.
The statements in 1 Corinthians add very little to the discourse about James. In 9:5 there is
a reference to the brothers of Jesus, the context of which has to do with the rights of apostles,
though there is very little actually stated about the brothers themselves. This is followed in 15:38 with a list of those who received resurrection appearances. Of those included in the list, only
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James and Peter are explicitly named. This serves to place them in positions of prominence
based on Paul’s own identification with apostolic authority and his criteria for apostleship which
hinges upon having seen the risen Christ.
The mentions of James in Galatians shed more light on how he was perceived by Paul and
offer insight into the narrative of Acts. In Gal 1:19 Paul describes going to Jerusalem to meet
with Peter. Of this period, he says that he saw none of the other apostles with the exception of
James the brother of the Lord. The important element is that he refers to James as Jesus’ brother
without qualification, and considers him as an apostle. We can take from this that at an early
period, at least in Paul’s view, there was no distinction being drawn between James and the
apostles. In fact, he is being counted among them. At this point James is not mentioned as being
the leader of the community (something that may have simply been assumed) and the focus was
a visit to Peter.220 This does not necessarily imply that Peter was the leader of the community,
although it has been interpreted in this manner. Instead, the focus on Peter can be explained in
terms of Paul’s own missionary activity. James was the leader in Jerusalem, but Peter was
central to the concerted efforts at missionizing and expanding the movement. Painter explains
the ambiguity as such, “Cephas might have been chosen as the person to be seen because he was
perceived to be more sympathetic to his cause and Paul considered him to be the leading
exponent of the Jerusalem ‘mission.’ James, as the leader, was too important to be missed and
Cephas may have effected an introduction for Paul.”221 Thus, since Paul understood his role as
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serving in a missionary capacity, it stands to reason that he would be concerned with interacting
with Peter who was at the center of such activity.222
In Gal 2:9-13 we see a restatement of the incident at Antioch which led to a
pronouncement on the gentile question at the council of Jerusalem by James (Acts 15:1-21). It
has been noted that there are various inconsistencies between the Pauline and Lukan accounts of
the material in question (related to issues of chronology among other things).223 These issues are
less important for our picture of James than simply looking at how Paul himself perceives and
portrays his interactions with James (and Peter).224 Acts 2:9 refers explicitly to James, Peter, and
John as the pillars of the community. It is notable that James, and not Peter, is named first in this
list. The placement of James over against Peter can be rationalized on two levels. The first is
that, as we see in the previous verse (2:8), Paul equates Peter as being his counterpart
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missionizing to the Jews. It may also be a deliberate denigration of Peter, against whom Paul
writes polemically in 2:10-13.
Paul’s account of the incident at Antioch wherein Peter turns his back on table fellowship
with gentile converts following the arrival of some men from James tells us a lot about the
dynamic between these three figures. Already in the epistle, Paul has shown his interaction with
and acceptance by the prominent figures in the Christian community. Then in 2:8 he places
himself on an equal level with Peter. Finally in 2:10-13 we see that Paul offers a comparison
between himself and Peter, something that could not be done without the establishment of the
fact that they were on equal terms. It is notable that while the men are said to be from James,
Paul does not openly oppose James in the narrative, instead attacking Peter for his actions. This
would seem to imply that Paul and James do not share an equal status.225 The actions of Peter
are also telling. Though it is conjecture, I would argue that Peter’s actions denote an effort to
avoid conflict with James through his representatives. That these representatives of James are
concerned with the question of purity is useful in identifying a trend toward a law (Torah) based
Christian observance associated with James.226 With this in mind, we can surmise that Peter was
motivated to abandon table fellowship that would not have been acceptable for observant Jews
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due to the status of James as leader of the community and one who was of a greater status than
himself.227
The epistle of Jude does not represent a rich source of traditions concerning James.
However, the opening of the letter reads “Jude, a servant of Jesus Christ and a brother of James”
(Jude 1:1, NIV). There is no doubt among scholars that the James being referred to is James the
Just (the brother of Jesus), and that Jude is then the same that is included among the brothers of
Jesus in Mark 6:3; Matthew 13:55-56.228 The opening denotes that Jude is a servant (slave) to
Jesus, thus placing himself in a prominent position relative to the one holding the greatest
amount of honor in early Christian society.229 The mention that he is the brother of James is an
indication of both his status and that of James. James would not be mentioned if he were not
both recognizable and considered honorable and authoritative for the intended readers of the
letter. As such, this is no mere passing reference, but rather a deliberate attempt to link the
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authority of the author’s teaching to the two figures who are understood to have the greatest
authority in the early church.230
The letter of James presents some of the same difficulties and a similar tone, at least from
an introductory standpoint, as Jude.231 It opens with the appropriate epistolary address,
identifying the (ideal) author and the (ideal) audience: “James, a servant of God and of the Lord
Jesus Christ, to the twelve tribes scattered among the nations: Greetings” (James 1:1, NIV). The
identification of authorship with the historical James cannot be confirmed, though it is likely
that the text is pseudepigraphical.232 As with Jude, the identification with James is intended to
undergird the authority of the teachings contained in the epistle. As well, Martin has noted that
the designation of the author as a servant (slaveof God places him in a position of prestige
within Judaism, as the epithet has been associated traditionally with figure such as Moses and
David. This is an important distinction, as the designation of servitude has been used in some
instances to simply refer to believers (1 Cor. 7:22; Eph. 6:6; 1 Pet. 2;16). According to Martin,
“the writer is not associating himself with his readers…but distinguishing himself from them as
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a figure of authority.”233 Of note is the fact that, as with the letter of Jude, there is no mention of
James’ familial relationship to Jesus. Adamson has argued that “if the document had been
forged we would expect a more sophisticated effort to stress his authority.”234 Painter offers the
counter-argument that “the assumption that only James the brother of Jesus had no need of
anything but a simple form of address leads to a conclusion unforeseen by Adamson, that a
pseudepigraphical work attributed to James might well adopt a straightforward form of
address.”235 Without going in depth into the theology and interpretations of Jude and James, we
can safely posit that the two texts, regardless of the authorship, hold James in a position of high
authority, subservient and second only to Jesus within their sphere of influence.236

2.2. Primary Revelation and Unorthodox Authority
The traditions concerning James are further developed in the Gospel of the Hebrews, a
non-canonical gospel account, likely known to Hegesippus and thus dated tentatively to the
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early second-century,237 fragments of which are preserved in the work of Cyril of Jerusalem,238
Clement of Alexandria,239 Origen,240and Jerome.241 Of these, only fragment seven quoted by
Jerome mentions James the Just. This text presents a departure from the traditions and
assumptions that have been made concerning James’ part in the foundational Jesus movement.
While the trend was, as we have discussed, to assume that James only became a follower in the
wake of the resurrection, the Gospel of the Hebrews introduces an alternative tradition placing
James in a central role prior to Jesus’ arrest. The Fragment in Jerome reads:
The Gospel called according to the Hebrews which was recently translated by me
into Greek and Latin, which Origen frequently uses, records after the resurrection
of the Saviour: And when the Lord had given the linen cloth to the servant of the
priest, he went to James and appeared to him. For James had sworn that he would
not eat bread from that hour in which he had drunk the cup of the Lord until he
should see him risen from among them that sleep. And shortly thereafter the Lord
said: Bring a table and bread! An immediately it is added: he took the bread,
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blessed it and broke it and gave it to James the Just and said to him: My brother,
eat thy bread, for the Son of man is risen from among them that sleep.242
Obviously, the above passage strays from the canonical accounts in a number of ways,
the two most striking being the inclusion of James at the last supper and the primacy of the
resurrection appearance to James. There is no indication in the fragment that we possess to
indicate that the Gospel of the Hebrews was written with an awareness of the later conception
“that James and the brothers were unbelievers at this time.”243 We also see that the text (though
somewhat awkwardly) “provides evidence for the view that James was the first witness of the
risen Jesus.”244 This can be contrasted with the list of resurrection appearances given by Paul (1
Cor. 15:3-8) who shows Peter as first, and the gospel accounts which give varying testimony,245
none of which credits any of the male apostles with an individual resurrection appearance.
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group of women, all of whom immediately believe in the resurrection, though their account is disregarded when
related to the men (24:1-10). At this point, Peter is not given an appearance but is bewildered by the empty tomb
(24:12). The first actual appearance of the risen Christ is given to two men (one named Cleopas and the other
unnamed) on the road to Emmaus (24:13-33). This passage acts as a rebuke to the unbelief of the disciples in
general, and in particular the two who receive the appearance, as they do not immediately perceive who Jesus is.
Again, there is no individual appearance to Peter or any of the other disciples. John’s account shows Mary
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Painter notes that the wording and sequence of events portrayed in this post-resurrection
supper presided over by Jesus mimic or echo the last supper prior to the crucifixion:
Jesus sought out James because James had vowed not to eat until he had seen the
Lord risen from the dead. Jesus addresses him, “My brother, eat thy bread, for the
Son of Man is risen from among them that sleep.” “My brother,” leaves no doubt
as to which James is in view. The narrator makes this doubly clear by identifying
him as James the Just.246
For Painter this acts as an authorization of the leadership of James due to his having received the
foundational resurrection appearance. Of particular note is the fact that Jesus gives the bread to
James.
Keeping in mind the parallels to the last supper, the bread being handed to James postresurrection can be interpreted in relation to John 13:26.
Jesus answered, “It is the one to whom I will give this piece of bread when I have
dipped it in the dish.” Then, dipping the piece of bread, he gave it to Judas
Iscariot, son of Simon. As soon as Judas took the bread, Satan entered into him
(NIV).

Magdalene as the first to receive an appearance of the risen Christ (20:10-18). As with the Lukan account, Peter
runs to the empty tomb. (John 20:3-9), but it is ambiguous as to whether or not he believes at this point. It is worth
noting that in all of the empty tomb accounts there are enough women present to satisfy the requirement for
testimony with the exception of the Johannine account. The Markan account, however, while showing enough
witnesses at the tomb itself, underscores the lack of credibility given to a sole female witness with the statement
concerning Mary’s recounting the appearance in 16:10-11, “She went and told those who had been with him and
who were mourning and weeping. When they heard that Jesus was alive and that she had seen him, they did not
believe it” (NIV). In contrast to Mark, there is no disbelief on the part of the disciples when told by Mary in John.
The idea of Mary receiving the initial resurrection appearance and the question of authority will be discussed later
in relation to the parallel ascent report found in the Gospel of Mary, wherein we see a variant on apostolic authority.
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Unfortunately, because the Gospel of the Hebrews exists in such a fragmentary and
selective state it is impossible to determine what may have existed in the original form. We can,
however, posit that the act of handing bread to James commissions him in the same, though
opposing, manner to what we see in John 13:26.247 The giving of bread to James acts as an end
point for the period of fasting that commenced at the last supper, showing a conclusion to the
passion drama with the first post-resurrection meal, and acts as a point of commission wherein
Jesus passes earthly authority to James.
The Gospel of Thomas presents a confusing picture of the relationship between Jesus, his
brother James, and Thomas, who is purported to be the recipient of revelation in the text. The
sole reference to James in the text occurs in logion 12, which reads:
The disciples said to Jesus, “We know that you will depart from us. Who is to be
our leader?” Jesus said to them, “Wherever you are, you are to go to James the
righteous, for whose sake heaven and earth came into being.248
This passage has been the source of much debate. We have to ask, why a gospel which
purports to give primacy of revelation to Thomas shows James as the figure of leadership?
Painter takes it as showing the importance and reverence given to James: “The Gospel of
Thomas surprisingly makes Jesus the initiator of the leadership of James. Given that Thomas is
given an intimate relationship to Jesus in this work, the leadership of James indicated in log. 12
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as a catalyst allowing Satan, who is ultimately viewed as responsible, to enter Judas and effect the betrayal.
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is the more impressive.”249 This may be too simple of an approach to the material. April
DeConick has argued that the juxtaposition of the material found in logia 12 and 13, which in
turn state the leadership of James and then the correct revelation to Thomas, signifies an early
crisis point in the Thomasine community wherein the leadership of James, based in Jerusalem,
was questioned.250 The question of leadership may cut somewhat deeper in the text. It is also
possible that the two logions are referring in both instances to brothers of Jesus. In the first case,
obviously James, while in the second Judas Thomas (the twin). There is evidence to suggest this
possibility. Stephen J. Patterson argues that it is possible, even likely, that the Thomasine
protagonist is not in fact the doubting Thomas of the Johannine tradition. Instead, he has put
forth that this is really Judas Thomas, known also from the Acts of Thomas 1 as “Judas of
James” (Luke 6:16; Acts1:13), who is a brother of Jesus as seen also in the Johannine tradition
referred to as “Judas, not the Iscariot” (John 14:22). He argues that the placing of these two
logia together in the text is deliberately based on the fact that the two figures being represented
are brothers of Jesus underscoring the (pseudepigraphic) claim that the text was composed by a
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brother of Jesus.251 As such, it could be inferred that the text is looking to the authority of James
to bolster the authority of the teachings being transmitted.252
As a counterpoint, it is possible to illuminate the interplay between logia 12 and 13 with
respect to logia 11 and 111. Both of these logia refer to the world passing away. When
compared with the idea that the heavens and the earth came into being for James the Just as
stated in logion 12, it is not impossible to assume that the author is making a polemical
statement against the authority of James.253 If we understand the text to underscore an antiJewish bias, which Claudio Gianotto argues is present in a number of logia which problematize
Jewish piety, riual practices, and purity rules, then it is possible that the reference to James in
logion 12 could almost be taken in an ironic manner.254 This view might be softened somewhat
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to the position put forth by Antti Marjanen, who sees the interplay of James and Thomas as
representing two levels of discipleship. Marjanen argues that the ideal of the text is a
“masterless” or “Jesus-like” discipleship.255 He underscores this in relation to logion 13 where
Jesus tells Thomas that he is not his master, and logion 108 which encourages the disciples to
become like Jesus. In this view then, we can see the authority of James as being relevant prior to
the conversion to a Jesus-like state and unnecessary afterward, a vague position that shows
necessity, but not necessarily animosity, clearly establishing authority, but not necessarily
tradition.
Finally, we must also briefly consider how James is portrayed in the Pseudo-Clementine
literature. I have already mentioned in chapter one how the (apparent) martyrdom of James is
depicted in the Recognitions (1.70-71). The Pseudo-Clementine corpus is composed of two
extant texts, the Homilies and the Recognitions, which in their present form are generally dated
to the fourth century CE.256 Within the Pseudo-Clementine literature we find an overarching
theme of establishing correct authority and teaching. The text is primarily concerned with the
opposition between Peter and false teachers, particularly Simon Magus, who is likely to be
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understood in relation to Paul.257 While the Pseudo-Clementines are most concerned with the
correct teaching of Peter, there are a number of places where James is shown to play a central
authoritative role in the community. In a number of places within the Recognitions, there is an
acknowledgement of James as the first bishop of Jerusalem. We see this in 1.66-71 where James
is referred to as “our James” and “James the bishop”.

With respect to the question of

succession, one of the most important statements is found in 1.43 where the text states
concerning an invitation to by Caiaphus to contest the issue of true prophecy:
But while they often made such requests to us, and we sought for a fitting
opportunity, a week of years was completed from the passion of the Lord, the
Church of the Lord which was constituted in Jerusalem was most plentifully
multiplied and grew, being governed with most righteous ordinances by James,
who was ordained bishop in it by the Lord.258
James is also the one who is shown in 4.35 to have final say on what is considered to be
authoritative discourse:
Wherefore observe the greatest caution, that you believe no teacher, unless he
bring from Jerusalem the testimonial of James the Lord’s brother, or of whosoever
may come after him. For no one, unless he has gone up thither, and there has been
approved as a fit and faithful teacher for preaching the word of Christ,—unless, I
say, he brings a testimonial thence, is by any means to be received.259
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The value of the James material in the Recognitions is open to a certain amount
of debate. While it is true that the main focus of the text is on establishing correct and
authoritative teaching through the figure of Peter and thus the episcopate of Rome, we
cannot discount the fact that it is James who Peter seems to be ultimately accountable to
in this material. Even so, the traditions are relatively late with respect to the historical
James (late second-early third century) and post-date the account of Hegesippus. Thus,
the value for our purposes lies in the fact that they maintain the tradition of James as
first bishop of Jerusalem and the one who held ultimate authority over the correct
teaching.

2.3. Family Ties?
While I will not be adopting the idea that the succession through James reflects a caliphate
(“succession” in Arabic) within the family of Jesus as put forth by scholars such as Adolf von
Harnack and James D. Tabor,260 I will argue that the interplay and juxtaposition of James and
the figure of Thomas as we see in the Gospel of Thomas betrays an association within the early
church and the successive centuries between James and Thomas Didymus (the twin). I have
argued, previously, that there are overt parallels presented within the text between James and
Thomas with respect to the transmission of authority (which will be discussed in chapter 4, with
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respect to the text as a commission narrative).261 This interplay, which again, Schoedel
dismisses as convenient,262 betrays a possible connection to Edessan Christianity within the text
that was assumed but not proven by previous scholarship, and as such should not be dismissed
when discussing themes related to the brother of Jesus within the text.
An overarching concern for establishing the origin of the episcopate of James is whether
or not he was a follower of Jesus during his lifetime. We have established that this is the most
likely scenario, as his authority, and that of the other siblings of Jesus would not be assured due
to family ties, but rather on the basis of early and ongoing work within the ministry and
community founded by Jesus.
The authority of James is understood, then, to originate with Jesus, as no other form of
succession can be interpreted as plausible. And, as such, we can dismiss the attempts by
Clement and Eusebius to establish apostolic authority over James. That being the case, the
importance of James within the early Christian sphere can be established based solely on his
place as first “bishop” of Jerusalem, commissioned to that position directly by Jesus. This alone
is an answer to Schoedel’s assertion that there was no deeper meaning in the choice of James as
protagonist.
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However, the repetition of the martyrdom narrative in the First Apocalypse, coupled with
the reference in NHC V, 36, 16-18 to the land being immediately at war following his departure,
situates the martyrdom account firmly within the traditions laid down by Josephus and
Hegesippus (and possibly 4 Baruch). The author of the Apocalypse was fully aware of the
wealth of traditions concerning James that were extant at the time of composition, including not
only the martyrdom narrative, but also the place of prominence held by James and the other
brothers of Jesus, as well as the rationalizations that developed in unison with christological
speculations and the elevation of Mary’s position as the mother of the messiah. As such, it is not
by accident that James was accorded the position of primary receiver of a revelation within the
First Apocalypse. Rather, it is an expansion upon firmly rooted and well attested tradition that
would have been both recognizable and authoritative to the intended reader.
Conclusions:
Throughout this chapter I have explored the traditions relating to the authority of James
as first bishop of Jerusalem and the successor to Jesus within the early Christian movement. As
we have seen, there is very little material on the subject that is available within the canonical
books of the New Testament. The most explicit material describing the role of James is found in
the Acts of the Apostles (12:17, 15:13, 21:18) where James is depicted in a capacity of
leadership even in relation to the figures of Peter and Paul. One of the debated questions has
been at what point he and the other brothers of Jesus become associated with the Christian
movement. I have shown that there is no evidence to suggest that James, or any of the brothers,
were converted post-passion and instead that they were most likely followers of Jesus during his
lifetime.
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Outside of the canonical material we see a certain amount of tension between James
traditions and those establishing direct apostolic authority. Regardless, I have shown that there
is no point at which there is a tradition wherein Jesus appoints anyone other than James as his
direct successor and first bishop of Jerusalem. Again returning to the question of why James was
chosen as the protagonist for the First Apocalypse of James, the dominant understanding in
early traditions was, as we see in the Pseudo-Clementine Recognitions, that James was the direct
successor to Jesus, first bishop of Jerusalem, held authority over the other apostles, and
governed over the interpretation of correct teaching.
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Chapter 3: Gnostic Apocalyptic and the First Apocalypse of James

The present chapter engages with the larger debate over the question of a “Gnostic”
genre, while narrowing the focus to concentrate on the gnostic apocalyptic literary form that was
present in late antiquity. Throughout the course of this chapter I am concerned primarily with
exploring the designation of the First Apocalypse of James as an apocalypse and how it is
situated within the genre. In order to accomplish this I begin with a survey of relevant theories
and typologies concerning the overall heading of apocalypse/apocalyptic/apocalypticism. From
there I also problematize the association of the text in relation to other question and answer
(erotapokriseis) literature in late antiquity, as well as the sub-genre of gnostic apocalypses.
In addition to situating the text with respect to genre, this chapter continues with an
analysis of the dominant apocalyptic elements that are present within the narrative. In particular
I focus on the references to wars, the command to not return to Jerusalem, and the imagery of
the bitter cup that are found in the text. I show that the text is strongly influenced by Jewish
prophetic and apocalyptic traditions, particularly those related to the prophet Jeremiah and the
post-exilic concept of exile and return.
3.1. The Question of Apocalypticism
The First Apocalypse of James takes the form of a very intimate revelatory dialogue
between Jesus and James. Prior to the discovery of the Al Minya codex, the First Apocalypse of
James was simply understood as an apocalypse. The term apocalypse itself can be somewhat
troublesome due to a lack of consistency concerning its use. The most commonly used
definition, based on common core elements of apocalypses, is that set out by John Collins in
Semeia 14, and revised by Adela Yarbro Collins in Semeia 36. As such,
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Apocalypse is a genre of revelatory literature with a narrative framework, in
which a revelation is mediated by an otherworldly being to a human recipient,
disclosing a transcendent reality which is both temporal, insofar as it envisages
eschatological salvation, and spatial insofar as it involves another, supernatural
world263…intended to interpret present, earthly circumstances in light of the
supernatural world and of the future, and to influence both the understanding and
the behavior of the audience by means of divine authority.264

This definition can be further clarified by looking at the elements elucidated by Vielhauer
and Strecker. From a literary standpoint they cite: pseudonimity, the text being written in the
name of an authoritative figure from the past; account of the vision; surveys of history in future
form; forms and combinations of forms.265 In the world of ideas Vielhauer and Strecker offer up
the following motifs as represented strongly within the genre: the doctrine of the two ages;266
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pessimism and hope of the beyond;267 universalism and individualism;268 determinism and
imminent expectation; and lack of uniformity.269 What we see then, in the definitions that we are
making use of, is an emphasis on divinely mediated revelation with a strong eschatological
element that is precipitated by tensions (religious/political) in the community that the text
concerns.
In relation to the classification of the text as an apocalypse we must be cognizant of the
fact that the Al Minya version does not include the term “apocalypse.” Also, when looking at
the Nag Hammadi copy, it appears as though the title tapokaluys @ni+akwbos
is tightly squeezed into the space, making it possible, and likely, that the addition of the term
apocalypse was an afterthought, possibly on the part of the compiler of the codex, meant to
harmonize the title with the other apocalypses present in the volume.270 This does not change
our understanding of the text, however, as Collins in his definition of the apocalyptic genre
allows for the fact that not all texts which can be considered as apocalypses necessarily contain
this designation in the title, and the First Apocalypse of James appears to fulfill the necessary
criteria for inclusion in the larger genre, while also displaying the characteristics common to
267

Apocalyptic pessimism, characterized by rule on the part of evil powers and societal degeneration. “In this

degeneration the basics thought of apocalyptic dualism is clearly expressed: it indicates the radical discontinuity
between this Age and the Age to come” (Vielhauer and Strecker, “Apocalypses and Related Subjects,” 550-51).
268

Apocalyptic eschatology is seen to be universal. While it is centered on Jerusalem, national eschatology is not

the defining element.
269

Vielhauer and Strecker, “Apocalypses and Related Subjects,” 553-54.

270

It is also entirely possible that we are witnessing an attempt to correct the omission of the title on the part of the

scribe who might simply have not allowed enough space for any title to be inserted. I will return to the question of
how the text fits in to the codex when discussing the editorial intention of the two codices in the appendix.

115
gnostic apocalypses (revelation dialogues) such as the emphasis on the salvific nature of
knowledge.271 As we will see in chapters four and five, the First Apocalypse of James shows
salvation to be directly connected not only to knowledge but to the ongoing transmission of
knowledge. Collins also notes that those texts called apocalypses in the ancient world may at
times cross over and represent more than one genre. He adds that the concept is “complicated by
the fact that some of these works are composite in character and have affinities with more than
one genre.”272 The idea of apocalyptic as a composite genre was also put forth by Gerhard von
Rad, who referred to it as a “mixtum compositum,”273 while Vielhauer and Strecker make it
clear that the elements of the literary genre are not absolute and, as such, one might encounter
“apocalypses” that do not contain certain elements of the literary form that might be considered
essential.274
With respect to the idea of a specific genre of “gnostic apocalypses,” the work of Francis
Fallon provides perhaps the most comprehensive analysis. Fallon builds upon the definition
provided by Collins in the introduction to Semeia 14, noting that in relation to Collins’
understanding of apocalypses falling into two basic categories, type I those with heavenly
journeys, and type II those without, as well as the subsets involving either cosmic or personal
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eschatology, those apocalypses falling under the rubric of gnostic thought fulfill the necessary
requirements.275 Fallon goes on to further qualify the genre of gnostic apocalypses with the
following elements:
In addition, these apocalypses show forth the gnostic specifics of an emphasis on
present salvation through knowledge and a cosmic dualism in which the lower
heavens and/or their rulers are evil and only the transcendent realm is good. We
have divided these gnostic apocalypses into two main types—those which do not
have an otherworldly journey (I) and those which do (II). Of the sub-types, we
note that, strictly speaking, there are no examples of the historical apocalypses
either without (Ia) or with (IIa) an otherworldly journey. As we pointed out in the
discussion, ApocAd, Meclch (I) and ParaShem (II) do have phenomena that
should be related to the historical type of Jewish apocalypses; but they cannot be
considered, strictly speaking, historical apocalypses. There are representatives of
the sub-type of cosmic apocalypses in the gnostic writings in that there are some
references to the judgment of the world and/or evil cosmic powers both I those
without (Ib: Melch, 2 ApocJas, GMary, NatArch, PS I-III) and those with (IIb:
ParaShem) an otherworldly journey. The remainder of the gnostic apocalypses
show an interest only in personal afterlife and can be considered representative of
the sub-type of mystical apocalypses (Ic: ApocAd, Allog, SJC, ApocryJn, 1
ApocJas, ApocPet, PetPhil, PS IV; IIc: Zost, ApocPaul). Even those with a
reference to the theme of judgment (Ib and IIb) should be associated here (Ic and
IIc), since their view of salvation involves not a cosmic transformation but
merely personal afterlife. In our presentation we have further distinguished those
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apocalypses with discourse from those with dialogue, and lastly we also noted a
few examples of mixed types (Allog, I Jeu, PS IV).276
While I will agree with Fallon that the text appears to only have interest in personal elements of
the afterlife, and may, thus be representative of a “mystical” apocalypse, his classification as
type I is problematic. As we will see, the text clearly, in the second revelatory section, contains
an ascent narrative. Fallon, in placing the text in category I, is arguing for a distinction wherein
the ascent, as described in the First Apocalypse of James, does not constitute a heavenly
journey. The mistake may be in drawing too much of a distinction between the texts that
explicitly show the ascent of the protagonist, such as in the Gnostic Apocalypse of Paul NHC V,
2), and those that have the journey and method of ascent described by a mediating figure, such
as Jesus in the Gospel of Mary. In both cases the goal is the same: the transmission of hidden
knowledge. Also, it is understood in these texts that the protagonist will at some future time
undergo the same heavenly journey. A better distinction might be made on the basis of the terms
elevation and ascent. Thus, we might term those texts which contain a revelation wherein the
protagonist is raised up through the power of the mediating figure as elevation narratives, and
those wherein the protagonist ascends through their own devices as ascent narratives. The major
distinction that we are then drawing is between those apocalypses wherein the celestial journey
is undertaken passively and those where the one ascending is an active participant in the
process. We might then act on a sub-classification based on whether or not the journey is bodily
or visionary. A further distinction, particularly within the sphere of Nag Hammadi studies
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should be made based on whether or not the journey is intended to be performed by a living
individual or in a post- mortem setting.277
David Frankfurter shows continuity between apocalyptic and gnosticism: “Like
apocalypses, many Gnostic revelatory texts appeal to the authoritative tradition of legendary
seers.”278 Frankfurter goes on to note that “in Christian Gnosticism the predominant shift in
authority from archaic seers – Enoch, Moses, Ezra – to gospel figures like Mary, Thomas,
James, and Paul may have asserted the particular authority of those revelations that began with
Jesus’ post-resurrection appearances.”279 This does not, however, take into account the large
number of texts wherein either the protagonist receiving the revelation, or the revealer, are
named as figures from the archaic past such as is seen in the Apocalypse of Adam (NHC V, 5),
the Second Treatise of the Great Seth (NHC VII, 2), Melchizedek (NHC IX, 1), or the Three
Steles of Seth (NHC VII, 5), not to mention Christianized Jewish texts such as the Testaments of
the Twelve Patriarchs. When looking at the commission narrative in the First Apocalypse of
James, we can see the particular interaction that these texts have, in this case, with the
Testament of Levi and the Aramaic Levi document. Instead, then, of looking at the idea of
gnostic apocalypses as being supercessionist with respect to the figures given revelatory
authority, we should consider the texts as presenting a global view wherein the Christian figures
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are often added to, interpreted in light of, and conflated with the traditions of pre-Christian
Judaism.
One of the problems associated with much of the scholarship on “gnostic” apocalypses,
even with respect to Nag Hammadi specifically, is that it does not take into account the
multiplicity of traditions present within the corpus of literature. The texts in question are
preserved in collections which may appear to be homogeneous with respect to common
elements. Even so, they are representative of authorial action that takes place in a number of
locales, and show differing cosmologies, and varying reactions to community needs and
concerns. As such, a distinction needs to be made, at least between the Valentinian and Sethian
apocalypses which are present within the Nag Hammadi library. Harold Attridge further
problematizes the concept of gnostic apocalypses by drawing a distinction between these two
(Valentinian and Sethian) groups of texts.280 It is specifically his discourse on the area of
Valentinian apocalypses that is relevant to our discussion, as I maintain that 1 Apoc. Jas. betrays
elements that are strongly linked with Valentianianism within the narrative.281 Attridge says that
his argument can be
distilled in two complex propositions… (1) Valentinian teachers eschewed the
literary trappings of Jewish and early Christian apocalyptic literature; although
occasionally interested in “visions,” they presumed that the major “ascent” was
eschatological. In their eschatology, while disposed to interpret apocalyptic
scenarios in an allegorical or “realized” sense, they maintained a philosophically
respectable view of the consummation of history but could occasionally draw
upon apocalyptic descriptions of the end, particularly from early Christian texts
that had achieved some authoritative status, to give expression to their belief. (2)
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“Sethians,” much closer to their Jewish literary roots, used apocalyptic literary
conventions and apparently did engage in practices designed to provide
revelatory experience. Nonetheless, they distanced themselves from their Jewish
roots, particularly in texts with evidence of a ritual setting for revelatory
experience. Although, like the Valentinians, their eschatology focuses on the fate
of the soul and they use eschatological categories metaphorically, their interest in
cosmic or historical eschatology remains and perhaps serves as one basis for
several of the late apocalypses from Nag Hammadi.282
Attridge notes that within the texts which can be situated as likely of Valentinian origin, 283 only
the First Apocalypse of James can be positively determined to fit within the framework of what
might constitute an apocalypse.
The literary form of apocalypse is largely absent from these Valentinian texts.
The corpus consists of sermons (Gospel of Truth), dogmatic treatises (Tripartite
Tractate, Valentinian Exposition, Treatise on Resurrection, Authoritative
Teaching), and an exegetical exposition (Exegesis on the Soul); nary an
apocalypse among them. The two main surveys of the formal apocalyptic literary
elements in the corpus, by Francis Fallon and Martin Krause, confirm that
observation. The only text with any Valentinian elements presented in some form
of apocalypse is the First Apocalypse of James (5, 3).284
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In a recent contribution, Dylan Burns has added further to the discourse on gnostic
apocalyptic thought and literature.285 Moving toward an integration of our discourse on the
genres of gnostic and apocalyptic literature, he notes that,
instead of diagnosing the constructs “Gnosticism” and “apocalypticism,” it is
productive to compare the Gnostic apocalypses – that is, texts that handle the
Gnostic myth and use the genre “apocalypse” – with their Jewish and Christian
counterparts. That such an enterprise might be worthwhile is indicated by the fact
that there are indeed many apocalypses among the texts associated with the
ancient Gnostics.286
He goes on to assert that “if one regards the genre of the ‘revelation discourse’ (featuring
a post-resurrection Jesus Christ as the revelator) as a ‘this-wordly apocalypse,’ one counts
twenty-six extant apocalypses associated with Gnosticism, the bulk of which were preserved at
Nag Hammadi.”287 With respect to the apocalyptic genre within Valentinian circles (an
association that I maintain for the First Apocalypse of James and discuss in chapter five), Burns
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interrogates the assertions of Attridge, who argues that the apocalyptic genre is effectively
absent from the Valentinian corpus.288 While accepting that there is a valid point of opposition
between the two groups, Burns notes that the primary point of differentiation between
Valentinian and Sethian texts lies in the question of authority.
Sethian and Valentinian authors, esteemed different authorities: transmitters of
Sethian traditions, produced pseudepigraphical texts – nearly all in the genre of
“apocalypse” – assigned to ante-diluvian seers and imbued with literary themes
and traditions that would have seemed authoritative and persuasive to readers
familiar with Jewish and Christian apocrypha. Valentinian authors appear to have
been less interested in the apocalyptic genre and its literary trappings particularly
pseudepigraphy, instead penning anonymous texts…or simply asserting their
own authority as living teachers. Thus the cliché that Gnostics did not rely on
living authorities, but only “figures from the primordial times or from the
apostolic generation” (Perkins 1980:175) is true with regard to Sethian literature,
but not Valentinian literature289
This is an important point of distinction between the two dominant representations of
“Gnosticism” from late antiquity, and one that is often overlooked. Essentially, it can be boiled
down to the fact that “Valentinian literary tradition and the kind of authority figures it invokes is
much closer to non-Gnostic Christianity than it is to Gnosticism.”290

3.2. The Gnostic Question and Answer Dialogue
Within the boundaries imposed by a discussion of “gnostic” apocalyptic it is then useful to
look at how the concept of late antique question and answer literature has been applied to our
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text. When looking at the dialogue between Jesus (whether pre or post passion) and James, we
should notice that it is not necessarily representative of our concept of erotapokriseis. The
dialogue is not intended to be didactic, nor does it stand as an exegetical document. We are not
shown a one-sided conversation wherein the teacher responds to conveniently posed questions
by his students while they silently absorb his/her teaching. Instead, Jesus and James are engaged
in a true dialogue where James is not only being taught by Jesus, but also adding his own
perspective to the narrative. As we will see when discussing the commission of James in chapter
four (section 4.2), James interjects not only his own lack of worth to receive the true teaching,
but also extols the attributes of Jesus, whom he declares to be above him (AMC 2 14, 21-15, 7 //
NHC V, 3 20, 8-19). With this in mind, instead of putting forth the teachings of a particular
group, the First Apocalypse of James should be taken as reinforcing community identity, but
should not be understood as having an association with the strict question and answer formula
represented, e.g., by Eusebius’ Questiones ad Stephanum et Marinum.
Scholars such as Pheme Perkins, Francis Fallon, and Kurt Rudolph have all discussed how
gnostic revelation dialogues relate to the question and answer genre.291 Scholarly interactions
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with the question and answer genre in relation to Gnosticism have, however, been problematic
as there does not seem to be a consensus concerning whether or not we can consider gnostic
texts to be included under the rubric of erotapokriseis.292
The use of erotapokriseis as the model for gnostic dialogues was rejected by Rudolph as
too simplistic, instead asserting that they were one of the influential components of the
revelatory dialogue.293 Perkins also questions the reliance of gnostic authors on the
erotapokriseis model. In her opinion, “[m]ost Gnostic revelation dialogues invoke New
Testament stories to provide a setting for the dialogue. Thus, they are not simply erotapokriseis,
though some of their question/answer content may derive from such a source.” 294 Perkins goes
on to show us that the gnostic apocalyptic dialogue is a unique genre incorporating, but not
defined by, these elements.295 Pierluigi Piovanelli echoes Perkins, showing that these are in fact
traditions that are in transition and therefore not subject to a static classification.296 The idea that
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a text may be both erotapokriseis and something else was explored by Claudio Zamagni, who
also states that most experts can only truly agree on the fact that the genre itself is elastic and
not easily definable.297 This last statement underscores the problem with approaching ancient
texts from a genre based perspective. Erotapokriseis, a concept understood primarily in relation
to Eusebius’s Quaestiones ad Stephanum et Marinum, is often credited as the model upon which
Christian dialogue is based. The problem lies in a lack of strict and accepted terms through
which to define the concept. It becomes a matter of saying that we cannot define it, but we know
it when we see it. Without an accepted working definition of the concept we cannot say for
certain whether or not a particular text is or is not an example of erotapokriseis. As such, I am
hesitant to attempt a definition of the genres employed within a text such as the First
Apocalypse of James. This is not, however, simply due to the fact that erotapokriseis does not
lend itself to a clear definition (even though the didactic emphasis would preclude an association
with the First Apocalypse of James),298 but also due to the fact that we are still in the process of
developing a clear working understanding through which to study those texts that we refer to as
Gnostic.
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3.3. The Tripartite Revelatory Structure of the First Apocalypse of James
The First Apocalypse of James is composed of three distinct sections: a pre-passion
revelation, a post-resurrection revelation, and the martyrdom of James. The importance of the
final section to the structure of the First Apocalypse of James has only become apparent through
its second attestation, as it was too fragmentary in the Nag Hammadi text.
The first section is made up of the pre-passion revelation (NHC V, 3 24,10-30,15 // AMC
2 10, 1-16, 27). This provides the basic cosmological speculations of the text. It begins with a
statement concerning the natures of James (the spiritual brother of Jesus), the “One Who Is” (the
transcendent god), Jesus (pre-existent, but second), and Femaleness (not named, and not preexistent). Then Jesus foretells not only his martyrdom, but that of James as well. The primary
purpose of this first dialogue is to identify James and Jesus with the pre-existent “One Who Is”
and to create a tension between them and the archons, who are personified in the form of the
twelve hebdomads and the seventy-two inferior heavens.299 Though the reader might gain a
limited understanding of the mythology of the text in this section, the main purpose of the
narrative seems to be to establish the worth of James to be martyred and the process by which
this can occur (see AMC 2 14, 21-25, where James is told to throw off the blindness in his heart
and the bonds of the flesh to attain to the One Who Is).
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The conclusion to this section is found in NHC V, 3 30,12-13 // AMC 2 16, 26-27 with the
departure of Jesus to prepare for his passion. Surprisingly, the text does not give an account of
Jesus’ death, but only hints at what occurred in the second revelatory section.
The second revelation can be separated into four parts. The first part (AMC 2 16, 27-19,
20) clarifies the nature of Jesus’ passion, as well as being concerned with establishing the worth
of James to be martyred. The second section of the second revelation can aptly be described as
the redemption of James. This section of the narrative contains Jesus’ description of the ascent
of the soul (NHC V, 3 32, 28-36, 14 // AMC 2 19, 21-23, 15). The ascent of the soul serves two
purposes within the narrative. The first purpose is to act as a recapitulation and expansion on the
earlier cosmology. More importantly, however, is the fact that this part of the narrative serves to
impart instructions to the dying person on successfully navigating in the afterlife. In this context
we might go so far as to assert that these instructions are intended for the believers about to be
martyred. Unfortunately, this section was extremely fragmentary in the Nag Hammadi
manuscript, but what we find in the Al Minya codex is virtually complete with a few lacunae.
Jesus teaches James a question and answer formula that will help him bypass first a guardian
and second a group of three toll collectors (τελῶναι) who steal souls.300
The third section of the second revelation (NHC V, 3 36, 20-38, 10 // AMC 2 23, 13-25,
14) is concerned with the transmission of tradition, knowledge and authority. James is charged
with this as a task to be completed following his departure from the flesh. This type of
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commission is common to apocalyptic texts, but is generally a concluding element.301 This
section also contains a lineage of descent from James through a figure named as Addai. 302 The
final section of the second revelation discusses the role of the female disciples of Jesus,
including seven who are equated with seven spirits (possibly the seven spirits of God in
Revelation 1:4) and six (or seven) women who are named in the text.
In the Al Minya codex we are able to discern a third major section of the treatise,
wherein the circumstances leading up to the martyrdom of James are described. The structure of
the text as we have thus far discussed it is an example of the gnostic revelation dialogue, which
Perkins describes as a special separate form of apocalypticism unique to the gnostic context
which, while it may contain elements of erotapokriseis, should not be considered wholly
such.303 From the revelatory content, we can discern that the purpose of the apocalyptic
discourse was likely to encourage or reassure those in danger of being martyred, while at the
same time imparting instructions for the dead to safely ascend.304 I should clarify, however, that
while the text imparts instruction, its main purpose does not seem to be catechetical, didactic, or
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exegetical, but is more likely liturgical in nature with a strong emphasis on the establishment of
community norms and identity.

3.4. Apocalyptic Elements in the First Apocalypse of James
The first revelatory section opens with Jesus asserting that he will reveal hidden
knowledge to James and qualifying their relationship.
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“Since, I now see the end of my salvation, I will tell you these things James, my
brother. For it is not without reason that you are called brother, although you are
not a brother materially. But because you do not know yourself I will tell you
who I am.”305
The text from Al Minya shows that the revelation is initiated by Jesus with no framing.
There are minor differences in the Nag Hammadi copy.
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n%Te n%nat`eime erok an · Jekaas ei SanT maein
nak eime auw sw!tm% (NHC V, 24, 11-19).
The Lord spoke with me. “See then that my salvation is complete. I have given a
sign of these things to you James, my brother. For it is not without reason that I
have called you my brother, since you are not my brother in materiality. I am not
ignorant concerning you, so that I will give to you a sign. Know and hear.”306
While there are minor differences in tone between the two texts at the outset, particularly
with respect to the narrator’s voice, the most important difference lies in the commandment
“know and hear.” We see a very similar command in 4 Ezra 16:35 which reads: “Listen now to
these things, and understand them, O servants of the Lord.”307 This short inclusion may also be a
reference to a combination of passages from Isaiah, particularly Isaiah 1:2 (“Hear, O heavens!
Listen, O earth! For the Lord has spoken,” NIV). The opening passage of Isaiah concerns the
vision of Judah and Jerusalem as seen by Isaiah. There may also be a reference to Isaiah 52:6
(“Therefore my people will know my name,” NIV). Both of these passages make reference to
knowledge of God’s identity in relation to Jerusalem. The connection is further evidenced by the
repeated references to Jerusalem that occur in the revelatory sequences of the First Apocalypse
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of James.308 There are five references to Jerusalem in the Al Minya codex and three extant in the
Nag Hammadi version.309 These serve to set the stage for the battle between the forces of light
and darkness that the text envisions. In many ways this is reminiscent of the type of eschatology
envisioned in texts like the War Scroll (1QM; 4Q 491-497) from Qumran. The War Scoll
describes the final battle between the sons of light (the Levites) and the sons of darkness
(everyone else). The First Apocalypse of James uses similar imagery to describe the conflict
between its intended readership, in this case n[i]Shre n%te petS[oop] (“the sons
of the One Who Is,” NHC 25, 3)310 and the rulers of the lower realm. The parallel “children of
light” imagery is found shortly after this: n%n%Shre n%te pouoein (NHC 25, 1718).311 These references are being made in relation to the fall of Jerusalem, which is alluded to
in the text. Of interest for our discussion is the fact that, while the text offers a dichotomy
between the pleroma, represented by Jesus as the image of the transcendent “One Who Is,” and
the material world, represented by the archons, the imagery is in many ways very close to what
we see in the larger apocalyptic genre. Instead of the text only being concerned with the cosmic
(and often internal) spiritual battle, the First Apocalypse of James describes conflicts that have
either been fought or will be fought in a real manner in the material world, affecting a larger
portion of the population, and not necessarily just the individual receiving the revelation. In this
308
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way, we step outside of the specific understanding of gnostic apocalypses set out by Fallon who
sees the ultimate tension as being between the Pleroma and creation, without any concern for
physical or material transformation.312 Over against the assertion of Fallon that the text is only
concerned with the personal eschatology of the recipient of the revelation, Jesus explicitly says
A i+eine

de

ebol

n%T!Hikwn

n%te[F]

Jekaas

eren[i]Shre n%te petS?[oop] Je eueeime Je aS
ne nete nwou auw Je aS ne n!%S@m%mo (NHC 25, 2-5).
But I have brought forth the image of him (the One Who Is) so that the sons of
the One Who Is may know what things are their own and what is alien.
We see similar imagery in the AMC version of the text, but with the variation that Jesus
is showing James eq?ikwn n%n%Gom, an “image of the powers” (AMC 11, 4). This is
somewhat ambiguous as the powers might refer to either the aeons of the pleroma or the archons
of the lower realm. Regardless, there is a larger sense of a universal eschatology rather than a
limitation to the seer.
The first reference to the fall of Jerusalem occurs at NHC 25, 15-19, which reads
alla
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But separate from (i.e., leave) Jerusalem. For she is always the one that gives the
cup of bitterness (gall) to the children of the light. It is a place where a great
number of archons dwell.
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The same passage is found in AMC 11, 23-12, 3, but with the major difference that
James is told alla m%pr%sta : te$Hih ebol n%qi+$l!%@h@m, “but do not go back to
Jerusalem,” thus somewhat changing the setting and the tone of the discourse. This passage has
been the subject of various interpretations, the most notable being those of Alexander Bohlig
and William Schoedel. Bohlig’s interpretation is understandable, but probably faulty. He asserts
that the command of Jesus to James, that he must leave Jerusalem, is meant to represent the
flight to Pella on the part of the Christian community of Jerusalem in the wake of the fall of the
temple.313 Schoedel argues vehemently against this.
If there is a reference to that withdrawal, it is curious that James would be
pictured leading it. In the tradition, it takes place after James is martyred (cf.
Eusebius, HE 3.5.3). It is more likely that the Lord’s advice has limited
geographical and temporal significance within the framework of the narrative,
and withdrawal from Jerusalem in this context is probably presented basically as
a symbolic act of dissociation from a center dominated by the power of ‘a great
number of archons.’314
Unfortunately, both of these approaches are flawed. The reference to Jerusalem is a
deliberate attempt to situate the text within the framework of traditions surrounding the fall of
the city in the wake of the death of James. Later in the same article Schoedel correctly notes that
the martyrdom of James and the destruction follow the pattern set out in Hegesippus.
The First Apocalypse of James…has a hostile attitude towards Jerusalem. She
always gives “the cup of bitterness to the sons of light” and is “a dwelling place
of a great number of archons” (25.16-19). Consequently the people associated
with her will be destroyed by the very archons of which they are a type (31.23313
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26). And this destruction is explicitly linked with the martyrdom of James in the
manner of Hegesippus.315
There is, however, more to be implied by the imagery of the cup than a simple attitude of
hostility toward Jerusalem or the Jewish people. The obvious Christian references to a bitter cup
are to be found in Matthew 20:20-23:
Then the mother of Zebedee’s sons came to Jesus with her sons and, kneeling
down, asked a favor of him. “What is it you want?” he asked. She said, “Grant
that one of these two sons of mine may sit at your right and the other at your left
in your kingdom.” “You don’t know what you are asking,” Jesus said to them.
“Can you drink the cup I am going to drink?” “We can,” they answered. Jesus
said to them, “You will indeed drink from my cup, but to sit at my right or left is
not for me to grant. These places belong to those for whom they have been
prepared by my Father (NIV).
In this passage the cup represents the martyrdom of Jesus, which is followed in the year
49 by James the son of Zebedee. We see a repetition of this imagery in Matthew 26:39, “My
Father, if it is possible, may this cup be taken from me. Yet not as I will, but as you will,”
repeated in 26:42. In the earliest Christian context, the cup imagery is not clearly associated
with Jerusalem. Rather, it refers to the imminent martyrdom of Jesus, which would then be
shared by some of his closest associates.
The destruction of Jerusalem as it is referenced in the text should be understood in relation
to narratives of exile and return, with respect to the sins of the Jewish people, whom God
chooses to punish by allowing them to be conquered and exiled. While the author of the text
was no doubt aware of the Matthean verses, the reference to the “cup of bitterness” is most
likely a direct reference to God’s punishment for the sins of the Jewish people in the cyclical
315
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pattern of exile and return. In a Christian context the idea of the people being led astray to
worship foreign gods is perhaps best noted in Revelations 14:9-10, “A third angel followed
them and said in a loud voice: ‘If anyone worships the beast and his image and receives his
mark on the forehead or on the hand, he, too, will drink of the wine of God’s fury, which has
been full strength into the cup of his wrath’ ” (NIV).
Though not present in the Nag Hammadi version, the AMC version contains a second
reference to the cup at 23, 17-19.
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And she will drink of her cup for she has angered (irritated) the God that dwells
in Jerusalem.316
We find a similar formulation in Jeremiah 25:15, where the prophet is relaying the words of
God, “Take from my hand this cup filled with the wine of my wrath and make all the nations to
whom I send you drink it” (NIV). This line appears as part of the revelation to Jeremiah that
God will hand Jerusalem over to Babylon. Even though many nations are referenced, the first to
drink of the cup of wrath is “Jerusalem and the towns of Judah, its kings and officials, to make
them a ruin and an object of horror and scorn and cursing as they are today” (25:18, NIV).317
We also see a reference to being filled with bitterness in Lamentations 3:15. In these instances
the reference to being drunk with bitterness or a cup of wrath are all connected to God’s
316
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punishment of the sinners in Jerusalem. We also see the reference to a bitter cup in recension A
of the Testament of Abraham 16:25, where the angel of death who has come for Abraham
declares, ἐγώ εἰμι τὸ πικρὸν τοῦ θανάτου ποτήριον (“I am the bitter cup of death”).318
The exilic/post-exilic use of the cup imagery is also seen in Isaiah 51:17Awake, awake! Rise up, O Jerusalem you who have drunk from the hand of the
Lord the cup of his wrath, you who have drained to its dregs the goblet that
makes men stagger. Of all the sons she bore there was none to guide her; of all
the sons she reared there was none to take her by the hand. These double
calamities have come upon you – who can comfort you? – ruin and destruction,
famine and sword – who can console you? Your sons have fainted they lie at the
head of every street, like antelope caught in a net. They are filled with the wrath
of the Lord and the rebuke of God. Therefore hear this, you afflicted one, made
drunk, but not with wine. This is what your Sovereign Lord says, your God, who
defends his people: “See, I have taken out of your hand the cup that made you
stagger; from that cup, the goblet of my wrath, you will never drink again. I will
put it in the hands of your tormentors, who said to you, ‘fall prostrate that we
may walk over you. And you made your back like the ground, like a street to be
walked over’ ” (NIV).
We see similar use of cup imagery in Ezekiel 23:32 (“This is what the Sovereign Lord
says: ‘You will drink your sister's cup, a cup large and deep; it will bring scorn and derision, for
it holds so much’,” NIV), as well as Job 21:20 (“Let their own eyes see their destruction; let
them drink the cup of the wrath of the Almighty,” NIV).
For our purposes in discussing the imagery of the cup in 1 Apoc. Jas., the most apt
reference can be found in Zechariah 12:1-2,
This is the word of the Lord concerning Israel. The Lord, who stretched out the
heavens, who lays the foundation of the earth, and who forms the spirit of man
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within him declares: “I am going to make Jerusalem a cup that sends all the
surrounding peoples reeling. Judah will be besieged as well as Jerusalem. On that
day, when all the nations of the earth are gathered against her, I will make
Jerusalem an immovable rock for all the nations. All who try to move it will
injure themselves. On that day I will strike every horse with panic and its rider
with madness,” declares the Lord. “I will keep a watchful eye over the house of
Judah, but I will blind all the horses of the nations. Then the leaders of Judah will
say in their hearts, ‘The people of Jerusalem are strong, because the Lord
Almighty is their God’ ” (NIV).
It is here that we see a shift from a simple reference to the cup as a symbol of either
prosperity (abundance) or wrath to a direct identification of the cup itself with Jerusalem as it
appears in the First Apocalypse of James. The correct context for interpreting the image of the
cup is then to be found in the narratives of the Hebrew Prophets. In this larger context, the cup
in its wrathful form, always related to transgression on the part of the Jews, followed with
punishment by God and then corrective action. The cup of wrath, as we have seen, is then either
directed at the Jews who are to be punished or at the oppressing nations in the form restitutive
action on the part of God. In the only instance where we see that Jerusalem itself becomes the
cup (Zech. 12:2), it is as part of this post-exilic action of restoration. Hence, as I have previously
mentioned, the image of the bitter cup cannot be considered outside of the cyclical concept of
exile and return, particularly with reference to the repeated destruction of the temple and the
question of domination by foreign powers. In the context of the First Apocalypse of James, the
additional consideration is whether or not to assume that the presentation of a cup of wrath or
bitterness is justified with respect to the identity of the god in question (whether the just God of
the Hebrew Bible or the demiurge, who is essentially one of the created archons).
The error on the part of both Schoedel and Bohlig is based on a dependence on the
traditions relayed by Eusebius in relation to their interpretation of how the identity and character
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of James is constructed in the text. It is understandable that the reference in NHC 36, 16-18 //
AMC 23, 14-16 might be interpreted in this manner.

eSwpe
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e]bol
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euna[@r]p?[o]lemi !m@n pei+kaH (NHC 36, 16-18).

when you go away (i.e., leave) and immediately war will be made with this land.
Hotan ekSanei ebol H?n tsarac !n!a!d!d@a?I auw
@nt?[e]u?nou FnamiSe @nGi pkeHi [e]t?e pai+ pe (AMC
23, 14-16).

When you cease to be in the flesh (i.e., depart from the flesh) and immediately he
will attack this land (this land will be at war).
While the destruction of Jerusalem in the text may echo either the account of Hegesippus
as related in HE 2.23.19 or Pseudo-Josephus as related in HE 2.23.20-21, and Origen Contra
Celsum (1.47; 2:13); Commentary on Matthew (10.17; 13.55), with respect to the destruction
occurring after the martyrdom of James, it is not congruent when taken together with the initial
command to either leave, or not return to, Jerusalem in the text. None of the accounts of the
martyrdom of James in the historical and patristic literature contain a command to leave
Jerusalem nor an indication by a revelatory figure that the destruction will occur following his
departure, whether physical or post-mortem. Instead, we can find the inspiration for this
formulation in the source for Hegesippus’ account that we discussed in chapter two. As such, we
look to the opening lines of the Paraleipomena Jeremiou (4 Baruch), which relate the revelation
to Jeremiah concerning the destruction of Jerusalem.
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It came to pass, when the children of Israel were taken captive by the king of the
Chaldeans, (that) God spoke to Jeremiah, “Jeremiah, my chosen one, get up (and)
depart from this city, you and Baruch, since I am going to destroy it because of
the multitude of the sins of those who dwell in it. Because your prayers are like a
solid pillar in its midst and like an iron wall surrounding it. Now, then, get up and
depart before the host of the Chaldeans surrounds it!” And Jeremiah answered,
saying, “I beseech you, O Lord, permit me, your servant, to speak in your
presence.” And the Lord said to him, “Speak my chosen one, Jeremiah.” And
Jeremiah spoke, saying, “O Lord Almighty, would you hand over the chosen city
into the hands of the Chaldeans so that the king of the multitude of his people
will boast and say, ‘I gained power over God’s holy city!’? No, my Lord, but if it
is your will, let it be done away with by your (own) hands!” And the Lord said to
Jeremiah, “Because you are my chosen one: get up and depart from this city, you
and Baruch, for I am going to destroy it because of the multitude of the sins of
those who dwell in it. For neither the king nor his host will be able to enter it
unless I first open the gates. Get up, then, and go to Baruch and tell him these
words. And when you have arisen at the sixth hour of the night, go onto the city
walls and I will show you: unless I first destroy the city, they cannot enter it.”
When the Lord had said these things he departed from Jeremiah (4 Baruch 1:111).319
The recommendation to leave Jerusalem is also conveyed to Zedekiah by Jeremiah in Jeremiah
21:8-10.
Furthermore, tell the people, “This is what the Lord says: See, I am setting before
you the way of life and the way of death. Whoever stays in this city will die by
the sword, famine or plague. But whoever goes out and surrenders to the
Babylonians who are besieging you will live; they will escape with their lives. I
have determined to do this city harm and not good, declares the Lord. It will be
given into the hands of the king of Babylon, and he will destroy it with fire”
(NIV).

In addition to the aforementioned references, we should also note that Jesus warns James
with respect to the implications of relaying the material that he has revealed. The revelation
passed on by James is the catalyst for his being seized by the agents of the archons. It becomes
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somewhat unclear in the text as to whether or not the revelation of James is post-martyrdom and
spiritual, or if James returns in the same way as Jesus to present the revelation to Addai (NHC
36, 15- 38, 11 // AMC 23, 12-25, 14). Within the context of the ascent narrative, the formula
that James recites in order to pass the “toll collectors” leads to the statement that auw
tote eueStort@r (“and then they will be disturbed,” NHC 35, 19-20),320 or auw
tote senaStart@r throu (“and then all of them will be disturbed,” AMC 22,
17-18). A similar pattern is seen in relation to the prophecies of Jeremiah in 4 Baruch and
Jeremiah 38. In both of these cases the prophecy concerning the sins of the people and the
destruction of Jerusalem leads to the persecution of the prophet. Similarly, in the First
Apocalypse of James it is the revelatory discourse that leads to the archons being armed against
the protagonist. In the narrative of 4 Baruch we see a curious account of Jeremiah falling dead
and being raised, literally having his spirit return to his body three days later.
While Jeremiah was saying this and was standing with Baruch and Abimelech at
the altar, he became like one of those who had died.321 And Baruch and
Abimelech kept weeping and crying out in a loud voice, “Our father Jeremiah,
the priest of God, has left us behind and gone away.” And all the people heard
their lamentation, and they all ran to them and saw Jeremiah lying dead on the
ground. And they tore their garments and put dust on their heads and wept
bitterly. And after this they prepared themselves in order to bury him. And,
behold, there came a voice saying, “Do not bury the one who is still alive, for his
soul is entering his body again.” And when they heard the voice, they did not
bury him but stayed around his tent for three days, talking and being at a loss as
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to when he would arise. And after three days his soul entered his body (4 Baruch
9:7-13).
In this passage Jeremiah’s soul departs from his flesh, possibly implying an otherworldly
ascent. The important element is that his revelation to Baruch and Abimelech takes place
following this. We are told in the First Apocalypse of James that the revelation to Addai will
take place “when you depart from the flesh” (AMC 23, 13-15). In both the First Apocalypse of
James and 4 Baruch, then, we see a pattern of multiple revelations with a second (or third)
revelation being imparted following the departure of the protagonist’s soul from their body.
There is also a curious detail in both of these texts wherein another figure stands in for the
protagonist at the point of their persecution. In 4 Baruch 9:22-31, in the midst of his revelation
to Abimelech and Baruch, Jeremiah is in danger of being killed for what he has said.
At this frenzy Baruch and Abimelech became very grieved because they wanted
to hear in full all the secrets he had seen. But Jeremiah said to them, “Be silent
and stop your weeping, for they surely will not kill me until I have told you all I
saw.” And he said to them, “Bring me a stone!” and he set it up and said, “Light
of the ages, cause this stone to take on my appearance!” and the stone took on the
appearance of Jeremiah. And they stoned the stone, thinking it to be Jeremiah.
But Jeremiah shared with Baruch and Abimelech all the secrets he had seen. And
after this he stood in this manner in the midst of the people wanting to fulfill his
ministry. But the stone cried out, saying “O, foolish children of Israel, why are
you stoning me supposing that I am Jeremiah? Behold, Jeremiah is standing in
your midst.” And when they saw him, they immediately ran to him with many
stones and (so) his ministry was completed. And Baruch and Abimelech came
and buried him, and taking the stone they put it on his tomb and wrote on it the
following, “This is the stone, the ally of Jeremiah.”322
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In this case, the continuing revelation is aided by a transfigured stone which stands in for
Jeremiah. In the Al Minya codex beginning at 30:4 we see that there is another figure named
James that is introduced. It is unclear, but possible that it is in fact this figure who is stoned to
death instead of James. If that is the case, then it is possible that the revelation to Addai does not
occur post-martyrdom, though this is only speculation. In both of the texts, then, we see that the
continuing revelation – in the First Apocalypse of James first to James, and then to the lineage
of Addai, and in 4 Baruch from Jeremiah to Baruch and Abimelech – is effected through a
pattern which can be laid out as 1) initial revelation; 2) departure/return of the soul of the
revealer; 3) continued revelation; and 4) in both cases the departure of the soul of the
protagonist (presumably in the case of James) through an act of martyrdom by stoning.

Conclusions:
We conclude, then, that the author of the apocalypse was probably aware of the
Hegesippan account and, as we have discussed in chapter two, that 4 Baruch is the likely source
for the motifs employed in the construction of the Hegesippan James. Even so, knowledge of the
Hegesippan narrative alone does not account for the particular commandment to leave
Jerusalem, nor is it the source for the cup of bitterness found in the text. As such, we conclude
that the references to the fall of Jerusalem in the First Apocalypse of James reflect the use of
traditions found in Hegesippus, Pseudo-Josephus, and Origen, but that the original kernel of
tradition is to be found in traditions associated with the prophet Jeremiah, in particular, the
books of Jeremiah, Lamentations, and 4 Baruch. We have seen that the text of 4 Baruch is
particularly important to our understanding of the narrative, as it is the only other text that was
extant during the correct time period that included the command to leave Jerusalem, while also
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including a parallel revelatory structure to what we see in the First Apocalypse of James. All of
these elements and connections serve to situate the narrative within the Jewish, post-exilic cycle
of exile and return.
To conclude the discussion of apocalyptic elements and conventions: the First Apocalypse
of James makes extensive use of apocalyptic conventions and intertextual connections.
Regarding the aforementioned varying conventions of what we refer to as apocalyptic, we can
say that the First Apocalypse of James is an apocalyptic text displaying the many commonly
held characteristics that demand inclusion within the genre. It is a revelatory dialogue mediated
by a divine figure, with specifically eschatological elements such as the repeated references to
the destruction of Jerusalem and the land being at war. Returning to the typology of Fallon, we
can conclude by arguing that the First Apocalypse of James is a gnostic apocalypse which
includes a heavenly journey (though recounted to the recipient of the revelation), and as a
consequence should be considered as belonging to type I.323 Additionally, we must conclude
that the type of revelation should not be understood as being solely concerned with personal
salvation, as Fallon asserted, but rather that the revelation (and in particular the continuing
revelation in the lineage of Addai, as discussed in chapter four) should denote a universal
soteriology. Of special interest is that, as we have seen, the text makes extensive references to
Jewish apocalyptic texts and traditions, an element that helps us to situate the text within a
Valentinian context.
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Chapter 4: Authority, Commission, and Apostolic Descent

The present chapter explores how, in addition to being representative of the Gnostic
apocalyptic genre, the text acts as a commission narrative. The purpose of this chapter is to
demonstrate how the commission serves to reinforce the underlying theme of authority that is,
through the use of the figure of James, related to an alternative form of apostolic succession.
This is shown through an analysis of the succession narrative in relation to the specifically
named figures (James, Addai, Manael, Levi, and Levi’s second son). Through an analysis of the
timeline and names represented in the commission narrative I show conclusively that this
element of the text is carefully crafted by the author, making use of Eastern Christian (Armenian
and Syrian), Jewish-Christian, and specifically Jewish apocalyptic material in order to present a
line of counter-apostolic descent legitimating the authority of the intended group of readers.

4.1. The First Apocalypse of James as a Commission Narrative
Previous scholarly engagements with 1 Apoc. Jas. have been relatively limited. They
have generally led to the conclusion that the purpose of the revelatory dialogue in the text was to
impart instructions for the ascent of the soul to one about to be martyred. 324 The recent
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discovery of a second copy of the text as part of the Al Minya Codex has led to a different
possibility. In the previous chapter we discussed the inclusion of the text within the genres of
apocalyptic, specifically Gnostic apocalyptic literature. On another level, the text of the First
Apocalypse of James can be understood as a commission narrative. The genre of commission
narratives has been explored at some length by Istvan Czachesz. According to Czachesz, the
following are constant elements of commission narratives: 1) introduction; 2) confrontation; 3)
reaction; 4) commission; 5) protest; 6) reassurance; 7) description of the task; 8) inauguration;
and 9) conclusion,325 all of which are present in the narrative of the First Apocalypse of James.
In our text, the overall structure of the commission narrative serves to establish a chain
of authority. In particular, it establishes the authority of an unknown community which may be
linked to Eastern Syrian Christianity through James and the lineage from Addai to the second
son of Levi.326 The element of authority is easily overlooked in the Nag Hammadi text due to a
large number of missing passages at critical points in the text where names are given and their
connections are clarified. The establishment of authority is extant throughout both revelatory
sections, as well as the final part of the text which might be termed as James’s “passion”
narrative. In discussing the question of authority it is necessary to refer primarily to the text
from the Al Minya codex, since it contains far more of the narrative.

discuss the question of martyrdom in relation to the codex as whole when we look at editorial intention in the
appendix.
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4.2. Initial Commission of James (Pre-Passion Revelation)
The transmission of authority through the commissioning of James is alluded to early in
the text when Jesus first foretells his own martyrdom (AMC 2 11, 8-26) and then immediately
announces James’s martyrdom as well, showing how James will succeed him after he departs.
The purpose is to demonstrate that, while Jesus is a reflection of the “One Who Is,” somehow
the same and also second, the same dynamic exists between Jesus and James. This is further
explored in AMC 2 14, 21-15, 7 (// NHC V, 3 27, 7-20), where James recites a list of Jesus’
attributes and triumphs. The text reads:
!H!rabbei : akei ga?r? [H@n] ousooune : eJpio @ntou
m@ntatsooune : auw @ntakei H@n ou@r pmeoue :
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@mp?o?u taHo @mpekkba

“For Rabbi, you have come [with] knowledge to rebuke their ignorance. And you
have come with remembrance to rebuke their forgetfulness. But I am not worried
about you. For you have come to ignorance and you have not been defiled at all
by it. You have come to forgetfulness, and remembrance was in you. You have
walked in mud, and you have not gotten dirty. They did not arouse your
vengeance.”

James immediately follows this with a description of himself as lesser than Jesus in these areas.
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“Now, I am not of this type. But the forgetfulness that is upon me comes from
them. And I have no memory. Those who belong to me are ignorant. And I am
not complete in knowledge. And I am not concerned about the torments that are
in this place, but about their power.”
This passage may reflect an intertextual connection to Hosea 4:6 (“My people are destroyed
from lack of knowledge. Because you have rejected knowledge, I also reject you as my priests;
because you have ignored the law of your God, I also will ignore your children,” NIV), where
God blames destruction on the people having rejected knowledge, saying that his people are
ignorant of him. This is also reflective of the lamentation for Judah in Jeremiah 4:22: “For My
people are foolish, They know Me not; They are stupid children and have no understanding.
They are shrewd to do evil, But to do good they do not know” (NIV).
The reference to a lack of knowledge, or the ignorance of those who belonged to Jesus or
James may also find its genesis in the gospel narratives, wherein there is an established pattern
showing that the disciples do not fully understand Jesus’ role and identity. We see this in Mark
8:17-18 (“Do you not yet see or understand? Do you have a hardened heart? Having eyes, do
you not see? And having ears, do you not hear? And do you not remember,” NIV), where the
disciples, witnessing the miracle of the feeding of the multitudes, are unable to grasp its
meaning. We see a similar theme surrounding the lack of understanding on the part of the
disciples in relation to the martyrdom of Jesus in Luke 18:34 (“But the disciples understood
none of these things, and the meaning of this statement was hidden from them, and they did not
comprehend the things that were said,” NIV). In our text, then, we see that the author is using
the previously established lack of understanding and ignorance on the part of the other disciples
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to create a separation between them and James. James is voicing an admission of his own
ignorance which will then be remedied through the revelation that ensues within the discourse.
This passage also serves to establish James as the successor to Jesus through an illustration of
the gradation in their relationship. Much as Jesus sets himself as second to the “One Who Is,”
James is now establishing himself as lesser than Jesus.
4.3. Transference of Authority to James and Timeline of the Lineage (Post-Passion
Revelation)
The second revelation (AMC 2, 16, 27-29,15) further clarifies the claim of authority. The
opening sequence shows James acting as a comforter to his disciples prior to the return of Jesus.
The important element to note is that they are specifically referred to as neFmaqhths,
“his (i.e. James’s) disciples” (AMC 2 17, 11 // NHC V, 3 30, 21-22). This is necessary for the
establishment of the chain of authority in the text as it signals an immediate transition of
authority within the group. This is further stated in AMC 17, 14-15, where the disciples refer to
James as pmeHs!aH sneu, “the Second master.”
In the second revelatory sequence the worth of James and his designation as successor
have already been established. The main goal then seems to be to establish how authority is
transferred from James to Addai and his successors. In AMC 23, 13-15 Jesus says to James,
knaGolpou de e[b]ol: Hotan ekSanei ebol H?n tsarac
!n!a!d!d!a?i, “but you will reveal them to Addai when you leave the flesh.” It should be noted
that the reference to departing from the flesh is unique to the Al Minya narrative. It is possible
that this is a scribal omission, or that a piece of text has been lost in Nag Hammadi Codex V. It
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is crucial, however, to our understanding of the transmission of knowledge from James to
Addai. In much the same way that Paul never met Jesus, it is possible that the text considers the
passing of revelation to Addai to occur after James’ martyrdom.327 The pattern and
understanding of authority and apostleship in the text fits with the Pauline apostolic criteria
expressed in 1 Cor. 15:1-11.328 As such, the natural progression in our understanding of the
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revelation is for James to appear post-martyrdom to Addai, in order to reveal the knowledge
imparted to him by Jesus.
There seems to be justification in the text for a transference of authority from the
Jerusalem church to Addai in Syria. In AMC 2 23, 15-19 it is stated that auw
@nt?[e]u?nou FnamiSe @nGi pkeHi [e]t?e pai+ pe : auw snasw
@mpespothrion asT nouG@s gar @mpnoute etouhH @n!qi!l!h@m,
“and immediately this land will struggle (be at war). And she (i.e., the land) will drink of her
cup, for she has angered the God who dwells in Jerusalem.” This passage is most likely a
reference to the war of 66-70 CE that culminated in the destruction of the Temple in Jerusalem.
The war followed relatively closely behind the martyrdom of James in 62 CE.329 Transmission
of authority through James could (and this is only speculation) be seen as a justification for
authority lying in Syria, rather than elsewhere, following the end of the Jerusalem church.
What follows in 23.19-24.26 is a lineage of the descent of authority within the Syrian
church beginning with Addai.
addaios : de mareFJpo neF @nnei+s[e] Je @nH!tF
mmhte nrompe auw tote : Fnatolma eHmost`
eHrhi+

esaHou

senaFitou
ouran
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For a full exploration of the traditions surrounding James and his martyrdom, see chapter 1.
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Let Addai keep these things in his heart for ten years. And then he will be seated
to write them out. And then when he has written them out, they will be taken
away from him and given to Manael. This is a name that is holy and has the
likeness of Masphel. Let this person keep this book that is an inheritance for the
children. There will come from him a seed that is holy and that is worthy to
inherit these things that I have said. And when this small child becomes big
(great, i.e., grows up). He will receive the name Levi. Then the land will be at
war again. But Levi, as a small child will hide there and no words will pass from
his lips that I have said. He will marry a woman from Jerusalem that is of his
line.330 And he will have two sons, and the second will inherit these things. The
heart of the older one will be closed and these words will be taken from his mind.
The smaller (i.e., younger) one will grow up with them. And he will keep these
things hidden until he reaches seventeen years.
Addai passed the knowledge to Manael, and Manael passed this on to his son Levi. The
text states that during Levi’s childhood the land will be at war again. Following the conflict Levi
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marries a woman from Jerusalem and has two sons, the second of whom is the greater. The fact
that Levi marries a woman from Jerusalem further establishes a link between his son, who is the
culmination of the lineage, and the authority invested in the Jerusalem church. It should also be
noted that in the lifetime of Levi’s son there is yet another war mentioned in the narrative. With
respect to the three wars mentioned in the narrative extant in the Al Minya version, we have to
conclude that the conflicts in question are not simply fictional devices being used by the author.
Instead, it is more likely that we are considering conflicts involving the Jewish communities, in
both Palestine and the diaspora, that are historical in nature, and that the ideal readers of the text
would have been aware of. We should also note that the conflicts would have been between
Jewish forces and those of the Roman hegemonic empire. In the text we are told that James will
reveal the teachings to Addaios when he departs from the flesh, which would correlate with his
martyrdom in the year 62 CE. The reference to the land being at war which follows in 23,16,
should refer to the Jewish revolt that culminated in the destruction of the temple in Jerusalem in
the year 70 CE. We are then told that Addaios keeps the revelation secret for ten years before
writing it out and having it passed to Manael. When Manael’s son Levi is older, the land is said
to be at war again in 24.11. Finally, at the point when Levi’s second son reaches the age of
seventeen, the land will again go to war as seen in 25.1.
The obvious points of conflict between the Jews and Rome are the war of 66-73, the revolt
under Trajan in 115-117, and the Bar Kokhba revolt in 132-135. It is likely that the author of the
text was attempting to make the genealogy match up to the timeline of the revolts against Rome.
Working backward, we can see that if we start with the second son of Levi reaching the age of
seventeen in 132 CE, at the start of the Bar Kokhba revolt, then we can show that he would have
been born in 115 CE, at the beginning of the revolt under Trajan, at the point when the
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revelation would have been passed to Levi. Moving back 17 years would then place it in the
year 98 CE, where we would assume that the revelation would be passed from Addaios to
Manael. To make the chronology work in relation to the age of seventeen with respect to the
passing of revelation, we have to take into account the fact that the child born in 115 was Levi’s
second son. This allows us to push the revelation to Manael back to the year 97 CE. This is
possible if Levi’s first son is born in 114 CE, when he was seventeen. If Manael received the
revelation at the age of seventeen in 97, then we can say that the codification of the revelation
would have occurred in the year 80 CE. This would then be ten years after the destruction of the
temple in 70 CE. It is stipulated that Addaios keeps the revelation secret for a ten year period
before writing it down. It is possible, then, that he writes it down at the point of the birth of
Manael. As such, we can postulate that the revelation from James to Addaios for the purposes of
the author of the text would have taken place in the year 70, and coincided with the destruction
of the temple in Jerusalem. This is possible since we are only told that the revelation to Addaios
takes place after James departs from the flesh (without a time period being given), and that it
coincides with a conflict in the land. Thus, we can argue that the timeline for revelation would
be: James (death in 62 CE) → Addaios (70-80 CE) → Manael (97 CE) → Levi (115 CE) →
second son of Levi (132 CE).
We might also consider an alternative timeline based on the recognition of the triumph of
Titus. If we place the birth of Levi in the year 98 CE, seventeen years prior to the beginning of
the conflict under Trajan, then there are two other dates that are plausible in the timeline. If we
place the birth of Manael seventeen years prior to the year 98 CE, then it coincides with the
construction of the Arch of Titus in Rome, which commemorated the destruction of Jerusalem
and the defeat of the Jewish forces. An association with the year 81 CE would necessitate the
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codification of the revelation to have occurred in the year 71 CE, which does not correlate with
the destruction of the temple. It does, however, coincide with the awarding of the triumph over
the Jews to Titus and the parading of the Jewish prisoners and the temple treasures through the
streets of Rome.
Finally, we have to ask why the age of seventeen would be significant to the narrative.
Within either Judaism or Christianity there is no known significance attached to the age of
seventeen, with one exception. Seventeen is the age given for the patriarch Joseph when, in
Genesis 37:2-10, he is shown to be the favoured son of Jacob. We are told that “now Israel
loved Joseph more than any of his other sons, because he had been born to him in his old age;
and he made a richly ornamented robe for him” (37:3, NIV). This is also the age at which
Joseph begins to have prophetic dreams (Gen. 37:5-10). The age of seventeen given in our text
may then be a veiled reference to Joseph, who was not only the favoured son of Jacob and a
prophet, but also the one who initially ensured the survival of the patriarchs and their families
when famine forced them into Egypt (Gen. 42-43).

4.4. The Revelation to Addai
The timeline given (cryptically) in the text is surely not accidental; neither are the names
of the recipients of the revelation that are specified by the author of the text. Obviously we know
which James is being referred to in the text. The other names (Addaios, Manael, Levi, Levi’s
second son) however, all require some clarification with respect to their purpose and
importance.
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The identity and role of Addai can be expanded on intertextually. Addai, or a character
based on a shared tradition, appears in two texts that are pertinent to this discussion. In an
Edessan context, Addai is the focus of the fifth century Doctrine of Addai, and is represented
under the name of Thaddaeus in the Legend of Abgar recounted by Eusebius in his Historia
Ecclesiastica (I.13).331 It is the reference by Eusebius that is essential to our understanding of
how Addai is represented in our text. Eusebius recounts the story of the evangelization of
Edessa by Thaddaeus, a disciple of Jesus. The Abgar narrative gives the account of a fictional
correspondence between King Abgar of Edessa and Jesus. At the opening of the narrative Abgar
is suffering from a terrible disease and, having heard of Jesus’ miraculous healing power, urges
him to come to Edessa with the dual purpose of healing and escaping the danger presented by
the Jews in Jerusalem (HE I.13,10). Jesus declines his invitation, instead promising to send one
of his disciples to the king (HE I.13,11). Once he arrives in Edessa, Thaddaeus is summoned by
Abgar who sees a great vision upon the face of the apostle and, as such, pays reverence to him
(HE I.13, 14-15). Seeing the king’s faith, Thaddaeus cures him of his disease, after which he
performs a number of other miraculous healings. The next day Thaddaeus preaches to an
assembly of citizens and recounts the crucifixion, descent into Hades, and ascension of Jesus
(HE I. 13, 19-21).
According to Eusebius’ account, he discovered the document in the archives of Edessa,
and then translated it from Syriac. This has been met with some skepticism on the part of the
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scholarly community. In his Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christianity, Walter Bauer raises
serious doubts about this possibility, stating that he chooses to “proceed from the following
assumption: Eusebius has not fabricated this himself, but has been deceived by someone
else.”332 With this in mind, Bauer does not call into question whether or not Eusebius has
reliably transmitted what he has read, but rather asserts that the church historian was given the
documents with the assurance that they came from the archives of Edessa instead of having
retrieved them himself.333 In Bauer’s estimation, it is likely that Eusebius was given the
documents by Bishop Qune of Edessa, who had a vested interest in legitimating his own
authority through recourse to direct apostolic succession and commission. Agreeing with Bauer,
though not stating it overtly, is Alain Desreumaux, who, in his introduction to the historical
circumstances behind Eusebius’ discovery, states:
Eusèbe date l’événement de l’an 340 des Grecs, soit 28-29 de notre ère. Il prétend
que le document syriaque qui le raconte a été conservé dans les archives de la
ville royale d’Édesse et il déclare en donner la traduction littérale. Le caractère
légendaire du récit n’implique pas nécessairement qu’Eusèbe ait commis un faux.
Le premier historien de l’Église a puisé dans quantité de documents rassemblés
avant lui, entre autres par Origène, puis par lui-même. Il n’est pas
invraisemblable qu’un récit ancien ait existé qui racontait les Actes de l’apôtre
Thaddée envoyé à Abgar d’Édesse; Jules l’Africain, ami d’Origène et de Septime
Sévère, auteur des Broderies qui décrivent la vie à la cour d’Abgar VIII au début
du IIIe siècle, aurait mentionné dans sa Chronique la mission de Thaddée à
Édesse.334
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Thus, at a basic level, Bauer’s theory continues to be plausible.
The Abgar legend as presented by Eusebius is important to our discussion in terms of its
representation of an alternative process of revelation and transmission of authority. We can
interpret the text of the First Apocalypse of James and the Abgar story as presenting parallel,
though divergent, accounts of the establishment of Christianity in a (possibly) Syrian and
Northern Mesopotamian context, which are both constructed in order to reinforce a particular
understanding of apostolic authority. The most important parallel is the method of revelation in
the two texts. In the Legend of Abgar (and the Doctrine of Addai) we find a pattern – Jesus →
Judas Thomas → Thaddaeus (Addai) → Abgar – similar to that of the First Apocalypse of
James. In both texts, Jesus, in a post-passion appearance, instructs one of his disciples to
transmit a special revelation to an individual called Addai/Thaddaeus. In Eusebius’ account this
is done by the apostle Thomas (HE I.13,11), who eventually becomes associated with the church
in Edessa, while in the First Apocalypse of James this role is fulfilled by James, the brother of
Jesus. In both cases, Addai is not charged with his mission directly by Jesus, but rather is sent
through an intermediary under whose authority he acts. The use of Thomas, in this case, creates
a sense of direct apostolic succession, while the link with James acts to create a connection, not
only with the Jerusalem community (and hence a claim to apostolicity), but also with the Jewish
roots of Christianity.335 This is an important point of difference between the two texts. While the
First Apocalypse of James embraces the connection with Judaism, the Abgar legend betrays
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strong anti-Jewish tendencies, particularly when Abgar declares that “I have such belief in him
as to have wished to take force and destroy the Jews who crucified him, had I not been
prevented from this by the Roman empire” (HE I.13, 16). This difference in the relationship to
Judaism is further evidence that the two texts, while employing a parallel form of the revelation
and transmission of authority, are using these tools in order to reinforce their association with an
idealized line of succession.336
We should also note that the name Addai features prominently in early Manichaeism.
According to Han J. W. Drijvers, “[i]n the Manichaean tradition Addai or Adda is one of the
best-known missionaries, who belongs to the inner circle around Mani himself; his greatest
activity was set in the Syrian area, and he possessed the same miraculous power of healing as
Mani himself.”337 The traditions about the two men named Addai thus show a certain analogy,
which points to the conclusion put forth by Drijvers that the Christian Addai is a borrowing
from Manichaeism. While it is true that the Manichaean Addai predates the account of Eusebius,
it is possible that the traditions contained in our text point to an earlier, possibly second-century
tradition. If this is the case, then, the argument that the Christian Addai was based on the
Manichaean apostle would be easily refuted, and we could point to the First Apocalypse of
James as containing the earliest known attestation of this form of the name Addai.
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4.5. The Transmission to Manael
Following in the lineage is the figure known as Manael, who proves to be somewhat of
an enigma. In an accessible context, which is contemporary to the First Apocalypse of James,
there is only one reference to the name Manael. It is a Syriac variant of the Manaen “who had
been brought up with Herod the Tetrarch” and is listed among the prophets and teachers of
Antioch in Acts 13:1, along with “Barnabas and Simeon who was called Niger, and Lucius of
Cyrene […] and Saul” (NIV). There is little said of this figure in early Christian literature, aside
from the reference in Acts that associates him with the court of Herod Antipas. The variant
Manael is only extant in the Syriac translation of the New Testament included in the Peshitta.
This is easy to overlook when looking at translations, as the name has generally been
harmonized by translators to agree with the name as it appears in the dominant versions from the
Greek. Of the English translations available then, only that of George M. Lamsa transcribes
Manael as it appears in the Serto text of the Peshitta.338
The name Manael as it appears in the text presents a couple of other possibilities that are
worth exploring. The Al Minya text reads: m%ma!!n!a!hl pai+ ouran eFoueeb
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pe ounteF de @mmau @mpefton!tn e?m!a!s!f!hl (AMC 2 23, 25-24,
1). Meyer and Gaudard give the translation as “Manael – this is a holy name, and it has the
same meaning as Masphel.”339 Kasser, gives an alternative translation in French that somewhat
changes the meaning of the passage: “Manael, dont le nom est saint – et il a là son (alter ego)
similaire en ‘Masphêl’.”340 Obviously, there is a point of discrepancy between the two
interpretations given in these translations. To say that the names have the same meaning is not
to say that they have a similar sound. Both interpretations rest on translational choices with
respect to the word tont@n, which strictly speaking should mean “likeness,” “to be like,” or
“to compare.”341 The passage itself is somewhat unclear, though it makes more sense in
translation to say that the holy name can be compared to Masphel.
The specific name Manael appears as an angel in the work of the thirteenth-century
Kabbalist Joseph Gikatilla, who gives it as מנהיאל.342 Unfortunately, this is too late of a
reference to act as corroboration for my opinion that the two names being given, Manael and
Masphel, may have an angelic origin. The view of Manael as an angelic name is also put forth
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by Johanna Brankaer, who suggests that it could be an explanation for why it is considered to be
a holy name but, again, without any specific reference.343
The interpretation of the names is further complicated by the fact that, as they are written
in the manuscript, they may not lend themselves to the dominant transliteration as Manael and
Masphel. Both of the names only contain the superlinear stroke over the final four letters,
leading to the possibility that the names as they are written may be prefixed with the letters
which do not contain the stroke. If this is the case, then we can parse the words as m%ma
!n!a!hl and e?m !a!s!f!hl. It might be possible then to posit that instead of Manael, the
text may actually be using an abbreviation for the name Nathanael. Of interest here is that both
names mean roughly “gift of God.” With respect to the idea of it being a “holy name,” we might
then conclude that it is here intended as the name of a saint or a holy figure.
Nathanael is only mentioned twice, in the Gospel of John, but was from an early point
equated with the apostle Bartholomew. Our connection here lies in the fact that Bartholomew is
closely connected with Thaddaeus as one of the founders of Christianity in Armenia, and is also
credited with converting the Armenian king Polymius to Christianity. This strengthens our
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understanding of the lineage as proposing an alternative form of the descent of apostolic
authority. The story of how Thaddaeus was martyred in Armenia, closely followed by
Bartholomew (Nathanael) is related in the fifth century History of Armenia by Moses of Khoren.
In Moses’ account of the Abgar legend, Abgar is depicted as being king not only of Edessa (as
in the Eusebius account) but also of Armenia. The kingdom is then said to be divided following
his death between his son, who reigns in Edessa, and his nephew Sanadroug, who reigns in
Armenia. Attaeus (i.e., Thaddaeus), following his preaching in Edessa, is sent to Abgar’s
nephew Sanadroug, who becomes the king of Armenia (chapter 8). The key element of
association between Attaeus/Thaddaeus and Bartholomew is found in chapter 9.
The prince who reigned after the death of his father, did not inherit his father’s
virtues: he opened the temples of the idol, and embraced the religion of the
heathen. He sent word to Attaeus: “Makes me a head-dress of cloth interwoven
with gold, like those you formerly used to make for my father.” He received this
answer from Attaeus: “My hands shall not make a head-dress for an unworthy
prince, who does not worship Christ the living God.” Immediately the king
ordered one of his armed men to cut off Attaeus’ feet. The soldier went and,
seeing the holy man seated in the chair of the teacher, cut off his legs with his
sword, and immediately the saint gave up the ghost. We mention cursorily, as a
fact related to others a long while ago. There came then into Armenia the Apostle
Bartholomew, who suffered martyrdom among us in the town of Arepan.344
In addition to Moses’ account, Thaddaeus is strongly associated with Armenia in the
Armenian Martyrdom of Thaddaeus, which again recounts an expanded account of the Abgar
legend including the account of Thaddaeus’ martyrdom by the sword. 345 We should also make
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note of the account of the martyrdom of Bartholomew which is recorded in chapter 8 of PseudoAbdias, where Bartholomew, prior to his execution, casts out a demon infesting the daughter of
Polymius, and subsequently converts the Armenian king to Christianity. The problem is, of
course, that the Pseudo-Abdias account, probably compiled in the sixth century, is relatively
late.346 It is obviously an issue that all of the accounts that form the basis for claims of an
association between these two figures in the founding of Armenian Christianity are of a later
date than the extant versions of our text.
Valentina Calzolari argues that the association between these two figures is the result of a
certain amount of upheaval within the Armenian church starting in the seventh century with the
separation from the Byzantine church, leading to a crisis with respect to apostolic authority,
particularly since the figure of Thaddaeus is variously associated with the twelve and the
seventy. As a consequence, she argues that,
le label d’apostolicité assuré par les deux figures conjointes de Thaddée et
Barthélemy devait permettre aux Arméniens de se protéger des ingérences d’une
Église grecque encore trop envahissante. Il faut par ailleurs rapeller que les
traditions sur la mission arménienne des deux apôtres ne sont pas présentées
comme concurrentielles dans les anciens textes apocryphes arméniens.347
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Due to the relatively complex textual history that we are discussing, it is likely too
simplistic to say that an association between the two figures must be late and the consequence of
political maneuvering. Instead, it might be more apt to argue that the two traditions concerning
Thaddaeus and Bartholomew may have circulated at an earlier period independently of one
another but in the same thought-world of traditions concerning the foundation of Christianity,
particularly with respect to the conversion of the royal family in an Armenian context.
Returning to the overall question of competing forms of legitimacy with respect to a Thomasine
or Jamesian lineage, it is an interesting side note that both Thomas and Bartholomew are
associated in the varying traditions, with both the missionizing of the greater area around
Armenia (and Edessa) and India.348
With respect to the overall question of context, it has long been supposed that there is a
connection to eastern Syrian Christianity on the basis of the presence of the name Addai in the
First Apocalypse of James. This was certainly the opinion given by previous commentators on
the Nag Hammadi text, such as William Schoedel, who notes:
Another significant item in determining the historical context of this document
are the references to Addai (36,15; 36,22), the reputed founder of Syrian
Christianity. Eusebius refers to him as Thaddaeus in connection with an exchange
of apocryphal letters between Jesus and Abgar, King of Edessa (Hist. Eccl. I.13).
The name also occurs in later Syrian documents, the Doctrine of Addai and the
Chronicle of Arbela. The connection here between James and Addai may reflect
a strong Jewish element in the earliest Christianity of eastern Syria… To what
degree Syria was also the home of gnostic or semi-gnostic forms of religion is
difficult to say, although a syncretistic Syrian Christianity embracing gnostic
elements would come as a surprise to no one. Perhaps 1 Apo. Jas. may be best
348
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understood as a product of Syrian Jewish Christianity penetrated by a variety of
forms of Gnosticism.349
While it is not possible to have the final word in relation to the location for composition
of the text – as there are too many factors to consider, not the least of which are the locations in
which the extant manuscripts were discovered – we can say with some certainty that there is a
high likelihood that the text incorporates elements of an alternative apostolic tradition centered
around eastern Syria and possibly Armenia.350

4.6. The transmission to Levi and the Second Son of Levi
Following the transmission to Manael/Nathanael/Masphel the lineage continues with
Levi and his second son. These two figures are likely meant to be understood symbolically
within the text and do not relate directly to any late antique historiography. As such, the move
from the earlier part of the lineage, which included James, Addai, and Manael (possibly
Nathanael), to the second part of the lineage, Levi and his second son, should be seen in light of
the two main purposes of the lineage. In the first part, we see an argument for authority based on
direct apostolic succession. In the second part, we see a symbolic continuation of the lineage
that is meant to underscore the purity of the line and associate the text/community with the ideal
priesthood.
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In AMC 24, 4-7 we see Levi, who is the son of Manael, being referred to as follows,
Fneu de ebol? n?Hht@F @nGi? ousperma eFoueeb :
auw eF@mpSa n@r klhronomi @nn[ai+] n?tai+Joou

“It will come from him, a seed that is holy and that is worthy to inherit these
things that I have said.”
The idea of the lineage containing a “holy seed” leads to some interesting possibilities. It
does not appear to be an explicit reference to the “gnostic” concepts associated with seeds, such
as the “seed of Seth” or the “spiritual seed.” Instead, it is likely that the idea of a holy seed in the
land is a prophetic reference that is tied to an exilic context. The commission of Isaiah in Isaiah
6:13 refers to a holy seed in relation to the land being forsaken saying, “And though a tenth
remains in the land, it will again be laid waste. But as the terebinth and oak leave stumps when
they are cut down, so the holy seed will be the stump in the land” (NIV). The reference to a holy
seed in this context follows immediately on Isaiah’s vision of the throne of God where he is told
in 6:9-10,
Go and tell this people: Be ever hearing, but never understanding; be ever seeing
but never perceiving. Make the heart of this people calloused; make their ears
dull and close their eyes. Otherwise they might see with their eyes, hear with
their ears, understand with their hearts and turn and be healed (NIV).
We see echoes of this in the original commission of James and the repeated references to
the ignorance of the people throughout our text. We should also note that the idea of a seed
linked to inheritance is seen in Zechariah 8:12 where, following God’s promise to return to
dwell in Jerusalem (Zech. 8:3) and a declaration that the Lord will return the people from exile
(Zech. 8:6-7), we have the following statement; “The seed will grow well, the vine will yield its
fruit, the ground will produce its crops, and the heavens will drop their dew. I will give all these
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things as an inheritance to the remnant of this people” (NIV). Specifically linking the concept of
a holy seed to the concept of an inheritance, which is related to a soteriological revelation in our
text, may be understood as alluding to the two aforementioned passages. In this case, an allusion
to Isaiah 6 would act as justification and explanation for the initial destruction of Jerusalem and
an answer to why the land is again at war in the text. If we can also read an allusion to
Zechariah 8:12 into the text, then we can argue that it serves to show a return to Jerusalem
following the destruction within the land. Hence, it is possible that the idea of a holy seed may
act as a further link to the cycle of exile and return that is echoed within the text.
There are very few figures named Levi that figure prominently in early Christian literature
and discourse. It is possible that the Levi in question is meant to allude to the apostle Levi
known from Mark 2:14 and Luke 5:27. While, as we have seen with respect to the previous
names in the lineage, an apostolic connection is not an impossibility, it is not likely that the Levi
being referenced here is meant to provide further evidence of direct apostolicity. Even in an
idealized sense, the Levi in question would simply be seen as too far removed from the apostolic
period to be considered as one of the immediate followers of Jesus.
It is more likely that the Levi in question is meant to represent the patriarch Levi, who was
the son of Jacob. We see this represented in a number of ways. In our text, we are told
repeatedly that there will be periods of secrecy wherein the revelation will be kept by each
member of the lineage before being passed. In AMC 23, 19-20 Jesus says addaios :
de mareFJpo neF @nnei+s[e] Je @nHh!tF mmhte nrompe, “Let
Addai keep these things in his heart for ten years.” We see similar restrictions for each of the
following members of the lineage (24, 1-4; 24, 12-16). Although the cosmology of the
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revelation is different, we find a direct parallel in the Testament of Levi 6, “And when I was
going to my father I found a brass shield, therefore also the name of the mountain is Aspis (i.e.,
shield), which is near Gebal, on the right of Abila; and I kept these words in my heart.”351 This
statement occurs immediately following the revelation to Levi where, while in a sleeping state,
he is shown the seven heavens by an angel of God. Again, in this context we see an association
with a mountain in relation to the revelatory sequence (as in NHC V, 30, 18-31, 4 // AMC 17,
6—22). More importantly, though, we see a link between our Levi and the Christianized Levi of
the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs. While it is possible that the author of our text knew the
Testament of Levi, it is more likely that he/she was aware of the various traditions concerning
Levi that were circulating in the second-century.
We can draw a further link to the traditions concerning the patriarch Levi in the Aramaic
Levi Document (4Q 213-214; 1Q21). ALD chapter six contains the priestly teaching being
passed from Isaac to Levi and is concerned primarily with the question of purity. There is a clear
parallel with the First Apocalypse of James in that Levi is told to marry a woman from Isaac’s
family. The same request on the part of Isaac (“Take, therefore, to thyself a wife without
blemish or pollution, while yet thou are young, and not of the race of strange nations”) is also
found in the Testament of Levi 3:28. We see further examples of a commandment toward
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endogamous marriage for the patriarchal line in Jubilees 25:9 (4Q222 Frag. 1), where Jacob
responds to his mother:
All the days of my life I will not take a wife for myself from any of the daughters
of Canaan and I will not act wickedly as my brother Esau has done. Fear not, my
mother. Be assured that I will do your will and will walk uprightly and will not
ever corrupt my ways.352
Of particular interest is that this statement is followed immediately by Jacob’s mother
praising God and saying, “Blessed is Lord God and blessed is his name forever and ever who
has given me Jacob, a pure son and holy seed” (25:11-12). Relating back to our text’s reference
to Levi as a “holy seed,” it is likely that we are seeing a conflation of patriarchal themes. A
further Levitical association with endogamous marriage can be found in the lineage of Moses,
which is contained in Exodus 2 where we are told that his father Amram, who is purported to be
the grandson of Levi, marries a Levite woman.
With reference to patriarchal traditions, we could then name the second son of Levi as
Kohath, known through Genesis 46:11 and the genealogy of the family of Moses in Exodus
6:16. Looking at the portrayal of Kohath in both canonical and apocryphal texts we can observe
that, among the Levites, the Kohathites were further separated and appointed to work for God
based on their righteousness, which led to them being charged with the care of the vessels of the
tent of meeting (Numbers 4:1-4). In essence, what we are seeing in this lineage, is a continuum
of purity that can be contrasted then with apostolic succession.
Concerning the pattern of descent in the Aramaic Levi Document, Henryk Drawnell notes:
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The genealogical interest of the document corresponds to the preoccupations of
the post-exilic community to trace its roots to the forefathers. The genealogies of
1 Chronicles may serve here as an example. In Neh 7:63-65 a group of priests is
excluded from the priesthood as unclean…because their names have not been
found written in their family records. A.L.D. 62-81 constitutes such a record for
Levi and his descendants to justify the priestly origin for future priestly
generations. It also reinterprets biblical data to justify the document’s claim to
scribal hierocracy in the post-exilic Judean community.353
The purity of the other figures in the lineage is the key element. The patriarch Levi is important
to our discussion of the First Apocalypse of James due to the larger cultural cues associated with
his name as well as the other patriarchal figures in Judaism. Levi in particular was understood as
the ideal priest in both canonical and pseudepigraphal literature (see for example Malachi 2:47). The question of purity rests on the fact that the Levites were considered to be the holiest of
the tribes, and those set apart by God in Numbers (3:12). In ALD 6 we see a restatement of the
purity of Levi which mirrors the legendary purity of James.
Concerning the second son of Levi, whom we have tentatively identified with Kohath,
the progenitor of the Kohathites, we have to note where else in antiquity he features
prominently. As we have mentioned above, the Kohathites were charged with special duties
concerning the temple vessels which were not accorded to other groups of Levites. Also, the
birth of Kohath to a woman from Jerusalem is a reminder of the reforms toward endogamous
marriage that are alluded to in the deuteronomistic history and the book of Ezra.354 The name
Kohath is significant with respect to his role in our text as one who will rally the people together
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as it means roughly “assembly,” coming from a verb meaning “to assemble,” and according to
Letitia Jeffreys, “is probably the same word as the gathering of the people (Gen. xlix.10).”355
We see this played out in the Testament of Levi, where Kohath’s birth is accompanied by a
vision, wherein Levi sees Kohath sitting on high in the midst of all of the congregation (3:52).
In our text, we are told that the second son of Levi will rule over many provinces when he
comes of age (AMC 25, 2-8). With respect to the question of purity and righteousness, in a
Rabbinic context, Kohath is credited within the Pesiqta de Rab Kahana (1.1) as having acquired
enough merit for the Shekhinah to descend from the third to the second heaven. 356 Our
connection to the second heaven may be further reinforced with respect to the occurrence of the
name Masphel, which appeared earlier in the lineage. One explanation for this odd name with
no other known correlate is that it is an adaptation or misspelling of another similar name. It is
possible that it is a derivative of the name Maspiel. This is significant as Maspiel is one of the
angels that is said to guard the second heaven in the Hekhalot Rabbatti (chapter 15). While the
connection is somewhat tenuous, it would offer an explanation for the name Masphel in a
context that connects, at least tangentially, to the final figure of the lineage. More importantly,
however, is the fact that these varied connections underscore the association with purity and
righteousness on the part of the patriarchs Levi and Kohath that was prominent in Second
Temple Judaism.
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Coming back to the overall question of purity and righteousness in the lineage, we have
suggested that the final two figures are representative of the patriarchs Levi and Kohath. We
then have to ask if the text is using these figures, also in reference to Jesus and James, in a
veiled reference to the Aaronid priesthood. By showing a succession through Levi and Kohath,
there is an implication that we are discussing the true priesthood. Moses and Aaron were both
Levites and Kohathites through their father Amram according to Exodus 6:18-20. Symbolically,
then, Jesus could be understood by the text as representing the new Moses, a motif that is seen
in the canonical gospels (a simple example being the account of the flight to Egypt in Matthew 2
due to the killing of babies on the part of Herod that echoes the same act on Pharaoh’s order in
Exodus 1), while James would then be understood as the new Aaron. Allowing for the
association with a representation of Moses and Aaron, we see an interesting dynamic between
the sets of brothers that we are referencing. In the patriarchal narratives there is a pattern
wherein it is the younger son who inherits (whether by intervention or guile). We see this
particularly in relation to Isaac (second son of Abraham) and Jacob (second son of Isaac). 357 In
the Exodus narrative, we see a continuation of this pattern as Moses is the younger of the two
brothers (Exodus 7:7 tells us that Moses was eighty and Aaron eighty-three when they spoke to
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Pharoah). Again, we see the same pattern with Jesus and James. It was commonly understood
that James was the older of the two brothers, and yet, Jesus would be considered the greater
while James is second to him. With this in mind, it is not surprising that it is the younger son of
Levi who is supposed to receive the revelation and then act in a salvific (possibly messianic)
capacity.
With respect to the overall lineage, Veilleux notes in relation to the transmission of
knowledge through James and Addai:
La révélation faite à Jacques n’est donc pas pour lui uniquement, mais il doit la
transmettre. C’est évidement le but de toute apocalypse! L’auteur veut montrer
que les enseignements de son école gnostique viennent directement du Sauveur
ressuscité à travers Jacques et Addai à qui il les a transmis. Mais, comme dans
plusieurs autres systèmes gnostiques, et sans doute pour bien montrer que la
tradition gnostique ne vient pas des Apôtres, celle-ci doit être gardée secrète un
long temps avant d’être finalement rendue publique. Addai devra de même porter
ces choses en lui (36,20-21) et ne les écrire que dans la dixième année (i.e. neuf
ans plus tard) (36,21-22). Il les transmettra à un certain Lévi qui s’unira à une
femme de Jérusalem dont il aura deux fils. Et, dans la mesure où l’on peut
reconstituer le texte extrêmement lacuneux, Lévi transmettra ces choses à son fils
mineur (37,19-20), qui devra aussi les cacher en lui jusqu’à ce qu’il parvienne à
l’âge de dix-sept ans (37,20-24). La relation étroite entre les deux concepts:
cacher et révéler se retrouve ailleurs; par exemple dans la préface à l’Évangile
selon Thomas et dans l’Épitre apocryphe de Jacques (NH I,1:1,16-25).358
While Veilleux is correct in noting that the lineage is used to show the legitimacy of the
revelation and transmission of authority over against that of the apostles, he makes one
important mistake. He assumes that keeping the revelation secret is solely a device to show that
the revelation was guarded and true. Instead, it serves another function and is intertextually
related to the figure of Levi. The idea of secrecy serves to situate the revelation in a setting
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contemporary with the community for whom the apocalypse has been written. By keeping that
revelation secret, the author is answering the question of why this revelation was not known to
the earlier followers of Jesus and only comes to light in this relatively late text. With respect to
the issue of secrecy, Testament of Levi 3:2 describes Levi as waking from a vision as an angel
leaves him, and that he hides the matter in his heart.
Returning to the overall question of the intention of the lineage, we know that Toledot
(“lineages” in Hebrew) were a commonly used device in Jewish literature, from a very early
point, to prove legitimacy and show a concrete connection to figures from the distant past. The
lineage of James, Addai, etc., as presented in this text seems to serve more than one purpose. It
acts as a legitimation of authority through James and the subsequent figures; however, as we
have seen, the names used all have a deeper meaning within both Judaism and the Christianity
that was developing at the time of its composition. Each character represents a figure who is
understood to be holy and pure. This is underscored by the emphasis on Manael being treated as
a holy name. We also see that Manael has more than one name, and that these names may in fact
be derived from the names of angels. The names of Levi and his second son are also deserving
of another look. It is from Levi, son of the patriarch Jacob, that the Levites are descended. We
can then posit that the text is making an association between the lineage of James and the
Levitical priesthood, but more importantly, the Kohathites. According to the Toledot of Exodus
6:13-25, the direct descendants of Kohath were Amram, followed by his sons Moses and Aaron.
In the First Apocalypse of James, then, we are confronted with a continuum of purity where
each succeeding generation is seen becoming more pure. The true culmination of the lineage in
Exodus is found in the figures of Moses and Aaron. I would posit then, that the figures of Jesus
and James as they are represented in the text, might be understood as being equated with Moses
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and Aaron. Using James, in relation to the figures of Levi and Kohath, to evoke the image of
Aaron underscores not only the concept of purity, but also the idea that the lineage represents
the true priesthood. Granted, there is no longer a sacrificial cult by the time that this text was
composed. This is not necessarily a deterrent to our associating the figures with the priesthood,
however. By associating James’ lineage with the tribe of the Levites, the author ensured that one
could make the connection not only to the temple cult, but also to the larger tribal context
wherein the Levites were understood to act in an itinerant priestly capacity. In this priestly
capacity we can draw a further link to the traditions concerning James, who was associated with
the temple, but not necessarily as a priest. Regardless of whether we assume a strict association
with the sacrificial cult of the temple (which would have been the case for the historical James),
or whether we choose to understand the lineage as justifying a sense of diasporic priestly
authority, it still has to be understood as being idealized and symbolic. As such, it exists within a
thought-world shaped by its own symbolism and does not necessarily have to correspond to the
historical realities of cultic structure and observance.

4.7. The Location of the Commission
Finally, we have to briefly explore what impact is created by the choice of location for the
commissioning of James. As we have discussed, the commission alludes strongly to the
commissioning of Moses and Aaron and the foundation of the priesthood. Locating the
revelation on a mountaintop serves to reinforce the link with the foundational event of Judaism
and the handing down of the law on Sinai. In this context, the mountain is galgh[la]@m
(AMC 17, 9), which is possibly located in Syria, but would not be associated with the area
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surrounding Jerusalem. Also we should note that this further establishes James as the successor
to Jesus, who is handing down the revelation in much the same manner that it was handed down
to Moses and subsequently to Aaron. The character of the commission is interesting as
galgh[la]@m does not find a ready cognate with respect to mountains in the direct vicinity
of Jerusalem. Another possibility that we must then explore is that the name of the mountain is
being used symbolically. In the Nag Hammadi copy of the text, at 30.20-21, that name is spelled
differently as gaughlan. In the notes to the edition of the Nag Hammadi text, Schoedel
asserts the likelihood that the word is a variation on the Syriac feminine plural absolute of
Golgotha (Gāgūlthā/Gāgūlān).359 He also notes that,
there may also be a link with Gaugal, a mountain near Amida, mentioned by
Syriac writers… and the church historian Sozomen (Hist. Eccl. III. 14.30). From
the fourth century, monks and ascetics lived about it. Sozomen calls it Gaugalios.
Could the name of a Syrian holy mountain have migrated?... It is possible that
our apocalypse knew a Greek form of the name with a feminine ending (Gaugala)
and that we have the accusative in the text.360
In making the assertion that the word could be referencing a Syriac mountain, Schoedel
is citing the Thesaurus Syriacus of Robert Payne Smith, which does indeed list it as “montis
juxta Amidam.”361 More context can be gained by situating the reference in the Nag Hammadi
codex in relation to the Beth Gaugal mentioned by Philoxenus in his First Letter to the Monks of
Beth-Gaugal. While Philoxenus is writing later than the dating of the codices containing our
text, it is useful to note that the Beth-Gaugal that he mentions can be situated in the Tur Abdin
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region north of Nisibis (Nusaybin), in modern Turkey. In the ancient world this would have
been just inside the region that at one point was known as Armenia Major that sits just north of
modern Syria.

362

If we take Schoedel’s position, we can say that this would substantiate the

long held idea that the text must have some Syriac connection, beyond the simple statement that
Addai was known in a Syriac context. Moreover, moving beyond that, locating the mountain
being referenced in Armenia Major would lend weight to the idea that the Addai and Manael
found in the lineage are to be equated with the Thaddaeus and Nathanael (Bartholomew), who
have a strong association with the founding of Armenian Christianity.

4.8 The Martyrdom of James as the Final Act of Commission
The final section of the text also serves to reinforce the link of authority between Jesus
and James as his successor. This part of the Nag Hammadi text is missing large sections which
has made interpretation difficult. Scholars had speculated that the text would end with the
martyrdom of James and this is now confirmed in the Al Minya Codex. The martyrdom of
James is necessary to show that he has left the flesh and gone on with his task of the revelation
to Addai. More importantly, the martyrdom of James is meant to echo or reflect that of Jesus,
reinforcing his role as the second master and successor to Jesus. The parallels obviously cannot
be found in the text of the First Apocalypse of James, since the martyrdom of Jesus is not
explicitly described. We can, however, find parallels in the New Testament passion narratives.
In AMC 2 30, 8-10 we have an account of James being condemned.
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Most of the judges saw that he did not sin and they set him free. But the rest and
all of the people stood, they stood there and said, “Send him from the earth; he is
not worthy of life.”
Unfortunately, the next few lines are fragmentary, but they can be completed by the Nag
Hammadi version:
@mmos Je !tn koinwni epi+snoF an : ourome gar
@nidikaios eFnatako !Hnn ou!m![!nt]adikos (NHC V, 3
43, 17-21).
“We have no part in this blood. For, a just man will die through injustice.”
The condemnation of James by a crowd thus echoes the gospel accounts of Jesus being
condemned but not found guilty by the Roman procurator Pontius Pilate (Matt 27:11-26; Mark
15:1-15; Luke 23:1-25; John 18:28-19:16). The reference to Pilate can be found in the mention
of the judges who attempt to let James go because they have found him innocent. It is further
implied by the reference to the judges having no part in James’s blood, which echoes Pilate
famously washing his hands (Matt 24:25). As we can see, the martyrdom of James in the text
further reinforces his role as the second master, and his association with Jesus. In a sense he
becomes like Jesus at the point of his martyrdom, which allows him to continue the revelatory
process of transmission to his own successors.
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Conclusions:
Throughout the course of this chapter I have established the importance of the lineage,
beginning with James and then succeeding through the figure of Addai, Manael, Levi, and
Levi’s second son (who should be identified with Kohath). In exploring the possible
interpretations of the lineage I have shown that the timeline and choice of names was the result
of very careful construction on the part of the author of the tractate. The exploration of the
timeline has allowed me to establish a possible timeframe for composition of the text in the midlate second century. Analysis of the names included in the lineage has opened up further
possibilities with respect to situating the text geographically, as well as within a political and
symbolic thought world wherein the author was attempting to establish an alternative and
legitimate line of apostolic descent that would also be associated with a particular understanding
of the true priesthood. In this case the alternative line is associated with the historical figures of
James, Addai, and Manael (Nathanael/Bartholomew), and the symbolic figures of Levi and
Kohath. In addition, I have shown possible connections, through the figures of Addai and
Manael, and the location of the mountain of revelation in Armenia Major, to suggest some
association with an eastern Syrian context, beyond simple supposition based solely on the
presence of the name Addai. This does not necessarily imply a compositional setting, but
instead, the possibility that the author had contact with commonly held traditions that would
have circulated in late antique Syria and possibly Armenia.
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Chapter 5: Cosmology, Ascent, and the Role of Women in the
First Apocalypse of James
In the previous chapters we have looked at how the text can be understood in a number
of contexts, including the choice of James as protagonist, the genre of gnostic apocalypses, and
the structure of the commission narrative that is present within the discourse.
In this chapter I look at the cosmology of the text and its classification under the
umbrella heading of Gnosticism and, intertextually, within the larger overarching thought-world
of Second Temple Judaism and early Christianity. 1 Apoc. Jas. presents a number of difficulties
in this regard as it displays a cosmology undergirded by what we could call religious syncretism.
The cosmology of the text has been a matter of some debate over the past few years, particularly
in light of the discovery of the second attestation. Originally, the text was classified by the
majority of scholars as belonging to Valentinian Christianity, a tradition falling under the
heading of Gnosticism.363 More recently Birger Pearson has grouped 1 Apoc. Jas. under the
heading of “texts of uncertain affiliation.” 364 Even so, he allows for the dominant presence of
Valentinian elements within the text. Einar Thomassen, considered along with Ismo Dunderberg
and Christoph Markschies, to be one of the leading experts on Valentinian Christianity, has
come out firmly against the classification of the text as Valentinian in an article entitled
“Orphics and Gnostics,” published in 2010. In this chapter I am arguing that, even though we
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find the presence of cosmological elements from other systems, in particular what Thomassen
refers to as an Orphic ascent,365 used syncretistically in the text, these elements do not preclude
a Valentinian classification. As I will argue, this is particularly true in light of the number of
Valentinian elements that are to be found in the text.
As well, this chapter takes into account the earlier assertion of Alexander Bohlig, argued
in 1967, that there is a strong association between 1 Apoc. Jas. and Jewish Christianity.366 This
assertion is built upon by John Painter,367 while being denounced by William Schoedel.368
Building on the points in favour of a Jewish Christian setting for the text put forth by Bohlig and
my own work,369 I will demonstrate how the text is best understood within a context that is
heavily informed by the “religious marketplace” of late second- or early third-century Egypt,
while being undergirded with a strong relationship to Jewish texts and traditions. This section
builds on the discussion of the choice of James as protagonist that we saw in chapters one and
two. In addition to the Jewish-Christian elements which comprise much of the text’s inner
thought-world, I also draw upon the deeper meanings implied intertextually through an analysis
of traditions that the author would likely have had access to in the way of texts or oral traditions.
We see parallel elements, particularly in relation to the commission of James’ successors, within
365
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both Christian apocryphal texts which appropriate Jewish traditions, such as the Testaments of
the Twelve Patriarchs, in particular The Testament of Levi, and Jewish sectarian or
pseudepigraphal texts, including the Aramaic Levi Document and Jubilees. In the end, I will
conclusively show that the text, whether it be a Jewish Christian text upon which Valentinian
elements have been superimposed, or vice versa, can be read authentically as representative of
communities with ties to either traditions.

5.1. Pre-passion Revelation: The One Who Is, Jesus, and Femaleness
The cosmological speculations of the text begin with the statement concerning the
powers.
N e!m@n laau Soop^ @nsa pet^Soop: ouat`T ran
eroF !m@nn ouat`SaJe @mmoF pe: anok Hw anok
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Jekaas
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eueeime Je aS ne nete nwou auw Je aS ne
@n!S@ mmo: eis Hhte TnaGwl@p nak ebol @nHwb nim
@mpimusthrion : (NHC V, 3 24, 19-25, 6).
There was nothing except for the “One Who Is.” He cannot be named and he is
ineffable. As for me, I also cannot be named from the “One Who Is.” In the
manner that I have been given a number of names – two from the “One Who Is.”
I am before you. Because you have asked concerning “Femaleness.” She existed,
“Femaleness,” but “Femaleness” was not first. And, she created powers and gods
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for herself. But she did not exist when I came forth from the image of the “One
Who Is.” And I have brought forth his image in order that the sons of the “One
Who Is” may know what is theirs and what is alien. Look, I have revealed to you
everything of this mystery.
nemn laoue Soop [ei]mhti petSoop` o?[uat]
[T]r?an eroF? pe? [auw ouat] Sa?J[e e]roF pe? [H@n
naei et] S?oo[p] h netnaS?w[pe] a?nok? de ank
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epetSoop`

etamwt@n
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ai+Gwlp nak eb?ol @m?p?m?u?sthrion : (AMC 2, 10, 8-11, 7).
Nothing existed except for the “One Who Is.” It cannot be named and it is
ineffable among those who exist or will exist. As for me, I am from the “One
Who Is” and cannot be named, and I have been called by many names that do not
belong to me. They are foreign to me. And I am not first. I am second from the
“One Who Is.” Because you have asked about “Femaleness.” “Femaleness,” she
did exist. But, she did not pre-exist. She created powers and gods for herself.
“The One Who Is” pre-exists and “Femaleness” exists, but does not pre-exist. As
for me, I have come forth from the image of the “One Who Is” in order to show
you the “One Who Is.” And I have come to show you the image of the powers so
that the children of the “One Who Is” will know what is their and what is not
theirs. Look, I have revealed the mystery to you.
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The cosmology, as it is presented in this opening statement, is obviously very limited.
We are told that everything comes from the pre-existent one, petSoop (NHC V, 3 24,
19-20 // AMC 2 10, 9), the “One Who Is.” Jesus tells James concerning the “One Who Is” that
ouat`T ran eroF !m@nn out`SaJe @mmoF pe, “he cannot be named
and he cannot be spoken of” (NHC V, 3 24, 20-21).370 We see very much the same statement
being made in the Al Minya text. It would seem that the deity being named as unnameable and
indescribable (ineffable) should be taken as an adaptation of the Valentinian myth recounted by
Irenaeus in AH I.11.1.
We see the further statement of the One Who Is being “Innumerable” and “Immeasurable”
in AMC 12, 23-13, 1.
anok de TnaGwlp? [n]a?k? ebol : m?pentaei ebol
H@n pathpe aF@r mhneue @nteFhp@s : pentaei ebol
H@n patSit@F aF@r mhneue @mpeuSi
I will reveal to you what has come from the one who is innumerable and has
made his number known, what has come from the one who is immeasurable and
has made their measure known.
The Nag Hammadi version, again, is slightly different at this point, having Jesus who
makes known the number and the measure of the “One Who Is.” At NHC 26, 10-13, we should
also note that Jesus will give James a sign (maein) of these things. This may be a reference to
the Johannine use of semeion/semeia, but with respect to the revelatory process rather than
miracles. The overall idea of the divinity being “unnameable,” “unmeasurable,” “innumerable,”
370
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and “ineffable” belies a cosmology wherein the deity can only be understood through the
concept of negative attribution. Essentially this means that the “One Who Is” can be understood
in our text only through recourse to what he is not.371
Following the establishment of the priority of the pre-existent deity, the two manuscripts
make slightly varying statements about the existence of Jesus, specifically in relation to
“femaleness.” In the Nag Hammadi version, we see that Jesus, like the pre-existent one, is also
unnameable. In the AMC copy, though, this is followed with the statement by Jesus in AMC 10,
17-18 that: eei+o

de?

@nS[orp

an]

eank

oumeHsnau

eb?ol

[H]mpetSoop, “I am not first. As for me I am second from the One Who Is.” We see a
discrepancy between the two extant texts with respect to how Jesus is to be understood in
relation to the pre-existent one. The AMC text reads, anok` de @ntaeiei ebol
Hn qikwn @mpetSoop`, “As for me, I have come from the image of the One Who
Is,” while the Nag Hammadi text reads, eanok ou_Hikwn @nte pet`So[op],
“as for me, I am an image of the One Who Is.” This changes our basic understanding of the
nature of Jesus in the text. For the reader of AMC, Jesus would be seen to emanate from the
image of the pre-existent one, while in NHC he is the image of the pre-existent one. The above
statement is preceded in the NHC text by the comment [n]e[s]Soop` de an
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[e]a?i+_ei ebol, “She (femaleness) did not exist when I came forth,” showing that Jeus
emanated from the “One Who Is.” It is possible that the scribe made a mistake in copying and
changed one or the other copy. The AMC text is the earlier of the two, and as a consequence, I
would operate on the assumption that it takes precedence. While this is a minor semantic
difference between the two versions, the idea that Jesus is the image of the pre-existent one
reinforces the idea that he is second to this creative force in much the same way that we have
discussed James as being second to Jesus.
One troublesome element of the initial cosmology has to do with the figure of femaleness.
In AMC 10, 21-27 we have an initial discourse on “femaleness”:372
tmnts@Hime nesSoop` [pe] alla nesSoop` an
pe

J@n

n?Sor@p

astamio

nas

@nH??n?G?[om]

m@n

H@nnoute : petSo[op] Ge eFSoop J@n @nSor[p]
tm@ntsH@ime Hwws sSoop men alla J@n nSor@p
an?
“Femaleness,” she did exist. But, she did not pre-exist. She created powers and
gods for herself. The “One Who Is” pre-exists and femaleness exists but does not
pre-exist.

There are minor variations in the parallel text from Nag Hammadi that change and
recontextualize the relationship between Femaleness and Jesus. We see this in NHC 24, 27-31,
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She existed, “Femaleness.” But “Femaleness” was not first. And she created
powers and gods for herself. But she did not exist when I came forth from the
image of the “One Who Is.”
Wolf-Peter Funk has briefly explored the feminine element presented in the text, including the
reference later in the tractate to the seven women disciples (AMC 26, 4-7).
That the theme of “femininity” (or “femaleness”) plays an important part in the
Apocalypse of James has always been recognized; it marks indeed a kind of
thematic “trajectory” that can be traced all along the tractate.373
In a sense...“Femaleness” appears not only as an ontological category but also as
a hermeneutic principle of preliminary, imperfect revelation. Instead of simply
rejecting Old Testament prophecies, Jesus assigns to it a positive value in
carrying hidden messages. This line of thought culminates, after a brief deviation
into narrative about Jesus’ encounter with Adonaios during his descent to the
earth, in the explicit appropriation of the prophecy, stating that these seven spirits
were already there when he himself came down, among the people where “no
prophet spoke without these seven spirits, and those are the seven spirits who
proclaimed about me through the mouth of humans” (Tchacos 26:21-27). One
may suspect a certain link here to the typically Jewish-Christian motif of “female
prophecy” (as it occurs in the Pseudo-Clementines).374
With respect to the question of pre-existence, if one takes the text to imply that Jesus is
pre-existent with the “One Who Is,” then we can ascertain a relationship to the Johannine
understanding of Christology as seen in the Gospel of John 1, where the nature of Jesus is
described as “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was
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God. He was with God in the beginning” (NIV). In this context we can argue that the preexistence of Jesus is likely implied, and as with the Johannine Christology,375 there is the
implication that the female element, which would possibly be equated with the Holy Spirit,
would come into later existence.
Another possibility to consider with respect to the figures of Jesus, Femaleness, and the
concept of the image of God, is that the text, within a limited scope of cosmological speculation,
is making a veiled reference to the Jahwist and Elohist creation stories of Genesis 1 and 2. The
cosmology appears to conflate Genesis 1:27 (“So God created man in his own image, in the
image of God he created him; male and female he created them,” NIV) with the second account
of the creation of humanity in Genesis 2:4-27, which shows the initial creation of Adam (2:7)
followed by the creation of Eve (2:20-22). In this case, the first people created by the “One Who
Is” inhabit the spiritual realm rather than the created garden. This would explain the insistence
that Jesus was already in existence prior to the creation of femaleness.376
The necessity of the incarnation is explained in AMC 11, 1-3 with the statements :
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As for me, I have come from the image of the One Who Is, to show to you the
One Who Is. But I have also come to show you the image of the powers in order
that the children of the One Who Is should understand what belongs to them and
what does not belong to them.

This statement, though limited in its explanation, encapsulates the soteriological outlook
of the text that the purpose of the incarnation is to provide the necessary revelation (knowledge)
for the elect to find salvation. The limited cosmology of this opening section hints at, but does
not fully associate the mythology of our text with any particular system. The cosmology of the
text that is revealed in the initial discussion of the “One Who Is,” Jesus and Femaleness, does
not constitute a complete exposition of a cosmological system. With this in mind, we can say
that the presence of the elements describing the “One Who Is” in terms of negative theology,
serves to associate the text with a number of “Gnostic” systems. In particular, we might argue
that the particular negatively attributed elements point in the direction of a Valentinian
provenance for the text. This is further reinforced by the references to the “One Who Is” being
innumerable in AMC 12, 23-24, particularly with respect to the statement by Jesus that he has
made this number known. Numerology is an important element of the Marcosian Valentinian
system. Looking at the report in Irenaeus’ AH I,13,5, Jannes Reiling observes that this “gnosis is
imbued with a curious symbolism of letters, syllables and numbers which, to my knowledge, are
not found with other Gnostics. The origin of this symbolism has not yet been explained in a
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satisfactory way, indeed, it had not been thoroughly investigated either.”377 The important
element that pertains to our discussion is actually found in AH I.14.1, where Irenaeus elucidates
the Marcosian numerological understanding of God. It is here that we see an explanation of the
original emanation within Marcosian cosmology.
This Marcus, therefore, claimed that he alone is the matrix and receptacle of
Silence of Colorbasis, inasuch as he is Only-begotten. The seed that was
deposited in him he brought forth in the following manner. The most exalted
Tetrad came down to him from the invisible and unnameable regions in the shape
of a woman, since, as he says, the world could not have endured her masculine
nature. She revealed who she was and also the origin of all things. This she had
never before revealed to anyone whether of the gods or of men. To Marcus alone
she explained it as follows. When Father, who is without a father, unthinkable
and immaterial in substance, who is neither male nor female, first wished that the
unspeakable be spoken and the invisible be given form, he opened his mouth and
brought forth Word similar to himself. Word stood beside him and manifested to
him who he was, since he had appeared as the form of the invisible. The
enunciation of the name developed in the following manner. He [the Father]
pronounced the first word of his name, which is Beginning [Arkhē]; it was a
combination of four characters. He joined a second to it which was also a
combination of four characters. Next he pronounced the third; this consisted of
ten characters. And the combination that he pronounced after these had twelve
characters, so the pronunciation of the whole name consisted of thirty letters, but
four combinations. Each of the characters had its own letters, its own
impressions, its own pronunciation, shape, and images; and not one of them
[characters] perceives the form of that [combination] of which itself is a
character. Moreover, none knows its own [combination], nor does it know the
pronunciation even of its neighbor’s name. On the contrary, what it pronounces,
it does so as if it were pronouncing the whole; it believes that it names the whole.
For each of them, since it is a member of the whole, names its own sound as if it
were the whole; and they do not cease sounding until they come to the last letter
of the last character that pronounces itself alone. The restoraction of all things
will take place, he said, whenever all have descended upon the one letter, and
sound one and the same pronunciation. He supposes the Amen, which we pray in
unison, to be the image of this pronunciation. But the sounds, he claims, are those
377
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which formed the Aeon that is immaterial and ingenerate. They are likewise the
forms which see the fact Father unceasingly, which the Lord calls angels.378

There are obvious parallels to 1 Apoc. Jas. that can be drawn from the account of
Irenaeus. We note that the Father is described as “unthinkable” and “immaterial,” while the
Word is described as “unspeakable” and “invisible.” As we have seen, the cosmology of 1 Apoc.
Jas. employs similar terms of negative attribution in describing the “One Who Is.” With respect
to the idea of the “One Who Is” being innumerable in AMC 12, 23-24, Irenaeus’ account of the
Marcosian cosmology shows a clear concern for the expression of the deity within a
numerological system. 1 Apoc. Jas. presents a very limited version of its cosmology, possibly
due to its use by adherents who were already familiar with the larger cosmological speculations.
As a consequence, it is possible that the references in our text to the attributes and number of the
“One Who Is” may in fact refer to the Marcosian Father, though in a form that does not need to
be explicitly stated.

5.2. The Twelve and Seventy-Two Hebdomads
The description of the archons and the related hebdomads begins at AMC 12, 8-12, a
section of the text that is extremely fragmentary and virtually lost in the NHC text.
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Listen, the ones that I have brought with me from in [----] downward [-------]
rulers [-------] each one upon their own hebdomad

As a rare exception, the Nag Hammadi text is more complete throughout the description
of the twelve and seventy-two hebdomads.
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James said, “Rabbi, are there twelve Hebdomads and not seven as it exists n the
scripture?” The Lord said, “James, the one who spoke in the Scripture had an
understanding that was limited. But, as for me, I will reveal to you that which has
come forth from the one who has no number. I will give a sign concerning their
number. Concerning what has come forth from the one who has no measure. I
will give a sign concerning their measure.” James said, “Rabbi, I have received
their number. They are seventy-two measures.” The Lord said, “These ones are
the seventy-two heavens that are inferior (subordinate).Theses are the powers of
all their strength (might), and they have been established by them. And these are
the ones who were dispersed in (sent to) every place. They exist under the
authority of the twelve archons. The small (inferior) power among them brought
forth for herself angels and hosts without number.”
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Schoedel makes an argument for an interpretation of this passage based on his reading of
Leviticus 25:8 (LXX).
Only here does the expression “seven Hebdomads” occur in “Scripture.” This
passage is part of the discussion that has to do with the Sabbath years and the
year of Jubilee. It is, of course, impossible to say how a Gnostic may have read
this text in detail. But especially since the seventh year is regarded as a “year of
rest,” the connection with the days of creation would have been obvious, and the
prominence of the term “rest” in both contexts would have been suggestive to
any Gnostic who interpreted the final restoration of man in terms of “rest.” It is
probable, then, that the seven years were taken to symbolize the seven heavens
and that the “seven Hebdomads” of years were taken by some as subdivisions
within the Hebdomad. 379
With respect to the twelve hebdomads mentioned in the text, Schoedel goes on to say that
Since there is in this connection a reference to the “twelve,” who apparently have
something to do with the Hebdomad, we may conjecture that they constitute
twelve archons. This number was reached by multiplying six times two – that is,
there is a male-female pair in each of the six lower heavens. The fact that these
are twelve in number may have suggested the replacement of the seven by the
twelve so that each heaven might mirror the configuration of the six heavens as a
whole.380
Part of Schoedel’s argument for the six hebdomad model is based on a reading, which
we have mentioned, of Leviticus 25:8. He notes that this is the only place in Scripture where the
wording of “seven hebdomads” occurs. An initial problem with Schoedel’s argument has been
pointed out by Wolf-Peter Funk:
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Schoedel (…) mistakenly claimed that “only here [i.e. Lev. 25:8] does the
expression ‘seven hebdomads’ occur in ‘Scripture’.” As can be gathered from
any LXX concordance the expression also occurs in Lev 23:15 and Deut 16:9
[bis], without counting more marginal spaces such as Tob 2:1 and Theodotian’s
version of Dan 9:25. Apart from Daniel (messianic usage), all these passages
refer to the seven weeks leading up to the “Festival of Weeks,” with the
Pentateuch verses representing its foundation in the Law and the Tobit
occurrence a more fictional application of it.381

Disregarding the accuracy of Schoedel’s statement concerning the presence of seven
Hebdomads in “Scripture,” his argument is based on the fact that the passage in question is
concerned with the Jubilee year. As such, he understands the seventy-two hebdomads in our text
to be the result of the twelve being multiplied by six, meaning the six active years and not
counting the jubilee year (he also notes the six active days of creation).382 Additionally, Shoedel
notes that in Marcosian practice,
Marcus regards the number six as “a power of creation and regeneration”
(Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. I.14.6), because man was created on the sixth day and
because Jesus was crucified in the sixth hour of the sixth day, bringing about a
regeneration of the first man. All this is taken to support the thesis that Jesus
himself was “six” (for Jesus went up to the mount of transfiguration “after six
days” and became “six” when two other – Moses and Elijah – were added to
Jesus himself along with Peter, James and John).383

It is likely, in my estimation, that Schoedel is overcomplicating the interpretation of the
“twelve” and “seventy-two” based on various numerological and astrological calculations.
Instead, I would posit, given that the text has a strong association with Jewish apocalyptic and
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pseudepigraphal literature, as well as a grounding in apostolic tradition (as argued in chapters
three and four), that there is a somewhat simpler solution that can be arrived at intertextually. It
is more likely that the author of our text is basing the numbers in question on human beings
rather than on a complex numerological calculation (though that is not necessarily an
impossibility). With this in mind, the numbers twelve and seventy-two have obvious cognates
that would have been known in both the Judaism and the Christianity of the time.
The use of twelve is not necessarily a product of six pairings within the heavens as
Schoedel has argued.384 Instead, the number twelve is probably meant to signify a combination
of the twelve apostles and either the twelve patriarchs of Israel or the twelve eponymous tribes
of Israel. The number seventy-two requires somewhat more explanation. It is directly related to
the context of the twelve apostles and the twelve tribes of Israel. In a Jewish context we know
that Moses appointed seventy elders to help with matters of administration in Numbers 11:1625.
The Lord said to Moses: “Bring me seventy of Israel’s elders who are known to
you as leaders and officials among the people. Have them come to the tent of
meeting, that they may stand there with you. I will come down and speak with
you there, and I will take some of the power of the Spirit that is on you and put it
on them. They will share the burden of the people with you so that you will not
have to carry it alone. “Tell the people: ‘Consecrate yourselves in preparation for
tomorrow, when you will eat meat. The Lord heard you when you wailed, “If
only we had meat to eat! We were better off in Egypt!” Now the Lord will give
you meat, and you will eat it. You will not eat it for just one day, or two days, or
five, ten or twenty days, but for a whole month—until it comes out of your
nostrils and you loathe it—because you have rejected the Lord, who is among
you, and have wailed before him, saying, “Why did we ever leave Egypt?” But
Moses said, “Here I am among six hundred thousand men on foot, and you say, ‘I
will give them meat to eat for a whole month!’ Would they have enough if flocks
and herds were slaughtered for them? Would they have enough if all the fish in
384
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the sea were caught for them?” The Lord answered Moses, “Is the Lord’s arm too
short? Now you will see whether or not what I say will come true for you.” So
Moses went out and told the people what the Lord had said. He brought together
seventy of their elders and had them stand around the tent. Then the Lord came
down in the cloud and spoke with him, and he took some of the power of the
Spirit that was on him and put it on the seventy elders. When the Spirit rested on
them, they prophesied—but did not do so again (NIV).
We should note though, that the true number of those appointed, or in this case chosen
by God, is not seventy. Following the above passage, in Numbers 11:26-30 we read:
However, two men, whose names were Eldad and Medad, had remained in the
camp. They were listed among the elders, but did not go out to the tent. Yet the
Spirit also rested on them, and they prophesied in the camp. A young man ran
and told Moses, “Eldad and Medad are prophesying in the camp.” Joshua son of
Nun, who had been Moses’ aide since youth, spoke up and said, “Moses, my
lord, stop them!” But Moses replied, “Are you jealous for my sake? I wish that
all the Lord’s people were prophets and that the Lord would put his Spirit on
them!” Then Moses and the elders of Israel returned to the camp (NIV).
The true number of elders appointed by God is seventy-two, which corresponds with the number
of Hebdomads present in our text.
In the Gospel of Luke we see a direct parallel to this in the appointing of the seventy in
a missionary capacity. In a number of early variants, which have been taken up in translations
such as the NIV, the number given is actually seventy-two. James M. Scott has explored the
confusion over the numbers seventy and seventy-two at some length, noting that in the Gospel
of Luke, “there is a strong possibility that, as in manuscript N (sixth century CE) and Irenaeus
(ca.130-202 CE), the original Lukan genealogy contained exclusively only 72 names from Jesus
to Adam.”385 What this means is that the appointing of the twelve and the seventy-two by Jesus
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should be understood as showing a parallel to the twelve tribes and the appointing of the
seventy-two elders by Moses in Numbers.386 Funk argues in favour of categorizing the twelve
and seventy-two in relation to the apostles and disciples, noting that the text emphasizes that the
number refers to “twin partners”:
“[T]he seventy-two twin partners” can only refer to the group of “lesser
disciples” sent out by Jesus according to Luke 10:1, where “seventy-two” was a
wide-spread textual variant beside “seventy,” both in the transmission of the
Luke text and in Patristic literature. Since these “lesser disciples” are said to be
sent out “two by two” in the gospel text, they can aptly be designated as “twins”
or “consorts.” Both groups together can be seen to symbolize the entirety of the
Christian mission effort as authorized by the pre-Easter Jesus in the canonical
literature. And “mission” easily translates into “transmission” of the revelation –
right and wrong – in the context of a writing where this gradually unfolds as one
of the central issues.387

While I agree with Funk, particularly with respect to the question of revelation in
relation to these figures, due to the over-arching concern with Judaism that is evidenced within
the text, I would argue that we have to take into account both the apostolic and Mosaic
understanding of the twelve and seventy-two.
The division between the twelve and the seventy-two is further emphasized in AMC 13,
4-9.

interpretation of the lineage which he understands to show a continuity between the generations to Jesus and the
nations of the world. That being said, Scott argues for the possibility that Luke shows seventy-two disciples being
commissioned to correspond to the table of the nations.
386

We should note that the appointing of the seventy-two immediately follows Jesus dispatching the twelve in Luke

9. Another remote possibility is that the reference to the number seventy-two refers to the number of translators
who are said to have worked on the Septuagint.
387

Funk, “The Significance of the Tchacos Codex,” 527.

198
peJaF

Je?

e?[t]@nHhtou

.
:

e

peS

netnaau

!ob
[de]

nouranos
eroou

@nShm

ne

et@mp[S]w?i+ nai+ etere @ppolos thr[@F>>]>

@nGom

w[H@]e?

r?a?t@F !Hitootou
He said, “These are388 the seventy-two small (inferior) heavens that are amongst
them. But the ones that are greater (larger) than them are the powers that are
above. The ones through which the axis of everything (i.e., the universe) is
established.

We must also consider the possibility that the text is literally referring to heavens and not
to human beings. In our text James asks about the Hebdomads in AMC 12, 14-17, saying:
!Hrabbei] mnt[!ib] @nHeb[domas ne auw] saSFe an
ne : k[ata qe e]te ounta@nF H@n tegrafh
Rabbi, so there are twelve hebdomads and not seven as in the Scripture?

Jesus replies in AMC 12, 18-21,
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Jesus said: “The one who spoke through this scripture reported only that which
he was able to know.”
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Ptolemy’s version of the gnostic myth known from Irenaeus AH 1.1.1-1.8.5 includes
both the lower Sophia Achamoth and a cosmology of seven heavens. 389 In Ptolemy’s myth it is
the craftsman, the demiurge who creates the seven heavens and resides above them. It is
possible that our text is representative of the differing factions within Valentinianism, and thus
exposes a critique of the myth put forth by the teacher Ptolemy.
The numbers seven and twelve find ready cognates in native Egyptian post-mortem
mythology. In fact, there is a long history of post-mortem journeys involving the use of
necessary formulas and knowledge found among Egyptian texts that both predate and are
comtemporaneous with Jewish and Christian ascent narratives. E.A. Wallis Budge, in his
discussion of the Story of Khāmuas and His Son Sa-Asar, which is preserved on two papyri
dated to the years 46-47 CE (year seven of the reign of Claudius), shows that the protagonist
and his miraculously born son pass through seven halls, the seventh of which contains the
throne of Osiris.390 This seven-fold division is also seen in the Book of the Dead, chapter 144,
and parallels the division seen in the aforementioned tale.391 We also see a twelve-fold division
of the underworld that Ra travels through at night in the Book of Am-Tuat and the Book of the
Gates. In both of these instances Ra (or another traveller) passes through a twelve-fold
underworld that is equated with twelve hours. We see a primary difference in that the Book of
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the Gates includes a serpent guardian at each gate.392 We should be careful to remember,
though, that this is a descent through the underworld rather than an ascent. While this is not an
exhaustive overview of the possibly relevant Egyptian mythology, it is enough to say that the
division of the spiritual realm as seen in our text is not alien to Egyptian culture and mythology
and, as such, the possible influence of native Egyptian mythology should not be dismissed.393
In a context more closely associated with Judaism, we see the concept of seven heavens
as dominant in late antiquity.394 The seven heaven typology, as it appears in Judaism and
Christianity, is extensively problematized by Adela Yarbro Collins.395 She argues, fairly
conclusively, that the use of the seven heavens finds its genesis in relation to interactions with
Babylonian culture. However, due to the heavens not being strictly, or predominantly,
associated with the planets, she argues that the most important association would be with
Babylonian magic.396 The seven-fold division of the heavens can be found within a number of
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texts, including the Ascension of Isaiah (chapters 7 and 8), which shows an ascent through the
seven heavens, as well as recension A (short) of 2 Enoch. Daniel Harlow has noted that “the
earliest evidence in Judaism and Christianity for the idea of seven heavens comes from the
Testament of Levi and the Ascension of Isaiah,”397 while Philip Alexander reminds us that the
“tradition of seven heavens is almost universal in classic rabbinic literature… in the Merkabah
texts… and in texts of the Ma‘aśeh Bere’šit tradition.”398 Even so, Jan Bremmer notes that
in the Jewish writings from the turn of the Christian era the number of heavens
was not fixed. We find three, five, and seven in the well-known apocalypses,
from 2 Enoch to the Testament of Abraham… and such layering must have been
familiar enough for Paul to refer to it in his Second Letter to the Corinthians
(12.1-4) without further explanation.399

This is also noted by Daniel Harlow who is arguing against a five heaven cosmology in 3
Baruch:
There is indeed great variety in the number of heavens envisaged in early Jewish
and Christian texts, but nowhere does this variety accommodate the number five.
The number varies from one, three, seven, eight, ten, seventy-two, 365, to the
incredibly high 955.400
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This is echoed by Alexander who, while supporting the dominance of the seven heaven
cosmology, does allow that
other views are occasionally found. Thus Hagigah 12b records an opinion that
there are only 2 heavens, while Midraš Tehillim 114:2…states that some held that
there are three. Within the Merkabah tradition itself speculation arose as to the
possibility of heavens beyond the seventh. An eighth was postulated on the basis
of the reference in Ezekiel 1:22 to a firmament above the heads of the creatures
(b. Hag 13a). Most extreme was the view that there are 955 heavens above the
seventh.

The seven heaven typology is clearly shown in the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs,
in particular the Testament of Levi, which in chapter one shows a cosmology of seven heavens
(followed in chapter three with the parallel of seven angels).401 The seven heaven cosmology is
further explored in 3 Enoch. The cosmology attested in 3 Enoch is complex and the final
redaction of the text is late for our purposes (fith-sixth century CE).402 Even so, it contains
traditions that far predate its final redaction. Of particular importance is a reference to the
seventy-two princes of kingdoms (18:3; 30:2), who are shown to exist in the angelic hierarchy.
This is a prime example of the use of the seven and seventy-two in relation to the divine powers
in late antiquity. While it is impossible to show a correlation between this text and 1 Apoc. Jas.,
it will suffice to say that they existed in the same larger world of ideas. The importance lies in
the fact that while our text shows a shift from seven to twelve, coupled with the number
401
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seventy-two, there is sufficient precedent in other texts and traditions to necessitate an
explanation for this shift.
Looking forward to the post-passion revelatory sequence, the Al Minya version solidifies
our association between the twelve hebdomads and the twelve apostles.
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Look James, I have revealed to you, who myself and the Pre-Existent One are,
and the type of the twelve disciples, and the seventy-two companions, and
Achamoth, the female, who is interpreted as Sophia (Wisdom).

In this passage, we see definitively that the text understands the twelve and seventy-two
to be associated with the apostles and other disciples, who act in a missionary capacity, as
enumerated in Luke (9:1-6; 10:1-17). In consideration of the relevance of apostolic authority in
the text and the likely association of the figures in the lineage of descent with Thaddaeus and
Nathanael, it is possible that the text is not really disparaging the twelve and seventy-two
Hebdomads. Both copies of the text are somewhat unclear at this point in the narrative, and
previous interpretations of the Hebdomads have been speculative at best. The association shown
within the text between the archons and the twelve and seventy-two Hebdomads makes it likely
that they are meant to represent figures who were considered to be authoritative, and yet whose
authority is being questioned or overturned in the text. As we have seen with respect to the
lineage in chapter four, the text embraces certain figures who have a connection to apostolic
Christianity. Thus, a negative characterization of the apostles does not necessarily preclude the
text from positing authority based on an alternative line of apostolicity.
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At this point, it is important to note the contrast that we perceive in the text between the
number of Hebdomads referred to in the pre-passion revelation and the cosmology of ascent that
is elucidated in the post-passion revelation. In the pre-passion revelation we have a cosmology
of twelve and seventy-two Hebdomads, which are likely to be understood symbolically. The
only critique of this is that the clarification of twelve versus seven heavens leads to the
conclusion that the author did understand the universe to be tiered in its ordering. This is not
explicitely supported by the post-passion revelation, where the soul ascends through the toll
collectors but does not seem to be shown any other type of tiering within the cosmos.
Returning to the overall question of whether or not the cosmology can be understood as
Valentinian, we have to remember that what we refer to as the Valentinian movement was by no
means unified. The available sources tell us that there were many different Valentinian teachers
who each had their own views and theological understanding. Pearson makes the relevant point
that “it should be added that there is evidence of intra-Valentinian discussions and debates, and
Valentinian teachers often disagreed with one another on various points in terms of doctrine and
practice.”403 The above cited cosmology includes elements of a variety of differing Valentinian
systems used in a syncretic manner. These include, at the very least, elements of the teachings of
groups associated with Ptolemy and Marcus. This being said, it would be short-sighted to
preclude an association with a basic Valentinian worldview based on the limitations of a
syncretic cosmology that may have been established based on the teachings of more than one
Valentinian movement.
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5.3. Post-Passion Revelation – Ascent Narrative
The post-mortem ascent narrative is extremely fragmentary in NHC V, but is virtually
complete with some lacunae in the AMC version of the text. Some important work has been
done on the various elements present within the ascent narrative by Einar Thomassen,404 as well
as Antti Marjanen.405 Thomassen’s work, in particular, has changed how we view the material
by positing that the ascent narrative uses a formula for ascent previously thought to have come
from Valentinian sources, but that can be shown to find its origins in Orphism. As such, for
Thomassen the text presents an Orphic ascent. I will counter and expand upon Thomassen’s
argument, instead showing that, yes, the formula is Orphic in origin, but that its form,
circumstances, and purpose are perfectly typical of Jewish, Christian, and even Egyptian texts
that were circulating in antiquity and late antiquity, including the Valentinian ones.
In order to properly contextualize the ascent narrative within the larger thought world
presented by Jewish and Christian texts, I look at the intertextual relationship between the ascent
pattern presented in the text and other Jewish and Christian literature that incorporated in their
narratives both ascension and elevation. I should clarify that I draw a distinction between the
two terms “ascension” and “elevation” in this context. The term “ascension” I refer to an ascent
wherein the individual ascends through their own devices. In contrast, the term “elevation”
implies a passive ascension wherein the individual (whether in or out of the body) is elevated by
another power. We see very similar patterns of ascent in other “gnostic” texts such as the
Apocalypse of Paul and the Gospel of Mary, which show a clear intertextual relationship with
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the First Apocalypse of James in relation to a number of elements, including the invocation of
formulas on the part of the soul and the presence of menacing figures who try to thwart the
advance of the individual to the upper realm. To this we must also add the traditions of elevation
such as that described by Paul in 2 Corinthians 12, and the elevation and deification of Enoch in
1 and 2 Enoch.
Jesus teaches James a question and answer formula that will help him bypass, first, a
guardian and, second, a group of three toll collectors (τελῶναι) who steal souls. This kind of
question and answer formula can be found in Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses I.21,5, and
Epiphanius, Panarion, 36.3,4-5. Irenaeus refers to this formula as part of a Marcosian
(Valentinian) ritual for the dying. The ritual also involves pouring oil and water over the head of
the dying persons and saying invocations over them.406
The presence of the toll collectors in the text has led Einar Thomassen to question
whether or not the text is Valentinian.407 There are, however, similar ascents and question and
answer formulas found in other “Gnostic” texts. The Apocalypse of Paul (NHC V, 2) is
particularly significant to our understanding of how the ascent was understood by the readers of
the First Apocalypse of James in Nag Hammadi Codex V, as it contains a similar ascent
narrative and immediately precedes our text in the codex.408 The Gospel of Mary (BG 8502 1)
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also contains an ascent and instructions for how the soul might escape from the archons who
attempt to trap the soul in matter. Unfortunately, the Gospel of Mary is very fragmentary and
cannot help us determine a classification for James, except to say that both of these texts may be
termed as either anti-Petrine or counter-apostolic in the sense that they present an alternative to
the orthodox myth of a monolithic church founded by Peter or Paul.409 The Gospel of Mary
should not be discounted in relation to the ascent narrative itself though. In relation to our earlier
discussion of the twelve versus seven hebdomads, it is important to note that the ascent in the
Gospel of Mary shows the invocation of formulas to pass three guardian figures, one of whom is
given seven names and attributes. In addition to the aforementioned texts, Pierluigi Piovanelli
has noted that the newly published fragments of the Book of Allogenes from the Al Minya
Codex contain an ascent that parallels the narrative in the Gospel of Mary.410
The ascent as described in 1 Apoc. Jas. and the Gospel of Mary is not typical of the
“proto-orthodox” communities of the period, which, from canonical sources, appear to place
more emphasis on mystical visionary ascent prior to death,411 nor does the pattern fit cleanly
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within what we know of Valentinian theology.412 Thomassen has put forth the alternate
possibility that the ascent contained in the text might have been influenced by the Orphic
mystery cults.413 A possible link can be found between the type of instructions found in this text
and the Orphic gold tablets, documents placed in tombs to serve as instructions for the deceased
in the afterlife.414 For example, one of these tablets reads
I am a child of Earth and Starry Sky, but my race is heavenly. You yourselves
know this. I am parched with thirst and am dying, but quickly grant me cold
water flowing from the lake of memory.415
Though the mythology is quite different, Thomassen has argued that the instructions for the
deceased displayed in 1 Apoc. Jas. quite possibly come from an independently circulated source,
possibly a text whose funerary function was similar to that of the Orphic tablets.416 Dunderberg
agrees with the Orphic provenance of the formula that appears as Marcosian in the work of
Irenaeus and as part of the instructions for ascent in 1 Apoc. Jas. In Dunderberg’s view, though,
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the formula may also be linked to a sequence that is present in the Gospel of Thomas 50. He
notes that
it is possible that the Valentinian instruction in the (First) Apocalypse of James
and Irenaeus are based upon this tradition of Jesus’ sayings. This possibility,
however, is impossible to confirm, since there are also other similar instructions,
above all those of Orphic origin.417
Regardless of the ultimate origin, Dunderberg views the formula in question, as well as the
similar attestation on the epitaph of Flavia Sophe, which Thomassen discusses, as undoubtedly
Valentinian, to be associated with the Marcosian ritual of redemption.418
In addition to the Orphic material, the concept of guardians who steal or subvert
ascending souls is also extant in a number of other texts and contexts. A very similar type of
question and response formula is related by Epiphanius in Panarion I.26.13,2.
They cite a fictitious Gospel in the name of the holy disciple Philip, as follows.
“The Lord hath shown me what my soul must say on its ascent to heaven, and
how it must answer each of the powers on high. ‘I have recognized myself,’ it
saith, ‘and gathered myself from every quarter, and have sown no children for the
archon. But I have pulled up his roots, and gathered my scattered members, and I
know who thou art. For I,’ it saith, ‘am of those on high’” and so, they say, it is
set free. But if it turns out to have fathered a son, it is detained below until it can
take its own children up and restore them to itself.419
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As with the Orphic ascent and the ascent in 1 Apoc. Jas., this formula is based largely on
the soul’s recognition of its own nature and a declaration of purity/righteousness. The exact
formula that we see in this passage is not extant in the Gospel of Philip (NHC II, 3)420 from Nag
Hammadi. Even so, the overarching theme of transgressive sexuality that Ephiphanius cites,
though in a distorted manner, is a concern of the text. This is particularly evident with respect to
the question of subversion on the part of both male and female demons who cannot act against
men and women who are married. This element appears in the midst of discourse on marriage in
the Gospel of Philip at 65.2-66.4.
The forms of evil spirit include male ones and female ones. The males are they
that unite with the souls which inhabit a female form, but the females are they
which are mingled with those in a male form, through one who was disobedient.
And none shall be able to escape them since they detain him if he does not
receive a male power or a female power, the bridegroom and the bride. – One
receives them from the mirrored bridal chamber. – When the wanton women see
a male sitting alone, they leap down on him and play with him and defile him. So
also the lecherous men, when they see a beautiful woman sitting alone, they
persuade her and compel her, wishing to defile her. But if they see the man and
his wife sitting beside one another, the female cannot come in to the man, nor can
the male come in to the woman. So if the image and the angel are united with one
another, neither can any venture to go in to the man or the woman. He who
comes out of the world and so can no longer be detained on the grounds that he
was in the world evidently is above the desire of the […] and fear. He is master
over […]. He is superior to envy. If […] comes, they sieze him and throttle [him].
And how will [this one] be able to escape the [great…] powers? How will he be
able to […] There are some [who say], “We are faithful,” in order that […the

for when oft, in dreaming dreams, thou wert voided by the discharge usual of bodies, it was I that received the
seeds of thee and bare thee sons.’ ”
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unclean spirits] and the demons. For is they had the holy spirit, no unclean spirit
would cleave to them. 421
What we do see in the text, while not an explicit formula, is a threat to those who are
ascending, but in this case, a threat that is concretely based on the text’s understanding of sexual
immorality. Even without the formula, the Gospel of Philip shows similar pre-requisites for the
ascent of the soul, which are based on control of what would be interpreted as baser inclinations.
None of this shows a conclusive relationship between 1 Apoc. Jas. and the Gospel of Philip,
though both share strong affinities with Valentinianism. It is possible that Ephiphanius might
have known an independent attestation of the Gospel of Philip that included an expansion on the
ascent that is closer to what we see in 1 Apoc. Jas.
2 Enoch, both shorter and longer recensions, shows in chapter 10 (the ascent to the
“Northern” or the “third Heaven”) a place which has been prepared for those who do not glorify
God. Of particular note is 10:5 which describes the inhabitants thusly:
This place, Enoch, has been prepared for those who practice godless uncleanness
on the earth, who perform witchcraft and enchantments, and who boast about
their deeds. They steal souls secretly.422
We also see a parallel to the toll collectors of our text in 3 Enoch, specifically with
respect to the inaccessible nature of divinity. According to Alexander,
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God is represented as being well-nigh inaccessible to man. His throne stands in
the innermost of the seven concentric palaces and the way to it is barred by fierce
guardian angels at the gate of each palace. Not only the gatekeepers but the
angels in general are opposed to man (3En 1:6-7; 2:2; 5:10; 6:2; 15B:2). These
hostile angels form a protective circle round God’s throne; in a sense they are
hypostatizations of his holiness.423
The idea of angels or divine beings who abduct souls and cast them down can also be seen
in chapter four (1-10) of the Apocalypse of Zephaniah.
Then I walked with the angel of the Lord. I looked before me and I saw a place
there. Thousands of thousands and myriads of myriads of angels entered through
it. Their faces were like a leopard, their tusks being outside their mouth like the
wild boars. Their eyes were mixed with blood. Their hair was loose like the hair
of women, and fiery scourges were in their hands. When I saw them, I was afraid.
I said to that angel who walked with me. “Of what sort are these?” He said to me,
“These are the servants of all creation who come to the souls of ungodly men and
bring them and leave them in this place. They spend three days going around
with them in the air before they bring them and cast them into their eternal
punishment.” I said, “I beseech you, O Lord, don’t give them authority to come
to me.” The angel said, “Don’t fear. I will not permit them to come to you
because you are pure before the Lord. I will not permit them to come to you
because the Lord Almighty sent me to you because you are pure before him.”
Then he beckoned to them, and they withdrew themselves and they ran from
me.424
There are obvious differences between this passage and the type of ascent that we have
been discussing. We should notice that unlike the ascent in 1 Apoc Jas., the interaction with the
angels is mediated by the angel of the Lord who accompanies Zephaniah. As well, there is no
formula for bypassing these figures that is expressed within the text. There are, however, a
number of soteriological constants that come into play. The most important of these is the
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assurance that Zephaniah will not be harmed on account of his being pure and righteous. In
addition, we see something that is reminiscent of the toll collectors becoming disturbed in 1
Apoc. Jas. (NHC V, 3 35, 18-24), in the last line of the passage (4, 10), which tells us that “they
withdrew themselves and they ran from me,” implying that the angels were afraid of someone
who was pure. The idea of the angels acting as guardians of the higher realm is shown preceding
this at the end of chapter 3 (vv. 5-9), which describes the angels who guard the gate of Heaven
and who write down people’s sins. O.S. Wintermute has posited, based on internal evidence,
that the text should be dated prior to the fall of Jerusalem in 70 CE. 425 Wintermute also argues
that there is no Christian evidence in the text and, as a consequence, the author was Jewish.426
For our purposes, this text helps us situate the elements of the toll collectors, and the issue of
purity for the ascending soul, within 1 Apoc. Jas., as being, if not normative, then at least,
present and attested within the Judaism of the first centuries of the common era.
The concept of judgment and peril of the soul is also native within an Egyptian context
and, as such, should not be understood as anomalous within our text. The Book of the Dead
(Coming Forth By Day), a magical text used in a funerary context, contains explicit and lengthy
instructions for what the soul is to say to the gods. Of particular interest is chapter 125, which
begins with a declaration of the innocence of the soul, followed by a list of sins that the soul has
not committed, and an address to the gods. Following this declaration and address, the text
shows that the soul will undergo two interrogations and gives the necessary formula of
responses that the soul must invoke.
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The First Interrogation. “Let him come,” they say to me, “Who are you?” they
say to me, “What is your name?” they say to me. “I am the stalk of the papyrus,
He-who-is-in-the-moringa is my name.” “Where have you passed by?” they say
to me, “I have passed by the town north of the moringa.” “What have you seen
there?” “The leg and the thigh.” “What did you say to them?” “I have witnessed
the acclaim in the land of the Fenkhu.” “What did they give you?” “A firebrand
and a faience column.” “What did you do with them?” “I buried them on the
shore of the pool Maaty, at the time of the evening meal.” What did you find
there on the shore of the pool Maarty?” “A scepter of flint whose name is
‘Breath-giver’.” “What did you do to the firebrand and the faience column, when
you had buried them?” “I lamented over them, I took them up, I extinguished the
fire, I broke the column, threw it in the pool.” Come then, enter the gate of this
hall of the Two Truths, for you know us.”
The Second Interrogation. “I shall not let you enter through me,” Says the beam
of this gate “Unless you tell my name.” ‘“Plummet-of-the-Place-of-Truth’ is your
name.” “I shall not let you enter through me,” says the right leaf of this gate.
“Unless you tell my name.” “‘Scale-pan-that-carries-maat’ is your name.” “I shall
not let you enter through me,” Says the left leaf of this gate, “Unless you tell my
name.” “‘Scale-pan-of-wine’ is your name.” “I shall note let you pass over me,”
Says the threshold of this gate, “Unless you tell my name.” “‘Ox-of-Geb’ is your
name.” “I shall not open for you,” Says the bolt of this gate, “Unless you tell my
name.” “‘Toe-of-his-mother’ is your name.” “I shall not open for you” says the
bolt-clasp of this gate, “Unless you tell my name.” ‘“Eye-of-Sobk-Lord-ofBakhu’ is your name.” “I shall note open for you, I shall not let you enter by me,”
says the keeper of this gate, “Unless you tell my name.” “‘Breast-of-Shy-givenhim-to-guard-Osiris’ is your name.” “We shall not let you pass over us,” say the
cross timbers, “unless you tell our name.” “‘Offspring-of-Renenutet’ is your
name.” “You know us, pass over us.” “You shall not tread upon me,” says the
floor of this hall. “Why not, since I am pure?” “Because we do not know your
feet, with which you will tread on us; Tell them to me.” “Who-enters-before-Min;
is the name of my right foot.” “Wnpt-of-Nephthys’ is the name of my left foot.”
“Tread upon us, since you know us.” “I shall not announce you,” says the guard
of the hall, “unless you tell my name.” “Knower-of-hearts Examiner-of-bellies’ is
your name.” “To which god present shall I announce you?” “Tell it to the
Interpreter of the Two-Lands.” “Who is the Interpreter of the Two Lands?” “It is
Thoth.” “Come,” says Thoth, “why have you come?” “I have come here to
report.” “What is your condition?” “I am free of all wrongdoing, I avoided the
strife of those in their day, I am not one of them.” “To whom shall I announce
you?” “To him whose roof is on fire, whose walls are living cobras, the floor of
whose house is in the flood.” “Who is he?” “He is Osiris.” “Proceed, you are
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announced, the Eye is your bread, the Eye is your beer, the Eye is your offering
on earth,” So says he to me.427
While there are obvious differences, primarily with respect to the overall aspect of the
guardians, who in this passage do not seem to be openly hostile, there are nonetheless important
points of contact. The most important element is that there exists in Egypt, prior to the
development of Christianity, a tradition of formulaic invocations within a post-mortem setting.
These include familiar elements, such as the negation of wrongdoing, a declaration of purity,
and the requirement of knowledge in order to pass the guardians. In its extant Egyptian context,
the ascent narrative in the text, particularly the recitation of formulas for successful transition in
the afterlife, is not an anomaly. Regardless of the source of our text’s formulas, we see that in
the Book of the Dead the deceased does speak a formula so as not to have his soul devoured.
Returning to the Gospel of Mary, we note that there are four figures to be passed in the
ascent with a formula being recited that is similar in meaning, if not exact form, to that which is
present in the First Apocalypse of James. The ascent of the soul is only found in the extant
portions of BG 8502 (9.1-29).
And Desire said, ‘I did not see you go down, yet now I see you go up. So why do
you lie since you belong to me?’ The soul answered, ‘I saw you. You did not see
me nor did you know me. You mistook the garment I wore for my true self. And
you did not recognize me.’ “After it had said these things, it left rejoicing
greatly.” “Again, it came to the third Power, which is called ‘Ignorance.’ It
examined the soul closely, saying, ‘Where are you going? You are bound by
wickedness. Indeed you are bound! Do not judge!’ “And the soul said, ‘Why do
you judge me, since I have not passed judgement? I have been bound, but I have
not bound anything. They did not recognize me, but I have recognized that the
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universe is to be dissolved, both the things of earth and those of heaven.’ “When
the soul had brought the third Power to naught, it went upward and saw the fourth
Power. It had seven forms. The first form is darkness; the second is desire; the
third is ignorance; the fourth is zeal for death; the fifth is the realm of the flesh;
the sixth is the foolish wisdom of the flesh; the seventh is the wisdom of the
wrathful person. There are the seven Powers of Wrath. They interrogated the
soul, ‘Where are you coming from, human-killer, and where are you going,
space-conquerer?’ The soul replied, saying, ‘What binds me has been slain and
what surrounds me has been destroyed, and my desire has been brought to an
end, and ignorance has died. In a world, I was set loose form a world and in a
type, from a type which is above, and from the chain of forgetfulness which
exists in time. From this hour on, for the time of the due season of the aeon I will
receive rest in silence.’428
As with many of the other texts in question, the powers are associated with negative elements of
transgressive sexuality, purity, and self-knowledge.
In the end, what sets our formula for ascent apart from those present in the other texts
that we have discussed is the expectation placed upon the soul by the powers that it encounters.
In most of the texts in question there is an expectation that the soul is allowed, or is able, to
ascend based on the verbalization of some internalized knowledge of their own identity and that
of the various powers encountered. Most of these texts also operate on the underlying
soteriological condition that the soul is pure or without sin. We have seen that this is the case in
the Egyptian (the Book of the Dead), as well as the Jewish pseudepigraphal (2 Enoch, Testament
of Abraham) and Gnostic (Apocalypse of Paul, Gospel of Mary) contexts. At first glance, what
appears to set our text apart is the fact that there is no overt statement concerning the purity of
the soul, nor does there appear to be a sense of judgment.
With respect to the formula, King argues that
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here the toll-collectors are clearly malevolent thieves who steal souls. But the
questions they ask only demand that James know his true identity and place of
origin. Knowledge is sufficient to escape their attacks. His moral condition is not
an issue, and there is no hint of judgment for sins.429
This is, however, a too impressionistic conclusion, as the purity and worth of James have
already been established throughout the text. It might be considered superfluous to make further
comments since, as we have established, one of the reasons that James would have been chosen
as protagonist is based on his purity and righteousness. Hence, judgement in the text takes place,
but James is deemed as being fit for ascent by Jesus.
Overall, in the texts and related material that we have discussed concerning the ascent
and guardians/toll collectors, we can say that 1 Apoc. Jas. is relatively normative within the
contexts that we would most readily associate it with. The concept of divine beings who hinder,
thwart, or question souls, while guarding passage through the afterlife, is intertextually
widespread in Hellenistic (particularly Hermetic), Egyptian, and Judeo-Christian contexts.
While the use of knowledge, or a formula, for bypassing the guardians is not always present, it
is not anomalous within 1 Apoc. Jas. Moreover, 1 Apoc. Jas. contains the element of purity, or
righteousness, which, while not a factor in the Orphic formula, acts as a constant in Egyptian,
Jewish, and Christian texts containing the “guardian” angels. Knowing the diversity that is
attested within Valentinian systems, it would be short-sighted to exclude our text. Rather, we
should consider the possibility that the earlier understanding of the text as containing Marcosian
elements might stand if only because we cannot conclusively separate the text from that context.
Thomassen has argued for the exclusion of the text based on the lack of characteristic
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Valentinian elements and the inclusion of elements which he understands as being overtly tied
to Orphism. We have seen, however, that the cosmology of the text is very limited (probably
intended for those already initiated) and biased toward a particular argument. We have also
noted that, while the particular formula is related to Orphic thought, the underlying elements
with respect to the ascending soul and the guardians are common within a number of settings
which would have been extant to, and contemporary with, the author(s) of the text.430 As well,
the seemingly overarching acceptance and appropriation of particularly Jewish textual traditions
does fit within a Valentinian context which does not betray the anti-Jewish bias characteristic of
Sethian Gnosticism. Keeping this in mind we cannot make a feasible argument from absentia
and as such the group provenance of the text remains ambiguous.
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5.4. The Seven Spirits, and the Six Women who are Disciples
The final element present in the ascent narrative and the discussion of the cosmology that
we need to scrutinize are the spirits and women whom James inquiries about. Following directly
on the lineage of Addai in the second main revelatory sequence, James enquires concerning
seven women who have become the disciples of Jesus.
eti TnaSine @mmok` epai+ : nim ne Ts@zFe nsHime
ntar

maqhteue

nek`

auw

nai+

se@r

makarize

@mmau @nGi @genea throu : auw anok T@r moi+He Je
euH@n nagGion nGwb auw auGine nHnGom mn H@nai
sqhsis (AMC 25, 17-21).
Yet I will ask you concerning this thing. Who are the seven women who have
come to be your disciples and who are blessed by all of the generations? And I
am amazed that they are in weak vessels and have found powers and perceptions.

Jesus goes on to describe these seven women as “seven spirits” in AMC 26, 7-11.
ou!p!na nsofia H[i] m[@nt]sabe : ou!p!na nsoJn?[e]
[Hi] G?[o]m : ou!p?!n?a? [n]nous Hi soo[une] ou!p?!na
nHote
A spirit of wisdom and insight, a spirit of counsel and strength, a spirit of
understanding and knowledge, a spirit of fear.

Another important point of comparison can now be made to the ascent narrative in the
Gospel of Mary. In that text we see that the spirit ascends past three archons before arriving at a
fourth power in seven forms. We see a parallel form to the ascent in our narrative in that Jesus
describes three toll collectors before James initiates the discussion of the seven women. Here we
encounter a reversal, as the Gospel of Mary describes the seven as the powers of wrath who are
named as: darkness, desire, ignorance, excitement of death, kingdom of the flesh, foolish
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wisdom, and wrathful wisdom. All of these represent baser tendencies or desires that are
associated with the physical/material realm. In contrast, the seven in 1 Apoc. Jas. are shown to
represent the positive attributes of the ideal candidate for ascension.431
Most commentators have assumed that these spirits should be associated with the women
who are named later in the text as being either ideal disciples (AMC 27, 25-28, 2), or examples
of ones who will perish (AMC 28, 26-29, 6). The ideal female disciples are named as
salwmh mn mariHammhn auw arsinoh (Salome, Mary, and Arsinoe),
while the ones who perish are [s]a?ppira m@n so?usanna m@n [i]wanna
(Sapphira, Susanna, and Joanna). In Marjanen’s opinion,
after Jesus has informed James of the way the revelation he has imparted to
James is to be passed on to later generations of witnesses, James wants to know
how Jesus himself characterizes his seven female disciples. James’ question
suggests that the women do not belong to the chain of transmitters of Jesus’
revelation but rather they are James’ own contemporaries.432

The problem with this perspective is simply that the numbers do not add up. There are only six
women mentioned. It is true that page 29 of the AMC is badly damaged; even so the three
names given are clear, and there is not enough of the text in lacuna at the appropriate place to
posit a fourth name. Nor would it be possible for a fourth name to appear in the list on page 27.
As such, the women who are named should be understood as examples of discipleship, but
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should be considered separately from the seven spirits in the text.433 We might consider the
women who are named to be contemporaries of James, but they are not the seven spirits.
Instead of being the disciples, it is possible that the women in question are being used
syncretically to show the validity, though in an incomplete manner, of prophetic traditions
outside of either Christianity or Judaism. Marjanen has noted a relationship to the prophetic
tradition in relation to the six spirits mentioned in Isaiah 11:2-3, with the observation that there
is a change to a seven-dimensional understanding of the spirits in the second and third
centuries.434 In this regard, the use of the seven women might be best understood in relation to
Justin Martyr’s understanding that pre-Christian Greek prophetic traditions contained elements
of truth, though in incomplete form. Justin Martyr’s First Apology 46 contains an argument for
pre-Christian revelation.
We have been taught that Christ is the First-born of God, and we have suggested
above that He is the logos of whom every race of men and women were
partakers. And they who lived with the logos are Christians, even though they
have been thought atheists; as among the Greeks, Socrates and Heraclitus, and
people like them; and among the barbarians, Abraham, and Ananias, and Asarias,
and Misael, and Elias, and many others whose actions and names we now decline
to recount, because we know it would be tedious. So that even they who lived
before Christ, and lived without logos, were wicked and hostile to Christ, and
slew those who lived with the logos. But for what reason He, through the power
of logos and according to the will of God the Father and Lord of all, was born a
of virgin as a man, and was named Jesus, and was crucified, and died, and rose
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again, and ascended into heaven, an intelligent person will be able to comprehend
from what has been already so largely said.435

With this in mind we can postulate that the seven spirits, while being associated in some
form with femaleness, are not to understood literally as women within a community or the
ongoing chain of revelation. This is reinforced by Jesus’ statement at AMC 26, 19-27, 2:
auw anok Ha teHh empaTouwn@H ebol @nneeima
: ara neuSoop` @nGi naei H@m pilaos ete paei pe
pma ete mpeprofhths SaJe xwris pisaS@F
@m!p!na auw naei ne pisaS@F @m!p!na @ntautaSe
oeiS etbht`> - !Hit@n ttapro n@nrwme : kata qe?
n?tauG?m?Gom

eJoou

ebol

Je

@mpiJw

@ntGom

thr@s

And before I did appear in these places, these spirits were already with these
people, where the prophets did not speak without these seven spirits. And these
are the seven spirits who has spoken about me through the mouths of people in
the manner that they were able to speak because I had not yet spoken with all
strength.
Based on this reading, the seven spirits must not be associated with the named women, nor the
ongoing chain of revelation. Instead, the seven spirits should conclusively be associated with
pre-christian revelation that could be associated with Jewish prophecy (likely), or even Greek
prophets or oracles.
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As for the inclusion of the women in the text, any conclusion would be strictly
speculative. It is possible that the female element, as we see it in the text, is being associated
with the imperfect creation of the material realm. Hence, in a prophetic capacity they contain the
seeds of the revelation of the Logos, but not the full revelation. It is also possible that the
women can be seen to act as a link to Marcosian Valentinian thought. We know that he was
closely associated with women within his movement. It is even stated by Marcus, in the account
of his revelation that is conveyed by Irenaeus (AH I.14.1), that the revelatory intermediary
appeared in female form. It is not impossible to imagine the inclusion of women in a narrative
such as this one, particularly with respect to questions of prophecy and disciplehood, if the text
was intended for a group that strongly encouraged the participation of female adherents.
Regardless, this again is purely speculation.

Conclusions:
As discussed in this chapter, the text presents a limited cosmology and is probably
intended for a reader who was already initiated into the basic teachings of the group. That being
said, I have shown that the use of negative attribution in the terms describing the “One Who Is”,
is consistent with descriptions of the Marcosian system. This represents one level on which to
understand the cosmology of the text.
In addition, I have explored how the cosmology of the text, including the typology of the
hebdomads and the other worldly journey, can be situated just as clearly within the context of
late antique Judaism and Jewish-Christianity. With respect to the twelve and seventy-two
hebdomads that are present in the text, I have shown that there is no set number of heavens
during the period in question and that their number should be taken as symbolic of 1) the twelve
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apostles and the seventy-two disciples in the Christian tradition; and 2) as representative of the
twelve tribes and the seventy plus two elders who are appointed by Moses in Number 11:16-30.
A central concern of this chapter has been to address the conclusion by Einar Thomassen
that the text cannot be classified as Valentinian based on the presence of the Orphic ascent and
the lack of certain specifically Valentinian elements.436 I have demonstrated that the text is at
home in a variety of settings, and could be understood as representative of any number of
traditions that are present in late antique Egypt, including Judaism, Jewish-Christianity, native
Egyptian cosmological speculations, and even Marcosian Valentinianism. In this regard, I
conclude that the combination of negative theology with the formula for ascent and the presence
of the lower Sophia Achamoth is ample evidence for the possibility that the text is Valentinian.
In this case, the available evidence outweighs any argument in relation to what is missing in the
text.
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General Conclusions

The text of the First Apocalypse of James betrays a complex narrative structure. In
chapters one and two I looked at the complex interweaving of various traditions that were used
to construct the identity of James within the developing traditions of early Christianity. I have
shown that James, as we know him from extant sources, was seen as a thoroughly righteous
figure, who was associated strongly with the traditional figures of the prophet, priest, and judge
within a Jewish context, while also being seen as the successor to Jesus within the fledgling
Christian community. This has been demonstrated through a careful analysis of the extant
traditions pertaining to the figure of James. With this in mind, I have shown conclusively that
James was chosen as the protagonist of 1 Apoc. Jas. very deliberately in order to establish an
argument for an alternative form of apostolic authority through the association with traditions
concerning his life, authority, and martyrdom.
In chapter one I explored the various depictions of the martyrdom of James. Of
particular note is the depiction in Hegesippus’ Hypomnemata which gives the fullest account of
the life and martyrdom of James. I have come to the conclusion that the James who is depicted
in Hegesippus’ account should be considered to be a permanent Nazirite (from birth) and
understood in relation to the other permanent Nazirites depicted prominently in Jewish and
Christian traditions: John the Baptist, Samson, and Samuel. In relation to this I have shown that
James is specifically portrayed in relation to the asceticism of John the Baptist. Allowing for
this, his ascetic tendencies are not without precedent, nor are they in contravention of purity
regulations. As such, I come to the ultimate conclusion that the martyrdom of James is not based
on any transgression of purity laws with respect to worship in the templed but instead that he is
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killed because he leads the people astray to worship Christ. Finally, I show that the account of
Hegesippus is most likely based on the martyrdom of Jeremiah in 4 Baruch.
Chapter two continued with the discussion of traditions concerning the “historical”
James. In this chapter I looked at the overall question of leadership within the early church. In
all of the extant sources I have shown that there is never any question concerning James’
position as the first bishop of Jerusalem. The confusion has tended to lie in the accounts given
by Eusebius who has been influenced by the Origenist perspective through his teacher
Pamphilus. Even so, I have shown that there is never any in the earliest sources, Josephus, the
Acts of the Apostles, and the letters of Paul, wherein the authority of James is subsumed to the
apostles.
Throughout chapters three and four I have shown that it is possible to read and interpret
the text on a number of levels, each of which can be understood as being valid within a given
context. For our purposes, the association with the gnostic apocalyptic genre (as discussed in
chapter three) and the concept of commission narratives (discussed in chapter four) stand out as
the two dominant avenues for understanding the compositional setting and purpose of the text.
My exploration and analysis of the apocalyptic elements in chapter three shows that the
author of the text felt a strong connection to Jewish post-exilic prophetic themes. We see this
particularly with respect to the associations between Jerusalem and the bitter cup which signifies
God’s wrath as well as the interdiction against returning to Jerusalem which indicates a strong
association with traditions associated with the prophet Jeremiah, both canonical and apocryphal.
Moreover, this use of Jewish prophetic material serves to further reinforce an association with
Valentinianism.
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Chapter four is devoted entirely to situating the text in relation to the ongoing
commission that begins with James and then transmits to Addai, Manael, Levi, and Levi’s
second son. My analysis of the names present in the lineage has shown that it can be broken
down into two sections. The first comprising the revelation to Addai and Manael can be
understood as reinforcing the theme of direct apostolic succession through figures that were
associated with the spread of Christianity in an eastern Syrian (possibly Armenian) context. The
second half of the lineage is best understood as reinforcing a continuum of purity, drawing a
connection to the Levitical priesthood, the tribe of the Levites, and in particular the Kohathites
who were charged with special duties pertaining to the vessels of the temple, through the use of
Levi and his second son who I have identified as Kohath. I have also shown that the timeline of
the lineage can only be understood with respect to the age of seventeen that is given for Levi’s
second son in the text. Based on this I developed a plausible timeline from James to Levi’s
second son that takes account of the three wars mentioned in the text, thus helping to situate the
composition of the text in a community that would have had a memory of the conflicts in
question.
The combined elements of the intertextual connections with canonical and
pseudepigraphical apocalyptic literature, as well as explicit references to historical traditions
(concerning the Jewish wars), and literature that is situated in a first-second century context,
suggest that the text may have been composed during either the late second or early third
century, in a context where the question of apostolic succession was being contested. As such,
due to the explicit references to the Jewish wars of the late first and early second century, I
would posit that the text was written for a community wherein the effects, or memories, of these
conflicts were still at the forefront. This suggests that it would have been composed within a
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generation of the final conflict mentioned in the text (i.e., the Bar Kokhba’s war, 132-135 CE).
Also, if I am correct and the martyrdom narrative of Hegesippus is based on the account in 4
Baruch (as discussed in chapter one), then the tradition of the martyrdom of James as recounted
can be no earlier than 136 CE. Bearing this in mind, we can conservatively state that the original
Greek text would have been composed in the mid-late second-century, possibly as early as 150
CE. With respect to compositional setting, then I would conservatively say that there is a
connection to the traditions surrounding the foundation of Christianity in Syria/Armenia, but
that this cannot positively act as a concrete locus for identification.
As discussed in chapter five, the overall cosmology of 1 Apoc. Jas. belies a syncretic
tendency that makes situating it within the identifiable boundaries of a particular group difficult.
I have noted that the text is equally at home in the mythological thought worlds which are
representative of a number of different traditions and religious trajectories that were present in
both antique Egypt and the larger context of the Mediterranean and near east, including:
Orphism, native Egyptian mythology, Judaism (apocalyptic and Rabbinic traditions), and
Christianity. By analysing the mythic elements in the narrative, I have concluded that they are
not representative of one particular system, but can be proven to be intertextually linked to a
disparate number of traditions, all with a certain amount of validity. This means that the text
presents a cosmology that is not necessarily atypical in the elements that it includes, but that is
novel in the manner in which they are combined in the narrative. In the end, then, we can argue
that it is possible to understand the text of 1 Apoc. Jas. within the thought world of Marcosian
Valentinianism. This is particularly true in light of the variety of expressions represented in the
work of the followers and hiers to Valentinus. One can easily imagine a teacher associated with
the Marcosian school adapting and incorporating mythological elements in order to meet
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changing needs within a given community, or in order to suit an evolving religious system. On
the other hand, it is also possible to view the text as the product of an authorial setting outside of
a Valentinian context, wherein the author took advantage of the variety of material present
within the “religious marketplace” in order to create a work based on his or her own unique
understanding of the cosmos.
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Appendix: Some Brief Remarks on Rhetorical Units as an Interpretive Tool
Generally when Nag Hammadi and related texts are discussed, it is in isolation. This
does not necessarily mean that intertextuality is ignored, but rather that the tractates are not
discussed as part of a larger unit. In recent years there has been an attempt on the part of
scholars to classify groupings of texts within the Nag Hammadi corpus. Generally, however, this
has been based on philological work that was more concerned with the determination of scribal
hands within the codices than content. A recent article by Louis Painchaud and Michael Kaler
has taken a step further in discussing groupings of texts that are related on a philological level,
while also looking at how they might have been read in conjunction with one another, even
though they presented seemingly disparate material at first glance. Their work, however, was
limited to codices I, VII, and XI. A full, though limited, thematic study of the codices was
undertaken by Michael Williams in 1995.437 According to Williams,

Nag Hammadi illustrates the degree to which intertextual relationships effected
by codex production encouraged hermeneutical perspectives in terms of which
works that to us seem theologically conflicting could come to be read as
reflecting the same concerns.438
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Our understanding of the narrative is in many ways determined by the larger context in which it
can be viewed. With this in mind, I would argue that the scope of the rhetorical unit has directly
affected scholarly views on the themes which are dominant in 1 Apoc. Jas. As such, at the
moment I am not concerned with authorial intention, nor with the intended audience of the
tractate. Instead, I am concerned solely with the intention of the compiler of the codex in the
choice of texts and the overall theme that their interaction with one another creates.

NHC V
Codex V from Nag Hammadi is composed of five tractates. These include Eugnostos the
Blessed, the Apocalypse of Paul, the First Apocalypse of James, the Second Apocalypse of
James, and the Apocalypse of Adam. All of these texts, save for Eugnostos, take the form of an
apocalypse or revelation dialogue, with the inclusion of the term within the title. As a
consequence, we often find Eugnostos excluded from the larger discussion of codex V. I would
argue that it is not the designation of the texts as apocalypses that served as a determinant for the
grouping of texts. As Michael Kaler has stated, “The first text in the codex, Eugnostos, is not an
apocalypse, but in its description of the divine realms it serves as an introduction to the codex as
a whole.”439 Keeping this in mind, I would argue that these texts were likely chosen and
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arranged based on common elements that include a reuse and reinterpretation of Jewish
apocalyptic tradition and/or mysticism.440
Beginning with Eugnostos (NHC V, 1), we encounter a text that unlike the others in the
codex takes the form of an epistle rather than a revelation dialogue. 441 The text serves in a
similar capacity, as the epistolary form is used as the medium through which to transmit
revealed knowledge. The text of Eugnostos, though not explicitly Jewish in character, betrays
some elements common to Jewish mystical traditions, including a developed angelology.442
This is followed by the Apocalypse of Paul (NHC V, 2) which takes the form of a
revelatory dialogue in which the protagonist Paul undergoes an ascent similar to that found in 1
Apoc. Jas., including a recited formula associated with the ascent of the soul. The text is clearly
Christian and expands on Paul’s mystical experience described in 2 Corinthians 12, wherein
Paul details a journey to the third heaven. This Christian element is, however, situated within a
reinterpreted Jewish apocalyptic context. In this regard, particular attention should be paid to 22,
23-23, 28, the description of the seventh heaven where Paul encounters an old man in white
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clothing who is sitting on a throne. This is an obvious reference to the Ancient of Days from
Daniel 7:13, but reinterpreted in a Gnosticizing context wherein the old man questions Paul and
attempts to trap him in matter.
The fourth tractate in codex V is the Second Apocalypse of James, a text in which James
recounts a revelation imparted to him by Jesus. As with the first apocalypse, this text also
concludes with the martyrdom of James. Though the mere presence of James in the text suggests
a link to a more Jewish form of Christianity, Charles Hedrick points out that the links are quite
deeply embedded in the text.443 One of the key elements concerns the martyrdom of James,
which according to Hedrick “follows exactly the Jewish legal regulations for execution as
described in the Mishnah (Sanh. 6.6).”444 Because of these factors, the text has generally been
seen as a product of Jewish Christianity.445 With respect to the editorical context Hedrick notes
that
the presence and order of the two James apocalypses in codex V may be
attributed to deliberate scribal organization. The two apocalypses stress different
aspects of the James tradition and actually complement on another. The setting of
1 Apoc. Jas. emphasizes the period prior to the suffering of James, while 2 Apoc.
Jas. describes his suffering and death in line with the predictions in 1 Apoc.
Jas.446
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The final tractate of codex five, the Apocalypse of Adam, is a reinterpretation of Genesis.
The text appears to have a Sethian cosmology wherein the seed of Seth represents the elect, and
is passed down through the line of Noah and his sons. The use of Jewish traditions in a text of
this sort is obvious. According to George W. McRae, “the most notable feature of this work is
the absence of any explicit or clear borrowings from the Christian tradition.”447
As we have seen, there is an underlying knowledge of Jewish apocalyptic traditions
present throughout the tractates of codex V. Within this rhetorical context the First Apocalypse
of James can be understood as an apocalyptic text which is representative of Jewish-Christian
concerns being interpreted within a gnostic context. Even so, this is not conclusive proof that the
codex was used in a context betraying a strong association, whether positive or critical, with
Judaism or Jewish Christianity, but merely an indicator of the possibility. With respect to the
overall intention of the codex, there is one other possibility that I have not addressed. Michael
Williams has argued for the intentional ordering of the tractates based on a cycle showing: 1) an
initial overview of the divine realm in Eugnostos; followed by 2) Paul’s journey to the heavenly
realms in the Apocalypse of Paul; 3) instructions for final ascent in the First Apocalypse of
James; 4) death and martyrdom in the Second Apocalypse of James; and 4) an exposition on the
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history of salvation, and eschatology in the Apocalypse of Adam.448 Williams’ understanding of
the intention of the codex is echoed in the work of Francoise Morard, who argues convincingly
that the patterning of the texts in the codex shows that it could have been used as a manual for
initiation.449 This interpretation is thought provoking as it ties in well with my understanding of
the concerns of the Al Minya Codex.

Al Minya Codex
The compilation of texts in the Al Minya codex betrays a different objective. The first
tractate of the Al Minya codex is the Letter of Peter to Philip, which is also attested in NHC
VIII, 2. In this text Peter conveys the teaching that he received from Jesus. Although the text is
very fragmentary, there is an explicit reference and endorsement of martyrdom in 7.2-3, which
says, “He died for us; we ourselves are to die for humanity.”450 This goes beyond a simple
endorsement of the concept of martyrdom and equates the death of the apostles with the
soteriological context of the text. The text also leads the reader toward a sympathy for
martyrdom in other places, such as 6.1-10, where Jesus tells the elect how to fight.
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As for you, fight like this, for the rulers fight against the inner person. So fight
like this: gather together and teach the salvation of the world. And arm
yourselves with the power of my father and express your prayer.
Karen King groups the Letter of Peter to Philip thematically with “James” as works aimed at
preparation for martyrdom. She states that “both the Letter of Peter to Philip and the First
Apocalypse of James demonstrate strategies that would prepare Christians to face
persecution.”451 Through the various strategies presented, “the disciples themselves become
models for Christian readers.”452
The third tractate of the Al Minya codex is the famous Gospel of Judas. This tractate has
been discussed at length by much of the community involved in Nag Hammadi scholarship,
including the recent monograph by Lance Jenott.453 I will risk offering one brief possibility
concerning the inclusion of the Gospel of Judas as part of the Al Minya codex. Most of the
specialists studying the text have been doing so in relative rhetorical isolation. Taken apart from
the rest of the codex, the arguments concerning whether or not Judas was the chosen disciple, or
a demon are valid attempts at understanding a difficult text. Within the context of the codex,
however, it is possible that it was being interpreted as a pro-martyrdom revelation wherein Judas
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was fulfilling a necessary soteriological function.454 I should clarify that I am not implying that
this is representative of the original authorial intention of the text; rather, I am positing a
possible reinterpretation of the text on the part of the compiler of the codex.
The final, though fragmentary, tractate from the Al Minya codex is the Book of
Allogenes. I should clarify, however, that this text is not related to the text named Allogenes that
is attested in NHC XI, 3. Instead, the attribution of the name Allogenes to this text is based on
the name of the protagonist. Unfortunately, this tractate is very badly preserved. As a
consequence it is impossible to draw any concrete conclusions based on its inclusion within the
codex. There are, however, two elements that we can draw out of the text that support the
cohesiveness of the codex. First, in this text the protagonist, Allogenes, is tempted by Satan
whom he appears to vanquish (AMC 59, 25-61, 16). This explicitly Christian image serves to
equate Allogenes with the figure of Jesus. The second element is a point of glorification wherein
Allogenes is surrounded by a bright light. This bright light echoes the transfiguration from the
synoptic gospels (Matthew 17:1-13; Mark 9:2-13; Luke 9:28-36).455 In the synoptic gospels this
signals a point of elevation and glorification prior to the passion of Jesus. Now, with the newly
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published fragments of the text, we can see that the glorification is followed by an ascent on the
part of Allogenes.456
Taken as a whole, the extant tractates of the Al Minya codex present a cohesive unit that
betrays a strong editorial inclination toward martyrdom either in practice or as an ideal to be
emulated whether literally or symbolically. In this context, the narrative of the First Apocalypse
of James is best understood as presenting the manner through which someone might ascend to
the upper realm, while also assuaging the concerns of the dying.
Finally, in relation to the Al Minya codex we should mention that there is a fragment of
an additional text that is presumed to have been part of the codex. This fragment has been
identified as part of Corpus Hermeticum XIII or The Secret Dialogue of Hermes Trismegistus on
the Mountain: On Being Born Again and the Promise to be Silent. This dialogue between Tat
and his father, the thrice greatest Hermes, is at first glance a strange addition to the Al Minya
codex, since it is not representative of one of the groups that we have predominantly classified
as “gnostic.” The dialogue presented in the text is not without precedent in otherwise gnostic
codices. The Nag Hammadi library includes three hermetic texts: the Discourse on the Eighth
and Ninth (NHC VI, 6), the Prayer of Thanksgiving (NHC VI, 7), and the Excerpt from the
Perfect Discourse (NHC VI, 8). While this collection does not include Corpus Hermeticum
XIII, Jean-Pierre Mahé has argued that “in both form and content, the Discourse on the Eighth
and Ninth is most similar to the Secret Dialogue of Hermes Trismegistus on the Mountain: On
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Being Born Again and on the Promise to be Silent (Corpus Hermeticum XIII).”457 While what
exists in the Al Minya codex is only a small fragment, this text would serve to reinforce the promartyrdom interpretation of the codex. Corpus Hermeticum XIII contains the teachings of
Hermes to his son on the subject of rebirth and how this is to be accomplished. In Corpus
Hermeticum XIII rebirth is accomplished through gnosis (knowledge), which is to be revealed
by god. Hermes says “This race...is never taught; but when he willeth it, its memory is restored
by god.” (CH XIII, 2).458 Upon the point of rebirth, Hermes tells his son that they will pass into
a body that is not subject to death or suffering (CHXIII, 8). As such, it is understood in the text
that the physical body must die but that death cannot touch the reborn body (CH XIII, 14).
While there is not an explicit reference to martyrdom in this text, I would argue that it is not
necessary and does not detract from a pro-martyrdom editorial intention. Rather, the emphasis
on rebirth and the indestructibility of the reborn body buttresses the argument toward
martyrdom and might be seen as strengthening the resolve of the reader.
With the inclusion of Corpus Hermeticum XIII I would argue that the Al Minya Codex
presents a martyrological textual cycle. The Letter of Peter to Philip presents a call to action and
a justification for martyrdom in opposition to the archons who rule the lower realm; the First
Apocalypse of James provides the initiate/martyr with post-mortem instruction regarding
ascension past the guardians of the lower realm; the Gospel of Judas highlights the necessity of
sacrifice in relation to Jesus’ sacrifice; Allogenes shows the protagonist transfigured in a
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luminous cloud of glorification; and finally, Corpus Hermeticum XIII shows the point of
resurrection through the concept of rebirth in an indestructible body. With this in mind, the
inclusion of Corpus Hermeticum XIII in the codex is logical as it serves to complete the cycle.
Looking at the two codices in question, NHC V and the Al Minya codex, we are
confronted with the interpretational choices of the compiler and editor, rather than those of the
author. Within the context of codex V, 1 Apoc. Jas. can be easily understood as an apocalypse
with strong ties to a gnosticizing Judaism. On the other hand, the context presented within the
Al Minya codex leads to a conclusion that the purpose of the revelatory discourse was likely to
encourage or reassure those in danger of being martyred, while at the same time imparting
instructions for the dead to safely ascend.
Stepping away from the larger unit of the codex, isolating the text of 1 Ap. Jas. brings
about interpretive possibilities that do not negate either of those shown above, but rather
highlight the reuse and recontextualization of traditions that occurs within its two extant
contexts. However, regardless of the interpretational possibilities of a single tractate, when
looking at a codex with seemingly disparate texts and traditions represented Michael Williams is
correct in asserting that “the very ordering of the material [has] resolved…theological diversity
among the writings. Each writing had its own function, and could be interpreted in relation to
the other works in the codex.”459 As such we can argue that our interpretation of texts extant
within the context of a collection must, if we are to understand its function, be read as part of a
unit that betrays the intent not only of the author, but also the volume compiler.
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