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UMMARY
canonical under God providence The cContent of much

The I5 that the f the pocrypha I5 nOT Apocrypha leaves much hbe esired For all there
insignificant ONE The author |1Sts historical EAS0ONS for IS CONUNUILY of God providence hbetween the Im of

SCEINS the AS IXe: udaism DY the ıme f Jesus the testaments there WAdS$S also | revelation The
whatever the of VaTrTIOUus and contlicting collections New Testament AS something Ne'  S indeed even
of ree Old JTestament Wwrıtings Theological eEasons for f works such d$S the apocrypha Ilustrate the context Into
acknowledging the Hebrew include the Church Tei God word WAdsS$ spoken and (0dfl) he seceen WIT-
need acknowledge what Israe| has passed her d 155 God uninterrupted Dprovidence

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG
der Kirche das anzuerkennen Was Israel hr als Kkanonisch

|Jer utfor argumentiert dass die aC der alttestament- es rürsorge hinterlassen hat |JDer Inhalt grolßßer
ıchen pokryphen keine uınbedeutende IST Er rın Teile der Apokryphen |ässt viel wünschen übrig Be| aller
historische Gründe für die Ansicht der anon e schon Kontinulta der Fürsorge es | der zwischentestament-

Judentum ZUT eıt eSsu festgelegt SCWESCN WIE auch ıchen eıt gab ES doch auch eIine Offenbarungspause | J)as
die Situation verschiedene und widersprüchli- eue lTestament kommt als EIWAaS WIrKUCcC auch

WEeTIN Werke WIEC die pokryphen den Kontext llustrierenche Sammlungen griechischer alttestamentlicher Schriften
SCWESECN SIN Mag Theologische Gründe für die Anerken- den hinein ( ‚ottes Wort gesprochen wurde und dienen
Nung des hebräischen Kanons beinhalten das Bedürfnis als ununterbrechba Zeugen göttlichen Vorsehungs

RKESUMEE
hebraique e CONTtTeNuUu de hien des apocryphes laisse

Pour Blocher Ia question du statut des ry- DEauCOUp desirer ( ertes |eu YdS XeTr-

phes de ‘Ancien Jestament est VdS Sdlls ımportance Ger 5S0OTM actıvıte providentielle durant Ia eriode er-
donne UNEC de alsons historiques YU! amenent testamentaıre |Tals UNE eTe Marquee cette

considerer u m de Jesus e deja eETEe Deriode DOUT YU! 1a revelation speciale Le
fix: dans le judaisme eTi malgre ExXIistenCe de collec- Nouveau Jestament [T uelque chose de

de textes divergentes eT Varıees dans les traductions MOUVEAU mMerne des OUVTES [TIM les dDO-
de ‘Ancien Testament. DA recCo  SancCce de cryphes apportent 6clairage utile

YJUEC le peuple Israel transmıs l1 Eglise IMN Caln dans leque! Ia Darole divine etfe DFONONCEEC et peuvent
U SOUS le contröle providentie! de Dieu, constitue eEire considerees des emooms du Caractere IM
‘une des diSOTIS theologiques de 5 E& ır rr  u de 1a providence divine

St John the Seer solemnIly d1L 1185 that G0d 111 AWAY ftrom 1TS words (Rev X 18f) He thus applıes
1T 15 called the ofattach apocalyptıc plagues ALLY ONC wh. attaches “Ptrah hotep princıple

AaLV addıtion the Book and 111 take hıs/ AL SE dıssuade tamper1ng wıth LEXTS In INalıV
her chare 1ı111 the Iree of ıfe trom anıV OC whı takes rel1g10Us book of the 2AMHGiIENt world authors (T
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edıtors appecaled IT ProtecL NOT much iıntel- often Protestants today speak of the “deuteroca-
lectual pPropertVy (as do OUr copyrıght statements) nonıcal” books Ihey INay do OUT of HICI COUT-
45 sacred substance. St John W a5 referring the tesy‚ but somet1imes IT sounds 4S they WEeTIC onlybook ofRevelatıon, but S$INCE canonıcal order bears half CONSCIOUS of the MOVC they dIC makıng. There
the of SOINC provıdential guidance (thıs Can has eChn comparatıvely lıttle discussıon, AT least
hardly be denıed ONC believes 1ın Proviıdence), the theologıcal discuss10n, of the 1ssue thoughlocatıon of the warnıng, AS seal AT the CM of OUr studıes AdIC vVeLY much alıve, and there has een
Bıbles, INaYy be telt be sıgnıficant. We AaIC hermit- recently SOMNIC excıtement about ead Sea Scroll
ted extend the reference the whole of Holy fragment whıch, Its edıtors Claım, WONLL
Scripture, A W as one VCLY Carly 1n the church.* early ate for the threefold dıvısıon of the Hebrew

question then arıses from the DCWS, ONC of QMMT) Ihe stakes ATC NOT neglıgıblethose nNnaıve quest1ons that pcnetr atec deeply: do for Chrıistians who ATC concerned for the AN!
Catholıc Bıbles add SCHPtUFE; the Old Jlesta-
ment” Or do Protestant Bıbles subtract from the

exclusıvpe authorıty ofHoly Scripture. It 15 tiıme that
reVISIt the dısputed question of the Old Testa-

same” Catholıc Bıbles AdTIC thıcker than Protestant mMent apocryphal/deuterocanonical books
ones! They ınclude addıtional materı1al. Apart from
eXpans1ONs (of Danıel. Esther, Jeremiah), ONNC Caln Ascertaining historical factssummarıze: Wısdom books of ambıtious PDTrO-
portions (Ecclesijasticus “Olach, Wısdom l of TIhe WdYV has be cleared TSsSt of Super SstructureSolomon |); hıstorıical 11C58 } and Macca- whiıch Was erected for apologetic aN!
bees); “storijes” wıth edifyıng moral, OL, always lacked factual foundations: the theory that
AT least, comforting INCSSAYC for Jews (Tobıt, dıfferent, “"Alexandrıan, ” had een accepted

the Greek-speakıing Jews of Eg2ypt, of Alex-
Ihey DU een One of contention for CEC1I- andrıa. These, the hypothesıs Lall, had decıded

turıes. St Jerome, the MOST earned cholar of hıs other canonıcal boundariıes than theır Palestin-
tiıme, armed wıth hıs TAiICcC knowledge of Hebrew, 1an, Hebrew Aramaıc-speaking, brothers: the
had hıghlighted the non-canonıcal of those Alexandrıans) iıncluded Wısdom AN! Ccle-
books, whiıich he called apocrypha.® Hıs MOTTLO W das S1aSt1CUS, Tobıt anı udıt G hıch dıd NOLT find
Cack hebraica verıtas!” At the time of the Refor- theır WaY 1INto the Hebrew Bıble No scholar of
matıon, hıs posıtion W as revived.* he YSt wrıte rCDULTC, especılally SINCE Sundberg’s refuta-
ON the tOpIC W ds the dıstiınguished scholar Andreas t10N, upholds the Alexandrıan conjecture aVBodenstein von) Karlstadt, who had presided (ın more>? though SOMC  , Occasıonally, slıp back Into
1512 VCTrT Luther’s graduatıon An usıng the phrase.“® There 15 NOT shred of evidence
later become C of the Reformer’s SLIPPOITCI' S that Alexandrıan Jews, who would regularly attend

festivals ın Jerusalem an maıntaıned1ın 1520 he agaın called the books “apocrypha”
an denıed them place wıthın the Canon. Hıs exchanges wıth Judean cCompatrıots, ENCT dıssented
1eEW W ds$S establıshed 4A5 the Protestant an Anglı- from the TONOUNCCMECNLIS of instıtutional udaısm
Cal posıtıon. But few decades ecarher. the CaNONICITY. Phılo, theır emınent phılosopher,called Councıl of Unı0n ar Florence 1441), wıth who qUOLECS above thousand times from the Pen-
delegates from the FEastern church gathered wıth tateuch, EDET O€es from the Apocrypha. Flavıus
the Latın churchmen (the attempt Ar reun1ıo0n Itı- Josephus, wh. sed first-rate informatıon, afırms
mately faıled), had afırmed the CaNONICILY of the the Hebrew Canon an NOT AS somethıing novel
saıd books Ihe Councıl of Irent voted the defin1- an SaVS nothıng of wıder choice DYy SOINC
t1ve decree (Aprıl Ö: Wenty later, (n what basıs, under whart PreLeXL, W as the
1XfUS of Sıena, scholarly CONVeErT from Judaısm, ıdea born” There 15 OC fact: in the earlhıest COIM-
coıned the word “deuterocanonical” (Bıblıotheca plete manuscr1pts of the old Greek version C
‘ Venice, L1O 1n CTE UsSsCcC
Catholics

“rthe Septuagint” Y the dısputed books dIC
tound together wıth those of the Hebrew Bıble

Ihe sSıtuatiıon remaıned frozen for 4(() (translated). Hence., INanV who ATr longerBut ecumen1cal dıialogues, and other TACLOTS. UE SpCa. of “Alexandrian canon” stıill refer the
rought sıgnıfıcant changes durıng the asft four OT SN canon” “Septuagintal plus  29 But the whole
iVC decades. New attıtudes, CW. polıcıies: VE fact MUST be told Arı conclusıions drawn carefully.bserved In the Bıble SocIıeties ITMOVEMNENT that One MUST YSTt remember that the three Ial
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Scr1pts, the Sinalticus (a) an Vatıcanus (B) from anı setting ap Its sacred wrıitıngs; there 15
the IVth Y and Alexandrınus hıgher eriıteri1on restrict thıs prerogatıve. Voices
lıttle less prest1g10uUS, CCNLUFY later, Ar Christian today, iın thıs OUTr pluralıstic AYC, deny that aV

cho1ice “<hould be deemed super10r less valı,documents; they A Codices, hıch Christians only
sed hıle Jews clung the older “format” of than others  J)19; the Ethiopıan church W as free
scrolls./ Ihen, NOT of these codıces ffer the define ıtself bDy the inclusıon in ItSs of hıs-
SAUamnlc books 45 OLIC ould CXPCCt dıfferent torıcal work of the 10th (the work

had een defined: O€es NOLT iınclude Baruch called Pseudo-Josephus)! More conservatıve wrıters
(apocryphal appendix Jeremiah) but adds STrESS the authorıty of the Great Church, the un1ı-
Maccabees; O€Ss NOT include alıYy Maccabees, but versal/catholıc church, aMn Its maJestic continulty
adds Esdras; A Jater. adds Esdras, through miıllennıa: that church, the Iru Israch

aN! Maccabees.® thırd consıderatiıon the People of God under the CATC of ItSs shepherds,
clinches the Mattier when books A found in the belongs the authorıty of canon definıtion.

COdices: It demonstrates wıdespread UusCcC and Postponing, for the MOMECNL, an V scrutiny of the
degree of FEVEICHEC, but NOT necessarıly the SaIilılc MOTC theological elements of the CASC, the e-

4S that of the canonıcal Scriptures. Farle MeNt of hıstorıical fact calls for THHHALTIGES an COIM-

Ellıs finds WISse words SaV “No codıces plements.
contaın the SAaIinlec apocrypha, aAM unıftorm Is It perfectly paınt ın glowıng, col-
“Bıble” W das CVCT the subject of dıscussıon 1n the UTS the reception of the Apocrypha 1in the ancıent
patrıstic church. In 1e6eW of these facts: the church, 4S ıf uUuNnNAaNımMOUS cCanOonN1zZAtıon had taken

place? Wıtnesses suggest MOr varıegated pıcture.codıces AaDPCAT aVC en orıgınally ıntended
MOTC 45 servıce books than AS defined aM L1OT[I- Undoubtedly, the Apocrypha WEeEeTIC used, especılally
matıve of Scripture. ” for moral instruction. Occasıonally but instances

Advocates of canoniıcal recognıtıon of the dıs- ATC few before Augustine’s tıme they WCIC Intro-
duced wıth ormulas sed for Holy Seriptureiputed books, however, aVeE eecn able frame

less precar10us ar‘ gumcnt than the untenable Alex- oger Beckwith observes: “The Apocrypha
andrıan hypothesıs. It could be called “eccles10- WEIC known trom the STAIT, but the further back
centric” AN! relıes historıical ata trom church CHICG FOCS, the TMOIC rarely ATIC they treated 4S

StOTY. Ihe early church AT the ancıent church, ıt inspifed. Wıth the sole exception of Clement of
15 claımed, treasured these books AN! made Alexandrıa (who had Tobıt, 1sdom,
relıg10Us uUusc of them they WEIC revered 4A5 Scr1p- Ecclesiasticus), the Fathers exercıised remarkable
CUreSs; St Augustine TEW much inspıratıon ftrom restraınt ın theır uUusc 13 Sılence MaYy be eloquent: C(In
the Wısdom of Solomon, and, under hıs influence, the whole Chrıstian lıterature of the rst tour CEC1N-

turıes, do NOL ind ANVY commentary homilythe Councıl of Carthage (3977) voted 1n favour of
the larger lıst hıs W as also accepted later in these books ”14 Ihe earlıest Greek cornmentary
the Greek church (Second Councıl ın Irullo, 692 the book of 1ısdom WE only wriıtten ın the
Councıl of Jerusalem, 16/2 hıs cho1ice rSst XIVth century!-? Before the Councıl of Carthage

whiıch W dS$ regional ONC, tor orth Afrıca only),collectıve An de facto, then formally valıdated DY
competent authorities 1n the church should stand the Councıl of Laodıcea (C 360) had excluded the
for Aat least TC4A4SONS the absence of alıy other Apocrypha an CVEN torbıdden readıng trom them
ixed when Chrıistianıty egan; the author- 1ın the church !6 canonıcal lısts prıor Carthage

leave Out the Apocrypha: O€s elıto of Sardıs,Lty that belongs the church such In
the time of the apostles, thev ege, the Jews had the “Jumıinary” of the church in Asıa Mınor,
NOT yeL agreecd the precıise boundarıes of the 160-170; INaYy aV een the rst TAW OLLC,
sacred collection: PFrOCCSS had started, Dbut dıscus- unless the lıst 1n the document Hzıerosolymitanus
S10NS continued into the second Pharısees (whıch Torrey would ate 100

Ce hım  17 Athanasıus, 1ın hıs famous 309t) Festaldisagreed wıth Sadducees AN! wıth FEssenes
the EXTENT of the after the £a]] of Jerusalem Letter weıghty rONOUNCCEMECNT, calls the
aAM wıthın the “C : ouMNCH” of Jamnıa Yavne), they Apocrypha “outside” (EEwWOEV) books, .  NOn 11-

prevaıled but there 15 FeE4ASOÖOHN whyY Chrıstians ised” (0U KAVOVLÜOLEVA).
should teel bound DV theır preicrenges: In an Y CASC Ome leadıng ngures, Anı usually the MOST COIMNN-

(second argument), CaNONICILY 15 A church MATttTeTr. petent 1n hıstorıical aM lıterary matters, resisted
church defines 1tSs identity DYy designatıng the canonısatıon of the Apocrypha. After Melıto,
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Julıus Afrıcanus, the Dırector of the Imper1al 1EeESSCS of the New lestament writings; in the defi-
Lıbrary, Urıigen denounce the COU nıtı1on of what W AsSs be regarde 45 “canonı1cal”
terfeıt character of the Susanna StOrY. ® Epıiphanıus the foundatıon 15 being a1d for the later dıfferen-
stood the SUaInc sıde, and, of COUTSC, Jerome: 1at10on between “canonı1cal” aM ‘apocryphal‘.?”®
what weıght 15 ON attrıbute. 0)8|! such 1SSUE, It 15 WwIser NOL rely, in SLIPPOIT of the latter

the opınıon f mYyrıad of ıllıterate AN! often posıtı1on, the fragment Migsat ma’ase ha-
superst1t10us people, agalnst that of ONC Jerome? törah (4QJhıch allegedly offers VCLY carly
Rufinus, IMOTC mıddle-of-the-road bıshop, who eviıdence of the threefold Hebrew € 150
attacked Jerome, only called the books “eccles1ıiastı- BC); ftor It depends precarı10us reconstruction
Cal” an NOLT “canonıcal.” Still Jater. those of the (damaged text. / but Ulrich’s mMınNımısıNg
who trıed STeEmM the domınant trend, OC CAd  - the Prologue of FEcclesiasticus ATe
AaINnc Gregory the Great (the ope!) a! John NOLT CONVINCINS: they smell of Tendenz ?/ On the
Damasecene: 2AN in the IXth CCNTUTY, the Patrıarch CONEr:; arY, Hanhart’s interpretation happıly
of Constantinople, Niıcephoros.“ the Sıracıde)s wording:“ in 132 the threefold

In the kFaster Orthodox church monolıthıc CMECTSCS, an Ecclesiasticus puts ıtself 1n
posıtıon has obtaıned. Apart from the short-lhved another CateSOTY. anhart finds confirmatıon 1n
attempt AT Reformatıon 1n the X VAIIth 9 the Qumran “ I )amascus Document, ” 19:/-9,
wıth Patrıarch Cyriul Eukarıs.” the Apocrypha aVe whiıch cıtes Zecharıah 13:/ 4S Scripture, CC  as ıt 15
usually Ben rece1ved 1n Greece anı around Greece. wriıtten” (7D 47 IN Sa One add
However, the uss1an church, in the X IXa CCE1MN- 174 wıth sımılar iımport for Daniel.*} then,
LUrY, took the opposıte sıde, especılally the Patrı- of course, COILIC the explicıt STALteMENTS of Josephus,
arch of Moscow 1n 1836 aM 1839 (Plato), an C‚ontra AÄpıonem /-42, wh. afırms the Hebrew
that “Altered 1nto the Greek chureh‘ : Report 5 aAM 45 Jegacy ofold It 15 also known that
drafted DYy the Interorthodox Commıissıon 1n 19/3 SOON after New lestament times V1gOrOUS reJeC-
practically endorsed Luther’s posıtıon: T ihese t1on of the “external” books (Dn ) took place,books ATC be dıstınguıished from the canonıcal wıth Rabbı Agqıba depriving of hıs/her share 1in the

future WOTrFr whoever would read from them.°and inspıred books d regards the authorıty of theır
dıvıne »” 23  1IISPII' atıon Hengel's COMMENT INAaYy be Ihe eXIstence of rıval Can O11Ss wıthın udaısm

Overstatemen 71 P {hus W 9asSs rescınded eC1- falls short of proof. Experts the adducees
S10N of the YNO of erusalem 1672178 but IT 15 rather doubt theır havıng another onlvy In

1n Catholıc christendom.
enough cshow the 1stance from unanımıty, MC practice dıd they CO  tC the Law A dıs-

regard the Prophets and the Writings.® Dıid the
Ihe which the canonıca|l DPrOCCSS had Essenes adı theır OW books AS components of

eached, wıthın Judaısm, 1n New Testament tımes, enlarged canon” More lıkely NOL In Beckwith’s
15 st1l! of scholarly dıspute. Many CXDECTITS, eyes:” systematıc theologıan 15 NOT requıredıncludıng Martın engel, belıeve thıngs WEEIC NOT take sıdes!
settled before the second, thırd, Josephus also wıtnesses remarkable COI1-

in theır opınıon, CaNONICITY remaıned Auıd viction, that aVe eecn wıdely shared byAaN! elusıve; the works, NOLT few 1n that peri10d, CONTEMPOFAFY Jews: the CESSatıon of fully author1-
that betray the ıtch “rewrıite” the Bıble, ınflate tatıve prophecy Since the time of Artaxerxes, after
IT wıth ımagınatıve addıt10ons, cshow that PIOUS Malachı. He wrıtes: “ Erom Artaxerxes untıl Ur
Jews WEIC NOL of canonı1Ccal boundaries. (n W time everything has ren wrıtten down,; but
the other hand, hıgh profile specılalısts of Jewısh the record has NOT en deemed worthy of the
lıterature aAMn the adopt CONTLrFarYy posıtıon. SaJmılıle taıth credit) 4S the PreviOus |canonı1cal| 11C5

Ihey fırmly conclude that: 1n al essent1als, the because there has NOT een SUCCESSION of
ebrew AS NOW 1T Wıithout the ApOC- the Prophets:?®? hıs sentiment already surfaces in
rypha had een acknowledged before Chrıst So the Fırst book of Maccabees (4:46; DE 14:41),
do Roger Beckwith in hıs MAgTUM OpUS“” and, AaN! W as later expressed in Talmudic udaısm DV

recentlvy, Robert Hanhart: whom engel the sayıng: SInce that tiıme, “the Holy Spirıt has
DrEeCIS AdS “rche Septuagınt scholar,” an who deserted Israel. ”S hıs dıd NOT ruled OUT 1 ©
wriıtes: “Hellenistic udaısm Hhad relatıvely well- s1ıONal, lower-rank, prophecy: osephus hımself
defined Cal of "Holy Scripture” already ın the saved hıs ıfe through sudden inspıration when he
second CCNTUFY B which thus preceded the WIt- had surrender the Romans he claımed he
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powerlessness the 10N-lıke prophetic Wordhad receıved prophecy fOor General Vespasıan,
whıch dıd COMIC Iru (he became the Emperor). 5:6)
But such outbursts dıd NOLT cancel COMMLONN, Whatever problems remaın wıth the claıms
though dım, AaWarCNCSS, of hıstorıical change that that ATC made for the magıster1al office, IT MUST

had occurred, and which IMay be interpreted reL- be noted that such interpretation that elevates
the church above the Word 15 NOLT officıal RomanI'OSPCCt 4S kınd of “canonıi1cal closure.”

Hence the excıtement when John the Baptıst Catholıc doectrine. Yves (Cardınal) Congar stressed
A  „ impersonatıng H6  S Elyah! HE AYC of the precedence AN! pre-eminence of the Apostles

VIS-A-VDIS the church;, 4S the toundatıon precedes theprophecy W da5S5 dawnıng! buildıng.°/ ven the ope’'s authorıty 15 understood
in of custodianshıp, SCELTVE an PIrCSCIVC the

Circumscribing Status aN! Use Word of God Concerning the of Scripture,
IThe net result of the of hıistorıical ata 15 1t that the FrONOUNCCEMECNELIS of the church

A recogmnıtvuon of God-given fact: they sol-the ack of PrODPCI evidence arrant attrıbut-
ng canonıcal the books Jerome called emn1ıse the reception ofun1iquely inspıred wrıtıngs.
the “Apocrypha”: bDy the en of the rst Yet. wıthın that [rame: the claım 15 Put ftorward and
AD, the authoritıies of udaısm (ın erusalem maıntaıned that the church recognısed wıth due
1n the Dıaspora) had NOT manıfested al y d1sposı1- COI‘I‘IPCtCI'ICC the boundarıes of the Old Testament
t10N accept them A4AS Scripture; ın the TrSt CE1I1- ‘5 aM the 15Ma
turıes of the ancıent church, despıte widespread Ihe CONLFaArY Protestant convıctiıon only requıres
UuSC, they WCIC NOT clearly granted equal footing few words: the church, being the New C(ovenant
wıth the ebrew OOKks, 5A13 opposıtıon PCO le of God, W Aas NOL COI'I'IPCTICII in regard
W as vocal,; comıng from the MOST earned STraLfum (Jld Covenant Scrıptures. Ihe church (almost all
of the Chrıiıstian cCommunıtYy. (One ar gument only the churches) dıd acknowledge the OO of the
INaYy counterpo1se thıs factual consıderatıion: the New Covenant NOT DY decısıon of ecumen1-
theologiıcal ar‘ gument eccles1al competence ; H: cal councıl but through large, proviıdentially-

secured, CONSCHNSUS But definıng the of theIt belongs the church define the of Its
Bıble, the decısıon the church made 15 bındıng COld lestament pertaıned the prerogatıves AaN!
the Apocrypha N6 become (deutero)canonical, mandates of Israel authoritıes. ese dıd exercCc1ıse
Roma locuta, causa finıta TAÄYA theır prerogatıve aM ulg theır mandate: they eft

OUT the Apocrypha. Ihe princıple 15 cClearly statedIhe argument, of COUISC, begs the question
of whiıch instiıtution OT body IMNay legitimately 1n Romans They WCEIC entrusted wıth the OT a-

claım the title “rhe church.” Are NOLT the churches cles of God, and DPaul has in VICW Jews that FejeEt
of the Reformatıon also the church (and theır Jesus 4S the Chriust.

(Ine eed NOTLT be dispensationalıst dıstın-daughter, chürches: Baptist, Methodist, Pentecos-
tal) Not speak of trends prevaılıng in Fkaster guısh between eCONOMILES, the (Jlid 2087 the New
Orthodox churches... ven ap art from thıs COIN- Ihe New 15 the tulfilment of the Old, the New
sıderat1on, however, er10us theological problems W asSs latent in the Old, the (Old 15 patent the

New (tO USCc Augustine’s play words), but OLLCmake the groundıng of canonı1cal church
should NOLT confuse the hat the dıstınction 15authorıty questionable procedure. Deeply ug-

aNt Christian faıth would be the submıiıssıon of blurred 15 the Haw 1n the well-intentione refusal of
Scripture the hıgher f the church: eıther closed (Old lestament Cal Dy Hengel (fol-
ın the torm of relatıvıstıc downgradıng of Rev- lowıng Hartmut Gese):” he 15 intent chow that
elatıon the level of UTLTONOMOLU: self-identifica- Jesus fulfilled the Scrıptures, that there 15 contınu-
t10N, tor given communıty (the lıfe-g1ving Word Ity between the Old AN! the New. Amen! But he
that addresses AaN! BreE42F6S the church then becomes disregards the NECWIMNCSS of the regıme of fulfilment
the word the church chooses tell ıtself); ın Ihe ıntertestamental revelatory “oılence” whıch

the Jews themselves sensed aM confessed offersthe MOTC respectable torm of such interpreta-
t10N of magısterıum that the church ADPCAars be A providential sS1gN of the dıstiınction between the
the maın channel of Revelatıon, Aan! the scrıptural Old AN! the New economıes. It 1S, AS 1T WEIC, A

COLDUS onlv the TSt expression of the mınd of the S1gaNtIC punctuation mark ın Od’s unfoldıng plan.
Ihe Lord “held hıs Breath”. 1o enhance the DICW -church. hıs would unt the eritical edge of the

Sword f the Spirıt (Eph 6+17) It would TAHNIC 11655 of MesSsS1aNIC times, and the excellence. beyond
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INCASUIC, of Revelation-in-the-Son (Heb 2ı God prejudıce: (CBY natıons soul 15 angered, anı
NOT WAant canonıCcal books be wriıtten in the thırd 15 natıon: those who dwell the Mount

intervenıng centurıes. of Samarıa, an the Phılıstines, anı the oolısh
Nothıing in the New Testament points other people wh. ınhabıt Shechem” Ihe wriıter

WAY. Though It 15 clear that the Apocrypha WCCIC of Wısdom, whıi sometiımes r1ses heights of
known an used, they AL EDET quoted 45 Scr1p- intellıgence and of eloquence, exalts priestly power
Qre Jesus upholds the authorıty of the SCV1OESs and beyond CaSurc he ascrıbes Aaron (1ın Num-
Pharısees they OCCUDV Moses’ chaır (Mat S: Z ers the subdumg of the GO0d-sent Miınıs-
definıng whıch wrıtings WEEIC Holy Scripture W as ter of punıshment: the Agent of divine wrath W as

essentı1al Dart of theır mandate; safe conclu- frightened by the maJestic VESTIMECNTS an dıadem
S10N 15 that Our ord PUut hıs Stamp of approval (18:22:25). 1lo Sa v nothıng of the Praycr for the

theır> whıich know 4S the “Hebrew”
canon.”

dead 1in Maccabees 12:42,45 Maybe, begın
understand how John Lightfoot, the renowned

Calvın, in hıs crit1que of the ecrees of Jrent. ebrew an Talmudıc scholar, could denounce, ın
the argumecnt of the Apocrypha’s MmManı- 1643, “th€ wretched Apocrypha, ”* an the

test inferi0rity.““ He qUOTLCS, 1n the SaJmInılec PASSaSC, dane brothers ardently and successfully campaıgn
the final COMMENT DYy the author of Maccabees, agalınst the printing of the Apocrypha 1n Bıbles
wh: explaıns that he mıxed wıth WINe: thıs, produced by the British AN! Foreign Bıble Socıiety
Calvın consıders, 15 NOL “congruent wıth the mMa]J- 18259
CSTV of the Holy Spirıt.” engel sımılarly observes, Harmful, the Apocrypha: And, yeL, the New
referring Maccabees 15:39 “It 15 also clear Testament O€es know an UusCc them! Hartmut
that thıs author had NOT the MOST FreMOTeEe notıion of Gese boldly aSsserts “(One sımply CANNOT ainıc

publıshing hıs book A sacred text. ”4l only OIllC example understand John wıthout
Assessment of qualıty, above all spirıtual qualıity, Sır | Eccles1asticus | ctually, he somewhat

15 delıcate MAaHer Who dares be the arbıter? If OVersTtTates hıs CaASC, an he could ave chosen
C better example. Wısdom DE aMn DLhad choose between chapter of 1ısdom an

Esther 9, contess could vacıllate. But, globally, bulldıng upbOonNn Proverbs Ö: 221 shed IMOTC help-
CANNOT help feelıng Calvın 15 rıght, rıght ındeed lıght the AOYOC (personıfied wısdom,

Ihere HE dıfhÄculties dIC NOT able solve in C 15 saıd be WOVOYEVEC) and hıs role in CICA-

canonıcal books but nowhere 1n the Hebrew Bıble t10N, though thıs lıght should NOL overshadow
wıth Greek phılosophy and, maybe, thedo find such LOPSY-LUFVY chronology AdS the

book of Judıth offers us in Phılıp Essley’s words: iınfiluence of Phiılo’s ıdeas. As Ecclesiasticus 24,
We aVUE seventh ASSYyrı1a, under the MOST istinct echo perce1ve 15 found later 1n

the Fourth Gospel: Personified Wısdom (ın Sır 24)the rule of sıxth Chaldean (Babylo- invıtes “(C'ome NIO me  Da (V. 19a herselfnıan) kıng, invadıng fifth restored wıth the I (V. K/): anı promises: “ I’hose wh.u  a wıth ALIL1LY led Dy fourth Der-
s1an general (Holofernes W 4S the DPersjan general

Car of wıll st11] be hungry, those whe drınk of
111 still be thırsty” (V. Za OL EOOLOVTEC LE LA  ET4under Artaxerxves 111 in the successful campaı1gn TELVOAOOVOLV KL OL MLVOVTEC LE H  ETL ÖLWNOOVOLV):agaınst Egypt ın the fourth B.C.)) In OLLIC CAaNNOT doubt that Jesus had noticed AN! PONtruth, maJor attacks WEeTITC made erusalem dered these words. Hıs declaratıon 1n John 6:35hıle under Persian rule 1n the fifth AaN! tourth

centurıes (an unprecedented peri0d of for C‘He wh. shall NOT (00 UT} be hungrYy,AN! he wh: belıeves 1ın shall NOL CVEnT be thırsty”WarIl-WCAaLYV (‚anaan). sounds AS reply the apocryphal wısdom book
Tobıt teaches, ın all SErloUsSNESS, that the WAY he tormally the STAatemECNT, he O€es NOT

PUut demon Cıght 15 urn the lıver of fish
the demon CANNO ear the smell 6:20); necessarıly contradıcts the intended meanıng of

Ecclesiasticus would ave he shown such free-
aAMı the demon that had kılled all PreviOus dom, however, wıth canonıcal passage?), but he
bridegrooms of Sara ON the weddıing nıght Hew the remınıscenNcCE AS to1l an tool for hıs self-
straıght from Ecbatana pper Egypt (8:3) revelatıon: he has OEl AS the final Mediator, AS
Sırach (Eceiesiasticus). who has lot of sanctıfed
COFHBR  CnNns share: almost ends hıs book wıth

Wısdom incarnate, Drıng, about the fullness of
0d’s ® ıN of human dest1ny. One Carı

all all LOO COINMMON eXpression Of racısm An ethnıc find dozens of such remıinıISsCENCES, wıth Varı0us
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degrees of certainty. Luther, therefore, added the demonology; thev thus AaPPFOVC of intertes-
Apocrypha hıs Bıble, NOT AS part of theö amental development, of which such book AS

but AS C  ood an profitable readıng,” 4A5 help- Tobıt testifies. Another example relates human
constıtution. ar10us hınts, in the Old Testament.rather than harmful. Ignoring the Apocrypha

iımpoverıshes (3ULXI knowledge aAM interpretation of do suggest dualıty, but the polysemy of the Maıns
Scr1pture. Proviıded theyv do NOT the d- anthropological (a > Z53) orbıds ıts eINg
t1Vve role of canonıcal books, they ffer us VC Clear. whereas 1T 15 maJor feature in the New
of informatıon INaYy NOLT despise. Testament 1eW. Ihe Apocrypha, in between, elab-

Iwo maın lınes mMaYy be drawn. Fırst, the ApOC- the dıscernment of the dualıty of inner aM
rypha provıde us wıth background an CONTEX- XVOPWTOC. (Dualıty, NOT dualısm although

Wısdom, especılally, (07 betray the ınfiuence oftual informatıon pre-Chrıstian udaısm which
ould galn from ther SOUTCE Wıthout it, Platonıc dualısm.) Ihrough clarıfiıcatıon AN!n..

the of EVENTS ould often be obscure: S10N of revealed teachıngs, the Apocrypha ALC able
wıthout the books of Maccabees from hıch a1SO PIrCDarC New lestament afırmatıons of afterlife,
Josephus derıved what he wrote), would be of rewards beyond, of the intermedıiıate COI1-

AL loss when readıng SOMIC chapters in Danıel. Sist1Ng ın CONSCIOUS blıss, between physıcal death
Edıfyıng tales aAM sapıential works hıghlıght how aM final resurrectlion.
central the Law could be in the Jews’ personal rel1- Perhaps the MOST signıfıcant ofsuch benefits 15 the
o10N AS well AS ın theır publıc worshıiıp: how pas OC relatıng Chrıstology. already appeared, the
s1ıonately they clung It: hOow, also, the pride they Prologue Zje John’s Gospel 15 ındebted Wısdom;
put in Its possession bred for non-Jews the other grand ChristologicalS especılally
AN! natıonalıstıc feelings. We better realıse Coloss1i1ans and Hebrews K also make
whiıch forces, socı1al; cultural, spiırıtual, Jesus an uUsSsc of apocryphal hlıterature: the WdY 1T describes
hıs apostles had CNSASC. Ihe Apocrypha, be dıyıne 1ısdom, wıth increasıng, personal traıts aM
SUTC, AVC exclusıve monopoly 4A5 WwIıtnesses for the maJor mediatorıal role 1ın creation an revela-
that per10d. Ihe ead Sea finds aVeC enriched OUr t10N,; W ds$s appropriated DY the New Tlestament
knowledge of intertestamental (Or Second Temple) “explain” dıyvıne sonshıp. Agaın, 1T W ds HE  S TCV-

Judaısm, especıally of Its apocalyptic Wwıng, elatıon: 1T W as the amplıfıcation, blossoming an
fringe. But the Apocrypha I‘CPI'CSCI'It time-hon- rıpenıng cProverbs but, A such, 1T W asSs

oured selection; theır aVCraZC qualıty W das deemed provıdential preparatıon of the Gospel.
superl1o0r that of ther comparable hlıterature. It
would be uUunNwI1se do wıthout them.

Ihe second lıne MaYy be TMOTC controvers1al. ConJjoming Ome Theological Reflections
Ihe Apocrypha, USSCSL, belong the Ihe callıng of systematıc theology 15 thınk
Vatıo0 evangelıca, the preparatiıon of the Gospel, lıttle tarther (Or C to) After the facts ÜV een
and. thus, Heilsgeschichte, the hiıstory of salva- ascertaıned an theır ımport evaluated, IT adopts

TMOTEC “meditative” STAÄNGE In that mood, AS COI-t10N. Thev buıld bridge, although sometımes
sh OLC, between Old Testament revelatıon anı clusıon AM wıthout ALLY techniıcal elaboratıon,
the New lestament. (One observes SaD between ffer few thoughts in sketchy torm.
the of Israel’s belıefs 1ın Artaxerxes’ tiıme rsSt reflection Invıtes us consıder the risks

an chances attending PI'CSCI'It iınfduences. In thısıN! what 15 assumed (presupposed AN! taken OVver)
iın the New Testament: between the latest wrıtıngs OUTLr ecumenı1cal aAYC, contformıst PICSSULCS INay
of the Old an that part of udaısm owned usSs abandon OUT MOOrNNSS aAM forget
DY Christian taıth Ihe Apocrypha provıde about the hebraica verıtas. OUr, siımply, g0o0d [11all-

plece: NOT 4S continummng revelatıon would AVe aM worthy desıre NOT isplease others
One canoniıcal prophecy had ceased but 4S INay ead usSs speak of “deuterocanoni1ical” books
providentially ouided an guarded development, wiıithout recallıng, the “obstinate” facts of the

CAse hope CaAall be COUFrTEOUS aM brotherlvy,4S the blossomıng AN rpening of PreVIOUS seeds.
example could be the aCt1VIty of demons Joviıng, indeed, an yeLr res1ist the trend. Ihe IMOTIC

and the role of Satan CV remaın cshrouded 1n popular aln ıdea around UusS, the TMOITIC vigılant
MYSLCELVY AS far 4A5 (Ild lestament O, explıcıt d1IC called be ıf Ad1C commıtted truth,

before ACcCcS ptance anintormatıon 15 SCAICC; obvıousiy, the gospels DIC
SUDPOSC much tuller, though st11] MYyster10Us, hıs 1ın U3 WAaYV requıres closed mınd! ( aur
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SUPICHMEC a1mM should NOT be avOo1d danger: ıfe 15 the unbıbliıcal dualıstic antıthesıs of time anı
danger! hıs lıfe, aTt least... New trends also OPCN eternity (conceıved of 45 the opposıte of tiıme).
11C opportunıities. Our Prescnt s1ıtuatiıon allows Under the sovere1gnty of the God One an
us dıscern that OUrTr Protestant athers INAaYy ave Irme. truth also has hıstory. DPeter 154 72 speaks,overreacted agalnst the Catholics’ L1ISC of the lıterallv, of the “the Pr CSCHT truth” (Ev T TXPOVONrypha We rediscover how helpful these Can be XAngELA). the ercles of God ATC NC CVCIYUpen vigılance combıned wıth vigılant mornıng, hıs truth, 4S lıving commuUunNıcCcatıon of
deserves 4S general MO hıs wiull, thought aN! love, has the ofCI

Ihe posıtıve value of the Apocrypha lıes TYSt in
theır contextual function for New Testament WT

ng the face IT shows. It progressively untolds Its
riıches through the Varıo0us stages of0d’s plan (hısIngs. It trıggers second reflection the close tıes Kalro1;), anı lends ıtself apprehension orıgınal(the umbilıcal cord!) that bınd word an CORTIEXT. WaVS bDy SUCCESSIVE generations.Contextual determınatıon 15 Lrul of AL1LY„ 'hıs unfoldıng 15 NOT restricted the central

Oug IC general Statements, C proverbial CVENIS of specıal revelatıon, the infallıble, unmıxed,sayıngs, only requıre quası unıversal CONTEXT. Word of GoOod It 15 also the MOr hıdden work of
No word Can resound In DUFrE DVACUKUM word, Provıdence, hıch fulfils the dıvıne DV the
speech-act, 15 UuscC of language, language 4S avaıl- hands of allıble MCn A WCIC the authors f the
able 1n CONFEXT Ihe Word of God makes uUusSsc of Apocrypha. Ihe all-embracıng of the historyhuman Janguage. TIhe Word of God resounds in of truth wards off the other dualısm, ofgeneral hıs-
the world of creation, AaN! provıdence. Ihe New COrY and culture the OIlIC hand and specıal TIEVC-
JTestament Word avaıls ıtself the DDıvıne Word latıon, tfor faıth, the other. In theır conjunction,avaıls hımself of the FTESOUTCES afforded DV the the foundatıon 15 aıd of the SUTC hope of ultımate
Apocrypha. reluctant speak ere of “incar- unıty. TIThe sServıice allıble Apocrypha, typıcalnatıon”: tor fear that the unıque an of the surroundıng culture, render the CaNOnN1-
of the Incarnatıon be transmuted iInto B abstract cal Word of God thus wıtnesses the promıise of
princıple; yer, SOTINIC analogy obtaıns between the final CONVEIrSCNCE 1in fulfilment: the recapıtulatiıonrootedness of word In CONTLEXT anı the Personal of hıstory complete when the glory of dıivine truth
Word’s havıng COMNNC iın the fAesh shall the earth d the wWwafrTters the SC  o

Balance 15 cerıitical. If dreamıng of DPUrc Word
freed from the bonds of Janguage, an therefore

Notesof CONTEXL, denı1es the CSSCIICE of specch an dıs-
regards the WaVS of Od’s wısdom 1n ScCripture; It ecCcAuUse ıt 15 already found at the en!| of gyptıan

document TOM 2200 The Instruction of the15 equally FrulINOuUSs confuse word wıth language,
speech-act wıth CONTLEXT Word. alımıng AL truth, Sage Ptah OTE
precedes AN! transcends language. On the CONntem- In 192 Dy the ANONVINOUS orthodox theologıan

who antı-Montanıiıst treatıse and >dVS,IVöNOLT ftew examples dIC found of COIMN- hıs preface addressed the Phrygıan bıshop ber-textual claıms oppressing the meanıng of words, C1IUS Marcellınus, that he hesitated undertake theof language haıled 4S ıE It WEeETIC revelatıon, of the
Word torbidden be TNMNOTC than the HICI echo of

task lest he “might SCCI1H SOITN1C be addıngthe writıngs INJuNcCt10Ns of the NCW COVENANTsurroundıng talk Ihe “contextual tallacy” SYStCI'I'I- of the gospel, which ONC wh has chosenatıcally the LIECEWIII1CSS of the New Testament lıve accordıng the gospel ıtself Cd)]  — adı anı
INCSSAYC where 1T dıffers from Its eNVıroNmEent; the from 1C he CAaNNOT take aWaYy” (the allusıon
Apocrypha become harmful ıf the reedom of theır Rev 15 obvıous, though the verb “t o ad »”
Uusc DYy the Dıvıne Word 15 NOT acknowledged. TPOOBELVAL, 15 NOT the same) the TEXT. preserved

by kusebius, Ecclestastical 1storYy, VEAVL3S. and 15Fınally, the mediıatıng role of the Apocrypha,
bridging the aD between the Old An the New, gıven In Kırsopp ake’s translatıon in the Loeb
ralises the 1ssue of time 2A7 truth of time 4S SO C(lassıc Lıbrary (Cambrıidge, Harvard Unıver-

SILy Press, 473 W dAS$S led It byerned DYy dıyıne Proviıdence, of truth AS known Bruce, The ( anon of Scripture (Downers Grove., IDYy specıal revelatıon. kverlastiıng firmness and
unchangıng valıdıty do belong, the connotatıons Inter Varsıty Press. 1988 P

Ihe Ferm but there W as A ofofAespecılally the truth otf the Word of God, dısparagement, shown by Irenaeus’ USC in Adrvthroughout Scripture e DPsalm 119:160). ut Haeres. 120431 and Tertullian’s in De Pudıcıtıiathıs truth about truth Il talls dualısm, 10  O
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Forerunners ncluded Hugh of St. Vıctor the hıs quotati1ons AIC mostly from Parts which COUuU. be
X1lith tu (K Bruce, p.929) and John Wyclıfte SCCH extensi0ons of canonı1cal books (G.& Danıel),

1382 J Jurro, %  G 111 Hıstory of the Id NOLT from dıstiınct 1010) aMONS the Apocrypha.
lTestament Canon” New ALTNOLLC Encyclopediua | New anon of the Old Jestaäment.-

13York McGraw-Hill, 1967 vol. IL,a Hengel, p.60
ogens u:  CH The AVSt Bıble Church Plea Erıc Junod, in Le Canon de ?’Ancıen lestament,

the Septuagint Copenhagen International Sem1- formatıon ET hnstoire, ed Kaestlı Wer-
L1al Supplement ser1es 206; Shef- melınger Geneva: Or Fiıdes, 1984), 118f,

wıth Hengel's approval (apparently),field Academıc Press, 1996 39f; Martın Hengel,
15The Septuagınt Chrıistian Scripture. Its Prehistory Hengel,

and the Problem of ıt5s Canon, transi Mark Ihıd.,
(Edınburgh New York I: 8 ar 20 unO« HI 136
(the assumption “has proved be [Urn- 18 Hengel, ATE:

JTurro, New ath EnNC:; E: 200bng } Oug! he uUusSscCc$Ss the phrase wıthout endorsing
20the obsolete theorYy, “Alexandrıan Canon’ Hengel, 65

OTC wıshes speak of OI1lC AT CONCENTrFrAaATLES 21 aCHarV Gerganos, who had studıed in Wırttenberg,
the Pentateuch.” iıntroduced the “Protestant” VICW in 162/, accord-

ert anhart, whose maın thesı1s 15 NOT Ar all ıng Turro, IL 290b
22favourable the theorYy, wrıte hıs introduc- Jurro, { 59 1la: Lou1s Gaussen, 18 C anon des Saunıtes

COFY chapter Hengel’s book, Palestin- Ecrıtures double yomnt DUE Ia SCLENCE B7 de
1an anO1 the form preserved iın the Masoretic Lausanne: Georges Brıdel, 1860 vol.11, 90)-92
tradıtıon W as SC the authentic CanNnON, the other 23 Quoted by Hengel;, 125

Thidwrıitings transmıtted In the Alexandrıan both
25those translated from Hebrew Aramaıc and those Whose scholarshıp praised DYy the edıtor of

orıgınally wrıtten ıIn ree ‘“apocryphal”” (ıtalıcs the Journal, bbe Jean Carm1ignac, “Recens1ıon de
added). More vaguely, INanıy still talk of “the Tee oger Beckwıith, The Old JTestament ( anon
Bıble.” New Testament Church and Its Background In ANVÜY
Hengel, 41; 59, he that in ree Judaism,“ Revue Oumran (1986) 449-453
manuscr1pts of the Psalms that POSSCSS, from the In hıs introduction Hengel's book, Hengel’s

CCENTUCY, the Magnificat, Benedictus and Nunc OW) dıvergent choıce ımplıes the unlıkely ASSUMM
dımattıs aATC ıncluded oger Beckwiıth, t1on that the iınclusıon 1n the anon of Ecclesiastes,
Canon of the Old Testament,” The Orıygın of the er Song of ONgs, and Chronıicles, A4SE.
Z  e) ed 1p Weslev ort Wheaton: Iyn- hıstorical Urn 91
dale HOouse, 62, wriıtes: “I n the Septuagınt 'Ihe devastatıng force of kugene CS critique
manuscrı1ıpts, the rophets and Hagıographa have be denıed, Non- Attestatıon of Irı-

artıte Canon — Catholıc 1011C0: Onar:been rearranged by Chrıstian hands ın non-Jewısh
I1  ‘5 and the ıntermıinglıng of Apocrypha there erv 65 (2003) 202-:214
15 Chriıstian phenomenon, NOT Jewısh. 2R Ihid., 1921
Hengel, SL: acknowledges “But vVen there the Introduction Hengel,
data exhıbıt such sıgnıfıcant dıfferences that OIL1C 30 Ihbıd.,

2 ] Flınt, “Non canonıcal Watngs. ... 116NOT y'€t speak of truly fixed anOon ‚VE ın thıs
per10d.” 2 In the 1S.  a AN: 10.1 an translates:
The Old Testament In ANVUYY Wıssen- “heretical” books, but explaıns 111 hıs NOTE books
chaftlıche Untersuchungen Z Neuen lestament “outsıde the cCanon”).

27 So James Vanderkam, From Revelatıon LO ( ano0n:1/54; Tübıngen Mohbhr |Sıebeck], 1991 34f,
quoted Dy Hengel, 57/ Z TudLes In the EOVEW Bıble and ECON T A
DPeter Flınt, “Noncanonıi1cal Wrıtings in the ead EVYALTU: (Leiden; Briull,; quoted by kugene
Sea crolls Apocrypha, ther Previously Known Ulrıch, in the Makıng Ihe Scriptures

Found Al: Qumran, ” The AF Oumran, edWrıtings, Pseudepigrapha, ” iın The AT Oumran,
JeXt, aDE, ANı Interpretation, ed DPeter f Deter in 55 n.6, thıs being the understand-
(Studıes in the ead Sea crolls and Related Luıtera- ıng of Sundberg, arcel] Sımon.
U ranı Rapıds, M  — er  ans, p.87 Canon,” 62; ECEONTEVa Ulrıch, Bıble

11 Hans-Peter üger, however, in hıs artıcle “Apokry- ın the Makıng,” 56f (5 nı} I0 8 10) Cites
Jubilees Da authorıtatıve, and the title (XCUTSphen des Alten Testaments;” Theologische Realen-

zyklopädıe, ed Gerhard Trause Gerhard uller AT 53-4), and James Bowleyv, “Moses ın the
Berlın/New York alter de Gruyter, vol. ead Sea crolls Lıiving ın the Shadow of
HE 291., ZOCS far beyond the evidence he dduces Anointed, ” 175 ocryphon of Moses quoted by

— R 11 56 in The at Oumran, 0 CAtwhen he that ıf ordınary procedure:
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235 Contra Apbıwonem 14  — ’ATO ÖE ’APTXEEPEOU WEYXPL TOU 11l-thıs real  o quıite CIY. Matthew 23:35
KAXO NUAC YXDOVOU YEYPATTAL LEV EKOXOTO MLOTEWC Ö O0Y larly Suppose: wıtness the Hebrew
OMOLOC NELWTAL TOLC TpO NÜTOV ÖL TO UN YEvEOBAL of OO the murder of charıah,
A  TNV TV TOOONTWAV XKPLBN ÖLKÖOXNV Chronuicles 24:20-22, 15 last the or

Hebrew CanNnOonN, wıth Chronicles at the EeNC.g Ota 132 Rüger, 290
Hıs artıcle “Inspiration des Ecritures CanoNn1ques er “L.es Actes du Concıle de 1tente, DU a l €
apostolicıte de "Eglıse, Revue des SCLENCES 2l0S- CONTre le pOo1ISON, Recueıl des Opuscules, C£ E,
10UES EF T heologiques 45 (1961) 32-42 crıit1- Petıits Irauctesz Tean Calvın Geneva
cal of Karl Rahner’s proposed VIEWS. Pınereul, 916

28 41 Hengel, n.50Hengel, 126
Tradıtionally 1 uke 24 :44 15 taken reflect the Letter publıshe by the Bıble Revıcw 18
reeio Hebrew anon (the “Psalms” standıng for
the ırd of1C thev ATIC the IMOST ımportant ccordıng Turro, 391a

Alttestamentliche Studien Tübıingen, 199[070) the Prologue of Ecclesiasticus (as expounde
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