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PREFACE

REeLicious philosophies without a scriptural preamble, such as
those with which we are nowadays acquainted, were unknown
throughout the Middle Ages. To mediaeval philosophers of
the various creeds, religion was not an outworn survival of primi-
tive times, which, with the magic wand of philosophy, they
tried to transform into something serviceable. Nor was it to
them a peculiar kind of human experience, which, by philosophic
probing into the mysterious workings of the subnormal or super-
normal human mind, they hoped to track down to its hidden
sources. Nor, again, was religion to them a floating wreckage
of an ancient term, gutted out of its original contents, which, in
accordance with the salvage-laws of language, they appropriated
and used as a designation for their own particular brands of
philosophy. It was to them a certain set of inflexible principles,
of a divinely revealed origin, by which philosophy, the product
of erring human reason, had to be tested and purged and puri-
fied. What these principles were, how in the light of them
philosophy for the first time was rewritten, and how also for
the first time the principles themselves were recast in a philo-
sophic mould — this is the burden of the present study.

In a previous study, we tried to show how the entire seventeen-
century-old philosophic structure raised upon the principles of
a common preamble of faith was overthrown by Spinoza. When
that study, The Philosophy of Spinoza, was published in 1934,
we conceived the idea of working out more fully the background
of some of the problems dealt with in Spinoza’s philosophy.
Starting with one problem and working backwards and sideways,
we gradually managed to draw into our purview all of its major
problems, treating of them in their historical development,
through mediaeval Latin and Hebrew philosophy, from the
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thirteenth to the seventeenth century; back of that, through
Arabic Moslem and Jewish philosophy, from the eighth to the
thirteenth century; and back of that, through the Church
Fathers, through Philo, and through classical Greek philosophy.
The outcome of this effort will be published in a series of books
under the general title Structure and Growth of Philosophic
Systems from Plato to Spinoza. The present two-volume study
constitutes the second book of the series. Other studies on
philosophers following Philo, as well as a general introductory
study on Greek philosophy, to the latter of which occasional
references are made in the footnotes of this book, will appear
at reasonably short intervals. A revised and expanded edition
of the two volumes on Spinoza will complete the series.

Primarily this is a study of Philo, and as such it is an attempt
to build up, out of innuendoes, a systematic structure of his
thought and also to piece together, out of allusions and implica-
tions, the story of its growth. But the work is also designed to
serve as a general prolegomenon to the major problems of reli-
gious philosophy for the seventeen centuries following Philo.
The structure of the problems as herein presented will provide
a general framework for the same problems as they appear in
the works of later philosophers. The texts from various sources
brought together in the story of their growth will furnish the
most fundamental texts which will come into play in the sub-
sequent history of these problems. The section in each chapter
of this book under the heading “Conclusion, Influence, Antici-
pation” furnishes a brief forecast of the general lines of de-
velopment of the essential points of the Philonic philosophy in
later philosophies down to Spinoza. In the volumes to follow,
the story of this development will receive a fuller and more
formal treatment.

The preamble of faith with which the philosophy of Philo
begins, though no longer universally accepted unchallenged,
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has not completely disappeared. It is still the preamble of the
living philosophy of the greater part of mankind. At the present
time, under the name of one of the most distinguished of me-
diaeval Christian exponents of Philonic philosophy, a modern-
ized version of that philosophy, in its metaphysical as well as
in its ethical and social teachings, based upon the same principles
of the same old preamble of faith, is ably defended by an organ-
ized school of thought. While it is to be admitted that for one
who believes, or is willing to believe, in the principles of the
old preamble of faith, it is no more difficult to build up and
defend a Philonic type of philosophy at the present time than
it was for many a century in the past, we have not attempted
here to modernize Philonic philosophy nor have we dealt with
the attempts of others at its modernization. The purpose of
this book has been to delineate and depict the philosophy of
Philo as it shaped itself in his own mind and in its own setting
and to indicate briefly how in its main features it was the most
dominant force in the history of philosophy down to the seven-
teenth century. We have not touched upon its fortunes after
that century nor upon the story of its resurgence in recent times.

The peculiar literary form in which the works of Philo are
written has made him the subject of a variety of interpretations.
In the presentation of our own understanding of him, with the ex-
ception of a few instances when we have openly taken issue with
certain views, either generally accepted or individually es-
poused, and with the further exception of general references to
the literature on Philo whenever they were necessary either as
an acknowledgment of indebtedness or for the bibliographical
guidance of the reader or to indicate the termini at which Phi-
lonic studies halted and from which our own investigation pro-
ceeded, we have refrained from entering upon an examination
or comparison or criticism of the various current interpretations

of Philo — a subject which, if dealt with at all, is to be dealt
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with elaborately and with all the fullness it deserves. We have
attempted here a fresh examination of Philo both in his relation
to his predecessors and with a view to those who came after
him — and this on the basis of texts which are fully deployed
and studied.

For their generous help and advice I am grateful to Pro-
fessor Arthur Darby Nock, of Harvard; Professor Francis How-
ard Fobes, of Amherst; Professor Milton Vasil Anastos, of
Dumbarton Oaks, Harvard; and Professors Richard Peter Mc-
Keon and Ralph Marcus, both of the University of Chicago.
The publication of this work was made possible by the Lucius N.
Littauer Foundation.

H A W.
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CHAPTER 1

HELLENISTIC JUDAISM AND PHILO

I. HELLENISTIC JEWISH ATTITUDE TOWARD
Greek REeLiGION AND PHILOSOPHY

WiTH a single exception, none of the peoples who after the
conquests of Alexander began to participate in Greek philoso-
phy contributed anything radically new to it. All they did
was to master its teachings and furnish teachers. The Phoe-
nician population of Citium in Cyprus furnished Zeno, the
founder of Stoicism; Sidon furnished another Zeno, who
became the head of the Epicureans; Carthage furnished
Hasdrubal, who under the name of Clitomachus became the
head of the New Academy; the Hellenistic population of
Ascalon in Palestine furnished another head of the New
Academy by the name of Antiochus; Tyre furnished Dio-
dorus, who became the head of the Peripatetic school; and
Apamea in Syria furnished Posidonius, who established a
Stoic school in Rhodes, the only Greek philosophic school
which flourished at that time outside of Athens. But all of
these, though coming from the new centers of Greek culture,
and perhaps also of non-Greek origin, were thoroughly Hel-
lenized, not only in language but also in religion, and they
appear on the scene of history as Greeks, carrying on the
traditions of Greek philosophers. The schools which they
came to preside over, and, in the case of Zeno, the new school
which he founded, were Greek schools, flourishing in the
ancient seat of Greek civilization. The gods, the myths, and
the religious and political institutions which as philosophers
they had occasion to take as the subject of their speculations
were all the same as those of their predecessors from Thales
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to Aristotle. If certain vestiges of foreign beliefs and certain
undertones of foreign thought are sometimes said to be dis-
cerned in their teaching, they themselves had no conscious-
ness of them; and in fact it takes all the skill and imagination
and insight of searching scholarship to get even a scent of
their presence. The single exception was the Jewish popula-
tion in Alexandria. This Alexandrian Jewish population
produced out of its midst a school of philosophers who
consciously and deliberately and systematically set about
remaking Greek philosophy according to the pattern of a
belief and tradition of an entirely different origin.

The rise of that school and the continuity of its existence
for about three centuries, from the translation of the Penta-
teuch into Greek (c. 260 B.c.) to the end of the activity of
Philo (¢. 40 A.D.),* was made possible by the nature of the
dominant element, if not the basic stock, of the Jewish popu-
lation in Alexandria and by the nature of the social economy
of the Alexandrian Jewish community. That dominant ele-
ment came from Palestine at a time when Judaism in its
native home had already been molded by the teaching and
preaching and disciplinary training of the Scribes into that
particular form which ultimately gave rise to Pharisaism.
From its native home this dominant element of the Jewish
population in Alexandria had brought with it not only a
Scripture and a tradition, but also a knowledge of that
Scripture and tradition, an ordered mode of life and thought
based upon them, and a firm resolve to preserve that mode
of life and thought under whatever conditions it might find
itself. Conditions in Alexandria were such as to favor the
maintenance and preservation of this mode of life and
thought. Politically the Jews of Alexandria had the right to
organize a community of their own within which they were

* Cf. below, p. 94.
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free to live according to their own religion. Socially they lived
in compact masses within certain areas of the city, which
provided them with the necessary facilities for the practice
of their religion. Economically, though the community as
a whole depended upon the outside non-Jewish environment
for the main source of its wealth, the majority of Jews within
the community gained their living there, without being
forced to seek occupation among non-Jews outside. Cultu-
rally, though one generation after their settlement in Alex-
andria the Jews had adopted Greek speech, they remained
a separate group, with a system of education and intellectual
life entirely their own.” Constant communication with the
home country in Palestine had kept Alexandrian Judaism,
despite the inevitable rise of certain local changes, from be-
coming completely separated from its original source.

Now the political and social conditions which enabled the
Jews to preserve themselves as a special religious entity in
Alexandria were enjoyed also by all the other groups which
made up the Alexandrian population, and at least one group,
the native Egyptians, with a religious mode of life firmly
established and with a highly organized class of learned
priests, attempted also to develop a religious philosophy of
its own, though whatever is known of it comes to us only in-
directly. Externally the Egyptian and the Jewish religious
philosophies would seem to be alike, both of them, seem-
ingly in imitation of the Stoics, attempting to apply philoso-
phy to their respective religions and justifying these attempts
of theirs by claiming, each of these two groups for itself, to
have been the originators of that philosophy.: But the con-
ceptions which the Egyptians and Jews had of their own
religions were so fundamentally different that the philos-
ophies developed by them from the application of Greek

* Cf. below, pp. 78 ff. 3 Cf, below, p. 141.
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philosophy to their respective religions also proved to be
different, the one being simply an adoption of Greek phi-
losophy; the other being a transformation of it into some-
thing new.

Egyptians, like all the heathen nations of antiquity, started
with the belief that their own gods were different only in
name from the gods of other peoples with whom they came
in contact and that the worship of their own gods was difter-
ent only in form from the worship of other gods by other
peoples. From the writings of Herodotus we learn that even
before the time of Alexander Egyptian priests claimed that
certain Greek gods were borrowed from the Egyptians,* and
these priests probably also shared in the belief, expressed by
Herodotus himself, that certain forms of religious worship,
including the mysteries, were similarly borrowed by the
Greeks from the Egyptians.s When, therefore, later, with
the establishment of Alexandria as a center of Hellenistic
civilization, Egyptian priests attempted, in imitation of the
Stoics, to apply Greek philosophy to their own religion, this
attempt was accompanied by a similar attempt to syncretize
their own religion with the religion of the Greeks. The re-
ligious philosophy resulting therefrom was therefore bound to
display no essential difference from the religious philosophy
of the Stoics of that time. This conclusion with regard to
the nature of Egyptian philosophy, which must inevitably
follow from a consideration of these known facts in the case,
lends credence to the account given of it later by Plutarch.
From that account we gather that the starting point of the
philosophy of the Egyptians was the syncretization of their
own religion with that of the Greeks. Their own gods were
identified with Greek gods; ¢ their own stories about their

4 Herodotus, 11, 4, 42, so. s Ibid., 11, g1; 11, 171,
¢ Plutarch, De Iside et Osiride, chs. 9, 354 c-D; 13, 356 B; 34, 364 D; 61, 375 F-
376 a.
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gods were identified with Greek mythology; 7 and their own
worship of the gods in the form of mysteries was identified
with the Greek mysteries.®* Having thus syncretized their
own religion with that of the Greeks, and having also laid
claim to the origin of Greek philosophy, they next tried, in
conscious imitation of the Stoics, systematically to give a
philosophic meaning to their own religion. The chief Egyp-
tian god Ammon becomes to them, of course, nothing but
the Greek Zeus, and consequently, like Zeus among the
Stoics, he is nothing but the universe.* The Egyptian god-
dess Isis is nothing but the Greek word for ““knowledge,” and
her temple, which is called Iseion, is nothing but a combina-
tion of two Greek words meaning the knowledge of true be.
ing.’® The priests of Isis are not mere supervisors of religious
worship; they are philosophers, for “the true priest of Isis
is he who, when he has legitimately received what is set forth
in the ceremonies connected with these gods, uses reason in
investigating and in studying the truth contained therein.” **
The laws relating to priests, such as the shaving of their
heads, their wearing of linen garments, their restrictions in
matters of diet, their abstention from wine, and all the
sacred and religious rites which are prescribed for them, have
in them “nothing that is irrational or fabulous or prompted
by superstition, as some believe,” but they contain either
some ‘“‘moral and practical values” or some “refinement of
history or natural science.” ** The stories about the gods,
such as their wanderings, dismemberments, and many ex-
periences of that sort, are not to be taken literally; * they are
like similar Greek stories about the gods, and they are to
be given explanations “ not far unlike the explanations which

1 Ibid., chs. 2§, 360 E-40, 367 E. n Jbid., ch. 3, 352 c.
$ Ibid., chs. 27, 361 D f.; 68, 378 B f. 1 Ibid., ch. 8, 353 E.
¢ Ibid., ch. 9, 354 c-p. Cf. below, p. 176. B Jbid., ch. 11, 355 B ff.

1o Jbid., ch. 2, 351 F-352 A. u Ibid., chs. 25-40.
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the Stoics used to give of the gods.” * To take these stories
literally and refuse to explain them philosophically is to
think impiously about matters religious.”® Such philosophic
explanations are to be applied to every belief and practice,
including the worship of animals. The Egyptian animal wor-
ship, properly understood, is no more mere folly than the
Greek idol worship. The latter, in its true meaning, does not
imply that ““the bronze, the painted, and the stone effigies”
are gods themselves; it takes them only as “statues of the
gods and dedications in their honor.” *7 So also Egyptian
animal worship does not imply that the animals themselves
are gods; they are to be taken only to represent various
powers of God.™®

The conception of their own religion on the part of the
Alexandrian Jews, trained as they were in Scripture as in-
terpreted by tradition, was fundamentally different. The
term monotheism by which Judaism is generally described

1 Ibid., ch. 40, 367 c. ¥ Ibid., ch. 68, 378 .

1 Jbid., ch. 70, 379 c-D.

8 Iid., ch. 74, 380 r ff.

On Egyptian philosophy, see also Diogenes, I, 10-12, drawing upon Manetho
and Hecataeus. Not much is known directly about the attempts on the part of the
Egyptians to give a Greek philosophic interpretation to their religion, and from the
little that is known it may be inferred that it was not widespread. But undoubtedly
such a philosophic interpretation was attempted by a few Egyptians, and it may be
assumed that on the whole the attempt followed along the lines indicated by
Plutarch. With regard to Plutarch, it must be added that his account of the Stoic
interpretation of the Egyptian religion is generally taken to be an invention of his
own, just as is the later Neoplatonic interpretation of it by Iamblichus. This
analogy between the two, however, does not seem to us to be correct. In the case
of Plutarch, there is reason to believe that he was actually reporting the teachings of
certain philosophic priests in Egypt. The works of writers on Egypt, such as Apion
and Hecataeus, are generally considered as sources used by Plutarch. Moreover,
an Egyptian priest of the first century A.p., Chaeremon, is said to have recognized
the Stoic philosophical teachings in the priestly traditions of the Egyptian religion.
Cf. W. Otto, Priester und Tempel im hellenistischen Agypten, 1908, 11, pp. 215-224;
F. Cumont, Les religions orientales dans le paganisme romain 4, 1929, p. 212, n. 24;
p. 82; p. 238, nn. 48, 49; A. H. Gardiner, “Philosophy (Egyptian),” Encyclopaedia
of Religion and Ethics, 1X, p. 859.
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may perhaps, in its positive sense, as expressing a belief in
the unity of God, lead to endless discussions as to whether
that belief was really peculiar to the Jews or as to whether
the Jews were really the originators of that belief. But the
term in its negative sense, as expressing a unity of attitude —
a special kind of attitude — toward other gods, is admittedly
to be assumed as something peculiar to Judaism and as some-
thing by which it was distinguished from all other religions
in antiquity.

This special attitude of the Jews toward other gods has a
twofold aspect. On the one hand, the Scripture-trained Jew
unconsciously approached other gods with the attitude of a
student of comparative religion. Scripture had indeed in-
stilled into him the belief in one God, but he knew that other
peoples also believed in the existence of gods, and the same
general Hebrew term Elohim is used in Scripture to designate
both the Jewish God and the gods of the other nations. The
Jewish God is worshiped in a special place, called “house” *
or “sanctuary,” *° but so also are the gods of other nations
worshiped by their adherents in a place described as‘“house’*
or “sanctuary.” #* The Jewish God is worshiped by means
of various kinds of sacrifices oftered on altars by men called
priests, and by means also of libation or incense, but so also
are worshiped the gods of other nations, and the same
Hebrew terms for sacrifice and altar and priest and libation
and incense are used to describe these various forms of wor-
ship whether they are oftered to the Jewish God or to the
gods of other nations.” The Jews pray to their God and bow
down to Him, but so do also other people pray and bow down
to their gods.** On the other hand, however, the Jew was
also trained by Scripture to approach other gods with the

» I Kings §: 19. = [ Sam. §:2. 1 11 Kings 10: 19; Jer. 44: 19.
* Exod. 24: 8. 2 Isa. 16: 12, 4 Isa. 16: 12; II Kings 19: 37.
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attitude of a dogmatic theologian who is sure he knows what
is true and what is false in religion. Indeed, he knew that
other people too have gods and their gods are known by the
same name as the Jewish God, but he was enjoined not to
have any of those other gods before his God * and he was
also told that all these other gods are “no-gods,”  they are
“lying vanities,” ** they are things of ‘““nought,” *® they are
“falsehood,” * they are ‘“lies,” *° they are “dead,” * they
are carcasses,”® they are “worthless,” 33 they are ‘““dumb
idols.” 3¢ Indeed he knew that other gods are also worshiped,
and in a manner not unlike that in which his own God is wor-
shiped, but he was enjoined not to bow himself down to them
nor to serve them,*s he was ordered to break down their
altars, and dash in pieces their pillars, and burn their graven
images with fire,3¢ and he was told that sacrificing and offer-
ing incense to them was wrong 37 and that praying to them
brings no help or salvation.s®

This twofold view marked the attitude of the Scripture-
trained Jews toward all the religions with which they came
in contact in the ancient world. With the example of Scrip-
ture before them they were not afraid to make use in the
description of their own religion of terms used in the descrip-
tion of other religions, but whatever common terms they
used, the difference was never blurred for them between
truth and falsehood in religious belief and right and wrong
in religious worship. For the understanding of the nature of
Judaism throughout its history, and especially during the
Hellenistic period, this twofold aspect of its attitude toward

35 Exod. 20: 3. 32 Lev. 26: 30.
% Isa. 37: 19. 8 Jer. 2:11; 16:19.
:: }’s. 31:7. u ll::la:c.lz: 18,
er. 2: 6. 3 Exod. 20: 4.
» Jer. 10:14. % Deut. 7: 5.
3 Amos 2: 4. 37 Lev. 17:7; Jer. 44: 3.

# Ps, 106: 28, ® Isa, 45:21.
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other religions is of the utmost importance. Those who seem
to see evidence of religious syncretization in every use of a
pagan term by a Hellenistic Jew simply overlook this one
important aspect in the attitude of Judaism toward other
religions.

The gods with which the God in Scripture was contrasted
were the gods of those neighboring peoples with whom the
ancient Jews came in contact. Many of these gods are only
named, without any further identification, and it is left to
scholarship to trace them to the various neighboring coun-
tries mentioned in Scripture. Some of them are specifically
identified. There is Baal Zebub of Ekron,* Dagon of the
Philistines,* Chemosh of the Moabites,** Ashtoreth of the
Zidonians,* Milcom of the Ammonites,** and Rimmon of
Aram.* There are also vague references to “the abomina-
tion of the Egyptians,” 45 “ the idols of Egypt,” +¢  the pil-
lars of Beth-shemesh, that is in the land of Egypt,” ¢ ““ the
houses of the gods of Egypt,” 4* “other gods in the land of
Egypt,” ¢ “Egypt with her gods,” s° and ‘‘the devices of
Egypt,” s* and allusions to the proper name of one Egyptian
deity are to be found in the expressions “Amon mi-No"’ s
and “No Amon.” $* No reference, however, is to be found jn
Scripture to Greek gods. But with the establishment of the
Jewish community in Alexandria, living there side by side
with Greeks and Egyptians, the Jews became acquainted
with the names of altogether new “other gods’ who are not
mentioned at all in Scripture and with the proper names of

# ]I Kings 1:2. 4 Jer. 43:13.

4 I Sam. §:7. ¢ Jer. 43:13.

« ]I Kings 23:13. 4 Jer. 44:8.

2 Jbid. 0 Jer. 46: 2.

o Jbid. st Ezek. 20:7 (LXX).
44 II Kings 5:18. $2 Jer. 46:25.

4 Exod. 8:22. 8¢ Nahum 3:8.

* Isa. 19: 1.
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the “other gods” of Egypt which Scripture only vaguely
refers to. The Scripture-inspired attitude toward other gods,
in its twofold aspect, was now extended to the new form of
heathenism with which the Alexandrian Jews became ac-
quainted. On the one hand, they did not hesitate to borrow
Greek terms from popular Greek religion and apply them to
their own religion, but, on the other hand, the application of
these Greek religious terms to their own religion did not alto-
gether obliterate for them the difference between these two
religions. In the Greek translation of the Bible, when the
translators came to translate the various Hebrew terms for
God, they did not attempt to coin new Greek terms; they
borrowed terms already used in Greek religion. Elohim be-
comes Oebs, even though the Greek term had already various
connotations in Greek religion. Adonai and Jehovah, the
latter of which was pronounced by Jews Adonai, are trans-
lated «bpios, Lord, even though in Greek literature that term
is used as an epithet of various gods.** Shaddai becomes
wavroxpaTwp, almighty, even though, again, in Greek litera-
ture that term is used of Hermes.ss The expression 44-El ha-
Gadol,s® the great God, is translated by & feds & uéyas, even
though in Greek the epithet “great” is applied to various
gods.s? The expression El Elyon,® the most high God, is
translated by ¢ 6eds & iYraros, even though in Greek that ex-
pression is used of Zeus.s* Similarly in the translation of

4 Cf. Corpus Inscriptionum Graecarum (A. Boeckh), Index 111, under «tpeos; G.
Kittel, Theologisches Wirterbuch zum Neuen Testament, s.v., 111, 1045-1047.

s Anthologia Palatina, append. 282, cited in Liddell and Scott.

$ Deut. 10:17.

7 Cf. Corpus Inscriptionum Graecarum, Index 111, under uéyas.

8 Gen. 14:20; Ps. 78: 35.

9 Cf. Corpus Inscriptionum Graecarum, Index 111, under tfio7os; E. Schiirer,
“Die Juden in bosporanischen Reiche, etc.,” Sitzungsberichte der Berliner Akademie,
1897, p. 209, discusses the application of this expression to Apollo, Attis, and Man-
dulis.
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Hebrew terms connected with divine worship, such as sanctu-
ary, altar, sacrifice, incense, libation, sprinkling, laver, votive
offering, the firstlings or the first-fruits for offering, the Jews
did not hesitate to borrow terms from the Greek religious
practices. All of these of course meant some sort of Helleni-
zation, but a Hellenization in language only; not in religious
belief or cult. This Hellenization in language quite certainly
gave to the Jews a wider knowledge of other religions, but it
did not cause them to change their conception of their own
religion. It indeed made them acquainted with the fact that
the Greeks too describe some of their gods as lord, almighty,
great, and most high, but that did not shake their belief that
their God alone is the Lord, the Almighty, the Great, and
the Most High in the true sense of the terms. While with all
other peoples in the Hellenistic world the adoption of the
name of a Greek deity for one of their own gods meant a
religious syncretism, in the case of the Jews it meant only a
recourse to the convenience of language. In the case of all
those other peoples, no sooner had they learned Greek than
they tried to identify their native gods with the Greek gods;
in the case of the Jews, no sooner had they acquired a knowl-
edge of Greek than they began to denounce Greek gods and
Greek religious worship with the same zeal with which the
prophets had denounced the gods and the religious worship
of their own Semitic contemporaries and neighbors.

All the Hellenistic Jewish writers before Philo, or those
who are reputed to have lived before him, denounce the
heathenism of their new environment, its polytheism, its
mythology, and its mysteries.

Making use of scriptural terminology, these Hellenistic
Jewish writers denounce polytheism. They are conscious
of the fact that they are the only people who do not worship
many gods. ““All mankind except ourselves believe in the
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existence of many gods.” % These many gods whom other
people worship are no longer those who are mentioned in
Scripture. They are the new gods worshiped by their new
neighbors, upon whom they shower the ancient invectives.
Evidently acquainted with Plato’s view that “the earliest
men in Greece believed only in those gods in whom many
foreigners believe today — sun, moon, stars and sky,” ® in
condemning the “other gods”’ of their new environment they
mention especially those who ““deemed either fire or wind or
swift air or circling stars or raging water or luminaries of
heaven to be the gods which govern the world.” ¢ They
characterize as “false” the god “Phoebus” ¢3 and they de-
nounce as “utterly foolish” the Greek deification of heroes %
and the Egyptian deification of the dead ® and of kings. %
The stories about those heroes who falsely became gods are
to them inventions of men, who are referred to by the Pla-
tonic derogatory term mythmakers (uvfomovioavres).®? The
mythical deities are thus to them only deified human beings,
or more particularly deified dead rulers, and their story is
therefore recast by them to fit the scriptural story of the dis-
tribution of mankind and the formation of nations and states
after the confusion of tongues.®* Reéchoing the scriptural
prophecy that “the Lord rideth upon a swift cloud, and
cometh unto Egypt, and the idols of Egypt shall be moved at

¢ Aristeas, 134. & Cratylus 397 c-D.

6 Wisdom of Solcmon 13: 2.

6 Sibylline Oracles 1V, 4; cf. V, 324, 326.

¢ Aristeas, 135-137.

¢ Wisdom of Solomon 14: 14-16. Cf. A. Erman, Handbook of Egyptian Religion,
p- 90, and below, p. 31. S. Holmes in his note ad loc., in Charles’s Apocrypha and
Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament, takes it as a modification of the theory of
Euhemerus that idolatry arose from the worship of deceased heroes. Cf. also P.
Heinisch, Das Buch der Weisheit, ad loc.

© Wisdom of Solomon 14:17-21. Cf. Erman, op. cit., pp. 36-37.

7 Aristeas, 137; cf. uwbowoiss in Republic 11, 377 ».
@ Sibylline Oracles 111, 105 f.; cf. Con/. 38, 190.
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His presence,” % they prophesy that the Egyptian goddess
Isis and the Graeco-Egyptian god Serapis shall pass away
at the presence of the immortal God.? While, with the ex-
ample of Scripture before them, they have no objection to
describing God by general Greek terms for the gods, they
never apply to God the proper name of any of the Greek
deities. If Aristeas in his letter is made to say that the God
worshiped by the Jews is the same as that which the Greeks
call Zeus it is only because Aristeas is presented as a non-Jew
and a Stoic philosopher to whom Zeus meant the same as the
God worshiped by the Jews, “He through whom all things
are endowed with life and come into being.” *

Then also, using terms borrowed from the Greek transla-
tion of Scripture, they describe the various forms of idolatry
practiced among the Greeks and Egyptians in Alexandria
as “idols” (e®dwha),” “dumb (xwea) idols,”?s ““vain things”
(néraa),’ “dead things”’ (vexpol),’s hand-made things (xetpo-
wolyra).’® Having been brought in closer contact with Egyp-

® Isa. 19:1.

7 Sibylline Oracles V, 484~490.

T Aristeas, 15-16. Or, perhaps, in Hellenistic times the term Zeus ceased to be
the proper name of a god and came to mean “chief god,” on which see Roberts-
Skeat-Nock, “The Gild of Zeus Hypsistos,” Harvard Theological Review, 29 (1936),
P §9. The same authors also raise the question whether a Jew or Judaizer could use
the name Zeus as a god, and their answer is: “ Possibly; we simply do not know the
limits of Jewish divagation” (iéid., p. 65, n. 69). Ralph Marcus, in his *Divine
Names and Attributes in Hellenistic Jewish Literature,” Proceedings of the Ameri.
can Academy for Jewish Research, 3 (1931-32), Pp. 43-120, has shown that out of 470
terms selected from the entire literature, with the exception of Philo, only 130 do
not occur in the Greek bible, and of these many are merely formal variants of ex.
pressions which occur in it (i4id., pp. 47-48). No proper name of any deity is
found among them.

7 Wisdom of Solomon 14:12.

1 III Macc. 4: 16; cf. elsdhois &\éMowae in Sibylline Oracles 1V, 7; 111, 30; cf.
Habakkuk 2: 18.

1 Sibylline Oracles V, 31; cf. Aristeas, 134.

15 Wisdom of Solomon 13: 10; cf. Ps. 106: 28.

" Wisdom of Solomon 14: 8; 13: 10; cf. Septuagint Isa. 21: g.
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tian religion, they are especially emphatic in their denuncia-
tion of the Egyptian worship of “beasts and most kinds of
creeping things and animals,” 77 “irrational creeping things
and wretched animals,” 7* “animals which even their ene-
mies held in dishonor,” 7 “serpents,” and “cats.” ® All
these seem to be used by them only as an expansion of what
Scripture refers to vaguely as ‘“the abomination of the
Egyptians.”

With their condemnation of polytheism and idolatry they
also condemn all the evil practices which they believe to
emanate from them. According to Jewish tradition, the basis
of all moral evil is idolatry,® and two of the greatest moral
evils which are closely connected with idolatry are adultery
and murder.®* Reflecting this tradition, the author of the
Wisdom of Solomon says that * the worship of those unnam-
able idols is the beginning and cause and end of every evil”’ %
and that those who worship idols ““no longer guard either life
or purity of marriage, but one slays another treacherously, or
grieves him by adultery.” % As an example of murder con-
nected with idolatry, he speaks of ““slaughtering children in
solemn rites,” an allusion not only to the Moloch worship
condemned in Scripture but also to one which was common in
early times among the Greeks and which at the time of this
author still survived in some modified form.% As an example

7 Aristeas, 138.

1 Wisdom of Solomon 11:14.

1 Wisdom of Solomon 12: 24.

% Sibylline Oracles III, 30. A similar repulsion at the Egyptian animal wor-
ship was also felt by Graeco-Latin writers. Cf. F. Cumont, op. ¢it., pp. 73-74.

& Sifre Num., § 111, F, pp. 31b-32a; H, p. 116.

%2 Sifra, Ahare, Perek 4, p. 81c; Jer. Pe'ah, 1, 1, 15d.

8 Wisdom of Solomon 14: 24. 8 Ibid. 14:23.

s In this verse, unlike in 12: §, the reference is not exclusively to Moloch. Cf.
W. J. Deane's note in his edition of The Book of Wisdom, ad loc.; P. Heinisch, Das

Buch der Weisheit, ad. loc. cf. also Clement of Alexandria, Cokortatio ad Gentes, c.
111, PG, 8, 124 c ff.
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of adultery connected with idolatry the same writer mentions
“celebrating secret mysteries (kpigia pvoripia), or holding
frantic revels of strange ordinances” * — an allusion to the
Dionysiac orgies connected with the mysteries of Eleusis.®
In the Third Book of Maccabees, initiation into mysteries is
spoken of as being synonymous with the abandonment of
Judaism.®®

But in the course of time, among the Scripture-trained
Jews in Alexandria there appeared those who besides an ac-
quaintance with the heathenish worship and practices of
their neighbors learned also to read Greek, and among the
books they read were not only Homer and Hesiod but also
the works of the philosophers. And of these philosophers
— even of the earliest among them, to say nothing of the
Stoics — they could not help getting the impression that they
had risen above the idol-worshiping and abomination-loving
heathen. Not idols did these philosophers wcrship, but one
God, invisible, immaterial, good, and just. Xenophanes ex-
claims: “One god, the greatest among gods and men,” * and
Aristotle endeavors to prove by arguments that there cannot
be more than one god.”* In those works of the philosophers
the Hellenistic Jewish writers also found expressions of
opinion against anthropomorphisms. Xenophanes again ex-
claims that his one god is ““neither in form like unto mortals
nor in thought,” ** and Aristotle tries to prove that God is
not corporeal.®> In Heraclitus, furthermore, they found an
attack upon the veneration paid to images, for, he says, ““ they

% Wisdom of Solomon 14: 23.

$1 Cf. W. J. Deane’s note in his edition of The Book of Wisdom, ad loc.

# I1I Macc. 2: 30.

% H. Diels, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratikers, 1, p. 62, Fr. 23; J. Burnet, Early
Greek Philosophy 3, p. 119, Fr. 23.

» Phys. V111, 6, 259a, 8 ff.

9t Loc. cit., above, n. 89,

1 Phys. VIII, 10, 2663, 10 ff.
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pray to these images, as if one were to talk with a man’s
house, knowing not what gods or heroes are.” % In Xenoph-
anes they also found a denunciation of Homer and Hesiod,
who “have ascribed to the gods all things that are a shame
and a disgrace among mortals, stealings and adulteries and
deceivings of one another.” *¢ Moreover, among the philoso-
phers they also found denunciations of certain religious
practices like those denounced by the prophets. Heraclitus
thus denounces the mysteries and the Dionysiac orgies: “The
mysteries practiced among men are unholy mysteries,” %
and “if it were not to Dionysus that they made a procession
and sang the shameful phallic hymn, they would be acting
most shamelessly.” *¢ As in the prophets, they found in
Plato a denunciation of those who believe that the gods “are
easy to win over when bribed by offerings and prayers”’ 7 or
that they would betray justice “for the sake of gifts offered
by unjust men.” ** More especially did they find in the
works of the philosophers a preoccupation with the question
with which they were already acquainted from the prophet
Micah’s question: ‘“Must thou, O man, be told what is
good?” % And the answer they found in the works of the
philosophers was almost like those they found in the answer
given by the prophet: “What doth the Lord require from
thee, but to do justice and to love mercy, and to be prepared
to walk with the Lord thy God?” *°° Justice and mercy are
what philosophers would include in their various lists of what
they call virtues, and the practice of virtue is what to the

» Diels, 0p. cit., I, p. 78, Il. 10-12, Fr. §; Burnet, op. cit., p. 141, Fr. 126, Cf.
below, II, 116.

9 Diels, 0p. cit., I, p. §9, Fr. 11; Burnet, 0p. cit., p. 119, Fr. 11.

s Diels, 0p. cit., I, p. 81, L. 4~§, Fr. 14; Burnet, op. cit., p. 141, Fr. 125.

% Diels, Joc. cit., Il. 6-8, Fr. 15; Burnet, loc. cit., Fr. 127,

9 Laws X, 885 B; Republic 11, 364 B.

® Laws X, go7 A.  Cf. below, 11, 242-246.

9 Micah 6: 8 (LXX). 100 Jbid,
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philosophers is the good. Exactly like the prophet’s advice
“to be prepared to walk with the Lord thy God” were the
statements they found among the philosophers that “every
man ought so to devise as to be of the number of those who
follow in the steps of the God”” ** and “‘to become like God,
so far as this is possible; and to become like God is to become
righteous and holy and wise.” *** Moreover, all the philoso-
phers, dissatisfied with existing laws, planned to establish
laws for the guidance of individuals and states which, like
the laws of Moses, were aimed to establish justice and
righteousness so as to assimilate the conduct of men to that
of God.

And so in presenting the beliefs and laws and practices of
Judaism to a hostile world — beliefs which were character-
ized as atheism, laws which were described as inhospitable,
and practices which were condemned as superstitious — they
tried to show that their God, though not one of the gods of
popular religion, is the God of philosophers, that their laws,
though not the same as the laws of the city religions, were
like the ethics and politics recommended by philosophers, and
that their practices, though outlandish, could be explained as
being based upon reason, hoping perhaps that those for whom
their writings were intended might recall that some of the
Greek philosophers also were accused of atheism and im-
piety. Thus God who in Scripture describes himself as “I am
He who is” (8 &v)*°3 begins to be referred to as é &w,*** with
the philosophical connotation of real being, reflecting Plato’s
use of the term dvrws 8v in its application to the ideas.’®s The
creation of the world is expressed in philosophic terms as a
creation “out of formless matter” (¢ aubpgov OA5s).*¢ The

12 Plato, Laws 1V, 716 B. 104 Wisdom of Solomon 13:1.
103 Idem., Theaetetus 176 B. 193 Phaedrus 247 E.
103 Exod. 3: 14. 1% Wisdom of Solomon 11:17.
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Law is described in terms of philosophy as having been drawn
up “with a view to truth and the indication of right reason
(8p800 Néyov),” 7 and its commandments are identified with
what philosophers call virtues (éperal).**® And the descrip-
tion of the world and man and society in Scripture is repro-
duced with an admixture of philosophic terminology. The
Hellenistic Jewish writers, who condemned Greek popular
religion and mythology and mysteries, saw in the Greek phi-
losophers the spiritual kindred of the Jews, just as Aristotle,
according to a story told by a Greek writer, on his first meet-
ing with a Jew, saw in him the representative of a race of
philosophers.*®

Still, to these Alexandrian Jewish writers, while philosophy
in its teachings about God and about the duties of men was
reminiscent of the teachings of Scripture, it never really
reached the full truth of Scripture. It only groped after it,
and occasionally approached it in a vague way. The full
truth in all its splendor is to be found only in Scripture,
which was revealed to men directly by God; philosophy is
only the product of the human mind, and hence subject to
error.

The conception of the divine origin of the Law as it formu-
lated itself in the minds of these Hellenistic Jewish writers
reflects what by that time was already an established Jewish
belief. Its origin, of course, is the testimony of Scripture it-
self that Moses spoke the word of God. But the formulation
of that belief must have arisen out of the many passages in
Scripture about wisdom and the Law and their relation to
each other. There was, to begin with, wisdom, which says
of itself, “The Lord created me in the beginning of His way,

107 Aristeas, 161.

198 Aristeas, 144; Aristobulus in Eusebius, Pracparatio Evangelica X111 12; 1V
Macc. §:23; Wisdom of Solomon 8: 7.

109 Cf. Josephus, Apion. 1, 22, 177-181.
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before His works of old.” ®** Then there was the identifica-
tion of that wisdom, which was created before the creation
of the world, with the Law which long after the creation of
the world was revealed by God through Moses. Just as of
that wisdom it is said that in the finding of it man is to be
happy ** and that it is to keep him from the strange woman,*
so also of the Law it is said that man is not to forget it ** and
that it is to keep him from the evil woman,**¢ and it is the
Law which is “your wisdom and your understanding in the
sight of the nations.” **s Out of this there grew up the view
that the revelation of the Law was the revelation of that wis-
dom which had been created by God and existed with Him
prior to the creation of the world. As expressed by later
rabbis, “The Law is a species of wisdom come down from
wisdom on high.” ®*¢ But this Law, which is preéxistent wis-
dom revealed, was revealed only to Israel, for it is the pe-
culiar ““inheritance of the congregation of Jacob.” *7 To
other peoples God has given another kind of wisdom, wis-
dom acquired by them through their own eftort, though
with the help of God, and this human wisdom is shared by
“the children of the east” and “Egypt” *** and “Teman”
and Tyre *° and Babylon ** and Gebal.'*

In Palestinian Judaism this conception of the divine origin
of the Law is given expression by Ben-Sira. To begin with,
prior to the creation of the heavens and the earth there had
already existed wisdom, for “before them all was wisdom
created.” *** Then this antemundane wisdom was revealed
in the Law of Moses, for ““if thou desire wisdom, keep the

1o Prov. 8: 22. 17 Deut. 33: 4.
m Prov. 3:13. us T Kings §: 10,
s grov. 7:4-5. "y ,};r.k49:7.

" Prov. 3:1. 120 Ezek. 28: ¢,
14 Prov. 6:23-24. = Jer. 5o: 3.
us Deut. 4:6. 122 Ezek. 27: 9.

u$ Genesis Rabbah 17, §. 13 Sirach 1: 4.
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commandments, and the Lord will give her freely unto
thee . . .** and he that taketh hold of the Law findeth her ™
... and all wisdom is the fulfilling of the Law.” ¢ But it
is only the wisdom of Israel which is the Law that was di-
vinely revealed, for God who created wisdom and revealed
her to men said unto her: “Let thy dwelling-place be in
Jacob, and in Israel take up thy inheritance . .. and I took
root among the honoured people.” 7

This conception of the divine origin of the Law can also be
pieced together from the various philosophic writings of Hel-
lenistic Judaism prior to Philo. In the Letter of Aristeas the
books of the Law are described as oracles (Aéyia) of God,*®
and the Law is said to be “sacred and of divine origin.” *
No mention is made in this letter of the identification of the
Law with wisdom nor of the antemundane existence of wis-
dom. But the Fourth Book of Maccabees, after reproducing
the Stoic definition of wisdom,° explicitly identifies wisdom
with the Law, in its statement: “This I take to be the culture
acquired under the Law.” »* No mention, however, is made
of the antemundane existence of that wisdom which is ac-
quired under the Law. But in Aristobulus there is a direct
reference to ‘“one of our forefathers, Solomon” as saying
that wisdom “has existed before heaven and earth.” »* A
direct statement as to the antemundane existence of wisdom,
reflecting the Book of Proverbs, is found in the Wisdom of
Solomon, in the verse saying that “with Thee was wisdom,
which knoweth thy works, and was present when Thou wast
making the world”’; 133 and the identification of wisdom with

184 Sirach 1:26. 128 Aristeas, 177.

135 Sirach 15:1. 129 Aristeas, 313; cf. 31.
1% Sirech 19:20; cf. 21:11; 24:23; 34:8. 1o ]V Macc. 1:16.

17 Sirach 24: 8, 12. w Jbid. 1:17.

12 Eusebius, Pracparatio Evangelica X111, 12, 376b; cf. VIII, 14, 324b.
13 Wisdom of Solomon g:g; cf. below, p. 183.
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the Law is implied in the same book, in the verse saying that
“love [of wisdom] is observance of her laws.” 34

Now Hellenistic Jewish writers must undoubtedly have
been acquainted with the claim of popular Greek religion that
certain laws were revealed by the gods.”s But no mention of
this claim is made by them. To them, since the Greek gods
are false gods, the claims that they had revealed laws are false
claims. Undoubtedly, too, these writers must also have
known about the various philosophic speculations on wis-
dom as belonging to God,"¢ but when they happened to come
upon any such speculation they must undoubtedly have
tried to evaluate it in the light of their own native Jewish
tradition about wisdom as coming from God. When, for in-
stance, Pythagoras, Socrates, and Plato maintain that God
alone is wise (copés) but man can only be a lover of wisdom
(¢\éaogos),’s? the Jewish writers must have seen in such
statements, in so far as they attribute wisdom to God, an
approach to the truth of Scripture; but in so far as they deny
wisdom to man, a confession of the impossibility of man’s
attaining true wisdom without revelation. When, on the
other hand, Aristotle and the Stoics maintain that man can
have wisdom but that wisdom (cog¢la) is to be defined, in the
words of Aristotle, as ‘‘any science that deals with divine ob-
jects” (6eta)™s® and, in the words of the Stoics, as *“the sci-
ence of things divine and human,” ¢ the Hellenistic Jewish
writers must have seen in these statements a use of the term
wisdom in the sense of wisdom attained by man through his
own powers as contrasted with revealed wisdom.

134« Wisdom of Solomon 6: 18. us Cf. below, II, 191.

1% Cf, H. Leisegang, “Sophia,” in Pauly-Wissowa. 2. Reihe, §, cols. 1019-1039.

11 Phaedrus 278 p; Symposium 203 E; cf. Diogenes, I, 12. On the earlier use of
aogds in the general sense of philosopher, see E. Frank, Plato und die sogenannten
Pythagoreer, 1923, p. 298, n. 1.

18 Metaph. 1, 2, 983a, 6-7. 19 Sextus, Adversus Physicos 1, 13.
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This, then, is how the Law and philosophy must have con-
trasted themselves in the minds of the Hellenistic Jewish
writers. The former was wisdom revealed by God; the latter
was wisdom attained by man’s own powers. A direct ref-
erence to this contrast between revelation and philosophy is
to be found in the Wisdom of Solomon, in its author’s decla-
ration that he will declare what wisdom is and how she came,
and will not hide “mysteries” (uvoripia).’® Now the term
mysteries in its ordinary sense refers to certain hidden and
sacred rites practiced throughout the neathen world, the
nature of which their participants were not allowed to di-
vulge, and the obvious meaning of this verse, therefore,
would seem to be that, while wisdom is of the nature of a
mystery, unlike the heathen mysteries it is to be divulged.*
But it happens that the term mysteries by that time had ac-
quired in Greek philosophy an additional meaning. It re-
ferred to that kind of wisdom which some philosophers be-
lieved, as we have seen, to belong only to the gods and which
had to be imparted in secret only to a chosen few. Of
Protagoras, whom he describes as a very wise man (wégoo-
¢os), Plato suggests that he must have told “the truth to his
pupils in secret” (& é&moppiityw),** and this truth is described
by him as mysteries (uvoripia).#® Aristotle, who uses the
term wisdom to mean the science of things divine and main-
tains that man can have wisdom, divided his philosophy into
““exoteric”’ and “esoteric” or “acroastic’’; and to the latter,
because it dealt with “a more profound and recondite phi-
losophy,” it is said he “did not ordinarily admit any pupil

1s Wisdom of Solomon 6: 22 (23); cf. below, pp. 43 fF.

1t Cf, S. Holmes's note ad /oc. in Charles’s Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the
Ol Testament. Cf. also notes in the commentaries of L. W. Grimm, W. J. Deane,
and P. Heinisch, ad /oc.

143 Theaetetus 152 .
u3 Tbid. 156 a.
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until he tested his ability, his elementary knowledge, and his
zeal and devotion to study.” "¢ These esoteric doctrines of
Aristotle are in a later time described by Themistius (4th
century A.D.) as being of the nature of mysteries (uvorixol)
and sacred initiations (ré\g).**s The Stoics, who describe
wisdom as the knowledge of things divine and human and
consider it accessible to men, still consider discourses about
the gods as mysteries (reheral), ¢ evidently to be kept secret
from the common people. In general, it may be said that the
practice of keeping certain doctrines secret was common
among all the schools of Greek philosophy.’? We therefore
take it that it is in contrast to this wisdom or philosophy of
the Greeks that the author of the Book of the Wisdom of
Solomon says of the wisdom which was revealed in the Law,
that “what wisdom is, and how she came up, I will declare,
and I will not hide mysteries (uvoripia) from you; but I will
seek her out from the beginning of her birth and bring the
knowledge of her into clear light, and will not pass by the
truth.” ¢ By all this he means to say that he is going to tell
the story of wisdom or the Law “from the beginning of her
birth,” that is, from the time it was created by God before
the creation of the world; “how she came up,” that is, how
she was revealed by God through Moses; and finally ““ what
wisdom is.” Evidently having in mind the statement that
‘““the divine cannot be envious (¢fovepdr),”*+* which is used
by Aristotle as a refutation of Simonides’ statement that

14 Gellius, Noctes Atticae XX, .

us Themistius, Orationes XXVI, 319 0, ed. Dindorf, p. 385, Il. 32-33. Cf. Zeller
II, 24, pp. 156, n. 7; 116, n. 4 (Aristotle, 1, pp. 112, n. 1; 113, n. 1).

16 Arnim, II, 42 and 1008.

141 Clement of Alexandria, Stromata V, 9, PG, 9, 9o A f.

18 Wisdom of Solomon 6: 22 (23).

1 Metaph. 1, 2, 983a, 2-3. I take the reference in the Wisdom of Solomon to be

to the statement in Aristotle, unlike the reference later in Philo (cf. below, p. 37),
which is to a similar statement in Plato.
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“God alone can have this privilege [i.e., wisdom],” *° he says:
“Neither indeed will I take pining envy (¢66vw) for my com-
panion, because envy shall have no fellowship with wis-
dom,” *s* and also “As I learned without guile, I impart
without envy (&4¢86vws); I do not hide her riches.” *s2

This wisdom which is the Law, having a divine origin, is
also superior to the wisdom which the philosophers have
attained to. The latter only remotely approaches certain
truths of divine wisdom. In their extant writings, pre-
Philonic Alexandrian Jewish philosophers do not criticize
Greek philosophy; that was not their purpose. Their main
purpose was, as we have said, to show that, while the Jews
rejected the heathen deities, they were not atheists; that
while their laws were peculiar, they were not inhospitable;
and that while their practices were outlandish, they were not
superstitious. But still, with all their desire to present
Judaism as a philosophy like that of the Greek philosophers,
they constantly stress certain fundamental differences. The
Jewish God indeed is incorporeal and free of emotions as is
the God of the philosophers, but still He is not without per-
sonal relation to man. He can be prayed to.’* God has es-
tablished a fixed order of nature, but stillHe can miraculously
change that order.’s* God is providence, as philosophers say,
but His providence is individual: He rewards and punishes.*ss
Man is a part of nature, and his actions follow the laws of
cause and effect, but God by His grace has given him free-
dom.s* The soul is immortal, as philosophers say, but it is
also destructible as a punishment.’s” The laws of Moses aim

150 Jbid., 982b, 30~31. 12 Ibid. 7:13.

151 Wisdom of Solomon 6:23 (24). 13 Aristeas, 192.

134 Wisdom of Solomon 11: 17-20; 19: 6-12, 18-22; cf. 12: 18,

15 Wisdom of Solomon 14: 3-4; 19: 13.

1% Aristeas, 231, 236, 237; Wisdom of Solomon 1: 12,
157 Wisdom of Solomon 3: 11; 4: 19; cf. below, p. 409.
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to implant virtue as do the laws recommended by philoso-
phers, still these laws are not merely a means which can be
replaced by other means; they are the best means, the means
revealed by God, and they are to be obeyed for their own sake
as divine ordinances.’s®* The superiority of Scripture to
philosophy is brought out dramatically by the author of the
Letter of Aristeas in his account of the table-talk between the
Jewish sages and King Ptolemy Philadelphus. The king asks
these Jewish sages all kinds of questions. They answer each
question. But the common recurrent refrain in all their
answers, expressing the same sentiment in different words,
is that God is the source of everything we know and every-
thing we do. Thereupon, says the author, *“with loud voice
the king greeted them all and spoke kindly to them, and all
those who were present expressed their approval, especially
the philosophers, for they were far superior to the philoso-
phers both in conduct and in argument, since they always
made God the starting-point.”

I1. PuiLo oN PoLyTHEISM, MYTHOLOGY, AND MYSTERIES

The same attitude toward these various phases of Greek
religion — its polytheism, its mythology, and its mysteries —
is reflected also in the writings of Philo.

First, whenever he happens to comment upon a scriptural
condemnation of the worship of “other gods,” those ““other
gods” become with him the gods of the Greeks and Egyp-
tians. Like the Wisdom of Solomon,* evidently again follow-
ing Plato’s view that ““the earliest men in Greece believed
only in those gods in whom many foreigners believe today —
sun, moon, earth, stars and sky,” * he mentions as an example
of the most characteristic form of polytheism the deification

188 Aristeas, 127; 313; Wisdom of Solomon 6: 18. t Cf. above, p. 14.
19 Aristeas, 23S. 3 Cratylus 397 c-p.
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of earth, water, air, fire, sun, moon, planets, and fixed stars.s
But he then adds the Greek names by which these natural
objects came to be popularly known as deities — Kore or
Demeter or Pluto for earth, Poseidon for sea, Hera for air,
Hephaestus for fire, Apollo for sun, Artemis for moon,
Aphrodite for Venus or the morning-star, Hermes for Mer-
cury or the Shiner, Castor and Pollux or the Dioscuri for the
two hemispheres — that above the earth and that below the
earth; and he alludes to other names of deified natural ob-
jects.* Those who have invented these names he calls ““soph-
ists,” s evidently using this term here, not in the sense in
which he often uses it, as referring to the Sophists of Pla-
tonic fame,® but in its earlier sense as meaning wise men,
not only philosophers but also poets, including Homer and
Hesiod.” Among the “other gods” which he denounces he
includes “opportunity” (xaipés), upon whom, he says, ““the
wickedest of men”’ look as a god,® and he denounces also
what he describes as “the impious doctrine of the Epicu-
reans,” ¢ referring thereby, as we shall see, to the gods of the
popular teachings of Epicurus.’ So does he denounce the
deification of heroes, to whom he refers also as ‘“demigods”
(Mlbeot),™ describing them as being ‘‘both mortal and im-
mortal.” ** Of these demigods he mentions especially Diony-
sus, Heracles, and the Dioscuri,* the last of whom, as we

3 Decal. 12, §3; Cont. 1, 3-6.

4 Decal. 12, §4-57; Cont. 1, 3.

s Cont. 1, 4.

¢ Cf., e.g., Post, 11, 35: “one of the ancient Sophists named Protagoras.”

1 Cf. Diogenes, 1, 12. Cf. Zeller, I, 25, p. 1074, n. 2 (Pre-Socratic Philosophy,
I1, p. 430, n. 1). In this sense also does Philo use the term *“sophists” as a descrip-
tion of the traditional Jewish scholars in Alexandria (cf. below, p. §9).

8 Qu. in Gen. 1, 100; Harris, Fragments, p. 19.

9 Post. 1, 2.

10 Cf, below, pp. 166, 176, 177.
1 Cont, 1, 6; cf. Congr. 4, 15; Probus 16, 105.
13 Cont. 1, 6; Probus 16, 105. © Legat. 11, 78.



HELLENISTIC JUDAISM AND PHILO 29

have seen, he mentions also among the gods ** without dis-
tinguishing them as demigods. Besides heroes, he denounces
also the deification of kings, with especial reference to the
claim of Caligula, considering such a claim as being only a
ridiculous imitation of ancient Greek deification of heroes *
and suggesting that this deification of kings, with particular
reference to the case of Caligula, found no recognition among
people, whether Greeks or barbarians, except among the
native Egyptians of Alexandria, who were susceptible to it
by reason of their belief in animal worship.** He evinces no
knowledge of the belief among ancient Egyptians, long be-
fore his time, in the divine origin and nature of their kings; **
nor does he seem to know that Ptolemy II was deified during
his life.!* In his condemnation of idolatry, while drawing
upon the vocabulary of Scripture, he applies it to the idolatry
of his own time. “The world as we know it,” he says, “is
full of idols of wood and stone, and suchlike images.” ** He
refers to them as those who are accounted as gods “in the
different cities,” *° and describes them as “being fashioned
by the arts of painters and sculptors,” ** out of wood or stone
or silver or gold.»

1 Cf. above, p. 28. 16 Ibid. 25, 162-165.

1s Legat. 11,78 ff. 17 Cf. above, p. 14.

1 Cf. W. S. Ferguson, in Camébridge Ancient History, V11, p. 17.
» Mos. 11, 38, 20s. 2 Jbid.

a Jbid.; Decal. 14, 66; Spec. 1, 4, 21.

3 Decal. 14, 66; cf. Mos. 11, 38, 205; Spec. 1, 4, 21; Cont. 1, 7. The expression
“fashioned by the skill of painters and sculptors” in Mos. 11, 38, 205, as well as the
expression “fashioned by the craftsmanship of sculpture and painting” in Deeal.
14, 66, does not mean that Philo believed that the painting of images was prohibited
by the Mosaic law. In both these passages, it will be noticed, the images fashioned
by painting and sculpture are said to be (1) §6ava, which definitely means a wooden
statue, and (2) &yéMuara, which, judging from the expression &yéAuara xal fbava xal
fwypadhuara in Abr. 45, 267, means here also a statue made either of stone or of
metal. This clearly shows that the condemnation of images in these two passages
is not of painted images but rather of statues painted with color. The painting of
statues is known to have been customary in Greek sculpture, and Plato speaks of
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As a native of Alexandria and one who was acquainted
directly with the Egyptians, he devotes special attention to
their religion. In one passage, he refers in a general way to
‘“the atheism (&6ebrnra) of the Egyptians.” »* In another
passage, he specifies what that atheism is. *“Moses,” he says,
“has branded the Egyptian character as atheistical, because
it values (1) earth above heaven, (2) the things that live on
the land (xepoaia) above those that dwell on high, and (3) the
body above the soul.” *¢ In this passage, it will be noticed,
he denounces three forms of atheism which he ascribes to
Egyptians. First, their valuation of earth above heaven, by
which he undoubtedly means the various earth deities wor-
shiped by the Egyptians. In his discussion of this form of
atheism he mentions especially the Egyptian deification of
the Nile, under which he undoubtedly includes the various
Nile deities. Similarly, in another passage he describes the
Egyptians as being ‘“almost alone among the nations” in
their deification of the earth, including under this also their
deification of the Nile,?s and characterizes this deification of
earth and the Nile as *“ the atheism of those people.” ** Sec-
ond, their valuation of things that live in the land above
“painting statues’’ (Republic IV, 420c). So also in the Wisdom of Solomon 15: 4,
the condemnation of *the painters’ fruitless labor, a form stained with varied
colors’ does not refer to a painted picture but rather to a painted statue (cf. P.
Heinisch, Das Buch der Weisheit, ad loc.). According to the Talmudic interpretation
of the prohibition against the making of *“any likeness'’ (Exod. 20: 4), this pro-
hibition applies only to carved figures but does not apply to images not projecting
(‘Abodah Zarah 43b; Maimonides, Mishneh Torah, ‘Akum, 111, 10). This interpre-
tation of the law was quite evidently that which was followed both by the author
of the Wisdom of Solomon and by Philo, as well as also later by the Jews in Dura-
Europos, as may be judged from the paintings in their synagogue (cf. Du Mesnil du
Buisson, Les Peintures de la Synagogue de Doura-Europos, 245-256aprés ¥.-C.,Roma,
1939). But even in the case of carved figures, the law was not always interpreted
with the same rigidity (cf. E. L. Sukenik, Ancient Synagogues in Palestine and Greece,
London, 1934, pp. 63-65).

3 Post. 1, 2. 3 Fug. 32, 180.
3 Mos. 11, 36, 194-195. * Ibid., 193; cf. 37, 196.
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those that dwell on high, by which he quite evidently means
their deification of animals. Similarly, in another passage
he uses the term atheism as a description of Egyptian animal
worship.?” Third, their valuation of the body above the
soul, by which, we take it, he means the deification of the
dead ** and the identification of all the dead with the god
Osiris.?* The terms “heaven,” ““those that dwell on high,”
and “the soul,” which he mentions as being undervalued by
the Egyptians, are used by him here as symbolic of the im-
material beings which, in contrast to the atheism of the
Egyptians, constitute what he considered as theism — the
belief in an incorporeal God and incorporeal ideas above this
corporeal world of ours.3® The terms “heaven” and “those
that dwell on high” refer here respectively to God and the
ideas, for “heaven” has the meaning of God both in Greek
and in rabbinic Hebrew.

Denunciation of animal worship as a practice peculiar to
Egyptians occurs also in many other passages in Philo. As
in the Wisdom of Solomon, he goes into a detailed enumera-
tion of the animals worshiped by the Egyptians. They wor-
ship, he says, “irrational animals,” not only domestic ani-
mals, such as rams and goats and dogs and cats, and espe-
cially bulls, but also wild animals, such as the lion and the
wolf among the land animals and the crocodile among the
aquatic animals, added to these also the asp among the
reptiles, ibises and hawks among the birds, and finally also
fishes, either their whole bodies or particular parts.s* He
describes this form of worship as “the folly (#\8wbrnra) of
Egypt,” # which probably reflects the scriptural expressions

17 Legat. 2§, 163.

3 A. Erman, 4 Handbook of Egyptian Religion, p. go.

» Jbid., p. 97. 3o Cf. below, pp. 164, 177 ff.

3 Decal. 16, 76~79; Post. 48, 165; Legat. 20, 139; Spec. 1, 15, 79; Mos. 1, s, 23.
8 Spec. 1, 15, 79.
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“‘the abominations (8éeAtypara) of Egypt” 33 and “the de-
vices (¢mirndebpara) of Egypt.” 34

His application of the term “atheism” to the particular
kind of Egyptian polytheism needs some comment. Atheism
to him is not the same as polytheism, and the term is not
used by him as a rule as a description of polytheism.’s When,
therefore, he describes Egyptian polytheism as atheism, he
is using that term in some special sense. What that special
sense is may be gathered from two passages. In one passage,
he says that “polytheistic creeds” finally lead to “‘atheism,’’s¢
and so we may assume that the polytheism of the Egyptians
is called by him atheism because atheism is that which it
finally must lead to. In another passage, he seems to indi-
cate that the term atheism as a description of Egyptian ani-
mal worship is used by him in the rather loose sense of ex-
cessive folly (moA\i) #ABbrys) or excessive impiety (doéBeca),”
for, as he says in still another passage, animal worship is the
worst of all the forms of polytheism.®* So also Plutarch,
speaking of Egyptian animal worship, says that it plunges
the weak and the innocent into ‘““sheer superstition” and
the more cynical and bold into “atheistic and brutish reason-
ing ,” 3¢ maintaining, with regard to “superstition,” that it is
no less an evil than “atheism.” ¢

Second, Philo denounces mythology, having in mind usu-
ally Greek mythology but occasionally making reference also
to Egyptian mythology.* Myths to him are man-made.

1 Exod. 8:22. ¥ Praem. 28, 162,
3 Ezek. 20:7, 8. 37 Legat. 25, 163.
s Cf. below, p. 166. 3 Decal. 16, 76, and 8o.

3 Plutarch, De Iside et Osiride, ch. 71, 379 E.

4 Jbid., ch. 11, 355 D; cf. ch. 67, 378 A; De Superstitione, ch. 1, 164 E; ch. 2, 165 c.
So also Philo says that ““superstition”’ is a brother of “impiety’’ (Sacr. 4, 15). Simi-
lar statements with regard to the connection between ‘“‘superstition” and “im-
piety” are to be found also in Deter. 8, 24; Immut. 35, 164; Spec. 1V, 27, 147;
Praem. 7, 40. 4 Decal. 16, 76; Spec. 1, 15, 79; Migr. 14, 76.
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The expressions “to coin myths” (uvorhaoreiv),* ‘“‘making
of myths” (uvbomoila),** and *coiners of myths” (uvforhé-
orat)* are used by him in a derogatory sense with reference to
mythology and mythologists. Myths are not only man-made,
they are also false. They have been handed down “for the
deception of mortal kind” and consequently they fill one
with “false opinions.” 4 Mythology is “sophistry” opposed
to “wisdom”; “imposture” opposed to “truth.” ¢ It in-
vents “mythical devices contrary to the truth,” 47 and its
gods are “cunningly invented myths.” 4 The myth-makers
are described by him as those “who have infected our life
with falsehoods and chased away truths from its borders.” 4
“The hippocentaurs and chimeras and the like” are “forms
of life hitherto unknown and with no existence outside
mythology,” 5° the story of Gorgon is “an invention of a
myth,” st and the “mythical stories” about an original human
being who combined the characteristics of both sexes 5* are
regarded with supreme contempt by “the disciples of Moses
trained from their earliest years to love the truth.” s The
mythologists are “impious,” for in their “mythical inven-
tions” they represent God ““in word indeed as only endued
with human form, but in fact as possessing human pas-
sions.” $¢ Evidently referring to Plato’s condemnation of
mythology, he says that even philosophers speak of ‘“myth

42 Post. 15, §2; Gig. 13, §8; Conf. 3, 6.
4 Leg. All. 1,14, 43; Sacr. 4,13; 21, 76; Immut. 2, §9; Fug. 22, 121; Spec. 1, 15, 79.

44 Conf. 3, 6; Aet. 11, 56; 12, 68. 4 Sacr. 21, 76.

« Praem. 2, 8. ® Aet. 11, §6; cf. 12, 68.
4 Post. 1§, §2. o Spee. 111, 8, 45.

4% Praem. 28, 162. s Legat. 32, 237.

s2 Cf. Plato, Symposium 189 p~190 D.

$8 Cont. 7, 63. But the same view is also found in Genesis Rabbah 8, 1; Midrash
Tehillim, on Ps. 139: §; Tanhuma: Tazri‘a 1; Berakot 61a; ‘Erubin 18a. So also
Philo himself in Opif. 24, 76. Cf. discussion in Ginzberg, Legends of the Fews (Jew-
ish Publication Society, 1909~1938), V, 88, n. 42.

s¢ Immut. 12, §9. S Republic 11, 378 p.
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and fiction” as “obscuring the truth,” s and complains of
those who ““make counterfeit impressions in the yet tender
souls of the young, employing their ears as their ministers,
and filling them with mythical nonsense.” 57 Mythology is
not the invention of virtue, but the invention of pleasure.s
In the second of the ten commandments, therefore, he finds
a prohibition not only of the worship of idols but also of the
worship of ““all those deities which the myth-writers have in-
vented and spread delusion therewith” and for the promo-
tion of which they make use of “melody, metre and rhythm”’
as well as of the arts of “sculpture and painting.” 5 More-
over, not only is it prohibited by this second commandment
to worship or to make these mythological deities but it is also
prohibited “to believe in (wposlesfar) the mythical inven-
tions about the marriage of gods and the birth of gods and
the numberless and very grave scandals associated with both
of these.” ¢ Proselytes are described by him as those who
“spurn mythical inventions and embrace truth in its pu-
rity”  or as those who take up their abode “with the truth
and with the honor of the one Being who is entitled to honor,
abandoning the mythical inventions and multiplicity of
sovereigns.” 2

As contrasted with mythology, which is man-made and
false, Scripture is the work of God, and “in the work of God
you will find no mythical invention, but only inexorable
rules of truth firmly established, nor will you find in it metres
and rhythms and tuneful verses charming the ear with their
music, but nature’s own consummate works, which possess
a harmony all their own.” ¢ Moses ‘“‘refrained from invent-
ing myths himself or acquiescing in those composed by

$ Opif. 61, 170. $» Spec. 1, 5, 28-29.
s1 Post. 48, 165. ¢ Decal. 29, 156.
8 Sacr. g, 28. & Spee. 1,9, §1.

¢ Spec. 1V, 34, 178; cf. Virt. 20, 102; 33, 178. & Deter. 33, 125.
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others.” ¢ Unlike myths which, being man-made, are
described by him as belonging to the past and as being old
and obsolete and effete, the thoughts contained in Scripture
are said by him to be always “new and fresh and in the vigor
of youth,” for they come from God ‘““who never grows
old.” ¢ Unlike myths, too, which, being man-made, are not
only false as literal facts but also contain no underlying
meaning, the words of Scripture, being divinely revealed, are
true literally when they are meant to be taken as literal
truths, but even when they are not meant to be taken as
literal truths they still contain an underlying meaning which
teaches a true doctrine, to be elicited by the allegorical
method. Thus the stories of creation, even though not to be
taken as literal facts, * are no mythical fictions, such as poets
and sophists delight in, but modes of making ideas visible,
bidding us resort to allegorical interpretation guided in our
renderings by what lies beneath the surface.” ¢ Thus also
the things told about “the serpent speaking in a human
voice” — when taken literally, ““these things are like prodi-
gies and marvels” in myths, “but when we interpret words
by the meanings that lie beneath the surface, all that is of
the nature of a myth is removed out of the way, and the true
sense becomes as clear as daylight.” ¢ Hence the story of
the giants is unlike * the myths of the poets about giants,” ¢
not because it is literally true, but because it contains an
underlying meaning.® When certain people deride the story
of the confusion of tongues,™ arguing that it is not different
from similar Greek myths, his answer is that it differs from
Greek myths in that it contains an underlying meaning which
can be elicited by the allegorical method. Similarly, in the

:: ?p:]. 1, 1.6 6 Gig. 13, §8.
acr. 21, 76. % 1bid., 6o.
% Opif. 6, 157. ™ Gen. 11: 1-9. Cf. Conf. 2, 2 f.

&1 Agr. 22, 96-97.
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story of Lot’s wife, Moses “‘is not inventing a myth, but in-
dicating precisely a real fact,” the real fact being the inner
meaning it contains.”™ The point is that when Philo, in
various ways, maintains that some scriptural story is not like
a myth, he means that it is not like a myth because a scrip-
tural story, whether literally true as a fact or not, always has
some underlying meaning, whereas myths neither are liter-
ally true nor have an underlying meaning. Even the true
historical events of the past recorded by Greek authors, he
maintains, are not to be compared to Scripture. ‘“No doubt
it is profitable, if not for the acquisition of perfect virtue, at
any rate for the life of civic virtue, to feed the mind on ancient
and time-honored thoughts, to trace the venerable tradition
of noble deeds, which historians and all the family of poets
have handed down to the memory of their own and future
generations.” 7 Moreover, there is a certain intrinsic satis-
faction in the knowledge of men and deeds of old, “for
truly it is sweet to leave nothing unknown.” 7 Still, all this
knowledge is only of human origin, whereas all the knowl-
edge that is contained in Scripture is of divine origin, having
come to us by way of revelation. Revelation to him is self-
taught wisdom, for God has caused it ““to spring up within
the soul.” 7 In the presence of the knowledge which comes
from Scripture, the knowledge which comes from Greek
sources grows into insignificance and disappears, for “it is
impossible that God’s scholar or pupil or disciple, or any
other name which one may think fit to call him, should
tolerate the rules of guidance of mortal men.” 7

Third, he denounces the Greek mysteries. He dwells upon
the licentiousness and effeminacy which are associated with
the mysteries. Male prostitutes, he says, some of them

" Fug. 22, 121. 1 Ibid. 22, 78; 23, 79.
n Sacr. 22, 78. © Ibid. 23, 79.
n Ibid. 23, 79; cf. Metaph. 1, 980a, 21,
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eunuchs, are to be seen ““continually strutting about through
the thick of the market, heading the procession at the feasts,
appointed to serve as unholy ministers of holy things, leading
the mysteries and initiations and celebrating the rites of
Demeter.” 76 In the words “there shall be no reheapbdpos of
the daughters of Israel, neither shall there be a reAioxbuevos of
the sons of Israel,” which in the Septuagint are added to the
verse ‘“there shall be no harlot of the daughters of Israel,
neither shall there be a whoremonger of the sons of Israel,”’??
Philo finds a prohibition against receiving or conterring initia-
tion into “‘occult rites and mysteries’’ (reNerds xal pvoripia).
He describes them as “imposture and buffoonery,” as ““mum-
meries and mystic fables.” He objects to them on the ground
that they shut themselves up “in profound darkness and
reserve their benefits for three or four alone,” arguing that
“if these things are good and profitable,” they should be
produced “in the midst of the market-place,” where “you
might extend'them to every man and thus enable all to share
in security a better and happier life.” * Like the author of
the Wisdom of Solomon, who, as we have seen, draws upon
Aristotle’s saying that *“the divine cannot be envious,” 7 he
paraphrases a similar saying from Plato to the eftect that
“virtue has no room in her home for envy.” 8 The con-
sorting by the children of Israel with the daughters of Moab
at Shittim ® is interpreted by him as “spurning their an-
cestral customs and seeking initiation (rehovpévovs) into the
mythical rites of mysteries (uvfikds reNerds).” # Using the
very language of mysteries, he says of *“barbarian and Greek
nations”’ 8 that they are celebrating ‘““mysteries uninitiated ”’
(GpviTovs puioes) and ‘‘rites unorgiastic’ (&ropyiborovs TeNe

™ Spec. 111, 7, 40-41. o Spec. 1, 59, 321; cf. Phaedrus 247 A.
7 Deut. 23: 18 (17). 8 Num. 25: 1 ff.
™ Spec. 1, 59, 319-320. 8 Spec. 1, 10, 56.

» Cf. above, p. 24. & Cher. 27, 91.
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7ds),% that is to say, their mysteries and rites are a mockery.

Still, despite his condemnation of popular religion, mythol-
ogy, and mysteries, Philo does not hesitate to make use of
the vocabulary of all these in his description of the beliefs
and institutions of Judaism.

With regard to popular religion, he does not hesitate to
speak of the stars as “the gods which sense descries in
heaven” % and of the heaven as the “‘great visible god.” %
Nor does he hesitate to speak of the Furies as * the venerable
goddesses” (ceuval 0eal),®” the name by which they were
commonly called in Athens. Nor, again, does he hesitate to
speak of God as “the Lord of gods and men” ® or “the
supreme Father of gods and men”’ ® or as being “God not
only of men but also of gods,” %° though the description
“Father of gods and men” is usually applied by Homer to
Zeus.** In wishing to describe the greatness or powerfulness
or goodness of God, or any other of His attributes, he does
not hesitate to make use of certain stereotyped epithets
which in Greek literature are used with reference to other
deities. He thus describes God as “the God of liberty
(énevBépiov) and hospitality (tévwov) and of suppliants (ixé-
owv) and of guests (épéarior),” 9 even though all these are
titles commonly applied to Zeus.®* He thus also describes
God as “the victory-giver” (vikngbpos),** * the benefactor”
(ebepyérns), ‘“the saviour” (owrip)’s and ‘‘the overseer”
(égopos),*s even though all these terms are applied to Greek
deities.’” He had no objection to the use of all these terms

4 Jbid. 28, 94. 8 Mos. 11, 38, 206.

8 Spee. 1, 3, 19; cf. Opif. 7, 27. 8 Spec. 11, 29, 165.

% Aet. 3, 10; §, 20. % Jbid. 1, 56, 307.

87 Probus 20, 140. ot Iliad 1V, 68, et passim.

9 Mos. 1, 7, 36.

9 Cf. L. Preller, Griechische Mythologiet, pp. 958-959. 94 Congr. 17, 93.
s Ibid., 30, 171. % Abr. 15, 71.

91 Cf. Preller, 0p. cit., pp. 942, 950, 958, 959. Cf. Bréhier, pp. 74-75.
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because he knew full well that, while in form they were bor-
rowed from Greek popular religion, in substance they ex-
pressed certain characteristics of God which are to be found
in Scripture. In Scripture, God the Lord is called “God of
gods and Lord of lords™ *® and also “Father,” ** and there
is no reason therefore why, writing in Greek, he should not
describe Him in the Homeric phrase “Father” or “Lord”
of “gods and men.” In Scripture, too, God is described
as one who chooses to let the oppressed go free,’*® who loves
the stranger,’* who brings victory over enemies,'** who does
good,' beside whom there is no saviour,"* and who from
the place of His habitation looks upon all the inhabitants of
the earth,’s and there is no reason again why, writing in
Greek, he should not condense these scriptural descriptions
into commonly used Greek epithets for Greek gods.
Sometimes, however, when he happens to use such com-
mon Greek religious terms he tries to show that in their ap-
plication to God he uses them in a somewhat different sense.
Thus Philo felt himself justified in calling God ‘“peace”
(eipitvn), even though in Greek that is the name of a god-
dess, inasmuch, evidently, as in Scripture God is described
as he who gives or makes peace; **¢ still, in order to show that
he does not confuse the Jewish God with the Greek goddess
Irene, he says, “ God alone is the real veritable peace” *°? and,
if Melchizedek is called “king of peace,” it is God who made
him that.**® In another place, he similarly felt himself justi-
fied in saying of God that ‘“‘He is great (uéyas) and strong

9 Deut. 10:17. 9 Isa. 63:16.

190 Jsa, ¢8: 6. The term used in this verse is &¢eois, but E\evfépos and doéaios
are both used as epithets of Zeus in the same sense. 1ot Deut. 10: 18.

102 Pg, 18: 48-49. 104 Isa, 43:11.

193 Ps, 119:68. 105 Ps, 32: 13.

1% Exod. 6: 26; Isa. 26:12; 45:7; Job 25: 2.
107 Somn. 11, 38, 253.
18 Leg. AUl 111, 25, 79; cf. Gen. 14:18.
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(loxvpds) and mighty (kparaiés),” *° evidently because Scrip-
ture also describes God as ““great (uéyas) and strong (ioxvpds)
and awful (¢oBepbs)” ™ or “mighty” (kparaibs),”™ still, in
view of the fact that other gods are similarly described as
great gods,™ he elsewhere describes God as ‘‘the all-great
(wévra péyas) God.”**? In still another place, he happens to
quote from the Septuagint the divine appellation ‘‘ the Most
High” (8 troros),™** which he undoubtedly knew to be used
as a Greek appellation of Zeus,”s and consequently, in order
to show that the application of that term to God does not
imply a polytheistic belief, as it does in its application to
Zeus, he immediately adds: ““not that there is any other not
most high . . . but to conceive of God not in low earthbound
ways but in lofty terms.” ¢ Again, Philo could not help
noticing that festivals like those prescribed in Scripture are
celebrated also by heathen and that in the Septuagint the
terms used in translating the various Hebrew terms for festi-
vals are the same as those used as descriptions of heathenish

19 Spec. 1, 56, 307; cf. Cher. g, 29. ue Deut. 10:17.
* m The same Hebrew term w4 which in Deut. 10: 17 is translated by ¢ofepss
is in Deut. 7: 21 translated by xparasss.

m Cf, above, p. 12. 14 Gen. 14:18.

m Somn. 1, 16, 94. us Cf. above, p. 12.

us Leg. AUl 111, 26, 82. The expression Theos Hypsistos was used as an appel-
lation of God by the Jews in Egypt (cf. Roberts-Skeat-Nock, “The Gild of Zeus
Hypsistos,” Harvard Theological Review 29 (1936), p. 69) and in Asia Minor and
Delos (cf. W. W. Tarn, Hellenistic Civilization* (Edward Arnold & Co., 1936), p.
193). U. v. Willamowitz-Moellendorff, in *“ Alexandrinische Inschriften,” Sirzungs-
berichte der Berliner Akademie, 1902, p. 1094, arbitrarily takes the use of this ex-
pression by Jews in Athribis, Egypt, to imply their belief in polytheism and hence
to indicate their religious Hellenization. An inscription from Egypt, published by
O. Rubensohn in Archiv fiir Papyruscorschung, § (1909), p. 163, which shows pagan
influence, is taken by A. Tscherikower (Ha-Yehudim ve-ha-Yevanim ba-Tekufah ha-
Hellenistit, p. 359) to be of Jewish origin on the ground of its use of the expression
Oed Wlorw(s). Thisis inconclusive. This expression had also an independent non-
Jewish background (cf. E. Schiirer, “Die Juden im bosporanischen Reiche, etc.,”
Sitzungsberichte der Berliner Akademie, 1897, p. 214, n. 1; Roberts-Skeat-Nock, op.
¢it., p. 64).
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festivals. And so Philo tries to show the difference between
the two kinds of festivals. ‘“Let us consider,” he says, “our
famous festal assemblies (wavpylpes). Different nations,
whether Greek or barbarian, have their own,” but these are
“the product of myth and fiction, and their only purpose is
empty vanity,” whereas the festivals prescribed in Scripture,
“whether they be weekly Sabbaths or feasts, are His, who
is the Cause, and pertain not to any man at all.” 7 Writing
in Greek, he naturally had occasion to refer to the Olympic
games,™® but still when in the course of a discussion of the
verse “Let Dan be a serpent on the road, seated upon the
track, biting the heel of the horse; and the horseman shall
fall backwards, waiting for the salvation of the Lord,” *** he
happens to remark that * the Olympic contest is the only one
that can rightly be called sacred,” he immediately adds, “not
that one which the inhabitants of Elis hold, but the contest
for the winning of virtues which are divine and really
Olympian.” »°

Nor has he any objection to the use of mythological refer-
ences. Quite unhesitatingly he refers to “the earliest men”
who thought fit to call earth Demeter,* to “other philoso-
phers” who liken the number seven to the motherless Nike
and Parthenos,™ to ‘““men of old”’ who called earth Hestia,**s
and to similar other mythological terms. He does not even
hesitate to quote mythology for the purpose of illustrating a
certain scriptural verse. The reason why no mention is made
of the death of Cain is, according to him, to show “in a
figure that, like the Scylla of myth, folly is a deathless evil.”*
In his comment upon the name of Zillah * he refers to dis-

u1 Cher. 27, 91. 122 Jbid. 33, 100,
8 Immut. 31, 147; Cont. §, 42. 13 Cher. 8, 26.
1 Gen. 49:17-18. 124 Deter. 48, 178.
10 Agr. 27, 119. s Gen. 4: 19,

1t Opif. 45, V33
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tinguished men in former times who had gone up to Delphi
and dedicated there records of their prosperous lives.'¢
Jethro is compared by him to the Egyptian Proteus.”” The
three virtues symbolized by Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, and
also the gifts with which Moses was endowed, are likened by
him to the Graces.”® God’s blessing is said by him to be
“better than the nectar and ambrosia of the myths.” 1
But in the case of mythology, as in the case of polytheism,
he occasionally tries to show that the use of such mythologi-
cal terms should not be taken as an indication of belief in
what the terms stand for. The Septuagint usually translates
the Hebrew Sheol by the Greek Hades, and so the following
verse, wherein the word Sheol occurs, is translated by it:
“Let the impious (&oeBeis) be shamed and driven down to
Hades.” #° Evidently with this verse in mind Philo says:
‘“He banishes the unjust and ungodly soul from himself to
the furthest bounds and disperses it to the place of pleasures
and lusts and injustices; that place is most fitly called the
place of the impious” (4oefdv). However, he immediately
adds: “But it is not that mythical place of the impious in
Hades, for the true Hades is the life of the bad, a life of dam-
nation and blood-guiltiness, the victim of every curse.”
Perhaps this true Hades of Philo is not the true Sheol of the
Hebrew Scripture either, but at any rate he takes pains to
show that the Hades of the Septuagint is not the Hades of
mythology. When therefore he says of apostates that ““ they

1% Post. 33, 113. 18 Abr. 11, §4; Mos. 11, 1, 7.

111 Ebr. 10, 36. 2 Immut. 33, 158.

ue Ps, 31:18 (17).

1t Congr. 11, §7; cf. Heres 9, 4§; Somn. 1, 23, 151. This non-mythical conception
of Hades as referring to punishments for crime as well as to tortures of conscience in
this world reflects the view of ancient moral philosophers (cf. Hans Lewy’s note to
Congr. 11, §7, in Philos Werke, V1, p. 19, n. 3, referring to Lucretius, III, 978 ff. and
Heinze in his commentary ad /oc.). It must, however, be added that, in addition
to a Hades in this life, Philo also believed in the punishment of the wicked after
death (cf. below, pp. 409 f.; 412 f.).
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will be dragged down and carried into Tartarus itself and
profound darkness,” 32 he must have mentally added that

he does not mean thereby that mythical place of the impious
in Tartarus.

No more does he hesitate to use the language of mysteries
in his description of the religion of Scripture. The covenant
into which the children of Israel and the strangers that were
among them as well as their future generations entered with
God through the agency of Moses ™ is described by him as
an act by which Moses “initiated them into the mysteries”
(wvoraywydv).'** Within these mysteries of Moses, as in the
Eleusinian mysteries, he distinguishes between the lesser
mysteries (7a ptpd pvoTipia; *3S Bpaxirepar Teheral)'3% and the
greater mysteries (7a peyéha pvoripea)'®” or perfect mysteries
(ré\etar TeNera ).'3* God,'®® Moses,'*° the seventy elders of
Moses,'** the high priest,’ and Jeremiah's are each de-
scribed by him by the term Hierophant (iepo¢érrns), the tech-
nical term which designated the highest officer of the heathen
mysteries and the demonstrator of its sacred knowledge.
Finally, as in the heathen mysteries, he who has been initi-
ated into the mysteries of Moses is not to divulge them to any
of the uninitiated * or to any one,™s but he is to ““treasure
them up” and, keeping check over his speech, he is to *“con-
ceal them in silence.” "¢

12 Praem. 26, 152, w4 Virt. 33, 178.

113 Deut. 29: 11-14. us Sacr. 16, 62.

135 Abr. 24, 122.

17 Leg. All. 111, 33, 100; Cher. 44, 49; Sacr. 16, 62.

us Sacr. 15, 60.

139 Somn. 1, 26, 164.

Mo Spee. 1, 8, 41; 11, 32, 2015 1V, 34, 176; Virt. 11, 75; 32, 174.

s Sobr. 4, 20.

12 Spec. 111, 24, 138,

143 Cher. 14, 49.

W4 Cher. 14, 48; cf. also Fragmenta, Richter, VI, 2c6 (M, 11, 651); 217 (M, 1I,
658). us Sacr. 15, 60. us Jbid.
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These statements on mysteries have been taken by certain
students of Philo as evidence either for the existence of mys-
teries among the Alexandrian Jews or for the influence of
mysteries upon Philo’s philosophy. “From many hints up
and down in the works of Philo,” says Conybeare, “it is cer-
tain that among the Alexandrian Jews there existed a system
of mysteries, perhaps in imitation of the Greek mysteries of
Demeter which were celebrated year by year on the hill of
Eleusis close to Alexandria.” *7 Ziegert raises the question
“whether Philo, in drawing upon the Greek mysteries, had
a certain definite and consciously designed purpose in mind,
or whether, following the example of Greek writers, he uses
the rich vocabulary in the treasure-house of the mysteries
only for the purpose of embellishing his style,” 4 and also
“whether it would be right to say that on the basis of the
mysteries Philo had built up a distinct and comprehensive
system of religion or philosophy.” ¢ His answer to these
questions is that “Philo, starting with the view that the
mysteries are already contained in the Old Testament,” 's°
came to conceive the “brilliant idea of transferring the sys-
tem of ancient mysteries to his own religion, or, rather, to
his own Alexandrian religious philosophy, but though he had
made an attempt at it, he never brought it to completion, for,
as so often elsewhere, so here, too, Philo lacked the power to
carry out any planned thought to a consistent and clear con-
clusion.” ** Goodenough, however, thinks that Philo had
not only made a tentative attempt at his plan but had also
carried it out successfully, for the entire philosophy of Philo
is interpreted by him as a mystery. The Jew in Alexandria,

11 F. C. Conybeare, Philo concerning the Contemplative Life, 1895, p. 303.

@ P, Zicgert, “Uber die Ansitze zu einer Mysterienlehre aufgebaut auf den
antiken Mysterien bei Philo Judius,” Theologische Studien und Kritiken, 67 (1894),

pp. 706-732.
w9 [bid., pp. 721-722. 1o Ibid., p. 722. st Jbid., p. 724.
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he says, “met not Aristotle or Zeno, but the mystic philoso-
phy which was transforming every other oriental mythology
into a mystery religion,” with the result that *Judaism in
the Greek Diaspora did, for at least an important minority,
become primarily such a mystery,” *s* for “since a Jew could
not now simply become an initiate of Isis or Orpheus and
remain a Jew as well, the amazingly clever trick was devised,
we do not know when or by whom,” of identifying, by means
of allegory, the religion of Scripture with the religion of the
mysteries, and thereby ““Judaism was at once transformed
into the greatest, the only true, Mystery,” within which
“God was no longer only the God presented in the Old Testa-
ment: He was the Absolute, connected with phenomena by
His Light-Stream, the Logos or Sophia.” *3 Similarly the
Law was no longer merely “a set of commands for physical
life” to be obeyed, but rather “the iepds Néyos of the Mys-
tery,” though for those who, like Philo, wished to continue
to obey its commands, again by a “clever” device, it was
made to mean ‘“ the material copy of a Platonic original.” s

Our own interpretation of Philo as the author of a philos-
ophy like any of the religious philosophies which later ap-
peared in Christianity and Islam and Judaism, and in fact
as the mainspring of those philosophies, will be unfolded in
the succeeding pages of this study. If our interpretation is
right, then the relation of Philo to Greek philosophy is like
that of any medieval philosopher, be he Christian or Moslem
or Jewish, and the relation of his God to the God of Scripture
is like that of the God of any of these medieval philosophers,
and the allegorical method used by him is exactly like that
used by any one of the medieval philosophers, and his con-
ception of the preéxistence of the Law, which conception he

152 E, R. Goodenough, By Light, Light, 193§, pp. 4=§.
183 Ibid., p. 7. 14 Ibid., p. 8.
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quite naturally identified with the Platonic theory of ideas,
is like that of any of the medieval philosophers, and his be-
lief in obedience to the Law and in its eternity is like that of
any of the medieval Jewish philosophers. He uses terms
borrowed from the mysteries in the same way as he uses
terms borrowed from popular religion and from mythology,
all of them because they were part of common speech. More-
over, just as Philo himself sometimes explains the special
sense in which he uses terms borrowed from polytheism and
mythology, so also he explains in what special sense he com-
pares the covenant with God to an initiation into mysteries
and in what special sense he enjoins silence with regard to
what he calls the mysteries of God.

The explanation of his comparison of the covenant be-
tween Israel and God to initiation into mysteries may be
pieced together from several passages.

In one place, after dwelling on the virtue of repentance and
its importance for all men who by their very nature cannot be
altogether free from sin, he says: “And, therefore, when
Moses convokes such people and would initiate them into his
mysteries, he invites them with conciliatory and amicable
offers of instruction, exhorting them to practise sincerity and
reject vanity, to embrace truth and simplicity as vital neces-
saries and the sources of happiness, and to rise in rebellion
against the mythical fables impressed on their tender souls
from their earliest years.” 'ss

In another place he describes those who have been “initi-
ated into the true mysteries of the Existent” as “those to
whose lot has fallen a generously gifted nature and an edu-
cation in all respects blameless” and who therefore “do not
attribute to God any of the properties of a created being.” ¢
He contrasts them with those *“whose natural wit is more

s Virt, 33, 178. % Immut. 13, 61-62.
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dense and dull and who have been wrongly educated as
children” and, therefore, on account of all this, have a
cruder conception of God.'s?

In still another place, after dividing the mysteries of Moses
into the lesser and the greater, he places under each of these
mysteries two distinct things. The first thing under the lesser
mysteries is described by him as the taming of the passions
by a method “derived from some divine inspiration,” *s*
that is, by the laws of Moses, so that initiation into the lesser
mysteries marks ‘‘the passage from the life of the passions
to the practice of virtue.” '*° By the practice of virtue, as we
shall see later, he means the practice of the laws of Moses.¢°
The second thing under the lesser mysteries is the acquisition
of a knowledge of God indirectly “through His actions, as
either creative or ruling” ** or ““from created things.” ** By
this indirect knowledge of God, again as we shall show later,
he means a knowledge of God based upon reason and phi-
losophy.*®* Under the greater mysteries he similarly includes
two things. The first thing under the greater mysteries is
the knowledge that besides the conception of virtue in the
mind of man by means of sense-perception, symbolized by
the verse “and Adam knew Eve his wife,” * wherein Eve
stands for sense-perception,®s there is a kind of virtue which
comes directly from God, symbolized by the stories of Abra-
ham, Isaac, Jacob, and Moses, who are not represented as
knowing their wives.® In their case God himself “takes
away [from the soul] the degenerate and emasculate passions
which unmanned it and plants instead the native growth of
unpolluted virtues,” *7 for “He is himself Father of the

151 Ibid. 14, 63. 12 Leg. All. 111, 33, 100,
158 Sacr. 16, 62. 1@ Cf, below, II, 89.

159 Ibid. 17, 63. 154 Gen. 4: 1.

160 Cf, below, I1, 200 ff. 15 Cher. 12, 41.

by, 24, 122. 1% Jbid. 12, 40. 1 Ibid. 14, §0.
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perfect nature, sowing and begetting happiness in men’s
souls.” ¢ What he means by these statements is the view
which, as we shall see, he maintains against philosophy, that
besides freedom — which results from the control of the pas-
sions by reason — and besides virtuous conduct — which
may be attained by the guidance of reason — there is a free-
dom which comes directly from God as a special grace from
Him ** and a guidance to righteous conduct which comes
directly from God as a revelation, again by a special grace
from Him, and that revelation is embodied in the Law of
Moses.'” The second thing under the greater mysteries is
the knowledge of God as one who is directly “visible apart
from His powers,” ** and this direct knowledge of God is
described by him as “a clear vision”’ of God which is per-
ceived directly, and “not from created things.” ** By this,
as we shall see, he means a knowledge of the existence of God
attained by means of revelation.’”s 1t will be noticed that the
two things under the greater mysteries correspond exactly to
the two things under the lesser mysteries. All these four
meanings of the Mosaic mysteries are summed up by him
in the statement that the mysteries contain “the knowl-
edge of the Cause and of virtue and, third, of the offshoot of
them both.” 74

Finally, in one place, he seems to indicate that allegorical
method, whereby the true knowledge of God and of virtue
is to be extracted from the letter of the Law, was regarded by
him as a mystery; for he speaks of those who are not versed
in the allegorical method as those ‘“‘who are not initiated
(4uimror) in allegory,” and allegory itself is described by him
as “the nature which loves to hide itself.” s

168 Leg. AUl 111, 77, 219. 112 Leg. Al 111, 33, 100.
1 Cf. below, pp. 445—454. 1 Cf. below, 11, 89.
110 Cf, below, II, g1. 174 Cher. 14, 48.

W Sacr. 15, 60. s Fug. 32, 179.
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From all this we may gather that by those who have been
initiated into mysteries he means men of good native abili-
ties and proper education who have succeeded in mastering
their passions and in acquiring a true knowledge of the ex-
istence and nature of God. The knowledge of the existence
of God, according to him, may come to them either indirectly
through God’s actions in the world or directly through reve-
lation. The knowledge of the true nature of God means to
him the knowledge that God is incorporeal and unlike any
of the created beings, and also that by a special grace He
has endowed men with a part of His own power of freedom
of action and has revealed to them a Law which is to guide
them in their free action. These things are called by him
mysteries for two reasons. First, they are called mysteries
because the true knowledge of them lies hidden in Scripture,
and has to be extracted from it by means of the allegorical
method, which requires instruction. For this use of the term
mysteries Philo had ample justification, since by his time
that term had come to be applied to all matters of science
which required instruction.*”® Philo himself uses the term
mysteries in this sense when he says of Joseph that he “was
both the initiated and the initiator in the mysteries of
dreams.” 77 Second, they are called mysteries as a challenge
to the heathen mysteries. Philo seems to say to the votaries
of the heathen mysteries: the communion with God and the
salvation and the better way of life which you all aspire after
are not to be attained by the sacred rites which you practice
in secret, by your mummeries and mystic fables, but by
obedience to the teachings and practices of the Law of
Moses. These are the true mysteries.

This challenge to the heathen mysteries is directly brought

116 Cf. Liddell and Scott, under pvorfpiov, and above, pp. 24 f.
117 Somn. 11, 12, 78.
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out in that passage quoted above in which Philo tries to
explain the scriptural teaching of how God by special grace
may directly plant in man the growth of virtue. This scrip-
tural teaching, which is described by him as one of the
“divine mysteries” (reeral feiat)'”® or ‘“holy mysteries”
(iepa. puoripea),'” is derived by him allegorically from the
fact that Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and Moses, and others of
the same kind, are not represented in Scripture as knowing
their wives. He then proceeds to say: “Man and woman,
male and female of the human race, in the course of nature
come together to hold intercourse for the procreation of
children. But virtues whose offspring are so many and so
perfect may not have to do with mortal man, yet if they re-
ceive not seed of generation from another they will never of
themselves conceive. Who then is he that sows in them the
good seed save the Father of all, that is God unbegotten and
begetter of all things?” ** Then, commenting upon the
verse which he quotes as reading “Hast thou not called Me
as thy house and thy father and the husband of thy virgin-
ity,” ** he interprets it to mean that God is * the husband of
wisdom, dropping the seed of happiness for the race of mor-
tals into good and virgin soil.” ** Now in itself there is noth-
ing strange in the use of this metaphor of sex and marriage
in describing God as the source of virtue and happiness in
man. Such a metaphor is also used by Plato in describing the
ideas as the source of knowledge and truth in man. “It is
the nature of the real lover of knowledge,” he says, ““ to strive
emulously for true being ... and the edge of his passion
would not be blunted nor would his desire fail till he came
in touch (&Yacfat) with the nature of each thing in itself . . .
and through that approaching (m\qeiéoas) it, and consorting

118 Cher. 12, 42. o Jbid. 13, 43-44.
319 Jbid. 14, 48. i Jer. 3:4. 182 Cher. 14, 49.
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(meyels) with reality really, he would beget (yevvioas) intel-
ligence and truth . . . and so find surcease from the travail
(wdtvos) of soul.” s But it happens that in the mysteries the
marriage between some deity and man was not only used as
a figure of speech but also was symbolically enacted as a rite.
In modern historical reconstructions of the ceremonies per-
formed at the various mysteries we are told that *“ the culmi-
nating rite of Sabazios was a sacred marriage in which the
god, represented by the golden adder, was drawn through the
bosom of his worshipper; and here the worshipper, whether
man or woman, is conceived as female, being none other than
the bride of the god.” ** All this had for its purpose the es-
tablishment of a symbolic union between the votary and the
deity. Philo undoubtedly was acquainted with this kind of
rite, and by using in this passage the symbolism of marriage
between God and men he meant to challenge all such rites
of heathen mysteries. All these mummeries, he seems to
say, are unnecessary. There is an unbroken and constant
union between God and men, for God is in a sense always in
men; He is the source of virtue in them, He has endowed
them with a part of His own power to act with unrestrained
freedom, and He directly communicates to them His will,
whenever they prove themselves worthy of it.

This then is the meaning of Philo’s comparison of the
covenant between Israel and God to initiation into mysteries.

Let us now see what Philo, on the show of his own explana-
tion, means by his injunction of silence on the part of those
who have been initiated into what he calls mysteries.

18 Republic V1, 490 A-B.

184 Cf. A. B. Cook, Zeus, 1, p. 396, referring to A. Dieterich, de hymnis Orphicis,
1891, pp. 38 f. (= Kleine Schriften, 1911, pp. 98 £.); id., Mutter Erde, 1905, pp. 110 ff.;
id., Eine Mithrasliturgie?, 1910, pp. 123 ff.; cf. also G. W. Butterworth’s Appendix
to his edition of Clement of Alexandria’s The Exhortation to the Greeks, in The Loeb
Classical Library, p. 388.
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To begin with, he means thereby that man is to be modest
about the special grace he may receive from God in aiding
him to overcome the passions of his body, and he is not to
boast about it. Thus, speaking of one of the two of his so-
called lesser mysteries, that is, the taming of the passions by
the practice of virtue, which he finds symbolized by the bak-
ing of the dough into unleavened bread by the children of
Israel on their exodus from Egypt,'*s he makes the following
statement: “And the method of the softening and improve-
ment of the passions, which was revealed to them by a sort
of divine inspiration, they did not utter aloud, but treasured
it in silence, not being elated at the knowledge of the mys-
tery (reherfi), but yielding and being lowly as to their boast-
ing.” **¢ Not to blab the mysteries and to conceal them in
silence in this case merely means not to boast about them and
not to feel proud of oneself for having been favored by God
with a special revelation. This is in accord with Jewish teach-
ing that one must not be boastful of the knowledge he has
attained through his own eftorts or through divine revela-
tion, for “‘whoever is boastful, if he is wise, his wisdom will
desert him and, if he is a prophet, his prophecy will desert
him.” 1#7

Then, he means by his injunction of silence that the alle-
gorical method of the interpretation of Scripture, whereby
one is to discover its hidden mysteries, is not to be taught to
persons who do not possess the required qualifications for it.
To be initiated into these mysteries, as we have seen, means
to Philo to be in possession of native ability, a good educa-
tion, and a moral character.’®® When he says, therefore, that
those who have been initiated into the holy mysteries of
Moses should not divulge them to any of the “uninitiated,”

185 Exod. 12: 39. 187 Pesahim 66b.
1% Sgcr. 16, 62. 1 Cf. above, p. 49.
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he means thereby that the mysteries should not be taught to
those who do not possess the required threefold qualification.
When he says that these perfect mysteries are not to be
divulged to “anyone” (underl),’*® by “anyone” he means
anyone who is not properly qualified. He himself would
withhold the allegorical interpretation from the “super-
stitious” and from those “who are inflicted with the incur-
able disease of conceit, with petty quibbling about expres-
sions and words, and with juggling tricks of manners.” *°
He would impart them only to those who are *““worthy” of
it, and those only are worthy of it “who, with all modesty,
practise true and really unadorned piety.” **

This need of intellectual and moral qualifications for the
study of the inner truths of Scripture is stressed by Philo
in many other passages. In one place, commenting upon the
verses, “‘and Moses took the tabernacle, and pitched it out-
side the camp, afar off from the camp . . .»* and when Moses
entered into the tabernacle, the pillar of cloud descended
and stood at the door of the tabernacle and [the Lord] talked
with Moses,” % he interprets them to mean that only those
who “have put off all the things of creation and the inner-
most veil and covering of mere opinion”’ are allowed to enter
into the invisible region and to remain there while learning
*“the most sacred mysteries.” ¢ In another passage he says
that the souls which ‘“make a quest of God’s hidden myster-
ies” first ‘“build up the actions of virtue,” so that only “the
virtuous man”’ receives “wisdom.” *s In still another place
he says that God manifests himself and reveals His *“secret
mysteries” only to a soul that He deems worthy of them, and
such a worthy soul is one “that longs for all beauteous

1% Sacr. 15, 60. m Exod. 33:7.
18 Cher. 12, 42. 1w Exod. 33:9.
wm Jbid. w4 Gig. 12, §3-54. 1w Leg. Al 111, 1, 3.
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things” and shuns “evil” and destroys “passions.” *¢ In a
fourth place he says that “when the mind soars aloft and is
being initiated into the mysteries of the Lord, it judges the
body to be wicked and hostile.” 7 In the Wisdom of Solo-
mon this view is succinctly expressed in the verse, “For into
a malicious soul wisdom shall not enter; nor dwell in the
body that is subject unto sin.”

For Philo to have made intellectual and moral qualifica-
tions a condition for the study of the inner philosophic mean-
ing of Scripture was only to follow a tradition common in
Greek philosophy. There was, to begin with, Aristotle’s
theory as to the subordination of moral to intellectual vir-
tues *? and as to the need of proper training in order to attain
intellectual virtue.?>° Philo has only slightly revised this view
by making moral virtue a condition of intellectual virtue,
and this under the influence of certain religious preconcep-
tions of Judaism.** Then also, as we have already seen,
Protagoras, Aristotle, and the Stoics had regarded certain
doctrines of their philosophy as mysteries, imparting them
to their students in secret, and Aristotle would not impart
them to any of his students “until he had tested his ability,
his elementary knowledge, and his zeal and devotion to
study.” > The importance of certain preliminary knowledge
for the study of the higher branches of learning is emphasized
by Philo himself elsewhere, in his statement that one should
not enter upon the study of “philosophy” until he had
mastered the program of encyclical studies such as grammar
and geometry and similar disciplines.?>s By the same token,
the highest study of God, which, as we shall see, he calls
wisdom and which is considered by him higher than philoso-

w8 Ibid. 111, 8, 27. 20 Jbid. 11, 1, 1103a, 15—16.
w1 Ibid, 111, 22, 71. 2ot Cf, below, II, 261 ff.
1% Wisdom of Solomon 1: 4. 12 Cf, above, pp. 24 f.

w Eth. Nie. X, 7-8. 13 Ebr. 12, 48-50.



HELLENISTIC JUDAISM AND PHILO (11

phy,** should not be undertaken by anybody, nor should it
be imparted to anybody, who has not been initiated into the
study of philosophy. Not long after the time of Philo, when
certain allegorical interpretations of Scripture, of a cosmo-
gonical and theosophical nature, appeared in Palestinian
Judaism, the rule was laid down that “one must not dis-
course on the work of creation before two students, nor on the
work of the chariot before one student, unless that student
be wise and able to speculate by himself.” s So also, in a
comment upon the verse “Now these are the judgments
which thou shalt set before them,” ¢ playing upon the
verb tasim, “thou shalt set,”” and the noun simah, “treas-
ure,” and therefore taking the verse to mean ““thou shalt
set before them as a treasure,” Rabbi Simeon ben Yohai
says: “Just as a treasure is not revealed to every one, so
thou art not allowed to discourse on the profundities of the
Law except in the presence of worthy persons.” *7 The term
mystery that Philo applies to the allegorical method and
his warning not to blab it out to those who have not been
initiated mean nothing more than that rule laid down by
philosophers with regard to certain doctrines and by rabbis
with regard to discoursing on the work of creation and on
the work of the chariot and on the profundities of the Law.

III. DiscorpANCE, CONFORMITY, APOSTASY

The warning by Philo against divulging the allegorical in-
terpretation of Scripture to those not qualified for it by native

4 Cf. below, pp. 147 ff.

35 M. Hagigah 11, 1. The reference is to the story of creation in Gen. 1 and to
the vision of the four wheels in Ezek. 1. So also Maimonides, for the same reason,
enjoins secrecy in the teaching of metaphysics. Cf. Maimonides, Moreh Nebukim
I, Introduction, 17, 33, 34, and 71; 111, Introduction. 3% Exod. 21: 1.

11 Fer. ‘Abodah Zarah 11, 8, 41d; cf. L. Ginzberg, “ Der Anteil R. Simons an der
ihm zugeschriebenen Mechilta,” Festschrift zu Israel Lewy's siebzigstem Geburtstage,

1911, pp. 406—408.
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abilities, proper training, and moral character was timely
and necessary. Like any religious rationalism in history,
whether Greek before Philo or Christian, Moslem, and Jewish
after Philo, Alexandrian Jewish rationalism was an attempt
on the part of a chosen few to reconcile two extremes, a re-
ligious tradition which was untouched by philosophy and a
philosophy which was unconcerned with that tradition, or
even unconscious of its existence. Alexandrian Judaism, like
any other religious body either before it or after it, was not
a religion of philosophers only. Not all Greek-speaking
Jews read Plato: most of them read only the Septuagint, and
some of them could not read at all, though by reason of the
religious obligation to meditate in the Law day and night
the rate of literacy among the Jews in Alexandria must have
been higher than among non-Jews.

Alexandrian Judaism at the time of Philo was of the same
stock as Pharisaic Judaism, which flourished in Palestine
at that time, both of them having sprung from that pre-
Maccabean Judaism which had been molded by the activi-
ties of the Scribes. Though in the new land to which it had
been transported it subsequently developed certain peculiar
local characteristics, it did not altogether detach itself from
its native source, nor did it remain completely unaftected by
the subsequent development of Judaism in Palestine. Juda-
ism in Alexandria started upon its new career with an initial
stock of oral traditions and an incipient method of scriptural
interpretation, both of which it had brought from Palestine
and continued to share in common with those who in Pales-
tine subsequently became the Pharisees. But in their new
environment some Alexandrian Jews came into possession
of a new body of knowledge derived from Greek philosophy,
and out of this new body of knowledge they developed a new
method of the interpretation of Scripture, to which the name
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allegory was given, meaning thereby philosophic allegory
exclusively. This new method of interpretation naturally
gave rise to a new problem. On the one hand, those unaf-
tected by philosophy were tully satisfied with the traditional
method of interpretation, and proved themselves, therefore,
indifterent to the new philosophical method of allegory; on
the other hand, some of those who adopted the allegorical
method somehow were led to disregard the traditional
method. It was Philo’s purpose, therefore, to combine the
traditional with the allegorical method, preventing the former
from becoming hostile toward the latter and guarding the
latter against breaking itself loose from the former. As in
many instances under similar conditions in the later history
of religions, Philo found it necessary to restrict the teaching
of the philosophic interpretation of Scripture to properly
qualified and properly equipped students.

Specific references to the actual existence of two such ex-
treme tendencies in Alexandrian Judaism, between which
Philo was trying to hold the center, are to be found in the
works of Philo himself.

The traditionalists are usually described by him as up-
holders of the literal meaning of texts, both in the legal and
in the narrative part of Scripture, as against the allegorical
interpretation of them. In one place, trying to justify his
allegorical interpretation of a law on the ground of certain
difficulties he finds in it if taken literally, he concludes: “Now
whether in the plain and literal sense of the ordinance these
things are consistent with each other is a matter for those
who are in the habit of pursuing such investigations and are
fond of them.” * In another place, again, after enumerating
certain difficulties in a certain law if taken literally, he con-
cludes with the following words: “These things, then, and

t Immut. 28, 133.
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other things of the same kind, may be urged in reply to those
who are experts (gopio7és) in the study of literal interpreta-
tion.” * Similarly, with regard to the narrative part of
Scripture, in connection with the story of the confusion of
tongues, after quoting in the name of others certain objec-
tions to it which he himself answers by giving to them an
allegorical explanation, he refers to possible refutations of
these objections by “those who can provide for all questions
as they arise explanations from the plain letter of the law.” 3
Explanations of scriptural narratives from the plain letter of
the text, as alternatives to his own allegorical explanations,
are quoted by him also in the name of those whom he de-
scribes as ““some persons” (nonnulli)* or “certain persons”’
(quidam).s From his references to these traditionalists it
is quite evident that he calls them literalists not because he
thought that they considered themselves bound by the letter
of the Law, without allowing themselves any freedom of in-
terpretation whatsoever, nor because he thought that they con-
sidered the Law only as a collection of arbitrary commands
and senseless stories in which there was no inner significance;
he calls them literalists only because they were opposed to
the philosophical kind of allegory advocated by him. In
their own way they seem to have had their own method of
interpretation and their own method of discovering in those
commands and stories some inner meaning. The few ex-
amples of their interpretation of the letter of scriptural nar-
rative and the numerous examples of his own exposition
of what he would describe as the letter of the law bear a

? Somn. 1, 16, 102. 3 Conf. s, 14.

4 Qu. in Gen. 1, 8; 1, 105 11, 28; II, 8.

s Ibid., 11, 64. Cf. M. J. Shroyer, * Alexandrian Jewish Literalists,” Fournal of
Biblical Literature, 55 (1936), 261-284. Under the “Literalists” Shroyer also in-

cludes (pp. 275-279) those of whom we shall treat later under the third class of
apostates (cf. below, pp. 83 f.).
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close resemblance to the interpretations of the narrative and
legal portions of Scripture by those rabbis who regarded
themselves as opponents of the literalism attributed to the
Sadducees. The literalists of Philo are presented by him as
being conscious of problems and difficulties in the text of
Scripture, as pursuing investigations of their own, as being
able to match wits with captious critics, and as discovering
moral lessons in scriptural stories. The term sogioral which
he applies to them, we take it, is used by him here not in its
derogatory sense of “sophists’’ but rather in its laudatory
sense of “sages” and “experts.” Taken in this sense, it may
reflect the Hebrew term hakamim, ‘“sages,” which is one of
the names by which the Pharisaic interpreters of the law are
known. In fact, in Josephus, the Greek term cogioral is used
as the equivalent of the Hebrew Aakamim, in the sense of
men learned in the law.¢

As a philosopher, Philo was partly critical of them. But
when we study carefully the thought behind his uttered
words in the passages in which he expresses his criticism of
the traditionalists, we shall find that he does not really argue
against them but rather with them against themselves. His
main criticism of them is that, by their refusing to interpret
texts philosophically, they sometimes take Scripture to affirm
views, especially about God, which upon a closer examina-
tion of their own conscience they would themselves find ob-
jectionable. Take, for instance, the verse stating that ‘“God
took to heart (évefuunn) that He had made man upon the
earth, and He thought upon it (dievoiifn); and God said, I
will destroy man whom I have made from off the face of the
earth.” 7 This verse, he says, if not interpreted philosophi-
cally, would imply that “the Creator repented (ueréyrw) the

¢ Bell, y“d' I, 332, 648; n' 17 8, 433 9, 445.
7 Gen. 6:6-7 (LXX).



6o PHILO

creation of men when He beheld their impiety, on which ac-
count He determined to destroy the whole race,” ® but this
would imply a change in God, and the implication of any
change in God — we may complete his argument for him —
would be rejected even by the traditionalists themselves on
the simple ground of the explicit statement in Scripture that
God “will not change (&moorpéfe) nor repent (ueravonoe),
for He is not a man that He should repent.” * Consequently,
he accuses the traditionalists that by their rejection of philo-
sophical interpretation of texts they act like unthinking
persons who have not examined themselves (évetéraoroi)™
and are therefore full of inconsistencies.”® Similarly, he
argues, the verse in which God says to Moses, ‘I have shown
it to thine eyes, but thou shalt not enter therein,” ** if taken
literally as meaning that Moses would not be allowed to
enter into the Promised Land, would imply an injustice on
the part of God in that He did not allow to Moses, who was
one of the “friends of God,” that which He had granted to
all others, who were only the “slaves” of God, but to assume
that would be “folly,” for — and here again we may com-
plete his argument for him — Scripture explicitly says with
regard to God that ‘“all His ways are acts of judgment; a
faithful God, He doth no injustice.” ** Consequently, he
again accuses the traditionalists that by their rejection of
philosophical interpretation they prove themselves to be in-
considerate and thoughtless persons (&weplokerro).’s Fur-
thermore, he seems to argue, the traditionalists, with all the

8 Immut. g, 21.

¢ I Sam. 15:29 (LXX).

1 Immut. §, 21.

1 Cf. Virt. 3, 10, where the expression dvetéragros &vfpwror is used to describe
those who expose the inconsistencies (vwuallas) of their soul by random talk.

12 Deut. 34: 4.

1 Deut. 32: 4 (LXX).

“ Migr. 9, 44-45.



HELLENISTIC JUDAISM AND PHILO 61

minuteness with which they examine, after the manner ot
the Scribes and Pharisees, the accuracy of every word and
letter in Scripture, through their refusal to make use of phil-
osophical allegory sometimes fail to live up to their own
standard of accurate and precise study of the choice of words
in scriptural texts (ol u) Mav #xpifwpuévo), for only through
the allegorical interpretation can one explain, for instance,
why in one place Scripture uses the term “husbandman”
(yewpyds) and in another the term ‘‘soil-worker” (vfs
¢pvhrns), and why in one place it uses the term ““shepherd ”
(mowuiv) and in another the term ‘““cattle-rearer’ (xrqvorpb-
¢os).1S

Now Philo has no objection to the traditional method of
interpreting texts as such; he himself often follows that
method of interpretation; but he insists that the philosophi-
cal method of interpretation should be added to the tradi-
tional. Take, for instance, the scriptural story about the
four wells dug by the servants of Isaac.’® This story, says
Philo, may be taken by the traditionalists as a mere story of
four wells dug by the servants of Isaac, but philosophers will
take it to refer allegorically to the ““four parts of the universe,
land, water, air, heaven.” No objection to the literal inter-
pretation of the story is raised by Philo; still, the traditional-
ists, because in this particular instance they take the story
to refer only to the small world of Isaac, are called by him
“citizens of a petty state” (mxpomohirar), whereas the alle-
gorists, because they interpret the verse to refer to the parts
of the universe, are described by him as ‘‘ those on the roll of
citizens of a greater country, namely, this whole world”’ and
as men of ‘““more perfect wisdom.” ** There is no implication

1S Agr. 6, 26-29; cf. §, 20-21; 9, 42-43; 13, §7. The references are to the use of
these four terms respectively in (1) Gen. 9: 20; (2) Gen. 4: 2; (3) Gen. 30: 36, and
Exod. 3: 1; (4) Gen. 46: 34.

% Gen. 26: 19, 21, 22, 32. 37 Somn. 1, 7, 39.
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in this statement, as we see it, of a general contrast between
two conceptions of Judaism — the so-called narrow, nation-
alistic conception of the traditionalists and the so-called
broader, universal conception of the allegorists. Such a con-
trast between two conceptions of Judaism is never con-
sciously made by Philo. Judaism to him, as to the rabbis of
his time, was both national and universal; and the synthesis
of the two is fully developed by him, as we shall see, in his
political theory, and especially in his view on the Messianic
age.’® Similarly the verse, “a spring went up out of the
earth and watered all the face of the earth,” ** may be taken
by those “who are not initiated into allegory” to refer to a
real spring which watered the land like the Nile, and Philo
expresses no objection to such an interpretation; but still,
he says, allegorically this spring means the mind.>* Finally,
in connection with the story of the confusion of tongues,* of
which he himself gives an allegorical interpretation,” he
says explicitly, with regard to those who follow “the out-
ward and obvious” and take the story literally as an ex-
planation of the origin of the Greek and barbarian languages,
that he would “not blame (alriacduevos) such persons, for
perhaps the truth is with them also”’; he would only exhort
them ““not to halt there but to proceed onward to figurative
interpretations.’’?

There is one passage which contains a derogatory descrip-
tion of people who are evidently not allegorists, but it is not
clear whether this passage refers to these traditionalists or not.
In this passage Philo says that he would not expound his al-
legorical interpretations of Scripture, which he calls here

8 Cf. below, 11, 354 ff., 415 fF. 2 Fug. 32,179 ff.

1 Gen. 2: 6 (LXX). u Gen. 11:1 ff.

1 Conf. s, 15 fF.

» Ibid. 38, 190. The term “perhaps” here is an expression of modesty, not of
doubt. Cf. below, pp. 66, 125 f.
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“the sacred mysteries,” to ““ the superstitious”’ and to *“ those
who are afflicted with the incurable disease of conceit, with
petty quibbling (y\oxpéryre) about expressions and words,
and with juggling tricks of manners, and who measure holi-
ness and piety by no other standard.” *# If this passage were
meant to be a characterization of the anti-allegoristic tra-
ditionalists of Alexandria as a class, then we would have here
a condemnation of the Alexandrian counterpart of the Pales-
tinian Pharisees like that which we find among the rabbis of
certain types of Pharisees and in the New Testament of all
the Pharisees. But it is more likely that the condemnation
in this passage refers to certain individuals who were to be
found in all the classes of the Jewish population in Alex-
andria rather than to the traditionalists alone as a whole.
It will be noticed that one of the special characteristics as-
cribed to these people is their “petty quibbling (yAoxpérns)
about expressions and words.” Elsewhere, quite on the
contrary, as we shall see, Philo makes the traditionalists
condemn the allegorists for their “petty quibbling” (y\wo-
xpohoyla)?s about words.

What the attitude of those traditionalists toward allegory
exactly was may be gathered from two brief descriptions
of them found in Philo. In one place he describes them as
“drawing up the eyebrows overmuch” (Mav ras é¢pis dve-
omakbres),* that is to say, putting on a supercilious air and
contemptuously dismissing allegorical explanations as some-
thing worthless. In another place, where, in anticipation of
an allegorical interpretation of the verse “thou shalt stand
meeting him on the lip of the river,” 7 he raises the question
“why Moses speaks of the river of Egypt alone as having
‘lips,” "’ he refers to some people who, “in a spirit of ridicule,

4 Cher. 12, 42. % Somn. 1, 17, 102,
s Somn. 11, 45, 301; cf. below, p. 64. 17 Exod. 7:15.
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may say that such points should not be brought into our in-
quiries, for they savor of petty quibbling rather than of any
profitable process.” 28

From these two passages it is quite evident that the op-
position to allegory attributed to the traditionalists by Philo
is that characteristic of men who, not having been trained in
phiiosophy, have no interest in it and see no use in it and
are quite contented to abide by whatever interpretation
tradition and the exigencies of life may suggest to them.
These traditionalists also seem to have been oblivious of the
social significance of the philosophical interpretation ot
Scripture either as a means of satisfying the inquiring minds
among the Jews or as a means of defending Judaism against
the attacks of heathen writers. They display a self-confidence
and self-contentment which flow from a consciousness of
strength and from a faith in the loyalty of their adherents
among the great masses of the Alexandrian Jews. Whether
among these traditionalists of Alexandria there was also an
opposition to philosophy on religious grounds, condemning
it as a form of impiety or heresy, cannot be ascertained from
the literature of the time. From the analogy of the form
which the opposition to philosophy took in the later history
of religions, whether Christian or Moslem or Jewish, one is
not justified in assuming that such an opposition existed also
in Alexandria, for later in the history of religions, again
whether Christian or Moslem or Jewish, there were other
factors, new and unprecedented, which gave rise to this kind
of opposition to philosophy.

These traditionalists are not represented in Hellenistic
Jewish literature. All we know about them is derived from
Philo’s references to them. That they should have left no
written records of their interpretations of the Law is un-

8 Somn. 11, 45, 301.
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doubtedly due to the fact that these interpretations con-
stituted what they, like the Palestinian Pharisees, regarded
as oral law, and consequently, again, like the Palestinian
Pharisees of that time, they did not allow themselves to
commit it to writing.® Certain historical works in Hellen-
istic Jewish literature, such as the Second and Third Books
of Maccabees, may perhaps have come from their circle. But
such an assumption can be based only upon the slender evi-
dence of silence, that is, the absence in these works of any
philosophical discussions. In the case of the Second Book of
Maccabees one might perhaps add also the dubious evidence
of its assertion of a belief in the resurrection of the body,*
if one were only certain that the question of resurrection as
against immortality was an issue upon which non-allegorists
and allegorists were divided.* The positive views expressed
in these works, such as devotion to the Law, fidelity in its
observance, and readiness to die for it, are such as Philo as
well as all the other philosophers of his type could whole-
heartedly subscribe to. There is no basis for the assumption
that these works represent the view of the literalists as
against those of Philo and of the other philosophers simply
on the ground that they “speak in praise of ‘normative’
legalism” 32 or on the ground that they ask the Jews “to

# According to Stein (Pilon ha-Alexandroni, p. 68), the Alexandrian Jews did
allow themselves to write down the oral law, and as evidence he points to Demetrius
and Aristeas whose works contain some elements of oral law. This is inconclusive.
It merely shows that in historical writings the authors allowed themselves to make
casual references to oral laws. Similarly in Palestine those who composed historical
books allowed themselves to make casual references to oral laws. No general con-
clusion can therefore be drawn from this circumstance with regard to the legal
authorities among the Alexandrian Jews. On the whole, the prohibition against
writing down the oral law was subject to certain exceptions (cf. I. H. Weiss, Dor
Dor ve-Dorshav, I, Wilna, 1904, pp. 87-89).

30 II Macc. 7:9; 7:23; 14: 46.

1 Cf. below, pp. 396 ff.

32 Goodenough, By Light, Light (Yale University Press, 1935), p. §.
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die bravely for the law of their fathers, and to keep away
from the mysteries of the Greeks.” 33 To speak in praise of
“normative legalism” and to bid the Jews to die for the law
of their fathers and keep away from the mysteries of the
heathen was something which Philo and all the Hellenistic
Jewish writers have done in their writings.

In contrast to those traditionalists who rejected philo-
sophical interpretation altogether, there were those who in
their excessive use of philosophic interpretation rejected the
literal meaning of the law altogether. Philo refers to them
as ““some who, regarding the laws in their literal sense in the
light of symbols of matters belonging to the intellect, are
overpunctilious about the latter, while with light-hearted-
ness they show but little esteem for the former.” 3¢ Unlike
the literalists, concerning whom he says that he would “not
blame (alriacépuevos) such persons, for perhaps the truth is
with them also,” 35 with regard to these extreme allegorists
he says that “such men for my part I should blame (ueuyaluny)
for handling the matter with recklessness; for they ought to
have given careful attention to both aims, to an accurate
investigation of the invisible and also to an irreproachable
observance of the visible.” 3¢ But though he blames them
and censures them and finds fault with them, he does not
condemn them. He rather pleads with them, pointing out
the error of their way and trying to rouse their own disap-
proval of their own view. His pleas to them are threefold.
First, he pleads that by disregarding the literal meaning of
the law they place themselves in the position of defying pub-
lic opinion and of impairing their reputation with their own
people, consequences which he assumes they themselves
would deplore if they only realized what they were doing.

3 Shroyer, op. cit., p. 262. 35 Conf. 38, 190. Cf. above n. 23.
34 Migr. 16, 89. * Migr. 16, 89.
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“Asitis,” he says of them, “as though they were living alone
by themselves in a wilderness, or as though they had be-
come disembodied souls, and knew neither city nor village
nor household nor any company of human beings at all, over-
looking all that the mass of men regard, they explore reality
in its naked absoluteness.” 37 But he reminds them that
“sacred Scripture teaches these men to take heed of a good
reputation,” 3% and concludes that, by observing the laws,
“one will escape blame and accusation from men in gen-
eral.” 3* Second, he reasons with them that the practical
observance of the laws is of great antiquity and recalls to their
mind that Scripture teaches ‘“not to do away with any of
the established customs which divinely empowered men
greater than those of our time have laid down,” ¢ for these
laws, he concludes with an appeal to their loyalty to Judaism,
were bequeathed by Abraham as an inheritance to Israel.
Third, he tries to show to them the importance of the out-
ward observance of the Law for the understanding and the
preservation of its inner meaning, for, he says, the outward
observance of the law and its inner meaning are related to
each other as body and soul, and just as we must take care
of the body because it is the abode of the soul, so also it is
only through the outer observance of the law that we can
gain a clearer conception of its inner meaning.#* He finally
concludes this argument with a general exhortation to all and
sundry that by attaching importance to the inner meaning
of the laws about the Sabbath, the festivals, circumcision,

3 Ibid., 89-go.

8 Jbid., 9o; cf. Prov. 4: 24 (cf. Ketubot 22b); 22: 1.

¥ Jbid., 93.

4 Jbid., go. The reference is to his own interpretation in Spec. 1V, 28, 149-150,
of the verse “Thou shalt not remove thy neighbor’s landmarks which thy fore-
fathers have set”” (Deut. 19: 14). Cf. below, p. 192.

4 Ibid., 94.

@ Ibid., 93.
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and the Temple, we must not on that account “abrogate”
(Mwuev) or “give up” (&moratduefa) or “abolish” (dvéw-
pev) or “neglect” (GueMigoper) these laws.43

From this analysis of Philo’s discussion of the extreme
allegorists, we gather the general impression that they were
a group of well-meaning though rather misguided people who
did not themselves realize the implications of their own view,
and Philo felt that all he needed was to point out to them
those implications in order to make them turn aside from the
error of their way. This impression is still further deepened
when we compare Philo’s description of this group of allego-
rists with his description elsewhere of another group of alle-
gorists, the Therapeutae. His description of this group of
extreme allegorists as being overpunctilious in regarding the
laws as “symbols of matters belonging to the intellect” is
reminiscent of his description of the Therapeutae as those
who “read the Holy Scriptures and seek wisdom from their
ancestral philosophy by taking it as an allegory, since they
think that the words of the literal text are symbols of some-
thing whose hidden nature is revealed by studying the un-
derlying meaning.” 4 But still, in contradistinction to the
Therapeutae, who are described by him as being observant
of the literalness of the Law,* these extreme allegorists are
said by him to show little esteem for it. Again, unlike the
Therapeutae, who formed an organized community in the
neighborhood of Alexandria, these extreme allegorists are

4 Ibid., 91-92.

44 Cont. 3, 28.

s They observe the Sabbath and the other holidays (Cont. 3, 30 ff.) and are
described as “disciples of Moses™ (7, 63; 8, 63). Cf. F. C. Conybeare, Philo con-
cerning the Contemplative Life, pp. 301 and 316. In one thing alone Conybeare finds
them in departure from ordinary Judaism, and that is the celibacy of women (iéid.,
PP- 316~317). According to rabbinic law, however, the commandment to perpetu-

ate the human species by marriage (Gen. 1: 28) was not binding upon women
(M. Yebamot V1, 6).
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represented as isolated individuals scattered within the
Alexandrian Jewish community.4 Like the Therapeutae,
however, they are possessed of a longing to flee from active
life in order to commune with God. This would seem to
have been a common tendency among Jews in Alexandria,
especially among those trained in philosophy. Philo repeat-
edly refers to those who, “filled as with pure wine, with
the longing for holiness, bade a long farewell to all other
aftairs and oftered up their own lives wholly to the service of
God”’; 47 and he refers to himself as having once been in-
spired by such a desire.#* Unlike the Therapeutae, there-
fore, who sought to gain communion with God through both
contemplation and work in a specially organized social set-
ting and by means of a religious discipline based upon tra-
ditional Jewish customs, these extreme allegorists remained
individual recluses within the madding rush of everyday life
in Alexandria, each by himself seeking the way to God
through his own individual effort, outside organized religious
life, and without the aid of other kindred spirits. As detached
individuals, in search of the perfection of their own souls
through the life of pure contemplation, they gradually
drifted away from the common life of the community into
a neglect, and often into an open violation, of the Law — that
Law which they themselves admitted to be of divine origin;
and they did so without perhaps having ever openly de-
clared that the Law was never meant to be literally observed,
and certainly without having ever openly demanded its abro-
gation. Or, perhaps, they may have developed the view that
for the selected few like themselves, devoted as they were to

4 Gfrorer, I, p. 106, however, takes Philo’s characterization of these extreme
allegorists in the passage, ‘‘as though they were living alone by themselves in a
wilderness, etc.,” quoted above (n. 37), as being aimed at the Therapeutae.

41 Decal. 22, 108.

¢ Leg. Al 11, 21, 8s.
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the study of the Law and to the discovery of its inner mean-
ing, the Law was never meant to be followed literally in all
its details: the literal observation of the Law was meant to
be binding only upon the common run of men who needed
it as a moral discipline and an intellectual symbol. To judge
from what Philo tells us about them, they never consciously
separated themselves from the body of Alexandrian Juda-
ism, nor did they militantly try to propagate their views.
Quite on the contrary, from Philo’s description of them
we gather the impression that, in their absorption in their
own individual perfection, they have become oblivious of
the social implications of their own personal neglect of the
observance of the Law. In his reasoning with them he as-
sumes that they still possessed a sense of regard for the pub-
lic opinion of the Alexandrian Jewish community and a
sense of loyalty to ancient Jewish traditions, that they could
still be swayed by the mention of the example of men of past
Jewish history, and that they could still be convinced of the
disciplinary value of Jewish practices as the only means
which could lead to the life of contemplation.

If we are right in our analysis of Philo’s description of this
group of extreme allegorists, then we may dismiss as histori-
cally unfounded the view that they constituted a distinct sect
within Hellenistic Judaism and that they were militantly
engaged, in anticipation of Paul, in the struggle for the abro-
gation of the Law, and that as such, therefore, they had
placed themselves outside the Jewish community.® Still

4 M. Friedlinder, (1) Das Judenthum in der vorchristlicken griechischen Welt,
1897, PP- §6-57; (2) Geschichte der jiidischen Apologetik als Vorgeschichte des Chrisien.
thums, 1903, pp. 438-440; (3) Die religiésen Bewegungen innerhalb des Fudentums im
Zeitalter Fesu, 1905, pp. 282-286. Cf. review of the last of these books by D.
Feuchtwang in Monatsschrift fiir Geschichte und Wissenschaft des Fudentums, §o

(1906), pp. 497-509; cf. also J. Klausner, From Fesus to Paul, Eng. tr. by W. F.
Stinespring (The Macmillan Company, 1943), pp. 27-28.
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less historically founded is the view that the alleged anti-
nomian teachings of these allegorists are represented in the
Fourth Sibylline Oracle.s® The basis for this latter view is
twofold. First, in that Fourth Oracle the Sibyl proclaims to
the gentiles that those happy men who “truly love the al-
mighty God” and who, like pious Jews, “bless Him before
eating and drinking . . . shall, when they see them, disown
all temples and altars, vain erections of senseless stones,
befouled with constant blood of living things and sacrifices.”s*
Second, the Sibyl sheds no tears when she refers to the de-
struction of the Temple in Jerusalem in the lines, “ To Solyma
too the evil blast of war shall come from Italy, and shall lay
in ruins God’s great temple.” 5* Neither of these two pas-
sages proves an antinomian tendency. A Jew trained upon
the teaching of Scripture and post-scriptural Jewish tradi-
tions as to the relative importance of sacrifices and other
means of worshiping God $3 — especially a Jew living after
the destruction of the Temple, when evidently this Oracle
was composed $4 — did not have to be an opponent of the
observance of the Law in order to tell the gentiles that the
worship of the Jewish God does not depend upon a temple
and altars and sacrifices.ss

These three tendencies in Alexandrian Judaism, the tra-
ditional, the allegorical, and the extremely allegorical, thus
did not constitute sects. They merely represented a certain
conflict of id€as the like of which will be found existing sub-
sequently in both Christianity and Judaism during the peri-
ods of their greatest internal unity. They represent that
conflict of ideas which is inevitably bound to appear in any

o Idem, op. cit. (1), p. §8. 2 Jbid., 115-116.

# Sibylline Oracles 1V, 24-29. 8 Cf, below, II, 241 ff.

4 The date generally given is that of about 8o o.p. Cf. Introduction to this book

in Charles, The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testamems, 11, p. 373.
s Some take the author to be an Essene or a Christian,
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religion based upon a Scripture and a native tradition when
on its coming in contact with a philosophy from another
source attempts are made on the part of some to reconcile
the two. The great mass of believers who will not have felt
the impact of the foreign philosophy will see no need of any
reconciliation between them. This great mass of believers
will either remain indifferent to the innovations of the phil-
osophic reconcilers, or will superciliously look upon them as
mere triflers, or, if given provocation, will militantly oppose
them as disturbers of the religious peace. Among the recon-
cilers themselves there are bound to appear all kinds of
shades of opinion, diftering as to the relative proportion of
the traditional ingredients and philosophical ingredients that
should be properly entered into the mixture. In such con-
flicts there are bound to appear extreme views which, if hard
pressed, might transform a mere internal conflict of ideas into
an open schism. There is no hard and fast rule by which one
can determine with accuracy when an internal conflict of
ideas ends and a schism begins. But on the whole one may
say that a schism in any religion appears when a conflict of
ideas leads to the establishment of separate institutions of
worship and discipline or to a struggle for the control of
institutions already in existence. Such a struggle for con-
trol, we know, was going on in Palestine at the time of Philo
between the Pharisees and the Sadducees, the stake in the
struggle being the control of the Temple and of the Sanhe-
drin. No such struggle, as far as we know, existed in Alex-
andria. The synagogues there were the houses of prayer and
study for both the literalists and the philosophers. The ex-
treme allegorists, as we have seen from our analysis of the
only reference to them in Philo, tried neither to get control
of the existent synagogues nor to set up rival synagogues of
their own. Even the Therapeutae, in their own community,
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with the exception of their ascetic manner of living, did not
depart from the established traditions and customs of the
people. Nor is there any indication of a partisan conflict in
Alexandrian Judaism for the control of such social institu-
tions as the gerusia and the courts of justice.

But besides the traditionalists whom Philo does ‘“not
blame” for their disregard for the allegorical interpretation
of Scripture, and the extreme allegorists whom he does
“blame” for their neglect of the literalness of Scripture,
there were those whom he condemns as ““apostates (émwooréy-
res) from the holy laws,” 5¢ as outlaws (éxvopor) and lawless
(&0eapor)s” and as captious critics of the Law,® who denounce
and decry and deride the Law,% and whom he places under
the anathema of the curses proclaimed by Moses in the name
of God against all those who in the future would break their
covenant with God.®

From the various passages in which he touches upon
apostasy it may be gathered that Philo has distinguished
three types of apostates.

First, those who forsook Judaism out of the weakness of
the flesh. There are “apostates from the holy laws,” says
Philo, who, being incontinent, “have sold their freedom for
luxurious food . .. and beauty of body, thus ministering to
the pleasures of the belly and the organs below it.”” ¢ Now
the desire for luxurious eating is that which, according to
Philo, the dietary laws of the Pentateuch are meant to re-
strain; % and the desire for the beauty of body is that which
would usually lead to marriage with heathens, which kind of
marriage is prohibited, according to Philo, by the law of the

% Virt. 34, 182. 8 Cf. below, n. 108.

$7 Praem. 20, 126. $ Cf. below, nn. 109-113.

6 Lev. 26: 15 ff.; Deut. 28: 15 ff. Cf. Praem. 20, 126 ff., and cf. 26, 152.

& Virt. 34, 182. Cf. III Macc. 7: 11: “Those who for their belly’s sake had
transgressed the divine command.” @ Spec. 1V, 17, 100 fI.
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Pentateuch.®* Accordingly, what he means to say here is that
among the Jews of his time and place apostasy from the Law
started in some cases with those who, out of a lack of self-
restraint, broke away from the dietary laws and from the
laws prohibiting marriage with the heathen. From a strictly
legal point of view, perhaps, the dietary laws and the pro-
hibition of intermarriage are no more weighty than many of
the other prohibitive commands in the Pentateuch. But,
owing to the fact that the breaking of these laws proved to
be, by common observation, the beginning of the breaking
away of the social barriers between Jew and non-Jew which
ultimately led to a complete abandonment of Judaism, these
laws were raised, by the time of Philo, both in Palestine and
in the Diaspora, to the status of a fundamental religious
principle. Among the rabbis in Palestine, an apostate with
reference to the eating of forbidden meat was singled out for
special mention,* and new dietary laws were added pro-
hibiting the partaking of certain foods or drinks of gentiles.%
Similarly, intermarriage came to be regarded by the rabbis
as a form of apostasy on a par with the worship of Moloch ¢
or with heathenism in general,’” and the prohibition of inter-
marriage, which in the Pentateuch applies only to the origi-
nal inhabitants of Canaan,®® was extended by them to apply

& Jbid. 111, g, 29.

& ‘Abodah Zarah 26b.

% See below, n. 70.

% Midrash Tannaim on Deut. 18: g, p. 109, and cf. Sifre Deut., § 171, HF, p.
219: *“ ‘Whosoever he be of the children of Israel . .. that giveth of his seed unto
Moloch; he shall surely be put to death’ (Lev. 20: 2). Rabbi Ishmael says: this
refers to one who cohabits with an Aramean woman and begets from her a son who
is a hater of God.”

¢ Sanhedrin 82a: ‘ Said Rabbi Hiyya bar Abuyah: He who cohabits with a
Cuthean woman is as if he connects himself with idols, for it is said, ‘ Judah hath
dealt treacherously . . . and hath married the daughter of a strange god’ (Mal. 2:
1)."”

® Exod. 34: 15-16; Deut. 7: 3-4.
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to all other heathens.®* The reasoning underlying these new
prohibitions is summed up in the statement that the rabbis
prohibited ““the bread and oil of the heathen on account of
their wine, and their wine on account of their daughters, and
their daughters on account of idolatry.” 7° Similarly, among
the Hellenistic Jews, both Philo ”* and the Fourth Book of
Maccabees 2 dwell upon the importance of the dietary laws
as a moral discipline, and in the latter work they are treated
as a symbol of any law for which a Jew is to give up his life
if forced openly to violate it.” And so also in the case of
intermarriage, Philo’s restatement of the scriptural law as-
sumes that the prohibition applies to all heathen,” and not
only to the original inhabitants of Canaan; and, taking his
cue from Scripture, he tries to show how intermarriage must
inevitably lead to heathenism. An indirect allusion to
apostasy with reference to intermarriage may also be dis-
cerned in Philo’s description of the apostate as “a man of
noble descent who has debased the coinage (wapaxéfas 74
véuopa) of his noble birth.”’7s This metaphor is used by Philo
often as a general description of the breaking of any estab-
lished law, but always with the connotation that the break-
ing of the law in question involved the adulteration of some-
thing which is pure by nature or birth.” Consequently, when
he speaks here of an apostate as having ‘‘debased the coinage
of his noble birth,” he means not only that he has been dis-
loyal to the laws inherited from his fathers but also that he
has been led to this disloyalty by his marriage to a heathen.

# On the history of the laws with regard to intermarriage in rabbinic literature,
see L. M. Epstein, Marriage Laws in the Bible and Talmud (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1942), pp. 1§3-177.

1 Shabbat 17b. B Ibid., §:27 fF.; cf. Sanhedrin 74a.
n Spec. 1V, 17, 100 ff. " Spee. 111, s, 29.
7 IV Mac. §:6 ff. © Praem. 26, 152.

™ Sacr. 40, 137; Mut. 31, 171; 37, 208; Spec. 1, 45, 250; 1, 60, 32¢; 111, 7, 38;
Cont. §, 41.
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From Philo’s description of this class of people as having
sold their “freedom ™ (é\evfepla),? it is quite evident that he
does not deal here merely with men who, while remaining
within the Jewish community, have out of the weakness of
the flesh violated the dietary laws and the laws of intermar-
riage, but rather with those who, starting with the breaking
of these laws, have been led to a complete abandonment of
Judaism. ““Freedom” here is used by Philo in the sense of
that which only the virtuous man possesses,’ and the virtu-
ous man among Jews is he who obeys the law,” for he alone
is free who, like Abraham, is a “friend of God”’ and emanci-
pated from “vain opinion.” ® These apostates, therefore,
by forsaking the Law, are described by him as having sold
their “freedom.” There can be no doubt that in the Alex-
andrian Jewish community, as in any other Jewish com-
munity throughout history, and in Palestine itself at the
time of Philo, there were many Jews who out of the weakness
of the flesh ate forbidden food and married forbidden women.
As a preacher he undoubtedly urged them to mend their
ways. But these did not constitute any special problem in
Alexandrian Judaism, beyond the general problem of human
imperfection and human sinfulness. In one place, speaking
of those who have sinned “by necessity, overwhelmed by
the force of an inexorable power,” by which, as he says
later, he means those who have sinned “involuntarily,” * by
their inability to resist temptation, he does not condemn
them too harshly. He says of them that they “‘deserve pity
rather than hatred.” ® The pity which they deserve is evi-
dently for the regret and the plague of conscience by which
they will be beset. Without a word of condemnation or re-

1 Cf. above, p. 73. o Sobr. 11, §5-57.
" Probus 1, 1. & Post 2, 9.
1 Cf. below, 1I. 192 ff. G Jid. 3, 10. Y Ibid. 2, 9.



HELLENISTIC JUDAISM AND PHILO 77

proach he describes this common garden variety of sinners
among Alexandrian Jews as having a consciousness of sin and
as being occasionally moved to repentance, for in a passage
in which he speaks of the Day of Atonement as a day ‘““of
purification and escape from sin” and as a day of “repent-
ance,” % he says that that fast day is * carefully observed not
only by the zealous for piety and holiness but also by those
who never act religiously in the rest of their life.” ® There
was evidently no professional class of religious leaders among
Alexandrian Jews to acclaim the increasing sins of their
patrons as successive stages in the progress of their religion.
These casual and regretful transgressors of the law who re-
mained within the Jewish fold are therefore to be distin-
guished from those described by Philo as apostates who have
come to their apostasy through the transgression of the
dietary and connubial laws.

Another motive of apostasy discussed by Philo is that
which may be described as the vulgar delusion of social am-
bition. Wealth in the Alexandrian Jewish community was
derived from the non-Jewish environment through contacts
with heathens. Such contacts with heathens thus became
financial assets, and financial assets naturally became marks
of a delusive social distinction, and the delusion of social
distinction, in turn, led to snobbishness, obsequiousness,
self-eftacement, aping, simulation, pretense, and ultimately
to a begging tor permission to join whatever one had to join
in order to become a heathen. This, we imagine, was the
progressive pilgrimage of certain Alexandrian Jews from a
seat in the front row of the synagogue to a place at the tail
end of the mystery processions of the heathen. Philo gives
us a vivid description of this class of apostates. ‘“Men in

8 Spec. 1, 35, 187.
& Ibid., 186.
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general,” he says, “even if the slightest breeze of prosperity
does only blow their way for a moment, become puffed up
and give themselves great airs, becoming insolent to all those
who are in a lower condition than themselves, and calling
them dregs of the earth, and annoyances, and sources of
trouble, and burdens of the earth, and all sorts of names of
that kind . . . look down upon their relations and friends
and transgress the laws under which they were born and
bred, and subvert the ancestral custéms to which no blame
can justly attach, by adopting different modes of life, and,
in their contentment with the present, lose all memory of
the past.” * To adopt difterent modes of life and to lose all
memory of the past naturally means to become completely
severed from the body Israel.

Besides those who sank down into apostasy through a de-
sire for easy living and those who thought they had climbed
up into apostasy through a delusion of social distinction,
there was in Alexandria a class of apostates who dropped out
of Judaism through an unconscious shifting of intellectual in-
terest. They were the intellectually uprooted.

We are apt to think that all Alexandrian Jews, because
they spoke Greek, began their education by reciting Homer
in Greek schools together with their heathen schoolmates,
and, after a lifetime of active participation in the cultural
affairs of the city, spent their declining years in some corner
of the Alexandrian library discussing with old heathen cro-
nies some passage in Plato or Aristotle or Zeno. But from
what we know of political and social conditions in that
heterogeneously populated city we have reason to conclude
that there was as little intellectual contact of a personal
nature between Jew and heathen in Alexandria as there was
centuries later, in the Middle Ages, when both Jew and

% Mos. 1, 6, 30-31.
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Christian studied Aristotle, and Christians quoted Mai-
monides from a Latin translation and Jews translated St.
Thomas into Hebrew. In Alexandria, the city did not pro-
vide a common elementary school system for all the groups
of the population.’” Whatever elementary education ex-
isted was furnished privately. In the case of Egyptians and
Greeks, elementary education is known to have been of a
religious nature,®® and so also must it have been in the case
of the Jews. Gymnasia and ephebea, which served as centers
of higher education, were similarly of a religious nature,®
and were primarily Greek institutions, from which, we know,
Egyptians were excluded *° and so undoubtedly were also
Jews.®  Jewish higher education, whether of a purely re-
ligious nature or of a general nature, was provided by the
Jews themselves, either in school houses attached to syna-
gogues, as in Palestine, or in the synagogue houses them-
selves, and this higher education naturally was under the
auspices of Jewish teachers. Philo himself refers to the cus-
tom of Alexandrian Jews of occupying themselves every Sab-
bath day with the “philosophy of their fathers’ as well as
with the “speculation about problems concerning nature,”
that is, problems of general philosophy, in ““places of instruc-
tion” (8daokakeia).’* Of such “places of instruction” he
says in another passage that they are “innumerable in every
city” and that people receive there instruction in *philoso-
phy” from teachers whom he describes as being ‘“most ex-
perienced "’ (éumepéraro).®® In this passage, ““ philosophy ” is
defined by him as dealing both with “‘duty to God "’ and with

#1 Cf. L. Mitteis-U. Wilcken, Grundziige und Chrestomathie der Papyruskunde,
L, i, p. 137; cf. W. W. Tarn, Hellenistic Civilization?, p. 174.

8 Cf. L. Mitteis-U. Wilcken, op. ¢it., p. 137.

8 Cf. ibid., p. 140.

s Cf. ibid. 9 Mos. 11, 39, 216.

. Cf. below, n. 105, » Spec. 11, 15, 61-62.
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“duty to men,” ¢ that is, theology and ethics.>s ““Philoso-
phy” as the subject of study on the Sabbath is also men-
tioned by him in another place, and there it is defined by him
as dealing with *“the improvement of morals and the exami-
nation of conscience.” #¢ In still another passage he speaks
of the interpretation of the Law to the people in the syna-
gogues on the Sabbath day by ““some priest who is present
or one of the elders.” 97 This synagogal school for higher
education must have been so well established in the tradi-
tion of the Alexandrian Jews that when the Therapeutae
organized a community of their own outside of Alexandria
they continued that kind of school, calling it ““ the sanctuary”
(78 oepveor).®® These “places of instruction,” which, accord-
ing to Philo, were used on Sabbaths as centers of higher re-
ligious as well as of secular education for the great mass of
Alexandrian Jews, must have been used during the rest of
the week as school houses for higher education for the youth
of the community, and perhaps also as centers of all kinds
of other activities.

Besides such ““places of instruction ”’ for the ““ philosophy of
their fathers” and “speculation about problems concerning
nature,” Alexandrian Jews at the time of Philo must have
had also other kinds of educational and cultural organiza-
tions. In an inscription from Asia Minor of a later period
there is thus reference to a young men’s Jewish sporting or-
ganization.”® Organizations of this kind may have also ex-
isted in Alexandria during the time of Philo, and perhaps also

% Ibid., 63. s Cf. below, p. 147. % Opif. 43, 128.

91 Hypoth. 7, 13 (Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica VIII, 7, 359d-360a).

% Cont. 3, 30~32. Cf. F. C. Conybeare, Philo concerning the Contemplative Life,
P- 310, §LI, on the question whether this sanctuary was the synagogue itself or a
school attached to the synagogue.

» Cf. A. Tscherikower, Ha-Yehudim ve-ha-Yevanim ba-Tekufah ha-Hellenistit,

p. 358; E. Schiirer, Geschichte des jiidischen Volkes im Zeitalter Jesu Christi 4, 111, p.
15; S. Reinach, “Les Juifs ' Hypaepa,” Revue des Etudes Fuives, 10 (1885), pp. 74 ff.
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young men’s Jewish dramatic organizations, where Greek
plays, as well as the dramatization of Biblical themes by
Hellenistic Jewish writers such as Ezekiel, the tragic poet,
were also presented. When Philo, therefore, speaks of his
own presence at a contest of Pancratiasts,’® or at chariot
races,’ or at the performance of a tragedy by Euripides,**
it may refer to events which took place in such strictly Jew-
ish organizations, or it may perhaps only indicate that he
had the curiosity to see these things performed by non-Jews
and had the money to pay the admission fee; it does not in-
dicate any participation, even on the part of men of the type
of Philo, in the general sporting and intellectual life of the
city. Similarly, when he discusses the relative position of the
various branches of liberal disciplines and philosophical
studies in a school curriculum,* his discussion may perhaps
reflect conditions in the school in which he himself was edu-
cated, but in that case that school was under Jewish auspices
and undoubtedly attached to a synagogue. More likely his
discussion is not drawn from actual experience; it is merely
a restatement of the Stoic theories of the order of studies for
the purpose of making use of them in his allegorical interpre-
tation of the scriptural story of Sarah and Hagar.
Among Alexandrian Jews, however, there were no doubt
some whose contacts with non-Jews in trade or profession,
in military life or in the administration of civil government,
led to a closer contact with non-Jews both socially and
intellectually. Despite the exclusion of Jews from the gym-
nasia and ephebea, some Jews must have managed to gain
that privilege for their children. Shortly after the time of

10 Probus §,25.

198 Provid. 2, §8 (Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica V111,14, 397a); Aucher, 11, 103.
192 Probus 20, 141.

103 Congr. 14, 73 ff.

194 Gen. 16: 1-6.
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Philo, Claudius, evidently with reference to those Jews who
had managed to intrude themselves where they were not
wanted, bids the Jews of Alexandria not ““to strive in gym-
nastic or cosmetic games,” *°s that is to say, he bids them not
to send their children to gymnasia and ephebea. Perhaps
there were also some Jews who had managed to place their
children in private heathen Greek schools. There must have
thus arisen in Alexandria a class of educated Jews, well
versed in the arts and the sciences and philosophy, but de-
void of any religious training — not only Jewish but also
heathen — having therefore no interest in the application
of philosophy to religion, either for the defense of Judaism
or for the defense of heathenism. They constituted the free-
thinkers of the time, those who were usually referred to as
atheists, by which was primarily meant those who denied
divine providence — a doctrine which, after a manner, was
defended also by heathen philosophers. Philo’s own nephew,
Tiberius Julius Alexander, with whom Philo debated the
problem of divine providence in his treatise “On Provi-
dence,” seems to have belonged to those uprooted Jewish
intellectuals. To such uprooted Jewish intellectuals, all the
attempts of the Jewish philosophers within the Jewish com-
munity to show that scriptural stories are superior to my-
thology and that the method of philosophic allegory can be
properly applied only to Scripture and never to mythology
seemed only evidence of narrow-mindedness. To them
Scripture was no better than mythology; and perhaps to
some of them it was even worse.

These uprooted Jewish intellectuals, whether they found it
advantageous to themselves to join any of the numerous
heathen religious t4iasoi or not, certainly had no reason to

105 H. J. Bell, Jews and Christians in Egypt (Oxford University Press, 1924), p.
25, ll. 92-93, and p. 29.
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remain within the religious Jewish community. External
political and social and economic conditions of the time did
not force de-Judaized Jews to cast in their lot, despite them-
selves, with the Jewish community. Still less did external
conditions force them to assume communal or religious
leadership. It was comparatively easy at that time for a Jew
to escape Judaism.*¢ Those at that time who cut themselves
off from the body Jewish cut themselves off completely,
leaving no dangling shreds of festering dead tissue. They
wrote neither books against Jews nor books about Jews. Nor
did any of them try to remake Judaism into a sort of inferior
heathenism, with Dionysus or Serapis as central figures —
if not as deities, then at least as prophets by the side of
Moses. Perhaps some of these apostates, either for devious
reasons of some practical advantages or for the simple reason
that it was easier for them to lose their relish for the God of
their fathers than for the cooking of their mothers, had re-
mained within the Jewish part of the city, though without
being part of its religious life; and, with all their indifference
toward Judaism, they could not completely refrain from
taunting their fellow Jews, especially the philosophers among
them, for maintaining that Scripture was of divine origin
and that its stories were something superior to the mythologi-
cal fables of the Greeks. Now, in Palestinian Judaism of
about that time, as may be gathered from its literature, such
““deniers of the divine revelation of the Law”’ were regarded
not as ordinary sinners but rather as those who have con-
verted themselves completely to heathenism.*°?

It is apostates of this kind that Philo reters to as ‘““ma-
licious critics”’ (kaxorexvoivres) of the Law, who “are impu-

1% Tscherikower (0p. ¢it., p. 302), however, thinks that “ the Jews enjoyed many
special privileges, and it was not therefore always worth while for them to forgo
these privileges in order to join the Greek community.”

101 Tos, Sanhedrin X111, s,
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dently bold in inventing objections”’ (eSpeaihoydv Bpacivyrar)
against it.*® It is apostates of this kind, too, that he has in
mind when, in his discussion of the story of the confusion
of tongues, he says: ‘“Those who are discontented with the
constitution of our fathers and always seek for an oppor-
tunity to denounce and decry the laws find in these and simi-
lar passages openings as it were for their godlessness, for, say
these impious persons: ‘Can you still speak seriously of the
ordinances as containing the canons of absolute truth? For
see, your so-called holy books contain also myths, at which
you are accustomed to laugh when you hear them related by
others.”” ¥ It is apostates of this kind among whom he
suspects there may be found ‘“‘some one who may laugh”
(derideat) at the story of God’s making garments of skins
tfor Adam and his wife,"** or some who, described by him as
“being wholly foolish and keeping aloof from the divine
company,” “mock”’ at the story of God’s changing the name
of Abram to Abraham,™ or some who, again described by
him as “unrefined and inept by nature,” as “unable to dis-
cern any form of virtue,” and as “lacking in knowledge and
wisdom and prudence,” see in the story of the pottage sold
by Jacob " nothing but an object of “laughter and deri-
sion.” ™ Undoubtedly among these uprooted Jewish intel-
lectuals there were also materialists and other kinds of athe-
ists, but we do not think that it was Jews of this kind in
particular 4 that Philo has in mind when he takes the Am-
monites and the Moabites, in the verse excluding them from
the congregation of the Lord,™s as referring to champions of

1 gxr}36, 157. m gid. 111, 43.
19 Conf. 2, 2. "2 Gen. 2§:29.
uo Qu.in Gen. 1, §3. s Qu. in Gen. 1V, 168.

14 Which is the view of M. Friedlinder, Geschichte der jidischen Apologetik, ete.,
PP- 443-446; Die religiosen Bewegungen, ete., pp. 487-488.
us Deut. 23: 4.
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the senses and champions of the mind."¢ As we shall see in
a subsequent chapter,"” this allegorical interpretation of the
verse is part of Philo’s more comprehensive criticism of vari-
ous schools of Greek philosophy, in conformity with his view
that Scripture not only approves in anticipation whatever
is good in philosophy but also rejects in anticipation what-
ever is false in it.

The picture which we have tried to draw of Alexandrian
Judaism is that of a community united in its essential be-
liefs and practices. By the constant attrition and attraction
of the environment, every upgrowth of dissent was worn
away and carried off; those who remained within did so by
choice and out of a sense of unity and loyalty. Whatever
difterences of opinion existed among them with regard to the
interpretation of the Law — whether it should be traditional
or allegorical and, if allegorical, to what extent — they all
believed in the divine origin of the Law and in its perfection.
This belief was their justification, to the world at large and
to their own selves, for their continued existence as a people
apart, which they knew was a source of annoyance to others
and which, being only human, they must have occasionally
felt also as a burden upon themselves. They all also pre-
sented a common attitude toward the religion and culture
of the outside world, and this they proclaimed courageously
and forthrightly—Greek religion was false; Greek philosophy
was an inferior form of Judaism. That courage and forth-
rightness was caught by early Christianity, when it was only
a struggling minority in a pagan world, and, with but one
slight change in the wording, it repeated the same proclama-
tion — Greek religion was false; Greek philosophy was an
inferior form of Christianity. Indeed, Alexandrian Jews
craved good-will, but good-will to them meant to bury the

1% Cf. Spec. 1, 61, 333 ff. 11 Cf. below, ch. iii, pp. 167 ff.



86 PHILO

hatchet; it did not mean to bury convictions and cover up
differences. They never fawned, they never crawled, they
never yielded what they considered to be the truth.

With all their endeavor to present Judaism to the world in
an understandable and acceptable form, the Alexandrian
Jewish writers never compromised with popular Greek re-
ligion or mythology or the mysteries. They never tried to
present the Jewish God as any of the gods of popular religion,
or Jewish tradition as myths, or Jewish religious rites as
rites of mysteries. If they ever happen to use certain com-
mon Greek divine epithets with reference to God, it is only
because the use of such epithets is justified by corresponding
descriptions of God in Scripture; and then, too, they use
them always with the proviso, often expressed, that only
their own God is worthy of such epithets. If they ever hap-
pen to use mythological allusions, it is only as literary forms
of expression and then, too, always with the proviso, some-
times expressed, that the use of a mythological allusion
should not be taken as an expression of belief in the myth
alluded to. If they ever happen to use the terminology of
the mysteries in their presentation of Jewish rites, it is either
for the purpose of emphasizing the contrast between the re-
ligion of the Jews and the mysteries of the heathen, or
because the terms derived from the mysteries have become
part of the common speech and are used in a sense completely
divorced from their original meaning. Indeed they did try to
present Judaism as a philosophy, but philosophy had to
yield to Judaism on every point on which the two met in real
conflict. This was the common attitude of all the Hellenistic
Jewish philosophers before Philo, and this, we shall now try
to show, is what we have found to be the attitude of Philo
in all his philosophic writings.



CHAPTER 11
HANDMAID OF SCRIPTURE

I. BEHIND THE ALLEGORICAL METHOD

Or aLL THE WRITINGS of Philo, which bear thirty-eight
titles, four are treatises on certain special problems of phi-
losophy,* with only occasional references to Scripture or Jews
in two of them.? All the others are primarily of Jewish con-
tent, and of these, with the exception of three treatises which
deal with contemporary Jewish events in Alexandria,* all are
written in the form either of a running commentary on cer-
tain books of the Pentateuch s or of discourses on certain
topics selected from the Pentateuch. The latter deal with
the creation of the world to the expulsion of Adam and Eve
from the garden of Eden,® Cain and the other generations of
Adam,” the generation of the deluge,® Noah,* the tower of
Babel,*> Abraham,* the dreams of Jacob and Joseph,” Jo-
seph,’* Moses,™ the ten commandments,’s and all the other
laws and teachings of the Pentateuch.’* Within these com-
mentaries upon the Pentateuch, which he calls “Law,”

* Exclusive of the De Mundo, De Sampsone, De Fona, Interpretatio Hebraicorum
nominum and De Biblicis antiquitatibus, which are generally acknowledged to be
spurious, and exclusive also of the books which are entirely lost. Cf. E. Schiirer,
A History of the Fewish People at the Time of Fesus Christ, 11, iii, pp. 321-361; L.
Cohn, “Einteilung und Chronologie der Schriften Philos,” Philologus, Suppléd. V11,
iii (1899), pp. 387-435; L. Massebieau, and E. Bréhier, ““Essai sur la chronologie
de ia vie et des oeuvres de Philon,” Revue de histoire des religions, LII1 (1906),
24-64, 164-18¢, 267-289.

2 Probus; Aet.; Provid.; Alexander, sive de eo quod rationem habeant bruta animalia.

3 Cf. Probus 7, 43; 8, §7; 12, 75-87; Aet. §, 19. 7 Sacr.; Deter.; Post.

4 Flac.; Legat.; Cont. 8 Gig.; Immut.

$ Qu. in Gen, 1, 11, 111, IV; Qu. in Ex. 1, 11. 9 Agr.; Plant.; Ebr.; Sobr.
$ Opif.; Leg. All. 1, 11, 111; Cher. 1 Conf.

u Migr.; Heres; Congr.; Fug.; Abr.; Mut. De Deo.

13 Somn. 1, 11. u Mos. 1, 11,

8 Fos. s Decal.

© Spec. 1, 11, 111, V1; Virt.; Praem.; Hypoth.; Apologia pro Fudaeis.
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Philo includes also passages from some of the other books
of the Scripture to which he refers as *“Prophets and the
Psalms and other Writings,” *” and these passages are dealt
with by him in the same way as the passages from the Penta-
teuch. Altogether, eighteen of the twenty-four books which
constitute the Hebrew Bible are either named or quoted by
him.** Of those which he does not happen to name or quote,
some may have been omitted because he had no occasion to
use them. On the whole it may be assumed that his Scrip-
ture consisted of all those books which shortly after are re-
ferred to by Josephus as the “twenty-two” justly accred-
ited books.” He may have also drawn upon some of the
books of the Apocrypha, though none of them is men-
tioned by him.*

The text of Scripture used by him is not the original He-
brew but the Greek translation, and sometimes it is the word-
ing of that translation that is made the subject of his inter-
pretation. Still it is not to be inferred from this that Philo
had no knowledge of Hebrew. Writing in Greek for Greek
readers, he would naturally quote the translation familiar to
his readers, even though his knowledge of Hebrew was such
that he could himself without too much eftort provide his own
translation. As for his taking the Greek wording of the text
as the subject for his homiletical interpretation, it may be
due to the fact that in common with all the Alexandrian as
well as Palestinian Jews he shared the belief that the Greek
translation of the Law was made with the aid of divine in-
spiration.® That he had a knowledge of Hebrew may be

11 Cont. 3, 25; cf. below, p. 117.

% Cf. H. E. Ryle, Philo and the Holy Scripture, xix-xxxiii; “Index Locorum Ve-
teris Testamenti”’ in Leisegang, Indices, pp. 29-43.

v Apion. 1, 8, 38. Cf. R. H. Pfeiffer, Introduction to the Old Testament (Harper
& Brothers, 1941), p. 64.

3 Cf. Ryle, op. cit., pp. xxxiii-xxxv, s Cf. below, 11, 54.
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derived from the following facts. First, sometimes his in-
terpretation of a verse turns upon the wording of the original
Hebrew which is not represented in the Septuagint.** Sec-
ond, his etymologies of proper Hebrew names, though con-
taining some errors, show that he had a knowledge of
Hebrew, for only one who had some knowledge of Hebrew
could unconsciously make such errors, and only one who had
a thorough knowledge of the language could deliberately
allow himself to depart from the true meaning of words.* To
be sure, neither of these facts is irrefutable as evidence of
Philo’s knowledge of Hebrew. As for his displaying a knowl-
edge of the Hebrew text in places where the Septuagint text
differs from the Hebrew, it may be due to the fact that Philo
had before him other Greek translations which kept closer
to the Hebrew original.*# As for his etymologies of proper
Hebrew names, they could be explained as having been taken
from the works of other Alexandrian Jews. Then there is
always the possibility that whatever knowledge of Hebrew
he displays in his writings he may have gotten from some-
body who knew that language. Still, while there is no posi-
tive evidence of his knowledge of Hebrew, the burden of
proof is upon those who would deny that he possessed such
a knowledge. It is true indeed that the Alexandrian Jews
found it difficult to preserve the knowledge of Hebrew as the
common possession of all the people, but there can be no
doubt that provision for instruction in that language was
made by them and that the more learned among them had
a knowledge of it. The study of foreign languages in the
ancient world was pursued whenever there was need for it.
In Alexandria itself, when after the reign of Diocletian a

2 See some examples below, pp. 190, 211, 246 ff., 267 ff., 336; 11, 145.
» Such deliberate departures from the true mearing of words are found in the
etymologies of the rabbis. 2 Cf. Ryle, op. cit., p. xxxix.
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knowledge of Latin became politically important, the study
of that language became a part of the school curriculum.
There is no reason, then, why Jews, for religious motives,
should not also have studied Hebrew. In some of the
etymologies of Philo, such as Aaron meaning ‘“mountain-
ous,” Bilhah meaning “swallowing,” and Samuel meaning
“appointed by God,” we may even get some idea as to the
manner of their study of Hebrew, for the confusion of cer-
tain Hebrew letters displayed in these etymologies can be
explained on the assumption that Hebrew was studied in
Alexandria from texts in which the Hebrew words were trans-
literated in Greek characters. With the device of vowel
points in Hebrew not as yet invented, such transliterations
were a pedagogical necessity. So also the study of Latin in
Alexandria, it is known, was from texts in which Latin words
were transliterated in Greek characters.?® The question
therefore is really not whether Philo knew Hebrew, but
rather to what extent he knew it. On the whole, it may be
said that, while ke did not know enough of the language to
write his intepretations of Scripture in Hebrew, he knew
enough of it to read Scripture in the original and to check up
on the Greek translation whenever he found it necessary.*?
Besides the written Scripture, Philo also draws upon cer-
tain unwritten traditions. These traditions are referred to
by him.in various terms.*®* Parallels to many of these un-

s Cf. Mitteis-Wilcken, Grundziige und Chrestomathie der Papyruskunde, 1, p. 138.

% Cf. the same reference. Similarly in Origen’s Hexapla by the side of the
Hebrew text there was a transliteration of the same text in Greek characters.

7 On the question of Philo’s knowledge of Hebrew, see Siegfried, 1875, pp. 142-
145, with references to earlier authors in nn. 1, 2, 3, on p. 142; L. Cohn, Philos Werke
I, 1909, p. 29, n. 3 on Aér. 3, 17; and I. Heinemann's review of it in Monatsschrift
fiir Geschichte und Wissenschafts des Judentums g4 (1910), pp. §06-§07 and idem,
Bildung, 1932, p. 7, n. 1; E. Stein, Die allegorische Exegese des Philo aus Alexandria,
1929, pp. 20-26, and R. Marcus’ review of it in Jewish Studses in Memory of George
A. Kohut, 1935, pp. 469-470; J. Klausner, Pilosofim ve-Hoge De'ot, 1, 1934, pp. 66~
68. 3 Cf. below, pp. 188 ff.
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written traditions reflected in the writings of Philo are to be
found in the collections of Palestinian traditions known as
the Mishnah, the Midrash, and the Talmud.?» Though these
collections were not made and written down until long after
the time of Philo, much of the material contained in them,
and sometimes even the literary formulation of this material,
must already have existed in oral form by the time of Philo.
On the whole the relation between the parallel traditions in
Philo and the rabbis may be assumed to be of a fourfold
nature. First, some of them undoubtedly emanate from a
common source, the traditions of early Palestinian Judaism
which the Alexandrian Jews had brought with them from
their home country. Second, some of them are later inno-
vations independently arrived at by the rabbis and Philo,
owing to the common method of interpretation employed by
them. Third, some of them may have been borrowed by
Alexandrian Jews from their contemporary Palestinian Jews
through the various channels of intellectual communica-
tion that existed between them. Fourth, some of them were
probably borrowed by Palestinian Jews from the works of
Philo.’> Nowhere in the Talmudic literature, however, is
there any evidence that the knowledge of Philo reflected in it,
and for that matter the knowledge of any other Greek phi-
losopher, is directly derived from literature; more likely it
all came by hearsay.3* In the entire Greek vocabulary that

» The search for such rabbinic parallels began with Azariah dei Rossi in his
Me'or * Enayim: Imre Binah, ch. 4, 1§73-1575.

3o Cf. J. Freudenthal, Hellenistische Studien, Heft 1 und 2, 1875, pp. 67-68; Z.
Frankel, Ueber den Einfluss der palistinensischen Exegese auf die alexandrinische
Hermeneutik, 1851; N. Bentwich, Philo-Judaeus of Alexandria, 1910, pp. 208-211.

3 On rabbinic passages which are supposed to be dependent upon Philo, see
Freudenthal, op. cit., pp. 68-77; J. Perles, “Notes et Mélanges,” Revue des Etudes
Fuives, 3 (1881), 114; A. Epstein, “Le Livre des Jubilés,” Philon et le Midrasch
Tadsché, REYF, 21 (1890), 8097 (cf. below, p. 306, n. 60); 22 (1891),1-25; W. Bacher,
Die Agada der Amorder, 1, 1892, p. 107, n. 2; N. J. Weinstein, Zur Genesis der Agada,
I1: Die Alexandrinische Agada, 1900; cf. Review by W. Bacher in REY, 43 (1901),
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is embodied in the Midrash, Mishnah, and Talmud there
is not a single technical philosophic term.»* Moreover, of
those Greek terms embodied in them, which in Greek lit-
erature have a philosophic meaning in addition to their
popular meaning, none is used in its philosophic meaning.s
Nor are there to be found in them Hebrew or Aramaic terms
which may be taken with certainty as direct translations of
Greek philosophic terms.3* All these four possibilities are to
be borne in mind whenever one is tempted to assume on
the basis of some resemblance any literary dependence be-
tween Philo and the rabbis. In our present study, the rab-

139-145; D. Neumark, Geschichte der jidischen Philosophie des Mittelalters, 1, 1907,
pp- 85, 98 (Hebrew: Toledot ha-Pilosofiah be-Yisra'el, 1, 1921, pp. 69, 8); L. Treitel,
“Agada bei Philo,” Monatsschrift fiir Geschichte und Wissenschaft des Fudentums,
53 (1909), 28-45, 159-173, 286—291 (reprinted in Philonische Studien, 1915, pp. 85-
113); A. Marmorstein, ‘“Ra‘ayonot ha-Agadah we-Korot ha-Zeman,” Tardiz, §
(1934), 134-147; L. Finkelstein, “Is Philo Mentioned in Rabbinic Literature?”
Fournal of Biblical Literature, §3 (1934), 142-149; M. Stein, “Ha-Midrash ha-Hell-
enisti,”” Sench, 1 (1929), 141-1§4; idem, Pilon ha-Alexandroni, 1937, pp. 299—300;
N. Bentwich, Hellenism (Jewish Publication Society, 1943), pp. 250-296.

32 Cf, classification of such terms in S. Krauss, Griechische und Lateinische
Lehnwirter im Talmud, Midrash und Targum, 11, pp. 623-658. Nor does S. Lieber-
man's Greek in Fewish Palestine, 1942, show any influence of Greek philosophic
terminology upon the vocabulary of the Midrash, Mishnah, and Talmud.

3 For instance, the terms dvédyxm *pPuR, dpxf *37N, Stvams 0'DIT, Gewpla INNN,
8uorns OMIN, wapadelyuara RODIIID, godiorhs OLO'DID, are none of them used
in their philosophic sense. Neumark in his Toledot ha-Pilosofiah be-Yisra'el, 1,
P. 7§ seems to take noNY, Seiyua, in the expression 17v 713373 WA "OMY
(Hagigah 16a) in its technical sense of the paradigmatic nature of the ideas. But
Setypa is never used in Greek in that sense; only xapéderyua has been used in the
sense of ideas (cf. below, p. 238). This shows that the term here has its origin
not in literature but in speech. The Talmudic expression n*apn 2o Pmwod
(Genesis Rabbah 50, 9; 68, 12) corresponds exactly to Philo’s expression feod pvorfipia
(Leg. ANl 111, 1, 3). But mysteries were practiced among the heathen in Pales-
tine and it is therefore from common speech that the expression was picked up by
the rabbis. With regard to the term n*n, there is no evidence in support of Neu-
mark’s contention (0p. cit., I, 99) that it is used in a technical philosophic sense; it
is rather used in its ordinary Greek sense of fewpla, a looking at.

3¢ D. Neumark (op. cit., I, p. 64) seems to suggest that the Hebrew =¥ in
W s 0298 (Genesis Rabbah 1, g) is the Greek snuwupyés. But the allusion
to the demiourgos there is attributed to a non-Jewish philosopher.
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binic parallels quoted may indifferently belong to any of these
four types of parallels, for they are not essential to our inter-
pretation of Philo as a critic of Greek philosophy;3s they are used
only as corroborative evidence. Our interpretation of Philo is
based chiefly upon a study of his own writings in relation to his
Greek and scriptural sources.3¢

Interwoven with his treatment of these strictly scriptural
topics are discussions of many of the outstanding philosophic
problems of the day: the existence of ideas, the origin of the
world, its structure and the laws which govern it, the nature
of the soul and the realm of living beings, problems of human
knowledge, man’s knowledge of God’s existence and God’s
nature, and the problem of human conduct both individual
and social. The philosophers Philo draws upon, whom he
either mentions by name or to whom passages in his works
can be traced, come from all the periods of Greek philosophy
down to his own time. Of pre-Socratic philosophers, he men-
tions the Pythagoreans, Parmenides, Zeno, Heraclitus, Em-
pedocles, Democritus, Anaxagoras, Philolaus, the Sophists,
and the individual Sophist Protagoras. Then he mentions
also Socrates; the Cynic school, naming especially “ Aristip-
pus and Diogenes” as following the teachings of that school;
Plato; Aristotle. Of post-Aristotelian philosophy he mentions
the various schools or their leaders: the Stoics in general
and individual Stoics, such as Zeno, Cleanthes, Chrysip-
pus, Diogenes the Babylonian, Boethus the Sidonian, and
Panaetius; Epicurus; the Peripatetic philosophy in general
and individual Peripatetics, such as Theophrastus and
Critolaus; the Sceptics in general; the Academicians in
general; and finally the Neopythagorean Ocellus. With-
out mentioning names, he quotes, or draws upon, Anaxi-
mander, Anaximenes, the Pythagorean Epicharmus, the

® Cf. below, pp. 103-113. ® Cf. below, II, 465—491.
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Atomist Anaxarchus, the Sophist Prodicus, the Stoics Aristo
of Chios and Posidonius of Apamea, the Peripatetic Aristox-
enes, and the Sceptic Aenesidemus.’” Besides these philoso-
phers, Philo also mentions Homer, Hesiod, Pindar, Solon,
Hippocrates, Ion, Euripides, Sophocles, and Aeschylus.*
Some of these may have been quoted by him from secondary
sources, but some of them quite evidently are quoted di-
rectly from their own works, and even in the case of authors
whcese works are no longer extant it is quite possible that he
quoted them from their original works which were still
extant at his time.

Philo was not the first to interpret Scripture in terms of
Greek philosophy. The beginning was made in the Greek
translation of the Pentateuch. That translation, to be sure,
was meant to be a faithful rendering of the Hebrew text into
Greek and not a philosophic interpretation of it. But every
translation of a religious or philosophic work from one
language into another, no matter how faithfully literal it is
meant to be, is unconsciously bound to be also an interpre-
tation of one system of thought into another. Some scholars,
moreover, think to have discerned in that Greek translation
of the Pentateuch a conscious eftort on the part of the trans-
lators to identify scriptural teachings with corresponding
teachings in Greek philosophy.®* This conscious effort to
interpret scriptural teachings in terms of the teachings of
Greek philosophers becomes unmistakably clear in the sub-

31 Cf. Leisegang, “ Index Nominum"’ in his Indices, pp. 1-26, for proper names in
the works which are extant in Greek. “Academicians” occur in Qu. in Gen. 111, 33;
“Parmenides” and “Empedocles” in Provid. (Aucher) II, 48. For Aenesidemus see
Arnim, “Quellenstudien zu Philo,” Philologische Untersuchungen 11 (1888), s ff.,
and cf. Zeller, I11, 24, p. 390, n. 4, and p. 9, n. 7. The identification of sources in the
case of passages where the name of the author is not mentioned by Philo is, of
course, conjectural and incomplete. 8 Jbid.; cf. Siegfried, pp. 137-141.

# Cf. survey in Freudenthal, “Are There Traces of Greek Philosophy in the
Septuagint?” Fewish Quarterly Review, 2 (1890), 205—210; Drummond, I, 156-166.
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sequent writings of Jewish authors in Greek — such as the
letter of Aristeas,* which in its external literary form is a
historical exposition, and the Wisdom of Solomon,* which is
written in the form of the scriptural Book of Proverbs. More
like the writings of Philo in their external literary form are
the works entitled An Explanation of the Mosaic Law at-
tributed to Aristobulus ¢ and the Fourth Book of Macca-
bees.+s The dates of the composition of these books are not
certain; every one of them is placed by some scholar after
Philo; but we may quite safely consider them all as antedat-
ing Philo. Philo himself refers to certain oral philosophical
interpretations of Scripture which existed at his time 4 and
also to certain written philosophical interpretations of Scrip-
ture in the possession of the Therapeutae.s It is Philo, how-
ever, who brought to full development this peculiar method
of interpreting Scripture and also this peculiar form of phil-
osophic literature and it is to him that their vogue in the
subsequent history of philosophy is to be traced.

The external form given by Philo to his writings is a purely
Jewish form of literary exposition. It had sprung up in
Palestine when, together with the establishment of the cus-
tom of public reading of portions from the Pentateuch in the
synagogue on the Sabbath, there grew up the custom of de-
livering an oral interpretation of certain selected verses out
of the text read. From Palestine the custom of the public

4 Cf. Schiirer, A History of the Fewish People in the Times of Fesus Christ, 11, iii,
Pp- 306-312; E. Bickermann, *“Zur Datierung des Pseudo-Aristeas,” Zeitschrift fiir
die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft und die Kunde der dltern Kirche, 29 (1930), 280~
298. @ J6id., 11, iii, pp. 230-237.

4 Jbid., pp. 237-243; Drummond, I, pp. 242-242.

4 Jbid., pp. 244-248. Cf. also Introductions to these books in R. H. Charles,
The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament, 1913.

4 Deter. 8, 22; Plant. 19, 69; Heres §7, 281; Mut. 25, 141; Abr. 20, 99; 38, 217;
Fos. 26, 151; Somn. 1, 19, 118; Spec. 1, 2, 8; Spec. 111, 32, 178; Qu. in Gen. 1, 10.

4s Comt. 3,29. Cf. Siegfried, p. 26.
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reading of the Law on the Sabbath together with oral in-
struction in the form of a sermon or homily was brought
over to Alexandria by the early Jewish settlers there. Philo
himself has several references to this kind of instruction in
the synagogues on the Sabbath.#¢ Perhaps Philo himself was
one of those who gave such instruction in the synagogues.
But, whether the result of such actual instruction or only
modeled after the formal manner of such instruction, his
writings have the form of sermons or homilies on verses or
topics selected from Scripture.#” Now it happens that only
the Pentateuch was read serially in public at the synagogue
on the Sabbath and it was usually completed in Palestine,
and hence probably also in Alexandria, in cycles of three
years. Of the other books of Scripture, only selections from
the Prophets were read as an appendage to the reading from
the Pentateuch. As a result of this, the formal homilies in
the synagogue always turned on a text or a topic taken from
the Pentateuch. This is the reason why the homilies of Philo
take the form of discussions directly based on the books of
the Pentateuch only. For a similar reason, in Palestinian
Judaism, too, the early collections of literature, when ar-
ranged in the form of homilies in Scripture, were externally
based upon the books of the Pentateuch or upon topics de-
rived from the books of the Pentateuch.

This external literary form of his writings determined the
order of Philo’s treatment of philosophic problems. He was
guided by the scriptural verses which he happened to make

¢ Opif. 43, 128; Mos. 11, 39, 216; Spec. 11, 15, 61-62; Hypoth. 7, 13 (Eusebius,
Praeparatio Evangelica V111, 7, 359d-360a); cf. L. Cohn, Philos Werke, 1, 7.

47 The similarity between the diatribe and the homily (cf. P. Wendland and O.
Kern, Beitrage zur Geschichte der griechischen Philosophie und Religion, p. §) and
the evidence of the use of topics dealt with in the diatribe form of literature in
some of Philo’s treatises (cf. the same reference, pp. 8 ff.) does not eliminate the
native Jewish Midrashic character of Philo’s writings. Cf. M. Stein, Pilon ha-Alex-
droni, pp. 77-78; Schiirer, op. cit., pp. 243, 331; Freudenthal, op. cit., pp. 67-68
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the pegs upon which to hang his philosophic speculations.
One verse may have suggested to him a topic in the theory of
ideas, another a topic in the nature of virtue, a third a topic
in the nature of the soul, and so on throughout the manifold
items in the various minutiae of problems of philosophy.
Philosophical problems are thus invariably presented by
him in fragmentary form. Never does a problem appear in
its full coherent structure; never is it treated as a whole.

And as the order of his presentation of problems was dic-
tated by the order of scriptural texts, so is also the manner
of their presentation. The language of Scripture determines
his choice of vocabulary in philosophy. Because Scripture
uses the terms heaven and breath by the side of the terms
earth and water, he will call the elements fire and air by the
terms heaven and breath.*® Because Scripture says that God
breathed into man a breath of life, he will call the human
mind breath or spirit.#* Because Scripture speaks of the word
of God and the wisdom of God he will call the divine mind
Logos and Sophia.s®> Because Scripture speaks of the Lord
of glory and the Lord of the powers he will call ideas glory
and powers.s* Wishing to keep close to the scriptural modes
of speech, he will clothe his philosophic thought in scriptural
imagery. There is a variety and mixture of vocabulary in the
presentation of his philosophy, and there is no attempt to
adhere to the technical vocabulary of the schools or to one
consistent technical set of terms of one school.

The fact that so many philosophers belonging to opposite
schools of thought are drawn upon by him without any evi-
dent discrimination, the fact also that philosophic problems
are not treated by him systematically but are dragged in,
as it were, upon the casual suggestion of scriptural texts, and

4 Cf. below, pp. 313, 394, n. 45. s Cf. below, pp. 254255,
4 Cf. below, p. 394. # Cf. below, pp. 218 ff.
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moreover the fact that he never seems to have any difficulty
in connecting any philosophic thought with any scriptural
verse create the impression that Philo was a preacher with
a flair for philosophy rather than primarily a philosopher.
That he was a good preacher — in fact, the founder
of the art of preaching as we know it — and perhaps the
greatest philosophic preacher that has ever lived, can be
readily admitted. But was his flair for philosophy of sig-
nificance enough to entitle him to a place among the found-
ers of new schools in the history of philosophic thought? The
general answer to this question is in the negative. An early
student of his philosophy expressed the view that Philo
“neither founded any sect whatever, nor in my opinion pos-
sessed such powers of intellect as to be able to reject the
theories of other philosophers, and to strike out a new and
hitherto untrodden path for himself,” 5* and the same view is
expressed by modern scholars in such statements as that
‘“he was not an original philosopher at all, and anything
philosophic to be found in his writings can confidently be
taken as genuine teaching of his environment,” $ or that “as
a philosopher Philo is negligible”” and the fact that he “is
not an original thinker but a compiler is clear not only from
his total lack of original thought but from the slovenliness
with which he incorporates his material,” ¢ or that one of
Philo’s characteristics is his “normal lack of originality.” ss
To one student of his philosophy, Philo seems “a polyhistor
of the first rank” but at the same time also a man “who, on
account of his enormous knowledge, is incapable of gaining

52 J. L. Mosheim in his notes to R. Cudworth, The Intellectual System of the Uni-
verse, Book I, Chapter IV, §$XXXVI, ed. 1845, II, 321.

88 E. Goodenough, An Introduction to Philo Fudaeus (Yale University Press,
1940), p. 124.

s¢ W. L. Knox, Some Hellenistic Elements in Primitive Christianity (London:
Humphrey Milford, 1944), p. 34.

55 A. D. Nock, Review of the preceding in the Guardian, January 26, 1945, p. 36.
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clearness and of building up, either in religion or in philoso-
phy, a scientific system which is consistent and free from con-
tradictions.” s¢ The characterization most often applied to
him by students of his writings, ever since the seventeenth
century, is that of eclectic,” in the damnatory sense of the
term. As to what the dominant element in that eclecticism of
Philo is, there exists a difterence of opinion. Among the
Church Fathers, Clement of Alexandria characterized him as
a Pythagorean, Eusebius characterized him as both a Platon-
ist $® and a Pythagorean,® and Jerome characterized him as
a Platonist.® Besides Platonism and Pythagoreanism, later
students began to stress also the influence of Stoicism upon
Philo. All this is summed up by Zeller in his statement that
the philosophers who had the greatest attraction for Philo are
Plato, the neo-Pythagoreans, and the Stoics.* A new in-
fluence discovered by more recent students of Philo is that
of the Greek mysteries.” The prevalent view of Philo as
a philosopher is well expressed in the following statement:
“Philosophers have patronized him as a lowly step in their
lofty ladder, and have labelled him according to their fancy
or their knowledge of more ancient philosophers.” ¢ The

$ P. Ziegert, “ Uber die Ansitze zu einer Mysterienlehre aufgebaut auf den
antiken Mysterien bei Philo Judius,” Theologische Studien und Kritiken, 67 (1894),

p- 724.

$1 P. Allix, The Judgment of the Ancient Jewish Church Against the Unitarians,
1699, p. 357; E. Schiirer, A History of the Jewish People in the Time of Fesus Christ,
11, iii, p. 364; E. Meyer, Ursprung und Anfinge des Christentums, 1921, 11, p. 366.

8 Stromata 1, 15 (PG, 8,781 A); 11, 19 (PG, 8, 1044 B).

# Historia Ecclesiastica 11, 4, 3.

& De Viris Illustribus, c. 11, Cf. Dihne, 1, p. 31, n. 6; Zeller, 111, 24, p. 390,
nn. 3 and 4; Schirer, op. ¢it., 11, iii, p. 364, n. 110. 6 Zeller, 111, 24, p. 390.

¢ The earliest writer to call attention to this influence upon Philo is P. Ziegert,
1894 (cf. above p. 44, n. 148). For later literature, see H. L. Goodhart and E. R.
Goodenough, The Politics of Philo Judaeus with a General Bibliography of Philo
(Yale University Press, 1938), pp. 269-273.

& Cf. J. H. A. Hart, “Philo and Catholic Judaism in the First Century,” The
Fournal of Theological Studies, 11 (1909), p. 27.
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only dissenting voice, as far as I know, is that of Azariah dei
Rossi, in the sixteenth century, who describes Philo as fol-
lows: “He was a great philosopher — learned in the works
of Plato and Aristotle as well as in those of every other wise
man — whose renown went forth from before him among
the gentiles. He moreover adds new things of his own, so
that, while sometimes he appears to be following in their
footsteps, sometimes he turns aside from following them, for
his way is contrary unto them.” %

Influence is a vague term, and in the case of Philo the
methods by which influence upon him is determined are
also vague. Sometimes this influence is determined on the
basis of the honorific titles which he happens to apply to
certain philosophers. Thus, for instance, Philo happens to
describe the society of Pythagorean philosophers as ‘“most
sacred”’ (lepdraror)®s and Plato either also as ‘“most sacred ”
(lepdraror) or as ‘““most clear-toned” (Avyvpdraror)® and
Parmenides, Empedocles, Zeno and Cleanthes as “divine
men” (divi homines),*" and consequently it is inferred that
he must have been influenced by them. Now, while from
these passages it may be safely inferred that Philo was ac-
quainted with the names of all these philosophers and per-
haps also that he had read their works, and furthermore that
he was willing to repeat certain conventional, laudatory

6 Me'or ‘Enayim: Imre Binah, ch. 4, ed. Wilna, 1866, p. 97.

In the passage quoted in the text, I take the clause “whose renown went forth
from before him among the gentiles” to refer to Philo, and not to “any of the other
wise men.” It thus reflects the description of Philo in Eusebius, Historia Ecclesias-
tica 11, 4, 2, which in the Latin translation accessible to dei Rossi reads as follows:
‘““aman held in highest esteem by many not only of our own but also of the gentiles—
vir a plurimis non modo nostrorum, verum etiam gentilium maximo in pretio habi-
tus.”

¢ Probus 1, 2.
% Ibid. 2, 13, where these two terms are alternative readings.
67 Provid. (Aucher) 11, 48.
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titles that were attached to their names  and perhaps also
that he himself went so far as to coin these laudatory titles
by which he describes them, it does not necessarily mean
that he followed their teachings. In fact it may only show
that he was magnanimous enough to speak of them in lauda-
tory terms even though he disagreed with their philosophy;
this is true in the case of most of them, as we shall see later.
Sometimes the influence upon him is determined on the basis
of the literary origin of terms and expressions which he
happens to use. Now if Philo does happen to use terms and
expressions borrowed, for instance, from some Stoic author
or from some Neopythagorean author, or from the vocabu-
lary of the Greek mysteries, it does not necessarily mean
that his philosophy was Stoic or Neopythagorean or that it
was really not a philosophy at all but only a mystery; the
borrowed expressions only throw light upon the kind of
books that students of philosophy at the time of Philo in
Alexandria used to read, and show that Philo’s language rep-
resented the literary philosophic language of his time with
all its richness and all the variety of elements that entered
into its making. Philosophic language by the very history of
its formation is bound to be heterogeneous, and it is for this
reason that one cannot determine the affiliation of a philoso-
pher by the parentage of the terms he uses. Every word,
indeed, has an etymology, and every term has a history. But
the use of a term by a philosopher goes beyond its etymology
and history, though a knowledge of both of these is essential

® The term divine (divus, O¢tos) which Philo applies to various philosophers is
a common Homeric epithet applied to such persons as Ulysses (Odyssey 1V, 17) and
Epeus (lliad XXI11, 689). The expression *“divine Plato” occurs in Themistius
(De Anima, ed. Heinze, p. 4, . 15) and “divine Aristotle” in Simplicius (Physica,
ed. Diels, p. 611,1. 8). Plato himself says that it is in imitation of Homer that he
applies the epithets “venerable” (aldoios) and “awful” (Sewss) to Parmenides
(Theaetetus 183 B).
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for the understanding of its use. By the time of Philo, the
vocabulary of men dealing with philosophic or religious
topics was a mosaic of terms derived from all kinds of op-
posite schools of thought, but molded by their users, if they
used them understandingly, to a common, consistent mean-
ing. Whatever one thought of ‘““matter,” he would not hesi-
tate to describe it by the Platonic “receptacle’ (dmodoxi), the
Aristotelian “hyle” (¥\y), or the Stoic “substance’ (obola),
despite differences in the conception of matter implied in
these terms. Whatever one thought of “soul,” he would not
hesitate, whenever the exigencies of style demanded, to call
it indiscriminately psyche or nous or pneuma, despite the
different meanings these terms have in certain systems of
philosophy. Whatever one thought of “God,” he would not
hesitate to call him indiscriminately Demiurge, Prime Mover,
or Soul of the Universe, despite the difference in the concep-
tion of God which these terms imply. The style of Philo,
like that of any writer, is the product of all that has been
written before him. It has absorbed within itself terms and
expressions and allusions derived from the philosophers of
the various schools, as also from popular Greek religion and
mythology and mysteries. But in the case of Philo, as in the
case of any other author, while the outer speech of style may
be the man, it is the inner speech of thought, and the latent
processes of reasoning behind it, that is the philosopher.
The question is thus again before us, Is there a philosopher
in Philo behind the preacher? Is there behind all his frag-
mentary and often inconsistent statements a unifying prin-
ciple of thought, a coherent system, in the light of which his
expressed utterances, drawn from such a variety of contra-
dictory sources, can be completed, unified, and interpreted
in their true meaning, as used by him, as understood by him,
and as he wanted us to understand them? It is not impossi-
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ble, indeed, that they are right who say that Philo did not
possess ‘‘such powers of intellect as to be able to reject the
theories of other philosophers, and to strike out a new and
hitherto untrodden path for himself” or that he was not
capable “of building up, either in religion or in philosophy,
a scientific system which is consistent and free of contradic-
tions,” or that he was only an “eclectic”; but at least we
must make an effort to find out whether he was really noth-
ing more than all that has been said about him.

To study any philosopher in the midstream of a tradition
we must approach him from upstream and we must also fol-
low him downstream. The former approach supplies us with
the material with which he has started; the latter may show
us the direction in which he has steered the material. As for
Philo, he is not only in the midst of a general philosophic
tradition, which was started with Plato, but he is also the
founder of a new trend within that tradition—a trend
which continued without any interruption for about seven-
teen centuries, terminating ultimately with Spinoza. In the
study of the use made by Philo of the material he inherited
from Greek philosophy we may therefore learn something of
essential importance from the manner in which the same
material has been treated subsequently by those who have
followed in his footsteps.

Now, for those who have followed in his footsteps — not
so much his immediate and direct successors, the Church
Fathers, as those who followed him later indirectly, namely,
the Moslem and Jewish and Christian mediaeval philoso-
phers — the interpretation of Scripture in terms of philosophy
was not simply a matter of mechanically substituting one set
of terms for another or of arbitrarily identifying one set of
doctrines with another. To all of them it was a complicated
study of similarities and differences. They all started with
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certain general conceptions as to what constituted true re-
ligious doctrines, conceptions which ultimately go back to
the Hebrew Scripture and Jewish tradition. Corresponding
to these they all had another set of conceptions derived from
Greek philosophy. Between these two sets of conceptions
they all tried to show there could be no real contradiction.
But no sooner had they started to show the absence of any
real contradiction between them than they found them-
selves confronted by all sorts of vexatious problems. No sys-
tem of philosophy proved itself acceptable to them in its
entirety. Every system of philosophy, they discovered, con-
tained views which were true and views which were false;
and even the views which were true occasionally were con-
taminated by elements of falsehood, from which they had
to purge them before they could take them into the religious
philosophy which they were trying to build up. The effort to
reconcile Scripture with philosophy was thus with them not
a mere search for the underlying philosophic implications of
scriptural texts; it was also, and often primarily, a searching
examination into philosophic problems themselves, and it is
this latter searching examination into philosophic problems
that they most dwell upon in their writings.

It is the same scriptural conceptions as those of later
Christian and Moslem and Jewish philosophers that Philo
takes to constitute what he considers the inflexible doctrines
of true religion, and it is the same literary sources as those
used by his followers from which he derives his philosophic
conceptions. Like all of his followers, he also started with
the belief that there could be no real contradiction between
Scripture and philosophy. Like all of them, therefore, he
must have been aware — we have reason to assume — of the
fact that certain contradictions do seem to exist between
Scripture and philosophy, and that these contradictions



HANDMAID OF SCRIPTURE 10§

would have to be removed. We have also reason to assume
that he was not less perceptive than they in seeing that cer-
tain philosophic views were absolutely irreconcilable with
the teachings of Scripture. Similarly we have reason to as-
sume that he was not less ingenious than they in knowing
how some refractory philosophic views, with certain revi-
sions, could be reconciled with scriptural teachings. So also
we have reason to assume that he was not less painstaking
than they in examining thoroughly every philosophic view
before deciding whether to accept it or not. If all this is not
apparent in his writings, it is perhaps because he is one of
those philosophers who does his thinking in private and pre-
sents to the public only the maturity of his thought. If, with
the exception of an occasional groan at some pet aversion, he
does not dwell much upon the erroneous views of philoso-
phers to which he objected, it is perhaps because his purpose
was not to teach true philosophy to students of Scripture but
to show the truth of Scripture to students of philosophy. If
almost without any exception he adopts philosophic views
without telling us that he adopts them only according to a
new version of his own, it is perhaps because at his time philo-
sophic views and concepts had not yet become rigidly fixed
by the constant hammering of commentators and one could
still freely reshape them for some particular use without hav-
ing to offer an apology or explanation. Perhaps, also, at his
time he could envisage a class of readers who were so well ac-
quainted with the original meaning of the views and concepts
with which he dealt that he felt no need of constantly re-
minding them of the revisions he had introduced. Do we not
all sometimes quite deliberately pervert a familiar quotation,
without stopping to insult the intelligence of the reader by
pointing out the liberty we have taken with it?

If this is how we are to approach the study of Philo, then
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to get at the true meaning of his philosophy it is not sufficient
to collect related passages in his writings, to arrange them
under certain headings, and to place in their juxtaposition
parallel passages from other philosophers and the Bible.
We must try to reconstruct the latent processes of his reason-
ing, of which his uttered words, we may assume, are only the
conclusions. We must do for him what he would have done
for himself had he lived at a later time and followed the lit-
erary method of that time. We must constantly ask our-
selves: What were the scriptural presuppositions with which
he started? What were the corresponding philosophic con-
ceptions with which he matched those scriptural presuppo-
sitions? Could he have followed those philosophic concep-
tions? If he could not, but still seems to follow them, how
would he have to modify them in order to justify the fact of
his following them? And it is in the light of these recon-
structed processes of his latent reasoning that we must then
study his own uttered words. This method of study we have
chosen to call the hypothetico-deductive method of text
study.®> We have already had occasion to describe it else-
where in its application to a study of two other authors,” and
we shall describe it in greater detail in our general introduc-
tion to the entire series of studies of which this present study
of Philo constitutes the second book. Briefly stated, the basis
of this method is the assumption that every philosopher in
the main course of the history of philosophy either reproduces
former philosophers or interprets them or criticizes them.
Now if every philosopher in the past did actually tell us the
processes of his own reasoning from the very inception of his
thought to its complete maturation, then the history of

% Cf. Crescas’ Critique of Aristotle (Harvard University Press, 1929), p. 2.
10 Cf. the same reference, pp. 24~29; The Philosophy of Spinoza (Harvard Uni-
versity Press, 1934), I, 20-31.
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philosophy would be simply a matter of collecting and clas-
sifying philosophic data. But no philosopher has ever given
expression to the full content of his mind. Some of them tell
us only part of it; some of them veil their thought under-
neath some artificial literary form; some of them philosophize
as birds sing, without being aware that they are repeating
ancient tunes. Words, in general, by the very limitation
of their nature, conceal one’s thought as much as they reveal
it; and the uttered words of philosophers, at their best and
fullest, are nothing but floating buoys which signal the pres-
ence of submerged unuttered thoughts. The purpose of
historical research in philosophy, therefore, is to uncover these
unuttered thoughts, to reconstruct the latent processes of
reasoning that always lie behind uttered words, and to try
to determine the true meaning of what is said by tracing
back the story of how it came to be said, and why it is said
in the manner in which it is said.

As a result of such a study, Philo emerges primarily a
critic of all schools of Greek philosophy, whether those
which by his time had already become obsolete or those
which were still flourishing. Believing as he did in the ex-
istence of incorporeal beings, he could never be a follower of
any of the pre-Platonic schools of philosophy, however much
he may praise their founders and however much he may
quote with approval some of their sentiments. He may in-
deed describe the Pythagorean society as ‘““most sacred” ™
and quote with approval their statement that equality is the
mother of justice 7 and make use of their theory of numbers
in his allegorical interpretation of Scripture,’ but the meta-
physics that is behind the conception of equality and of num-

7 Probus 1, 2; cf. above, p. 100.
n Spec. 1V, 42, 231; cf. below, II, 391.
B Opif. 30, 89-43, 128; cf. Bréhier, p. 43, n. 1.
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bers among the old Pythagoreans and the combination of
the theory of numbers with the Platonic theory of ideas
among the Neopythagoreans are not followed by Philo.
Parmenides may indeed be included by him among the
“divine men,” 74 but his theory that the world is eternal and
that plurality and variability within the world are mere ap-
pearances is not followed by Philo. Empedocles also may
indeed be included by him among the “divine men,” s and
yet Heraclitus is condemned by him for teaching that the
whole world is ruled by the law of opposites without the as-
sumption of a divine agency beyond the world,?® even though
that is also the view of Empedocles. The Sophists are ex-
plicitly rejected by him and are represented unfavorably in
their traditional character as those ‘ who sell their tenets and
arguments like any bit of merchandise in the market, men
who for ever pit philosophy against philosophy without a
blush,” 77 pretending an ‘““ever-curious scepticism” and re-
joicing in *“disputatious arguments”’; 7* and, as we shall see
later, he also criticizes the Sophist principle enunciated by
Protagoras in his statement that “man is measure of all
things,” 7 giving to that principle an interpretation of his
own.

He similarly dissociates himself from some of the post-
Aristotelian schools of philosophy. He openly disagrees with
the Epicureans on the most essential points in their doctrine.
In physics, he rejects their atomism; in ethics he rejects their
hedonism; in theology he denounces the belief in the exist-
ence of gods in the form of human beings, as taught by
Epicurus in his popular writings,* and he denounces also the
denial of providence and the doctrine that the world is gov-

1 Cf. above, p. 100.  Fug. 38, 209,
© Ibid. » Cf. below, pp. 168 f.
® Leg. ANl 111, 3, 7; Spec. 1, 38, 208. % Cf. below, p. 176.

1 Mos. 11, 39, 212.
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erned by chance,® as taught by Epicurus in his philosophic
writings. Similarly the Sceptics are denounced by him in
such a statement as that in which he says that they “do not
concern themselves with the best things in nature, whether
perceived by the senses or the mind, but spend themselves
on petty quibbles and trifling disputes.” * So also the Mid-
dle as well as the New Academy is denounced by him in a
statement in which he says of the ““Academicians and in-
quirers” that, “preferring neither this one nor that one
among the opinions which they investigate, they admit those
men to be philosophers who attack the opinions of every
sect.” # Indeed he sometimes repeats the words of the
Sceptics about our inability to know certain things, such as
the origin and the future of the world, the constitution of the
translunar part of the world, and the nature and powers of
our own soul.# But the repetition of these words is not an
endorsement of Scepticism; it is only an expression of his
own view against both the Sceptics and the non-Sceptics
among the philosophers, trying to show that, while we can
have a true knowledge of things, that knowledge can only
partly be based upon reason; in part it must be based upon
revelation.®s

His attitude toward Plato, Aristotle, and the Stoics is not
so clear.

With regard to Aristotle, no philosopher at the time of
Philo could be expected to be completely free from his in-
fluence. Aristotelian terms, expressions, and formulae occur
throughout his writings. Sometimes the Aristotelian influ-
ence is apparent even in a context which on the whole is not

& Conf. 23, 114.

& Congr. 10, §2.

8 Qu. in Gen. 111, 33.

8 Cf. (1) Heres 50, 246; (2) Somn. 1, 4, 21-24; (3) Cher. 20, 65; 32, 113; Somn. 1,
6, 30-32; Leg. All. 1, 29, 91; Mut. 2, 10. 8 Cf. below, pp. 152 ff.
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Aristotelian, such for instance as his argument for the exist-
ence of one world only.®® Sometimes he aligns himself with
Aristotle on questions on which the Stoics differ with him,
as, for instance, the denial of a void outside the world,*” and
various problems in connection with virtue.®® But his use of
Aristotelian terms, expressions, and formulae does not indi-
cate a conscious discipleship of Aristotle. Most of these
terms and expressions and formulae by that time had already
become the common property of philosophy. Sometimes, as
for instance in his classification of the four causes * and his
distinction between active and passive,?° it is quite evident
that he has drawn his Aristotelian material from secondary
sources. Nor does his preference for some view of Aristotle
to that of his opponents, either in physics ** or in ethics,
indicate a conscious discipleship of Aristotle, for in almost
every such instance he considers himself consciously a dis-
ciple of Moses rather than of Aristotle. And it is also as
consciously a disciple of Moses that he found himself obliged
to oppose Aristotle, either indirectly or directly, on doctrines
which are characteristically Aristotelian. When he con-
demns all those who reject the existence of ideas,’ Aristotle
is undoubtedly meant to be included among them. When
he condemns “some men” for their belief in the beginning-
lessness of the world,** these “some men” are the followers
of Aristotle. Similarly, therefore, when he praises Aristotle
by name for his belief in the indestructibility of the world,
it is not because the authority of Aristotle carried weight
with him but rather because he found it in agreement with
what he believed to be the teachings of Moses.*s It is sig-

8 Cf. below, p. 312. s Cf. below, pp. 312, 314.

41 Cf. below, p. 312. 92 Cf. below, II, 272 ff.

8 Cf. below, 11, 268 ff. 1 Cf. below, p. 164.

¥ Cf. below, p. 265. s Cf. Opif. 2, 7, and below, p. 295.

» Cf. Opif. 2, 8. s Cf. below, p. 295.



HANDMAID OF SCRIPTURE 111

nificant, however, that he never opposes Aristotle by name
as he does Heraclitus, Protagoras, and the Sophists and
Academicians.

Stoicism is most frequently drawn upon; its terminology
and phraseology occur in every topic of philosophy touched
upon by Philo. The Stoics were great disseminators of
knowledge which they borrowed from others and are too
often given credit by historians for views to which their only
contribution was a change in the vocabulary or a minute
classification or reclassification of parts of a general view held
by others. The frequency with which Philo follows the
Stoics merely shows that like many others of his time he used
the Stoic compilations as a short cut to philosophic knowl-
edge. But despite all this, and despite also his inclusion of
Zeno and Cleanthes among the “divine men,” when we ex-
amine the usc made by him of the Stoic material we shall
find that he is their critic rather than their follower. He
differs from them on the definition of philosophy and wisdom,
though ostensibly he quotes their definition of these two
terms.’* He rejects their conception of God,*” though he
makes use of the Stoic expression that God is the soul or
mind of the universe.”® He specifically denounces those who
deny the existence of ideas, among whom he undoubtedly
included the Stoics.®® His use of the term Logos may show in
some respect the influence of the Stoics, but he uses it in a
sense entirely different from that of the Stoics.**° In his
theory of the creation of the world he openly rejects the
Stoic view.** In his classification of the faculties of the soul,
indeed, he more often follows the Stoic scheme than that of
Plato or of Aristotle, and in his description of the rational

% Cf. below, p. 148. » Cf. below, pp. 164, 200.
97 Cf. below, p. 176. 10 Cf, below, pp. 253, 327.
8 Cf. below, pp. 345 ff. 12 Cf, below, pp. 295, 299.
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soul he uses such Stoic terms as “breath” or “spirit”’ and
“ether” and “a divine fragment,” but his conception of the
soul is in direct opposition to that of the Stoics and conse-
quently the Stoic terms used by him are not to be taken
literally.*>> In his proof of the existence of God he makes use
of some proofs derived from the Stoics, but he modifies it so
as to use them against the Stoic conception of God and in
proof of his own conception of Him.**s In his discussion of
the virtues and emotions one may discern the influence of
the Stoics’ vocabulary, but here again the influence is only
that of vocabulary; in the definition of virtue and its relation
to the emotions he is opposed to them. In fact, the entire
philosophy of Philo may be reconstructed as a criticism of
Stoicism.

Now in all those points in which he is opposed to Aristotle
and the Stoics and the Epicureans he is in agreement with
Plato. One would therefore be inclined to take him as a fol-
lower of Plato. But the Platonic views which are accepted
by him are all radically changed. Such radical changes are
to be found in his treatment of the theory of ideas,*** of the
creation of the world,**s of the conception of the laws of
nature,* of the soul,*? of the theory of knowledge,*® of the
proofs of the existence of God,** of the knowability of God,*°
of the basis of right conduct, and of the ideal state.”* But
whereas his departure from the Stoics was due to a criticism
of their views, with regard to his departure from Plato it is
partly due to a criticism and partly to an interpretation.
The Platonic doctrine was still in a plastic state, and all those
who considered themselves its disciples could allow them-

13 Cf, below, pp. 393—395. 107 Cf. below, pp. 395 ff.
103 Cf, below, 11, 78 ff. 18 Cf, below, II, 3 ff.
104 Cf. below, pp. 200 ff. 109 Cf. below, II, g2.

105 Cf. below, pp. 300 ff. 1o Cf, below, II, 111 f.

16 Cf. below, pp. 347 ff. m Cf, below, II, 180 f., 378 ff.
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selves to knead it so as to suit their own particular use.
Philo’s treatment of Plato may therefore perhaps be con-
sidered as a criticism of the common understanding of
Plato, or of Plato in its original version, but at the same time
also as an adoption of Platonism in its essential principles
and a revision thereof and an adaptation thereof to certain
essential teachings of Scripture.

Philo is thus a critic of Stoicism and a reviser of Platonism.
But we may now ask ourselves whether he himself had a co-
herent system. How would he have presented that system
if he had not scattered his remarks in flashes as homilies on
texts? Can we reconstruct that system out of his own
writings? He speaks of ideas, powers, Logos, wisdom, and
an intelligible world, and what he says of them seems too
fragmentary or vague or inconsistent. Can we reconstruct
all this into a coherent whole? He speaks of creation, throws
out hints of criticism of other theories, and uses enigmatic
phrases which mean both that the world was created out of
preéxistent matter and that the world was created out of
nothing. Can we reconstruct systematically his criticisms
of other theories of creation and state once and for all what
he really did mean by creation? He speaks of a Logos within
the world, expressed in terms borrowed both from Plato and
from the Stoics, and he speaks also of laws of nature and of
miracles. Can we reduce all this to a system? What did he
actually take from others and what were his innovations?
What were his laws of nature, and how many of these were
there, and how do miracles come in? And can we discover
some system and find some characteristic contribution in his
scattered sayings about souls and angels and demons and
immortality? And what about the freedom of will of which
he speaks so often? Is it the same as that freedom of which
others before him have spoken? If not, what is the reason
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behind his departure from his predecessors? Prophecy is a
Greek term. Is there anything new in his treatment of
prophecy? And does he treat it in a coherent and sys-
tematic manner? People before him had tried to prove the
existence of God. Has he anything new to say about the
subject? And similarly is his treatment of the unknowabil-
ity of God something new? If so, what has led him to this
view and what consequences followed from it? And when he
deals with right conduct, of both the individual and the
state, does he only repeat the commonplaces of all good and
true men, or does he introduce something new into the
philosophic discussion of ethics and politics? This is the
task we have set before us.

To all these questions we will try to give an answer in the
present study. If the answer given by us is correct, then
Philo will emerge from our study as a philosopher in the
grand manner, not a mere dabbler in philosophy. He did
have the power of intellect to be able to reject the theories of
other philosophers and to strike out a new and hitherto un-
known path for himself. He is to be given credit for original-
ity in all the problems dealt with by him, for in this particular
set of problems he was the originator of every fundamental
concept which continued to be discussed thereafter through-
out the history of philosophy. Like any great and original
philosopher in the history of philosophy, Philo’s own phi-
losophy was a reaction against that of his predecessors and
contemporaries and, in that sense, like any philosopher in
history if not properly studied, he may be called an eclectic.
Indeed his learning, like that of many a philosopher in the
past, was great and varied, and the artificiality of the lit-
erary form of his writings, again like that of many a philoso-
pher in the past, often obscures his thought; but despite all
this he built up a system of philosophy which is consistent,
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coherent, and free from contradictions, all of it being based
upon certain fundamental principles. Finally, while indeed
for various historical and perhaps personal reasons he did not
found any “sect” in the sense that the Academicians and
Peripatetics and Stoics and Epicureans are said to constitute
philosophical sects (aipéoeis),”™ it is most remarkable that
without a group of official disciples his teachings became the
most dominant influence in European philosophy for well-
nigh seventeen centuries.

II. THE ALLEGORICAL METHOD

In his attempt to interpret Scripture in terms of philoso-
phy, Philo assumes that scriptural texts have a twofold
meaning, a literal (n79)* or obvious (¢avept)’ meaning and
an underlying meaning (Vmévora).* The underlying mean-
ing he describes by a variety of terms, among them also the
term allegory (é\Mpyopla),* and to interpret a text according
to its underlying meaning is therefore described as to allego-
rize (&M\pyopeiv).s The underlying meaning of a text as well
as the allegorical interpretation of it is said by him to be
“obscure to the many,” ¢ to be clear only to “those who can
contemplate bodiless and naked facts,” 7 to appeal only to
“the few who study soul characteristics rather than bodily
forms,” ® and to be dear to “men who are capable of see-
ing.” * “Allegory” is also described by him as something

m Cf, Diogenes, I, 19.

* Cont. 3, 28; Abr. 36, 200.

2 Abr. 36, 200.

3 Cont. 3, 28; cf. Plato, Repudlic 11, 378 p.

4 Plant. 9, 36, ¢t passim. Cleanthes was the first to use the term &\\nyopuxds.
Cf. H. ). Rose, 4 Handbook of Greek Literature (London: Methuen & Co., 1934),
P- 392

$ Migr. 37, 205.

¢ Abr. 36, 200, 8 Ibid. 29, 147.

1 Ibid. 41, 236. * Plant. g, 36.
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“which loves to hide itself” and into which one has to be

“initiated.” * All this, as we have seen, means that only
those who are qualified both by natural abilities and moral
character and by preliminary training are to be instructed
in the method of the allegorical interpretation of Scripture.**

Of these two methods, the literal and the allegorical, the
allegorical is made use of by Philo without any reservation.
Everything in Scripture, from names, dates, and numbers to
the narration of historical events or the prescription of rules
for human conduct, is to him subject to allegorical interpre-
tation. But as for the literal method, it is to be used, ac-
cording to him, with certain reservations. One general rule
laid down by Philo is that no anthropomorphic expression
about God is to be taken literally. As proof-text for this
general rule he quotes the verse ““God is not as man,” =
which is taken by him to contain the general principle that
God is not to be likened to anything perceptible by the
senses.”* And so, for instance, he says, the verse “and Cain
went out from the face of God " *is to be taken “in a figura-
tive sense,” since, if taken literally, it is “greatly at variance
with truth.” *s If the question is raised why Scripture makes
use of such anthropomorphic expressions, the answer given
by him is that such expressions “are introduced for the in-
struction of the many " *¢ and out of regard “for the ways of
the thinking of the duller folk,” *? so that “it is for training
and admonition, not because God’s nature is such, that these
words are used.” *®

This general rule, however, opens up some new questions.
Suppose God is described in an anthropomorphic way as

1 Fug. 32, 179. s Post. 1, 1.

u Cf. above, p. 49. 18 Immut. 11, §4.

3 Num. 23: 19. 17 Somn. 1, 40, 237.
3 Immut. 13, 62; cf. below, II, 97. 8 Immut. 11, §4.

1 Gen. 4: 16.
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having said something or as having done something. The
anthropomorphic manner of expression, to be sure, is not to
be taken literally. But what about the thing said by God or
done by God? Should that be taken literally as a fact, com-
municated or performed by God in a manner not anthro-
pomorphic, or should that, too, be rejected in its literal
sense? Then, also, how about all the statements in Scripture
which do not involve anthropomorphisms? Should they all
be taken literally, without any restriction, or is there any
restriction to their literal sense?

No general answer is given by Philo to these questions.
But indirectly we may gather that different answers would be
given by him with regard to different parts of Scripture.

Scripture is divided by Philo into three parts: “[1] Laws
and [2] oracles delivered through the mouth of prophets and
[3] psalms and other books which foster and perfect knowl-
edge and piety.” ** This corresponds exactly to the tradi-
tional Jewish division of Scripture into Law, Prophets, and
Hagiographa. The first of these three parts, the Penta-
teuch, which, in accordance with Jewish tradition, he calls the
Law # (8 vépos, Torah), is subdivided by him into two main
parts, the historical (loropixér) and the legislative (vopoferi-
xbv); and the historical part is further subdivided into the
story of the creation of the world (xoouod yéveais, xoopomola)
and all the other stories which in their totality he describes
as genealogical (yeveahoyixév).** The story of the creation of
the world apparently refers to the six days of creation, for he
defines it as “beginning with the genesis of heaven and end-
ing with the construction (karaokeviv) of man”’;* the last
part of the definition would thus refer to the creation of man
described in the verses “God made (émolnoer) man” 23 and

» Cont. 3, 2§.

* Mos. 11, 6, 31. Cf. Berakot ga: “ Torah means the Pentateuch.”
8 Mos. 11, 8, 46-47; Praem. 1, 1.

2 Praem. 1, 1.
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“God formed (ér\acer) man.”  However, from the con-
tents of his work De Opificio Mundsi (wepl rs koopomoilas), it
may be inferred that he has extended it to the expulsion of
Adam and Eve from the garden of Eden.>s It is not impossi-
ble therefore that the expression ‘“‘ending with the construc-
tion of man” refers to the verse “and the Lord God made
for Adam and his wife garments of skins and clothed them,” 2¢
which is the last act mentioned before the expulsion. Indeed,
in connection with this act of furnishing them with garments
one would expect here the Greek wapacxevi rather than
xaraokevh, for the former refers to an equipment that is mov-
able and temporary, whereas the latter refers to an equip-
ment that is fixed and lasting. But Philo himself interprets
this verse in its allegorical sense as meaning that God “made
a body” for Adam and his wife, wherein He clothed *the
mind and the senses as in a garment of skin,” for “by what
power can the construction (spparatus) of the human body
be put together more excellently, and in a more becoming
manner, than by God?” ?? The Latin term apparatus in the
text quoted undoubtedly stands for the term karaoxevi) in the
original Greek text.”®* What Philo calls the creation of the
world thus includes not only the stories contained in the ac-
count of the six days of creation but also the stories of the
planting of a garden in Eden,* the growing of a tree of life

3 Gen. 2: 7. H. E. Ryle, in Pkilo and Holy Seripture, p. xxi, takes the expres-
sion “ the story of the creation of the world"’ in Philo to refer only to the story of the
six days of creation in Gen. 1: 1-2: 4.

3 Gen. 3:24. # Gen. 3: 21.

37 Qu. in Gen. 1, §3. The same allegorical interpretation of the expression *gar-
ments of skins,” or, rather, as the original Hebrew reads, “garments of skin,” is to
be found in Abraham Ibn Ezra’s Hebrew commentary on Gen. 3: 21. Cf. J. Ber-
nays, Theophrastos' Schrift iiber Frommigkeit, pp. 143-144; D. Rosin, “Die Re-
ligionsphilosophie Abraham Ibn Ezra’s,” Monatsschrift fiir Geschichte und Wissen-
sehaft des Fudenthums, 42 (1898), p. 489.

8 This underlying Greek term, I am informed by Professor Ralph Marcus, is
also indicated by the Armenian version. 1 Gen. 2: 8.
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in the midst of the garden,* the four rivers,** the putting of
Adam into the garden of Eden,* the giving of names to cat-
tle, fowl and beasts,3: the creation of Eve out of the rib of
Adam,3 the speaking of the serpent,’s and the making of
garments for Adam and Eve.s¢ There is a very good justifi-
cation for Philo’s inclusion of all these things in the story of
the six days of creation, for all of them, according to Jewish
tradition, occurred on the sixth day of creation.” Though
the opening four verses of the second chapter in Genesis,
which immediately follows the account of the six days of
creation in the first chapter, is described by Philo as the
“epilogue to the narrative of the creation,” 3% it is to be as-
sumed that this description is applied by him not only to
these four verses but also to the entire two chapters, the
second and the third, which intervene between the story of
the six days of creation and the birth of Cain. As for the term

“genealogical,” by which he describes the post-creation his-
torical part of the Pentateuch, it is derived from its use in
Greek as a description of that part of history which deals
with persons rather than with places, dates, or events.’® But
its application by Philo to the historical narrative of the
Pentateuch is due to the fact that that narrative from Adam
to Moses and Aaron is presented in the form of a succession
of generations, introduced by the words these are ““ the gen-
erations” (yevéoeis) of so and so.¢ Philo himself indicates

# Gen. 2: 9. 1 Gen. 2: 20,

2 Gen. 2: 10-14. 3 Gen. 2: 21-22,
3 Gen, 2: 1§, 15 Gen. 3:1 ff.

# Gen. 3:21.

31 Sanhedrin 38b; Tanhuma ed. Buber, Bereshit, §25, p. gb.

38 Post. 18, 64-65; cf. Fug. 32, 178, where Gen. 2: 6 is described as coming ‘‘im-
mediately after the narrative of the creation of the world.”

» Cf. Colson, VI, p. 606, §47; VIII, p. 313, n. a.

4 Gen. §:1; 6:9; 10: I; II: 10; 11t 27; 26: 12; 2§: 19; 36¢ 15 362 95 37: 2; Num.
31
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both of these reasons for his use of that term when he de-
scribes the historical part of the Pentateuch as being “a
record of the good and bad lives and of the rewards and
punishments set aside for each of them in each generation”
(yeveals).+

Let us then see what we may gather about his view with
regard to the literal sense of each of these parts of Scripture.

With regard to the story of creation, commenting upon
the verse which in the Septuagint reads, ‘“and God finished
on the sixth day His works,” + he says: “It is quite foolish
to think that the world was created in six days or in a space
of time at all.” 43 The term six is taken by him to mean ‘“not
a quantity of days, but a perfect number,” 4 to indicate that
the world was created according to a certain plan and order.*s
Moreover, the story of creation is interpreted by him so as
to make the account of the first day of creation ¢ and the
subsequent repetition of the same account 47 refer to the
creation of the intelligible world.+* But, having laid down
these two reservations, he declares “that what has been re-
lated about the creation of the world is consistent with
strict truth.” 4

As for the other stories in what he calls the story of the
creation of the world, he has four sets of statements. First,
sometimes he rejects their literal meaning altogether. Thus
in connection with God’s planting of a garden in Eden, His
creation of Eve out of the ribs of Adam, and the speaking of
the serpent, he characterizes these stories, when taken lit-

4 Praem. 1, 2.

4 Gen. 2: 2. Hebrew: “on the seventh day.”

9 Leg. All. 1, 2, 2; cf. Opif. 3, 13; 7, 26; Qu. in Gen. 1, 1.

“Leg. Al T, 2,3

s Opif. 3, 13; cf. below, pp. 311 f.

® Ibid., 22, 67.

4 Gen. 1: 1-2; 2: 4~5.

4 0pif. 7, 29-10, 36; 44, 129-130; cf. below, p. 306.

® u. in Gen. 1, 1.



HANDMAID OF SCRIPTURE 121

erally, as ““mythical nonsense” s° or “incurable folly” s* or
as being ““of the nature of a myth.” 5* Second, however, in
connection with the stories that God put man into the garden
of Eden to dress it and to keep it, that Adam gave names to
the various animals, and that the serpent spoke, he some-
times accepts them all in their literal sense.ss Third, he
sometimes advances two interpretations, a literal and an alle-
gorical, both of them evidently of equal acceptance to him.
He does this in connection with God’s planting of a garden
in Eden s His creation of Eve,* and His making of garments
for Adam and Eve.s® Fourth, sometimes he reproduces a
literal interpretation in the name of ““some persons,” but ex-
presses his own preference for an allegorical interpretation.
This occurs in connection with the putting of man into the
garden of Eden,s? the tree of life,® and the four rivers.s® In
accepting the literal meaning of these stories, he sometimes
tries to show how in telling them Scripture had the purpose
of teaching mankind an object lesson. Adam was placed in
the garden of Eden to cultivate it, not that the garden needed
cultivation, but that ‘“the first man should be as it were a
sort of pattern and law to all workmen in future of every-
thing which ought to be done by them.” ®* God made gar-
ments of skin for Adam and his wife, in order to teach *wis-
dom” to those who waste their time in the production of
useless things and of objects of luxury and to point out to
them the virtue of ““frugality,” by showing that “the gar-

so Leg. All. 1, 14, 43, in connection with the planting of the garden.

st Plant. 8, 32, again in connection with the planting of the garden.

s? Leg. All. 11,7, 19, in connection with Eve, and Agr. 22, 97, in connection with
the serpent.

8 Qu. in Gen. I, 14; 20-22; 32.

w Ibid. 1, 6.  Ibid. 1, 8.
s Ibid. 1, 2.  Ibid. 1, 10,
% Ibid. 1, §3. » Ibid. 1, 13.

6 Jbid. 1, 14. Cf. the common rabbinic statement “The Torah teaches inciden-
tally proper conduct (derek eres) (Tos. Sotah V11, 20).
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ment made of skins, if one should come to a correct judg-
ment, deserves to be looked upon as a more noble possession
than a purple robe embroidered with various colors.” ¢
These last three sets of statements, in which Philo either
accepts the literal meaning of these stories or pays some re-
gard to them, all occur in his Quaestiones et Solutiones in
Genesin, whereas the first set occurs in his other writings. It
is quite possible, therefore, that the difference of attitude
toward the literal sense between the first set of statements
and the other three sets is due to a difference in the type of
reader to which these two groups of writings were addressed,
and presumably the type of reader to whom the Quaestiones
were addressed was less philosophical than that to whom his
other writings were addressed. But this does not help us to
explain Philo’s own attitude toward the question under con-
sideration. One thing, however, is quite certain. On purely
philosophic grounds Philo had no reason for rejecting any
of these stories, for throughout his writings he maintains, as
an essential part of his philosophic system, that God can
miraculously change the order of nature.” Once he declares
this possible, he can reject nothing in any of these stories of
creation on the ground that it was contrary to the order of
nature. In the Quaestiones, in his attempt to explain the lit-
eralness of the story of the speaking of the serpent with a
human voice, one of the explanations he offers is that it was
a miracle, for, he says, “when anything miraculous is to be
done, God changes the nature of the things by which he
means to operate.” % Such an explanation could be of-

& Ibid. 1, §3. Cf. below, p. 272, n. 9.

& Cf. below, pp. 349 ff.

© Qu. in Gen. I, 32. Two other explanations are offered by him: “In the first
place, it may be the fact that at the beginning of the world even the other animals
besides man were not entirely destitute of the power of articulate speech.” This
undoubtedly reflects the myth, reproduced by Plato, that during the golden age of
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fered by him, quite consistently with his philosophy, as an
explanation of all the stories of creation. If sometimes he
shows a hesitation in resorting to the use of miracles as an
explanation® it is only because, like so many philosophers
after him, with all his belief in the possibility of miracles,
he did not want to overuse the privilege of that kind of
explanation.

With regard to the historical events after the creation of
the world, the only qualification of their literal truth made
by him is that their literalness must be rejected whenever
by the acceptance of it “the inspired words of God” would
compel one “to admit anything base or unworthy of their
dignity,” % which, of course, leaves a great deal to the reader
to decide for himself if a story in its literal sense is base and
unworthy of the dignity of the words of God. We may men-
tion, for the purpose of illustration, a few of the stories which
he does not consider acceptable in their literal sense. First,
there is the story of Cain that “he builded a city.” ¢ Taken
literally, he says, it would mean that he builded a city all
by himself, but this, he adds, “runs counter not only to all
our ideas but to our reason itself”’; 67 and hence he interprets
it allegorically. Second, there is the story of Joseph that he
was sent by his father to his brethren to see whether it was

Cronus beasts were endowed with speech (cf. Statesman 272 8—). Elsewhere, the
story ‘“‘about the days when all animals had a common language"’ is ascribed by
Philo to “devisers of myths,” evidently without himself crediting it (Conf. 3, 6; cf.
E. Stein’s note ad loc. in Philos Werke V, p 104, n. 1; Ginzberg, Legends of the Jews,
V, p. 94, n. §8). The other explanation reads as follows: *Thirdly . . . the souls
of those who were first created were rendered acute to thoroughly understand every
voice of every kind.” The superiority in mental powers of the first created man is
also dwelt upon by him in Opif. 49, 140~141.

& Cf. below, p. 353.

¢ Deter. §,13. In this passage, I take it, the expression “the inspired words of
God,” which is parallel to the expression “laws of God-beloved men,” refers to
the historical and other non-legal parts of the Pentateuch. Cf. below, II, 190 f.

% Gen. 4:17. 61 Post. 14, §O.
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well with them and well with the flocks.%® In its literal sense,
he says, this story cannot be accepted by any sensible per-
son, for “is it likely that Jacob, who had the wealth of a king,
was so badly off for household servants or attendants as to
send a son out abroad to bring word about his other children,
whether they are in good health, and about the cattle to
boot?”’ ¢ and hence he interprets it allegorically. Third,
there is the statement that ““the king of Egypt died and the
children of Israel groaned under their labors and raised a loud
outcry.” 7 Taken literally, the statement would seem to
give the impression that there was a causal connection be-
tween the death of the king and the groaning and crying of
the children of Israel, but this, he says, is “contradictory to
reason”’ and ‘“contrary to expectation, for one would ex-
pect, when a tyrant dies, those over whom he has tyrannized
to be glad and rejoice”’; ™ and hence he interprets it allegori-
cally. Fourth, there is the story of the confusion of tongues,
concerning which he says that those “who cherish a dislike
of the constitution of our fathers” find in it similarities to
certain myths among the Greeks and also raise objections to
the underlying assumption of the story that a common
language is conducive to iniquity.”? And consequently,
while admitting that these insidious criticisms can be
answered even by those who are content with a literal in-
terpretation of the story, still he offers an allegorical ex-
planation.”

Now there is nothing in any of these statements to show
that by his offering an allegorical explanation for the pur-
pose of removing certain difficulties in the external form of
the text Philo actually discarded the entire historical set-

¢ Gen. 37: 13-14. 7 Deter. 2§, 94-95.
8 Deter. 5,13, 7 Conf. 2, 2-4, 13.
7 Exod. 2: 23. B Ibid. g, 14 fF.
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ting of the story. All these statements merely show that by
the allegorical method Philo found it possible to explain away
any narration of incident in Scripture that seemed to him to
run counter to reason or expectation or to have some similar-
ity with Greek myths, without necessarily impugning the
historicity of the essential basic fact of the story. Indeed
Cain did not build a city all by himself as the statement
would literally imply, but still there is no doubting of the fact
that Cain was a real person and the founder of a city. In-
deed Joseph was not literally sent by his father to bring tid-
ings from his brethren, but there is no doubting of the his-
torical fact that Joseph went to see his brethren and was sold
by them. Indeed the children of Israel did not lament the
death of the king of Egypt, as a careless reader of Scripture
might be misled to think, but still there is no doubting of
the story that after the death of the king of Egypt the chil-
dren of Israel did groan under their labors. Indeed there are
certain rational objections to the underlying assumption of
the story of the confusion of tongues and indeed there is
also an external resemblance between this scriptural story
and certain Greek myths, but the objections are not un-
answerable and there is also a fundamental difference be-
tween this story and its parallel myths in that the myths,
according to Philo, never have an inner meaning,™ whereas
this story has an inner meaning. There is, however, no
doubting on the part of Philo of the authenticity of the main
story as a historical fact. He explicitly says that he would
not censure those who accept the story of the confusion of
tongues literally, “ for perhaps the truth is with them also.” s
The qualifying term “perhaps”’ (isws) is used in this passage
after the manner of the Greek usage of this term on certain

1 Cf. above, p. 35.
7 Conf. 38, 190.
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occasions, not as an expression of doubt but rather as an ex-
pression of modesty.

To Philo, then, we may assume, no allegorical interpre-
tation of a scriptural story, whether justified by him on the
ground of some inherent difficulty of the text or not so justi-
fied by him, means the rejection of the story itself as a fact.
A clear indication of this attitude is to be found in his prefa-
tory comment to his allegorical interpretation of the name
Samuel. “Now Samuel,” he says, “was perhaps in reality
only a man, but here he is conceived, not as a compound liv-
ing being, but as a mind which rejoices only in the service
and worship of God.” * Here, too, the qualifying term
“perhaps” is used only as an expression of modesty and not
of doubt. What he quite evidently means is that his treat-
ment of Samuel as an ideal type does not deny the existence
of Samuel as a real person. And so also his allegorical treat-
ment of all other persons or events in Scripture does not mean
his denial of their historicity. When, speaking of Enos,
Enoch, and Noah, he remarks, ‘“ whether we think of them
as men or types of soul,” 77 he implies that they are both.
The Patriarchs, indeed, are symbols of elevated philosophic
thoughts, but still they are historic persons and everything
that is told of them is a true historic event. The three per-
sons who appeared to Abraham as he sat in the tent door in
the heat of the day are indeed profound metaphysical sym-
bols about the nature of God,*° still they were three real be-
ings, two of them angels, who actually appeared to Abra-
ham.®* And the same is true about all the stories narrated
in the Pentateuch. Not even the miraculous events are de-

1 Ebr. 36, 144. 8 Ibid. 20, g9 ff.

1 Abr. 9, 47. 1 Gen. 18: 1.

Yo Abr. 24, 119 ff.

& Ibid. 22, 107 fI.; 28, 143 fF.; cf. Gfrérer, 1, pp. 290, 291, 293; Drummond, 11,
P- 243; and below, p. 379.
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nied by him as historical facts, though he sometimes tries to
explain them either as natural occurrences or as having some
allegorical meaning.®> Statements like “here we may leave
the literal exposition and begin the allegorical” # occur
frequently in his discussion of historical persons and events.

With regard to the legislative part of the Pentateuch, he
makes two statements. On the one hand, as in the case of
the non-legislative part, he says of it that the “laws of God-
beloved men” are not to be taken literally, whenever their
literal acceptance would compel one “to admit anything
base or unworthy of their dignity.” # This, again, leaves it
to the individual student of Scripture to decide for himself
which laws in their literal sense are base and unworthy of
their dignity. But, on the other hand, he denounces those of
his own time who saw in the law an underlying meaning only
and treated its literal meaning with easy-going neglect. The
inner meaning and the external performance of the law are
to him of equal importance. ‘“We should look on all these
outward observances,” he says, “as resembling the body,
and their inner meanings as resembling the soul.” He es-
pecially mentions the Sabbath, the festivals in general, cir-
cumcision, and the sanctity of the Temple, as examples of
laws which have an inner meaning and are also to be exter-
nally observed.®s But what constitutes a law in the Penta-
teuch? Is every statement in the Pentateuch with regard to
doing or not doing something to be taken as a law? This
problem is not openly raised by Philo, nor is a direct answer
to it given by him, but from various statements he makes
about the laws we may gather that he was both coping with
that problem and trying to get a solution for it. Technically,
the legislative part of the Pentateuch is defined by him as

%2 Cf. below, pp. 350-354. 8 Deter. 5, 13; cf. above, n. 65.
8 Abr. 24, 119, s Migr. 16, 89-93.
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that which is concerned with “commands” (mposréates) and
“prohibitions” (&mayopeboeis),*® but he finds that besides
laws in the strictly technical sense of the term the Pentateuch
contains also that which he calls ‘“recommendation” (évro\s)
or ‘“‘exhortation”’ (wapalvesis) or ““teaching” (8idaokalla).’?
Laws in their strictly technical sense are to him the ten
commandments, which he calls, as in the original Hebrew,
“Ten Words,” and which also, because of their divine origin,
he calls by the Greek term “Oracles,” * and he takes pains
to inform his readers that they are not merely prudent words
of advice and gnomic sayings but that they are “in reality
laws or statutes.” ® Similarly, such laws in their strictly
technical sense are all the special laws which he happens to
discuss under the headings of these ten commandments.*
But how many of the laws which he does not happen to dis-
cuss among his special laws did he consider as law? Or, were
they not considered by him as laws at all? And what was
the criterion by which he determined whether a statement
in the Pentateuch is to be taken as law or not? In Pales-
tine, some rabbis happened to say that the Pentateuch con-
tained six hundred and thirteen commandments or laws.*
This necessarily implied certain principles of selection. Cen-
turies later, different lists of the six hundred and thirteen
commandments began to be drawn up by various rabbis, and

% Mos. 11, 8, 46; Immut. 11, §3; Praem. 9, §5; cf. below, II, 200.

87 Leg. All. 1, 30, 93—94. A similar classification is to be found in St. Thomas.
What Philo calls “commands’ and “prohibitions” are included by St. Thomas
under the general term praccepta. What Philo calls “exhortations’ and *recom-
mendations’’ St. Thomas calls mandata. The latter is explained by him as being
expressed by way of inducement and persuasion and is illustrated by the law about
returning a pledge before sunset (Exod. 22: 25-26), which law, as we shall see later
(below nn. g6-99), is not taken by Philo literally. Cf. Sum. Theol. 1,11, g9, § c.

8 Praem. 1, 2.

8 Decal. g, 32.

% Praem. 1, 2.
9t Mekilta, Bahodesh, s, F, p. 67a; W, p. 74a; L, p. 236 n.; Makkot 23b.
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Maimonides tried to lay down certain principles of selec-
tion.”” Did Philo have in mind a list of commandments and
some principle of selection? In the Talmud, on the basis of
the verse ‘“ Thy name shall no more be called Abram, but thy
name shall be Abraham,” % one rabbi declares that this
verse constitutes a mandatory commandment and another
rabbi declares that it constitutes two commandments, a
prohibitive and a mandatory,’ and yet it is counted neither
as a prohibitive nor a mandatory commandment in later
lists. But, according to Philo, mocking at this verse is wick-
edness which deserves divine punishment, though he him-
self interprets it allegorically.>s Did he take this verse to
constitute literally a legal commandment?

Philo’s answer to this question may be gathered indirectly
from the passages in which he happens to touch upon this
problem. In one passage, in connection with the law about
returning a pledge before sunset,* he first criticizes the literal
meaning of the law as too trivial,’” then he shows from the
wording of the law that, by its use of a future indicative in-
stead of an imperative, it could not have meant to be a law
in its literal sense,*® and finally, on the basis of these two con-
siderations, he interprets it allegorically.” In another pas-
sage, in connection with the law that the unclean does not

9 Sefer ha-Miswot, Shoresh 1-14.

9 Gen. 17: 5.

94 Fer. Berakot, 1, 9, 3d.

9 Mut. 8, 6o ff.; cf. Ritter, Philo und die Halacha, p. 12, n. 1.

% Exod. 22: 25-26.

91 Somn. 1, 16, 93-100.

9 Ibid., 101; cf, Colson, ad loc. (V, §99). In the Hebrew, mandatory command-
ments use either (a) the imperative or (b) the imperfect, which are usually translated
in the Septuagint by (a) the imperative and (b) the future. Prohibitive command-
ments in the Hebrew use the imperfect with either (a) the negative /o, usually trans-
lated into Greek by the future indicative with 66, or with (b) the negative a/,
usually translated into Greek by the imperative or aorist subjunctive with uf. Cf.
M. Adler, Philos Werke,V, p. 53, n. 1. 9 Ibid., 17, 102 ff.



130 PHILO

become clean until sunset,*° he similarly infers from the use
of the future indicative that the law is to be interpreted
allegorically, but still the law in its literal sense is described
by him as an “inexorable law.” ** In two other passages,
in connection with laws relating to priests and the year of
Jubilee,*>* from the use of the future indicative he main-
tains, with regard to the former law, that Scripture “speaks
not so much by way of prohibition (drayopelwr) as by way
of stating an opinion (yvéunr),” 3 and, with regard to the
latter law, that it “does not so much exhort (wporpére) as
state an opinion (yvédunr).” *4 Then in several other passages,
in connection with the laws of leprosy, kingship, and war,
without mentioning that the laws in question s are stated
in the future indicative, but criticizing their literal meaning
as being unreasonable on various grounds, he takes all of
them to have some inner meaning.’*® Finally in the case of
one law,™” stated also in the future indicative, in one place
he criticizes its literal meaning and interprets it allegori-
cally,”® but in another place he accepts it as a law in its
literal meaning.'*®

From all this it may be inferred that, while believing that

100 Lev. 22: 6-7.

101 Somn. 1, 14, 81.

102 (1) That the priests should not drink wine when they enter the tabernacle
(Lev. 10: 9); (2) “Ye shall not sow, nor shall ye reap its growths that come up of
themselves” (Lev. 25: 11).

13 Ebr. 34, 138.

14 Fug. 31, 171.

105 (1) Leprosy in the skin (Lev. 13: 11-13); (2) the plague of leprosy in a house
(Lev. 14: 34-36); (3) that a king ““shall not multiply horses to himself” (Deut. 17:
16); (4) the exemption of certain persons from war (Deut. 20: §-7).

196 (1) Immut. 27, 127-128; (2) Immut. 28, 131-133; (3) Agr. 18, 84-19, 88;
(4) Agr. 33, 148-36, 157.

107 That the unintentional manslayer is to remain in the city of refuge until the
death of the high priest (Num. 35: 25).

198 Fug. 20, 106-108; 21, 116-118.
109 Spee. 111, 23, 131-133.
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all the laws are to be observed literally, he feels that not
every statement in Scripture is law in the technical sense of
the term, and therefore he is trying to find some criterion by
which to determine what statements in the Pentateuch were
to be taken as law. He makes a faint suggestion that the
wording of the statement, as to whether it is in the future
indicative or in the imperative, should decide it, but he does
not follow out this distinction consistently. He makes an-
other suggestion that the importance or reasonableness of
the statement should decide it, but this at best is only a sub-
jective criterion, and he himself does not consistently follow
this criterion either. He attempts to combine these two
criteria, but that, too, is not followed by him consistently.
All we may gather from his discussion is that while to him
all the laws are both to be observed literally and to be in-
terpreted allegorically, as a philosopher he only knew how
to interpret the laws allegorically and to give reasons why
certain laws should be interpreted allegorically, but, not
being a jurist, he was not always certain as to what the
literal meaning of the law was. In some places, he expresses
his willingness to leave all questions about the literal mean-
ing of the law to those “who are in the habit of pursuing such
investigations and are fond of them.” »°

This method of interpreting one system of thought in terms
of another was not unknown in Greek literature. For the
Greeks, too, had something like a Scripture besides their
philosophy, the poems of Homer and Hesiod, which con-
tained the teachings of popular belief. From the earliest
times, Greek philosophers appropriated many of the terms
of popular religion and endowed them with a philosophic

1o Immut. 28, 133, cf. Agr. 36, 157; Somn. 1, 17, 102. The reference is undoubt-
edly to the members of the court of Jewish law (et din) which existed in Alexandria
(cf. Tos. Pe'ah 1V, 6; Ketubot 25a).
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meaning. The first philosopher, Thales, in his reported state-
ment that all things are full of gods,”™* gave to the popular
term “gods” a philosophic significance.”™> With the formal
introduction of the allegorical interpretation of Homer by
Theagenes of Rhegium, this method was followed by such
philosophers as Heraclitus, Anaxagoras, Metrodorus of
Lampsacus, Diogenes of Apollonia, and Democritus.™
Plato makes Socrates say that the poets are inspired and that
one has to look in their utterances for some hidden inner
meaning.”™ Plato himself, despite his expression of disap-
proval of the allegorical interpretation of the poets,™s does
not hesitate to endow the popular deities with philosophical
significance and to give them a place in his philosophy by the
side of his philosophic God, the Demiurge, calling them the
“visible and created gods” and ‘“‘descendants of gods”’; and
while he **¢ does not allegorize upon ancient myths and fables,
he does not hesitate to make use of them in stating his own
philosophic views.®” Aristotle, also, despite his dismissal of
popular beliefs as mere fables,™® occasionally interrupts him-
self in the midst of metaphysical discussions to refer, in sup-
port of his views, to some tradition handed down from the
most remote ages, and he does not hesitate to describe such
a tradition as “an inspired utterance’’ and as “relics of an
ancient treasure.” ™ Among the Stoics, Zeno, Cleanthes,

m Aristotle, De Anima 1, §, 411a, 8.

13 Cf, Zeller, 1, 18, 264-266 (Pre-Socratic Philosophy, 1, 221-223); Burnet, Early
Greek Philosophys, 49-50).

m Cf, J. Geffcken, “Allegory, Allegorical Interpretation,” Encyclopedia of
Religion and Ethics, 1, 328; J. Tate, * The Beginnings of Greek Allegory,” Classical
Review, 41 (1927), pp. 214-215.

4 Apology 22 B—c; Ion §33 D—§34 E; Protagoras 342 A-347 A.

us Cratylus 407 A; Phaedrus 229 c; Republic 11, 378 o. Cf. J. Tate, “Plato
and Allegorical Interpretation,” Classical Quarterly, 23 (1929), pp. 142-154.

8 Timaeus 40 D.

w1 Timaceus 40 D; Statesman 268 D274 E.
u8 Metaph. 111, 4, 10003, 9~19. m Jbid, X11, 8, 1074b, 9, 12-13.
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Chrysippus, and Diogenes all applied the allegorical inter-
pretation to the poems of Homer and Hesiod.*

Philo, as we have seen,** does not admit with the Greek
philosophers that man-made Greek mythology contains
philosophic truths which are to be discovered by the allegori-
cal method. But what he denies to mythology he claims for
the divinely revealed Hebrew Scripture. The readiness with
which Philo, and by the same token also his predecessors
among Hellenistic Jews, adopted the allegorical interpreta-
tion was facilitated by the fact that in Jewish tradition the
Jew was not bound to take his Scripture literally. What is
known in Judaism as the Oral Law meant freedom of inter-
pretation of the scriptural text, whether dealing with some
legal precept or some historical event or some theological
doctrine. Every verse in Scripture, whether narrative or
law, was subject to such free interpretation. Some of such
interpretations may be called allegorical in the strict sense
of the term,™ such, for instance, as when it is said that the
word “water” in the verse ‘they found no water” ' and
the word ““tree” in the verse “and the Lord showed him a
tree”  both refer to the Torah,™s or that the words “Gil-
ead,” “Ephraim,” “Judah,” “Moab,” and ‘“Edom” in a
certain verse in the Psalms ¢ refer respectively to Ahab,
Jeroboam, Ahithophel, Gehazi, and Doeg,**” and finally that
the lover and the beloved in the Song of Songs symbolize

120 Zeller, III, 14, p. 333, n. 1 (Stoics, Epicureans, and Sceptics?, 356, n. 1).

11 Cf, above, p. 36.

122 On allegorical interpretations in Talmudic literature see L. Ginzberg, “Alle-
gorical Interpretation,” JFewish Encyclopedia 1, 403 ff. (1901), with bibliography;
1. Heinemann, Akjidische Allegoristik, 1936.

13 Exod. 14: 22.

1 Exod. 14: 25.

15 Mekilta, Wayassa' 1, F, pp. 45a-b; W, pp. s2b—53a; HR, pp. 154-156; L, 11,
Pp- 89, 92.

1% Psalm 60: 9~10. 1 Sanhedrin 104b-104a.
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God and the congregation of Israel.*® All these are alle-
gorical interpretation in the comprehensive sense of the term
allegory. They are as allegorical as the interpretation by
Church Fathers of such terms as stone, king, priest, Jacob,
and Israel in various parts of Scripture as referring to
Christ,” and the lover and the beloved in the Song of Songs
as referring to Christ and the Church.’* Now none of these
is philosophical allegory of the kind we find in Philo. But
that is not of importance. Altogether too much importance
is attached by students of allegory to the kinds of things
which allegorists read into texts, and too much attention is
given to minute classifications of various types of allegory
and to distinctions, mainly arbitrary, between what is real
allegory and what is not real allegory. The allegorical method
essentially means the interpretation of a text in terms of
something else, irrespective of what that something else is.
That something else may be book learning, it may be prac-
tical wisdom, or it may be one’s inner consciousness. All
these are matters which depend upon external circumstances.
The Palestinian rabbis of that time, unlike Philo, happened to
have no acquaintance with the literature of Greek philoso-
phy, and consequently they did not interpret Scripture in
terms of Greek philosophy; but they interpreted it in terms of
something else which they did happen to know, the accumu-
lated wisdom of ages, their own practical experience and
speculative meditations, the urging necessities of changed
conditions of life, the call of an ever-growing moral con-
science, and undoubtedly also repercussions of all kinds of
foreign lore. The main thing is that by the time of Philo

128 Cf, Canticles Rabbah to Cant. 1: 2 ff,

129 Cf. Justin Martyr, Dialogus cum Tryphone, 76 and 113; 118; 138.

ue Cf. Origen, In Canticum, Lib. I (PG, 13, col. 83); St. Augustine, De Civitate
Des XVII, 20,
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the principle was already established in native Judaism
that one is not bound to take every scriptural text liter-
ally.

Not to be bound by the literal'meaning of the text with
the rabbis did not mean, of course, that the literal meaning
was to be rejected. But even to this there were certain ex-
ceptions.

In the first place, anthropomorphic expressions were re-
jected in their literal sense. Referring to various anthropo-
morphic expressions in Scripture,* the rabbis say “we
describe God by terms borrowed from his creations in order
to cause them to sink into the ear,” *3 that is, in order to as-
sist men in their understanding of what is said. Commenting
on the verse, “and upon the likeness of the throne was a
likeness as the appearance of a man upon it above,” 3 a
rabbi exclaims: “Great is the boldness of the prophets who
describe God by the likeness of the creature.” ¢ In the
Aramaic version of the Pentateuch intended for popular
use, various circumlocutions are employed to avoid a literal
translation of the anthropomorphic expressions.”ss A gen-
eral rule laid down by the rabbis, whenever they find it
necessary to reject the literal meaning of a text is “The
Torah speaks according to the language of men.” ¢

Then, with regard to the historical narratives in Scripture,
while all of them were taken literally as facts, there are at
least two exceptions. The historical framework of the book

1 Amos 3: 8; Ezek. 43: 2.

82 Mekilta, Bahodesh, 4, F, p. 65a; W, p. 73b; HR, p. 215; L, 11, 221.

18 Ezek. 1: 26,

134 Genesis Rabbah 27, 1. Maimonides (Moreh Nebukim 1, 46) uses this as the
principal rabbinic proof-text for the free interpretation of anthropomorphic expres-
sions in Scripture.

us Cf. Maimonides, Moreh Nebukim 1, 277, with reference to Onkelos.

158 Berakot 31b, and parallels, used by Maimonides, Moreh Nebukim 1, 46, es-
pecially as an explanation of the anthropomorphisms in Scripture.
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of Job was declared by one rabbi to be a mere parable,*7 and
the story of the resurrection of the dry bones in Ezekiel **
was declared by another rabbi to be a mere parable.’

Finally, with regard to the laws, again, they were all to
be observed in their literal meaning and were not to be ex-
plained away as allegories. But their supposed literal mean-
ing was not really what the letter of the law meant. It was
what custom and tradition and free interpretation made
them mean, and often it resulted in what was in reality an
abrogation of the law as it is written. The best known ex-
ample is the law of retaliation, which was interpreted to
mean compensation in money.™° In this case the rabbis may
have been less bound by the strictly literal meaning than
Philo.** But whatever their own interpretation of a par-
ticular law happens to be is not so much of importance to
us as some of the reasons given by them to explain why cer-
tain laws are not to be taken literally. Often they are ex-
actly the same kind of explanations that are given by Philo
as to why certain laws should have an allegorical meaning,
namely, the unreasonableness and the impossibility of the
law in its literal sense as it is written. Two examples of laws
which have been referred to above in our discussion of Philo
will show how often the very same reasoning that led Philo
to conclude that certain laws must have an allegorical mean-
ing, led the rabbis to give a new interpretation of the law or
to hint at some unknown hidden meaning which the law may
have.

First, the law about a king who “shall not multiply horses
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