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UMMARY
otal role played In McDonald’s thesis DY his definition of

The IDIICa ( anon DY | ee MacDonald IS the MOST sub- the INIC disputes, and XX tradition, In COTMN-
cstantia| and formative outworking of position the the marginal role he assıgns Josephus and

that has COM e dominate the discussion. Nev- important DaAssSsapC from Ezra This IS ollowe DY lo0k
ertheless, there IS 000 (EASON TO question SOTTIE of his l the foundational role of the rule ofal In Irenaeus for
fundamental conclusiöns. The article exXxamınes the DIV- cDonald  S project.

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG |J)er Artikel untersucht die zentrale Rolle, die die Defini-
tion VOT1 ”  anon“”,  &d die rabbinischen Diskussionen SOWIE

The IDIICa ( anon VOTI1 | ee McDonald ıst die substan- die Septuagintatradition ın McDonalds Argumentation
tiellste und formativste Darlegung eıner Position ZUuU spielen Im Gegensatz der marginalen Rolle Von OSe-
anon, die gegenwartig die Diskussion dominiert. phus und einer wichtigen massage dUus$s dem Buch Esra
Nichtsdestotrotz gibt ES gute Gründe, einige seIıner Danach folgt eın lic auf die grundlegende Rolle, die die
grundlegenden Schlussfolgerungen In rrage stellen. Glaubensrege!l he! renaus ın McDonalds Projekt spielt.

RESUME
considere le röle central Joue dans these Dar Ia defini-

L Ouvrage de | ee McDonald SUr le iblique consti- tion YUE CcCUVONa donne du SO approche des
tue 1a presentation Ia plus substantielle eTt Ia plus Slaboree desaccords abbins et 1a tradition de Ia Septante,
d’une Dosition SUTr le Qquı aCQUIS UuUNe influence contraste dAdVEC l’attention tres marginale qu'il accorde
preponderante dans les ätudes SUT cetite question. osephe et A iImportant VddbSdsC de Fsdras CONSsSI-
cependant de bonnes alsons de Contester certaınes de dere ensult l ro  le fondamental du theme de Ia regle de
SCS conclusions fondamentales. |‘’auteur de Ia recension 19 fO] chez lIrenee DOUT l’approche de McDonald.

Anyone attempting delve 1nto the 1ssue of the has continued galn ground VCLI the past fOrtYy
bıbliıcal INa Yy conclude that the lıterature AS represented bDy MOST contrıbutors The

the topı1Cc 15 endless anı that study ın thıs dICa (Jano0on ebhate (a Jarge volume edıtıon by James
15 wearyıng the body. So instead of beginnıng Sanders aM McDonald), an the sem11nal works
thıs Journey, students, PasStLOrS, AaN! CVCN scholars of Albert Sundberg, James Barr, aN! John Barton
wıll probably WAant turn good introductory Ihe breadth of the work 15 Impressive. It 15 the
book that CI VETS all the basıcs. L.ee McDonald’s only up-to-date introduction of Ifs kınd that COVECTS
latest book, whıch 15 called +masterplece: aMı both the and iın OLIC volume. Before
haıiled ASs hıs “magnum Opus”, thıs eed lo evaluatıon Caln be undertaken 1T 15
ate the book 15 the MOST substantıal an forma- sSummMAarızZe the basıc posıtıon of the book
tıve outworkıng of posıtıon the Can that
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Summary of T’he 12011C04: Canon part of thıs collection from the earlıest Chriıs-
t1an Communıty, before theır separatıon fromIn thıs latest installment McDonald adds 162

the last edıtıon M already substantıal udaısm the rst Ihere 15
284 PagCs, yet MmMaılntaıns that “"many of the MOST evidence that theır Scripture collection OL
ımportant conclusıions remaın the same” and A bıgger wıth time. 10
“been strengthened consıderably.  ] In the preface McDonald 15 NOL clear when thıs occurred, yeL It
he TCEASSLH.GS hıs readers that he NOT approach ADPDCAaLs that the Chrıistian church selected 2R} fixed
the tOop1C wıth thesıs that he wanted P  > but Its from thıs “much larger” Jewiısh col-
wıth natural CUrL0S1Lty about the truth of ection sometıme 1ın the fifth al sıxth centurıes
formation.”? hıs CUrOSILYy has taken McDonald CE 11

twenty-four yCar ınvest1gatıon 1into the bıblıcal Luke the discuss10n, dates for the CAaNnON17ZA-
ınvolving, AMONS ther thıngs, thesis t10N of the AIC consıstently later than tradıtional

AT Harvard anı revised an expanded edıtions understandıngs of the Focusıng cCıtat1ons
of the orıgınal work. Wıth the goal of pushıng of the books 1n the church fathers, McDonald
asıde “unsubstantiated claıms” he attempts CULT that the Gospels aN! DPaul WEIC the
rough past research the DY avoldıng rst be read A Scripture 1n the second
assumpt10ns he could NOLT demonstrate trom the AT then only AT the en of the fourth
“priımary evidence ”® W as “general CONMNSCIISUS reached” about the CX ET

McDonald beg1ins hıs examınatıon of the of the collection. ® Heretics (e’5 Marcıon), the
DYy definıng CanNonNn AS unıversally“ accepted anı invention of the codexX, persecution (the burnıngclosed lıst of books for faıth tradıtion. McDonald of sacred books), Eusebius’ catalogues of CANON1-
holds three-stage theory iın whiıch the Penta- cal lısts, AI the polıtical actıvıty of Constantıne,
teuch 15 closed in the time of Za the Prophets ther fOrces, all played role ın the devel-
iın the time of Ben Sıra, anı the Wrıtings much opment anı closure f the But IMNOTC
later 1n rabbınıc udaısm sOometime in the second ımportant than the for the carly church WEIC

fourth He concludes: ” he rabbıs the rule of faıth an the authorıty of Jesus. “Ire-
who shaped the Miıshnah and PUL IT 1Nnto S final 2 Y{ others wh. argued agalnst the Ginostics
form ATC the SAUaTMnıc iındıyvıduals who JaAVC shape 1ın the second AN! thırd centurıes NOT combat
the final form of the ebrew Bıble. ”> Durıng the heresy wıth of Scripture, but wıth
tıme of Jesus an the ecarly church; however, the of faıth regula fıde1) that had een passed from
Hebrew Bıble W as “much larger” than 1T- the apostles theır in the churches.”13
ally became in the folowıng centuries.® 4O SUPPOIT hus the “rrue of faıth for the church” 15
thıs claım he cCıtes the HSE of NOC. 1n Jude, the Christ.'* { hıs dımınıshed role for the
large collection of AT Qumran, the Citat1Oons of For instance, “New INqUICYy 1INto the ONSINSBen e 1ın rabbinıc Judaıism, the USC of apocryphal of the bıblıcal miıght permıit the church
anı pseudepigraphal books 1n the aMı of feel freer allow ther ancıent (Or modern) VO1CES
the carly church / In thıs model the rabbıs excluded iınform Its understandıng of God (Oday.from theır I11LALLY books that had scrıptural (One CANNOT help but admıre the dogged deter-

1ın the rot Durıng the rst mınatıon of McDonald’s pursult of canonıcal quCE, however, there 15 CC  NO evidence” that “rhe Jews t10NS; 110 doubt he has accumulated INalıy scholarly
OT the followers of Jesus WEIC CVCNMN remotely inter- blisters from eXxamınıng AaSTt of primary aNı
ested ın the notion of closed collection of sacred
Scriptures. 8 THerelore, those scholars who hold secondary lıterature d top1Cc complex AS the

Certaumly thıs 15 jJearned. paınstakınglywell-established 1n the rst make FESCATENEHL an formıdable of the bıblıcal
“anachronıistic” claım because they CANNOT show aM the complicated hıstorical PFrOCCSS SUTr-

thıs be the case ? TIhe Chrıstian church, then.  5 roundıng Its formatıon. In partıcular, McDonald
iınheriıted thıs “much Jarger” an OpCH collection of remınds hıs readers that the unıversal church has
Scripture from udaısm. McDonald’s explanatıo agreed exactly upOoN whıch books belong 1n
15 worth quoting T: length: 1tfs canon .16 Fınally, hıs attractıon the rule of faıth

Ihe of the QV always Gcen elu- 1n Irenaeus 15 commendable
S1VE, ut 1t 15 lıkely that the Greek RBıble sed Nevertheless, there 15 good 1CaSON question
by the Chrıistians iıncluded wrıtıngs that WETC SCHLIG of hıs fundamental conclusıions. do NOT

® EuroJTh 1r



The IDIICa. ( anon according | ee CcCUOoNa

thınk thıs wıll be accomplıshed through another theır temples cultıic CeNFIes Wıthın Judaıism, the
short sound ufe FeVIEW that has only temple 15 the only instıtution wıth enough authorıty

regıster dısagreement 1n the last few lınes, determıne an set the boundarıes of the
but rather through LNOTC substantıal AN! well- hus the sacred of the temple 15 the primary
deserved CeNgaAgEMCN wıth the CLE of McDonald’s vehıcle for the collection, preservatıon, aMı dıssem-
thes1s. For practical FCaASONS, thıs MUST be mıte  > inatıon of the in the Jewısh tradıtıon untıl Its
there 15 NOT adequate LOOINN evaluate the entire estruction. result, It 15 thıs sacred SDACE, an
book My INquıry wıll focus the portion of NOT SOTI1I1IC sacred lıst, that OLC ould CXPCC1I be

meanıngful in the conceptual world of Judaısm.the work. wıll examıne the pıvotal role played DYy
McDonald’s definıtion of CaNnOoN the rabbıinıc dıs- 1lo make Ssts of the holy books hıle the temple
p  D an tradıtion, 1n the NANV- remaıned standıng ould be superfluous an such
gınal role ofosephus aAN! VCLY ımportant PaSSaHCc demand Dy McDonald INay (ıronıcally) betray
from Ezyra. hıs wıll be ollowed DYy o0k AT the anachronıstic appeal the formulatıon of CanNOoNSs

ZAN StS in the second fourth in thefoundatıonal role of the rule of faıth in Irenaeus for
the proJect. church. Wıthın Judaısm, however, catalogues of

canonıcal books the per10d under
investigation. After the temple W da5 destroyed, thecDonald’s Definition of Canon SV  C (ın 1fs varıety), 1n far AS It CaIilnlc

McDonald’s definıtiıon of 15 essentıall symbolıcally rcpr' CSCHLT the temple, carrıed
derıved from kugene Ulrıich: 1It 15 “rhe final, fixed, thıs practice bDy housıng the sacred books in eiıther
AN! closed lıst of the books of Scrıptures that ATC the Tlorah chrıne in adjacent house of study.““
officıally an permanently accepted 4A55 supremely Ihese practices INAYy explaın why there W as talk
authoriıtatıve DYy faıth tradıtıon, iın CONSCIOUS about the number of the canonıcal books wıthın
contradıstinction from those books that ATC NOT udaısm before CE, CVCN though the AN!
217  accepted: 1f left conceptually fixed collection other wrıtıngs strongly PICSUDDOSC relatıvely
thıs 15 NOLT problematıc, but the 5 closed.- “offic1al” ımıted collection of sacred books Approximately
and “conscı1o0us” elements of the definıtion bleed after the destruction of the temple,
VCTr into the form of the “closed lıst” requıred Josephus and E2zya each record the number of
SUpPpPOrtT such definition.*® Who 15 the officıal books they consıder canonı1cal.

1t McDonald’s definıtion of 15 anachro-that consc1ously closed the DYy lıstıng
each book 1n catalogue? For McDonald, absence nıst1iCc the rst > 1T has trouble findıng
of 1n thıs form 15 absence of He solıd foOotIng 1n hıs invest1gatıon of Jewısh OUTCCS

dırect (not inferential) evidence AN! claıms 1ın the second fourth Most 1MpoOTr-
that scholars relyıng “iınferences” make anachro- Lant 1n thıs regard 15 hıs dıscussıon ofBaba Bathra
NIısSt1IC sSupposıt1ons by importing nOt10ONs of 14b0-154,; whıch records the order of the books 1n
from the second fourth CE 19 the Prophets an the Wrıtings aM then 1SCUSSES

McDonald 15 certamly rıght that ONC CANNO: theır authorshıp. Baba Bathra “Clearly ıdentifes the
find in the of catalogue, but It O€Ss twenty-four books that make the Jewısh collec-
NOLT necessarıly follow that the COHCCPt 15 alıen aM t1on of sacred wrıtings,” wrıtes McDonald *> hıs
Can only be applıed V1a anachronıstic supposıt1ons. 15 sımply NOLT the CasSc because 1T O€s NOLT lıst the
I thıs COHCCPt WCIC PresCNL, where ould IT be books of the Pentateuch. Quibbling about such
housed 1n the mental rnıture of the Jewısh mınd” small atters miıght SCCI1 overly critical, but IT 15
In word: temple. It 15 NOT anachroniıstic ArZUC essent1a] for understandıng the of the
that the temple held focal pomt ACTOSS5 the dıverse rabbınıc d1iscussio0n. Ihe Pentateuch 15 probably
STOUDS of udaısm whıle ıT stoo0d McDonald hım- NOT lısted because ıts order anı authorshıp AIC
self afırms thıs, but short of teasıng OUL ItSs uncontested, which 1sn’t the CASC for the Prophets
symbolıc for the canon .40 Most scholars AT the Wrıitings. Prior thıs document wıthın
ould archıve of sacred lıterature ex1isted udaısm there 15 lıst of the Pentateuch. hus
ın the temple in Jerusalem.“ Famously, Josıah dıs- Baba Bathra 15 NOT concerned about establıshıng
COVeErSs the book of the law 1n the Ya  3 le an the ıdentity Or authorıty of the books the Proph-

Maccabees, Josephus, aM later, the rabbıs, all CF anı Wrıitings, but rather wıth quest1Ons of order
ear wıtness thıs realıty. Ihroughout the ancıent an authorshı
Near Kast: socıletlies housed theır sacred books 1ın What O€eSs thıs all INCAaN for McDonald’s definı-
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t10on of canon” As aV SCCIL. in the Pot CEC1M- Song of Songs, Ecclesiastes, an Esther ?8
there 15 authoritatiıve lıst of books, A John Barton, Ianı y other scholars

there 15 for McDonald, AN! such the > has argued (persuasıvely, 1n V1ICW)
claıms ATC only based inferences. In the second that these AaN! only these three books ATC sıngled
CCENTUFY aAba Batlhra 15 the est candıdate fit OUuUrTt because they alone 1n the ebrew ack
McDonald’s definıtion of It 15 NOLT establısh- the dıvıne Name. Takıng hıs CN from the Dara-

doxıcal notıion that sacred book ( defile theıng the authorıty of these books, but holds theır
authorıty 4A5 Its MOST basıc presupposıtıon. What 15 hands, Barton that thıs des1ıgnatıon could
aC.  , therefore, the rst 15 also Jlackıng VE begun 45 precaution CLISUTC that people
1n the second fourth an later. TIhere ould carefully handle the Scriptures.“” As such
15 tiıme when these books ATr declared author1- the defilement physıcal CONTACT wıth these
tatıve OTr GCVCi officıally acknowledged AS such 1n books 1ın riıtual sıtuations NOT theır “metaphysıcalthe form of lıst, ut there 15 time after whıich existence. ”0 Ihe Hebrew Scriptures do NOLT defile
they dATIC conceptually treated 4A5 fixed 28l author1- the hands they ATC translated from Aramaıc
tatıve collection. Ihus McDonald’s ınabılıty Hebrew Hebrew Aramaıc, whıle they do
find somethıing that fits hıs definıition of Canl 1n defile the hands they T wrıtten in Assyrıan
the 17ST CENTULY 15 rendered problematıc SINCce he characters parchment anı in ınk.®} Or agaln, the
CANNOT find anythıng match it 1n the followıng books in the temple do NOLT defile the hands unless
centurıes either.«“ No when OILlLC dates the they AL G removed from the tempie. . Barton
fixed of Judaısm, the evidence under ınvesti- that the ack of the dıvıne Name In only these three
gatıon requires degree of inference. books ould ead quest10ns ofpurıfıcation when

After McDonald Baba Bathra 1INto hıs handlıng them If hıs estimatıon 15 aCCUFrate, 1It also
definıtion of CaNnON he then trıes margınalıze Ifs explaıns why SUOINC OO that WEIC clearly-
testiımonYy. He that thıs OS NOT reflect the canonıcal, which contaıned the dıvıne Name, WEEIC
“ Y1eW of Jews  A because 1t WAS NOLT iıncluded sa1d CC  nNot defile the hands.”®5 hıs p  UNCE-
the Miıshnah. Furthermore, It had ıttle ınfÄuence MmMent W as needed for those wh CAHE: Into CONTLACT

carly Chrıiıstians an probably from Bab- wıth these because of the specıal of the
ylon, and. AS such, OCSs NOL reflect later rabbınıc dıvıne Name, CVCN oug these WEIC
debates in the land of Israel about the frınges of consıdered Scripture.*“ hıs dıstınction 15 partıcu-
the canon ®> Whıle each supposıtıon could be YJUCS- larly hard the canonıcal books defile
tıoned, tor McDonald the rabbıinıc dısputes dIC the hands aAM al times thıs des1ignatiıon 15 equal
pıvotal 1in hıs ınvestigation of the Jewısh evidence. theır canonıcal but It 15 NOT equated wıth it
He SCS these dısputes dıscredit all earlıer S12NS Canoni1cal books ATC sacred that ONC Call only
that there Was fixed wıthın udaısm. Ihe touch them wıth gloves O: speak, but 1n
weıght McDonald X1veSs these dısputes requilres the Casc of these three books, the NECESSILY of the

gyloves W ds questioned due the absence of theanother o0k AT the prımary evidence.
divine Name. Ihe rabbıs concluded that gloves
WEeICRabbinıic Dısputes Agaın, C103 that the rabbıs AT

McDonald prefaces anı concludes hıs examınatıon engaged 1ın canonı1cal aCt1VIty when they discuss
of the Carly evidence for closed wıth why book W as 11CEC “stored aWdI OTLr "Panth-
appecal rabbinıc dıscussı1ons concerning whıich drawn ” Ihe book of Ezekıiel W as sa1d ÜV
books defle the hands A e HAa CcEn wıth- een wıthdrawn because 1t appeared contradıct
drawn .26 1r there WAS fixed 1n the or the Torah . whıle Proverbs anı Ecclesjastes WEEIC

CE, accordıng McDonald, then 6, Why saıd HC€ be wıthdrawn because they ATC self-
15 there much discussıon the rabbıs of contradıictory.”° Only in the GAaSe of Avot of Rabbı
the second through the fifth centurıes about Nathan O€Ss 1T Sa y that Proverbs, Ecclesiastes,
whether books lıke Kzekıel Ruth, Esther, Eccles1i- an Song of Songs WEeTrc AT ONC time wıthdrawn
A  > AaN! Sırach °defile the hands’?”27 'Ihe IMprecı1- because they WEeTC IET parables, an NOT Scr1p-S10N of thıs STatement 15 danger of muffling the ([HrEe TITheodore Swanson has pominted OUuUT the late
dıstinct of the notor10usly dıfAcult phrase ate of thıs Composıtion AYal the unlıkelihood
of the rabbıs (.'Cto defile the hands.” In these dıs- that 1T reflects 1e6W held 1n the Tannaıtıc per10dCUSSIONS there ATC legıtımate iny about (1e D C)37 It 15 lıkely that thıs Can only
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be anachronistically applıed the sıtuatıon of the 1t the exception that PDIrOVCS the general rule the
rSt. AB second More lıkely 15 oger number of US10NSs an Citat1Oons from books iın
Beckwith’s theory that these quıbbles ATC the result the Hebrew in proportion those from
of exegetical efforts reconcıle conflicts wıthın books outsıde of 1t 15 staggering.“ Regardless of

Hen  2 conclusıions about NOC. the Oces NOTalready establiıshed canon. ©S
In ‘5 the discussı1ons about Ben Sıra ATC SUuppoOrt McDonald’s basıc posıtion. TOm the

notably dıfferent than those about canon1ıcal books alone, ONC ould CXDECL smaller NOT larger
It W as wıthdrawn wıthout question aAM W as NOT I larger collection of Scripture exısted
later vindıcated; probably due the rabbıs’ beliıef iın the rsSt’ why ATIC OC of these books
that 1T 15 NOT prophetic book because It W as wrIit- explicıtly cıted AS Scripture the NT; @)u agaln,
TEn after the cessatıon of prophecy.“” 'hıs belıef why ATIC they alluded infrequently?**
doesn’t orıgınate the rabbıinıc per10d It Call In ecarly church lıterature. however, SOINC of the
be SCOG1H A far back 4A5 Maccabees 6:46, 24 :41| apocryphal anı pseudep1igraphal books ATC cıted
aM the wrıtıng of Josephus.““ TIhese dısputes AT wıth scrıptural ormulae. In hıs analysıs of thıs
about books already iın the wıth the POS- IHterature. McDonald relıes almost exclusıvely
sıble but unlıkely exception of Ben Sıra. Where Citat1Ons (inferences), rather than explıcıt canonı1ıca|l
15 the evidence showıng that the rabbıs EXCLUACE: lısts, whıch hıs definıtion of favors. etreat-
books from “much larger” collection of sacred ıng from these lısts effectıvely McDonald’s
scrıpture? In McDonald’s VIEW, the rabbiıs dıspute crıteriıon for Inferences ATIC played OWN
the of books 1n theır collection surely the the rsSt9 only then be played off agalnst
debates that excluded ILLALLY OO0 ould aVE explıcıt catalogues of canonıcal books 1n the H-
SEn recorded. FEven ıf CLE Zrants, for argument’s lowıng centurıies. hıs ınvolves the church athers
sake, that these dAdIC canonıcal dısputes, they dıd 1ın contradıctions, when they cıte FE authorita-
NOT change the of al Yy book Ihe CanNnon Call tively that they aV excluded from theır CAaNON1-
remaın fixed CVECIN when certaın books dIC dısputed, cal lıst. hıs tensi0n, AT the VCLY least, should be
A Luther demonstrated durıng the Reformatıon recorded.
and McDonald demonstrates today. McDonald has helpfully ummarızed MOST of

these lısts 1ın Appendix quick glance A them
reveals that they WEIC relatıvely stable Al rSt anTCThe Iradıtion then began AVOW iınclude TMOTC apocryphalAddıtionally, McDonald that the books Melıto of Sardıs (around 170 GE), the Bry-reveals the of affaırs when the church SCDa- PNNOS manuscrı1ıpt (Ist (T 2nd CEDE CE?); Orıgenrated ftrom udaısm. According hım there 15 (before 231 CE); Eusebius of (aesarea (339 CGE);evidence that the c  got bıgger wıth tıme  D lo Cyril of erusalem (about 2350 CE) the Councıl of

thıs, McDonald relıes heavıly the cıtatıon 1La0dıcea (365 CGE); Athanasıus of Alexandrıa (5367of these books 1ın the NT, the carly church, aM CE); Hılary of Pointiers (367 CE); an Epıphanıustheır eventual locatıon In canonıCcal lısts an codıces of Salamıs (376 @ Gregory of Nazıanzus (390
ın the fourth A fiıfth centurIies Appendix CE); Amphulochius (396 CE), Jerome (about 230()
of McDonald’s book StS of apocryphal CE), an Rufinus (410 CE); WItNess rela-
and pseudepigraphal books cıted OTr alluded 1n tıvely stable contaımıng the SA 1LIC twenty-twothe At TrSt glance thıs lıst 15 1MpressiVve, ut OOkKs,; although counted an arranged 1n Varlıo0ous
apart from the hıghly debated*! exception of WaYys.“®© In SOTLIC of these catalogues, Baruch and
Enoch 1n Jude, OC ATC cıted wıth scrıptural for- the Epıstle of Jeremuah ALC appended the book
mula anı in MOST the connection 15 extremely of Jeremiah, hıch for the church athers O€es NOT
ENUOUS merely indıcates chared sOoc1al aM iındıcate dıfferent Judgment about the number
hıstorical background.“ Jude O€eSs NOC. of the books, Al in few Esther 15 Omıtted (T
AS prophecy from God, but ASs Rıchard Bauckham placed the apocryphal books In ‘9
pomts OULC, thıs “need NOLT ımply that he regarded only Augustine (S595 CE);, the Councıl of Carthagethe books 4A5 canonıcal Scriphure. . He that (5927 CE); ATı the codıces Vatıcanus (4th
the Enoch lıterature W AsSs valued AL Qumran, but GENTt. CE). S1inaılt1icus (4th CE1TIL. CE), AN! Alex-
W Aas NOT ncluded theır of Scripture. On andrınus (Sth CEHTt CE) ınclude number of
the other hand: Enoch WEeTIC cıted authorita- apocryphal books Where 15 the primary evidence
tıvely ASs Scripture, 1T ould SCCIM est consıder showıing that the VIEWS of the fourth WETIC
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held 1n the second thırd century” closed bıblıcal 1ın the rst CCENTULY C E 49
Ihese rather unıform lısts, whıch WwItnNess TIhere INaYy be NO unıversally accepted CaNON, but

smaller well before the larger, ATC margınal- ONC ould eed first that Qumran had
ized anı sometimes misrepresented hıs analysıs larger dıfferent whıch 15 NOLT GleaL and
of the carly church. For instance, 1n hıs dıscus- then; that thıs collection 15 NOLT sectarıan. One
S10N of Orıgen he OC€Ss NOT lıst hıs catalogue of miıght ask what of totalıty McDonald 15 Oad-
canonıCcal books CXCCPt of COUTrSC in Appendix ıng 1Into the tGITMN “‘unıversal.? At thıs pomt help-
B); but that +< Maccabees ATC iıncluded 1n dıstiınction that McDonald hımself adheres
ıt hıs MITS that Urigen counted the Maccabees 15 needed scholars often faıl “t0 dıstınguısh dısa-
4A5 “outsıde” of the twenty—two books 1t 15 also e FECMECNEIS about the between dıfferent Par-
NOT surprisıng that Orıgen ould recommend, ASs t1es from uncertainty about the wıthın those
McDonald observes, the readıng of Judıth, Tobıth, parties. ” * Qumran had dıfferent unfixed
an Wısdom of Solomon. For, N Farle Elllıs has It O€Ss NOLT necessarıly follow that MaAalın-
persuasıvely argued, MOST of the carly church dıs- Stream udaısm 1ın all Its varıety had unfixed
tinguished between canonıcal aM deuterocanon1-
cal books, y€t cıted both wıth scrıptural ormulhae. In allLy CaAsSC, McDonald attempts margınal-Ihese books WEIC good an seful read, yeL WAS Josephus Dy quoting Steve Mason’s conclusion:
st1]l remaıned outsıde of the Hebrew Whıle “Further, Mason that Josephus’s fixed col-
the precıse relatıonshıp between the tradı- lection W3AaSs anı iınner-Pharısa1ic 1eW that could onlyt10N an the Hebrew 15 essentially iınsoluble, aVUE gradually COH1e promınence wıth the CINCT-
Ellıs’s conclusıon the Maftter 15 possıble ıf NOLT of the rabbınıc coalıtıon after C:
probable. According hım, the pıvotal decısıon of It Canl reflect COINMON first-century Jewısh
Augustine thıs 1SSUE which Jerome opposed view. ”S 1 It 15 doubt unconsci0usly done, but
ADPCAaLs be the result of unreflective Judgment thıs 15 the 1CeCW of Rudolt EyCeL whom Mason 15
based the popular UuSc of these books .# refuting In the CONTEXT Mason>however,
Fınally, MOST of the books ın the tradıtion, that 1t 15 hard Justıfy ısolatıng Josephus 45 CI
broadly cConce1ıved, EX1ISt when the Christians Osyncratıc.” Josephus strongly adheres “closed
IO off from Judaısm, anı INn ONC the Canon, yet LreaTts other works, 1ıke Pseudo-Aristeas

NOLT SIOW (at least NOLT much) MEr tiıme an Maccabees, sımılarly wıthın hıs fixed
What O€Ss aD PCAr aV changed, however, 15 the TOM thıs Mason concludes: Pa Hs wıll-
ınclusıon of LNOTEC and I11OTIC of these books 1Into the INZNESS alter the bıblıcal I  S 1n manıfold WdYSChrıistian PFOVCS nothıng about hıs formal 1e6W of the

Hıs example CH1U0VE>S the force from appecals C1Ir-
cumstantıal evidence AS proo that the ead Seaosephus an Ezra Scrolls’ authors Phılo Or Ben 1ra had OPCNO[Does al y evidence contradıct McDonald’s claım canon.”>2 In other words, the THEGIE 1E of CANON1-

that fixed ex1isted in the rsSt century? cal anı noncanonıcal works sıde bDy sıde aMı the
Ihe IMOST IMPpress1ive WItNESSES ATC Josephus reedom alter the canonıcal LEXT fit Josephus’sanı Ezyra. In Agamnst Abıon, osephus lays OUT OW: “historical agendas O€eSs NOT iındıcate that he

twenty-two-book adhered by all Jews belıeved the W as OPCH tor the Jewısh peoplefor 'long ages.” Fırst, McDonald rghtly for hımself. It Mason 15 COFFCCH It negates the
that Josephus had AdCCCSS the sacred books stored valıdıty of the cırcumstantıal evidence McDonald
1n the temple, of whıch VE noted the 1MpOT- Cites establısh hıs dıstrust of Josephus.
9 then. strangely, he aArZuc«c that But what about McDonald’s charge that there
hıs lıst probably Caı from Babylon And. AS such, ATC CC  NO ther clear parallels” Josephus’ CONCCD-Josephus 15 “ahead of hıs tiıme 1n of lımıtıng t1ıon of fixed canon?>* Indeed, there 15 ıdenti1-
the books of the Jewısh sacred collection . ”48 Here cal parallel Josephus 1ın the ISTa yect 1ın
EVEN Josephus 15 accused of being anachronistic! the C(4ASE of Esya there 15 wıtness, whıch reluc-
o SUpPPOrT hıs accusatıon, McDonald appeals tantly but nevertheless emphatıcally testifes
the polemical COM of Josephus’s wrıtiıngs, the fixed the rSt E>ya 15 Jewısh
reedom at Qumran adı an subtract from the apocalypse wriıtten sometıme around 100 bybıblıcal LCEXT. an the ack of aV clear parallel. of unknown Jew who adopts the pseudonym of
thıs that there W as “umnwversally accepted zra anı SCS the destruction of the temple Dy
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the Babylonıans address ItSs destruction by the of “supezor” collection of SCCKET knowledge NOLT
Romans. In thıs fict1t10us CONTEXT Ezra ıctates transmıtted though OPCH tradıtion.

five scribes nınety-four books, whıch had een Yet thıs has NOT completely answered McDon-
burned when the ‘Babylonıuans’ destroyed the ald’s I‘Cq\.l65t for clear parallel. Can the scheme
temple. As McDonald N  > Ezra 14:44 dıvıdes of twenty-four books be squared wıth the LWECNLY-
these books “between the twenty-four books that of Josephus: According the able hıstorı1an
CVCIrVOLLC Cal read and the SCVCNLY books that ATC Jerome, SOMIC Judges and uth A OLC book

an Jeremuah anı 1Lamentatıons 4A5 (HE book,eserved for the “WIıse yOUL people.: ; He
concludes that both collections ATC “held 1n ually thus they tWCI]tY-tWO books, hıle others
hıgh resard.. Barton’s readıng of thıs LEXT how- place uth aN! 1 amentatıons in the Wrıtings, A

CVCL,; ın which he that the SCVCI'IIY books ındependent books, AaN| CeN! wıth of
WEIC consıdered of orcater ımportance than the twenty-four-books. Baba Bathra confirms thıs
twenty-four, much ıfferent conclu- wıthın Judaısm aM UOrıigen wıthın Christianity.
s1i0n.° More specıfically, Ezra conJures CVC- McDonald’s only objection thıs lıne of [CaSOIll-

rythıng 1n Its SUppOrt the sıgnıfcCaNCE of ıng 15 hıs contıinual appecals rabbinıc dısputes Aı
the unıdentifed SCVCI'IIIY books TIhey dIC dıctated hıs definıtion of In‘ 1T 15 LIOTC CCO-
in the SAamııc mıiraculous INanNer AS the twenty-four nomıcal,; reasonable, aM probable that Josephus

the five scrıbes GVG6I characters whiıch aAM Ezyra both test1fy fixed made of
they dıd NOT know.” kven the “unworthy” Caln read the SaJ'mııEc books Al the enN! of the rst
the twenty-four hıle the SCVCNLY ALC reserved TOom thıs OC should NOT conclude that there W as

exclusıvely for the WISE, for only 1n the SCVCNLY AL fixed only Af the end of the rst>
hıdden “rhe springs of understandıng, the fountaın rather, both wıtnesses, when explıcıtly addressing
of wısdom AN! the rıver of knowledge.” Most tell- canonıcal reveal that the has ecn
ıng of allı zra AaDPCAars ınclude hıs work fixed tor SOTILIC time wıthın maılınstream Judaısm
thıs regıster. In Era 12:36-358, he refers hıs
OW! book A4AS revealıng the “secrets of the Most The Rule of Faıth in IrenaeusHıg 9 the “ wıse yOULr people.” hıs 15
the SAaInc Janguage wıth whiıch he refers Fınally, SINCEe McDonald O€s NOT find sufficıent

evidence for fixed„ he AaWaY fromthe SCVCNLY books! E>ya O€eSs NOLT hold both SCTS
of books “equally hıgh regard” but works rather Scripture the rule of faıth He claıms that Ire-
hard pOrLLaYy the SCVCNLY AS havıng LOTC dıs- LLAaCcCUs aM others “dıd NOLT combat heresy wıth
tinguished of Scripture 0)8 lıst of books, but wıth

hıs small but sıgnıfıcant dıstinction tells uUuSs of faıth . ”6l Ihere sımply W as eed for
essent1al thıngs about the Fırst, there Irenaeus develop the agalnst the Ginos-

eX1ISt ther holy books that hold SOINC degree of t1CS. Ihe argument W as NOT VCLI the borders of the
authorıty for Varı0us communıtıes indıvıdu- 5but VCT the IFE interpretation of the cr1p-
als AT thıs time, but these ATC stall dıfferentiated LUTesS In AÄgamst the Heresıes, Irenaeus SCETS forth
from the twenty-four-books there Cal be fixed. the problem 1ın the preface: “"These IMN falsıfy the
clearly demarcated ‘5 1n the mı1ıdst of other oracles of God aM themselves evıl] interpret-
holy books >7 Second, surely Eya LOO GE of the good word of revelatıon.  62 According
much 1n favour of ıtself AN! the SCVCNLY books Ihe John ()’Keefe an Rusty Reno: *I he LFOOLT of

the CONLrO VEr SY W as 2653  exeges1s. Ihe relatıonshıpagenda of thıs TEXT. makes the “ınvoluntary evidence
all the 258  Stl‘0flg€f. 1t there WEeTIrC fixed Canl ar between Scriptüure: tradıtıon an Chriıst 15 complex
thıs time 1n maılınstream Judaısm, why ould AN! probably NOLTL entirely cCONsıstent Irenaeus’s
Era make AI grudgıng admıssion” that the works; nevertheless, they 2 AKe inextricable bound
twenty-four books dIC known the public?”” Ihus wıth OLC another AN! together L iıntended
It 15 better conclude wıth Beckwiıth that Era 1S stand in complete harmony.““ McDonald
“str1ving for the recognıtıon of hıs pseudepigrapha A false dıchotomy when he makes ONC choose
agalnst publıc opınıon whıich reCOgNIZES only between the rule of faıth Athe ofScripture.
the canonıcal books. ”0 In SıL Ezra reveals Nor O€Ss Chrıst somehow stand in opposıtıon
the tradıtional of fixed ın the publıc the C  9 rather, he IS AS the recapıtulation of
SQUarc of udaısm Dy hıs dısmıiıssıve Uusc 21 y€t thıngs, the dec1ısıve an final SUMIMAaL y that clarıfles
acknowledgment of twenty-Lour books 1n SUPPOIT the CCONOMLY CI of the canon ©> In wonder-
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metaphor, Irenaeus SULIM1S the hermeneutical CUONA. ((I NOLT convınced that scholarshıpact1vıty of hıs OPPOIICI')tS Ö “rheır INannNer of actıng advances sıgnıfıcantly do NOT force ourselves
15 Just a ıf OLLC, when beautıiful ımage of the kıng P"OOLT OUr conclusıions 1n the prımary lıterature
has GEn constructed by SOMNIC Skı artıst LT of of antıquity. ” At STaAatfementTts lıke thıs OLLC WO111-

DreCIOUS jewels, cshould then take thıs lıkeness of ers how McDonald Call hold definıtion of
the Nan all DICCES, should LC-arfansic the SJCMS, that finds SUpPOTrT Jewiısh OUTCECS
AN! fit them together 4S make them 1INto the iın antıquıty. In Judgment, McDonald has let
form of dog of fox  .3)66 Christ 15 the image hıs “assumptions clutter the way”®® wıth troublıngthat OrJents the MOoOsaIlC aA! the YaLsoN Zetre of the hıstorical an theological results.
Scriptures. It 15 NOT the ıdentity ofthe tıles, but theır Second, a Its MOSLT Dbasıc level, McDonald’s
arr angement, that 15 In question ere Although proJect attempts dıslodge the of
McDonald 15 attracted Irenaeus, ONC wonders anı Dy hıstorically dıstancıng them ftrom the
how faıthfully he has construed hıs works. PDCrson an work of Chriıst. It 15 tor thıs LCason that

the when of formatıon 15 almost the exclusıve
Conclusion CONCErN of the proJect Ihe 15 only helpful,

accordıng McDonald, when It bears Fru test1-
More could be saıd. but few concludıng INOLLY the Chriıst of hIStOrY, anı It 15 thıs Chriıst
about hıstorical methodology anı the authorıty of wh. wıll filter OULT all the inappropriate parts of
Chrıiıst MUST sufhice Fırst, much of the dıisagree- the Fracturing the wıtness of the
MEeNT the Can be explaıned by what COI- Christ, however, [ULS COUNTeEr the confessions of
stitutes sufficıent evidence SUPPO[T hıstorıical the As Stephen Chapman perceptivelyclaım. For McDonald, the IMEeETC UuSsSs«c of deuteroca- “Ironically, McDonald’s christological solution
nonıcal OO 1n the an elsewhere provıdes also stands Its head fundamental aspect of the
evidence iın favour of theır scrıptural rather New JTestament’s WItNeSss Chrıst, for 1n the
then theır soc1a|l anı cultural iınfÄuence. In Judg- It 15 NOLT the that 15 professed be e  1n accord-
MECNLT, there 15 nothıng STr ange about authors who, AI wıth” Christ, but Christ who 15 confessed
whıle holdıng fixed ‘9 HSC aN! allude be I1 accordance wıth” the Scriptures. “ Ihe
books outsıde theır OC Sa y authorıty of Christ 15 OUnNn: wıth the WIt-
somethıing about the Maccabeen peri0d, the est CsS Christ. McDonald’s attempt distance the
place 15 aAM Maccabees (D Josephus). It from Chriıst undercuts an LNOTC Dasıc
ould be od!| ıf /ubilees W as NOLT alluded cıted level, mısunderstands how the Carly church PIO-1N documents concerned wıth the Jewısh calendar fessed the authorıty of Chriust. No doubt McDon-
(LE umran) Nor 15 the wıde iınfiuence of Ben ald’s focus the authorıty of Chrıist 15 attemptSıra both the an rabbıinıc udaısm (LE combat bıblıolatry, whıch 15 real problem.James) AT all peculıar. Ihe book 15 deep reflection Yet hıs solution O€Ss NOT explaın how 11C ould

the sapıental tradıtıon of the anı stands INn CVeEnNn NOW Christ, much less how obedience hıs
1fs OW) rıght AS book of wısdom. Whıle thıs 15 authority could be ollowed apart from the CAaNON1-
thorny ISSUE, 1t AaPDPCAars 1n McDonald’s work that cal testimonYy. bar INOTC CIP 15 Wrıight’sof sola scrıptura 15 being wıelded interpret formulation of the relatıonshıp between God.the evidence that 15 foreign the tradıtıon, from Scriıpture an the church: God alone 15 authorita-
the or the twenty-Lrst 14 15 wonder t1Vve, but he exercCıIses hıs authorıty for the church 1n
then, when the 15 weıghed these scales, 1It the Scriptures. ” Or from dıfferent angle, Brevard
15 found wantıng. Chıiılds: CCIt 15 basıc Chrıiıstian confession that

Yet the hıstorical proJect 15 further complicated scrıpture ear testimOonYy Jesus Chrst which
by the form of the mater1al ONC PIC  CS N that he 15 the CC  One of SCrpture.? :ımportant find and the weıght OT proportion Margınalızıng the 111 NOT “tree the church
g1ven that SAaNMNIC evıdence. Nowhere 15 thıs clearer from inappropriate loyaltıes,  /2 rather, 1T 15 throughthan 1ın OUr dıscussıon ofMcDonald’s definıtion of neglect of the word of G0od that Christ 15 remade

an the InconsIıstent Manner 1n whıch 1t 15 1n the image of the AYC Ihe church needs be
employed. Moreover, A argument that elevates the called agaın an agaın through the of the
cıtatıon of NOC. 1n Jude V the testiımonYy of Spirıt an Dy the of God cONsIıstent AD
the FeSTt of the NT Josephus, Ezra, aAba Bathra, humble engagement wıth the canonıcal WItNeESss
elıto an Orıgen lacks PrODCI proportion. ıke 1ın all Itfs varıety aM riıchness 1n order aVC AS Its
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Vvisıon the beautiful ımage of the Kıng of Kıngs Ihıs problem has CadY been noted Dy Stephen
who 15 revealed in the New lestament 1ın accord- Chapman, The Law and the Prophets (Tübingen:
ALICE wıth the Old Mohr Sıebeck, 108, who bserved that

McDonald’s strict definıtıon of anon “does NOLT
SCCI1I have ver |Ssıc exıisted.” Cr Idem, Old

Notes Testament Canon and Its Authorıty for the Chrıs-
ti1an CHürch - ExX Anudıto 5-3 15Lee McDonald, 1011CA ( anon (Peabody: Hen-

drıckson, 2007), unclear why McDonald, who acknowledges
Ibıd Chapman’s crıt1que, does NOT CHgasl wıth

ıt Ihe latest edıtıon could SN been ımprovedIbıd., XV-XV1 McDonald had incorporated or( the4 McDonald does NOT nclude the term “unıversal” ın
hıs definıtion, but It enough CC- insıghts of Chapman the definıtion ofanon and
t10N what he INCAaNs Dy anon the remaınder of other 1SSUES well

the book Warrant Ifs ınclusıon here 25 Ibıd., 4.-6
Ibıd., SL, SRIbıd., 187 IbıdIbıd 104 ZI1 SCC respectively 105-110, 126-136, 17/7-178; There 15 abbinıc CEXT. McDonald claıms,
where Ezekıel 15 ONC of the OO that the195-196, and 200-223 hands ON  e} FTEGXE only does ıt Say that uth ODESIbıd., 18 defile the hands, lıke Scriıpture (& Meg. /a.),[Ibıd.,

Ibıd 206
hıle another LEXT 1t Sa yS that Sırach (Ben Sıra)

I Ibıd., 428
does NOL defile the hands along wıth other OO that

wıthout question uncanonıcal (t Yad Z15)IO51d.. 366 Ibıd., 114
13 Ibıd., 288 3() Ibıd 18

Ibıd 4729 5 | 4:5
15 Ibıd 32 1mMmM 15:6 and Mesı  S  d Meg. /a

Oday the dıfferences between the Orthodox, Cath- physıcal CONTACT wıth the scroll sther 15 the pomntolıc and Protestant (819% ATLC st1ll VC FE {hıs question.pomt, however, 15 lear and does NOLT requıre 2 2-13
invest1igatıon iInto the Or1g1Ns of the anon.

1 Barton, Wrıtings, 118
Eugene Ulrıch, Notıion and Definition of 25 Sabhlı 13b
Canon  A The C ano0n Debate, ed Lee CIJ)on- 26 Sahlı 20b
ald and James Sanders (Peabody: Hendrıickson, eodore Swanson, The Closıng of the Collection of31

18 Holy Scriptures Nashvwıille: Vanderbilt Unıiversıity,Ibıd., 21 6-8 For the problem of datıng thıs FEXT
Ibıd., 140 SCC Gunter Stemberger, Introductuion LO the Talmud

20 Ibıd 114 and 1drash trans byus OC  ue 2nd ed
21 For discussıon of the SOUTCECS in SUppOrt ofa temple (Edınburgh: ar 642 Theycollectiıon SCC oger Beckwiıth, “Eormatıon of the date the Oor1gın sometıme iın the 17n but

Hebrew Bıble” ın Mıkra, ed ulder (Mınne- the final versıon between the seventh and nınth CENMN-

apolıs Fortress, 40-45 Phılıp Davıes, crıbes turıes.
and chools Lowuisviılle: Westmuinster John Knox 28 oger Beckwıth, The Old Testament (Jan0n of the
Press, 19968), 178-182; Harry amble, Books and New Testament Church London SPCK: 1985);
Aders In the ANVÜY Church (New Haven: Yale Unı1n1- 215
versity Press, 5-96; Ar der Toorn, 20 E,g OTA 13  D
Scrtbal Culture and the INg of the EOVEW Bıble /L and Z 14:44-48 See Beckwiıth,
Cambrıdge arVvar:! Universıity Press, 226- Canon, DE

41E Ihe MOST ımportant SOUTCCS AA Exod 25:16. E.g Brevard ılds, 1011CA: T heology Old and
Zu 40:20 Deut 10:5: 31:24-26; Kgos 8:6-9; New Testaments Miınneapolıs: Fortress Fress. 1998),
Kgs 226 25:2 2 Chr 5:/-10; 34:15, SU:
Macc 4-57; Macc 2:13-15: AnD 538 4 2072 4°) Eg anıe Harrıngton, (Old Jlestament
4, .61 Bl 7.150 Vıta 418  5 Yoma 1.6-7, A Apocrypha the Karly Church and Joday”, The

OLA /./-8; 0iOat. (varıant tEeXt): ( an0n Debate, ed Lee McDonald and James
Kelım 15.6 Mesı 5:8 (varıant text); Yoma Sanders (Peabody: Hendrickson Publıshers,
1 bar Yoma 1 and Stfrıe Deut. 256 (p 423) 196-210

472 Rıchard Bauckham Jude, Peter aCo WordD ID Synagogue, 5-8
DE Ibıd., 3-6 oOks, C Bauckham’s LNOTC detaıled
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48and well reasoned COMMECNTS Jude and the Rela- McDonald, 2011CA| Canon, 157
LIDES of Jesus In the Early Church (New York and Ibıd
Clark, 225-234 Ibıd., 191
Christopher Seıtz, Canoniıcal Approac and 51 Ibıd., 156-7/.
Theologiıcal Interpretation”, C(Cano0n and 101L1CA: Steve Mason, “Josephus and Hıs Iwenty-Lwo Book
Interpretation, ed. Craig Bartholomew and Anthony Canon” TIhe Canon Debate, ed Lee McDonald
Ihıselton ran D1ds Zondervan, 95- and James Sanders (Peabody: Hendrickson Pub-

lıshers, 2002), 127
45 Whiıle the evidence 15 ambıgu0us and such 15 53 McDonald, Z0101CA Canon, 157

debated, the SAaMıc 15 = of Qumran, whı only Ibıd., 163
provıdes compellıng evidence for smaller, rather 55 Ibıd
than larger anon. Ihe straıned reference the Barton, Oracles0 London: Darton, ongman
“authoritative cıtatıon of ubılees SuppOrt of Ifs and JTodd. 1986), 64;,

Bauckham,Jude and the Relatives of Jesus, 230crıptural STAtCUs only strengthens thıs impress1i0n. 58.g Eugene IC The Dead Sea crolls and the oger Beckwiıth, A odern COFrY of the Old les-
Orıigins of the ranı Rapıds: Brıill Canon  A 1991); 207
Z OTfe 1 James VanderKam, “Authoritative K Ibıd

ın the ead Sea crolls  A 1JAD (1998) Ibıd
61 McDonald, 1011CA: Canon, 228208-299 If there W as arger collection ofScripture

Aat Qumran, ONC ould then fınd those Preface. Vol
books cıted AS Scripture SINCEe Orty-two quotations, 63 John ()’Keefe and Russell Reno, Sanctıfted Vısıon
ıntroduced by authorıitatıve formulae, survıved Baltımore: Johns (0)8) Universıty Press, 2005),
at Qumran from books the Hebrew anon See
Ekugene Ulrıch, “Qumran and the Canon of the See Norbert BTrOX, “Irenaeus and the Bıble”,
(Old Jestament; * The 1011CA: Canons, ed Aand000: of Patrıstıic Exeges1s Vol ed Charles
Auwers and De onge LEUVEN: Leuven Unıi1- Kannengıesser Leiden: Brıull, 48 23-506

65 O’Keefe, Sanctıfied Vısıon, 28versıty Press,
Agamst the Heresaes, 1  — VolFor LNOTC SCC Ellıs, The Testament In ANVÜY

Christuanity (Tübingen: Mohr. 1991); 6-36  > McDonald. 1011CA| Canon,
and DPeter Katz, (Jld lestament anon Dal- 68 Ibıd,
stıine and Alexandrıa , The Canon and the Maso- Chapman, lestament ((AanOD;. 130

70 rıght, “How Can IThe Be Authorita-rah EDOVYEW 7  g’ ed Sıd e1imMan (New York
Ktav, /2-98; ebram, “Aspekte der

71
t1ve?” Vox Evangelıca 21 72  D

alttestamentlıchen Kanonbildung” 18 (1968) Chil  , 1011C0: T heology, 775
173-189 McDonald. 1011CA: Canon, 429
Ellıs  , Aarly Christuanıty
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