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This dissertation traces the regearch done by a number of
modern scholars on the relationship between Philo and the Pales-
tinian Haggada, .The interpreﬁatioﬁ roceeds by analyzing Philo's
wiritings and midrashic texts and considering-the works of modern
scholarship pertinent to the subject, ‘

o The introduction outlines the main problems, thé plan of thdﬁ
dissertation, a8 classification of Philo's trantises and the centa
ral events in his life, The origin, devalopmqnt, and -different,
methods of tﬁé Judaic Midrash comprise the subject or chapter one,

on Philonic problems, The no significant issues éoné dered are-
the degree and nature of iﬁ;itence, perhaps mutual, between Pales-
tinian Haggada and Philonic exegesis; techniqpes of PhiJonic exe~
gesis; Philo as philosopher; Philo and mystery religion; coherence
in Philo's writfhgé* Philo*s knowledge of Hebrew; the proportions
of Judaism and Hellenism 1n Philo, ’ J
" 1he purpose of the conclusion/is tworold~ 1) to sum up and -
compare the scholarly views presented in the ‘previous chapters;
] 2) tq state my concluéiona on Philo as a blblical exegete and to
identify his position in Weg;ern thought..
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N Each of the following chapters presents a acholar and his opinions .

’

)
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Cette dissertation trace la recherche a%complie par un nombre

i

de savants modernes sur le sujet de la relatilon entre Philon et
|

l'Haggada balesﬁinienne. L'interpretation continue par 1l'analyse

»

des écritures d'érudition moderne, qui.ont rapport au sujet,
L'introduction indique les problémes principaux, le plan de la
dissertatiun, une classification des oeuvres de Philon et. les évé-
nements centraux de sa vie. Le premier chapitre contient 1l'origine,
19wdevgloppemant, et’ 1es méthodes différentes du Midrash Judalque.
\Les chapitres suivants présenteanchaqﬁé‘é;udit et ses opinions

sur les problémes philoniques; Les sujets les plus importants qu'

on considere sont la_nature et le degré d'influence, peut-etre ~ ;

mutuelle, entre l Haggada palestinienne et ltinterprétation philo-
nique; les technigues de .l'exégéaé de Philon; Philon comme philOP

.sophe; Philon et 1la religipn u mystére; la cohérence dans les oue~

%vres de Philon; la connaissance de Philon de l'hébreu; les proppr= .. -

kions du Judelsm et d'Hellénisme en Philon.
\ Le but de la conclusion ést double: 1) résumer et comparer

es attitudes des savants préséntées dans les chapitres antécé=
L N N N /r'
dents; 2) affirmer mes conclﬁﬁions sur Philon comme un.exégéte‘bib-

1ique et identifier ga position dans la pensée occidentale.~
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Was, he more influenced. by Greek categories of thought than by-the

4 °
- INTRODUCTION '
o-/ . . . N
- q‘ \ .
. ‘The purpose of this dissertation is to condider and asse§s \
gome of the more significant scholarly opinions on éiilo of L, ey

v

Alexandria:gnd his biblical interpretations in the light of the ..

Haggada, I ‘ T

1
— N .

There can be no doubt that Philo was a prufoundly rzliéiousw
- - N

a

Jew whose writings for the most part form an exposition of the

Pentateuch and yet he wAs also deepl§ influenced by Greek philosophy

and literature, It has been a matter of debate therefore among

scholars to that extent his work contains Joewish and Greek elements,

4 -

exJ;etical traditt&n déveloped in Ju&stn ?

P

P

Another possibiigty, which is most challenging, ‘is that he
represents a synthesis of Qewish'reliéion and é}eek philosoppyl
In short, the question 1s whether Philo, thé?;oremogt representa-
tive of~Hell§piat1c Judaism, was more Greek or Jewisp in his
mind and spifit?i \

‘-~ Specific information about Philo's life'isoéxgeeﬂingyy scanty..

*

The approximate dates of his birth and death are 25 ;.C. and
A.D, 40 to 50.2 His lifetime, theraforé;\apagan a'ﬁeriod of ~

great religious and ideological changes, overlapping that of the

P -1

Judaean sages and biblical interpreters, Hillel the -Elder and
Rabban' Johanan ben Zakkai, as well as Jesus and Paul.
#e lived in Alexandria at a time when that city was the chief

center of Hellenistic culture. Philo reveals in his writings that
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.“witness, The translation of the Pentateuch in the second century

, Jewish group, It is universally agreed thaf'hib Greek: knowlegge

R " Pwo delegations, a Graek and a Jewish, Journeyod to Rome to layb.
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singa his childhood he had had & special daqina»fﬁr knowledge, and
that he always wanted to, lead a qg}et 1ife of meditation, an aim

.he evidently achieved in large uegsuge.3~ ) ‘ & )

During the last three centuries before Christ and the first
two centuries of the commoh era, the Jevisﬁ@pommunity of Alexandria
was the most important Jewish, cultural center outside Judaea,

Its Jewlsh population outnumbered the Jewish population of Judaea.

There were close contacts between Jewish monotheism and Hellenistic ¢
philosophy and betveen’theh both and other religions and cults of
the Middle East, As b the first, Philo ié by no means the only
BeCay known as the Septuagint, had provided a corner;atone~tbr the
develapment of Jewish Alexandrian literature, The surviving 1ite-

rature, for example, the Third Book of the Maccabeea,the Lettar of .

Aristeas, the fragmogtary tragedy, the Exodus, by the tragedian
Ezekliel and the ffasienté of the philosopher Aristobulus are tes-
timony to the litarary aétivity in Greek of the Jewlsh, Alexandrian

éommunity.h Philo was the most important writer of this Graeco~

was both broad and penetrating, He quotes accurately - more than

fifty classical authors,
The only significant hiatorical detail of Philo's life that
is known 18 the fact that as an old man he was the head of a deleg-

*atibn sent to Rome in the winter of A.D, 39 to the emperor . caligula.

the state of the Jewish community before the enb;ror. The héad of‘
1 \ ) ] .

} o

.D"‘\/
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.the Greek delegation, Apggn, pointed out to Caligula that the Jews

were the only pation in his Empire who did not ‘honour him as a god

T A ORI SO I AP P B 2 TR RS enhs
. B
. .

‘ and did not erect his statue in thair temple and synagogues, Philo,

- the leader of the Jewish delegation, was not allowed to speak, In
the Legdtio ad Gaium 182 Philo described himself as a man.who has
the/exporience and cardrulneaa gained by age and education. This
/ﬁ&temant and the fact that Philo wrote the Legatio after his
< return té Alexandria suggest the approximate date of his death,
that is probab;y soon after A.D; 40,
i He bslonged to a noble and wealthy family which had the means
L to offer him a good education ;ﬁd iater a life dedicated to study
and meditation. The Jews #n Alexandria and other Mediterranean
citiee did not 1Bolate themaelves from Greek culture and usually

(:} afforded their sons & Greek education, Some indeed chose the Greek

way of life. This is true also for Philo, for passages in his writ-

ings prove that he attended.dinners, theater performances, and conw:

tests in the—hrena.5 ;. , . o

2 It sedms clear that Philo's religious education combined with

. the Greek cultufal milieu of Alexandria directed his interests ’
especially to the philosophical trééition of Helienism. Hepce his
treatise On the/Contemplative Life, for example, shbws a deeply

Hellenized may but also a very loyal Jew who believed that revela-

tion, and not philosophy, leads one to true knowledge.

In hia/commentaries on the Pentateuch Philo, as .we shall see,

/

used Greekwphilosophical and allegorical methods, This type of

interpretation had been, begun by Jewigp exegetes before him;

) o \ - //
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nevertheless Philo's work shows an originality, range and unity of

its own, He gchieved in some measure a synthesis of Jewish doctrine

and Greek philosophy, and this influenced later thinkers, Christian
i W

even more sirongly than Jewish, Indeed, medieval Jewish writers

appear not to have known him, Azariah di Rossi, a Jewish scholar .

of the sixteenth century, wa§4the first to mention Philo, In the
last two centuries,‘however, Jewish scholarship on Philo has devel-
oped to a considerable degree,-

' The following chapters of the diqg?géﬁtion will describe the
different apprcaches of some leading Philonic scholars during the
last century to the problem of Philo as biblical exegete and as

Hellenistic philosopher.
Philo%s writings may bé divided inio four categories:6

The first group contains his non-biblical writings, They are
not numerous and are the ohly Philonic writings which are not inter-
pretations of the Bible, The principal\works in this categgry are:

.1)0n the Contemplative Life, which describes an ascetic community

of Egyptian Jews who had a center on the shore of lake Mareotis,

There are controversigs over this treatise, Some scholars have

denied the existence of Jewish monastic communities and have Peld
that Philo was not the author of this treatise, but its authenticity
was established in 1895 by the English scholar, F.C.Conybeare.

2) That every good men is free is most probably a work of Philo's

youth, It contains a great number of Stoic paradoxes, Itsi;lluatra-
’ 4

tions are taken from Gregk literature and only seldom from Scripture.

This troatise also contains a desoription of the commynity 6f the
° A -
- Y
Eggenes, . ’ 5

|
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s to protest the deflilement of tﬁeir houses of worship and the violw
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3) Against Flageus. Flaccus iviliua was gpvefnor of Alexandria
and Bgypt <. A.D.32, He;was reéalled.}n»diggrace by, the emperor
Gaius Caligula c¢:, 39, though the roaéﬁnuis not clear, and was later
put to death, Flaccus had not protected Alexandria's Jews 1n‘the
téogrom of 38, but had contributed to their au££9ring.'Phild used
the example of Flaeccus as an object leason resﬁecting‘the fate thatil

.avaited anyoﬁz who was foolhgrdy enough to harm Jews, In this treat<
ise Philo also gives some valuable information about the political-
rights and the demography of the Alexandrian Jewish conmunity.

4) On the ggbasaz to Gaiuse The Lesati o must have been written
‘after Caligula's death and 'the accession to the throne by CIaudius
(in AoDe 41). It tells that after his acceseicn calisula became
demented. He ;mngined himself as a god and decreed that his image
be set up in places of worship, including the synagogues in

Alexandria, The Alexandrian community sent a deputation to Gagius

ation ~.0f thelr rights, Philo, as noted above, was the leader of -
this dep\%inon. The Legatio covers in part the difficulties of the
Alexandrian community and then deals bitterly with the arrogance

of Caligula, S ‘

~

The second category of Philo's writings contains the Questions
and Ansyors to QGenesis and Exodus. fn form, the work consists of
asking a brief question Qbout the meaning of a bibligal verse or
passage, and this'ls immediately follo;ad by an-answer, Philo's
literal explanation is very brief but he often adds an elaborate

allégoriéal interpretationeThronghout his writings Philo uses the

-
[+

-’ P

iA

.



i e e i o A AIROORIERR

K- S

.

———

d .
s . - - v
te -
: o4 -, <
. N N
« ® - N ’
Lo
.
/, 5 & i
.,
1

allegorical nethod extenaively to 1ntroduce changes, med;tations

and Greak\philoaophical 1dea§31nto Scripture, . , /

[ T
'Material from Leviticus, Numbers and Deuteronomy is found in
abundggé? An different treatises of Philo. Whethor he wrote siﬁilgr '

treatiseshén the other books/of the Pentateuch is still an open
v -~ , ’4 o
qnesﬁion. I ! . ;- )

o

S ' The third category of Philo's wri{ings is called the Allegory '

gf the Laws, There are se&eral treatisee,. o8e the Allegory o} the |
——*———-——-—— j

Laws in three parts, the Cherubim,Ahout the Giants bout Agriculture,

About SobZibt sAbout the Confuaion of Langugges¢ Elch~WOrk appears

with 1ts own name andeegins with a quotation of a biblical pasgage.

L Res et e o e & e o

The treatises give- thp allegorical meaning q,%/ngwh*iﬂnqﬂﬁﬁf?ﬁﬂff

T
e

gentences, It tsﬂhere especially that we see Philo's prolixity .

° “o
¢

- and his freguent digrebsion;.
The fow'th category is known as the Exposition of the Law.

o,

Here again Philo uses thé allegorical method frequently. ‘The content

of the treatises ie bound to the tttla“@n&“sxpounds different topics

of the Bibls, ‘but- without beginning with a quopation of a biblical

'passage. )

” Th§ following chapters will’ consider the theories of different
scholars on P?ila's method of exegesis as compared with that of \
the Haggada. L ' e

‘In the fihal ;hapter‘i shall sum up ahd evaluate the opinions

of these scholars gnd sunﬁarizé ny ‘own viewé. !
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CHAPT ONE

HAGGADA

L3 i

I

,The‘b;blic;I exegesis originated bf Scholars in Judaea is
known by the name "Oral Law" (~§9,$;3( SQAD). It was developed |
during several centuriés, branching out .and becoming more complei.
The name of one part of the.oral Law, the Midrash, derived from the
verbal root dara‘h, which had first a biblic;l meaning "to demand"
or Yto seek" and this led on to its rgbbinical meaning '"to study",
"to investigate", "to interpret!. |

In the Bible this ternm ishfound in several places, e.g.

IT Chronicles, 13:22; 24:27; Leviticus,10:16; Nehenia,8:1-9; BHzra,

7:10, Other post biblical derivatives of darash are Beth-Midrash

(house of -study), Drasha (sermon).

M,D.Herr in the Encyclopedié Judaica describes Midrash as a

-

$
particular genre of rabbinic literature, an anthology of biblical

exegesis and homllies, a commentary on the past, present and future
of Israel.! f*
But R.Bloch gives a more comprehansiie\definition:
‘-Le terme midrash désigne une exégéii qui, dépassant le simple
sense litteral, essaye de pénétrer dans l'esprit de lt¥eriture,
de scruter le texte plus profondément et dfen, tirer interpré-
tations qui ne sont pas immédiatement obvies,
The exact origin of the Midrash and the names of its first

creators are debated -guestions, We know that wﬁen some of the

Fa
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Babylonic exiles returned to Judasa about 530 B,C. their spiritual

leader was Ezpra, a prxﬁat and acriba;3 He was detoermined to make

_the laws of the Bible the foundation of the new state 0f Judaea,

In Ezra,7:10 we r'nd, ~‘"For' Ezra :had’ prepared his heart to gﬂ’ the
law of the lord, and te do it ‘and m teach stgtutes and judgements

n Tarseiy ('3_VADAD £FE Vond p oA kasy

i3

C&gf// /?ﬂ J.IC ¥Go- *%ﬁ \/ﬂelﬂ }This verss ik imp-

ortant for the understanding of Midrash. "To seek the law of the
Lord" could have meant already to imterpret the lLav.

During the following centu:;ien, as 1ife bscams ever more com-"
plicart?d., ther4e was naturally u:’&"'opand for ,inqre‘%i:plictt'ind detail-
‘sd rules than thoss given'in the B¥le. This.demand was met by "~ - -
diffefent Sages who developed the Oral Law,

According to an o0ld orthodox traditioi, Moses received on Mount
Simai not only the Torah ("the Written Law") but also the Torah
shobe-al-pe ("the Gral Law"), 4 ‘

The Midrash was trahamitted orully for ssveral gnorations.
Maimonides, for instance, in the introduction te his commentary on

Jewidh lawsIHE: Stroax. Haad ( J?;Pé_ww ,31{3?), statss that from

Moses to Rabbl Judgh hia-Nasi no academy offered a written code to’
its studepts.ss ) .
The reasons for oral transmission incltuded 1) the belief that
only the Bible should be ‘written, since laws writtwn later would
diminish its sanctity! 2) the argumef§:that ssiwritten rules would
remain rlaxilgla, and 3) the cogviction thut orul interpretation

links teachers nd students noro closely togothor. "When a pupil

A
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sits before his master who is engaged vith'h;m in atufying Jeiiap

law, the teacher recognizes the student'é inclination, knows what

is understood by him and what not,.. How can this be Qone when the

law is written ?"6 \\h .
The Oral Law was ultimately put into written form 1 such books

as the Mishnah, the Tosephta and the Talmud, The Mishnah is a rep-
ository of laws collected at different times both befors and after
the destruction of the Temple in A.D. 70, New-interpretations and -
amendments were initially transmitted orally. The written version
was redacted by Judah ha-Nasi near the end of ‘the second century A.D,
It became and has remained authoritattvef‘lz_gg_a commonplace in
Jewish lore that "Judah the Prince redacted the Mishnah".'Mishnaﬁ )
plus Gemarah aquals Tglmud, which was curreént in .two recensiomns,
the "Babylonian' and the\"Jerusalam". The Babylonian' Talmud renchpd
its finai form and was written down about A.D. 500,

Midrash is also a part of the Oral Law. There are different
classificatibns of Midga;h. The oldest distinction was between
Midrash Halaka and Midrash Haggada. The differsent Midrashim con-

tain both Halaka and Haggada. Halaka from the root haloch(. f’f§),

to go, to walk melat originally a way of life, then figuratively

the teaching which one folléws, the statute by which one 1s guided,

the categorical religious law, Haggada from the root to tell(P'{N )

includes all scriptural interpretationithat is non-legal, that is

to say,}narrativaa,cuﬁaﬂliahmant‘gt bibligal themes;'legnndq,

historical references,

Throughout the time of haggadic co;pilatidns Judaea was the

‘\meeting ground of different religiotis and cultures, During the same

t

-
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period the Jews of Judaea went through a most difficult time in
their history(second century B.C.qto third century A.D.). At this
point the Haégada became a ;andcrrul instrument of consolation and
encouragement, fﬁe Haggada,*furthermore, possesses a sallient char-

aracteristic of great literature, namely humor, The Jewish people

. often needed the ability to laugh and to laugh at themselves.and

this we 36; sometimes in the Hasgéﬁg.>1n telling haggadoth the
Sages transformed the Jayiah festivalp and also ordinary dayi into

days of 1ight and joy. .
11

The Oral Law grow in the academies of Judaea and in Jewieh
centers of the Diaspora at the hands of soveral generations of .
learned men, The earliest teachers were known as :SGribeg" /
("Soferim"), later they were called "Interpreters" (Tanmaiwn:) and
vere cited in the Mishnah and the halakic Midrash, The "Teachers"
("Amoraim™) are those who are mentioned in the Gemarsh,

The Oral Lav was a necessity, because manners and customs in
the countfiws of tXe Gentiles required Jews to adapt their trade .
itional regulations anmd ways, both ethical and religious. But all
such tduptuti&ﬂu had to be bised firmly on the written'Luw, thuATornh.

Another reason for explicit and nore,detlilcdllcgialatian lay
in the obaqugo nature ¢f many bidlical passages, The belief per-
sisted that literally everything could be found ia the Torah,
provided one persisted ds-dcs atudy, In this way the innovations
called for by the chunging pﬂnﬁ%tions &2 life, would become explicit, -

Y
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‘gun and the moon and the wholé heaven and univerege exist,"

Thus in the Mishnah, Aboth5,25 we find the saying, "turn it (the '
book) and turn it (again)sia\ca onrythint is 1in 1t" (DP 4)?).:)3
IV T'ﬂ 9] ?!03 )sThis verse expresses the fundamental principle
of the Oral Law, e \
We may consider here one sxample, - »
The sanctity of the Sabbath is often stated in the Bible. On
this day all work is forbidden,’ The biblical rules proved to be
too obscure, however, and lacking in detail for the interpreters

during the Second ‘Commonwealth, The Tannaim, in their elaboration

af the scriptural principle, added explicit details of what was:

. allowed and what was forbidqen.on the Sadbbath,

Philo also expressed the belief that the Pentateuchal laws
are everlasting: "Hls laws alone firm, unmoved, unshaken, as 1t‘.
were, stamped yith the seala’og?nature itself, remain secure from
the day when éhey were written ﬁnﬁil now, and we may hope that
they will remain for all future ages as immortal, as lo?g as the
8

The Oral Law because of its abundance and intricacy was come
pared to a 5reat sea, In poat-talmudig,times a wealth of literature
arose and still today continues to grow around the Oral Law,

During the Second Commonwealth not everybody recognized the

RN

authoriti of the Oral Law, e.g. the party of the Sa&duceosArejected
it. On the otyqr hénd, the\fharisoea found support for their exeg- J
esig in the Bible itself, Deuteronomyl?:s-é,o"lf there arise a -
mutéer too hard for you in judgement,..then you shall arise and go

up unto the place which the Lord your God shall ckoesq, And you

shall come to the priests and Lovitps, and to the judge that éhall

- "be in those days...and they shall declare to you the sentence of
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Judgement".The Sages intarpre%;d the phrase, "that\éhall be in
those days", a= th? Judge of one's own time whose ruling would be
fagar@ed as sgually binding with those of ?he Torah itself,

It is characteristic for thg midrashic interpreters to regard
the biblical narratives from their own point of view and so the
Midrash also contains descriptions of 1ife and historical referen-
5 ce$,contempordnaous with the exegetes, Narratives were often added

to the discussion of a given verse, /

'.Epe' balakic Midrashim are the Mekilika of Rabbi Ishmael to . -
Exodus, the MekXlika of Rabbi Simeon b.Johai to Fxodus, Sifra to
Leviticus aid Sifre to Numbers and Deuteronomy, These texts contain
also non;halakic coxments and passages based on non-legal portions

of the Bible, The most important haggadic Midrashim are Bereshith

G | ‘Rabba, Midrash Habba,the Midrashim to ‘She five Scrolls (Meplkleth)
{ Shir ha-Shirim Rabba, Midrash Ruth, Midrash Kohelet, Midrash Me-
g1}t ‘Eather, ,and Midrash Ekah Rabbatti. '

Two more terms should be defined, since they were ettonsively'

used i} midrashic literabure. They are peshat '(_Ce'.)) or literal
exegesis \ant{ drash ( 633) which used‘metaphor, \alloasory and other
rhetorical devices, In peghat the modern reader {uy reevl more at
hone, because it ’nhan a fine linguistic sense and an acute insight
into the bAY c;lytext. The drash was used to complement the peshat
ngaco it, Philo uses drash extensively but warns his \
/;oadere not to belittle. the importance o%a beshat,Yet it 15
N drash that shows an exogate at his bext. It gives the Migrash a ‘
% : R

right to be conaiderod indeed as crutive literature,

<
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The most important haggadic compilation Bunqnhithxggbbgwé;ma*
' cer;s Genesis. Its firat editor was probpably a ssholar called R
Hoshaiuh who lived in Judaea in the third century A.D.It contalns
mostly Haggada! since Genesis i'In the beginniw*):mnswy /

narratives and very few laws, According to J +«Theodor and L,Zunz,

Bereshith Rabba reached final form abput the sixth century A.D.g
The dasignation Rubhu) vas later uppiiod to the other Midrashin of

the Pentateuch; Shemoth Rabba (Exedus), Debarim Rabba (Deuteronony)

ei;c. and also to the Midrashim to the fivé Scrolls, )
While Bereshith Rabba is a purely haggadic Midrash the Mekilithw

is a good sxampld of a tannaitic Midrash which contains both halakic

(‘} and haggadic material. L 3}
The#idrashim to $he five Scrolls illustrate the creative
power of the Sages' imagination in a most noteworthy way. Among = -

them, Ecclesimstes Rabba and Song of Songs Rabba allow us to see

ho;j the exegetes struggled because of their hgsitafions about in-

cluding these ir: the Canon of the Bible, It ié known that some of
- the Sages wpre afraid that the teaching of Eccleaiastes would cause
religious laxity and suctarinnism.lo Dboubts about the Song of Sengs

were sven ntrongor. Little Midrash peshat is awtilabls about this

@ bouk, which is oasentially a - collection ot lo" HONgSH o There iz a

& tradition that oaly by allagorization wae the Song of Songs adu~

‘mi!:lt&taﬁ into the Canon,Rabbi Akiba, who lived in ﬁho second century

of the common ;n, vas the chief defender of the book and said

() : that Y“the whole woerld does not possess the 'vyalue that the Song of et

. ; S
1 v . o
i i
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Songs does¥..it 1s "the lholiest of the holy" (&\QQP e3?}$£1m;3-

orical interpretation preserved this book by interpreting :l:ts

thame not as earthly love but as God's lowe for Israel‘and .Israel's
devotion to God,Later this boqk and 1ts Mtdrash became "the most

| beloved, the atest of Songs" for Is::ael.n“

The various Midrashim offer many detailed stories ahwout the
biblical haroes and attain the quality of literature. Some of these
haggadic narratives Lcan be clasged as faii'y-‘éalea or anscdotes
meant to attract those who came to listen to the Drasha,the ser-
mon, e,g, Beridhith RabbaS8:3.

Bagides ex;;)ressing the ideas and feelings of the\Sagas, the
Haggada contains many remnants of folklore, The mothot{hi\ath\g
Haggadlsts-and this is important for the examinaetion of Philo's
exegesib-alao resemble the exegetical methods of Greek orators and
grammarians, 6.,Z. in the abundant use of parables and allegorias.la

The Haggada does not ’as\a rule relate war stories. For instance,
it 1s abundant in detailed stories about Moses' 1ife but it has
o xiothing»:&bout his war exploits corresponding to what is described
by Josaphné.lz’l‘hare are no st;';riah’of- gruboaone cruelty in the Hagg-
ada, mnothing eimilar to Thyestes' roconci}.iation feaut. )

The Haggada often concentrates diffarant perioda of time into
a very short space of time.¥or example, the many evenmts of ths
pikth day of ereation-the creation of man, God's order ta Adan
to abstain from the fruit of the tree of knowledge, Adam's sin
and his exile from the Garden of Eden, the birth of Cain and Abel,
the first ;urdor, all this happens on the sixth day of creation

according te the haggadic urnioﬂ.u The “Haggada also brinsn

}

w
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. W.Bacher (1914) recognized and wrote about the gr;ut value of the

together heroes from different biblical periods, e.g. Samuel who /

._1s said to have written the books about himself and also the book

of Judges and Ruth; Jacob quotes from the book of Psalms,

There are Soﬁé st};lstic regemylnnces between the haggadic
homilies and Gfeek'rhatoric. Both use dialogue, antithesis and L
dramatic-devices,The Haggada paid attention, like the Gresk in-

terpreters of Homer, to every stylistic irregularity, even to

every additional or missing letter, In Genesis 25:24 it is said

that Rebecca gave birth t;\twins. In the Hebrew text" ., 'A/vmn
(twins) the letter Aleph is miesing and the haggadic author aa; ‘1 X “
here a sign that one of the twins, Esau, would become an evil lan,15
Becayse iho aim of the Haggada v;s to consolo,:ehcoura?- iné 4
ententain [and npt tb'ost&plish laws, thg nogt unexpescted 1ntorpremei

‘@tions of {the Bible were pornitted.ls )

s

IR
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~

&

In modern times it was recognized that the Huggada's purpose
was ﬁot merely entertaigment; it was rather ethical teaching,
Thareiis a2 remarkable differenco between the biblical and the hag-

gadic narratives, The Haggada tsnds more towards the imaginative,

tﬂe miraculous, the unrealistic, Scholars like L,Zunz (1832) and
haggadic literature,’

 For many gensrations-from the fifth ceatury B.C. to (ks beg-
”iﬁniigﬁ%t the poens and prayers of the Middle Ages, %12: for al-* ' é&
most 1000 yaar:, ¥hoﬁﬁigslda repreasents the litorntgro of the Jov—:\' & 5
ish people. I.Baer t1§5§) wkites that from the point of view of ~

litersture the Haggada is assgreat as the Bible, One of his .-

|

[

|
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interesting ;deas is that the/fannuin«appénred as & result of the
meeting betwsen the bibiicnlgprophetic litﬂtature and\Graek Phi-
lohophym He saw & 6imilarity between the ideals of the Sages of

Judaaa and those of Plato.la h \
The valua asaigned to haggadic literature hag varied greatly
throughout the,cgntnrtoa.‘The rgtiohuliat Maimonides saw in the
Hpséadn 8 wrong,meth\d"ih'the search for truth, ihe greatnGerman
" poet Heinrich Heine ackmowledged the special charm of the Haggada
and compared it to imaginary garden of the east, Michael Sachs
beiidved that the Hagkada is a continumtiop of the poetry of the
prophotstlg
According to the modern Hebrew poet H.N.Bialik, it is diffi- -
cult to conceive the vast content of the Haggada. It contains the
dreanms #nd ideas ot the Jewish people and their leaders throughout
many centuries; thb ;h&b:about thq universo and their country, .. --
about historical evénts and 1eaderﬁ, man and his world, the wis~
dom of 1life, thiq ag an&i;he age to come and so forth, until it
is difficult to fii@ a human emotion or thought which is not deait

O Bialik and Rawnitzki collected haggadoth

with in the Haggada.

from the Midrashin ﬁd the Talmud, translated the Aramaic parts

into Hebrbw,.and arranged them according to anbﬁoct._Their Sefer

ha-Aggada, 1956, vhich has nado it poséible for the layman to aps

proach haggadic literature, became very popular among Hebrew readers,
' L.Ginzberg (1968), another authority and collector of haggad- .

oth,s considers that the Scrives succeeded where the prophets had

failed, Through the ﬂcribes the teaching proclaimed 1n’the schools

of the prophets becamep the common property of the whole people.ga
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3 i

A typlcal Haggada is the follawing: It is writgen, "God spoke

face to face" f").,')?J P.'/Q ALl

< The drash explains tHe dou=~
———

r\ble use of the word "Panim® (face) as fo;ir faceg, éod showed to Is-

e

i

-

rael four faces-an angry face for the Bible, a gerious. mcg, for the

M:!.shnah, a welcoming race for the Talmud, and a laughing facw for
the Haggada 23

-

I

N, .
The view of I,Helnemann may fittingly comclude this chapter.

He writes that the man who possesses hot only a gift for reseéarch,

but also iWagination and humpr will‘understand the Sages' approach
to the Bible and their creation, The Haggada,
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: CARL SIEGFRI
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What is the relationship between -Philonic exegesis and Palesg-

tinian Midrash?Did Philo use Greek methods in his allegorical in-

terpretation or was he mainly influenced by the Palestinian method.

of exegesis? This guestion was-often asked by Philenic scholars of

the nineteenth and twentieth centuries,
I» propose to present first the answers of Carl Siogiried in
his book Philo von Alexandria ale Ausleger des Alten Testaments, ‘ .

(:i 1875.

C.S8iegfried, a German Protestant theologf&h, was born at

ROy

Magdeburg, 1830, ahd died at Jena in 1903, He was educated at the ‘

universities of Halle and Bonn, He taught at different highwssikooks

AR

and alge at a theologicaliseninary at Maﬁdebnrg t111 1875. His book -
on Philo as an interpreter of the 01ld Testament ﬁacaﬁe one. 6f the
i Bstandard works on the subject and was highly valued byfthoologians

- ' ang élussicﬁats. It may have contributed to.Siegfried's call to

Jena to be professor of 01ld Testament Thevlogy there. Besides

teaching, Siegfried was continuously nccupicd w;th writing and re-

‘ vieﬁin;. Among his other books are ég;nozu als Krit;gar und Aus- - ,f’
;glg__ﬂL__A;&gn_ﬂg;&gggg&g,ngrhuch der Neuhebraisghen Sggugho und '

Literatur (ia collaboration with H.L.Strack, Siegfried contpibute  “-..

Cf) ing the grammatical part), Dis Historische und Theplogische Be-

{
trachtung des Alten Testaments, He contributed the commentatries

-

s N
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on Ecclesiasted, The Song of Solomon, Ezra, Nehemliah and Esther to

No!nck'a Handkommentar zum Alten Testament.

In addition to thoac, Siegfried wrote a large number of articles

.

onrsthe 0ld Testament, exegesis, Judaism and Hellenism.. In his ap-
proach to the 0l1d Testament he was an adherent of \the historical-

critical school of Wellhausem.

II

< s

The introduction to Siegfried's book on Philo summed up the

1

development of Judaism during the period he was studying. It began

with the destruction of the first Temple and ended with the last

1

century before the common era.” He also describes in thess ﬁages

how the Jewish community is Alexandria was influenced by Helle-
nistic culture, allegorical interpretation:and its development .by
Hellenistic writags, paying special ;ttention to spacifié Jewish
writers and to Philo, He concludes his introductiom with Shksiin-.
teresting simile:" The allegory of Philo like a mighty basin takes

in all the smaller brooks of the Alexandrian exegesis, so as to

-,

pour its waters out mgain 1nto many streams and chamnels that
branch out izte Bke later Biblical Jewidk and Christian exegesisy®

N (wla Phllo's Lllogorintyh wie ein gewaltiges Becken alle klei-
neren Bighe der alexandrinischen Schriffdmiiumg in sich auf-
nimmt, um alsdann 1hre Gotnasor wieder in viel verzweigten
Stromen und Canidilen in die spatere Bibolaunloguns des Juden~ .
tums und chriatentuna zu ergiessen,)

In the first part of the book Philo'a Greek and Jewlsh educ-

4

ation is discussed, o \ -

ta

According to 31o§rg;gg,‘Ph11¢ had a thoffough Greek education
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and used in hi;‘writings not the Hellsnistic-Alexandrian diuloci ¢

"f -

but the language of the “cladsical Gresk writers. He quotos Gottleber,

"Thosyp who, equiﬁéod with an appropriate knowlodgo of the Greek
language, applied themselves to his (Philo's) reading and al- °
most achieved a familiarity with him, kﬁov sufficiently that
Philo 18 a writer most eager for Greek refinementy-

-~

(Philonem esse scriptorem elegantime Graecae studiosissimum
satis ii norunt qui idonea Graecae linguae scientia instructi
ge ad elus lectionem contulerunt et quasi familiaritatem cum
eo contraxerunt))
Anclent w;itorq'poo had written about the Qiﬂilarity between Philo's -
diction and that of Plato" and some later scholars defended the
view that Philo's style was greatly influenced by Plnto.5 Using

Ast, Lexicon Platonicum,Siegtriod'preaented five pages of almost

identical phrases in Plato and Philo in order to prove the close
linguistic relaiionahig}betwecn them.6 Next, he cited examsmples of
identical phrases in Philo and Aristotle, and of phrases which

Philo yorrpwednfrom Homer, Hesiod, and the Attic orators, There

are also styliétic similarities between Philo and the later writer v
Plutarch.7 Hie conclusion was that Philo knew Gresk much better

than he knew Hebrew, He quoted Philo, who spoke about the Greek
language LY. .f},&éﬁi&%!mg&%?sﬁ TOV (De congressu gusrendse
eruditionis gratia 4i). ﬂ .

Siegfried praised Philo's viéid and imsginative descriptions,
but criticized the ;rtificial character of his language and his
rhetorical flights. He compared the simplicity of the biblical
narratives with Philo's loquacity in.De Josepho'0a49, where Joseph
doliiers a iong, moralistical oration ?o Potiphar's wife before he
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makes a hurried exit, Siegfried humorously criticized Moaqgi/gpeech
3 ~ . e
('} before the Midianite shepherds in the De vita Mosis 54-57:

"Moses talks the Midianite shepheris away from the well by
a lecture fronm whichaih the end even the most courageous
would have run away' - ® -

(Moses schwatzt die midianitischen Hirten mit einem Vortragse

vom Brunnen weg, vor welchem auch der Tapforste zuletzt davon

gelaufenr wire)

Thus Philo was influenced by Plato, Aristotle, Stoic philoso-
phers and the Neo-Pythagofeana, s0 that one can say that Greek
philosophy ruled his Weltanscheammng.

In deseribing Philo's Jewish education, Siegfried tried to

clarify the problem-~did Philo know Hebrew? He cited opinions of

geveral Philonic scholars: Some thought that Phile knew no Hebrew

at all; others were convinced that Philo used the original biblical
text and knew Hebrew well; finally, a {hird‘group thought that Philo
j wedw Greek translation of the Hebrew Bible that is ho longer extant,

It was superior to the Septuagint,

Siegfried argued that Philo was ignorant of the Hebrew lan-

a ~ guage in the godg;n sense, that is to say, he had no knovledge of |

Hebrew grammar or orthosraphy.9 According to Siegfried, Philo did
not use the Hebrew biblical text, The reason for the etymological .

mistakes in Philo's writings becomes clear, if one realizes that he
used as the foundation of his biblical writings the Septuagint with

"its sometimes faulty tranalntians.loAlexandridn‘Jown believed that

k the Septuagint was an exact trannlation'o! the Hebrew text and .
Philo himself in Dc‘vitg Mosis2, 40-41 has this to say about the .
| translaters of the Bidle into Greek: ”...apoak ef them not as trans-
() N 1ateru,, but as priests and prophets” (01?]( a,g,qusd.; 6 K&b YWJ‘

¥ d\«\A’ ct.f’?"wf D Ffu#ytacf ii"fﬂfuﬂlvfefﬂifﬂf\
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("} This is the language that Philo employed about Moses himself, so
‘ that he would see no diftéronco between the Hebrew text and its
Groek‘translation. Both were equal in holiness, This makes the ly-

pothesis much more probable that he used the Greek text, written

in the language he knew best, .
Moreover,ﬂSiag;r;gg held that Philo knew the oral tradition

et
i

of Palestine although he was not well versed ia the Halaka. Besides I//
the Bible, however, Philo used traditions of the historical,Pales-

tinian Haggada; cf. De- vita Mosis 1,4

"I shall tell the story of Moses as I have learned it, both
‘ from the sacred books, the wonderful monuments of his wisdom
‘ vhich he has left behind him, and from some of the elders of

v the nation”
',EV J{F— ZOV dY}})b{ 7}17 oo /wa(ﬂwy O(‘VZ'K MK/L/J&[I/
) IRV L%aal/ o(f szf/wxw»t /,,/yy/gspac tyf xUT v
C , 9”7“/“/’ “”‘Jf/iw?ff Kicw Jrot/o: rivoy &re FoU

G@Vovf Tpec vrefmv”% \ .
Siegfried thought that the words ,"the elders of th' nation",
referred to thetpalestiggan Sages and their exegesis, especially
the Haggada, But this is dubious. I do not think that we can in
any way be cortain; for the elders might 3§st:ts»it1a'lb’bidgdﬁcn
trom Shexandrimi.. |
Slegfried found in Philo numerous traits of the Palestinian
Midrash but could not definitely decide who was ‘influenced by whom.

(‘w

At times 81ogfried atatod that Philo*was dnfinitely‘intluonced by

g

the Palontiniun Haggada, but ha also presented the possibility
,that it might have beoen the other way ronnd. Pulontinian hugsa-

deth which may potlihlr have besn 1ntlnnnc¢d by Philo'- 1ntcryr'-
(i> tations ineclude Boru*hith.Rabba c,8 and Qg;ggg;;g;g_gggga 7#*75.

1 Ny




(:) Siegfried analysed examples from Philo and also from the Haggada
12

anq_fonﬁh similar features in content though not in form.
o \ Ha also emphaaized and this is characteristic for Sieg-

fried, the obvious Stoic influance on Philo., The Stoic oth&ctl

pfinciple that man should live by the rules of nature was widaly
aécopted by the Hellenized Jews of Alexandria, They modified thie
principle by the explanation that the laws of the Tora are the most

important laws of nlturﬁl3 .

» - IIX

e
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JIn his chapter*en‘thé allegorical exegesis of Philo S8iegfried

L ~ tried to establi®h two facts: first, Philo was a great admirer of

(i} ' Greek philosophy and second, Philo was g profoundly religious Jew,
Philo felf no paradox here, because of his belief that the Bible
was the real basis og Gfeek culture, Allegory had existed before

Philo but, according to Siegfried, he had‘creatod a special method

based on certain rules. Here we have to remember that for Philo as

‘1511 as for Judasan exegetes the Bible remained the source not .
only of reliﬁ@oua creeds but of all truth. Philo tried to show that
even Gresek philosophy was an outgrowtp of the Bidle, Siegfried pro-
ceaded to oipldlﬁ thé hernensutical rules used by Philo and to il-
lustrate thenm by nuﬂcrous.oxauples.%f .

P ' Passages of the Old Testament were explained both literally

- and allcgorically. For example, Philo describesd tho lives of the

three patriarchs liturally but often added sonme alle;orical foa~
% (ﬁ) tures to the stories. Often he ended uia‘litpral explanation by

Rt
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Kdto( Aoa'vl/ "(Legum allegoriase II,16) vhich reminds one of the
Midrash * /Gl H3n (nTmis 1s its simple"(explanation) e Some-
timgs Philo found the literal meaning of a biblical passage meaning-
less and he proceeded to explain it allegorically.As a rile he rated
the allegorical sxegesis more valua£le than the literal one. ﬁe also
gave, wherever possible, both the literal and the allegorical
Qeanings. But the deeper meaning was to be found only in allegory.
For instance, the three’patriarchs ‘are literally only men, but in
the allegory they{;come "types of the soul® ’L_?orol.. y’tﬂ”yf Moges
in sober facg/killed the Egyptian, but allegorically he destroyed
base desire (Legum allegorise I1I,12), Such allegorical exegesis
is not good for everyone, only for a faw initiates (De AbrahamoII,aaB.

Slegfried taught that Phiio used specific hermeneutical rules
for his allpgorical exegeéis. Here the obvious questions arise-H?w
did Philo come by these allegorical rules ? Did he inherit them
from an Alexandrian Exegetical School ? Did he learn them from Pa-
lestinian. Sages 7 Did he create some,himself ?

.According to Siegfried, Philo inherited some rulés “from for-
mer Alexandrian exegetes, but in the majority these were the ex-
egetical rules of the Judaean Haggada intermingled with those: of .
the Stoics.lsPhilo also created exege;ical rules of his own and
formed his pecul@a; allegorical method out of these ruleg of dif-
ferent ;rig}n. Those special rules hgd to be amployed, a) when the
literal m;aniﬁg is mdaningless, b) ;hen one wishes to bring out‘tpa
deepar meaning of the bibltcal text, - |

Thus, if the literal meaning is unworthy when applied to God
allagory must be'used. This‘rulaawgs taken from tpe Stoics and

J Lf
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. many servants, would send his most beloved son Jossph to see how

-his brothers were and to chack if they were taking proper care of

-hia grandfathaer ((GoncaiJFB:l}):"I am the Lord God of Abraham thy

whence she comes and whither she koos, because as an angel he knew

applied by Philo to the Bible, For example, the biblical story
says that Adam hid from God, whereas (wrote Phido)we know that

nothing can be hidden from Him (Legum allegoriae III,2).

Another of Philo'alrnloa is that a maéa_se which cannot easily
be understood literally should be explained allegorically. This was a.
favorite device of the Stoics in discussing the Homeric poems.Philo

made the point that it is not credible that Jacob, who had & great

the flocks (Quod deterius potieri insidiari solet 1,194), Asain,
Hannah speaks (I Sam.2:5) about her seven sons, though she had, only Ve

one (Quod deus immutabilis eit 1,274). In all thoﬁe cases allegory g

should be applied, An ingeuidus allegory is required alao to clear

o

up the contradiction when Abraham is named Ja;éob's father and not

father", Philo explains this allegorically: Jacob who advances by
practice (;\G'FZ{QM) is closer to Abraham who reaches the truth by
learning ()lngs 9)}9’&) than to his real father Igaac who learned from
no teacher (vL%EO“‘: {‘_S,!CCS'S) and knev God by his natural intuition
(é’ofﬂb Yo Similarly, im ‘é;enoaiali 16:8 the angel cannot ask Hagar

it alreadyl It is not true thnt, according to I Chronicles 7:14,
Moses wanted to write only a historical ‘genmealogy. And finally it
is not possible that the whole universe was created in six days
(Legun allogériae I,2). )

To proror the allegorical to the literal meaning was souetins

-

domdad by thc allegorical form of & passage, according te Phi‘rv\
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only 8o can we understand that there existe a "tree" of«ﬁoﬂ&déé

and a "tree" of 1life, since they never really existed (De opificio

mnqdi,%)- Another example is the "talking serpsnt™ (De agricultura, °
22). A rule from the Midrash, used also by Philoy was that the ex-.

¥4

egete should interpret allegorically a verse which contains the

same word twice, Bereshith Rabba c.,39 explains Genesis 12:1,"Get
thee out of thy country" ( fBa,kw( Fi l’»)c}. The Hohrnr has two

identical words, although their meaning'is diriorcht and the sec-

ond r{ (lecha) is not necessary,One ozplaqation is that Abraham
would emigrater twice,Allegory is alsoc to be uaad whers there\seems
to be a superfluous word: cf, the Midrash, Bereshith Rabba celb,
which explains the repeéitioﬁ in Genesis 2:17,0ly .n Jl#l(mot ta~
mut) as neaning not only will Adam and Eve die, all thoir dascenw~
dants too will dies In the same way, superfluous particles, adver- ‘e
bial clauses etc, could be explained, A\
'Accordins to Siegfried, allasdr;ca} exegesis was als; applied

when narratives are _repeated,To see in every repetition a deeper

meaning is a rule used both by the Midrash ‘and‘ by Philo (De.con-

gressu guirenriae leruditionis gratia 14). Thue,‘ in Genesis 32:4,

"And Jacob sent néqéengera to Esau, h;l.s brother", "hia/ brother" is .
known to be Esnﬁ, but/; Scripture wants us to undﬂcrstnné that Esau,
although he was a sinner, nevertheless remained Jacud's brotiwr
(Bereshith Rabba c¢.75).

Another need for illogory would arise when a passage was re:-

‘fro- differest passages and then explgined the mew formatien of‘
wordn allosoricany. ‘l‘hc Midrash in: Boroahith Rnbbu 0.65 doniu

/
-
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that Jacob really-1ied to his blind fathsr. The verse is, "I Esau
your first born sen" ( P—?IOP 16 ')k y (Genssis 27:19), The
Midrash aoparated nn (/> lk) from the next two words and trans-
Tated: "Jacob answered his father, it is I (Jacob), but%Eaun 1 -
your {;rlt born aon%, - - . ’ o .

Philo paid special attention to the nse' of synoayms and explnina:‘
why the Bible used one particular word and iet anotl‘xer.The ‘nn rule ‘
is followed in the Midrash, syemoth ”Ro,hba Cce2h asks why in Gonesis
13:9411 the vord‘lb?g’ﬁ!,and, not its synonym A ‘\3,,?'.[ was used.Philo
oxpfnu-d that in Genesis 3:24 we find 588 ¢le and 1n verse 23
8§‘f xé Gr&b)&Z bocause the one /vhu 1- gent away may come back,

but one who is sent away .by God must alnya run.ﬂcripturo, said

’

Philo, points out in this uy that a man who 1s not too deeply .
sunken in sin may come back to a good way of life(De cherubim 1),
‘%.’v-

I
One of tho—a%hmical rules is that a play on words should
be explained allegorically s’ £ 4 Kf”?f}y TELV (Genenifs 18:6)

is explained by Philo (De s;gri_fig'iis Abelis et Caini 15)as a word
combination which teachds~the reader who understands allegory to

gua;d the holy Word and not to reveal its special meaning in public,

An allegorical reaning may be deductd: from adverbs and pre-.
positions, In the case of Genesis 1:27 Ko}r C"’W Vol ("in the image"), |

the preposition K-L'E& is introduced to teach that man is not a.

S

senblance of God Himself, but was created in the semblance of tﬁe] -
divine Logos who alone 1s the true likeness of God (Quis rerum di

vinarum heres 48). Even from parts of a woird one may deduce\in aljo ,)
- «.’ 3 4 -
legorical meaning: w T,35 explains the [ Lol in de. Aev of

as a special emphasis which means very v‘mg brilliant (Genesis 31:310).
¥y P \ /,— J “ - ;
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Another hermeneuticai m}e permitq the exegete lt;o‘ change( a word
slightly and so get an allegorical meaning. This réie,\ aécox‘ding:t,
to Siegfried, is also found in the Midrash. A striking and unusual
expression is a hint to seek a deeper meaning in Deuteron\‘pmy 21:20,
The word ot'fr o _{' expresses that pa}-ents may have other und\ rétanding’

, ' 2’
sons. Also in Gpgesis 17:18 ’/‘v‘)wl'yl\ ovZof- expresse the, wish

that this Ishmael who obayﬁ God should live, since tHere are 804

many who do not pay:attention to ‘the Ywi’y Word (De mutatioijxe nomi

3

mB?)o i

_Other rules th'at show the need for allegorical 1nterpretation
4

are the’ number of words and the tenses of verbs, In Genesis 1:26

the plural form of the vgrb'ﬁ’w""@/b"/ "let us make'means that God °

-

was helped by others id the creation of man, This was necessary

. since God could not endow man with whatever evil exists in him(De -

) ‘ » ~
opificio mundi 24). Genesis 1l:7 "Let us go down"(v"lffjf’fﬁytf"

means that it was angels who went down to scaltter the builders of .
.

. /
the tower, because God cannot engage in any evil (De confusione
linguarum 36):. The gender of words if different fro?n the normal

usage can lead to an allegorical meaning. Philo explained Genesis . o

i

Z, 15, where the masculine Qv t{/ 15 used inatead of the feminine  je.
ollll'7 by saying that thesmasculine refers to hﬂrf and so the verse

acquires a new.sense:'"The mind shall guard your chief and principal

doctrine"( O Vavf mzyfymsp zn xef.uluov Koll yda /«,anxov

[odr//o( ) (Leg, allegoriae III 6’?). The b}idrash, too, often reads

a special sense into a passage which contains a confusion of gram~
matical genders. For example, in Bereshith Rabba "Juda went into

exile", ( 9?-/9! i,p‘.rd)the verb | ;’)J!r(l(galta) is the feminine .

s f . - 3,
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and so grammatically wrong., The Midrash concludes from this mist-aka i

that Juda was as weak as 'a woman when he went into exile(Bereshith

A
”

Rabba c.ls)o . K , . »

‘ The presence of thg definite article is aﬁd%her gign that an
) \ \

allegorical interpretation is required, o /uﬂ/ )(oﬂ! e\?o]?ﬂ’

¥ > 7. ' L

«v@mei'd_; dfpw /ut/“r?r?}t*‘/ ("He who is a man in the gpe-~ .

cial sense is mentioned-with-the articiq"). By "The man in thp¥ )
cial sens.e" Philo meant the spiritual man. Without the article it

. ' '
would mean a man who is not undorstanﬁng (Ds_fuga 14). GGOJ' with

the article is God Himself, without the article the Logos (De som~

niis 1,39)0

I

The absence of a word giay also lead to an allegorical explan-

-

ation and 80 does any other omission, When Philo commented on\

man's first sin and punishment (Genesis 3:9f,), he notié’et?. that

o W

both Adm‘a‘nd ‘Eve were allowed to spesk and defend themselves, but .
the serpent was condemned without .4 hearing, Philois lesson from,
the omission is that a defence is granted to everybody (Deut.19:17)

o . . ‘. ’
but not to the serpent, who is nothing but evil, nothing but VOV"]

4

\'\\(lust)‘ (Legum allegoriae III,él). . i
; The symbolism of certain numbers is explained allegorically '

both by the Midrash and by Philo fund/ also by the Stoics and the
Pythagoxfaans. Many nul;bbra are allegorically explained, e.g. the
number e;lu .48 God's number, becauae éod is 'all by Hin;elf. He i;
unique and ﬁothing in the universe resembles Him (Leg, alleg. Il;,l).
The Wonderful qualities of yienusber:sevew are described in e opi-

ficio mundi, 30-43. Ten is the number of perfection- the ten Gom-

mandwents (Dg _decalogo 51f.). , :

-
3




( 3 . _ There exist‘ :’alsoA s&inbolicai meaninga of things, ndf: all kit;ds
of animals,a of plants and‘ ‘stones. Philo 6ftern found similarities
between a certain thing and an idea and took this as a basis for
allegorical interpretation. For instance, animals being without
reason become the symbols of de§iras (Le 5, allegoria. 11, li-).,

' The symbolism of names is\oftenu \round in Philo and in the
Midrash, The 'etymological Midrash 1id already seen in the Bible,
especially in Genesis. The reason for this is the .beliefl that God

* has put his socret aims An ess Philo, too, beligved that a name

contains a deeper meaning (De c im 17). In this matter, Sieg-

o fried thought: that Philo was :I.nﬁuenced both by the M:Ldrfsh and

by Greek philosophy. We have examples in Philo where Greek and He-

brev dtymologies'appear together. He oven e:fplains the name Mgses

Ci in Egyptian and in Hebrew. In De vita Mosis I,4 the name Moses

?

~ comes fiom the Egyptian word/wcq f meaning ¥ater, but in De mutatione
nominum 22 it is derived from thy Hebrew ( //l("Mosh"). Exodus 2:10
reads lﬂ‘.h fl I o3 Whka/ \i’fl a kg vand she called
his name Moshe and she said, because I drew him gut of the water",

- So Philo deduced his Hebrew name Mosh( {/ﬂ ) from the word Meshitihu

[

(-J’-Dib !eﬁ)to drav out. Siegfried concluded that Phiio used for his

. / .
allegories a variety of sources, traditional Hebrew and Greek, and

0

that he also borrowed a great deal from the methods of tﬁa\Stoics. - , y f"

~ . \\ PR
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Si.cgfricd d;n‘orod rrcm other schovlars, in the view that ther\?

u |
-
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was a definite mutual influence between Philo and the Midrash. He

1isted numercus examples to ?how the hililﬁriyy between Philo's
allégories and those of the haggadoth, His,ié a very cbntrovoraial
view and I shall come back to it later,

'One example may be noted here to show Philo's allegory was at
times very close to.the Stoics's The story is from the ddzlaoz vhere
it is related that while Odysseus was away for many years; his wife
Penelope with the help of her maidens téok éharge of her husinnd's
possessions,Then the suitors appeared but they had no success in
persuading Penelope to forget her huabnnd. With the uaidcnn it was
different-they succumbed eaaily. In the Stoic allegory &f the story,
the maidens ayhbylize the encyclical studies and Penelope is true
wisdom, A eimmilar sllegory is fonn? in Philc,2he marriage of Abraham

and Sarah was childless, Sarah proposed\tc Abraham that he mate with

. Hagar, her Egyptisn maid, In this way Sarab helped Abrahax to beget

an hcir; In Philo's allegory of this story Abraham is on his way
to knowledge, he@@rosreéaos through learning, Hagar represents the
encfclical studies, The man in his progress has first to master the
encyclical studies and only after éhat can he proceed to a union
with Sarah, who allogori;allyhla true wisdom, The Philonic and the
Stolc allegories are both concerned witi éhe distinction between
the #oiuatltctlﬁ studies of the gymnasia and true wisdonm,

I do. not beiieve that the Palostinian‘Sages would have accoptad

Philo's philosophical explanations of the biblical narratives and

laws, It is true that the Palﬁstinianunidrazh has BONe allcgorical

explanations which r-soubfz those of Philo, For oxnnplo,tthc proof

that God crested the first man as male and female is,seen by Philo

+
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o in Genesis 1:27 and exi;lainad in two of his treatises De opifieio
| mundi 24 and Legum allegorise II,4, The same sxplanation is found
in the Midrash Bereshith Rabba c.,8. "When God created the first

man, He created him male and female', The notion of man as bisexual

appears in Plato's Symposium _am}‘he probaﬁly borrowed it from Plato.
It is very difficult, I think, to know how the notien of a bisexual
or andro;ﬁnﬂs nan as he is called in the Midrash, roachoqd Judaea,
Palestinian exesat;s could not have taken it directly from Plato,
because no Greek philoscpher is mentiened in all the Talmudic lit..
eriture, More thax'x that, in the oniire‘ Greek vocabulary onbodie'd
1n/th9 Hidrth, Mishnah and Talmud there is not a single technical
philosophical term, One temtative possibility remains, that this

allegorical interpretation of the first man reached the Midrash
C through Philo. |
Greek culture and plillosophy reached Judaea in different ways, .
In the second century A.D. different ‘midrashic trndigions and hag= |
gadoth ducr:l.bfc Tannaim who were well versed in Greek philosophy.
In the Jor\t\ulol Taluud, Chagiga 14 there are several haggadoth
" about Elisha ben Abuya or Acker, a close friend of R.Akiba, Sieg-
fried compares him to Philo, Like Philo Acher d:l.d not balieve in
a national God and, again like Philo, he boliond in an interpreter
\_between God, and She world (the Philemic lLogos), Even R.Akiba, the
famous - tuchor of ‘Halakah, wanted to knoy and vas gr»,tly tempted
by Greek philosophy.Only after the Revolt of Bar Kothba im A.D.135
and the complete devastation of Judaea, did the leaders of the _
people, ,adun the fow who nn left to withdraw from toroign cul-
6 T ture and ‘try to-stringthen themselves within their own belisss and -
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havits. But for some ome hufidred and fifty years Gresk philosophy

Y

and Jewish religiom had besn allowed to intorponitrate even .:l'n ot
Judaea, The question remains-in that time of grace was Philo also
accepted in Judaea ? and, if so, was there any;dialogue between
the Tannaim and Philo of Alexandria with his aﬁogorical exegesais
and his new notions of God ? |

One of the most in:‘.erosting"parts of Si‘egfried's book deals

/;ith Philo's understanding of God., He argued that Philo's notion

" of God was greatly influenced by Greek philosophy and only pars °

tially by the Bible.l®

God, according to Philo, is not like the sky or the urfxivarse
or man. He describes God as incorporeal (’do"é‘?/“KT 05) (De_spe~
cimlibus legibus II, 30,176).. God is without qunlitiea or attri-
butes (GUFW'OS ), he ia unnamable (n(Ke(EOVD/‘W(U'T.bV) and in
avery way incomprehensible. (‘(K'iT'OL/\'] WTof) (De posteritate
Caini 169; De somniis I, 11,67; Quod Deus immutabilis sit 13, 62). ™

“The Ideas in Plato have some likeness to Philo's God, They are in-
corporeal (Sophist 246B) incomprehensible (Timasus 52A) and unchan-
geable (Republic II, 382E).

- There 18 one place in the Bible where we are told that man
cannot yndoxvstandﬁ“t}od and all Hie sttributes: Exodus 33:17ff. and
eapecially v-raa”%zo, “Y’%u‘cinnot see na\r face, for no man shall see
me and live", These Qrds are said to Moses, who in the 0ld Tesi
tament is the man closest f.o @od and who roqu\tntod the privilege
of seeing and understanding God. J

Yot in the Bible there 4s nogod without qualities, On the
contrary,' God( is described with definite attributes. mﬁ;uc-l

o
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God is not free of eﬁotiona,’ne is moved by jealuvupy,by remorse,

God is certainly not nameless, He revealed Himsel( under a definite
and holy naQe. Given thesol}acta, it is obvious thut‘thé Bible did
notoserva as a foundation for Philo's perception of God.17 Philoe's
explanations of the nature of éod are primarily Platonic. In the
Bible God goes and comes anq there are references to His eyes and
sars (Quod Deus iéﬁutabilis sit 12), mouth and nose (Legum alicg -
riae I,13; 1,50), Philo explained these anthropomorphismb by hig
aliegorios,giving them a differsnt meaning.

I believe that Phiio presented a God without attributes, because
he-wanted to emphisipg the utter difference bestween God and matter
and demonstrate that there could not be any link between then,

Pﬁilo said that the natgre of God is simple and pure, while all
creatures are complex beings, partly spiritual and partly material.
Philo must have found it especi&}l& difficult to reconcile the name-
lessness of his God witp the different names of God mentioned in

the Bible, Siegfried Qrgued that he was helped here by his defi-
cient knowledge of Hebrgw, In order to clarify Philo's notions of
God it 1is necessary to éonsidaf the translations of God's names

in the Septuagint and also the Jeui%h traditions concerning thenm,
Tho Septuagint translates the Hebrew Elohim as Thaon, (God) and

the Hebrew ‘D'N as Kyrios,(Lopd).The term Théas is understood bz?Philo
as a designation of the creative power, ‘E'W"(‘UK'O] ;‘UVd ML f (De
nu;ap;qao nominum 4,29!123 Abrahamy au, 121; De cogtusigno lingu-
5_:;‘_:;;_',37, 137)+The tarn{m in the Septuagint translates the

H!P“f' ) 9’ N op Adona;:l; which is the spekenr substitute for the
Tc&rugrunnitén.?hiip pn?or}tood that Kyrioa indicates authority or-
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the "royal power", [év&/&fg '/3-1.6'1 A‘lK"]I(Dg Abrahamo 24,121).

" In my opinien, ‘Philo took the two names of God and their mean-
ing from Jewish tr;@it:l.ans. Furthorno;'a, he also underatood the
name 09! as the d:l.-tinctive; ineffable nane of God.

Siegfried added anéthor sxplanation and a third, auprome name
of God, He stated that Phile understood that 8 dvor 'RO OV
(Being) Exodus 3:14-15 was the jedl nanme of God and abovo all other
names, 5 &’;\( is situated above Kyrios and m, which do not de=-
signate God's name but only His first two powers, Siogfiiod also
inferred from De mutatione nominum 2, 12 that Philo nadorstood the

name 9/A! to mean the same as ‘the nane "He thlt ia" (O ZDV e He

- also stated that Philo had no knowledge of the fact that the Hebrew

N2l 15 translated in the Septuagint as o K¥ fNS(Lord).m
The Midrash itself saw an antithesis between the two names of
God: Elohim represents justice (l'?ﬂ A34 ) and Jahweh pity, \graée
(2'AnAn N3N, This tradition became known and accepted in Ju-
daism during the foiioving centuries,
Philo accepto;i this difference between Elohim and Jahweh, but

- bocau;n he had little knowledge of Hebrew his“ notions becamo cone

fused, Philo bolhvod that the Tetragrammaton is untrmslntnhlo
(De_vita Moajs III 14 II,155) and he usually wrote 3 by instead, , -
without recognizimg that the Septuagint transiated it yy M.
And B0 the conel\uion must be that Philo's notion of God is
composed moatly &r Platonic elements and to a far less-degree of
Jewish principles. ) |

According to Siegfried, Philo more than any ether Jewish
writer destroyed Judaism's Gotteseinheit (Unity of God).Philo'é '

N -
*

he
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God was no longer the living God of Iasrael, but an abstract conmcept.
He created the world not by Himself but with the hélp of the ngmsiE
"Tixo allegorical defence destroysd the anb,j&ct of its protection

mo;:-e thoroughly than ij;he fiercest attack of the freethinkers could ’

have done it%, (Die ullegoriétischc Veréoidiguns richtete den Gegen-
stand ihres Schutzes volliger zu Grunde, als es der grimmigste An- o
griff der Freigeister vermocht nitte,.).t?

AN . PN

‘The most important factor in the assessment of Siegfried's “

book is that the author was a true scholar, well versed in both °

the Greek and Judaic cultures. This is obyious on every page of °
the book which abounds in pertinent example= from the midrashic
1it¢rature., .Gre;ak philosoph§ and the writings of Philo, 3iestri;ad's
Judgements and conclusions are not always correct and I shall re-
turn to theu. “

Although thie is a book with a full scholarly apparatus, it
is nevertheless a very readable book, Whanever he can the author
leaves the dry presentation ot_—p;;:i/e:; arsmuata and quutations, g
and intpoducos simlle and metaphor, In other words, its descrip-
tions are alive and interesting.

: Aithoﬁgh it was published in 1875, modern secholars still qz.mtm'~
and refer to it, Siegfried thought that Philo had worked out a '
method of allegory based on ayeoiu]\l:ormonoutiul rules and he de~
voted a con:l.dorabla part of his book to formulate and oxplnin

these rules ad illuastrate them by passages from Philo's workas.
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‘because it gues beyond ths evidsnce. Allegory is found in rabbinic

53

Before Siegfried got down to ’single rules he remarkeﬁ that they

are a mixture of the Midoth, the hermeneutical rules of the Midrash,
the hermeneuﬁical principles of the Stoics and also some original
Philonic rules.ao In this way, stated Siegfried, Philo created for

his allegorical exegesis, ein festgesthlossenes System("a firmly

closed systenm").

It 1is difficult to believe that Philo created his allegory

with the help of such systematic rules, Philo certainly was endowed
with imagination and creativity gnd these rachlties must have formed
his allegory above any strict principles or rules, Allegory for
"Philo was much more than a system of rules as formulated by Sieg-’

N\,
N

fried, His allegory is cdhplex and structured and it. is essential.

to understand its characteristics thoroughly, because through his

allegory Philo expressed hié Weltanschauung,

The principle that Scripture is not always to be taken liter-
ally and that it has to be 1nterpret§d came to Philo~§§na heritage
of Judaism; his acquaintance with Greek philosophic iit;rature led

him to give a phiiosophic turn to the native Jéwish_gllegoricai

method of interpretation, The example of “the Greek allegorical
method helped and 1nflueneéd him greatly. In my opinion, it is im-
portant to romember that Philo'a\ legory was philosophical and . i 1f M
that mi&rahhic allegory was not. AN . ' \%3.
Another argument ol Siegfried with which I pannot agree is - if?i
that the hermeneutical rules of the thgada form part of Philo's ' ;:f
hermeneutical allegorical method. Siegfried did not discuss or ’ C

prove thia’atatement and I do not believe that he could do 80,

i

i
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literaturs, but \&t is sporadic and much more concise than Philo's.

Rabbinic tradition ascribes to the Sage Hillel (who was an
older contu’porary of Philo) a set of meven rules for the inter-
pretation of Scripture, and allegory is not among them, Hillel.
based his hermeneutical rules o’n the principle that one wmAy search
and study,.but never depart too far from j;hb Plain meaning of the
Bidble's word., This is certainly net a characteristic trait of '
Philo's allegory. . '

An example of Hillel's rules is Geasra Shava ("S:L/u:l.hr Decree")
which means eétablishiné a hew Iaw by a‘ulogy in the contents or

the meaning of a word.appearing in two different passages, Another

rule is Kal Vechomer meaning "1ight and Reavy ™, i.,e., that we

learn the easier from ths more difficult, I{f the easier thing is
prohibited, the more difficult ome tertainmly is ‘so, For exasple,
a holiday 1% not so sacred & day as the Sabbath, therefore a task
p\rohibitjed on a holiday is by‘inrorenco most certainly prohibited
on the Sabbath, Rubbi"&uazga & later Sage, increased H;ilel's (
geven rules to thirty-two., But these could be a;pplied only tosthe
Haggada and the.more numerous rules came after Philo's time.

In the age after Hillel nax\x-:!.itorul interpxl'eta/tﬁion was abun-’
dant in Judnu\, but allegory was. not. Parhaps the rghbinic Sages -
ci:l.npprond of allegory &s teo extrems and too a{prieiou,

Philo owee a partial dedt to Stoic nllog;ry, but 1 cannot see

- 4

any relationship between the rules of Hillsl and the rules of Phil-

onic allegory, as formulated by Siegfrisd, N

Another striking statpment of Siegfried was thit there exis-
ted a mutual influence between Philo and the Palestinian Midrash,

[ R
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(~) But he does not explain how this mutual influence could have < - -~. ..
developed, )
The question is controversial, and sevéral scholars hawe;tried

unsuccessfully to resolve it, What makes this problem even more dif-

ficult is that its solution reguires to cléar up some other diff;_-

culties: for example, did Philo know Hebrew and Aramaic, the lang- ' ;
“ﬁﬁwﬁagea of the Midrash ? Several prominent Philonic scholars. (Stein, :
Amir, Hpinomann; Sandhklf Kikiprowetzky etc,) deny to Philo any . 3
knowledge of Habro; or at the best a very limited one, If Philo -

did not know Hebrew and -Aramaic, how could he ‘be .familiar with the

Midrash and borrow its interpretations ?

- e

\v »
: \ Besides Scripture, Philo also droyﬂupon eertiin unuritioq 1
] k b y P
traditions, He refers to these traditions as olyPel QOj‘ VO,II- of, 2

(:} "the unwritten law”, which is understood by some scholars as the

Palegtinian Oral Lav.21

aa

There is also a passage in De vita Mosis 1,4 which I have

quoted above, In it Philo confessed that he had learmed froum the
"elders of the nation”, Siegfried interpreted these words as n o
reference to- the Palestinian Sages, Can thig interpretation be ac-
cepted ? Can one agree that Alexandrian Jews knew and accepted '
the OraliLaw, which was still then in the process of formation 5nd‘
was rejected even in Judaea 1taelf(e.g. bY. the Sadducess) ?

The collections of the Midrash, the Mishmah sand the Talmud were

g ' not made and written down until lomg after the time of Fhilo, but.
“ {
much of this material must already have existed in oral form hy

ﬁ * tie time of Philo, Furthermore, we have seen in this chapter that [

(Z) _ thers are noni~ros¢ibiancoa between Philo's explanations and dif- B
" ferent haggadoth. 3 -
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What afg the arguments wh‘ch could make rrobable ;i-gtricd'a
theory on thé/uutual influence between Philo and the Midrash ?

' The first fact which might explain the resemblamce betwemn
Philot's intarprotatio;s and the Ha;s;da is that both Philo and the
Palestinian exegetes used the sane bamic matter for their exegesis-
the Bible, ?his tact alone could be rosponsibio for some sinil:r‘-'
ities, In addition, one should consider tﬂat ;ho tﬁought piécosses
of the human mind may lead independently to similar results,

Some traditions of cnrly_?&loutiniun Judaism must have been
brought with them by the Jews who first immigrated to Alexandria,

Some traditions, even those which were net yet writtenm down, may

\hgvo been borrowed by Aloxnnﬁrian Jews from thoig contemporariea

in Palosiino through the various channels of communication (e.g.
rilgrimage to the Temple was often observed by %rlspora Jews;
Philo too went up to Jerusalem and the Temple).

I cannot think of any other argument in favor of Siegfried's
theogy. In additieon to the arguments brought against it, we have
also th& fact that nowhere in Talnudic*literature is there anyl‘
evidence that Philo and his work were known. ‘

But thoy the link between Philo and the Palestinian Sagea or
a definite fec-lblunc. batwoo;'Philonic and Palestinian exegesis
1s ene of the key problems in Philonic scholarship and till today
no acceptable solution has been found., The relationship between
Alexandrian exegetes and Palestinian 39503 is a problem that ap-
pears ropontii;j in the writings of Philonic scholare, We shall

come back to it and the varions comments and propomsed solutions as

the review of other nchg&ara continues.

- s ~.-—--~a—w~r—;—o~w—;&—a~"- —rimnns
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CHAPTER _TWO

Ce SIEGFRIED
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C. Siegfried, Philo von Alox_ggm‘ & als Ausleger des Alten Testa-

L

'nants(Jcnn Verlag von H.Dufft,,1875),_pp.1-28.
Ibid.’ .p/,g?. o , -

Ibid., p.31, footnote,2, /
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CHAPTER _THREE
- TR , TEL
. . - “ ~
'i.aopold 'rriitnl 'ﬂ; born/iln 1844 and died ;n 1932, He lived S

a leng ’an‘d quiet life dedicated to stholarship and research, He

Qtudigd at the seminary for Rabbis in Breslau (then in Germany,

now in Reland).This. was a well known institut'e which counted among

its alumni a number of renowned Rabbis and writers. Treitel's teach-\
. ers were H.Gratz, the distlng;xished historian, and Z.Frankel, the

writer and commentator on the Mishnah and the Midrash.Besides ac;

e

quiring a thorough grounding in Judaica, Treitel studied philoso-~

’

phy and Greek literature, The subject of his Ph.,D, dissertation

was Philo;a philoaophy and "its forms of expression, COns;qu;ntly,
he came wéll equipped to his studies of Jewish Hellenism and Philo.

Treitel became a Rnbbi and in this capacity the lsader of
Jewiah comunitiea in differont emall towns-Koschmin, Briesen, ‘
Karlsruke and for his last twenty years in Laupheinm,

In the preface to his Gesamte Theologis und APhiloaophio Philons,

von Alsxandria Treitel names Siegfried, CQ}m, Maspebiedu and Cony~
beare as the scholars who had guided and holped him in his resmearch, |
__He wrote two books on Philo*Philogscha Stgdien (1915) angd

Gesinte Theologie und Philosophie ghilons von Alexandria (1923).

. His books ware woll received and made him known for his schol-

crahip and rumch :.'o.nto Judeo~Hellenistic writinga and- cg:p7b1u11y
Philo. " i AN C e 4[
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In his Philonische Studieh Treitel polnted out the importance // :
/,

of Jovish-nollonistic writtnsa for a better understanding of devoﬁ-

opments in tho Jewish and Christian philoaophiea and rolisions.Fqi
‘him tho center of thosn 'ritings vas occupicd by Philo of Aloxuﬁﬁria.
Treitel's nain interest in Philo was his contributiom to ithe philo-
uophy of roligion and, in partiqﬁlar, hia shares in trnnsforling

//r

Judlill 1nto h lnivursal rg%!sion. L - / T~
Trcito; cqgg}ainod tha§w:o little was known about thp B’gsadg.
A bcginning hnd boon made in-the great work by L.Zuaz, Gottt-diog t-
. liche Vortrg;c der Juden,but he maintained that nubsoqu-nt Fork-
continned to pay’ loro attention to sho Halakn. This fact nny ox~
plain the general cpiuian of Protontagﬁ scholars likgngehurar,
Bousset, Pfleiderer and Schultz, that Judaism vas,"nichtqjq}- ning
Gesstzesreligion”, a foligio;l'htru the othic was nnothot;d by ‘\\
¢nsuist1c~dilpututiona.1 ‘ |
Thié is false, argued Ti-ou"-lg\ although it is true /that for
centuries tie Halaka'and Shulkan Aruk (a;eode of lawa), %or. the
nost important bookn for ‘Judaism, Trtitol triod to provo that most
of the othical principles of the J.vilh re ;10. are tb be found
in the mgih and that the Jewish peopls did not 117- a 11:. )
under dgg Joch q.g Gg-otsoa.z ’ /
He c-phnliﬁi& that already Asnri;h de Ro--i, . #.dilh scolar
- who lived ia Ttaly in the sixtesnth ceAtury, had stated that Philo -
-vna especially t:sangtt-d ip the ethioal prineiplo’/or the Jewish -

- religien axd had t¥iad to prove this in kis beok




(The Lighkt of the Eyes), After Zunz it was especially Z.Frankel

who in his book ﬁbcr den Einfluss dor_ iﬁsti ensischen Exegese

auf die alexandrinische Hermeneutij had pointed out the great role
,0of the Haggada in Philo, Later came C,Siégfried and f.Fruuanthul

whose Hgllenistischa Studien was i treasurehouse :!Br“tk.,btndiat

of Hnggndn. Thore is, wrote Treitel, an inportnnt difference bot'enn '

Siogfriod and Froudonthal. Siegrrlcd.hold that Philo borrowed mtny
" of his hagsadoth from Judmea, while Freudenthal took the view that
both in Judaea and in the Diaspora there exiated several indepen-
dent ox;gotical achgols and that the PalQ-tiniaﬁ aacadenies net
.only gavi, but also received, haggadoth and exegetical rules from
Alexandrian exegetes, Treitel himself argued that it was a mistake
to deny Hellenistic Judaism its important -place and influemce on
the/lutar development of Judaism, It\is true that Sages like " .,
R.Akiba, who in the sgpcond century -A.,D. was one of the greatest
leaders of the Rabbis and of his‘poopln, succeeded in keeping the
Haleka Eyee2fman Hellenistic influence, dut it was differemt with ]
the Hagsagl.s ‘ )
Some scholars went to the other extreme, taking the position
thatinolloiistié Judaisn r;aehcd a ‘higher stage of d;;olopuhnt"
than \tho Palestinian; e.s., Friedlinder in Die Religifse Bewegung -
, u.Ju nt( . Q\ ' . h * ’
. .
\ ) 111 ;o
\ . .
Atéor this discussion of different scholars who had written

\

abont tho !aéindt, Hellenistic Jnduisn or Pﬁilc, Troitcl tried to_f*
reach a dofinxtO'aad lll-encanpuaaias definition of tho Haggada,-

‘/;{ , -
EAER " ” i . ‘
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He quotqg several different authors hut none satisfied him and he

( } | \compared their definitions to "a big sack into which everything
which is. not Halaka is pushed in" (wie ein 5;0567r.81ek, in denm

‘ man'alles hineinstopft, was nicht Halacha ist).For ﬁin it was the .
athical eiemenf of the Haggada that has to bgigmphasized in its -

bt opretrne n e
©

" definitiong

Haggada, in the widest sense of the word, is the ethic and

the belief of Judalsm. Sipce there igs a sister relationship
betwéen religion and history, on the one hand, and between
religion and postry, on the other, the Haggada includes saga,
legend and even historical material, as seen from the wthical
viewpoint, gt also contains fable, parable, and einilar poet -
ical forms,

(Agads ist die Ethik und ‘der Glaube im Judentum, und das im
veitesten Sinne, also dass nach dem Schwesterverhaltnis., das:
zwischen Religion mmd Geschichte einerfgits und zwischen Re-
ligion und Possis anderersgeits besteht, dis Agada ebenso Sage,
Legende und selbst eigentlich Goschichtlibhoa, letzteres xon
der ethischen Seite angesehen, wie auch Fabel, Parabel und
vas dergleichen Formen mehr sind, begreift),

: , . \ ‘
. {:’ Treitel agreed with Zunz that, while in the Halaka there are

1ezic'and memorization, 1n the Haggada the religious genius of the

T W e e A P e A T ATV TR (SNt tit, e e o -
" % i A et 5 e

people had room to develop. Treitel did not agree with those who

have found 1n Philo only allogorical midrash and not peshat, Bo

¥ IR el

belioved that, although Philo preferred drash, he otton uged geaha .

) 1f one" coupares De ogit;c;n mundi ‘3 "As. the world is dn harnony
~ with the Law and the Law ‘with the world" (QF Kgﬁ Tov &d’r,bolr . i .

mﬂnyﬁ/k.gl Kwnalyy-x/wm 247 ﬁdglm.) c‘vm/s;t/zq*)

with Bereshith Rabba c.1, "God used to look into the Tora and -~ B B

 ereate the worlaw(, /! ’,of/rs: Nle kofa] 92And Cay ma u/ﬂn
X LIt will ‘be found that the quotation frem De oggfic;o mundi 3 1is

) . qnite lililur to &ho quotation from’ Bbrnahith Rnbba c.l.

The Paitstinian Hidrash Bsreshith Rabba is ny-ticgl in its . ‘ﬁﬁ:

(M) prosuppoaition that the Tora existsd before the creation of the

Y
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(“) world., But Philo found nothing mystical in this passage, He declared

! . that the Tora is the law of the univerase boéauno it is tie true law

f of nature.
J . . Siegfried, who noticod a atﬁikins ainilnrity bat'oen the Ds

opificio mundi> and Bercshith Rnbbn c.l proposed .that Philo had

+ . borrowed his commentary from the Palnstipian Midrask and mixed it

with stoic‘olonentsa According to Treitel, hovovor!l81esfriod had

failed to offer sutistnctory proof, Treitel agresd with Fresudenthal
that the noti;n that certain things oxis@od before the creation of

¢ the world ..3., chaos, water, the Tora, angels was of Hellenistic
origin, He argued that 1t was only later that this notior was trans~
mitted to Pnlgatinc thruush Pbilo's writings nlong with hil explane~

ation of Plato's ideas and of the Pythagorean theory of numbers,

] ‘:; In Treitel's opinion Freudenthal's argument nullified Siegfried's
reproach against Phllo that "He performed a delicate trick, keeping
his o0ld Jewisk prejudice and nevertheless apeaking like a philoso~-

s ol

Y

pher” (ein feines Kunstuck, das er gemacht, indem or sein alts-

WSO

judischos Vorurteil hshalttn und doch wie &in Philosoph geredet
habey). 3,8 i
Treitol alluded §0 sany interesting nidraahic interpretations

in Peilo's Questiones ia Genesin and in Exodum and noted how for-
‘tunate it 18 thnt\thc Questionss prsasrve some material on the

ot

° lives of Iia‘c and Jacod, since the Exgogiiion contains only the ’ §’

-

ﬁiégrapﬁiea of Abratam and Joseph, °

~

0 !
™
.
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_and- De Josepho they appear as historical personalipioa.7

‘cussed how Abraham, the Tirst man to acquire the knowledge of one
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A substantial part of Traitel's two books is davoted to exam-
ples of Philo's allesorical interpretation and comparisons with
haggadoth from the Palestinian Hidraah. .

Thus one of the hasgddbth in Questiones in Genesin2,13 con-

cerns Genesis 1:4-10: “God let Noah build his ark rﬁr seven days °
so that sinners should 899, raepent and avoid the'tigod'n destrucsk
tion", The same thought is expressed in Bereshith Rabba 32,
" When he dealt with the question whether the three patriarchs
were for Philo 'only symbols, embodying the laws of ethics, Traitel

concluded that although Philo often tﬁeats them and their deeds in

a purely allegorical way, there is no doubt that in D;'A!gggano
In Judaea as well as in Alexandria biblical interpreters dis-

God, had made his way to God, In the Judaean haggadoth it ie com-
mon to find tho belief that Abraham knew the true God through his
o;n.irhutlins and thinking. One of them describes how for forty s,
eight years Abraham struggled for a kyowledge of the truth (Bere-
shith Rnbba‘Jc), while another says that he was only three years
old when‘he knew God, Philo described in detail in De Abxahams -

69 ff. the gradual ascent of Abraham from paganism to monotheism. )
He started with the worship of the stars and planets, but rejected
this when B saw how the sun sets and the moon and stars disappear
at.dawn. Then, turning inwgrd undwtinding ; Logoe in himself, there
cane the revelation of §hc Divinity and finglly the Theophany of God.
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dovniepnant. Moses w.
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In this explanation thers is considerable likeness, according to \
. \

Tr&itgl, between Philo and tho’Jndaoun tradition (Bereshith Rabba 39).
Treitel made two mistakes here: firet, in finding a similarity

between Philo's allogoriqal 1nterpratation of Abrnhnn's 1ife nnd

the Judaean hlsgadié vicT. Second, in greatly eimplifying the de-

finition of Philo's ideas of Logos, Theos and Kyrios (Werd, God

and Lord), Treitel sesms to'have nisunderstood the mearing of thegse _-

terms as Philo used thow )
Fbr Philo diatingu#shnd hotvoon the divine Loxos and tho C ot
earthly Logos. The former is th,quality of pure thought and only

a few select men come to understand and live according to- it,
Avraham remched this highest stage through learning q~4f 6"’"‘]);
) /
Isamc had natural intuifion ($eLf); Jacob's way was practice

(ALRYCL]) Do Abrahamo

in hinself, he reached perfection only by an arduous and var} grad~

524 Aprahan did net just discover the Logos

ual ascent, He had to learn how to overcome pereeptien based on
the senses and success ully undertook "encyclical studieq“(por-on-
ified in Hagar), obtained "wisdom" (personified in Sarah)- and only
then, solely thronsh the grace of God, did he become worthy of
divine rovolution.e _
’ Philo thought tha veory few nan\roachdd this lofty stage of
another-and yet any porcpétivo -ortalfpoe-
a;akes innate capacities which, with thgﬁholp of the biblical laws,
will emable him to reach understanding, These biblical laws are
identical with the laws of gatnro as God has created them. The

patriarchs, however, were the embodiment of natural law (nomos

AN
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God Himself" taught Abraham, while Jacob had only the help of the

divine lLogos
. . \ .
Man knows God through His different Qualities or Powers as

Kyrios and Theos (De mutatione 7-15; 27=34), Kyrios is the ruling

Power, Theos is the creuting Power, but noithor is God Hinself‘g
A perceptive and virtuous nman nny soe God aagggggg or by reaching
a higher stage as Kyrios, hls\innata quali?i;c and way of life -
deternining the stages of his development, f '
It must therefore be concluded that, bd;ing his allegorical
biogruphtos of the patriarchs on such concoptt as Logos, Kyrios
and Theos, Philo followed a different 1ntor$retation from thaﬁ\of
the Rabbis of Judaea. Furtherporo, Philsfq Abrahan owes very little
to the Abruha; of any axtficanonical writings, Philo's dcfinitions
of Theos and Eyrios cannot be based on the M.T.of Genesis 17:1 and
he probably uses the terminology of the Septuagint.lo |
An example- of Philo's belief -that different individuals may
see God in various ways is the story in Genesis 18 of the thres
strangers viaiting Abraham, In De Abrahamo iuh Philo assessed this

L3

visit in terms of the patriarch's spiritual development which has

#
now achieved the highest point humanly possible, His ability to be
—
taught enables him tg see God as one,

The:variations: between singular and plural in Genesis 18 demon-
strate.that .the three and the one are ‘the same. Abraham is able to
ses God as one, while Sarah and the servants who-are at lower stages

bty Abrahnm renainod 1n the sanme

on the way to God see Him as three,
state of viudonV!ron vhich he can ascond to the truo vision of God.

thia atégb of the three vieitors appenra& in slightly ditfqront —

|

/ e A |

i - - + . N * . L
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versions 1£ nany“haggadotﬁ, @.8e¢y Boreghith Rabba 39; Jerusalem
. / ,
Talmud, Baba Mez, 86b but in my opinion there is no such similarity

-a8 Treitel suggested between Philo's interpretation and that of

those haggadoth, Other exawples which Treitel employed to.illus-
trate likenesses between Pjilo and the Haggada include: Questiones

in Genesin 4, 168-~171 which comments on Genesis 25:30 and points |

out the 'marked diffsrence Hetween the two brothers, Jacob and Esau.

Philo explained that Eaauri appropriately called "Edom", whitch

!

means Yflame colourad" or "earthy", since he was intemperate and

f e \ -
desired only material thingg. There is a similar haggadic inter-

c.63, Questiones in Genesin 4,196,

which interprets Genesis Zle to’ mean that the blindness of Isaac

pretation in Bereshith Rabd

was only temporary; 50 that fthe better son might get his blessing,
A similar point is made 1n‘BFraihith Rab?a €+65 "why did Ismac's
eyes become dark (blind), so| that -Jacob might take the blessings"
(p[223D  »pD f(d ﬁng' Sf_ [t fos ol .

of Moses before the burning bush

In discussing th% stor

\

(Exodus 3:2 ff,) Philo employed a special symbolism: The weak bush

nynbolizosatho political we tneas of Israel, The defence of the
bush is in its thorns, the defence of Israel in its just laws (De
vite Mosim:};63ff). In Midr

compares Israsl to a thorny bush, Feople use thorny bushes as-a

sh Shemoth Rabba 2 Rabbi Johanan also

fence and Isrmel serves as & fence for mankind, The fact that the

bush is burning but not conguned symbolized for Philo that Israel,

3

though often attacked, will |endure, ¢

" Exodus 1#:17 greatly 1ﬁtorq§tad the sxegetes of Alexandria

and Judaes, Why were the commandments given in the desert, and ©

i
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especially, why had Israel to remain for forty years in the desert ? .

Philo in De decalogo 2 and Shhnoth Rabba 26 give a very- aimilar
answer: Israel had to be thoroushly propnrod and educated before
she could enter tho,pﬁ?nised land,
( ‘ <
- v

Treifel continued in the same vein, assembling interpretations
from Philo and haggadotﬁ from Judaea to show their reacublancos‘and
to prove that the,Kgsgadn vas a beautiful and enriching creation of
the Jewish‘%hoplb,‘both'in Judaea and in Alexandria, In his chapter,
"Ursprung, ngrlrf .and Umtang der allegorischen Schrirterklarung"
Trqital daclared that, although allegorical 1ntcrprotation has\
existed before his time, Philo developed it to such gn extent that
he should he\reéardgd as its main representative, 12

If one asks tO‘hhaE pUrpose Philq used allegorical interpret-
ation, Treitel replied that Philo did not see in allpsory simply
5 means to explain away contraqts beéweon Greek philosophy and the
Scriptures, Hers Troitol opposed the opinion of the seeelars‘vho

had preceded him, J, Freudenthal, Helionistiscge Studien and E,

o

Zeller, ﬁgilgns allegorische chrrftgusls;ung,both of whom believed-

‘that allcgorical 1nt0rprotation RPPSATSE only when there ims a contra-

digtion or diffieulty in the biblical text that needs wa;g resgl-
lvod. Treitul arsuod thnt, 1f this was the main reason for ?311efg
aliggnry, a srnlt pnrt of it would remain in-xplicnble and gup.ra
fluoug, rho bgg;q to: Epilo's allegory vna bis nydtical attitude

\

to tho biblical wnrg, In svery word and in every particle of Ssripture

-

pop
-
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’

. 4
. Philo found a special purpose, so that he could not underatand the

content of the Bible as simple marratives, The Word of God must
contain a hidden wisdom (¥W6VOLK), ‘

Treitel noted a gimilarity of structure in Fhilo's allegories
and in the Judalc Midrash, Passages from difforont books of the
Bible are brought together by Philo, who often digressed from a
cortain story to another because he found in it a similar theme -
or trait. A geod example is Legum allegoriae 2, 19, about the ale
legorical lqmng of the story of the first 7 1. 1

V1

In rf.lnl:Lng with the question of Philo's sourc?ﬁ for allegory,
Treit.eol denied cutgg_orically that Philo learned it {ron the Stoics
or some other Greek ﬁhiloaophical s;:hools. It _:Ls rather hie con-
viction that Philo learned allegorical interpretation from other
Alexandrian biblical interpreters, from Jews who started to res -
e th; concrete pictures of the Bible with abstractions.
’ The reason for Philo's interpreting the Paﬁ?ntench allegoric-
ally-but n(eldon the Prophotsawga according to Treitel, that in
_Philo's time 1t was only the Ppntateuch that was read in syhnso'supf)g
worohip. — .
-- Treitel occcupies a rnthor important pesition among oarly Phi-
vl\onic scholars. He was interested in Philo as a philosopher of

religion and in his contribution to the transformation of Judaism

into a universal religion. Althoush Troitel repeatedly mentions -

the idul of & universal rangion he does not write adbout tho Beans

- or the way that would lead Judaism to universality. Could it have’
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,tion between Palestinian and Alexandrian exegetes, With a better

been by accepting Greek philosophical ideas ? But here il one of

v

the faults in Treitel's conception of Philo, He reduces the Greek:

« : o
influence on Philo to a-minimum, Philo was deeply steeped in Greek
philosophy and each of tis treatises shows Greek influences To ig-

nore that is to ignore the combination of Judaism and Hellenism

which‘ia most characteristic of Philo, ]

Unfortunately, Treitel dwelt mostly on the Jewish side of Phi-
lo's vritinga, especially on the similarity between Philo's exegesis
and the Palestinian Haggada, He ignores the reality that Philo was
well versed in Greek culture, that some of his books are influenced
by Plato to a ranrkable degres, for dxanple, De opificio mundi
compared to Timaeus,Furthermore, Troitol did neot racagniza any

‘L

Stoic or other Greek influence in Philo's ,hernano\utical method, He

argusd that Philo did not use allegory to smooth away contradic-
tions between Schripture and Greek philosophy, he émployed it to

find the hiddgn meaning in the holy Werd.In my dpin:‘;on and in that
of many recemt scholars, Ureek 1nfl\)|onco‘ on Philo's method of alleg-
ory is undeniable,

. Treltel's view was that there was a mutual imfluence between
the Palestinian academies and the Alexandrian cx;vgotes. Ifc intve-
duced scnrazl haggadoth and compared them with Philo's interpret-
ations of the same biblical text, In these’ instahces there is a »

similarity, but this is not adqquate to establish a close connec~

case this might, however, be an 1ntorest1ng possibility, It nay be )

that, while explaining the same [text, both independently came to

a similar 1nto;-protation. In some comparisons between Philo anA

N |
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' Philo's Abraham is differiy
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the Haggada Treitel sav\n similarity vhich I camnot recognize, e.g.,

t from Abraham in thn Hassnda.

X

Treitel hmd a ’daép apy iation for the Haggada, since it is
\

rich in ethical and pootiul \J.onunta. He looked for-the same qnl-—

Philo and the Hasgada.

r'/
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'(, peace of mind to tnnnaiate the Greek poot”Anacreoh into Polish,
¥
The dinry publiahod in Yiddish 3; H.Seidonunn, one of the few

to escape from Waraaw. describes stein 8 activities in the Ghetto,

the articles he published in the Gazetta Jidovska,tho lectures he

2 I _ T
gave, how he refused to interrupt his teaching. His love for books,

and endeavours to save some while he hnd‘?Q\:ove from one place to
- ) the other adds to the picture or'a courageous- man and apholar.l

IT
E.Stein stated his opinions on Philo and the-Haggada in his

books Allegorische Exegese des Philo ggqué;oxnngria (1929) and g
: ¥

‘Philo und der Midrasch (19351). \
In Phil6 und der Midrasch Stein analysed the characteristics

of the Midrash in Philo and pointed out its relationship to 'the

Midrash in Palestine, o ' ’

He wrote that t#cro is no doubt among scholars in the field

of Hellenistic squihqkigat Philo was the most important représen-
tative of the Jewish-Hellenistic Haggada, Stein nontiqn%p the write—

1né§ of Z.Frankel, C.Siegfried and J.Frsudenthal, He did, however,
oppobe their opinion that thénﬁhilonic Midrash had the Palos@{yian

Midrash as its source., They had maintained that in its simple form -

: < tho Midrash originated 1n Judsea, but that the aljegorical or fhil-

oaophical Haggada originated 1n Alcxandria. According to Stein,
2

4

this theory remains to be proven. -

, 7 later ccho&*ps, such as L,Cohn and I.Rbincnnnn, vho ’ditod
the é;rnan translation of Philo, or J.Theodor and Ch,Albeck, the
\ ;&1tora of ﬁidraah Bereshith Rabba, in ¢iting pnrallals ware more
ix&\ dautzons about ascribing & midrash to either Philonic or Judaic
N

-
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Steln used the terms "historical" or "narrative" for a haggada

(
4

which only adorns the biblical narrative with further details. He

"also,emphasized that the Hfstorical Haggada was the'necessary'first

step in thg,development of the allegorical Haggada anﬁ declared that

I e e e
~

"allegony would not have been produced without the‘hiatogical Hag-

5ad&9 (ohne dig\ istorische Agada hatte die Allegoristik nicht en-
- /
stehen kﬁnnen)%\H proceeds %0 prove his thesis by citing various

: narrative haggadoth about the herces of the Pentateuch,

Philo, he pointed out, was the first to comment cloarlj'on

f the contradiction in the £wo versions in Genesis about the creation

‘;’ . o;}mon (Genesis 1:27; 2:18ff%), Philo eliminated the contrgdiction

by a theory of s double creation,bFirst, God created the idea of

man, and sthis idea contained in itself both the ngle and the finali; -

*

‘f This ;deaI/man was created like his Creator and’wng therefore ster-

‘ nal, The second story (Genesis 2:18ff,) relates the creation of the

V\W

man of flesh and blood, the earthly man. (De opificio mundl 76; 134), -

Philo was the first to explain in this way the contradiction -bet-

‘ ween the-two first chapters of Genesis, since the Palestinian Mid-

T

rash contains no similar view about the two types of\the first man.

e

Philo believed in the existence of different supernatural

~h N

powers called "Logoi™, whom he s1dentified at tinos with angels,This -

. notion is ﬁsrépsly influenced by the Stoic .XK;X{N,1 G ra*ltl Kol

| that permeate the universe. In the Pnleatidiunlﬂidrash t e:firat

' man is in a way closer to .the Cr;atér than fhe angels who jishod i
to sing & hymn when Adam was created (B;xosh;th.nabbu 8, 10), "Whnan.'T
God é;eatcd'thu first man, the angels mistook him and s é;ht to say
() before him holy"'(x‘. 166> P3fc nk %99 /2t 2rla

&3y (v/wf wil fga/  pole okl So ds(
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Philo attributed every virtue to the i&oul gdan and all evil to
the éarthly man, whereas the Judaic Midrash attributes all that
is good in man to the time before his temptation aﬁd the evil to
the time>;}ter his sin.

There are marked differences between the Judaic Hidéash:and»
Philo: for eianple, the Midrash pictures Adam as extraordinary as
possible in his physical boautyuand ih his virtues, so that when
he listens to Eve and sins, his fall is gll the mofe\pronouneed.

Philo, on the other hand, wrote very 1ittle about the fall and the

. punishment, But Philo and the Midrash agree that Adam was wise and

see proof of it in his ability to name the animals (Genesis 2:20).
According to Philo, the animals' names correspong oiﬂctly to ;hoir
nature (De opificio mundi’ 149*150).7The Midrash saw in the fact
that Adam suie names t0' the animais a sign of his superiority to
the angels, who could not do 1t.(B;roah1th Rabba 17,4), ‘
Since Ada; is, nccord;ng to both Philo and the Jhdaic Midrash,

the most important part of creation, the question arises why he

- was created lsst. Philo and the Hid#aéh give a similar answer, It-

seems that Philo and the Baraita uséﬁjﬁere a common older source,”

In Philo}sﬂallegory Adam is Y“Nous"and Eve porcep?t@n‘(chgn allege . -
orime 2,25);They lose every personal traitxand becpme abstract
notions., Both tha® Judaic Midrash and Philo try to explain Cain's

sin and do it in ainilag fashion, nancly,tﬁat he sacrificed from
the bad fruits of the earth and offered God as 1little as possible,
‘In both Absel is described .as stronger but trapped by Cain's tricky
and sly words. In Philo, Cain sppears as a sophist, fluemt and ;

1
1
'
N

clever with his words, Abel appears as & better man, but not fluent.

|
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This reminds us og‘Aaron's talent of speech while Moses stuttered

(-3 but was so much better than his'brotheré

étein maintaihed that Philo's exposition was influenced‘by
Greek allegory but it had individual traits of its own, Gresk al-
legorists especially focudjg on cosmological problems, while Philo °*

was chiefly concerned with ethics. Therefore, according to Stein,

,lthough Philo was influenced by Greek allegory he went his own way

T in his understanding and explanation of the Bible,

To show'the gradual development of the good in man Philo twice

used an image of three men, The first triad is Enos, Enoch and Noah;
“the second, Abraham, LLaac ?nd Jacob., The first represented relative
perfection, the second complete perfection in man., This is especially

emphasized in the case of Noah, who compared with his ow%*generation

. . is good and righteou g but cogparéd with Abraham or Jacob he is ¢
(3 morally of a lesser standard'iDe Abrahamo 27; 36-38).
Genesis 5:9 "Noah was a just man and perfect in his generations",
/’J’JK/')/QQ 2 PYD /)‘33 {’/C' '1/)' The Sages in Bereshith
Rabba 30,9 used the words "in his generations" to express tpeir~

différing opinions on Noah. "Rabbi Qudq sald in hﬁsvgeneration he

was just, but if he had been in Moaes; generation he would not

have been just. Rabbi Nehemiah said, if he was just in his gener.
1 ' a£ion,‘hs would have been all the more so in Mosesf’éaneration".
. ( 90 IVl mj( 9  “fhhIzR* ok 33 19
' ple af) e 9 q/ ' /wfeg 29 if afn (€ Io/32
(oHS] i nfe v ol Kol pe8 a9 fnfr1ad

Stein pointed out Philo's view that Abrahq?, Isaac and Jacob

T ———

(:) reached moral perfection by different ways (De_Abrahamo 5.4

+
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In the Midrash the éntriarcha have the same value as the Tora,in
that both were crea#ed on the sixth day of creution(Baraahith'Rab~
ba 1,4)s Abraham raaéhed per&ectiﬁn or knowlndge of tﬁeytrue God by
‘fu/u.aqtjj that is 1n atagas, by searching and learning,
Stein believed that in his conmenta on Sarah Philo introduced
a mystical tone, wh;ch is typical of him when he discusses tho’

. \ I AN
nSacred Marriagem (12 pef a’%}v ®():cf. De Abrahamo 99-100. Sarah
) {

‘_is}groatly idealized both in Philo and in the Midraah, where ahe

has a greater prophotic potentiality than Ahrahrn 5(8honoth Rabba 1, 1L
"Abraham is less than Sarah in prophecy” wik'vJ? 226 ol pa2k),
' There are fetor hnggadoth about'Isaac than about the other pat-
riarchs, Phile un@formly interpreted him allesorical%;; that Iaaag}
was named before hia birth meant that his name was symbolic, The
Midrash enphasizo# espoeially two events in Isaac's life, his sace-
rifice and his bloasing of Jacob, Izaac bocana.blind so that Jacob,

the better man, woulq get/ his blessing. Théfinahility to see was _

only temporary and after Jacob was blessed and ﬁlad Isaac recov-

stiones in Genesin 4, 196),.This haggada, accor-

ered his sight (Quae

‘ding to- Stein, cam9;0r15 nally from Palestine, "This haésudg shows

(betrays) a Palestinian origin. It 418 clear that such a haggada -
would rather originatc n nir cle~loving Palestine thun in ration- .
alistic Aloxandriag“ ( ss8e Agada verrat einea palhstinonsischon
Ursprung. Es ist schon an sich oinlouehxcnd dass eine derartige

Agada eher im wundersichtigen Paiist&na’entstuhon konnte als im

' rationalistischun Aloxandrion), f |

In Phile'u allo;arical intarprotation Isaac ‘is the putest and

most spiritnal among tho patriarchs, wn;xo Abraham reaches true

>
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knowledge only slowly and ;;hroygh/ iﬁ;Ious and painstaking striv-
ing and learning, Isaac alone “roceivos from his father the real
substance" (]o( d’o( "UTKfW /~0va a\!T?f To(f-c Tov
oU'faf J\Vvﬁ WVEL) cfs De confusione linguarum 74, He does-not

know tho temptations of sensuality and he is ithe only one among the

patriu'chs who does not go down to Egypt, tho conter of sensuality,
Both 1:} WPhilo~ and the Midrash he is a completely virtuous and happy
man, - ‘
Jacob was the patriarch whose way to Godsvas t!‘a/ining and
practice, gf’ G'K”) ¢l S‘.' Therefore in the second grot'xp of throﬂeh Jacob
is the least virtuous, practice standing below learning (Af)rahnn) %
and natural knowledge (Isaac). He gets the name "Israel" only when’
he really understands God, and Philo oxplainod the name as nean:l.ng

that Jacob%saw God" ( agaav IOV 98 OV).cf. De mutatione nominum 81,

Ezau is the antithesis of Jacob. The twin brothers camnot live.

together\.\geither Philo nor the Midrash attempfsd to explain why

_ these brothers coming from such perfect par‘ents wore go different,

In De Josepho Philo compared Josepix to the good shepkerd who
had the ‘qualities to lead nations, The idea that a future leader
learns as a shepherd vhat leadership muna is found in the Midrash
concerning both Moses and David (Shemoth Rabba 2,2)sPhilo sinsled
out Joseph anong Jtcob's sona to wr:lte a book about him, When he
described Joseph's life in Egypt and got to the scene bc_tu’on
Joseph and Potiphar's wife, he stated that Joseph h;;m avay,

‘from her because he was very young and did not know yet howsterever-

‘conf sensuality (Legum allegorise 3, 2&2)3, The Midrash embroidered

thf/ story ‘even further telling that Joseph would have simned if
L , . . J

~

{
+
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o “ |
hia father's picture had fot Jappeared before him(Sota 36b),In the

Midrash we have side by side good and bad opinions about Jogseph, \
. i
: But in Philo there is this distinction: in tPc narrative Haggada, \
i / . . | .
| v Philo makes Joseph appear without fault (De Josepho 5); in the ale \

legorical Haggada he resembles his mother Rachel, who symbolizes
sensuality., Philo explained _the’nme Joseph as "additior" ( ujaéc Gnrﬂ)
from the Hebrew root Jaso ( eO' Jto add, a; somebody who incorporf

;tes superfluous, additim;nl characteristics (De gutatjfo'rxe nominua 89)., _ .

Then, Stein compared Philo's description of Moses with someof the
o

Moses' haggadoth in the Midrash, The child Moses is deseribed by -

\

I . o

\ Philo as beautiful and as developing very quitkly. (De vita Mosis
1, 19-22). In the Midrash,| the description offers more details,

)

|
\ K saying that when Moses was|born the whole house was full of 1ight,

Philo wrote in his preface to the De vita Mosis that he used the
Bible and very old haggadoth about Moses (De u;ta Mosis 1,4). Philo

described Moses' education ind nentioned that\,‘ ong his teachers

. |
vere some from Hellas (De vita Mosis 1,15), Not only his whole life,

but alse his death g!_iow the lextraordinary quali les of ﬁoaoa. In

\difference between-

\

- conpection with his death st\pin yointed out tho\‘

. i
Philo and the Midrash.’ In tﬁe Midrash Moses pleads before God °

o

that he should mot die yet, but in Philo Moses, the greatest phil-
osopher, ¢ould never have protested since he knew that death is ‘

only the separation of the sbul from the body (De Mosis 2,2881f.).

'The Midrash and Phile beliov,o‘d that Moses himself wrote the last
sentences of the Pentateuch, which describe his;da the Philo ling-

ered longer over the description and eghuaizod;tha Moses wag pose

e

sessed at that time bi the ecstasy of prophecy, and in this spirit

he predicted the future of the twhdlve tribes o.nci‘ also\ deseribed ‘
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his own death and the people‘s mourning. Stein baliovod that the
doscriptiona of Mosea' death are similnr in Ph:llo and the Midrash
but also distinguished in the Philonic description the different
tone of Hellenistic education, 'In the allegory Ph[ilo saw Moses as
pure spirit, as symbolizing all the virtues; he is the porfect man,

better than any who had:: W Pollowed him, (Quod deterius po-
tiori insidisri solet 132).

Stein continually compared the Judaié \iith the Philonic Hag-;
gada. We have seen that he found many similarities. At the same
time he tried to find an ans‘v\mr. to 3he question whether the nar-
rative ‘Hagga’da was sometimes developed into the Vallo_sorical Haggadu;

In the narrative Haggada Philo was influenced by the stylistic
devices of Greek biography and ﬁ,hqritore his Haggada is better con-
structed and more unified. Stein showed that in contrast /to Philo's
well constructed biograph;cai Haggada, the Midrash piétired mainly
good personalities in the brightest colours and :reprcsontoa 1';ha
bad as badly as géaibie. Ano't,ht;r difference between Philonicl and -
Jutiaic Haggada is that Philo wvas clearly influenced by Alexandrian .
rationalism and tried as much as he could to find rational features
for his haggadic figures. _ R ,

According to Stein, therefore, the most eharac‘teria’ti*c points
of Philo's Haggada are a tendency towards rationalism and towards

8

a systematic description.,” The Midrashic and the Philonic Haggada

often resemble sach qther in detalls; novor’tholons, it is lmpose’
sible to establish today which Haggada came first and served as a
_source for‘ the other,

In the allegorical Haggada, which im mors often’ found.in'Philo,
- " o . \'l -
%e can see a more systematic structure. Stein ‘believed that one
\ \ o ' '
i
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might ani)poae that the Hallonistic‘ allegorical Haggada developed
from the Judaic narrative Haggada, -

Stein rightly stated that an allegorical oxplumtion of an
old lyth or an ancient religion always has the tendency to eatab~
lish a harnonic link between :l;aolf and newer opiniogns and boliefs.g
He pointed owt that the allegory must contain both the new and the
0ld elements, Stein believed that allegory develops when there _ox—ﬁ‘
ists a reaspect for tradltion together with sptri}nal progress, but
the proéroas has not yet reached the critical-hi‘a“torigal state, At
this point I‘::cypti.an:;, Greeks, Romans,and Jews uéo@ allegory. The P
Jews hn'ﬂ recourse to’allesqry to explain those paria of the Biblé/ ’
where God 1;3 desoribed likg a human being, the Greeks because their
gods are described as men and often as less than man from the ethical
voint of view, Thue in both cases we have the same reason for alleg-
ory: namely the need to explain that d:!:“vinity is not simply human-
ity writ large. ” ‘ - \)

Jevish allegory, eép‘ciall‘y in Philo, is different from the
Greek in geveral respecta] Physical or coamologicnl allegory is
very seldom used, but if used at all gy~ for éxmplo, in the theory

of the Logos, it becomes strongly ethical., In Philonic allegory the

history of the Bible becomes the history of spiritual progress.
-Protoe.sor Stein proceeded to enquire ho" rr ;1301? Jewish il-;
legory developed in Alexandria. There aro°only ery few gources -
apart from Philo and, according to Stein, there vas a need to de~’
ferd the Bible against the gttacks of the Greeks, ——
| It s difficult to decide vhers PHilo was influenced by his

"

predecessors and \g.n_fortn’izi aly we cannot roconstﬁ%ét the develop~

4
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//x//nant of Alexandrian allegory 1uuodiatoly before Philo: "In the fur-
ther developmont of allegory 1nnodiately before Philo ‘there is a
lacuna, bocauso in the form in which we meet it 1n Philo, allogory
has reached alrpady its culminating point." (In der weiteren Ent-
wicklung d;r Allsgorie unmittelbar vor Philo klarfft ein; Lﬁcko,
" denn in der Form, wie sie uns bei Philo begegnet, hat die Allegorie
bereits 1hren‘H6Hipunkt erréiéht)qlo
Philo did mot use aymbols algne but transformed a whole bib-
lical Etory by his allegorical expLg:;tions.For 1nstanc;L man is
made up of both pure mind and sensual’perception, Man %F able to
'climb ,through ditferant steps to reach spiritual‘éerfection. The
aix ‘most” important of these phases are faith(Enos), repentance
(Enoch), justice (Hoah); laa}ning (Abnahnag 1ntq1tion (Isaac)and
practice (Jacob), - ' |
Philo's belief that the Bible 1s the soures of all wisdom and
all theoretical knowledge resulted sometimes in contradictions

his different writings, We find in them theories dsrived from 7&&;0,
, / i
Plutarch and the Stoics, T ‘ ( . \ J

Stein believed that Philo didﬁnot know Hebrew and he 5?3ﬁ§ht
aeveral arguments to support his opinion.llPhilo did not kﬁgv that
ﬁueb ?{ and 98({ 1n the Septuagint correspondetl to the Heiru
AT X;rc and P! (Elohim and Yahweh).He falsely derived eor p N
from T{”f"b and auw in FElohim the creative power ( VV&}M’ 3! W"ﬂl”
But Elohim, El are nora cqrractly undoratood in the Midrash as the
kingly power j’\fV oLl L{ ﬁﬁﬁ"lu\} K’l o This is important, bscause |

a true understanding ‘of God's names iz very important for Philo

and the allegoriqts. Pyilo did not even understand that in Hobrow‘,
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Adam ( ﬁ‘%‘- )is both a proper name (Od“ﬂfd and a generic name, '
numsntty( %V Opom0y),

_According to Stein, i% is clear that Philo knew only the Greek
translation of the Bible and not the Hebrew original. He cited Phi-
lo's faulty etxnologic;i explanationQ from Philo's J¥ariousit books
to pioye that Philo lacked any knowledge of the Hebrew 1ang&aqe.
Philo's explanation of biblicalmnsmes ie naive, e.g., Leah is der~
ived frqm -AGJk, cloaﬁ. Siegfried called such mistakes an “unphil-

ological undérstunding" (unphilologischer Geist), bdbut Stein Judged

these mistakes as serious, since Philo believed that he had relched

"the Soul of Scripture® through thaso ekglggn&vpég ot names,

There are, however, ptymologies in Phile which suggest a more

_exact knowledge of Hebrew, Nevertheless, Stein did not believe, as

did siegfried, that Philo might have known Hsbrew but provided faul-

ty etymologies because he employed a wrong philological nmethod.
Plato's Cratylus has numerous fau}ty-etymolosiea-should one , there-
fore, conclude that Plato's knowledge of Greek was insufficient or

that his philological method was wrong ?

4
1
v

Philo used some very rare verbal roots and word combinations
in . his explanations of biblical names. Only a scholar who kni;
Hebrew well could have doné so, The siié man, however, could not:
have made such obvious mistakes in the majority of the explanatipns.
Stoié coggluded that the few cofrect etymologies did not orisinnto .
'ith Phila but camé from another sourco. The Judaic Midrash might
haii used the same source, but 1ndopondent1y, for Stein did not
baliovo 'in a mutual philolosical influence between Philo and the

Palestinian Midrash. N . -

~ A
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In the Talmud we often have the nanme ,élp,(? "place" meaning
God'and in Philo Tﬂﬂof too has the same meaning. Stein believed

that "the place” came to mean God first in the Septuagint Exodus
\
24:10. In order to weaken the anthropomorphisnm, "They saw Israsl'

é

God", ‘the Septuagint translates, "They saw the place ‘on which
-Israel's God stood"» :\ ' ’ .

—_ When Philo employed an allegorical explanationm, it ié difficult
t? know whether he had fbundfié among his predecessors or if itr

was his own. Sometimes he emphasized that anlallegorical explah-

ation is his own, e.g., De cherubim 9 or De specialibus legibus 1,6,
: Q

Philo never mentioned a Hebrew e%ymology in his own explanations

and Stein sav in this fact additional proof that Philo knew only

Greek. "Greek was for Philo not only his mother tongue, as he boas-’

'ted, but also the only language which he knew'",(Das Griachische
war aber fur Philo nicht- nur die Muttersprache, wie er sich rihmt,
sondern zugleich die einzige Sprache, die er kannte).

Philo saw in the allegorical interpretation a special mystic-
al talent, a kind of "seeing" that was not giv h to every man, and
for this reason he(was especially interested in twq}Jewish sects
that existed in his days and brobabl& some t¥§e before him, One
sect, the Therapeutae, 1ived in the Egyptian desert' and the othéf
was the Essenes of the Judaean desert,., Both practised allegonical

exegesis of the Bible and pgedicted the future according to the

t

o

secrets they found with its help. ‘ .

= 4

In his De vita contemplativa Philo described the Theraﬁeutae“

as a communiti of older people who had retired from the world.

!

)They sang apegialfhymna and posgessed old, tradiyional, allegoric-

al ﬁpitings.'Philo praised them because they led their 1ife
toe ' ‘

o
L)
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according to Moses' laws,\nnd he, aeoldad éhe extremists among al-
1ogorica1 interpreters, the sp:l.ritualists,; who [saw no mers any sense
in practicing the Law, Philo :Lron:lully c%llo/g
(&Va;f.ifbl u(v)gal:‘)cf.

the Therapeutae, whom he boJ,iovad to have foun

hese "bg 'ylesgs soula! -

] -
De migratione Abrahani .16, He admired

the piurest form ¢
of - m«gnotho\ism. We' have no means .to know clearly what their a'ileg-
‘ory was, It soenu? that thoir writinga wore similar to Philo's quaes-

tionos 111 Genesin and In Ezoduu.Whether the Therapeutaé usod only

a catechetical forn or gometimes employed a whole structured speech
18 not knovn. Ev‘en the meaning of their namo was unknown in Philo's

dayse He explained it from otedfwébl/, to heal, because thay )

_knew how to hedl the aoul through struggling and freeing thonsol-'

vé from all the desires of the body. ,
! Tho other group, the Easonos, according to‘Philo, also used
allegorical 1ntorprotaticn. At “the tino of Stein's work, the in-

2

fomtion about thon camé from Phuo (Quod omnis probus li‘m sit 12)

and Joaop‘hus (Bellum Judaicum 2‘ 8, 2=14), Now we can supplemont )

this trou the Quaran Scrolla which use ,gosh ;u, prophotic exogosis
(.'

that burp son rosonbluce to allesgory but :Lz more directly con-

corncd with history. In the De wita congogglativ Pixllo described

) tha u:l.n diffpronco ,botvun the two groupa. The Therapsutae passed

their Iife in isolated contuplauon, while the Essona{aiso dult

L

in pructical utters., This difr-ronce was oxpinined by Stein as dua

bto uxtu'nal circustucos. The ’l‘hcrtp‘ﬂtqe got all,J:hm néuw from

the Alamﬂrinn Jewg, vh:tlo the Essenes in Judau m to work and

to earn & linm , f O
< P
Allqgury, au.qams to ato:m W diffortnt m mrnew f
i

- methods, He zound: mgmumxn m Ph;tlm zﬁcgw; To e 'sH'
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dria d Rom, 1915 tnied to’ explain the contraﬂictions through fin~-

arguments were not convincin .1§

Stein found'in Phtlo's tings both theological and secular
allegories, based on different outlooks or Waltanschauungcn. In )
AN
his thaological allkepory\Phile sought to pcrsuado otiers to lead a =

life which is ascetical,|\mystical and contemplative, In his secul =

ar allegory there is a positive evaluation of concrete values, &

"jole de viyre" and an aén;nt to practical life, Philo ‘discoversd

these two contrasting viewpoints in the Bible by means of allogory;lu,

S;ain'arguod that secular allegory developed in a Hellenistic milieu .

and mostly used analogy. Theological allegory very often used the

etynology of name8 and looked for a special nean;ng in every word
and syllable, Thoﬁiatter is more oﬂtan used by Philo. than the for-
mer, Yet the Hchroy atxmulogylin Philo is mostly wrong, not only
philologically, hut because he started out from a wrong via;boint.
He did pot begin: with the original form of a word andknfriv- from
it a certain allogorignl -aaainz-‘Ruthor% his first step was a _cer-
tain thought, and then he tried to derive frem the -word i«d’rivnt-
ive that would prove h;é way of thinking, In other words, ho‘tried
to Justif? his own thcories by the- authority of the ‘Bible, ‘
Philo brou;ht only a fov originnl 1doas into “the thoolagical
allegory. 81!00 he did not contribute much to tho sscular allogqry,

one might ask what is distinctively Philonic in his allegorical . %
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éxegesis. Stein compared him with Gicero.15Cicero was not'; |
(té ﬁhilosopher, he merely translated Greek philogpphy into Latin and;

although his treatises c0ntain contradi&tions, his merit was ‘that

Greek philosaphy became known through him to wider circlea. From .

the same point of view, though he was not an original allegorist ,

» " o

and hisAcommentaries abound in misinterpretations, Philo's merit,

according to Stein, was that through his writings allegorical ex~
egesls was transmitted to following generations, especially in thp
Christian Church, as Origen and others show. . r

~

The two monographs Philo und der Midrasgh and AL;egprische

Exegese des Philo aus Alexandreia are a valuable addition to Phil-

onic scholarship. Both deal mainly with allegory; its development
by Philo, its éharacteristic traits., OQther problems such as, Philo's
khowledge\of Hebrew, whether his exegesis used the M,T, text or 4 .
‘i} .the Septuagint are considered only briefly.
Steln thought that Philo's allegory was superior to the Palaé-
tinian Haggada both in -content and in\form.
Philo, under Greek influence, éave his alleéory a systematic
structure. Greekx;nfluence may .also be seen in the rationalism of
’ Philo's allagory.‘In content, however, Stein distinguishes an el-

ement which Philo did not learn from the Greeks, the ethical el-

ement.\QﬂJb looked in every story and allegory for the ethical

\ purpose, ' -
o~ 0 One agrees witH-Stein sbout the ethical and rationalistic e;~
" *  ements in Philo's allegories. It is impossible, however, to recog-

nize their gystematic structurne, Characteristic faults of Philo

~




N\

(h thn; 'ritex; are his frequent digressions, hias interweaving of dif -
forent stories-and allegories, while the Palestirian }Iaggud: 1is
extremely concise, ’ . o ’ ’ g . »

In efféct, Stein belfeved that his al;oéc;ri vas Philo's graat- ,
est acpiovonent and that only through allegorical exeg;asis aid he )
influence the following generations, especially meveral of the'

Church Fathers, o ‘
Concerning the préblom “whether ‘the Haggada originated in Juda~- .

ea or Alexandria, Stein gave the recurrent answver that I;hilo tol~

lowed a long line of allegorists; since his predecessors' writ-
ings are almost totally loat we shall no;ur know how much Philo
9
. 2 - . -
’ ‘peceived and how much he created himself,Stein did not contribute

much to the solution of this problem, He suggested that the sim-

ple, narrative Haggada originated in Judamea and the allegorical

il : Stein's quotations from Philo and the Midrash are pertinent,

Sy

Haggada in Alexandria, . ©

He sometimes d:lgréssad to .analyse an interesting, general p‘oint,
& ' for instance, when he stated th‘at_ the main purpose of allegory is
to serve as a link bbot';on an ancient religion al:ul new, critical
opinions, “
Stein's two monographs do not help with genoral Philenic prob-
lems but they offer a good aralysis of his ali.‘csor:lcul method and

. . &
in this way contribute to a better understanding of Philo,
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1 .z"" . An'excellent study of this scholar.is found'in J.M.

N ” Rosenthtl, Studies and Texta in Jowish Hintogz, Tit-

. - "~ ... erature and Religiom, "M, (E) Stein" (Jerusalem:Rubin
T ‘Mass, 1967) pp.676-'}03: (in Hedrew) ¥
2 ‘E.séein, " Phile und der M;draach, (Giuasen- Alfred T&ppolnann,

Co 29315 peke
5 pmils, - De De opificio mundi 78. Baraita Saxhedrin 38a.The Bar-

»aita 13 the gennrie name for all Tannaitic teachings
.- not 1nc1udod in the Mishnah or Rabbi Jehuda,

i

3 .':jt‘e_:i;l% xu«i., pe26e _
5 &ggi{; : :§;§éfQ‘Pi-37'3°- ‘ ‘ N'
"6 | . ':«fbgé".,—p.sﬁ.
9 | . Ibid., Pe56. | o L
‘ a - “,I*B:Lﬂ;,,gp.@l. S
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D'Alexandrie toforred to it about nine times,

-

- n CHAPTRE ' FIVE . S : .

L
JEAN . PEPIN

on;c problemq.
Pépin has a/ special inpereat in allogory and, ipdeed,he 1is
considered omao the foramgst scholars on thie subject,I have in-
cluded in my di sertation hts article "Rémarques sur la Théorile de
1'Exégése Allédorique chdz Philon" since it deals specifically and
at length with the allegorical exegesis of Philo. - . ~
This article, and not Pépin 8 book, Mythe et Al1égorie(1958),

iz often referred to in modern Philonic scholarship, Nikiprowetzky, /

|
"~ for instance, in his boo& Le Commentaire de L'Ecriture chez Philon

Pépin's article on a;;egory and Philo is very informative.

After a oarefil and detailed analysis, however, I'fouqd:ghat the ,/

“.article's real waiue  lies in Pépin's explanatory referesnces to

+

different Philonicyscholarg and thair various views, K

/

A student reading Pépints articla night, basidoa getting a

botter understanding of Philonic allngor:, be induced by Pépin's ‘

i

/

i .
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clear J&position to nse hieg references as a guide to read some of

" the boo}s':efqrred to (Hainamahn,'Bréh{er, Wolfsoﬁ, Daiiélon..)

-

" and become acquainted with Philonic scholarship.

~

II

¢

o \ J.Pépin introduces his article by'ataﬁing that Philo in hia

. ” allegorical interpretation of the Bible surpaaae&‘éll who preceded

lne does not argue, hovﬁver, that Philo was the creator of the

. J N C

allegorical’ method. Among Alexandrian Jews some exagetos had ale

him.

ready used allegory aud this 48 true also about b%blical gnter-
’ . ’ -/ ‘ \
preters who ‘were contemporaries of Philo. Philo himself speaks

about them in Ds specialibus legibus 3,52 78,aaying that he heard
admirable men naintain that -the graatest part of the Law has a sym=- ’

bolic’ value. It is true that Philo did not define thoao interpret-
ers very clearly, Sometimes he called them "mon of. naturo“ (éuG’bKot /
o&l/ngS). Bousset t ought it most probable that they belonged to
x a Jewlsgh, Stoic scho?l of thought, and Pépin agreed with Bousset.z
Pépin 1is rather vague about the origin,of Philo's allegorical; &
ethical method, Several scholars besfore him had been more exiiicit.
Bréh%er, for example, ascribed to the Therapeutae a very important
Arolé in the cr;a;ion of the allegorical method: "cette méthode °
n'est e effet que celle néme des Thérapautoa."B‘H nemann, how-
ever, in his sxcellent article on the Therapeutae¢ noted that Philo

om these pooplo,
i

could not have learned his‘ﬁilegorical method

since thoir life was completely gulod by the 1tora1 an.
Fhilo's remarks about the ancient allegorical traditions of

{
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the Thdrapentlc and the Essonea sh&w, according to Pépin, that nl-‘

JAlogory vna'well known and practisod in Alexandriu,ﬁalthough Philo

did not mention any author or work ef a‘puroly allogorical nature,

Aristobulus, -the upt%br ot ghﬂilatt;r to Aristeas, and the -
;uthor of The Wisdom of Solomon #mployed allegcry. Philo also men-
) tioned ngllegorical rules” ( J.-U."(xay L vé/.wb) ‘establisliad
and handgd down by an ancient tradition. .

w»’

PRI
Siegfried believod that he coul diatinguish precise ullegor-
sical rules in Philg's 1ntorpratatibng; Pépin, howéver, arguss ap- ~
gainst Siegfried that for the present one cannot clearly d;stiﬁg-
uigh and understand thcge;gq;queutic rules,He supposed that there
were generalgrules not peculiar to Philo; but applicable to every
iind of allegory. \ '
PépLi suaned up a few points about'Philo and allegory, It can-
:noﬁ be doubted that Philo appreciated the allegorical method of
exegeslis much more than the litaral 1?tarpratntidn of the Bible,
He regarded allegory both as a way and as a desirable aim, He un-
derstood allegory as the great mystery of the select, those who.

see the incorporeal realities, those who live more by their aou#s

than by their bodies.,” Only a few, Philo believed, are able after

a long preparation roai to pnderstand and practise the allegoﬁé

‘few a select &lite, who prepare thenm-
’ {

selves as if for an initimtion into a nystery. ' |

ical method, He called thé

‘/ t
I1I
‘ N
Pépin's understanding of Philo's relation to allegory as to
P 1’

!
; |
i




T

C |

/

a mystery is right. But Pépin's opinion is not new, Scholars 1like
- ~
Leisegang, Heinemann, and Goodanqugh have pointed out that Philo

in his allegorical interpretations used the same terms as thome
used in Greek mysteriea.‘Thus, when Moses speaks about the miracles

of Sarah, Leah, Rebécca and,Zipporah, there is a mystical meaning

in these names, Philo said about himself that he belongs to.the

Jdnitiates of those mysteries, He alluded to them in uan{ Places of

his writings, e.g.,Lg;gEuallnggnitw:3,22171; Quod Deus sit immuta -

F 3
bifis 13,61; De migratione Abrahami 3,14; De vita Mosis2,3,7l. The
) %

'preparation for the mystery of allegorical interpretation is long

and difficult and it will not reveal itsmelf to those who are not

initiated, Philo also warned that one should not reveal the hid-.

e

den meanings of Scripture to the mass of the people who are not

capable of undefétandi?g"%hem (Quaestiones in Genesin 4,8),

Pépin goes on to ask, what is this initiaetion? Is ;ha;e any
special secret act? These questions are most interesting, but Pép-
in's answer explains very little., Philo used to pray that God would
find him worthy of the revelation, The instrumontlof this revelat«
ion is a sicred oraci§ which enahles one to see the truth behind
the literal meaning, In defence of\Pépin one must pououbep that
FPhilo never described the 1n1tiatio£*15to the mystery which en-
abled him to use allégory, and it is just poseible that words like
"mystery" and "initiation' apre not to be taken literally at all}

According to Pépin, wﬁorevcg.the’bxblical texts offer both a
literal and an allegorical interpretation, Philo prefers the alleg-

orical. He even applies the same rule fo the interpretation of the

~ . ’ N
biblical laws, sizce the literal interpretation is omly a body whoss
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(T§ ‘ soul is allegory (De vita contemplativa 19, 78; De nisgatianc hb-

rahami 16,93).° 7
Philo made many comparisons to illustrate his view of the sup-

eriority of aliegory and Eépin presented a selection of those, Does

" this mean that the literal interpretation has no value? Philo's an-

swers are different 1nxd%fforent texts, In some, the literal inter-
pra;ation has the valn&fof truth and allegory coexists with it for
the select few, We see %his in Quaestiones in Gonoain ,and in Exodum
or in De Joson 0 22,125 thre Philo gave first the literal meaning
and followod it 1nnodiatbly with the allegorical, Sometimes he put
both interpretations on the same lével, e.g. in hiz Legum allegoriae
295,14 he commoﬁtod on Genesis 2:19, when Adam gives the animals
éheir names,that the literal and ;llegorical oxpianatiﬁns both have

(ﬁf the same value, One should alao remember that Philo praises greatly

the pracise obsorvnnce of the Law in De migratitne Abrahami 16, 89—93. 1

" He observed that no symbolic explanation seis one free from a pre-

cise fulfilment of the Lav. He finished this statement with ‘fhe | ;

remark, foufid later in Christian tradition, that as a healthy body

f#ees the soul for its true work, 80 the right understanding oT

the literal form will lead to a true undtrgtunding of its symbolism, |, 3
i Philo found pasasges in the Bible whose literal neaningfiﬁ‘

mythical, e,gs that woman was fashioned from man's rib, tﬁé Biﬂle

in this case uses myth to teach a lesson and Philo’ofpoacd 1£; lit- -

eral interpretation (nggg_g;;ggg;;ggZ,?,IQ). wQ see this notably

when he commentpd at thelboginning of De confusione linguarus that
\. there ari Alexandrian Jeﬁs 80 very assimilated tﬁat,thoy read the

O) Bible with "Grask oyea".ﬁ Philo pointed out emphatically that Moses,
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the greatest prophet and legislator, did not use any myths in ine
troducing -his léws quin his narratives, as the lasislators:of '
other nations did. When Moses narrated the disobpdience and pun-
ishment of Lot's wife, he did not relate a myth but a fact.
Although these comments by Philo are dispersed over hiﬁ whole’
work and dq not form a systematic.pneéentatton, his theory emerges
cleafly; Some naqpativep in the Bible have a mythical air, dut bec=
ause they are not real myths thef must be undérstood allegorically.

| ’ .

The literal sonaa, besides being’sometimes mythical, can algo be
1llogical, e.Ze¢ Exodus 2:3, the Israelitea wo;;“;ver the death of
Pharaoh, - their oppressor, - | ;

Phi}o cpntesaed that occasionally he could not understand‘phe
literal sense, e.g. the statement in Genesis 4:16 that Caig flod.
from God's face, If Jews believe literally that God has a face,hdw
can they defend their religion against the Eplcureans or the Egyp-
tians? The only salvgtion lies 1n an allegorical 1§térpretation.
More fhan that, to believe such tales literally is impiety.

Pépin asked how can one explain, this inconsistency in Philo,
that somatimeswhe found the literal sense completely illogical aﬁd
at other times he enjoined his readers to respect it? Siegfried
and Heinisch wéfe aware of this’fact; but did not try)to explain
it. Pépin himself auggdstpd that there m;y have been a certain es.
volutien in Philo's way of thinking and the period when he prefer-
red allegory did not coincide with the time whén he appreciated a
literal exegesis, ) ‘

The weak point of this hypothesis is that it 1is impossible to

date Philo's commentaples to two different ﬁeriods. In all his
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' are found side by side,

. in generil with Wolfson, ialthough they divfdp the narrative mater-

. 24
it has to be respected.According to Goppelt, in the narratives

¢

various writings the literal and the allegoriéal tnterpratations 1

W

Wolfaon, as we shall note in a laiger chapter, explained Philo's.
unsystematic use of the 11teral and al).egorical methods on the basis
of the kind of biblical material commented upon by Philo. Wolfaon's
opinion on this point seems 1ogica1. He argues that Philo divided
the Pontateuch 1nto two main parts, the 1egislative and the his-
torical, The hiatorical part was then subdivided between the story
of creatioﬂruntil the punishment of Adam and Eve and all the other

stories describod as genealogical.ﬁ—m—tha‘umc creation ntory,

Philo rejected the literal sense,*nai;aining—it only 1n—the—§mg-*————

iones in Genesin, The real difficulty arises in the commentaries
to the laws, for sometimes these are taken in a strictly literal
way and sometimes allegorically. 28

Other contemporary scholars like G.Delling and R.M.Grant agree

ial differently.9 Pépin too saw ‘that Wolfson's theory hgs advant« .
ageé, but he did not think 1t possible to divide th; narrative mat-
erial so distinctly and to explain why Philo interproted it by

both methodse, In fact, Pép:l.n argued, there is no obvioualy 8y8~
tematic interpretative: method in Philo. '

L.Goppelt preferred another principle of division, Different
Philonic treatises are linked to specific uethods of interpretation. ‘ 5
In the case of the different laws Goppelt discerned a clear ;yatad
of intorpreZation. Even if Philo used allegory to explain the la;s,

he also explained their literal sense and admonished people that

“
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(/“"h g excluding those that relate to the patriarchs, Philo alwaya rejec-~

i 10 o :
/ted "the literal sense, b P

Danielou argued that Philo chése his expository method accor-

11

ding to the public to whom he addressed his writings. When Philo ~

explained De specialibus legibg_/g mo;-,e litereilly, he 1is presen}:inig

Hebrew laws to the Greeks-his intention wa.\§ that the?f aﬁould be as

intelligible as possible to the Greeks. The Legum allegoriae were

O addressed to the’ Jewylsh community and may have been. part of Philo's
homil;.e_éﬂin the synagogue. In this matter Pépinagreed ciﬁ'ﬁletely -
127 ' i

— with Daniélou. . —

"

i 3
e

But this expl,anation; too, has its weak points; sometimes 1it-

,\eral exegesis is found in the Legum allegorigé. It\ is questionable,

wg\bo, whether Philo .preferred allagdrical interpretations for his

QuW

{ Jewish public in the belief that they would be unacceptable to the

Greeks,.. A1l such e:‘:planat’ions can be only approximate, and there

-

may be some truth in each of them,

3

v
. . -0
Pépin goes on to point out that Philo.may qften provide sev~
eral allegorical explanations for a single biblical text, For e'x-
ample, in ¢De somniis 1,23, 146, he offered a cosmolbéical 1nte£~pet-
ation of Jacob's Pdder as the air between earth and sky., But he
did not stop therf{a. He continued with an analogical interpretation

‘according to whivh the earth and the sky represent huinan perception

and intellect, and air is the intermsdiary which leadéx from pergep-

(_} tion to intellect, that is, %o the human soul, Again

L]

R , 1
J\ " ~
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i—(ga réduit de notable taqon l'anarchia aPparente de 1'a11égoria

. where; exclumatory-whero dia you gol;: 1nterrogativu-whoro are you?

e

object may receive diverse symbolical meanings: for exnnple,'tho;
tree of life, the patriarcha, the sun, So there 13 some kind of -
unity in Philo, according to Pépin, and the means mentiq;gd givo '
his allegorical nethod more discipline and clarity. "This reduces

in a notable manner the appareng anarchy ot the Philonic allegory."

£%

L] N

philonienne.) 13

Evan when ha interpreted a passage litnrally, Philo gave it

L
several diffaront meanings, by analysing it graunatically in dite )

ferent ways and by enphaaizing A :special word, For instance, a(\pr

/\J 5
the original sin, God -aays to Adam, Mo¥ e@,(GcnelisB:9). According

14

to the streﬂs and ﬁhb punctuation that one puts on the first uord,

one can obtain th ee different meanings: affirmative-you are some-

Similar, and even greater, diversity is displayed by Philo 1n his
allegofios.qrhna in fthe story of Hagar ho gave fiva symbolical m;an- °
1ngs~ko the well in fhe desert, the intellect, the cycle of educ~
ation, the inclination to evil, tha 1nc11nation to good, and God

the Croator and cited biblical texts to glarity every one of these

tive meanings (De fuga et invogpiono 32,177:37,202)

(

i_ Wherever posaiblo he claarly pg?ferﬂed an allogoric;l inter-
pratation of the biblical text, SOmo texts, however, allow only &
literal intcrpretation. Philo found in the text special signs - ‘
(déOf,uﬂl‘-) which allowed hin to use allegory. When, for ingtance,
there are t ova in pnradisc’unliko terrostriul ,ones, trees which

give life, innortllity\and }ho knowledge of goud and evil, it i’ ‘@
cloar that allegory may be used .(De i;antntgéne 9436) e ;Another sign
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f ‘T§ that a taxt should be understood allegorically is that the text

appearsd to be paradoxical,So in Teviticus 13:9-17 one wound of

leprosy makes a man impure, but by contrast, if leprosy has spread
all over his body he is pure, Such argunents can be found in Philo's

predecassors, €.g., in Aristobulus (fragment apud Eusebius,)

-

e

: . Before Pépin concluded hls study he bgought one more example '
( - )

whichzshows most clearly when allsgory is needed, Thig is the case

=z el

u

when ahthropomofphism is linked with God:es.g. when God "breathes" ) e
on Adam's face (Genesis 2:7), According to Philo, only allegory
can explain this passago. ‘

.

(”; In different parts of his study and in its contlusion Pépin

. tried to prove that Philo avoided the literal and mmed the alleg-

i’ “orical method whenevert possible. This is seen ??peciully in, the.
: ‘ Leggm allegoriao,one of Philo's nost significani treatises.
! Pépin's main interest: ip symbolism and allegory. These are - ’
the subjects of his book and they determine those rarts of Philo'a
- worka which Pépin most thoroughly researched. This is the reABOn
N both for the lrticle's value and for its defects. His explana;ions
of the allagorical method are interesting and the 111u:£rations
o chosen from Philo appropriate' hut Pépin.almpst totally ignores
s ¢ literal oxegegis; although Philo used and respect-d it. Pépin
finds it necessary to repeat several tihos-the‘atatonont'that Philo

valued allegory aheve all, The articlé,thorefoic, gives a rather

(:} slanted impression.
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Pépin cited several scholars who recognized the importance of

-

allegory innfhiao, but none who takes an opposite position. ..
Throd%hout the article Pépin‘raiaoa interesting questions,but

sometimes fails to answer them{ e.g. of what did the initiation in-.

- to the mystery of allegorj consi§¥?

' One must thersfore judge that Pépin's article éontainn too
many general statements, especlally since some are not or cunno%
be proven, One ekample is the stitement that i;iillegory Philo surw
passed all the writers who prededed him, This can be only a apacul-\\
ative hypothesis., Very little material {rom Pﬁiio's‘jrodocossqre
has survived that coﬁld substaﬁtiite Pépints statement,

Nevertheless, this is.a thorough and informative study on ale "

legorical interpretation, & subject which -is mandatory. for an une

—

derstanding of Philo. . N
/\\w
~J
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Je AMIR

The name Amir is the Hebrew version of Néumark. J.Neumark was
born in Germany, He studied philosophy at the Uniwyersity of Berlin~
where he received hia PheDe in 1939, This was already during Hitlor'

regine and. as Dra Amir has told the writer, neither he nor any of

N

his friends believaed that he would be able to receive his diploma,

Indeed, he was the last Jew to receive a doctorate in Berlin. He

also studied at Breslau, at the Seminary for Higher Jewish Studics,
(w where he attainsd the status of’Rabbi. : ‘
" In Bresiuu,he‘came to know the principal of the \Seminary, I.
Heinemann, Professor Helnemann, a great teacher of Judalsm un@ HQi-
lenism, encoﬁragad Dr. Amir to continue with his sthdies on ?hilo,
since his dissertation had been on Phile's philosophy. Both I,.Hei-
nemann and_J:Anir soon had to leave and they met again in Jerusalenm, 2’
where they -continued their discussions. J.Amir has written articles

on different Philonic problems. He is now a ProfessQf of Hellenis- ~

tic Studio- at tho University of Tol-&viv.

. I
. . / ,
J.Amir has written a meries of essays on Philonic prodlems
(Z) 3 such as, "Moses' presentation in Philo"; "The relationship between -
\ )
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the allegory of Philo and épo allegory of Homer"; "Etpiggg&ioi of
\ ' , /

~ .

by

Hebrew names by Philo", ,
) ‘In his essay "Philo and the Bible" Amir wrote that Philo is,..

"the most complex personality known to us from antiquity"%-ﬂe Pro=

ceeded to deal with the controversial topic of Philo's attitude to -

the'Bible, & problenm wgich, after numerous commentariss on ?pilo,

sti1l continues to occupy Philonic scholars, giving rise to dissen-

sion and being one of those questions ;hichocannot be answered sim-

ply and definitely, Everything Qhuf Philq wrote, and the bulk of

his workiis considerable, bg}in relation to- the Bi?lo.

But what did the Bible really mean for Philo? Was the Bilble

his main . source of inapi}ation or marely a book of ‘reference thiough

" which he exposed his Greek philosophical and hyatical idems? Could

it.be:,Amir asked, that Goodenough was right‘thdt Philo was a mys- '
tic, who explained his mystery reiigioq in rabbinic~Hellenistic

terms to an'audience among whom mystery religiopsﬁyere much in vogue?
Amir, like ths other scholars discussed already in previous chapters, '
remarked on the fact that Philo quoted wostly from the Pentateuch

and very rarely from the other books of the Bible, .In the Loeb ed~

ition of Philo the index lists sixtx,eiéht pages of references to

- . L}
the Tora snd only six pages from the other biblical books. Phil y
° : N

might have known the Prop?oya and Writings, but he valued them much :
less than the Pentateuch. Since the Tora was the supreme authority
for Philo, he gave Moses a special place among the biblical hero&a.
Amlr disagreed with Wolfson that Philo knew the Hebrew text
of the Bible and gave examples of Eomnentarias and word plays to

\\ I
argue that Philo used only the Soptnagint.a ) . 1
1 ~
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How far and in what iay was éhe ﬁible sacred to Philo?

The Sages bgli?yad Fhat the Tora was given by God to Moses,
who added nothing by himself (Sanhedrin 99a) and, therefors, evgn'
the smallest part of it was-sacred. Amir tﬁought that ‘Philo had a

- &

difrerent viewpéint. "For Philo Moses is the iﬁ%hor of the Penta~
teuch".” This is a clear contradiction of the rabbinic legend in
Bereshith Rabba 8,8 where God dictates the Tor:%to Mosos, who ex-
claims at the words, "Lest Qs nake man", '"Lord of the world, why do

you give a good argument to the heretics?" And God's answer 1is,

("Write, and whoever wants to err, may err!" Moses had nothing to

do with the wording of the Tora, Philo believed that the Bible's

L
BAW

lapguage is the personal expression of its human author when in a
state of prophecy, ,

Philo was eager to present Moses as theagruu%est lavgivéf of
the”wqud'and as such he attributed to him the qualities of }ove

for men, justicO'and goodness (De_vita Mogis 2,11),

Philo saw Moses as another ﬁﬁato who composad laws for an ideal

) &

community, Amir found Colson's translation in De vita Mosis 2 12 x

inaccurate, v..his laws are most excellent and truly come from God",
A i [ 4 > -~
Amir would translate, "the laws are divine" (Gl VowoL afFf KJ\"GOJJ'

QS?J;), understanding "divine" as the highest quality of & human ~ ,

‘boing. According to Amir, only the Ten Commandments were given dir-

ectly by God .to the prophet, but Moses worked out the details.Philo
savw no disresﬁbbt in this, He regarded the laws as divine in the
sense that they ¢ould not have been conceived by man without divine

inspiration (Quod ommie probus liber sit 80), Greek philosophers

believed that God speaks within man, and not to him. Philo, too,
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~ In this respect, too, Philo was ;niga;ncod by his Greek education.

-8
Both are important, but the second 1s infinitely more so.

fulfillment of the laws for the reason that man is body also and

‘not only soul., Man does not live in a social vacuum (De migratione

1
]

- "109
dosgribod Mong§ as ;napigedNBy God buf ai;o as & gf@at phiLoQophor
who r:aphed the summit of philosophy by his own reasoning,

Amir, in conmtradiction to Wolfson, did mot see in Philo\tuﬁ
"originatoriof the medieval doctrine of philosophy as the handmaid
of Scripture", and herdid not identify Soyhié with Seripture. It

is true that the Church Fathers interpreted Philo in this way, Philo-

[N

sophia ancilla thaologi:e.u Ny )

How did Philo interpret the Bible? The Rabbis tried to extract
from every biblical word as many meanings as possidble, whereas Philo °

acknowlsdged only two meanings, the literal and the allegorical.

Hellenistic theory assigned two tasks to the logislatgf, to find

just laws and to see that society follows them. This only & philo=-

sopher could do, and his laws would have a plain maaningfror the

people and a deeper meaning for philosophers, - = _
Amir quoted from Philo's De vita contemplativa 78 to show that

Philo‘distiﬁguished betwesn two layers of(thb Bible. Ths literal

meaning is the body, thﬁ allegorical meaning the soul.of the Bible.

Philo ran into dirf;cultifs when he had to deal with the lit-

eral or allegorical meaning of the laws, .He 1nsisf§d on & literal

Abrahami 89-93). Neverthelees, hers, too, he’ searched for an alleg-
orical meaning thicﬁfgould express the tgnth about God, When Philo

2

allegoriged he did not play with images, but had a certain image
in mind to whiéh the biblical stories should conform. Moses, ac-

cording to Philo, wae the greatest philosopher eince his teachings -

“

i




o == EE S m e e Ty TR TERR T T E R AR R T R T e %

3 h , 110

wore not mere speculations but a system of religion., This philosophy
3 by brings. man nearoﬁ to understanding God,
What Philo sald in De cherubim 27 about his personal 1nvoiv- e

3

ement in allegory is interesting., "There is a hié%er thought than

these, I heard it from a voice in my own soul, which often is God-

possessed and then divines where it does not know" Evpn if Philo's

v

’ interpretations appear at times strangé and far-fetched, his con-

3 L mitment to the Bible ia real.

III

: | :
Pride in Moses rose to a peak in the Aiexaﬁdr;gn age and has

#

never been equalled during the long history of the Jewish.people,

The Hellenistic Jews tried harder than any others to add details

to Moges'! portrait, Theyﬂlooked upon him as their central figure,
and so did non-Jews, In the Graeco-Roman world he waaﬂk#ovn m&inly
as the "Lawgiver" of the Jews and was characterized by the good and
bad traits which were. thought to be‘charactefiatic of his people, -
7 in Hellenistic writings he apﬁears gs the creator of the Jews and
&s their 1doal.5 ; ] \ .
In the .few remnants of Jewish-H;ilenistic writings that have .
come down to us, one can distinguish tvo purposes in the portrayal |
6} Moses: one is rational, and the other 1rrational. The descrip~ \
tion of Moses"achievenent as Pharaoh'a general in Ethiopia and his
diplomatic act;yitiés there has rationel traits. The d{pry, which
describes his nagiéal art as surpassing that of all Egyptian mag-
((f) icians, has obvious irrational traits. Stories of mystery and magic

were told about Moses in the contemporary non-Jewish litcratu}a.,




]
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§ (:ﬁ These traits are obvious in the work on Moses by Artapanos, a Jew-

14

i
- ish~Hellenistic writer, of which only a' few rragnents are extant,
Sisnificantly, these writiﬁga were created at a time when

Greek classical rationqlism came to the Kast and then took on some)

supernatural, imaginative colouring.

Stories of Alexander the Great are the best éxanple of this

Y }
e b ans ar an e ooty

process, He passed from history to atory and novel, ‘rom the image‘

of a groat general and leader to‘that of a god-like man,

* The same wonderful traits are found in Moses 1n’yhe romnqnts
AN of a tragedy The Exodus from Egypt, written in Greek by a Jew Eze- .

kiel and modelled after classical Greek tragedy. There Moqoa told

his father-in-law Reueil a dream, in which he saw on the Mount of

o e e sttt o i e

Sinai a throne-that reacﬂed up into the sky. On the throne sat an

(:; old man with a crown and a sceptre who called Moses to upproach,

' and when Mosos did so, he wna seated on the throne and obtained™"

the scepire. Reueil explained that the dream prodicted that Moses

wnnlﬂ be a leadsr of men for many geneigfions. In this dream there
are supernatural hints which the tragedian preferred to leave as
\guch. It is important for an understanding of Philo's Moses to keep

AN

in mind that the description of Moses in Hellenistic-Jewish writings

is rathaerifferont from that in the Pa
ttriking feature of Philo'n 'rit is thn he n-ntionad

Moses on many %af}brent occasions.ﬁhcrtton Philo quoted a verse or

explained a biblical law, he wrote, "Moses said", "Moses commanded",

"Moses told™. The Sages who saw in Moses the great delegate of God, - -

also related additional dot@ils about Moses, but in a different way, -
) (:} 6.5 Makkoth 24,72 "Four stern laws did HoscP give to his pooplo;
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( , ‘ ‘and among then he remembared the fathera' s:!.na on their sona" ( ﬁ’JP -

g‘ Alple {" 91"’9 e Neﬁrtheleas, this is also to be understood

RSO ISR U TR

as a law g:l.ven to Moses by God, while 1n Philo it is apparent that

Mosés. 12 the author of the Bible, This becomos especially clear,

wrote Amir, in w)second book of the De vita Mosis where Moses is

" described as lavgiver, as priest, and as prophet, o
Philo -enumerated four qualities as absolutely necessary for
a Lawgiver: love of mankind, love of justice, love\ of the good, and
hatred of evil, Some iawg:l.vers posseased only one of those quaiit-
145,and only Moses had them all, ; 1
Philo sometimes baged the justice of certain lnvs on the qual-
1ties of Moses, the man who gave those laws. For exanple, in the

case of a deliberate murderer and the lay, "Take him from my altar

(} ' to die", Philo explained that otherwise the revenger could kill him

at the altar and his blood would mix with the blood of the ‘holyw=acri-
fice, Philo pralsed Moses who foresaw ‘this posaibilify and there-~

fore issued that special law,

Amir mentioned the poseibility that the book De vita Mosis
was written especially for-a nor-Jewish audienée, and therefore
Philo's description otlrjoaas is di_ftorent from that of the Sages.
There is, hbvever, a passage in Philo whi:ch contradicts such a-sup-
~ position, In the Legatio ad Gaium, which was certainly adéressed "
‘,‘,to ;mn-Je\vs, Fhilo said that more than any other ;;eople the Jews
’ observe their laws, because they bolie\v.e them to be God-—givo> ar;d
they respesct them 11; every detail. Here Philp spoke like one of
. .the Sages, But this is an exception. The Sages believed that every

( ) word in the Tora came from God to the people through Moses,” . g

o




, - |
2 ) ’ Philo did not believe that. the Tora came from heaven, ( pm(m {l J)'V..‘h)

but from Moses, while he was inspired by God, According to‘ Amir,there

can be no doubt that if some of Philo's explanations had reached the

Palestinian Sages they would have completely opposed them, There are

contradictions in the over-all image of Moses in Philo, Philo rep= .

]

resented Moses as:giving all the laws of the Bible, sometimes as the

v
‘A

messenger of God, and Philo does not seem to have felt any uneasiness

in the conflicting rep;esontations.

In two places in the Bible Moses is called "a god, Elohim":

he was a god to Pharaoh and to his brother Aaron(Exodus 4:1?;7;5\.

Tliese teéxts confused the Palestinian Sages, and éhey tried repeat-

edly to explain them, QOne explana{:ion was that sometimes Elohim -

can mean :jm_lge, and so in the aboyve two instances Onkelos transe-

(‘» lated it by "Rav"( @) rather than God.

According to Amir, Philo used only the Septuagint where Elohim ‘
b is translated_ by Kzrios:.This‘ could be understood only as‘God.\Philo
appreciated the uniqueness of the expreasion Moses~-Elohin, dut ap=
parently he was not confumed, He explained Exodus 7:1 twelve times,
in one of which he defined ja sage as Gpd's friend who, therefore,

3
e

" 1ives in perfect freedom, The lawgiver of the Jews was called the -

_true lover of God and even Elohim, Philo added imnediately that he
~conld be a god only 6% people and not g'f the universe. Fhilo as a

philosopher, might have enjoyed t phx"ase Moses~FElohim, Moaéa the

godlike dan,” and he approved the extraordinary honour given to the
7,

greatest -philosopher. ' N

Amir goes on to discuss Moses as prophet, Phile saw in Moses

(:) not only a leader and lawgiver, but also a prophet, For those who

o
,

L4

- \
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know the ancient.great prophets this was the greatest honour that

oould be given him, Tpe Midrash, too, ca

tributes of a prophet Moses, ag/a leader of people, had to know -
what might happen in the future. This i1s possaible, ainco a prophet
has the gift to enter into ecstasy/?nd in this state he night‘pre-
dict future events, For example, Més%gﬂiélls his people, "The Egyp-

tians you_saw today, you will ‘never see again",

In the Bible Moses is close to Gdd and according to the Hag-

' gada, he understood God botter/than any. other mortal.According to

Amir, Philo emphasized most the practical side of prophecy, the,
apility to foresee the future and act accordingly. “
In De vita Mosis IT, 188-191, he wrote, "eeall things wfit—

teh in the aacred books are oracles delivered through him(Moses)...

0f the divine utterances) some hre\fpoken by God in His own Person

" with His prophet for interpreter, ip some the revelation comes

|
through queation andAnswer, and others are spoken by Moses 1n his

own person, when possessed by God and carried away out of himself",

And also "God has given to him of His own pdwer of;fbreknowledge

and by this he will reveal future events", Philo pictured Moses as

i

-. requesting audiences from God and conversing with Him about com-'

mon cases that came up while Moses was leading the people in the

L

desert. - -

Anmir asked whether Phild~1§arned the notions of love and tgar
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from the Juddic Sages and their Midrash or did he.accept them as T

\

(;* ' " developed by Greek philosophical schools. In the Hellenistic

échogﬁg'ﬁhe %deal philosopher has freed hingelf ‘from the base

\ 7 .
. emotion of fear(fg% °f ).Z
“One of the main purposes of Epiéurégnismfwaslxgﬁ;rge peaple

¢

from the ‘fear of the gods and of death.8 The Stoic philosopher,
. ~ s cor ‘

too, strove from the Vbry?ﬁeginning {0 deliver hiﬁself {from fear,.
This was the phil@ssphical viewpoint. But in political treat-
ises e.g., Aristotle!s'Poliﬁics,legislatqrs found it nebessgry to -

. % .
restrain the mob, and one of-the best means was fear of the gods, .o
' ’//, .

'J : Theref&ra, from?the‘dideét codices of law, the Sumé(ian énd 014~
.. \Babylbnign; to the HelleﬁisticﬁRoman, menuments reﬁrésented afgod
giving the holy iawé to the legislator; the inscriptions wérned

‘ ’ ’ : tﬁ;t the trgnsgress?r would be judged and punished by godoand man.

(j’ In this sense, fear 1s evaluated as a social need. Only in Seneca

L@

‘ ’ do we .find a beginning, a possibility to replace the fear of the

i i
:

gods by love.‘Seneca lived later than Philo, but Seneca might °

. have used earlier Greek sources, espsclally Posidonius.9 It may

N -
v,-_»wb P“%-F ’
N u
~

be, suggested Amir, that both Seneca ana Philo used the same

Y _ source. Seneca contrasted love and ‘base fear, "Nobody loves those

s

>

whom he fears" (nec quisquam amat quoé timet)., But there is only

a 1ittle research material to answer this question, De Bovis in

La Sagesse de Sénegue,p.zo9 asked, whatherhona may conclude that

Sengca encouraged the people tb love their gods. Hé did in a way, .

A\ but gﬂly superficially and in a few sentences,

. In his 19243m9nogrgph La 81bxlle,TfZielinaky stated that
' st .

T Jnhﬁiamfis a:religion:qg_fear,‘whiie Hellenism is one of love.

4
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ol But U.von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff in Der Glaube der Hellenen,II,356 ;

gé sald, "Let the people love their gods;ifhe Greek does not lowve gods',

Philo could, therefore, have found in" the philosophies of his tine
: Y '
S the contrasting attitudes of ldve and fear towards the gods, the

convictions that a philosopher must be free of fear, though fear
l'“

| o was still useful for the mass of the people.
What was Philo's relationship to God ? By what theory was he .
chiefly influenced ? éreek philosophy or Judaic,feligion ? In his

book Quod Deus immutabilis sit,60 Philo tried to explain the an-

thropomorphism of God in some places in the Bible. He began by con~

sldering that Moses was not only the greatest philosopher, but al-

so a legislator and educator of a~people, umbers 8,5, "As a man
will educate his son" ( /Jﬂ J)ﬁ’ e/c'?‘,/?./ﬂ' 76/(::)). God is some-

times described like a man so as to bring them nearer to each other,

E (;: Moses sometimes paints God in fearful colours for those ¥ho need
/ ’,

,.A,./—

' restraint through fear (Quod Deus immutabilis sit,52). In De De son-

niis 1,234 Philo tried through the Platonic notion of r‘j" to ex~

plain that if Moses sometimes portrayed God like a man), it is only

man in general and not a certain individual, so that there still

remains a great difference from the gods of the Greek myths. Philo
also stated that fear has no objective basis at all: no real -

! ‘philosopher will suffer fear, and only occasionally will the.

legislator us%ifear tofréstrain the massés. ’ \

- , This.idea, that Moses sometimes useq%foap to educate his peopié,
is strange to the Sages of Judaea. Ac¢cording tp Amir, there is also

a difference between Philo and the Stoa, where the lowe for God S

remains a theory, an ideal standing apart frpm reality. Philo
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belonged to a tradition in which love of God is not 1ﬁ4oretical
but real, and therefore, his words on this love are liveiiqr and
have a warmth of experdence in thenm,

Amir argued that when Philo gives an allegorical interpretation
to the two names of God he is close to the Sages. Philo explained valvf
as meaning that one of God's attributes is righteouéneas, severity.
He appears as the Ruler, the Lord of the universe, but the name @éa{
designates the good, pity and kindness,

In many places Pyilo wrote about th;goxxwo attributes of God,
For instance, in De fuga et inventione 97 he allegorized: the six
citié; aspignsd byoﬂosos as a refuge for murdererscyill their trial,
They really mean the different phases through which a man sebking
God passes. The highest step any mortal can reagh is the Logos.

The lower one n#mod Theos, is Creation reached only by the few who
understand that everything was created and that God, the-Creator,

has created all and wants men to bo virtuous through 1ove towards

Him., On the lowest step man doea what he must through fear of the

Lord, This idea of underqtandink God's attributes through lovq>;§~
ther than fear 1a\ropeated’by Philo in several placoé.

In De Abrahamol2y ff, Philo described the visit of the three
to Abraham and gave this event an interpretation which the Sages

surely would not have accepted. The three men are God and His two

14

attributes., It seems to Abraham that there are three; but when he

looks carefully he is convinced that all ih?ee are one and there-
roré, he spesks to Him as One, It is aisniticnnt that Philo assumed
that God has three attributes. He an&d that thore are three kinda
of vays to approach God; the best way is to gat to know .the Boins,

the &DV God Himself, One “attridbute is the appearance at His right,
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the attribute of love and pity, and at the left, is the uttribute\
of justice and ruling, The best among men go God's way for His sake
and seek no reward. | ‘

The next step in Philo's knowle&éa of God's names and attrib-

utes is that in reality God has no mmme (De mutatione gggiﬁuml}ff).

The two names Kyrios and igggg exist only for man's understanding
and convenience, God is called Lord and Ruler by the sinners, and
Adonal by those who progress continuously in His ;nderstanding.The
fow éhoson\ones, those who really understand Him, will call Him: by
both names Theos and Kyrios (ﬂ"”gk 3. " \ >
Besides the numerous ;nterpretations by Philo, there is one

which, Amir believed, occupies an isolated position and d4id not
originate with Phi;o\but\was a homily by another person, This hon-
ily was based not onéthe Greek but on the Hebrew biblical text.It
may also be that \iihe homily was preached in Alexandria by a Pales-
tinian in Greek. This homily is found in Philo's treatise Quis re-

i

rum divinarum heres, The attribute of fear, ‘lordship is mentioned,

but instead of love Philo used security or confidence (eifﬁ“]dz,d
Philo started his treatise Quis rerum divinarum heres with
Geneéis 15:1-3, pointing out that any other man on hearing the ne;s
wouid ha%e been lost in wonder uid silence, but Abrahanm darad'to
answer Gpd (Quis rerum divinarum g?regiji. This was possible becguse
Abraham was a truly free man and completely dev&ted to the Lord,. |
There follows a speech by Abraham, in which he expressed his hum~
1lity’ and trust in God. Abraham showed that he was afraid but also
that he trusted in the goodness of éod. These two fwelings fused

into one, According to Amir, Philo in all his writings succeeded

)10 )
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in exp;esﬁing only Uin a few passages what true religious feeling

(; is, but he did so here and exéeedingly well.ll‘

o

There is a fundamental difference between the severity connecs
ted\here with God and fear as understood by He/lleniggc rhilosophers:
as a means to control the masees., This Hellenisti(; notion of fear
'18 not characteristic of Philo, who regarded love as the h'ighest
form of approach Ito God, This long homily in Philo was adorr‘md by
him with rhetorical devices, but 1t\is different from his usual.
discourses. Amir thought that Philo was here not on his own ground,

o This passage in Philo bhecomes clearer when one reads Genesis )
15:2%in Hebrew ( f/Jm DID@/& JGA:'), "My-God and Lord what
will You give me 2", It 1is c}ear that originally this homily was

based on both names ‘of God, as they appear in the Hebrew MasBoretic

text, understanding Elohim as justice and Adonai as pity. Philo

- (»" used only one name f;’rlotﬂ and Amir concluded that the homily

was not based on the Septuagint but on the Hebrew text. Philo quot-

ed also anothexj vergse this time from Isasiash 50:4., It too be/gins in

' , ‘the masoretic text with the f;ame two divline name's Adonal Elohinm,
“ Amir saw here axlxother proof that Philo only translated or
paraphrased a Hebrew teach'ei' and it may well be, as Heinemann
remarked on Isaiah 66:1, that Philo took the verse from the prophets,
who were only little knov;n to him, and did not sven remark that

. these verses came from St':ripture.l’2 In Quis rerum divinarum heresg

Philo, by interpreting the two names of God, faught how one may

speak to God. The two names show severity combined with pity, there-
fore, one must be careful and humble, yet not afraid ( /C)'J? rk).

The same fundamental idea about the relation ‘between God and man

O
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is found in Jeremiah 1 and Amos 5:8.

Amir allowed his 1maginat%9n to picture Philo listéning'in an
Alexandrian synagggue to anPalastiniah,'preaching in Greek but bas-
iﬁg his words on the Hebrew biblical text and on the Judaic traaffn

ition.\Philo's‘religious feelings were aroused, as can be seen

from the style of Quis rerum divinarum heres. But since Philo did

not know Hebrew, he used .the Septuagint when he wrote the treatise

and, therefore, he mentioned only ;ne of the divine names.
Amirvsummed up his discussion by saying that out of Philo's

voluminous- writings this tre?tise came closest to the religious

feelings of modern man and allows one to see how true and deep
0 .

Philo's own religious sentiments were.

P -
~Seo //\\_/\\
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Amir dealt in his stays with special facets of the Philonic
philosephy or tried to clarif& important notions and problems. He
has realized his pu?pose successfully. His presentation is clear
and exact, His solutions and opinions are interesting,

Amir's best essay dealt with the figure of Moses and Philo's
understanding of pioﬁhecy»iivthe Bible, Amir”acqused Philo of com-
pletely misunaerstanding bibvlical prophecy. It is true that Philo
baéed his explanations on Moses alone,

We know that Philo commented mostly on the Pentatouch. In_dif:

ferent treatises and principally in De vita Mosis II Philo wrote

.about thé power of prophecy and to wﬁgh it may be given, Amir un-

derstood that Philo explained prophecy.as mere divination., In my

e A .
e

i
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opiiion; Amir unﬁoraatiyatqd ,i?ht‘ibg in this regard. I shall deal

v e

+

‘with this m"éblem‘ 4% my concluding remarks on Amir. ~
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CHAPTER .SEYEN.:

EeR, GOODENOUGH

-\

'E.R.Goddenough was born in’1893 inﬂBrbéklyn, New York. He re-
ceived from Garrett Byblical Institute the bachelor's degree in
theology in 1917. He continued his studies at Harvard and Oxforiu
where he received the D,Phil, in 192§,Proiqssor Goodenough start«-
edi Wis. teaching career as instructor in hiszgry at Yale and cén-
tinued to teach at that university, ypafo ;n 1934 he became Prof-
essor of the History of Réligion. He retired from Yale in 1962 and

-

dedicated himself to research and writing. - ' o

"His first book, The Theology of Jugtin Martyr,192> was based

on his doctoral dissertation. Almost all the rest of his scholarly

. work was devoted to the study of Hellenized Judaism, His following

books were published: in 1929 the Jurisprudence of the Jewish

Courts in Egypt; By Light, Light;The Mystic Gospel of Hellenistic
Judaism, 1935: The Politics of Philo Judaeus, with a General Bib-

~ liography of Philo,1938: gn Introduction to Philo Judmeus ,1940
and thé Jewish Symbols in the Greco-Roman Period, in“thirteen vol-

umes, The first voluke of his last monumentgl work was published

in 19530 R
The great mass of archeological evidence in the Jewish Sym-
bols necessitated alraviaion of previqus notions of Hellenistic

Judaism,

——— s
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quired a reconsideration of Hellenistic Judaism and of Christia-

o 125

P

His great scholarly achievemsnt was recognized by grants and
honorary degrees from different Bniversities, He was a member of
the American Academy ¢f Arts and Sciences and an active particiih:
ant in éeveréifscho;arly organizations, R

At Yale he gave generously of his time in teaching an@ﬁcbun-

|

seling stydents, He died on March 20, 1965.

Professor Gdbdenough was a great historian ﬁhose thesis re-
nity at its roots. b

II
»

In Ardor to understand early Christianity,Goodenough under-
took a thorough study of Hellelistic Judaiam;‘ﬂe conqiderod,Philo
the chief representative of this deviant Judaism. Goodenough éubf
lished several books and articles on Philo,

L4

In his first wo‘# on Philo, By Light, Light, The Mystic Gos~

pel of Hellenistic Judaism,he described a mystic Judaism, organized
in/thiasoi {secret societies open oply to initiatbs)which cultivat-

4 sacred rites, including sacred meals, and was very distinct
from rabbinie Judaism, In this book he desired to state clairly
the beliefs of Philo, He thought that Philo belonged to this mys-

tic Judaism, The criticism of this book, and of Gooderough's firm ..

beltef in a Hellenistic Judaism, was general and biting.

Qoodonough continued stubbornly on his way. He published The

Jurisprudence of the Jow;ggacourta in Egypt (1929) and The Politics
of Philo Judaeus (1938),

!
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‘Judaism had. gradually been destroyed: In addition he could not

‘agreos with him or not, are undoubtedly a monument to the untiring \
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One can see that Goodenough had engagéd in a tremendous task, the
study of Philo in addition to Hellenistic and rabbinie literature.
He' presupposed that the bulk of the literature of Hellenigtic
bringofor!and* sufficient proof for his thesis from Philo alone,
The muralsléf Dura Europos led him to the various synagogue remains
of the Roman period, and especially to their mosaics with their use
of the signs of the zodigc. |
In the murals he discovered the use of symbols sucﬁ‘as the me=
norah, the’fieh, the rosette, and the like, These simbols eXpress«

sed, according tﬂlaoodenongh, a mystic'religion, and he conténded

§

that they were not merely decorative, From these suppositions he ' \
embarked upon ‘the: enormous task of examining the sufviving remains

of Judaism in the last centuries preceding Christianity,.

The result of this work was the thirteen great volumes of his

Jewish Symbols in the Greco-Roman Period,This book,containing the

non-litefa}y remains, would complament the literary evidence for
a Hellenistic Judaism which he 'had found in Philo,

In the fourth volume of the ngbols Goodencugh gave an expo-
sition/of his intentions and methodology. The introduction to vol- \
ume four is, I believe, most satisfying and clearly vritten.2

Goodenough's accomplishments in Hellenistic Judaism, whether one \

research and originality of a great scholar, \
Wﬁat was Goodenough's opinion on Philo and the Haggada? This
is,indeed,most pertinent to the subject of this thesis, To illus-. "

tr;to Goodenough's opinion on’Philo, we may cite his explanation
E
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(T ///\\bf»such subjects as the patriarchs, their wives, and the Akkedah

believed that the Rabbis only hinted at the "mystical" patriarchs i

AN "willow")gnd "ethrog" represent., One midrashic interpretation is g

" that the ethrog is Abraham who lived to a great age; the palm is ;

("gacrifice of 151ac"). All his opinions are strongly coloured by

his belief in the}existence of an important branch of Judaism, Hel- *
lenistic Judaism, mhose religion was institutionalized in a mys- ”

tery cult, For instance, he wrote that, in this type of Judaism,

T

the mother returns to her great importance, and that we find this

also in Phllo's allegorizations of the wives of the patriarchs,

Cl

where each plays the role of Virtue or Sophia (Wisdom).5

‘.
i

I1I

|
i
i

Goodenough was highly interested in the patriarchs and their

wives, He understopd them as mystic symbols, and believed pheh‘to
be understood in the same sense by Philo "who had found the high-
est, the true mysticism not in the writteh Law but in the mystic .

)‘

salvation which...the patriarchs had brought to men".This conceprﬂ

tion is discussed at length in the early book By Light, Light, qu

of whom Philo spoke, but the Talmudic\copmentaries conspicuously
lack Philo's mysticism. For example, Goodenough guoted a midrash
from Midrash Rabba to Leviticus on the feast of 'the Tabernacles, when

e

Israel stands before God with the palm dranches and citrons. Sev-

eral suggestions are made about what the "lulao", ("myrtle'and

\Qound to the altar; the myrtle is Jacob, who had many children-
the willow is Joseph, who died before his brothers.s ’ S

Isaac

R
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Goodenough believed that the Jews in. Egypt "withoutf the slight-
'1 {l > est feeliné of disloyalty" took over t’ho' mysticism of‘ the P;rthagor-
| ;) ean Platonism of Alexandria, The Jews then claimed that the Greeks

) originally had taken it from them.6 The stag,ea'b;y" which mysticism
developed in Egypt are not known. At some time Moses was equated
with Orpheus and Hermes-’l‘at, poaeibly two centuries before Philo.

In Philo the Jewish m!stery was fully developed and it is only in

’
7 3

1 © ~ terms.of the mystery ‘that he becomes iutelligible.

According to Goodenough, the patriarchs nad been true}_—.;ws ’ s::
before the legislation of Sinai, They were Volyot e,«?uet (the

embodied laws), the Hierophants of the mystery, The true Jew got i
'hiswmystic law through the mediation of the patriarchs and ésp’a-

[4

, v '_ cially of Moses, The patriarche and Moses were thus considered by - !
' G;reek Judaism to be saviors of the Jews and proselytes, ) %
' 3

Goodenough believed that the Philonic books Exposition of the

' - b+
3

Laws and the Life of Moges are essent:l.al for the -undergtanding of

e SN Philo's mystery religion. The exposition of the mystic teaching
was_ for Philo largely an expogition of the patriarchs' lives.,There-

fore, w:l,t is important to understand the significancj of their in- e

dividual lives a‘; explained by Philo and unqerstood,f by' Goodenough./

Each patriarch had achieved the end of the mystery, The first . -
!
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triad of patriarchs is Enos, Enoch and Noah who represent a pre-
v liminary stage; Enos a.o\mg (Hope), Enoch }L@dW'W- (Repentance),
and Noah ‘l‘ﬂvﬂnw‘l’ (Justice, Righteousneds). 'I'hese three are

¥l

treated by Philo as preliminary steps on tha/_‘_mystic ladder, Only

D LU e L

through Abraham, Isaac and bucob, the mwcond triad, is the mystery

C} fully developed. AbrahAm leaves Chaldea, as Jacob runs from Esau,
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‘T : This represents their first step ¥n running awdy from a life of .

dependence upon matter, from aﬁhﬂfe of passions and perceptions.

2

The second.step is a‘definito renunciation of the somatic life,
8 \

¢

a

; that is_ in fa::t the killing of the body,
Abrahanm:'s gene;al spiritual development is not cléar in all
0 its‘stages since passages are missing from Philo's wr:!.tings con=-
/RN Q cerning Abraham, i.e. in the Quaestiones and in the Al logorz.Never-
&. theless, Goo enough ried to recoqstruct Abrghan's m&stic develop-
- ment, h&s-exl;eriﬁence of the "Royal Ppwer", his marriage to Sarah
\ . ‘or Virtueis Yet sterile, his exuxcyclfl.cacl or preliminary gtudie”s,
rapres?nped'by Hagar, the ?hanging of his namg when he overcomes ' >
. the last t_:rac&a of &in, the birth ot\isaac from Sarah or Virtue, .
\ his eeeing the three Fowers or angels and understanding that the
Cc . * three are One,’? ‘ ' ‘ _ , 0 ’ -
Philo concluded his treatise D¢ Abrahamo with the words, "this
man fulfilled the divine 1aw and all the divine commandments (Ge- .
;%nesis 26:5), ror he had been taught not by anythins written but by
<theﬂ iwrittan Naturq...chh was the 1life of the man and founder wof“'

1 N 7 %
brew race., Some regard him as VoML Wof but the argument - .

i s

the
. - a 6 ! S £ 1\0
' A has shown.that he was himself unwritten law" (VOwof XK«i 8‘7’0"!). \ "
Abrnhan, too, has a mrciful nature (x-tl ("f ) with permanent power p
4 to bemefit mem. - :
In the Quaestionés in Gemesin Philo telis the story of Abra~ . = . *

-

ham by nking a brief commentary on the bibl:l.cal narrative verse

by verse, Some sections of the ggaestignos are nry ilgportant for "

‘;ﬁaoodenongh's\ thesis, Many ssctions, e6.g. Abrahu'a leaving chaldean\,

i

1

N .
(;)[ \\ “ -are missing, but’the Quaestiones give us Philo's veraion of the
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"Akkedah" the sacrifice of Abraham's son Isaac. (oodenough argued
‘Zf 'that this story, which is one of the most famous and splendidly
written stories of the Bible,"was interpreted by PHilo to ostab;
lish a cosmic worship on‘aa;§thagorean foundation, After the sacrl-
fice},,_ad: sunset, Abraham;’s? bodily‘ nature became less significant .

11

and the spirit of God tdok possession of him,” " Abraham had now

reached the stage of redeemer and intercessor for all natipns be-

s

fé%e ébd.‘The third book of the Quaestiones in Genesin closes with

B R étfong statement g; the powers of th; divine man to sawe not on=-
- 1y hinself and'his friends, but also strangers, and to give them
& share in ﬁis_virtue and plety, Thus Abraham saves Lot at S&dom

and prays for the preservation of the city.l? . .

After the destruction of Sodom Abraham went to the "South" to
: live, which Philo understood as living in the country of virtues,
(:g that is Abraham now lived the contemplative life in full.l> Full
of days Abraham was added to his people, that is as Philo inter-

preted it, Abraham was added to the 1;corporea1 snbat‘.«nces.ll+

Goodenough thought that Philoy by fol;owiné the story of Abra-

ham 1line by line in his Quaestiones in Genesin,has not been as

~ . succeasful a writer as in thg De Abrahamo.But, orn the other hand,
the Quaestignes give us an unprécedanted wealth of details for Ab-
raham's life, #nd s0 we understand better his role in the mystery
religion as savior for men of all goneritions.ls
- Goodenough‘gi: here not a Stoic-influencs but moptly a Neo- -
Pythagorean one,“So'}n ngaham d?ifall the PQPP1? of the world

. blessed ..., he i8 a spark from which the dark souls of later gen:-

O f{'ratgiohg can be kindleds 1° ’ ‘
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The Eiposition continued to expourid the careers and ehafuc—“
ters of Isaac and Jacob.'Unfértunately, these two treatises by Phi-
lo are lost, and we have not a single fragment of them, Isaac was
developed by Philo as a still higher type of existence than Abras
ham, higher also than Jacob, Goodenough attsmpted a summary of the

lost De Isaaco}7

According to Goodenough, Philo described the sacrificial scene
- with great feeling and power,leut in my vipw Philo's verbosity de-
tracts a great 'deal from the classicil concigeness and ﬁqagty.of S
the biblical narrative in Genesis 22:1-19.

Goodaﬁoushqtho?sht that Philo repregqnted Isaac as the mira-
culous son of god, which ;ould be a close pafallel to Christian

| é doctrine about the birth of Jesus.19 Consequently, he remarked

that there exists a possibility that the combromising texts in Phi=-
1o have disappeared in the Quaestiones and were probably suppressed

b by Christipn copyists.zo N
1 Isaac is the highest among the patriarchs, since he reached !
,E the exalted state not by learning as Abraham did, ortby experience,

the way of Jacob, but as one "salf—taught",tz dilrb-‘f 6’&)(1‘0&' Kell
: az;to/ucﬁ“ ysvo[.q ’e\%pomaa‘,‘- cofLx 2
This is explained carefully by Philo and Goodenoush.aalsaac
doss not go through any preliminary stuﬁns, but lives the "perfect”

1ife from his air;y'years. As''gelf-taught" he was born.with the
23 l . ) - : .

r ° knowledge that saves,.
The treatise on Jacob, the third patriarch, is also lost but

~

we have extensive passages about him in Philo's De somniis, Quaesi-
‘g (;3 tiones in Genesin, De migwatione Ahrahami, Legum allegoriae,
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Only one example need be cited: Jacob's dreas on his flight
to Laban after he managed to get Isaac's’blessings. This dream is

elaborately expounded in De somniis 1,2-188, In Philo it is an al-

legory fuli_of devious famifications. Philo saw in Jacob's dream

a mystic experience, and this is when Jacob peneprated the lower
cosmic ;}stery. Jacob, at this stage, did not have a‘fﬁll compre=
heﬁsion of God, but only understood dimly that there is a superior
Deity.24 In connection with this dream, Philo has a remarkable
passage on God as 1ight.25 ; . N -

. In the dream Jacob sees a ladder with angels, which ‘Philo in=
terpréted ags air reachihg to the sky and upon it the angels of God,
God's ambassadors who are "the eyes and ears of the great king“.26
The ladder also illustrates that at this stage’Jacob is wacilibting
up and down between the:higher and lower things.27 Only after this
gision does Jacob become the "See~er" "Israel" and the "son of
Isaac”", the greatest pa%riarch, according to Philo., This dream of
Jacob, to whigh Philo has devoted almost a whole book of the Alleg-
ory, has told us a great deal about Philp's conqeptien of Jacob. ‘
Philo described the different stages by which Jacob became ; :Nkﬂfl;j.
fhe fullest description of Jacob's f%nal stage, his vislion of God,
is in the Do praemiis 43-46. Thié/paésage is especially important,

since it might be a digest of the lost Deé Jacobo.In this passage

God, like the sun, is perceived by His own 1light,

We do not know how Philo explained the angel, with whom Jacob
wrestled, since the De Jacobo is lost and no allusion is made to
the angel ih the Allegory.It always was and has rpnained an obscure
passage in the Bible, in the Midrash, and in Philo.
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1

Philo stated that like their pat#iarch Jacob, the whole people
of Israel deserved to be cgiled the race "that sees God", i,e.
Ierael’28 ‘ “

These are the principal arguments which Goodenough used to
show that Philo's writings form part of a mystical Hellenized Ju-

daism, h

v
° Since his doctoral dissertation Goodenough was preoccupied by
a problem whose solution he found only af@eg many years of research,
He paw as the unsolved problem of early Christianity its ripté
He}lanizati?n. According to Goodenopgh, it was logical that Helle-
nization should have affected Christianity only in the later part
of the second century: While he was travelling in Europe in connec-
tion with his doctoral dissertation, he vigited Rome and its cata-
combs, and there he saw early Ghri&tian'mural art, The murals of
the 01d Testament scenes/attracted his special attention, After
studying them and the literature about their chronology he came to
the conclusion that early Christian art was dependant upon an an=
tocedent flouriahing Jewish art, and that only by borrowing from
Jewiqh art was Christian art able to flower in such a short period \
of timé, ’ *
But nobody believed him, Everybody maintained that there was
“no Jewish plictorial art whatsoever. ’
Goodenough had to find proof and so he immersed himsel! in

‘Philo, Josephus, and early rabbinic literature., In Rabbinics he

s
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found only & negative answer, yet he continued his gearch unwea~
niodly.’Then‘éama the Yale expedition to Dura Europps in 1932-1935, "
thch discovered the synagogue with“its 01d.Teatament murals, Good-
enoqgh sav in th@se murals a proof of his theory about Hellenistic |
Judaism, This Hellenizedldﬁdaism wﬁuidaiﬁclude manifestations of
theology and an art sgch As that of Dura Furopos, whose murals
would be the precursors of those in the Rbmaé catacpmba.

_ He adopted to a degree the terminélogy of G, F, Moore; that °
there was a "normative" Judaism, and he understood it to imply the
exiﬂtepce of =u ﬁnonfﬁornativaﬁ Judaism, Goodenough admitted that
in normative or rabbinlic Judaism there were definitive objections

to pictorial a{f, but this was not sq, he argued, in Hellenistic

A\,

Judaism, ' h

Goodenough considered Philo the chief repregentative of Hel-

lenistic Judaism,
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Harry Austryn Wolfson was born in Agatryn, Russia,gé November
second, 1887 and died in 1974, He had lived in the U.S.A. since
1903 and received his A.B. in 1912, his A.M, in 1912 and his Ph.D.
in 1915,/a11 from H;rvard_University. He taugh; at Harvard for many
years. In 1925 the Nathan,LittaQer cpnir of Hebrew Liierature and
Philosophy was established at Harvard and Wolfson was its first {ne
- icunbanﬁ. He held it until his retirement, He was a menmber of the
A?erican Academy of Arts and Sciences, of the Medieval Academy of
America, of the Amaric;n Acad;my for Jewigh Research, and of sev-

. -
eral other academic qog)etioa. He was also the recipient of sever-

al honorary degrees, awards and citations,. V

During his.many yéars as educator,/}rofossor Wolfson's stud-
ents inew him as a demanding toac@gr and a philoaopher who delighé -
-gd in proposing and diacusq;ng_philosophical problems with his

students, v ; . .

v .

He wrote a great number of arti@lqa and the following. books:

Crescas' Critique of Aristotle,1929; The Philosophy of Spinoza,1934;

*

Philo,1947; The Philoso of the Church Fathers,Vol.,I, 195§;
Religious Philosophy, 1961, .

’
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Wolfson intended to write a multi-volume study of philosophy

-~

starting with FPlato and finishing with Spinoza, to be entitled
Structure and ngth of Philosphic Systems from Plato to SginoisaZ

Parts only have appemred and among them, Philo: Foundations of Rel-

igioys Philosophy in Judaism, Christianity and Islam,published in

1947, This has been maid to be the most important work on Philo
' 1

during a period of twenty-five years,” Its reviewers either prais- 3

ed it highly or attacked it fiercely.”

Wolfson's book is outstanding in its clarity of thought and oy
expression and systematic structure-qualities which are sadiy lack-
’ :ing in Philo, tipon which Wolfson did not enlarge,
C . Again and sgaln Philonic scholars had ssked what kind of nan

£

L Coa

Philo was and what is his place in philosophy. The answers ranged

between two extremes: a) He was one of the greatest philoso:phers;

he was the founder of a philosophic system which ruled western phil-
' osophy rpr seventean h;mdred years, '"he built up a system of phil- ‘
% ' ogophy which is consistent, coherent, and free fromd contrad;i.ctions,
all of it based upon certain fuzd;mentai principles".’ t) The other
extreme maintained th;t Philo lacked originality. If it is true

that he was a religious man, he was certainly no systematic phil- "

osophar; his only value is to serve as source material about other

" philosophers.t
\

AN - .
» According to Wolfson, Philo was the first to achieve the re

- con¢iliation of faith and reason., He was the first thinker to make
philosophy & handmaid of religion, a tenet which dominated the . -

v

=




AT AT T AN 1, e e I ORI PR LN G U : e A s e R 3 Al s

140 ’

' 4
philosophy of the westarn world till Sf:inoza.5 Furthermore, Wolf-

o5

son claimed for Philo the place of father of medieval philospphy, '

Christian Arabic and Jewish,
» Wolfson's position is clear-Phiio lived like a Phgrisaic Jew,

and Alexandrian Judaism was but a collateral branch of Pharisaic

Jui@;sm. Philo used the Hebrew biblical text and might also have

R R TR Mgt P o SR AR R

checked the Septﬁagint when necessary. He followed cldsely the de-

velopment of Palestinian, Pharisaic law and occasionally had re«

R
@ x ¥ up!fi‘r‘ i

course to an oral tradition beyond Pharisaic Judaism., Hence the dif-.

EMF

ferences in his interpretations from those of the Pharisaic law.

1

One should notice that Wolfson's estimate of Philo as phil-

2

osopher has not been generally accepted by scholars. One of those

who proved the weak points in Wolfson's over-enthusiastic view of

o

Philo was Heinemann, who aptly argued that Philo was living in a

e e LA
Py,
¥ ¥

Greek world and that his philosophy was mostly influenced by the

& e ¥

Greeks, Heinemann maintained also that Philo did not know Hebrew

AN

" or the Hebrew Oral qu.s Among the scholars represented in this

AR

dissertation four-stefn, Amir; Goodenough arnd Sandmel-did not think

that Philo knew any Hebrew; Siegfried concluded that he knew some

PP

Hebrew, while Belkin and Wolrson were firmly convinced that Philo

knew both the Hsprew language and, the Palestinian Oral Law.

Samuel‘Sandmol in Philo's Place in Judaism insisted that 'there

is no compelling evidence that Philo himsel? knew Hebrew, even so0

h;s writings reflect some knowladge of 1t".7 Wolfson for his part
arguﬁd that Philo- knew enough Hebrew to write his commentaries on
the Massoretic Text of the Bible and to check on the Greek trans-
(r) lations whenever he found it ngcessafy, Sandmel replied that Philo

\ N ¢
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- gnough, that although all Alexandrian Jows did not know Greek phil-

_ stock as Pharisaic Judaism and like it had been moulded by the So-

was indifferent to Hebrew, Wolfson thought that. Philo vag dependent o
on the Palestinian Hnggada and even on the ,Halaka- Sandmel, coun ered
wit‘h the criticism that Wolfson's arg\::m{ts on these points vere
invalid \a\md that Philo was creative,, He did not deppnd directly
on rabbinie dicta.s Sandmel criticized Woltaoﬂkfurthar for connec-
ting the halakoth and the unwritten Lav with ’Philo's "custom"(eaﬂ

and his "unwritten laws" (-txgdéov VO/""”).9 According to Sand-
»/

here means customs approved by "men of old", that is,
o

the patriarchs, not

“ -
tradition.]’o o \‘\\

e elders who developed the rabbinical oral

WOlrgdn'a position on the ever-recurrent rroblems, whether
Philc; knew the Oral Law and wh;thei' he was influenced by the Mid-
rash,was that in Alexandria the}e happened what was ott}m to be
repeated later: an attempt was made to ijeconqile the extre;aes, a
strongly traditional religion and a philosophy to whichf\that rel-

igion was barely known, Furthermore, he maintainad, reasonably

osophy, most of them read the Saptuagint. He added a typ:l.cal Wolf-

sonian statement, namely that Alex&adrian J-udaisp was of the same

pherim and the traditional Ora]. Law, Besides, Alexandrian Jews

naintained stromg tieg with Jerusalem and were influenced by thc

cultural doveloplants in Judaea.n '

Judaism in Alexandria atarted upon its new career with an. in-
itlal stock of oral traditions and an incipient method of ’
gcriptural interpretation, both of which.it had brought fronm
:Palestine and continued to share in common with those who 1n
Palestine subsequently became the Pharigees,12

Lox 4
3
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/,\JAloxandrian Jews, as we no(t earlier in this thesisg, did not

~ 1dve in 1solation from the Gree’k's. Some of them adopted the Greek

allegorical method of interpretation for biblical exegesis,. Accor-—

ding t6 Wolfeon, Philo's aim was to éombins the traditional Phari-
’ sa:l:c’ approach with allegorical Greek methods of interpretation,

? ,Philo believed in the sanctity and the eternity of the l\%ible.

This was an established principle in Judaism, cf. Sirach: 24: 9;? l.

As for Philo's "unwritten law" (“Jf“fﬂ /o/aop, this reférrea

/ to the Jewish Oral Law.ll’ ’ T .
Philo thought, according to Wolfson, that the Oral Law w&s

just as authoritative as the Written Law, He used the &Lama *»teo\hnical

terms of the Oral Law as the Pharisees: for example, “elders","laws"

(halakoth), "comma.ndmonts" (gezeroth).Philo's opinion should ba em~

( phasized, that he who obeys the unwritten laws is worthy or pr?ise

more than he who obeys the written laws. This opinion can be c?m-
pared with an opinion about the Oral Law in the Jerusaleém Talde,

Sanhedrin 11,6, 30a that "The words of the Scribes are to be apT

preciated more than the words of the Written Law"]'5

»

wOlfaon went on to say:'"y..besides unwriéten laws in the fensa
of custou based upon decrees,:Philo speaks also of \mwritten 1aws

\” basec/l upon the interpretation of the written laws", He suggeatpd

hl.f;/”Philo was referring in some passages to an interpretation of

the\biblical text which As midrashic and Philo defended the need'
\M/. o .

{
|
l

ersg, an that the inquirers are not to be held guilty of any
y far-fetched hair-splitting, but on the contrary of dereliction
a1l so /to inquire, 16 _— 3

13
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o some oxeoptiann,c.s.,tho

4

ﬁand the resurrection of th

the litefal meaning of Scripture may be cautioﬁsly rejected and re-

interpreted, 1s sBummed up in the rabbinical Qay;ng; "The Tora spoke

in.the language of men" ( J‘}""' Us "‘99 wiln . 3 3 ),Bouk‘othﬁlb‘}?

. In regard to the la;s of Plato and Aristotle, Wolfson emphas-
1zed:§h110'§ view that the perfect law is contained in the Penta-
ltouqé!'vhich was God-given and therefore cternal.la Philo.inais— ) ( -
ted th;t changes in the Oral Law were not innovations but were made
possible by the fact that they were implicit in the Written L;w.

T9.sum it up, Wolfson's‘opinion, in distinction from thgt of
. mosf‘scholars in the field, was that Philo was in continuous‘com-

munication with the Palestinian Sages, thaé he shared thelir res-
‘pect for the Oral Law, and that sometimes hé interpreted the Bible

»

in a way similar to the Midrash,
SO Bany are the probloma troated by Wolfson in hia two- volunos,
that 1t 1 difricult to soloct some ‘tor pgasontation. I shall treat =

noy two nnjor themes in WOltnon'a book=Philof’s knowledge oflaobrcw

and the allegorical intaﬁpragition of Scripture, . .

y ' )
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-tensively by Wolfson,

ically.Of course, he used also the geéhat or literal method, but

, - 144
R N
toext of the Bible, Wolfson maintained that "Still it is not to be
inferred that Philo had no knowledge of Hobrew".lgPhilo naturally
wrote in Greek, which was the first language for him as for most
Alexandrian Jews, and the Septuagint was considered by Philo and
the Jewisﬁ communiﬁy as’holy;\

Wolfason proceeded to cite several pieces of evidence !o% his
belief that Philo knew Hebrew. Some of his interpretdtions of bib-
lical veréﬁs senm,to’bg p;éod 6n the original Hebrew text and not
on the Septuagint, ﬁis\otymologies of prOper“Hebréw names, though

gometimes erroneous, show again his knowledge of Hebrew, because

Ve

‘"only one who had a thorough knowledge of Hebrew could uncenscious-

ly make such errors... and deliberately allow himself to depgrt

from the true meaning of words".20 Such dépar@uros are also found

in the etymologies of the Rabbis, Wolfson admitth that there is

no positive evidence for Philo's knowledge of Hebrew, yet "the dur-

den of proof 1aoupon‘tho§a-who would deny that he possessed such

a knowledge".21

In Wolfson's view the main problem is not whether Philo knew

Hebrew but rathpr to what eXxtent he knew it, His conclusion was

that Philo did not know enough Hebrew to write his own books in
‘that language, but he did know enough to fcad the Hesbrew Bible,

Philo{a use of the drash as allegorical method is treated ex-

22Evorything in the Bible, nines, dates, num-

by

—

bers, historical nareatives, laws was interpreted by Philo allegor-

wi%h#;osbrvation. Gdnoraf;y, Philo followed the rule that no mn~

thropomorphic expression is to be understood literally,..As proef
\ L ’

’



4 TROFRTIRYE AERANT TV NSO TP VA TROTPNR IR STER F Re T VI 30 2% ST BTV s AR R Y TR G SRR, PRRRGR RPN AN Xl T - v 4 - e - -

145

of this rule, Philo qudtéd the verse, "God 1s not as man"ag\Anthro-

pomorphic expression was intended only "for the 1n§tructio£ of the

many", The underlying meaning (B r QIVW'() of a biblical text and the

- aliggorical interpretation of it are dear ;nly to "men who are eap-
abfe\of seeing", Allegory im also described by Philo as something
"into which one has to be initiated".,

o In reading the atory of the iorld'e creation in P?ilo one is
to see again the conflict iﬁ him betveen*absolutp faith and ration-
alism, For instance, regarding the text, ".,. and God finished His
worﬁ on the sixth day,a# Philo explained that "six days" memn not °

a quantity of days but a ‘perfoct‘number.z5
Philo accepted miracles ?ecause God can always change the nat-
ure of things., He gave examples of this power; one.of them is the
(ﬁ‘ #tory of the first great gin and the fact that the serpent spoke

with a Human roice.,‘% Only rarely did Philo hesitate to use mirac-

les aB an explanation of bibiical narrative,

Genesié}?:l}-}u provides an example of Philo's reasoning that
an allegoficul infarpretation of scriptural narrative is'sometimee.
‘ : needed, In that passage Jacob sent his mogt beloved son, Joseph,
to see whether his brothers and the flocks were well, Philo com-
mented that no reaaonablq person cap’accept this story litqraily,

-

since Jacob, who had the wealth of a king, would send a servant
with sgdh’ahmé;sagq, not his dearest son, Another example is the _
stoiy 5in.6%ﬂcais; of the coQ;hsion of languages, Philo complained
that ;paraona who cherish a dislike of the institutions of our fa-

- ,b thers" find many siniiaritios between this atory.anq certain Greek

(:) myths.'He believed that. these Jewish ¢critics of the Bible could be

14




angwered more effectively by éiving the story an allegorical interw

pretation.27 ' . \ : v
! o}

/ These examples show that Philo used allegory to explain away
<\w/ﬁﬁ;f1;;1dent in Scripture that seemed to him mnreasonable or to
have some similarity to Greek mythology. According to him, the bib-

lical stories have an inner meaning &and the myths do not, and this

is the essential difference between scriptural narrative and myth-

olog"y.28

Philo clearly preferréd allegory or drash, We find frequently )

in his interpretation of Scripture "the formula, "hergg%$ iay leave
,the literal exposition and begin the allegoricain,?? h

Wolfson emphasized Phiio's attitude towards the Biblical laws,
Philo asked for an observance of the laws and rituals, e.g., the
Sabbath, -the great festivals, circumcision, the sanctity of the
Temple, and the Ten WordB.BO |

To sum up=-according to Wolfson,Philo asked for = -literal ob= .
servance of the biblical laws, but he also interpreted them alleg-
orie;lly. The similarity hetween Philo's ;ethods of interpretation
and those of the Greqk philosophers in their discussions of Homer
and H;;iod is ¢;scribed. Greek allagory; according to Wolfson, start -
‘od with Thales and%?aa adopted by many other philosophers, am;ng
them Plato, ¥hose Socrates said that the poets are 1napirad and
sthat one h*s to look 1nt9 their utterances for some hidden inner
\maqning.SIWolfson concluded that Philo and his predqc;saors were
80 ready to use the Greek allegorical method because Jewlish trad-

ition did not prohibit it, The best gxample of this freedom is the

1
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Wolfson spoke out against. pedantic classification of allegory

. .
‘;' and said that “too much importance is attasched by students of ala
legory to the kinds of thiﬁ%s which allogoriafs read into texts.,..

e

The sllegorical method ossdntially means the interpretation of a
text in terms of something else, irrespective of what that some~

thing else is".32
b

The Palestinian Rabbis, unlike Philo, had no acquaintance at
that time with Greek literature, so that their biblical exegesis
/ differed from the Greek, It was still allegorical, sincé they in-
- terpreted Scripture "in terms of something else"-such as their own
experiences aﬂd wisdom, the necessities of changed conditions of
life, and a.graatly deve;ppad moral sense, The important thing is
that by the time of Ph%lé’tho pripciple was slready ;stablishod in

Judaism .that allegorical interpretation of Scripture was permig-

sible, This principle came to Philo as part of his Jewish heritage
and then his thorough Greek education gave his native allegorical
hermeneutic- a philoesophic turn,
Wolfson believed that the same process took place many cenw -
turies later when the Palestinian type of Judaism came into contact
onei again witp pgflosophy.
' .
v :x{)
Wolfson's bonk is characteriged :by 1ts precise de logical
presentation. He was a groat scholar, a mastor or technical skill
) " in philosophi¢ terminology, ‘and his ingenuity in relating d;ttcront
(f) ‘ Philonic pass;goa and reaching a conclusion renamblos‘wulnpdic*mathods.
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His purpose was {0 show that Philo was one of the greatest

philosophers, whose system of thought became the basis of all

’ ©

medieval philosophy.

. On reading Wolfson, one can easily become spell-bound and

r;ady to accept biﬁ conclusions, But on retgrning to Philo one looks
in vain for the architectonic syséem found there by Wolfson. There
is no doubt, however, that Wolfson himself ‘was a rsystematic and
disciplined‘thinker.

- +

Hé contended that Philo was not a 'mere dabQ&er in philosophy",
but one of the greatest and most original ﬁﬂinkers who infiﬁénced
European philosophy for seventeen centuries. This seems to me a
very daring statement, made by no pravioﬁs Phi}onic scholar.,

It 15 difficult to take an intermediate position about Wolf-
son's book, Among those who accepted his thesis after his bon's
publication in 1947 were Jean Daniélou and Raléh Marcus, while Er-
win R.Goodenough énd Isaac Heinemann were highly critical.

From his an;lyéis,of Philo's thought and logic Wolfspn argued
that Philo arrived at the conclusion that philosophy is the~h9nd-
maid of theoiggx. In fact, this medieval principle is not stated

i

by Philo. : '

Wolfson's book must be admired for its great store of Talmudic-
parable; and -the author's superb knowledge of Christian, Arabic and
Jewish medieval thought.. ' . .

In his judge@ents about Philo, Wolfson eeemﬁ.to ha;e been

_ thoroughly convinced of his own conélﬁsionﬁand,saw no need-to bring

.

£
R ¥

Y

P)
¥

in the opinions of other Philonic scholars., He gives an impression

T

. 0of being one-side& and uncompromising., For example, he declared

PRy ﬂg‘&;}iﬁ




that Philo knew Hebrew and the Palestinian Oral Lav. Thess two
poinés have always been debatable and no generally accopted re-
sult has been reached, Wolfson's reaction was he didchot have to
prove Philo's knowledge;of Hebrew; -the burden of proof was on the
opposite side, His argument is proud but.not eonvfhcins. On the -

other hand, he provided a\good‘explanation of Philo's method of

exegesis,

'
1
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CHAPTER MINE. o ” >

AS% SANDMEL

’
4

"s.‘Sandmel was an educatof and a writer, He was born at Dayton,
Ohio bn\Septémber 23, 1911, He received\his B.A. at.the University
'of Missodri, his Rabbinate from ﬁebrew Uniup_ﬂollege in 1937 and
his Ph,D;"from Yale University in 1949.His doctoral thesis Abra-

ham in Normative and Hellenistic Jewish Traditjon ‘was written un-

der the aupervision of E.R. Goodenough.
P
Before his studies at Yale, he served for several years as &

chaplain in the U.S.Navy. He was Professor of Bible and Hellenis-
tic Literature at Hebrew Union College, Cincinnafi from 1952 and
a% the same institution he was Provost from 1957. In his last
yearsﬂhe taught during the winter sémesters at the University of
Dr.Sandmel was a great educater ;ho took a genuine interest
in his students and did not spare himself in guiding and helping
th;;. His was a wide knowledge of Judaism and Hellenism and he was 3
bleseed with the rare gift of ability tO’iﬂpﬂ;é his knowledge to -

(S -

others, - . ) -

¢

He was a gifted and prolific writer, He wrote a number of

short stories and a beautiful novel Al&ne‘on the Top of the

Mountain, on Moses' struggle and loneliness, Most of hie books

dealt with Judaism, Early Gh;iaﬁigﬁity and Helleniss These vere

\ . -
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also the subjects of many essays and ar?iclea published in lear-

ned journals,

PN

Hie most important books are Philo's Place in Judaism,1956

(based on' his doctoral dissértation); A Jewish Understanding of -
the New Testament, 1957; The Genius of Paul,1958; The Hebrew -Scrip-

)
2

tures, 1963; Judaism and Christian Beginnings, 1978, ot

His writings are distinguished by felicity of style and pro-

1

fundity of thought. He died in Cincinnati, in the.fall of 1979,

I1

o ©

Sandmel's main work on Philo, as we have noted,‘is Philo's‘

N h/»
Literature. 9

Besides this fundamental book Saﬁdmel hae written a number of
essays which deal{with Philonic problems and clarify them, For in
stance: "Philg's.Environment and Philo's Exegesis”; "Parallslo~ é
mania'; "The éontr?ntation of Greek and Jewish Ethics"; "pPHilo, ;

De de&alogo”; "Modexn and Ancient Problems in Communication";"Rab- 3

binic Judaiamq Hellenistic Judaism ahd Early Christianity"- "Philo
and his Pupilé: An Imaginary Dialogue®; "The Haggada within Scrip-
tureé'ﬁost ofltnfae essays have been collected ‘An Two Living Tra-

ditions Essaxs oﬁ Religion and the Bihle.2

—
One may see from these results of his creativity that Sand-

mel's 1nterzata were varied,/extondins to Scripture and Early

Christianity and that he do?ofed~his timo:fo Philonic studies,

:Sgnhmel's position was that Philo'% exagésis reflects the

[
i

3
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and to rabbinic Judéism. One may ask the question Ginzberg put:

AN S
ideas of Platonism, Pythagoreanism, and Stoiclenm, argued that

Philo used the Septuagint, although in a form different\ﬁr\m the

one we possess and that Philo's exegeslis was "an allegorical
terpretation whicl}, far from being casual, is rather consistent,
inpricatelyrworked out', and architectonic in gtructure".

' By the words "ar;:hitectoni_c in structure", Sanc}mel was des= , 44',4»
cribing Philo's allegory rather éhan his philosophigal Bystem,"The ‘
1atter, whether one want/s to asBess it as mere eclecticism or in-
stead as original and creative, is indeed random and scattered."3
We may assume, therefore, that Sandmel chose a middle way among
the opinions of such Philonic scholars as Rei_tzenstein, who de~
base'd Philo, Goodeﬁough, who saw Philo primarily as a representy.
tive of Jewish-Hellenistic mysticis'm“, and Wolfson, whom Sa'ndmel
praised for his lucid presentation of tfxe rhilosophy of Philo bu{j:
w;lom he criticized for his over-enthusiastic admiration for Philo.

Philo can be regarded and repr.esented from different points

of view-as bhilosopher and as mystic, in relation to Gnosticism’

"Was he a Jewish thinker with a Greek educatit;n, or a Greek philo-
sopher ‘with Jewish learning?" '

Sandmel emphasized the controversial nature of Philo'a writ—-
1nga.“ He believed that, "For Philo,the Bible 15 not so much the
histery of the human race or of the Hebrews as it is _ishe potential
or actual’ religious experience of every man', 5

Each person has the potential to move throukh the stages of
knowledge represented by the first triad, Enos (hope), Enoch (re-

pentance), and Noah (Justice)., Some will proceed through the stages

e i




" : o157

.
. .
y = e SN <

of the second triad; Abrghah, Isaac and Jacobd (i.e.,/;hrougy lear-

e T
-
o
-~

g 1‘ ﬂ \‘ning, natgrai\endowmenﬁ and experience) and achieve the kno%le¢gej
qf truth, In thia‘pil'grimge *evofyong is encouraged and 5;a§f:ded by
., the Bible; It i a difficult journey, progress being éither perman~
f ently or tempornrily halted, .depsnding on one's personal qualitios.
) People all gq through c:Laan, 1,8 the vices of adolesconceﬂ they °
o vaver betvaff/naterial oi—spiritual things and "face the dilemma

.\
of whether the five so%ses and four paasions, the nine kings of

1

S Genesis 1y, i1l rule thaﬁggégresaive uind, or whether mind will i~
y rule them.”s So tr{}ning should comprisp the oncyclical studios,
symbolizad by Hagar, which‘are only a prelininary way to the strict
diacipline of Virtue (Sarah)., Only after haviag prepured oneself
in this way may one ascond tdﬁihe vision of the divine, as Abra- '
‘E, 'ham saw hie divine visitors in Genesis 18, Thisjpw;sr gsija_hay_l
cent, according to Sandmel, is made pyssible by possessing the
‘gifts of t’he three patriarchs, who can endow others with 3,86, 4\6(?!.
2 Then one will reach.the highest step of the ladder on his own,The
less giftoﬁ may gp helped by Moses' laws, which begin in Exodus 20,
He who lives gccordihg tg thése la?s lives like the patriarcﬁe.lr
; he obaerves the laws, understanding them only litarilly, he is at
?&L v the level of tho "-yutory of Aaron", If however he adds a true sym-
bo;ical -oaning, he iz at the 10v01 or thc "nystory ot Hosos“»Mo-
sas\hinaelt is the allegory of the divine Logot, while Aaran bears

By

x ‘ to Hoxos the relationship which uttered speech, necessarily 1upuro,
bears 'to-true ranaan, which is pure", 7 Thuaw Philo axplnined and

X . exhorted men ahd women to live the holy lifowund‘to travel on the r

: ‘:} . "rﬁlil‘rotd” to portoctian.s . . /
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Philo, according to Sandmel, may be considered a preacher

"who made constant reference to philosophy", For he strove for the

‘Balvation of the soul from the prisonhouse of the body, But his

teaching contalned no fallen god, because Philo was a “staunch Jew",
Hié writings contain‘no‘myths and very little narrative; there is
no trace of that magic so characteristic of his ;éo. fHe is & G;d-

intoxicated r;tionalist, ahd an aﬁstore, and sometimes modoat,sone-\

times arrogant, illuminated man“.9

. . - .
\ - TIT o

I v

If next one asks, what was Philo's relation to Pharisaic Juda- ~

ism Sandmel replia&‘that the difference between him and the Palesw
tinian Sages is essentially small, "He only put their doctrines in-
to a Greaian dress&‘but clothes are after all, of no aignificance.lo
Later Sardmel dealt with the problem of whether Philo was Hel-
lenized, or _prather how far .modern scholars may judge the extent of
his Hellenization, Sandmel emphasized that thlo was "a loyal Jew
and that the philosophy or anything else ihich he used in his writ-
ings sgélod to Philo 3ithar congruent'uith his Judaism or even

derived from 1t",11 He believed that Philo's depsndence on rab-

‘binie Judaiéi nay rit/rougpiy one of three patterna, {g pattern A,

rabbinic Judﬁign 18 the acknowledged leader in riligious natters -
for- Alexandrian Judaiem and for Philo. Local, Esypiiag-Jewish de~
velopments are insignificant, and comnnnicat}oné batweaﬁ‘thg Jewish

A community in Egypt and in Judgoa_gra froquont.'ﬁallonization iq‘a#-

. N . . !
ly agp-rficial. . . - f{

¢ . -
.

&
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In pattern B, communication is at a minimum. Jawish Alexandria
is cnlturally independent of Judaea, If there exist: similarities
betwoon them, they are co-incidental or due to ligited communici~ .,
aion.

Pattern C subordinates nelther rapbinic Judaism to Alexandrian,
nor Alexandrian to Palestinian Judaism, There is limited comm;nic-
ation between them, but each develops independently, Sandmel, avoid-
-ing the rigidity and extreme opinions held by some scholars ad-
vocating one scheme or another,“%mégested that none of the patterns
completely excludes features froi the others. ‘

Sandmel's opinion was that Philo h&d'no first-hand knowledge

of Hebrew and he criticized Wolfson's extreme éfrirmative position
12

as illogical, "Philo gives abundant 1nforma@ion about his Greek
educsitibn, but none about his Hebrew education; to my mind the bur-
den of proof would rest\on thg afrifmers". Sandmel goes on to say
that Philo was 1ndiff?reht to Hebrew, and that his text was most
probably the Septuagint, which was considered ;‘holy books The
Alexandrian Jews commemorated-tﬁe supﬁosed anniversary of the Greek

translation of the Bible with a special holiday.

According to Sandmel, scholars have generally followed Z.Fran-

kel in holding thit Palestinian exegesis influenced the Alexandrian, °

Only g feow scholars agree—witﬁ ﬁ@iistoin that it iaé Alexandris.
that influenced theDPaleaiinigp‘Baggada. Sandmel did not aéroc'ﬁifh
Weinstein.l3 He also-disagreed with Bhvid Daube, who asserted that
rgbbinic/exegatical nethods derived from Hellenistic rheforic and
wére specifically influenced by Alexandrian exegesis, He agreed

with Lieberman " that there may have bteen direct Greek influence

i
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within Judaea itself.l* He reiterated the point that before Philo
allegory was well known both among Gentile and Jewish (Greeks, aqd
that Philo probably derivad the allegorical method from his Hel~
lenistic background. On the other hamd, aliégory was employed by
the rabbis and began in the Bible itself?15

. . J .
Some eighteen times Philo mentioned the sources of his exege-

w ! .
sis, but did so\oely vaguely., For example, he described the Thera-

~peutae as possessing writings of—;he men‘qf olden time who left

nany memoridléfof aile;orical interpretation. Philo hﬂderstood the
"men of old" not as the elders of rabbinic oral tridition, but as
the pa%riqrchs vho were themselves laws.Sandmel did not think that
Philo had any exact knowledge of the Oral Law, the "Tora she be al
pe".l6 In this he directly opposed Wo;fson's;bplief'in Philo's
knowledg; of the Qfal Law, and s;ated that the parallelism which
ﬁdlfson found in Philo and the Sages was greatly overstated ¥,.it
is a sad fact that Wolfson sees Philo at every turn dependgnt on
the rabbis",

Sandmel also noted the criticism of Wolfson's Philo made by
Goodenough, who showed that the rabbinicvauthoriiy which Wolfson
treated as Philo's source actually caﬁe into existence long after“
Philo, On the other hand, Wolfson excluded as ﬁhilonic sources mys:’
tical traditions from a period later than Philo, According to Goode
enough, both should be considered, Sandmel’ proceeded to discuss
different scholarly views on the ;nterdependence betwesen Philo and
the Sages and concluded that the main fact is that the "source com-

mon to Philo and the Rabbis was the Bible, and that the common

source could yileld relétively common deductionse...Similarity be .-

tween the Philonic and the rabbinic Halaka could phus easily be the

.
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as one (De Abrahamo 119-132).18 Abraham's mystic capacity emabled

Tl
\
t

’ !

result simply of coincidence...Philo both receives and givas".17
\ .

IV

In the following two ;hapters of his book, Sandmel presented
different conceptions about Abraham and clarified Abraham's posi~-
tion in Philo's works, : " - o

The bibligal narrative about Abraham was genérally allegofized
by Philo, The story in Genesis 18 is ; good example of his method
(De_Abrahamo 107~147).First, he summarized the story and then ex-
plained it allegorically., The visit of the three strangers to Abra-
ham's tent was interpreted as a stage in Abraham's spiritual devel-
opment, Abraham understood that the three are in reality one, Abra«

ham had now reached the stage of the purified mind, which sees God

him-to recognize that two of ihe three men who appeared to him rep«

rﬁsent the two potencies of God, the beneficial power of pity and
the punitive power of rulership,

Abraham acquired the knowledge of the true God by learning.
God ﬁad endowed him with the virtnas of learning and of pursuing
hig way constantly, When he had achioved';he virtue of éladness,
he ia; prepared to offer this joy to God., He followed God's com-
mand to sacrifice Isaac, i.e. his "joy" and asked no questions,On=
1y in the Midrash and in later traditions did,Abraham dare to |
question God about the sacrifice., In the Bikle and in Philo God

rewarded Abraham's absolute contidence and retiurned to. him Isaac,

the virtue of his joy.'?
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In his ascent to true knowledge Abraham becgﬁe éhe friend of
God and a prophet., As a prophet Abraham was worthy of the-highqst '
revelation of God, whi¢h is the sight of "To On¥ ( Lo 5“').
Abraham's path-way to God was difficult, but he overcame aliy
temptatiohs-and finally e;tered into God's praéence. God in His
love met Abrgham and revealed His true nature to him,(De Abrahamo 77-80),
God appears to men in different visions which depend on man's h
° pature and his ability to acquire virtub. Philo distinguished three
classes of men, The lowest qlass saw only the "Kyrios{ the ruling
Fower, ‘The intermediate class could see the "Theos", the creative

or beneficial Power. Thg\best class, to whiéh Abraham belongeq,re-

celved the vision of "To On" (DeAéprahamo-laz-IZS).ao

. Philo interpreted Genesis 17:22, "When God completed talking
with him, he went up from Abraham", as signifying that Abraham had

reached perfection, The biblical verse did not mean that God left

Abraham, ‘but that at this stage the learner had become independent
of the teacher and wis ready to proceed, helped by his own virtue

(De_mutatione nominum 270)q

According to Sandmel, Philo exalted Abraham, but portrayed

him in his own images

The Greek cast of his thought is so germane to him that- he
truly believes that the religious and philosophical system

. which his thought inhabits, is a Jewish creation, stemming
from Moses, and that Plato and other Greek worthies were lat-
ter~day imitators and plagiarists, Philo seems to believe -this
implicitly; his Hellenization is so thorough and so complete
that undogftedly he himeelf was unawafe of how Greek his Ju-

_daism is.

Sandmel's book Philo's Place in Judaism is a fundamental study

of Philo, The‘gayk offers clarifying ipformstion on such problems X

as the :alaﬁiop ?etween Philo and the Palestinian Sages,~Philo's ' o

/
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exegetical methods, his understanding of the nature of God, his
Jewish and Greek background, The central theme of the book is the
spiritual development of Abrahap towards a true knowledgé of God,

In his evaluation of Philo, Sandmel did not express extreme

opinions, He argued that the questions whether Philo knew Hebrew
or was influenced by the Oral Law cannot receive a datinite answer.
Sandmel believed that Philo had a slight knowledge of Hebrew and
that he used the Septuagint. \
He praised Philo's a}legory as well structured and éid not a-
gree with those who criticized Philo’aa unsystematic and unoriginal.
Sandmel liken:d Philo to a preaéher who often refers to pgilo-
sophy, This is indeed a very different opinion from Wolfson'ss In
“ spite of his complete Hellenizati;;\ﬁhilo was a staunch Jew who
did not differ assentially from Pharisaic Jewry. Sandmel, however,
did not think that some similar exegatical explanationa in Philo
and the Haggada prove a mutual influence. The Bible waa a source
common to Philo and the Rapbis and this fact may easily lead to

Al N,
N

‘common deduction8¢

For 1nstance, the Rabblis and Philo agreed that Noah's right-
eousness was relative and lower than that of Abraham or Mosek.
This similar exeg;tical exilanation oniy reflects that both stug.
" 1ed the Bible closely an& carefully. Since Genesis describes Noah
as. just ™n his generations" both explained thie as prod?ﬂ;hat No-
ah was Jﬁst in his own time, but would not have besen considered so
in Moses' generation, Sandmel presented similar ez;getiqal explan~
ations to prove that most Bf theg vere the pesult of coincidence,

A
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Philo's Place in Judaism, p.XXIV,
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11 Ibid., PeSe
12 Ibid., pell, See also footnote 2.
13 Ibid., Polk |
1y See Lieberman, Gresk in Jewish Palestine (New York:
1950), See also Lieberman, Hellenism in Jewish
gﬁ Palestine, Studies ir the Literary Transmission,
el Beliefs and Manners of Palestine in thé\firat Cen~
— \ /
tury.B.C+E. to the fourth Century C.FE, (New York:
The Stroock Publishing Fund, 1950) and especially
@ the chapter, Rabbinic Interpretation of Scripture.
j ‘ .
15 For allegories in the Bible see, Isalah 5;Ezekiel -
1521?-
16  S.Sanduel,Phildts Place in Judaism,p.19.
. / o .
l? Tbid., Pe25. .
18 . Ibide, ppe 121-122, -
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- published in 1967 and form a most interesting book.
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The purpose of this chapter is to compare and evaguate the
I
opinions of the Philonic scholars represented in this dissertation, .
In the second part of this chapter I shall present my own oplinion

A

on the subject of ‘Philo's exegesis, - i

!

During the one hundred years, 1875-1975, the interest in Phi-
lo, his place in philosophy and his scri;tural exegesié has increa-
sod remarkably. This has manifested itself in different ways, In~
stituteB encouraging discussions, publication of scholarly papers
and books on Philo, have been founded in such widely-spread places
as Chicago, Vienna, Lyons., In Lyons, for e&ample, a collogquium,
"Colloque National sur Philon d*Alexandrie",took place in 1966 and
brought together Philonic scholars from different parts of France,

who discussed various asiects of Philo's works. The papers breéen- )

ted at these meetings and summaries of the main discuss na were

- France a

new and very good translation of Philo's works wag started in 1961,
.In 1971 the Philo Institute was founded at the Mc Cormick Theo-
163ica1 Seminary in Chicago, This institute organizes regular meet. .

vings for its members and promotes research projects ou'Philo in S

e ‘ ' A
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(T' ' particular and on Hellenistic Judaism in general. Studia Philonica,

ica

the pefiodical publisﬁed by the Philo Institute, has p?bved to be
. . [
a very good instument for publication of research, Philonic bib-
- -

liography and reviewg of recent books,

In some unliversities chairs for the study of Philo have been
founded (e,z, The Hebrew University of Jerus;lems, while in others
courses are glven within such departments as c¢lassics, philosophy
and theology, All this 18 a definite sign of‘revival but th best
proof is the inereased number of bo?ks published during-tﬂe twen-

. R tieth century. | - ’
The subject| of this dissertation is Pﬁilo's scriptural exege-~

sis and his rela iohship to .the Palestinian Haggada ags it has heen

dealt with duriﬁg a ceﬁfury of scholarship, . Y
's book Philo, von Alexandria als Ausleger des

Alten Test;ments agsured him an important place "in Pﬁilonic schol-

y

eral important books have been published since

{i Carl Siegfri

arship, Although s
"his book first appeared in 1875, it deserves considération because
it is*weil organi ed| and deals with such frequently debated prob-

! - o _
lems as Philo's rule§ of exegesis, w@§€her Philo knew Hebrew and

the Palestinian Oral w, Philo!s allegorical method etec.
The book is based on the thoﬁbugh and exact scholarship of

Siegfried, who méems Lo have been well versed in Greek and in Heb=-

rew, IP is alSo interesting and challenging because in some res-
.pacts one tannot agree with Siegfried, Siegfried is mo;;~at honme

] in the Greek than in the Hebrew sources. Though he was able to use
A the M.T. of the/Bible, difficujty arose ,éhe'h he quoted from the

3

(Z) - Midrash or the Talmud. . ' . _

"
&
-
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About Philo's knowledge of Hebrew, Sieglfried made the unclear

gt

and debatable statement that Philo knew Hebrew but not in the modern

B e

£

sense.l What did he megan by the words "notoin the modern sense™?

How could Philo l;ving twvo thousand years ago possess such knowledge? .
It Philo had indeed had some knowledge of Hebrew, why did he not use '
the Hebrew Bible? According to Siegfried, he used only the Septua-

gint.2 Jews have always read their Bible in Hebrew, whatever their
Q

colloqﬁial tongue. So this debatable point that Phﬁ o knew Hebrew o
—~
. but used the Septuagint for his exegesis remsined unresolved by -
- / .

Siegfried.

-

He thought that the Palestjnian Midrash wéé influenced by Greek

philosophy and méth,as.well'aa by Philo's exegesis and philosophy.

) ‘ It is ;ery%difficult to prave th%s: It was certainly not so during
(ﬁ the lifetime ofAPhilo. Siegf;ied indeed did not attempt to prove it.3

R He presented some parts of haggadoth from the Talmud Jerughal=-

mi, Hagiga 1l4b, and 15, These haggadbth”from»the second century £.D.

are centered on Elisha ben-Abuyah and the question whether Greek Cy

iamiTaiin

learning was permitted by the rabbis in Judaea,h These Tannaitic

R

"t ) haggadoth are very concise, but they yield important facts about

e TR BT s T g e MR o g s e RS S 5 ot i S R R AT AR YOS M e T

the Tannaim and their probdlems. Hagiga l4 may be considered hera, B 3

3 "Our Rabbis taught: four entered a 'Pardes' (an orchard). They were
/

ben-Azai, ben-Zomah, Acher and Re.Akiba, Ben-Azai-caught a glimpse

prapperay

and died; ben-Zomah caught a glimpse and was wounded; Acher cut

down the pla;nts; R.Akibe.i came out in peace". (Hagiga 14) \// {)
s o KST~/D A #0372 F ffy/ a2 : ffalas

, )'ccn\// PJD Y974 /? ,w// ?f’p ’/csryn./ca'/'af o onfe—
N (s k8 feerpr o i e %’f 0le
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A midraehic explanation of this‘hagga@a 15 as follows: the
rdes, the orchard,synbolizes Greek philosophy and metaphysics;
these studies are dangerous for the majority; among the*tger, only
R,Akiba understood Greek philosophy and withbut.suffering from doubts

returned to the teaching of his peopie. Acher tried to change the

a

'

laws,.

o s A very interesting figure is Elisha ben-Abujah or Acher, who

studied philosophy, forsook Jewish teachings and believed that the

" Jews would be better off without the Bible '‘and the Oral Law.,. He
preached his ideas in public, was excommunicated and was not megl
tioned by his name, bet as Acher, "The other oee". He became not
only ;n apostate but a traitor. Aftee‘Bar-Kochba's revolt he went ’
over to the Romans and told them what the strength of the Jews was
and how to finally  defeat them, Consequently, the Romans forbade

the teaching of Tora, the keeping of the -Sabbath and other funda-

mental commandments, Mainly under the leadership of R.Akiba the E
1 & " 5 -

°

people - continued to practise their religion. Acher pointed out to
the Romans who and where the leaders of this stubborn:people were,
Most rabbls were captured‘an& killeé;LAmoeg them was R.,Akiba, the
friend of many years of Elisha ben~-Abujah.The haggade suggee}ed
that R.Akiba too enteié& the ggggg_ the domain of Greek knowledge.
Only later when his people wag peraequted, did he decree that th;
people shoul& ‘keeop away from Greek philosophy, extreme allegory Q}
and foreign 1nterpretationss "The man who reads the extern&i books

07303 Iﬁ-.vl?o)f

will not have any art 1n the future world",

Ocaa pihed n plc ,o"Jl&nn
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Two criticisms nust be 1avelled at Siegfried regarding the

y <:§ . fragments\bf haggadoth from Hagiga lhb. and 15, First, jhe hagga-
doth are as short and as conci&e as possible, but Siegfried cites
only three words, which meant that this haggada became unintelli-
gible to Siegfried and to his readers, ‘ ’
Again,'Siegfriee‘discovered too much rase;blance between ben-
Abujah and Philo. It is true that both studied Greek philosophy,
but 5en-Abujah remained a very shadowy figqre. He did not write nor
do we know how far he progressed in Greek learning. What is most
important is that he became an apostate and a traitor.5 Philo was

neither, He waa a most loyal Jew, who strictly observed the‘pibli-

cal lavs and-who tried to defend his people before the Réman emperor.

_ ¢ ‘ - ", Siegfried q?totedvfort; pages (160-199) of his book to a re- -
; . ;%' -j coﬁstruction‘of the hermeneutical rules which Philo iéveupposed to
g Gig“j ,E pav; used in his allegorical method.” The rules-are easily under~
; " ,u é%hhdable and are always based on examples 'from Philo and ‘the>Mid-
R o ‘ :

rasﬁi Yet it is not proved in any way that Philo really used the

- ~ rules as reconstructed by Siegfried. ; . .

@

*. " Siegfried pointed out that in the Septuagint the names of God,
v ﬁ; -

T

' “ Elohim and 9(?!, are translated as. Thaos and Kyrios.He added
that "Philo, vho did not suspect xhathzgio is a translation of

T X SRR T
-- ‘.

. ) ] \tpe spgrotive Tetragrammdt?n..., "understodd Theos and Kxgios as
- two powers of God and not as names of God.PAccording to Pklo, Theos
¥ e c denotes the'power of creativity and ﬁling the royal power or the .
] ; e powef to rule.the universe;The /9 is untranslatable and in its
A stead he often used & @V, Being,Not that Philo taok 2/ to

E a *: nmean the Bimé -a8 t./he roxames :)V , "He that 18", v
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Furthermore, Siegfried presented no adequate proof that Philo
R 'd
did not know that Kyrios in the §pptuaé¥ﬁt was translated as the

Tetragremmaton.,In Philo's view the two biblical terms, Theos and

Kyrios, have nothing to do with the essence of God, vhich is unknow-

able. They are connected wi;h God's actﬂFQZZes that are knowable. 4

Theos alludes to God as Creator of the wordkd, Kyrios to the on-

going divine activity in governing the world, @God, however, is much

more than Creator and Ruler, These are just twé tacets o; the multi-
~—faceted To On, . o " '

Siegfrjied held that Ehil&fhad had a great part’in the rappro-

chenent'between'Judaism and Helléenism and that his wae-a‘univefsal

religion

. seethat Philo dissolved and transformed.,the particularism of
Judaism esp 1aiiy by permeating it with Greek philosophy. To
a certain dggiqg;tif/fould appear a matter of taste to régard

b

this as a lucky an unfortunate occurrense, One must point

out from the historical point of view, that Philo introdudét~.
a powerful, creative ferment into these intertwines masses of
Greek philosophy and Old-Testament exegesis, whi¢h took hold
like a mighty stream in its many tributarieb of a multitude

of subjects and had thexébst persistent influence on the phi-
lgsophically educated Paganism, Judaism and Christianitys

Leopold Treitel occupies a modest place among the Philonic
- g
scholars of the early twentieth century. His twosbooks are read-

able and sometimes express beautifully his comprehension of Philo

§

. »
and his admiration for the Palestinian Haggada, Treitel seems to .

have searched coptinuodaly in different writinék, but especially
in Philo aqq ths Haggada, for ethical elements, His work gives the
impression of aplearnéd man wh§ read a great deal, became enthug-
iastic .about certain igdeas and made notations from time to time

about them. Thepe co&égfia vere made for himself and perhaps for

4
~

-
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a small circle of friean, One wou}d like to know what impplled
Traiteiuto revrite his notes and publish them in book form, for
his books ﬂave'no scholarly apparatus.
Tt will”\e sufficient to cgﬁpare‘Treitel's writings with Sieg-
) fr;ad's. The latter's book is scholarly and well documented , the
former's are'\ ts Slegfried's rgnge of thought was wide, comprising
bpth Hellenism and Judaism, philosophy and religion, whereas Trei-
tel minimized the Greek influgece on Philo, gﬁ? instead overempha-
sized the influence of the Péleatinian Haggada}n
Treltel wgs interested maiﬁly in ethics and poetry, Having

found them in Philo and the Haggada, he(was content, It is unde~ |

niably true that these elements ex&at in Philo, but besides.them'
there are other significant asgbcts, which Treitel overlooked.On ~
the other hand, the very fac# that besides the Midrash he studied
Philo for many years is proof that Treitel persevered and prafer;
red for his reading an authér who is not easy and who demandsigieht
concentration, \ ) ‘

Sliegfried found a Qixture of Greek philbsoph;cal»ideas in"ty;
Midrash, Treitel di;agreed, and underlined the idea that Palesti-
;ian and Az;xandrian Judaigm mutually influenced each other,

Treitel was aware of the mysiical slde of Philo and the Hags
gada. He did not agree with those scholars who judged Philo's al-
legorical interpretation as a way of smoothing away contradictions
betveen Scripture and Greek philosophy. H; argued that Philo's main-
reason for using allegory was his mystical naéurégne denied any

Stoic influence on Philo's allegorical method, in spite of ob-
vious Stoie elements in Philo's work,All that Treitel recognized
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was the intluenc? of Alexandrian Jewish exegetes, This may be true,
but Treitel did not ;onsider that the Alexandrian 1nterpreters were
themselves influenced by Greek philosophy and hermeheutics, Treitel
also declared that Philo had hg? a remarkable influence on the Pa-_
léstinian exegetes, This opinion is shared by very few Philonic
scholars. ‘ L

Treitel came to Philo from the study of the Midraeh anq Talmud.
He had a profoun% understanding of the beauty and sthical purﬁose%/
of the Haggada, and it is on this basis that he repeatedly protes-
ted against the opinion that there was in Judaism nothing but,dry
laws, nothing but a casuistical "Gesetzesreligion"

He believed‘that Philo had contributed much to the universal
characteristics of Judaism and that his philogophical ideas played
an important rolé in tﬂe developmeﬁt\of religion. On these points |
he agreed with Siegfried and emphasized the importance of Alexans
dria and the Diaspora in genéral for the development of the Jewish
religions | e

Treitel de%cribed Philo as the chisf representative of aiieg-y
orical interpreﬁation of the Scriptures. He attriﬁgtéﬂ to. him pow=-
ers of creativity and disagreed with Slegfried, ;hu thought that
Philo ha& borrowed many haggadoth from Judaea,

) Treitel was correct however, when he auggeeted that in forming
a picture.ﬂf Philo's personal faith one must remember that the li%—

3

eral meaning was also 1mportant for him and that he stpictly obser-

to

vad the conmandnonta of hia religion.

The main fault in Treitel’s conception of Philo is that he
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greatly reduced the Greek influence.There cannot be any%doubt that
Philo was deeply influenced by Greek philésophy, and to ignore gpat
is to ignore the combination of Jﬁdaism and Hellenism which is so
characteristic of Philo. . .
’ E.Stein's judgement of Philo is harsh. He denied fﬁilo any .
originality of content or form. Stein conceded that Philo was cre-
ative in one respect, in the gf;ﬁéture of h}s allqgories. Philo
learned from the Greeks how to construct his allag;}ies. His style
in allegoricgl composition was subsequently imitated by later wri;
ters, L

*  In his study of Philonic allegory Stein argued against Sieg-
fried's opinion fhat Philo followed some definite allegérical rule§3
He pointed out that in using allegory, Philo's main purpose was
to find the hidden and true meaning of Scripture, This aim guided
him and not some mechanical rules, )

Stein was convinced that Philo knew' no Hebrew and he cited

Philo's false etymoiogies of biflical names as proof of his opin-

ion, He did not deal with the problem of Philo's Hebrew knowledge

at length, In his view Philo's la;k of Hebrew was so evident that
to bring firther proof ggemed superfluous, Stein stated this opin-
ion in a firm way, rejecting any“fuither discussion, In ﬁis absol-
ute belief in his own opinion oﬁ}Philo's lack of Hebrew knowledge
Stein resembled the authé:itativa manner ofNa later Philonic .
scholar, H.A.Woifson. Woit8on was so firmly convinced that Philo
knew Hebrew that he ref péd to present any Iagﬁs to support his
opinion and ?eclarad that it vas ‘the 'duty of his opponents to look

"

for arguments and proof . > ) ‘ \
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gruities, Just as Cicero was no philosopher, Philo was not an
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Stein was not the only scholar who denied Philo all knowledge

of Hebrew. Z Frankel,I .Heinemann, E.R.Goodenough,H. Lewi, Se Sand-

mel, V.,Nickiprowetzky were of the same opinion. Stein's judgeméht

* 4
of Philo is more severe than that of most of these scholars,\for
in addition to his ignorance Pf,Hebrew he. thought Philo ignorant
;
of important principles of Judaism, Stein's reasoning was that
{

since Philo knew ofly Greek it is obviously useless to look i? his "

i

writings for any influence of the Targum or the Midrash. i

T

In my opinion, Stgin's judgement is too harsh and not su fi7
~ciently documented. True, Philo's knowledge 6% Hebrew is prob emét-
ical but this ignorance does not detract from the values fouﬁd in
Philo s exegesis, Furthermore, Philo was influenced by the Pai].es--L
tinian Haggada: the similarities between some narrative haggadotﬂ
and Philonic interpretations point to such a possibility.

A passége in Die allegorische Exegese des Philo aus Al«axan»*i
L

dreia, p.6l shows that Stein did not judge Phiio correctly. Stein|

compared Philo with Cicero and both are foundzlacking in creati- ‘
LN

S
vity and originality., Philo did not even understand his sources !
and, therefore, his writings abound in contradictions and incon-
exegete of the Bible, His only merit was that by his writings he |

preserved the allegorical tradition. There is nothing original in
Philo but his copia verborum,

-

—

This Judgement is subjective ?ydudoea not give Philo his due. \‘

It is true that Philo was inf}uenceh by Greéek ngloeophy and \
literary techhiques but he was also influenced- ¥ Judaic values, \
Y
\
b L ¢ - » -
- - )
o R = \
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/by the Bible, for whose true meaning he searched all his 1ife, by
Palestinian exegeasis, Philo did not misunderstand his varied sour-
,ces, but blended Judaism and Helleniam in his writings. {
Stein has a place in Philonic scholarship; his epinions though
extremely p£ti-Philo, are clearly expressell and based on a ﬁhorough

study of the Philonic writings. -

His criticisms of Philo have thelr place in Philonic scholapr-
shi acting as a counterbalance to the high praises of other wri-

ters, It is for the benefig«of Philo-students to study the:oppgsing ’

views of sueh scholars as Stein and Wolfson,

Jean Pépin was above all 1nterested in Philo's allegorical

method but 1n our judgement overemphasized in different ways the
place of allegory in Philo. i -

v

Thus Pépin thought that Philo believed to such an extent in

- allegory, that he used the literal 1nte}pretation only very seldom
an e;;ﬁ’then he followed the literal exegésis by the allegorical.
’ Thla is not so, because in some treatises the iiteral method is

usdd as the only explanation, especially in connection with bibli-
\ .

~

cal laws, It seems that Pépin was 5o eager to analyse the allego~

ries that he simply overquked the passages that contain 1iteral

// b

int rpratations. He also missed Philo's warning that allegory is

onlﬂ for the few select and not for the paople at large, This 6lite ~
was required to study and to prepare itself for a-] yeriod of

time| until 1t became initiated into the mystery of allegory, If

‘one gccepts this idea, the allegoriéal method ;s'giv7n a mystical R

ore to be accomplished, Neithér did Philo, Pépin made far
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too much of it. Words like, “initiatisn" and ;mystery" were widely
used in Philo's time and perhaps should not be undepstood literally.
Pépin suggasted that.:there might have been a certain evolution
;n Philo's thinking and that there was a period when he rejected
literal éxegesis and used alle%ory on%Z:This suggestioﬁ cannot be
accepted, since very often the iiteral and the allegoricai inter-

'pretations are found side by side,

Pépin quoted only from other scholars who agreed with him,and.

so his study is r?ther biased, ' " .
Pépin thoughf t?at 1p allegory Philo  surpassed all the Jéwish-

Hel}enigtic writerp who preceded him. But this can only be a hypo~

, thesis, since the fe& fraements which have survived cannot substan-

X

tiate the theory,

Pépin believed that in Phiio's writings allegory reached its
highest development and that it 1a‘£ilé§ory which givés unity to

Philbfb treatises. i ) - ' .
The article is informative and helpful for an understanding
of éllegory, the method which has to’be studied for a thorough knowe
 ledge of Pillo. | \"
. ./gir is a faithful disciple of I, Heinemann and as such,
he believed that Wolfson's “view of a systematically worked out phi~
sophy in, Philo is unfounded. The 1ogiqa1 and systematic present: e .- .
stion of philosophy is Wolfson's ahd‘not Philo's. ,
According to Amly, the Greek influence on Philo outwsighed

" the Jewish, In this opinion, too, Amir agrees with Heinemann and

-
opposes Wolfson. . : - ( . ,

e
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Amir especially criticizes Philo's understanding of biblical

f o 'p;ophecy. Philo discussed prophecy in connecti’o;n with Moses and /

_ q\:?)ted'xsaiaﬁ"ls, 17, 19; Jeremiah 46-51; Ez.ekiel 25-32 only in

pa%eing. l . |
In De vita Mosis 2, 1, 2-7; De praemiis 9,’53—56 ué/dqscribed
_ A Moées as kiﬁg, lawglver,priest, and prophet. °* % o

’ In my opinion, his concept of the powei,a%”ﬁ?EEE;:i ise most
. ) interestiqg while Amir found that Philo's notion of prophecy is

_shallow, ., .

Amir points oué‘that-Philo described Moses as soothsayer or

ACA s

a gommunicator of oracles.He emphasizes that the biblical pro- ‘ |

< » -

E phets were not oracles or diviners. They were uncompromising men,'

fighting for an ideal of justice on every level of life, The first

pr$phet was Moses, "The master of prophets", whose dream was to.

i

X » ’h} h Ll - .
¥ (:’” %r?ate a people of justice and mercy, But in De vita Mosis 2,188-

.-191 Philo described Moses as requesting audiences from God and con-

versing with Him about daily, common cases.

In my opinion, Amir criticized Philo too harshly. It is trie ., . ,

that he explained only the prophecy of Moses, It is to be assumed,

how¢ver, that if Philo had been more familiar with the books of . -
the |later prophets, his views of prophecy would have been different,

and more.conclusive,

Philo divided prophecy into three classes, One type are those
divinle utterances spoken by God with the prophet Moses as inter-
.Y - -

preter; the second are the results of questions to God and His an- ~

;\ the third are thoee’spoken by Moses when he was poqsessed

2 A3
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qz by Bod and in ecstasy . God had given Moses the power of forsknow-

PO

ledge and the‘pbility.fo reveal future events (such as, the split-

ting of the Red Sea; ;he fall of manna, the future of the twelve

é trives). —— ~

‘ An _interastirg point dbouwt Philo and prophecy is whether he was -

influenceq by the Ention of prophecy in Gréek philosophy, e.g.Platosa,

Amir does not deal with this subject, .
E.R.Goodenough studied Philo thoroughly and wrote several

‘books about him, His.aim was to find proof in Philo of the exig=- '

tence of a Hellenistic Judaism which believed in a mystery reli-

gion, Philo became for him the chief representative of this nys=

R e A T S

tery cult, Goodenough cited Philo's description of the Therapeutae

.

e

to illustrate his attraction to a mystic qontemplative li{s: In
8

(jx emphasizing Philo's mystical inclinations, Goodenough seems' to have

forgotten that Philo himself never became a recluse, but had a very

- active life, was a prolific writer .and pafticipé%ed in the)poli : \

i

cal 1ife of the Alexandrian Jewish commuhity, Pascher in Der Kondgs~'

weg zu Wiedergeburt und Vergottung beir—-Philo von Alpxandreia,aand

Goodenough in his By Light, lLight argﬁgrigat Philo participated

in a mystery cult., We do not know about that. Both Goodenough and
Pdécher, although fas¢inated.by mystery religions.and devoting

years of research and writing to-dis@over‘them, proved nothiﬁé\deu -

finite about mystery cults and Philo. ' \ ) R

LS

3

* Mystery culte were fashionable in the different paris of ffhe
Hellenistic kingdoms. The -Hellenistie philosophical'achools used

séereotyppd expressions of a mystical bent and in his yoluminous

. .
. \

*

P
.
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writings Philo sométdtes’ used mystery phraseology. This does not

prove at all that he was initiated into a Jewlish mystery religion.

Fmile Bréhier's outstanding book, Les Idées philosophiques et

)

religieuses deé Philon d'Alexandrie makes extensive use of Orphic

and Pythagorean terms to explain the ideas of Philo, According to

~

Bréhier, Philo's ideas and"ﬁis doctrine ofr moral progreés were pro=-

dominantly influenced by Jewlsh tenets.9 . . ‘
Goodenough's view abouteothe :ppropbrtion of: Jewish and Greek |

influenceson Ppilo gains from a_comparison with Wolfson's views.

In Wolfson's book, Philo, Philo appears as a devbted Jew who knows

Hebrew and observes the Jewish laws, In By Light, Light Goodenough

presents Philo as considerably more Greek than Jewish, Goodenough's
thesis is‘that Philo's allegorizatién of the Bible was done under
the influence of Orphic and other mysteries, ATexandrian Judaism
was;; maintainea Goodenough, a msttery religion very far from hala-
kic-center®d Palestinian quaism. But Philo's respect for the lit-
eral interpretation of the Bible and his failupd te méntién sny ’
special rites of initiation for proselytes argue against Goodwe

enough's hypothesis.
Goodenough's book, The Politics of Philo Judaeus,is challen~
: (4

Eing qu interesting. He presqpfs*the theo;y that De somniis was- ' \\‘
desligned for Jews and De Josagho"ror entiles, IL both treat;ses
Goodenough detect; concealed anti-Roman propagandaé It is diffi-
cult to agree with Goodenough that P%ilo was fanatically anti-

Roman, remembering that his fdhily was 8o close to the Romans,

Goodenough's monumental work, Jewish!Symbols in the Greco~-

“ -
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Roman Period is important for Pliilonic studiqs. Here he states that’

i: the symbols reéreseﬁt a kind of allegorization through art of the ,§
sort that Philo attempted fhrough philosophy. Again Philo is pre- ‘
sented as very far from the Midrash-inspired Jew depicted by Wolfson.

Goodenough's books and theories"are interesting, T cannot agree\

_with his theorf that Philo belonged to a mystery cult, ﬁow could
so strict a AOnotheist as Phiio have based his religious beliefs
on polytheistic mystery religions?

The book Philo by H.A.Wblfson breaks new ground in the range
of problems it treats and in the manner of treating them. Wolfson's

study is a rehabilitation of Philo and at the same time a redefifi- —

WA AL g e R 8 T
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- ition and clarification of concepts that are keys to the controver-
sies of the Churéh‘Fathers and later to the problems of medieval
rphilosophers. ,
. Wolfson regarded it as one of the major ironies that scholars
have commonly treated Philo "as a postscript to Greek ﬁhilosophy".
- Wolfson appraised Philo a5 a great and original philosopher, He
%“§o wrote: "Philo is the founder of a new schgol of philosophy, and

from him it -directly passes to the Gospel of St,. John'and the Church

EpTE AT L

Fatﬁers, from whom it passes on to Moslem and hence also to° N
medieval Jewish philosophy. Philo is the direct or indirect source 4
of this type of philosophy which continues uninterruptedly in its
main assertiong for. well-nigh seventoen centuries, when at last it

F is opeﬁiy chafienged by Spinoza" (Phﬁlo IT, 457).
¥ . v ¢ -—"-—‘

o

% . This was Wolfson'a thesiquhfch 15 a radical revaluation of
o
‘7 Philo, thé philosopher. Avoiding the beaten waya, he threw an un=-

E o \ - W

I
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‘precedented light\onzhis subject, Philo was frequqﬁtly’regarded as

tiresome, inconsistent, and unworthy of any serious philosophical
. . o

consideration, Dr.W.Kknox wrote that Philo is "bu% a compiler &s
.1s clear not only from his lack of original thought but from the ’

slovenliness with, which she incorporates his materiél"'(Some Hel=-

lenistic Elements in Primitivé Christianity,1944 p.34). This is-

a rapreéeqtative 5pinion,accegted by many scholars. In opposition -
“to such views, WPifson's stﬁdy is a surprisingly new approach.

~ ) Accdrding to Wolfson, Philo usherea in a moTentous ch;nge in
the history of European thought. In his hands philosophy for the 4
first time "places itself at the service of Scripture and is wil=-
ling to take orders from Lt (Bhilo II, 439). It is in the traa-
tises of Philo that the philosophic int@fpretation of Scripture
achieves its fullest development. &

Wolfson pointed out how wide Philo's speculative range was
and how it embraced many of the outstanding problems of his time:
"man's knowledge of God's existence and God'h}nature, the existence
of ideas, the origin of the world, the laws which govern it, the
nature of the soul" (Philo I, 93). Wolfson argued . that Philg's
treatment of these problems was new and original, resulting in a
highly coherent system of thought. . !

- The demonstration of these new evaluations of Philo is’learned
and abundant, Wolfson handled the Greek sources in a thorough o
and original way. At every turn in his deplpymeat of ‘these sources
some new insightg are apparent. He was equally at home in th; réb-'

¢

y binic sources./@et it is not so much the amount and variety of

[
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- tence of God, one agrees with‘ Wolfeon that he was not a mere dab-

\ ' L sy

<

Wol fson's learning as the use~h‘e cmadé of 1t that is t}}?,, 1mpx;essive

thing. His is, indeed, a vast apparatus of scholaréﬁii)/ yet it never

gets out of control and nevei- becomes an -end in 1'.1\:8911‘.i .
Wolfson was fully aware oi" the fli,fficult problems which a;;:}.se .

in connection with Philo's'\lleawish sources, He argued that Philo f

knew Hebrew, thag he used the Massoretic text and was fully aware

of the Oral Law developed in Ju;laea. In my opinion, his arguﬁents

that Philo lived like a Pharisaic Jew, knew Hebrew andﬂ the Oral Law,

although stated in .a very authoritative mannerq, are no't convinc/i/ng.
According to Wolfson, his book "ig based chiefly upon a study

of Philo's own writings in relation to his Greek and Scriptural

sources" (Philo I, 9}). Hg arrih{ed at c?nclusipns that placed Phi- «

llo's relation to Greek phiiosophy in a new light., Philo used Stoic

terms and expressions,’ but he was far m’ore a cfitic t;ax"z a follower

of Stoicism, Wolfson's estimate of the Stoics was harsh,- "the Sto-

ics yore“ great &isseminators of knowle/dgeuwhich they bor;owed from

others" (Philo I, 111), Philo often agreed with Plato,b‘qevertl;elaés

<

he was not a follower but an interpreter of Platonism, sometimes

» [
4

changinhg Platomic viewse . i .
Gn eading Philo's discussions of such problemq,aa, creation,
his cr;.ticiam of other theories of creation, the laws of nature,

miracles, the human:soul, immortality, froedoh of will, the exis-
bler in philosophy, an eclectic with no ideas of his own but-an

original philosopher. The idea of God.'s unknowability did not come

from Plato or Ariatot&a,' b\}t was, or na]; with Philo. The a;;gument

L%
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‘that God is incorporeal and cénnot be given a name i=s found in ' N
“ .

scattered fragments in Philo and was systematically reconstructed !

by Wolfson., The sama argument reappears in Origan,and the Philonic

&

terms nameless and indefinable were used of Go@iﬁy the Church Fathers, - \
. S.Sandmel's book Philo's Place in Judaigm is based on a . 7.

theiough study of the Philonic corpus{ proving tha? the author was ’
competent to offei an.indepenéent assessment of Phiio.' |

Sandmel did not\regard~,hilo as a great philosopher, but as\<
an apologist and a preacher, [He considered Wolfson's gg;;g magni f-

icent, nevertheless he successfully opposed Wolfson's opinion on

) ~
3
.

such points as Phllo's knowledge of Hebrew, communication between

3

the Alexandrian Jewish community and the Palestinian, the rabbis’
influence on Philo. ] )
Sandmel argued that Philo was a staunch but -highly Hellenlzed
«Jew, Philo did not know Hebrew; his debt to his Hellenistic back- ~
ground is far greater than his debt td the Palestinian Sages. He
]presented Mamerous exegetical examples which show ;hat Phileo's
j%ible was the Septuagint and not the Massoretic Text.
| Sandmel _found Wolfsop'a\discussion of the Heprew background
of Philo uncompromising and lacking in convincing arguments.
Sandmel dealt with P ilo's philosophy in only a scattered

fashion and he enlarged on YRe exegetical part of Philo's treatises. .

On this part Sandmel's arguments are clear and convincing,

S
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At this stage.it: will be apprOpriate for me to present my
own judgments regarding the follcming aspects of our subject'
1) Philo as exegete, rather than as philosopher.

2) Philo's exegetical methods~

¥ h [

&) 1in the Alexandrian milieu; i

b) in relation to Ju#ean rabbinical tradition;
c) in his own biblical i.nterpretations.

3) 'Philo as Jew and as Greek, .

l;_) "The r?yal roag" (‘cH rbquH(O} 55:9’\(' ) as a statemsnt-

of Philo's aim in his work., o

Tt
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this chapter.

Philo as axegete, rather than as philosopher.

The importance of Philo lies\}n his exegesis rather £han in
his philosophx. His main bharacteristig is his deeﬁ religious be-!
lief,which was expressed in his special pnderétanding of ghe Bible., .
Furthéimor;, 1n”orde£ to understand Philo one has to pay due
regard to the two alemente; thg quish and the Greek, sipce boéh
formed his characteristic way of thiﬂking and were. reflected in
his exegesis, These two aspects form an entity in Philo's traat-

ises and, although Greek philosophy may sometimes domingfe, and

the Jewish religion at other times, both lie at the core of Phi-

lots writings and must be conslidered throughout. What the pxopor—

tion of their influence on Philo was will be considered later in

Almost all the thirty-bight Philonic treatises comment on the

Bible only, four deal with/special propmgmé of philosophy (Probus,

— Aet.,Provid.,Alexander) agd two of t&é four have references to

the Bible. Three others (Flac.,lLeg.,Cont.) deal with contempo-
rary‘Jewish events in A xanfiria, The reét (thirty-one) make up a
commentary on the Penta euuﬁ;,Iﬂ‘Philo's interpratitions we can

distinguish reminiecen e8 of Plntoniam, Stoicism, and Pythagorea-

nism, but they are used oliy for the purpose of 111ustration or

sxposition, Philo's prineipal purpoae was not to expound phifbso-
phy but to exhort his readers to live a holy life, or as’ he puk//
e _1\
it, "to travel on the -roydl road" and to’ reach perfection, b
. L ~

Ay
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%’ g[ o ,5 ~ Beginning in the seventeenth century, scholars apprroached Phi-

- T

" 'lo in different ways-philosophical, psychological, theologicalw-and.

‘the, gifferanco% of opinion have multiplied with the years.,In my

R
B DRI
- T

» apinion, té uéderstahd Philo one needs in’ the beginning only two

s v
\{gf‘:‘?‘j e,

main textm: -1) the Fhilonlc writings and 2) the Bible. Only later

does one nee@jﬁb/turh to Piato, the Stoicé, other Greek philosé-

g

§ phers and ypﬁﬁbdern Philonic scholars. A study of Palestinian exe-
% . gesls in the Midrash is also necessary, because both’ the Philonic

% writings and tha Midrash contain exegesis of Scripture and there
,§ existed "some links between- them. With all his wide range of know-

. 1edge, Philo never, presents ideas or theor;ea for their own sake,
but alwaya to explain a scriptural passage with their help.
- : * Philo was_endowed with versatility and many-sidedness. He was

’

a great andAprolifié writer,vliving in an important cultural cen-

ST,
.

‘ter during a éignificaﬁt period of history. An understanding of
Philo is not éasily feachéd.‘lt comes not by concentrating only

on his Judaism or his mysticism, his Stoicism or his Platonism,or

AR

on any of the other aspects of the man, but on the man himself and

R

what he wanted to say through his writings. In other words, QVery

scholarly st&dy of Philo which WOuld reach a measure of adequacy -

‘ . should atart not by explaining Philo through Plato, Plutarch Posi=~
donius or the mystery-religions, but through Philo himaelf. "Philon
est dtabord Philot ;o
Perhaps we may make one remark on Philot's style, Everybodg
.agrees that Phile was influenced by Plato's philosophy and, gf;c.

' Siegfried proved, he borrowed many words and ‘whole phrases from

o e

A&
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t Plato, yet his mode of writing gained nothing from the beautiful
prose of Plato, Fhilo is meanderiﬁk, very verbose, repetitive and
ponderous, It takes time to get used to h&g‘way~of expression, s0

that reading Philo is a laborious task until one becomes 80 1nter-

ested in his ideas that one forgets his way of expressing them,
|4
3 Scripture, despite itas similarities to other books, ‘wag to

}

Philo .a unique book. All other books are man-made and their stors

ies and teachings may be eiéher'true or false, Sc;ipture is of di:
vine origin and its stories and teachings are all true, This was
Philo's unshakabIa belief, but he was a&are of inconsistencies in
’ ~ the Bible. gmong these was ohe that he especially tried .to remove,
nanely the-appagiﬁtﬁiiionpistancy bet;een the doctrin%e of a God

- [0
~ who was invigible and the narrative of His epiphany to Israel at

‘T} Mount Sinai. Philo tells in great detail how this revelation was .
not a physical appearance of God, how the "words" in which God

"spoke" with His "voice" were not physical words.llHe,believed that

%

A ol ey

while this was a miraculous event and one unlike ordinary human com=-
1 , munication, the event still had/d/zually taken place as a histori-
cal fact and must not ba explained away as fancymﬁr diemissed as

§ ‘ a fiction, - p

»

TL .

Philo's Exegetical Methods

Beaidea the revelation at Mount Sinsi, Philo believed in a
progreaaiva ravelation, a continuous comuunication of God's will

to chosen individnals 1n'ordar %0 enable them to interpret the I




a.time

meaning of His will in: Scripture, the Law revealed once upq

at Sinai The need for such interpnetation was that the Law\had haen

e ssed in language, and s0 its teachigg had often_been o ‘
Bj the imperfections of language and changigé éoﬁditions pf'iife.

Those to whom the revealed Law was thus intgrpreted, who un-

]

derstood it and were “to live by it day By ddjtwére to'. search for’

'

: ) i
its inner meaning. For Philg, like others, believed that there was-
a hidden meaning in:Scripture which could not be syccegsfully un=

earthed without the. aid of God., That aid constitutéd a further re-

a

" velation or a progressiveoreveIatipn given in rbspgﬁﬁeoto the ene:

quiry and meditation of human_reason.\Philo, like the rabbis of » o

- -

Palestinian Judaism, believed“that prophiegy as such had ceased at
. the close of the Hebrew Scriptures, but he also believed that -di-
vine inspiration and the work of the Holy Spirit continued to func- ’

_tion 86 a supernatural source of human knowledge? by which man
b »
might discover not new truths bu\\the réal meaning-of "the old truths,

»

Philo's technique for expressing the hidden truth: which-was to

be found in the Bibvle, was allegori} to which hp/shall return, ¢
In Philo's view reason is subordinateuto fnith. But'Scriptﬁre,

no less than philosophy, needs interpretation. Philo's principle

here, like that of‘the rabbik, was that Scrlpturdiis not alwayg to

be taken literally. gocausa he had been//ersed in Greek philosophy,

v

he gave his allegorical method.of nterpretation a philosophic turn., o
In the course of his biblical stu :eo, Philo discoursed on many 1&-
poggant problems and showed a wide speculative range: tﬁé‘brigin

of éhe world, its structure and the laws that govern it;'thelnaf

iﬁre of the soul, problems of human knowladge, man's knowledge of

;e
1




God's exiptenge and Qod's ngture, problems of human conduct,bbth’
individusl and social. In the Aiscussion”of such lssues Philo's

demonstration and’ argumentation range far and wide, For example, N

the philological observations scattered throughout Philo's books
would by themselves meke up a notable contribution.
‘ '5); Biblical Exegesis in the Alexandrian milieu. . L
‘ Philo's interpretation wag based on the allegOrical method
of'other Alexandrian exegetes.Jewa immigrated to Alaxandria very ' |
early. According to a doubtful‘%radition, Alexander the Great had | .
‘ walcomed them to his newly founde&\city, but it is certain.that
',x they came to Alexandria during the reign of Ptolemy I, the _suc-

AN

v cessor of Alexander in the fourth centnny B.C. During the following .

)
years, especially when Judasa wak a part of the. Ptolemaic kingdom,'

they must have comé to tha“great city repeatedly until "Alexgndria
* Y B A -
contained the most numerous, cultured and wealthy Jewish community ,
~ R . o N ~ ]
in the Diaspora. ' ) ‘

3 - .
Some of the questions that concern us in this dissertation

qre% what weéere the cultural and religiou rclations‘between Judaea

aud Alexandria ? Who learned from whom'? |Who influenced whom ?

One may assumgxthat the first Jewisﬂ\immigrants brought with
tham not only the Bible but some of khe Oral Laws and narratives,

o the halakoth and haggadoth, which_contained new interpretations -

and embellishments, ﬁuring:the fourth century B,C. midrashic
exegeéis wag- just beginniﬁg s0 that immigrants to Alexandria could

n6t have taken much of it with thenm,

)
As the Alexandrian community developed, time and new.circume~

@
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stances made then forget the details of Ii fe in Judaea. Svtill, they

built s)’nasogues and continued to be Jews, ‘but- with &difrarence.
"In order to 1ive like Jews _they required biblical» rulaa to be ad-
Justed to their new circumstances, Probably, therefore, they crea-
téd an Oral Law, a Midrash of their own, THere were communieations
with Judaea, but conditions undm' the Romar% were difricult and in
Judaea révolt followed revolt. It may be that a part of the Jud’aoan‘
Midrash was brought somehow to Alenmudrj.aug l.lthough the similarit-
1es’ Eleaned from Philo and the Palestinian l{?,drash. are few and . '
doubttul, The\Alexandrian Jews, although :greatly influenced "By Hel~
lenistic culture, wanted in ?ﬁev mafjority to continue to live accor=
ding to the Tora,Their new regnlagions', 11&%11\0»59 in Judaea, were
based on biblical laws. The differences between the Alexandrian

anﬁ Palaa&nian Midrash must,0of course, have been numerous, First,
their Bible was the Septgagint, which differs] in some details from
the Hebrew text. Second, the educated among‘tii}em had stlldied Greek
philosophy and been deeply influenced-by it, The best exfunple is*
Philo himself, Hisj interpre{:atinn of the Bible is a philosophical
allegory, somathing that simply does not exist W Palestinian

\/ ‘r \
Midrash,. -

2\ 4

In Jndl\aa the Oral }aw, the Midrash, was deﬁeloped in ‘several,
rabbinical Academiés. Their methods are known. The Bible remaini:d
always tha\Q\iis and from its verses they tried, by long discus=-
glons; to derive new rules that would fit the new circumatances of

the,ir life -and also to embellish the biblical narratives with néw

details which had sccumulated as legends and stories’ in the oral
'S L o

®



! bradition. But whatever they decreed, they tried to remember and

respect the biblical epirit. There were often clashes of opinion

IR YO, AR SR AP L Y U0 AP S S NPTV T

- among the Sages, it is true, and certain’groups within the yebple ¢

e,g. the Sadducees, neVer recognized the authority of the Oral Law.
The .time hagd not come yet it was to<occur enly in the late eecond
centmry A.D.and to a greater extent later, that the laws fronm J&ua—
ea woulﬁ become generally authori:tative for the Jeﬂish Diagpora,

P - ,
The Jerusalem Talmud, which existed separately and developed in

its own way, and the Babyloniag, Talmud (redacted g.A.ﬁ.SOO)are
préef that there ées creative agtiviey in the)Diasﬁora but also ).
' differences of opinion befeeen Judaea and the Jewish communitiles
in A}e;andria, Babylon and Asia Minor,. - \f ’ °
+ This is how~3hilo describeﬁ\fﬁg_gethering in\an’Aiexepdrian
synagoéue on ehe Sabbath: "And will y&h sit with your gathering
sand assenble with your regular compan&rand read in security, your
holy books, expounding any obscure point and in leisurely comfgrt
discussing at lengﬁh\your ancestral philosophy" (De somniis II, 127).
Accor&ingly, the exposition of the sacred books had an important \
plaée in the synagegue service, Ph;lo'e interpretations reflect
'hie\eirticipation in this expositdey activity of the synagogues,
The basisg for Philo's exegesis is the~Greek translation of
the Bible, the Septuagint. He believed that the Septuagint is an ¢
ex#ct and inspired tran?lation o? the Hebrew original, a revela-
tion of the Sacred Writings to the Greek-speeking part of mankind.

“(De vita Mosis 2, 26-44).
Philo often departs-from\the Septuagint‘rea@insa; hence P.Katz




. »
Rl e’ IR ks ki

-

g , - N
9 v ", w1
%_5 : . oo ) . , - »
é’ t rightly maintains that' Philo’'s Bible was a different version of the

% . Septuagint, 12 ' )

i ¥ \
;} Philo's expository works are based on the Pentateuph, although

£

*a several other Septuagint books are used as part of the expositions.

< '\ ‘
?{, This predom;l.nance of the Pentateuch y reflect the reading prx

tice in the Alexandrian synagogues Wwh re probably only the Penta~"\

teuchal books were used in the 1iturgy.13 ¥ )

/J Philo refers to the custom of Alexandrian Jewé ot o/ccupy:i.ng
themselves ev;ry Sabbath with ""the philosophy o~f their fathers" a#
well as with the "speculatioz} about 'probla‘ms concerning ngt}lre"’ o
that is, problems of éenera philosophy, rin places of inst:ﬂxluction".

LY " .
(‘b(d TR lebq)l‘* In another passage, after saying that the "places

of instruct\ion" are innumerable in every ctity, "he goes on to define
; - ' | ‘ ’’ :
( § . "philosophy" as dedling both with "duty to God" and "duty. to men";

this can be understood as theology and ethics,. 15In st:l.ll another

\

passage he speaks of the fnterpretation of the Law to the people |

in the gynagogue on the Sabbath "oy some riest who is present or

16

one of the elders",™ In sevpral places Philo indicates that he ;é

\

drawing on sources outside the Bible itself,. \Qf special interest

- 1a the passage in De vita Mosi I, 4 where he saya that he has.*
learned : "both from -the ‘sacred books (KCK /"p.l‘ﬂ/ V‘UV L&'fﬂ

" hind him, and from some of the elders (l'ﬁ_’d.-.-.l’]dﬂ‘ ﬂtbfk"’ /of ‘
the nation; for I always interwove (-ﬁzl GVUDQ al Vo} |
aaid gru....&er‘pgvn with the things that were reg vd-. !

J
y-b c.)vxo,uz'votf ), and thus bélieved myself to havla,
knowledge than others of his life's history". o f

‘ .
RS . e € !
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-b)- Philo's exegetical methods in relation to Judaeay rabbinical tradition.

.-
w7

Since Philo draws on different traditions, the quesfloﬁ.to be
asked is whether he also depénded on the Palestiniaﬁ Haggada and
Hglaka.,Prevfbus chapters have shown how Philonic 'scholars differ
in this respect. It is most probagle, }n ny viéw, that there we;e
active relationships between Alexandria and Pélestine,énd although
both branches of Judaism were independent of each other, a mutual -

.influence can reasonably be postulated.

It 1s also ‘important to remember Philo's own visit to Jerusa-
lem, his declaration fhat he received exegetical traditlona from
others, and his knowledge of conditions in Palastihe. g

Philo's preoccupations and aims were fundamentaliy Jewish;
nevertheless, Philo was quite different fr;;\ﬁillel arid Rabbi Jo=
hanan ben(Zakkai. What made the? all Jews was their Jewilsh loyaltﬁ,
‘their devotion to Scripture, and their obedience to Jewish laws,

' What made them differén% from each otier was first th;t they wére
individua%P; and nex% that fhey lived in different en&ironmenté.
Certainly, they possessed many elements in common, but the differ-

ences are also of consequence. Philo, in my opinion, is best view-

ed as representing a relatively self-contained Jewish-Hellenism,

‘ nqt totally severed from Palestinlan Judaism, yet c¢learly distinct

frdm it, Philo alludes several times to the traditions of ‘the "el-
derﬁ". These traditions were, I believe, the interpretations of

tﬁe Bible b& iéxandrian Jews, rabbis, priests, learned men wvho de- |
veloped their own exegeslis independent to a great degree of the Pall

estinian exegesis, The evidence for this opinion is 1) scattered




o
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remarks by Philp, 2) the history of the well-developed Jewish com-

-y
munities in the Diaspora which created indepenflent commentaries on

_the Bible especially at the beginning of the Christian era. After ‘

the destruction of the Temple in A.,D., 70 and in particular after
Bar-Kochba's revolt in A.D, 135 the Palestinian centet shrank more
and more and "the centsr of learning Xnovad to the Jewish communities

in Babylon, In the last centuries B,C. something similar must have

happened ip Alexandria, a verb(r important Jewish community.Its peop~ .

- le rea.d the Bible, Held it—holy, studﬂ:ad”‘ﬁ‘ﬁfﬁirpreted it long

P4

before Philo's time. lgnfortunately, the writings of these I;ﬁellanm-v—;

istic Jews were destroyed and we can reidch few certain conclusions,
I conclude tentatively that the biblical interpretation of Philo
was independent of the Midrash, but sti'llu I anm consclous of the
fact that eg’:g.nce the seventeenth centur:;' almost every Philonit scho-
lgr has struggledkwith th?l question of the mutual influence between

Philo and the Midrash, No one has come to a generally accepted so=-

lution. v )

N\
c) Philo"s exeg&t;!.qgl metheds in-his .own bibﬂ.ical inj:erpretationsh

So,‘ turning to Philo's t/reatises, we gee that ‘he distinguishes
among the” interpreters of the Bible in A].exandria three groups-
the traditionalists or literalists, the alleg’gists and the éx»'u-
treme allegorists, These three did not, however, constitutq sects,

They merely regresen;ed a certain conflict »f ideas, There is no

Arace of a struggle in Alexandria in any way comparable to what

happened in\P Stine during the lifetime of Philo betwaen’ the
Pharisees and‘ th Sadducees, the staltes be control of the Tem~

vle and of the//Sanhedrin. 7 e

.
r ’ ) ~
.




'
s [
TN v gy mese T R oI e AR IA

1 ' -
& -

A , 197

5 - v ) ‘

b Y { , Philo °himself belohged‘ to the allegorists. 'I‘h"oizgh hq used the

traditional or literal method quite often, he ‘employed, allogcfry ex-

) tensively, Sometimes he intarpreted ‘a passage ‘both literally an,d

I B
u

n"g 4

allegorically.His main purpose was to discover m;baninge in Serip- -

ture in erder to prove from them the frequently novel and-pro{ound /

@ 4

. insights that he wished to teach.

Allegory is described by Phiilo’.as something "“whichl loves to

e T e ey

hide itself® (D;a. fuga 32,179) and into which one ha;s to be "in-i«- "

A

tiated", The allegorical method eamantially meéns—the int-erpretf-'-

.° atlon of a text in terms of §omething else, TLBLsomethtng——else»'
may be book 1earning, philosof:hy, practical wisdom, etc. 'I‘he Pal-

© estinian rabbis of that time had little or no acqmi:mtm&e with 1
Greek philosophy and consequently they did not interpret Scripture ) 3

( in philosophical i:erms. They interpreted it in'terms of-something

g ST ST B ST T R BT S AL I
.

else whic}} they knew, their own wisdom, their practical experience,

the necessities of changed conditions of life, their own meditat-

STy

TR F AF

ions, the call of a moral consclence, The important thing is that

Ty, o s Yoo
e A

. . e g ”

by Philo's time the principle was already establighed in native
Judaism that one may interpret Scripture allegorically. The rab-
bis interpreted anthropomorphic expressions allegorically, “for ex-

ample, when commenting on the verse, "“and upon the likeness of -the

i

tytona) was a likeness as the appearance of a man upon it" (Ezekiel
{

1:26) « The Midrash on this verse is a protast "Great 1s the bold-—

ness of the prophets who describe God by, the likeness of the creat-

¥
ura". (Be,reshith Rabdba 27,1), A general rule of the. ra\bbia, when-

<

ever they had to reject the literal,ﬁiean:gné of 7ﬁe ‘text, wag"The

‘ S /
) y o /
(: . . -
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Tora speaks B according to the 1anguage of men",

vy

The h{storical narratives in the Pible were taken by the !

kY

Sagesmatactsy with two e%?ptiona' the frame#brk of the book of Job

2

wag'declared to be a“mere parable and so was the thry oﬁd&he ré:ﬁ
surfection of the dry bones in Ezekiel (Ezek191057)}80All the bib-x
lical Yaws were taken literally by the_Sages.

The allegoric&l method greatly helped Philo to interpret

Scripturg,in his own way. It méde it possible to explain away any

&
_narration or incident that seemed to hil to run counter to reason

Joq to have some similarity with Greek myths, Philo believed that

\3he laws should be observed literally, but not évery statement
in Seripture is a law, He finally came to the decision that all * .-
the. laws ary- to> be observed literally but some are to bel.interpre-

ted‘allegorically. . “
This method ef exegesis was known in Greek literature, The

poems of ﬁomer and'Hqsiod, for example, were loved by the people

and réve?ed by poets -and even philosophers., Many Greek philoso-

phars interpreted the storiepﬁof these posms allegorically and, ex-

p;essed in this way theif\own thoughts and gwinciples. Thus Plato

makes Socrates say that the poets are inspired and that one has to

look in their utterances t;} some hidden, inner meaning(Anologx

22, B_C; Ion 533 D-534 E). . | /
Philo did not agree that Greek mytﬂoloéy‘eontainé deep.philo-

sophical truths which can be unveiled by allegory. The £act that

he édbjted the all%i?rical method so readily vas ‘facilitated by ‘ .

; which is visib;e in the Midrash, that a Jev ( ¢

&

the.feyiah E;aditi

W
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was not bound to take his Scripture literally. So one could inter-

\ .
pret the lover and the beloved in the Song of Songs as symbols of

God and Israel.19

\

# Sometimes Philo anq~the‘ ages too give the same kind of reas-

4
—_—

T

ons for gllegorizing. Both may \find a text to be unfntelligible or
unreasonable ag written, e.g., the law about a king who "shall not
multiply horses to himself™ (Deutargnomy 17:16). Ph119 argued that
this text is unreasonable, for gigfiﬁgth ;n cavalry is 8 great as-

sgt to a king in time of war" (penasricultura 18,855.For similar

e

rLasoné the pabbis rejected the literal meaning ahd interpreted it,f
on the basis of the use of the singular in the expression "to him-
self", as‘ﬁp@lying only to horses for the king's personal stables, f

AN
‘1hot‘te horses used in the cavalrw (Sanhedrin 21bv),

I

g

]

To sum up‘:§hilo as a devout Jew had received Scripture as

P
C e

Divine Law (Tora),\but it required interpretation. As part of his

P S
heritage he understood that texts could not always be taken liter-

TUGTNEAD s plenecrm o g

ally; his acquaintance with Greek philosophy allowed him to{giwe
his allegorical method a philosophical turn, The example of Greek
allegorists helped him and served nim as =& ﬁﬁdal. . "“ 1
- Scripture for Philo containsirevealed truths which philqéoph- ;

ers had to mearch for and discover by reason, Diviﬁe revelation he

- conceived as infallibla, while human reason is snbgggf to error; Ce

\ therefore, whenaver philosophy was at variance with Scripture, phi-
™ losophy had to yield. This concaption of the relation of philoaopny
to Scripture is expressed by‘Philo in many forms and\Elso in his

statement that philosophy is the handmaid of wisdom.
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Philo as Jew and as Greek.

) 3

v

3

[

N - 3
' g

Philo's basic religious ideas weJ% Jewiéh and s0 were his lo- ;
" yalties, but his explanations of ideas and devotions were purely -
Greek, Thus in connection with Moses' 1life, when Philo explained ' j

the meaning of prophecy his exposition came from Plato, yet Heb-

rew prophecy is distinctively biblical,

a s

Whether Philo was a Greek Jew or a Jewish fireek is a question
that has been dealt with by almost all Philonic scholars, The con

° . sidered judgemeht of this writer is that the resolution of this

. o ‘
problem was and remains unrealizable, Philo's work from the reli-

1 (“3, gious and humanist point of view is so important, that the question \
whether he was more Greek than Jewish becomes secondary.

He was a Jew with a vast‘knowledge of Greek philosophy, He

S e e

seems to have been at home in Greek literature, for he cites by

name about fifty--three Greek writers. Most often he quotes  and

S

g ) explains Plato. But he did not write any treatises on Plato or

¥ Aris%otla or Pythagoras. He wrote about Abrahdm, Joseph and Moses,

*  The Hellenization in him was a Hellenization of Judatsm, not of\
some other religious tradition.
It may, however, be asked to what extent did Philo, though
completely loyal to Judaism, borrow significant motifs .from Greek 0
- thought, It is clear that the Greek philosophical tradition was r
absorbed by Philo to the makimum point, Did the Greek element re-

main only a vaneor or did hé reach a staga where his Weltanschau-

L
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ung was as much Greek as Jewish, or was that impossible? These are
interestiﬁg qﬁegtions, and they send the student on a long and ra-

mified reésearch, The result is very often not a clear answer;

Philo knew the'éent teuch with such a familiarity that it

seems as if he had memoriyed it. But the evidence’ sugge§ts that

he knew and used Hebrew very little, It is true th;t he reflects
some knowledge of Hebrew i&\his explanations of the names of bib-
lical personalities, eometiﬁ§s correct and sometimes not. Poséibly,
this information came to him \from a recorded body of data, .8, '
lists of symbolical explanations of biblibal names, The impression
one recbives/from\ajcaraful study of his work as a whole is that
he did not use the. Hebrew'bext but only the -Septuaginte.

Some of the obvious elemeﬁts in Ph;io's Hellenization can be
listed,

His language was Greek, his Seripture was Greek, his knowledge
of Greek philosophy pfofound. Greek too is his notion of Judaism,
Hig Judaism has benome,n'religioﬁ wheréby man rises from this per-
ceptible world to achieve immortality. The bibliéal laws, which
were not ends in themselves, were a means to reach communion with
Gode Philo's_conviction was that Scripture was not a mere history
of times long past, but made possible a personal, coptemporaty ex-
periencé.’ Anyone may overcome hir senses and bad inclinationa.by
following the guldance of séripture, This is an important point in
Philo's exegesis, Ee did not interpret for theoretical or sc¢hol =

arly reasons so much as to guide his students and readers to what

he concpi;éd as a better life, The ¢lue to an understanding of\ "

! . . - —

s Rk e e e ek Ae mma L
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Philo is not philosophy but hils religiouﬁ'cpﬁvicb;ons and intentions.
Philo's QXegagis containe both Haggada and Helaka , but matifs
common with the rabbinical exegasis are few, For instance, Qﬁat
.Noah was righteous only in comfarison with his own generation is
found in both, There is not sufficient reason to deﬁ& the péssibil—
ity of communication between Judaea and‘Alaiandria.as a result of
which the-common character of such items as Noah's character could
be explained., In addition, Seripture itself could have yielded par-
allel conclusions, Haégadig narratives that are'fr?quent in the
Midrash never appear in Phdilo, nor does he pres;nt even one parabie
of the kind abundant in rabbinic 11terat&fe.
s Philo transmuted Jud;iém into a religion of salvation and
communion with God. Furthermore, he ta&ght that every maﬁ{ Jew or

Gentile, can lead the right life, dependiquonly on rqadineaa ﬁg’

obey the laws of Moses as the Law of God., A Gentile who abandonpd

f polythélesm,recognizing and worshipping the one God, would be equal

. to native Jews, and superior to those who, though notive-born, do

not live virtuously in observance of the divine Law (De virtute219)
Isaac Heinemann, one of the best Philonic scholars, addr;ssed

the question whether PHilo achieved a synthesis of Helleﬁi;; and "i

Judaism, He wrote that, "The difficnlty in building a ¥ridge between

Philo's Greek and Jewish education was caused by the fact that on
both sides there were only incomplet; bridgeheads.” 20
With all due respect to Dr. Heinemann, I cannot agree with
 him that "die Briickenkopfe" were not complete. Philo's Greek ed-
‘ucation and his Jewish' formation, his knowledge of both Scripture

and Greek philosophy; were extensive and exceptionally profound.
! ‘ : :
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In 7ome rbspects Philo achieved a genuine blend o{/Hel enism and

© Judaism that almost became a syathestis. | N

It is a commonplace in scholarly discussion.of Philo\wo :
ascribe to him a major reconciliation of Jewish revelation and
Greek philosophical rationalism. Philo was a rationalist but he
believed in continuous ddvine revelation. He was convinced that
only revelation can help one to know God and to understand thé\\
truth, He was, it is true, a very complex personality, thch ca;L
not easily be anaiyzed or fharééterized. As ons who believed in
divine reve%ation and the possibli}lity of ecstasy he might be cél- :

led a mystic, We must be content to leave 31t at that and " not at-

=
tempt to place him in a\wel;:defined class, )
§%~ There are two sides to Philo's achievement, One is his Hellen- \\
. " ization of Judaism in that he presented Ecripture in Greek categor- \
? (TT;} ies of thought, the other is that he also Judaized Greek ideas,

Philo's profound immerkion in Heilenistic culture and his wide
and accurate knowledge Scripture made this double process pog=
sible, '

Scholars hove sharply criticized or highly praised Philo as
philosopher. In my opinion hisﬁsigniftcance as philosopher has
bgen ooeremphasized, because he was first an eteéete of Scripture,
He frequently used Greek philooophy but only as a means to explain
‘Scripture, The Bible controls and determines the philosophy which’ N
he uses. He did not read Plato and the Stoics into Scripture; rather
he altered facets of Platonism and Stoicism in order to clarify

the biblical text, It is Seripture that was sacred for Philo, pot

(fj Greek philosophy. .
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hilo's aim in his work. oo . C- a

) !
The Law of Moses’ for Philo was the #ord of God revealed to

=

men by a man, who attained the highest péint of perfection ~-ever

e H ‘ LY
reached.2 - = !

-

R sl

Philo waj c&nvinced that his essential duty was togfe a com-

mentator of the Bible., He endowed this function with a eat dig-

o T

nity, since he understood that sometimes it approached prophecy.

g T 1

LY

& " Afong the books of the Pantateuch it is Genesis on yhich he

comments most., The element which bPhds Philo's ideas t@@aﬁher and

R

which he pgesenfs allegorivally! is the narfatiée chafacter of

: Genesis and to soﬁe extent otgé; part? of the Pentateuch, We recall
] ) that the Pentateuch containg’the'creation of the worl&,'the crea-

f (1} tion of Adam, the loss of Eden, the generstione from Adam to Noah;
‘ihe flood; the generations from Noah to Abraham;the pgtriarcﬁé;
Joseph; the ﬁxodus and the Wilderﬁess, with M§ses léading his peonide _‘ .

to the sacred mountain, and the revelation there of the Laws.This

story is allegorically sométhing more than an account of the past;
‘ \_1it describes also the contemporary, personal experience of every
mane It is, indeed, the eﬁirituél Journe& which each can make when .

gf—fhj:;y'f he is gulded by Scripture, )

The effect of making the Bible so contemporapeous was to wea-

N

ken it as history. Philo repeatedly seems to do this. For instance,

he denied that Sarah and Hagar were historical persons; they'served
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o&@y ag symbéls fdr.encyclical studies (Hagar) and true virtue or
Yisdom (Sarah).Respecting -Abrahan's removal from Ur to .Havan . (Ge-
—néais 11:31), he wrote that ‘one cannot:possibly have any interestv
“in the .journey someone made a 1ong time ago, unless it is a spir-
itual journey that anyone can make, .
This pilgrimage required 1earn1ng how to ‘subdue the body, its
senses aAnd passinne, and reach a. stage where the soul, whidh is

I

free of all evil, rules ﬁhe body. Very few men, indeed, rosembled
the patriarchs or Moses a;d arrived at spiritual“perrection on ﬁ
their own helped by ‘their great innate gifts, Ordinary men raach
. different stages on this road to perfection by obae;ving the -
lical laws, which begin in Exodus 20 and continue throughout the

Pentateuch. ' )
1 /

; &
There are two classes, -those who observe the Law _without real-

ly understénd;ng it andr@hose.who fully know the allegorical nmean-
ing of the Law. Philo held that only the latter could learn to

live like the patriarchs. *

Jewish ethics rested on the rremise that God had revealed the
true way ot life to Moses and his succeséors. Greek ethics, on the
other hand, aroms- out of rational 1nguiry into the meaning of hu-
man life in the universe with a view of defining its laws, descri-
'bing the nature of .man and providing a reasonable statement of
what man's conduct should be, Jews respected theiy aethical laws
on the ground that God had reveaieg them{ while Greeks proposed

_theirs on the baeis that man's reason had disclosed them, Philo

he used

vas fully aware of this basic difference and,.altleu

4
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‘ @reek philosophical terms to explain Scripture, his belief in “re-
~ velation and its necessary help in reaching truth came to him from °

N4

his Jewiahginheritance.

Philo beldeved that Seripture contains true wisdom, the best-

laws and the best conatit_ution for man, H;'clai.med also tha\t all

e

§§ ideas and values, including tﬁose outside Judaism, must be fefemb@d
%f bacﬂ to Meoses for their origin andnauthentic formulation, For Pﬁilo;
%: | thé Bible was no? go much the history of tﬁe Eéman race or of the
% Hebrews., It had the capacity to foster and inte;pret the religious

i

“experieﬂce of every man, Philo used allegory under strong Greek in-

. fluence, as a special instrument to transf ripture from a his-
. — tory of the past inté an account of the person ‘Byent: exparience .,

This was the most important message of Phild*gjt;;gesis.

' 1 (j} He dealt with the particular laws of the Pentateuch only afk-
-ter he had describad and explained the lives of the patréarchs -in
., each of whom he saw a "lav incarnate and made vocal™ (nomos empey- |

. chos kai logikos)., The patriarche lived in accordance with the ’

eternal and unwritten law of nature, In a vay Philo was solving

. .

o

here a scriptural problem, namely, the relationship of the patri-

e copa

archs who lived before the ﬁ‘ of Moses to the laws that Moses

¢

gave to Israel, ‘The so;utio of the Sages was to regard the patri-

archs a:/g;aéﬁgsaic observers of the Tora., In this solution, the

Law is he norm and the patriarchs are aseumed to havo reached 1t

o

« by divi;e providence agﬁ grace,

. <
&

In Philo, on the other hand, the béhaviougfér the patriarchs .

 was regarded as the norm and the Topa had to be brought into con-

. > o
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* ‘ "

\ngfifi;iith it. The patriarchs attained the eminenib‘of being‘"in-

N\

ered within himsalf the Logos, the divine reason, Arguing~by ‘ana-

I3

carnate la\gﬂ\\hrouéh the God-given endowments with which they were

kY

born, Thus Abraham had the capacity to observe and learn; Isaac was
L

endowed with intuition and progressed on "hie road naturally without
learning or ;;;uggle° Jacob prog ssed through the practice of vireue.
In the féllowihg génerations only a few exceptional men were able
to }ollow the way.of the patriarchs byfinnate abglit; alone, ’
Man having lost virtue, ;s Adam lost Eden, would hgve been
damned were it not that he. has a characteristic which distinguiahef
him from the animal, hope, This is represented in the biblical
narrative by Enos (Genesis 4:26). The Septuagint, Genesis 2:26 ~ =~ _ (
reads, "this one hoped to call on the name of God”. Hope, Philo
believed, is the f1£st step on the road to truth. -Hope leads to
repengance, the allegorical meaning.of Enoch (Genésis 5;21-24) and
rppentanc@ to tranguillity of mind,'the allegorical meaning of Noah
(§enesis 6:1~9, 28). Amopé’the three pfeparatory st;geq peace of
mind is the highest stage in men's édvancement. - <
What was it that Abraham learned who left Ur where he worship—
ped the stars ? ng}e he was still in Ur, Philo says,- he recogniz;d
that dependence on senses, in this cage the sense of sight, is . -

’ . [d
misleading., Men and women can follow Abrahan's example and not . b

st ana

depend in their search for truth on the:genses alono. Later, /)/y
¥ o
Abrahanm wandered to Canaan where he continued to learg. He used in-

trospection and when far advanced on«his spiritual road he discov-

logy, he concluded that there must be a divine Logos in the universe,

3



of God which«has contac# with the universe.

Some mén recognize God as Theos or Adonai, ¢ creative power,
e

¢ the universe,

~and Logoa. Abraham understood this, and 8b- t e/triple vision leads

him to the knowledge of the One God, Now he

est point on the royal road of learning. He has seen the onq{eod.

For the ordinary person it is possiblel to walk the royal road

[}
ww falthfully and con-

and reach different stages, &epéndipg on h

( ) stantly.ha observes the Mosaic Laws. .

Numerous passages in Phitlo describe nman's development, maﬁ's
struggle with himself, man's ability to o}ercome his weakness,

They Yring true in ever& age, . ’ ,]

i

’ Throughout Philo's work oné pq:ceivqé man's heqp need for

‘ -religious expgrience, his ceaseless enﬂeavopf fg find truth, the
belief that he can find truth,
A Philb's‘éreqtness lies in his approach to Seripture.He did
not see in the Bible mefély thélazary of a distant past'or.a col-
1eLtion of ancient laws. It was a living contemporaneous work ;7

whose ete nal functinn is to show mankind the way to truth. Judaism

was for Philo a univerpal religion qnd the é&ble a guide fognevary
mén, whether Jew or Gentile, . o !

|

"
. . -
.- o, . j
’ .
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>
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‘ ‘| CHAPTER TEN
. . CONCLUSION .
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