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Abstract

This study investigates the presentation of Philo of Alexandria and his relationship to Jewishness
in the works of Clement, Origen and Eusebius, the first three Christians explicitly to name him in
their extant writings. None of Philo’s earliest Christian readers openly calls him a Jew. Through
a detailed reading of their descriptions of Philo and his relationship to the Hebrew Scriptures,
contemporary Judaism, and the Pythagorean-Platonic philosophical tradition, I illuminate the
diverse identities that Clement, Origen and Eusebius assign to Philo. I argue that although
Philo’s insights into the Jewish scriptures and way of life is emphasized and treasured by his
Christian readers, his own Jewish identity remains ambiguous. This ambiguity is due in part to
the secondary importance of the literal interpretation of the Jewish scriptures in Philo’s writings.
Philo’s Christian readers increasingly define Jews as those who misinterpret the Hebrew Bible
by reading its prophecies and commandments “according to the letter.” As an allegorical
interpreter who recognizes, to some extent, the esoteric teachings communicated by the Logos
through the Hebrew Scriptures, Philo does not match the image of the Jew constructed by his
Christian readers. Neither, however, does he fulfill the criteria for being considered a Christian.
Philo is thus presented as neither a Christian nor a Jew but as someone outside these two

increasingly differentiated identities.

Cette thése traite la représentation de Philon d’Alexandrie par rapport a la judéité dans les
ceuvres de Clément, Origene et Eusébe, les trois premiers chrétiens a le mentionner explicitement
dans leurs écrits existants. Aucun des premiers lecteurs de Philon chrétiens I’appellent
ouvertement un juif. Grace a une lecture détaillée de leurs descriptions de Philon et sa relation a

la Bible hébraique, le judaisme contemporain et la tradition philosophique de Pythagore-



vi

platonicienne, je démontre les identités diverses qu’attribuent Clément, Origene et Eusébe a
Philo. Je soutiens que, malgré la compréhension supérieure des écritures hébraiques et le mode
de vie de Philo étaient soulignés et chéris par ses lecteurs chrétiens, son identité y reste ambigué.
Cette ambigiiité résulte partiellement de I’importance secondaire de I’interprétation littérale des
écritures juives dans les écrits de Philon. Les lecteurs chrétiens de Philon définissent de plus en
plus les juifs comme ceux qui interprétent faussement la bible hébraique en comprenant ses
prophéties et ses commandements « selon la lettre ». Etant un interpréteur allégorique qui
reconnait, dans une certaine mesure, les enseignements ésotériques communiqués par les Logos a
travers les écritures hébraiques, Philon ne correspond pas a I’image du juif construit par ses
premiers lecteurs chrétiens. Pourtant, il ne remplie pas les critéres pour étre considéré comme un
chrétien non plus. Ainsi, il n’est représenté ni comme chrétien, ni comme juif, mais comme

quelqu’un en dehors de ces deux identités de plus en plus différenciées.
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Introduction

The writings of Philo of Alexandria, the first-century statesman, philosopher, and allegorical
interpreter of the Jewish scriptures, survived antiquity and are extant today because they were
read and copied by Christians. Although Philo earns a favourable mention from the Jewish
apologist and historian Josephus within decades of his death, the next surviving reference to him
by a Jewish author dates to the Italian Renaissance.' Between the first and sixteenth centuries
stands a long Christian reception tradition, first definitively attested in the works of Clement.”
Writing and teaching in Alexandria from c¢.180 CE until his flight to Jerusalem around 202,
Clement mentions Philo in his largest surviving work, the Stromateis, on four occasions and
includes scores of unacknowledged Philonic borrowings in his corpus.® Clement’s familiarity
with Philo’s writings was shared by his fellow Alexandrian and possible student, Origen.*

Philo’s name comes up three times in Origen’s surviving corpus, twice in Contra Celsum and

" “It was not until the late 16th century that Jews started to take notice of him again, stimulated by the printing of his
works both in the original Greek and in Latin translations. By far the most interesting account was given by the
Italian Jew, Azariah de’ Rossi, who gives an analysis of Philo’s thought in his Me’or ‘Enayim (Light of the Eyes)
published in his native town Mantua in 1573.” David T. Runia, Philo in Early Christian Literature: A Survey
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1993), 32. Possible instances of Philonic influence on Rabbinic writings are evaluated
by David Winston’s “Philo and Rabbinic Literature” in The Cambridge Companion to Philo (ed. Adam Kamesar:
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 231-255.

? Philo’s Logos theology and moral-allegorical interpretation of the law of Moses are frequently cited as possible
influences on earlier Christians, including the anonymous authors of the prologue to the Gospel of John the Epistle
to the Hebrews, the Epistle of Barnabas and early Christian teachers including Justin Martyr, Basilides, and
Valentinus. Clement, however, is the earliest to mention Philo by name and to cite his works. See Roland Deines
and Karl-Wilhelm Niebuhr, eds., Philo und das Neue Testament (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2004); David T. Runia,
Philo in Early Christian Literature, chapters 2 and 3; Birger Pearson, Gnosticism and Christianity in Roman and
Coptic Egypt (New York: T&T Clark, 2004), 82-99; Stefan Nordgaard Svendsen, Allegory Transformed: The
Appropriation of Philonic Hermeneutics in the Letter to the Hebrews (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009); Harold W.
Attridge, “Philo and John: Two Riffs on One Logos” SPhA4 17 (2005), 103—117.

? The possible citations and reminiscences of Philo in the Stromateis identified in the critical edition of Stihlin are
evaluated by Annewies van den Hoek in Clement of Alexandria and His Use of Philo in the Stromateis: An Early
Christian Reshaping of a Jewish Model (Leiden: Brill, 1988).

* Eusebius’s Historia Ecclesiastica 6 is the earliest source to claim that Origen studied under Clement. Origen
himself never claims Clement as a teacher, nor does he mention him in his surviving works. Clement’s relocation to
Jerusalem around 202, when Origen was still a teenager, limits the duration of his possible study with Clement.
Nevertheless, Joseph Trigg contends that “it is inconceivable that he did not come under Clement’s influence. . . the
continuity in their thought is so marked that it could not be coincidental.” Joseph Trigg, Origen: The Bible and
Philosophy in the Third-Century Church (Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1983), 54.



once in the Commentary on Matthew, while more than a dozen Philonic borrowings are left
unattributed. When Origen relocated from Alexandria to Caesarea Maritima, he brought his
copies of Philo’s texts with him, where they later found a place in the library curated by
Pamphilus and his more famous student, Eusebius. Eusebius scatters mentions of Philo across his
corpus, excerpting him at length in book 2 of his Historia Ecclesiastica and books 7 and 12 of
his Preparatio Evangelica. Eusebius’s successor as Bishop of Caesarea, Photius, had Philo’s
treatises copied from papyrus into parchment codices, from which the medieval Greek
manuscripts that stand behind the modern critical editions of Cohn and Wendland descend.’

The fact that early Christians read and preserved Philo’s works while contemporary Jews
did not is frequently noted in studies of Christianity’s relationship to Judaism in antiquity. For
the past twenty years, this note has most often been accompanied by a citation of David T.
Runia’s comprehensive survey Philo in Early Christian Literature.’ Published in 1993, Runia’s
study masterfully assembles more than a century’s worth of scholarship charting Philo’s
influence on early Christian thinkers scattered throughout the secondary literature and is the only

book-length study to evaluate the role of Philo diachronically through Christian literature.” In

> Numerous Greek manuscripts dating from the tenth through fourteenth centuries form the bulk of the ancient
witnesses to Philo. In addition to these manuscripts, Cohn and Wendland had access to the Coptos Papyrus, dated to
the third century, which preserves the continuous text of Sacr. and Her. There is also a sizable corpus of Philonic
manuscripts preserved in Armenian, including the only extant witnesses to Quaestiones in Genesim, Quaestiones in
Exodum, De providentia, and De animalibus. For further details on the transmission of the Philonic corpus, see
James R. Royse, “The Works of Philo” in The Cambridge Companion to Philo (ed. Adam Kamesar: Cambridge:
Cambridge University Presss, 2009), 62—64.

% Not all of those who cite Runia fully agree with his assessment that, although knowing Philo to be a Jew, his
Christian readers adopted him as an honourary Christian. Gregory Sterling suggests that “Early Christians thought
that anyone who wrote as Philo did must have been a Christian.” Sterling, “The Place of Philo of Alexandria in the
study of Christian Origins,” Philo und das Neue Testament, 22. Commenting on Clement’s use of Philo, James
Carleton Paget suggests that since Clement never refers to Philo as a Jew, “perhaps that knowledge of Philo’s Jewish
roots had disappeared.” Paget, “Clement of Alexandria and the Jews,” Scottish Journal of Theology 51 (1998), 86—
97, 94. Against the theory of Philo’s Christianization, Jorg Ulrich argues specifically of Eusebius that “An keiner
Stelle wird die Person des Philo selbst durch Eusebius christlich “vereinnahmt”; Philo von Alexandrien bleibt bei
Euseb stets ‘Hebrder’ und ‘Jude’,” Ulrich, Euseb von Caesarea und die Juden: Studien Zur Rolle Der Juden in Der
Theologie Des Eusebius Von Caesarea (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1999), 97-8.

7 Prior to Runia’s monograph, the most comprehensive overview of Philo’s portrayal and influence in early
Christian literature was J. Edgar Bruns’ short article “Philo Christianus: The Debris of a Legend,” HTR 66 (1973):



both Philo in Early Christian Literature and his more recent contribution to The Cambridge
Companion to Philo, Runia submits that by the beginning of the fourth century Philo had been
“Christianized” and regarded as an “honorary Church Father.”® Yet in spite of this adoption and
Christianization, Runia maintains that the Christians who consulted Philo’s works were “well

» Runia

aware that Philo is a Jew who lived at the very beginning of the Christian Church.
pauses to appreciate how counterintuitive it is that Philo the Jew was adopted by the Christian
tradition. Given that, “from the outset Christianity engaged in continuous and not seldom
acrimonious rivalry with its ‘mother-religion,”” Runia asks, “is it not remarkable and quite
unexpected that Philo the Alexandrian Jew should have been accepted within Christianity to the
extent that we have observed?”'’

In his more recent work, Runia modifies his familial metaphor for the relationship
between Judaism and Christianity, adopting Alan F. Segal’s metaphor of the two religions as
siblings, Rebecca’s Children, born in the first century.'’ His description of Philo’s Christian
reception, however, is not significantly affected by the change in analogy: “We are thus

presented with a paradox. Philo was neglected by his own people, to whose cause he had shown

such strong devotion, and he was rescued from oblivion through the attentions of a group of

141-45. Hindy Najman contributes a short piece on Philo’s Christian reception, “The Writings and Reception of
Philo of Alexandria,” in Christianity in Jewish Terms (eds. Tikva Frymer-Kensky, Peter Ochs, David Novak and
Michael Singer: Boulder: Westview Press, 2000), 99-106. Gottfried Shimanowski’s 2002 article “Philo als Prophet,
Philo als Christ, Philo als Bischof” in Grenzgdnge: Menschen und Schicksale zwichen judischer, christlicher und
deutscher Indentitdt (ed. Folker Siegert: Miinster: Lit Verlag, 2002) discusses the roles Philo is assigned in post-
Nicene Christian writings, following Runia closely.

¥ This assertion is reiterated throughout Runia’s study: “It was because of this process of “adoption” that a large
proportion of his writings have survived to this day. I wish to commence my survey of Philo’s fate in the Christian
tradition with a brief account of the story of Philo’s Christianization,” Philo in Early Christian Literature, 1; “Philo
has in fact been adopted as an honorary church father. For this reason he had a place in Origen’s library, and, as a
direct result of this inclusion, his works have survived to this day,” 125; “We saw how Philo was adopted as an
honorary Church father avant la lettre,” 344.

? Runia, Philo in Early Christian Literature, 6.

10 Runia, Philo in Early Christian Literature, 344.

"' Runia, “Philo and the Church Fathers,” in The Cambridge Companion to Philo, 211-2. Alan F. Segal, Rebecca’s
Children: Judaism and Christianity in the Roman World (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1986). Rosemary
Radford Ruether used the metaphor of Christianity and Judaism as brothers in her influential Faith and Fratricide:
the theological roots of anti-Semitism (New York: Seabury Press, 1974).



people of whom he had most likely never heard, and who would later actively oppose his Jewish
religion . . . why did Philo’s Christian successors adopt him, but his Jewish successors neglect
him?” Runia’s account of Philo’s reception in the early centuries CE thus posits the existence of
two related yet distinct religious groups, Christians who accepted Philo’s writings and Jews who
rejected them.

In recent years, numerous scholars have questioned the presumption that a clear and
consistent distinction indeed separated Jews from Christians of the late Roman imperial period.
Among them, Daniel Boyarin has also described the relationship between nascent Judaism and
Christianity using the metaphor of Rebecca’s twins. He argues, however, that the two had an
unusually long period of gestation, and contends that they did not emerge fully-formed and
separate until the fourth century. During the first three centuries of the Common Era the
embryos that would become orthodox Christianity and Rabbinic Judaism “jostled in the womb”

of a “complex religious family.”"?

Rather than speaking of Judaism and Christianity as separate
religions, he proposes that in this period “Judeo-Christianity” existed as a “single circulatory
system,” a continuum of beliefs and practices lacking a firm boundary.

Boyarin is one of the more influential critics of the “Parting of the Ways” paradigm, a

model which conceives of Christianity and Rabbinic Judaism emerging from the common source

of Second-Temple Judaism, originating as a single path before diverging into two separate

2 Daniel Boyarin, Dying for God: Martyrdom and the Making of Christianity and Judaism (Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 1999), 6. He elaborates, “The image suggests that for at least the first three centuries of their
common lives, Judaism in all of its forms and Christianity in all of its forms were part of one complex religious
family, twins in a womb, contending with each other for identity and precedence, but sharing to a large extent the
same spiritual food, as well. It was the birth of the hegemonic Catholic Church, however, that seems finally to have
precipitated the consolidation of rabbinic Judaism as Jewish orthodoxy, with all its rivals, including the so-called
Jewish Christianities, apparently largely vanquished. It was then that Judaism and Christianity finally emerged from
the womb as genuinely independent children of Rebecca.”



directions."” The “Parting of the Ways” model finds early articulations in James Parkes’s The
Conflict of the Church and the Synagogue (1934)"* and Marcel Simon’s Verus Israel (1964)."
Challenging the supercessionist model dominant in (Christian) scholarship prior to the Second
World War, which understood nascent Christianity to have quickly broken free of a Judaism
grown stale and legalistic,'® Simon emphasized Christianity’s Jewish roots, arguing that it
remained a minority expression of Judaism for most of the first century. According to Simon, it
was the Jewish revolts of 66—70 CE that resulted in a decisive split between church and

synagogue.'” After this pivotal rupture, Judaism and Christianity developed separately; their

1 According to Reed and Becker, under the Parting model, “Judaism and Christianity are likened to two paths that
branched off from a single road, never to cross or converge again.” Adam H. Becker and Annette Yoshiko Reed,
eds., The Ways that Never Parted: Jews and Christians in Late Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages (Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 2003), 1. James D. G. Dunn defends a much more nuanced definition of the Parting model in the
2005 reprint of his 1989 book, The Partings of the Ways: “the imagery of ‘ways’ or ‘paths’ need not imply
directness and can include a landscape of moor or hillside criss-crossed by several or many paths, whose directions
are not always clear and which ramblers or fellow-walkers may follow without a clear sense of where they are
headed; the path actually travelled is always clearer looking back!” Dunn, The Partings of the Ways between
Christianity and Judaism and Their Significance for the Character of Christianity (Norwich, SCM Press, 2006), xiii.
Martin Goodman supplies nine helpful graphic illustrations of different ‘partings’ models in “Modeling the Parting
of the Ways,” in The Ways that Never Parted, 121-9.

' James Parkes, The Conflict of the Church and the Synagogue: A Study of the Origins of Anti-semitism (London:
Soncino Press, 1964). Parkes uses the metaphor of the “parting of the ways” in the title of the third chapter of his
groundbreaking monograph.

" Marcel Simon, Verus Israel: Etude Sur Les Relations Entre Chrétiens Et Juifs Dans L'empire Romain (135-425)
(Paris: Editions E. de Boccard, 1964).

'® So Frederick Foakes-Jackson, dating the Letter of Barnabas to the wake of the destruction of the temple, argues
that the epistle “marks however an important stage in the relations of Judaism and Christianity. The author of the
Epistle to the Hebrews hints that the time is coming when Christians must part company with the Jews, and in
Barnabas we see that this has come to pass.” The History of the Christian Church from the Earliest Times to A.D.
461 (New York: Doran, 1924), 99.

'" The exact date and cause of the split between between Christians and Jews is a question of debate among
“separatists,” with some preferring a date close to the time of Paul and others defending a relatively late separation
resulting from the Bar Kokhba revolts in 135. Parkes identified the Birkat ha-minim, or Twelfth Benediction of the
Amidah, as evidence of Rabbinic efforts to exclude (Judeo-)Christians from the synagogues by the end of the first
century, thus confirming their continued presence in Jewish worship up to that point. While contending that “there
is no reason to supose that all simultaneously came to the same conclusion,” Parkes reasons that “we may, however,
accept the date of the malediction as that affecting the majority of those concerned,” fixing the decade between 80-
90 CE as marking the final separation between Church and Synagogue. Parkes, The Conflict of the Church with the
Synagogue, 77-9. The difficulty of equating the minim with (Judeo)-Christians is elucidated in Reuven Kimelman,
“Birkat Ha Minim and the lack of evidence for an Anti-Christian Jewish Prayer in Late Antiquity,” in Jewish and
Christian Self-definition, 11, Aspects of Judaism in the Graeco-Roman Period (eds. E.P. Sanders, A. I. Baumgarten
and Alan Mendelson: London: SCM Press, 1981), 226-244. Yaakov Teppler gives a fresh defense to the equation of
the minim with Christians in Birkat HaMinim: Jews and Christian in Conflict in the Ancient World (Tlibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2007), contending that “The first Christians were Jews. And in its development vis-a-vis the outside, the
pagan Hellenistic world, Christianity called itself Verus Israel and anchoring [sic] its principles to the Hebrew Bible.



only contact consisted in their fierce competition for converts and legitimacy in the eyes of
Greco-Roman elites, with Christianity eventually emerging victorious.

Judith Lieu’s 1995 essay, “The Parting of the Ways: Theological Construct or Historical
Reality?” was one of the first articles to challenge the model which had become “a truism which
needs no justification.”'® Emphasising that the “Parting of the Ways” metaphor is, in fact, a
model, “and only one among a number of possible models of the changing relationship between
Judaism and Christianity in the first two centuries CE,” Lieu argues that the Parting model works
best not as a description of a historical process but as (Christian) theological apologetic.'® She
contends that the essentializing of Christianity and Judaism as abstract religions in the first and
second centuries is problematic, suggesting that “what we need is a more nuanced analysis of the
local and specific before we seek to develop models which will set them within a more
comprehensive overview.”” Following her own advice, in Image and Reality Lieu studies a
range of second-century Christian texts hailing from Asia Minor for their presentations of Jews
and Judaism, catching in the reflection of the constructed “other” an image of the Christian
self.?! Although the Christian authors Lieu surveys fiercely argue for the “otherness” of the Jews,
her study highlights the continued interaction between these Christians and their Jewish

opponents, so that “Pagan writers who still confused the two religions may have been

And it was against this “Israel,” i.e. Christianity as a whole, that the Tannaim responded, beginning in the generation
of Yavneh and into the second century,” 368. Ruth Langer defends Kimelman’s argument that the minim cannot be
equated with the Christians, contending, “The meaning of minim changes with place and time. In the tannaitic texts
from the Land of Israel, it generally means a deviant Jew, i.e., a Jew who does not conform with rabbinic norms, but
not a gentile. This continues in the amoraic literature from there.” Langer, Cursing the Christians? A History of the
Birkat HaMinim (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), 26. See also Joel Marcus, “Birkat ha-minim Revisited”
NTS 55 (2009): 523-51.

'® Lieu, “The Parting of the Ways: Theological Construct or Historical Reality?” Journal for the Study of the New
Testament 17 (1995): 101-119. Reprinted in Neither Jew nor Greek? Constructing Early Christianity (Edinburgh: T
& T Clark, 2002), 11.

19 Lieu, Neither Jew nor Greek?, 15-18.

20 Lieu, Neither Jew nor Greek?, 18.

*! Judith Lieu, Image and Reality:The Jews in the World of the Christians in the Second Century (Edinburgh: T&T
Clark, 1996), 1-3.



representative of some popular perception even among adherents of the two religions.
Contemporary, and not just ‘Old Testament,” Judaism continued in the second century to be part

22 Lieu does not deny

of the immediate religious, literary, and social world of early Christianity.
that, in spite of its often inchoate theological and social manifestations, “even from the New
Testament period there is a consciousness of being a single body, the church,” and acknowledges
that “whatever the fuzziness at the edges, the use of the term loudaioi without apology both in
pagan literature and in Jewish inscriptions implies a coherent perception from outside and from
within”; what separates the one from the other, however, remains contested.”

The Parting model is further challenged from a number of perspectives in the essays
collected by Annette Yoshiko Reed and Adam H. Becker in their provocatively titled book, The
Ways that Never Parted. Becker and Reed’s stated aim is to approach Judaism and Christianity
“as traditions that remained intertwined long after the Second Temple had fallen and the dust had
settled from the Jewish revolts against Rome,” paying particular attention to “points of

. . . . . . . 24
intersection, sites of interaction, and dynamics of interchange.”

This perspective follows the
Parting paradigm’s claim that by the second century, some level of differentiation between
Judaism and Christianity existed, so that it would be possible for an individual to identify as a
Jew but not a Christian (or, conversely, as a Christian but not a Jew), but resists the essentialism
and firm boundaries that the Parting model takes for granted.

Many of the critics of the Parting model share the suspicion that views preserved in the

writings of the invariably elite male ecclesiastical authorities do not reflect the lived reality of

everyday Christians and Jews and therefore must be read as prescriptive rather than descriptive

22 Lieu, Image and Reality, 12.
> Lieu, Image and Reality, 19-20.
#* Becker and Reed, “Introduction,” The Ways that Never Parted, 3.



of actual social, theological and liturgical boundaries.”” Assertions such as we find in Ignatius’s
Letter to the Magnesians 10 that “it is utterly absurd to profess Jesus Christ and to practice
Judaism” are taken to indicate that some members of the Magnesian community would have
argued the opposite.”® Lacking a singular decision making body, Christians continued to contest
the criteria for determining which practices were legitimately Christian and which were to be
rejected as lapses into Jewishness until the Peace of the Church was established. Only then, when
the Emperor invested the ecumenical Councils with the power to police the borders of
orthodoxy, did firm and legally enforceable boundaries between Christian and Jewish identity
emerge. “In short,” Boyarin argues, “without the power of the Orthodox Church and the Rabbis
to declare people heretics and outside the system—*‘neither Jews nor Christians,” in Jerome’s
words, in his famous letter to Augustine, it remains impossible to declare phenomenologically
who is a Jew and who is a Christian.”*’ Although those who criticise the Parting model are not

themselves without critics,” they have succeeded in discrediting the assumption that “Judaism”

> See, for example, the argument of Paula Fredriksen: “Despite the tendencies of imperial law, the eruptions of anti-
Jewish (and anti-pagan, and anti-heretical) violence, the increasingly strident tone and obsessive repetition of
orthodox anti-Jewish rhetoric, the evidence—indeed, precisely this evidence—points in the other direction: on the
ground, the ways were not separating, certainly not fast enough and consistently enough to please the ideologues.”
Paula Fredriksen, “What Parting of the Ways?” in The Ways that Never Parted, 35—64, 61.

26 gromdv eotv Incodv Xplotov Aoeiv kai iovdailev. Steve Mason has argued that the Greek verb iovdailo,
parallel to other iw verbs such as Aaxovim or dttikilw, does not mean “to practice Judaism,” as it is often rendered
by English translators, but to go over to, adopt, or align with Jewish people and their practices. See Mason, “Jews,
Judeans, Judaizing, Judaism: Problems of Categorization in Ancient History,” JSJ 38 (2007): 457-512, 462.

*7 Daniel Boyarin, “Martyrdom and the Making of Christianity and Judaism,” JECS 6 (1998): 577627, 584.

*% In his review of recent “critical examinations of the Parting paradigm,” James Carleton Paget, describing himself
as a “mild separatist,” raises five objections to the alternative hermeneutic of “continuity and convergence”
championed in various forms by Boyarin, Lieu, Becker, and Reed. Chief among his complaints is that their critique
owes much, perhaps too much, to the influences of post-modern thinkers including Levi-Strauss, Foucault, and
Derrida, which he identifies in their “general suspicion in ‘master-narratives,’ the related interest in recovering lost
voices or little noted witnesses, in taking seriously the constructed character of identity, particularly as it manifests
itself in texts, in paying greater attention to local differences in the manifestations of Judaism and Christianity rather
than in engaging in general stories with teleologies, and in a flight from what some have termed “positivistic
historicism,”” 8. Paget clarifies, however, that his criticism is not a defense of the old paradigm, adding that the
contributions of Boyarin et. al. “are to be welcomed in that they have sent us back to what we thought was
established, and made it seem less so.” James Carleton Paget, Jews, Christians and Jewish Christians in Antiquity
(Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010), 6-24. Taking a different tack, Marius Heemstra emphasizes that the imposition of
the Fiscus Iudaicus required a legal definition of Judaism, and contends that Nerva’s reforms of the tax in 96 CE is



and “Christianity” were clearly defined and mutually exclusive entities prior to the Constantinian
period.

In the wake of the deconstruction of the Parting model, David Runia’s contention that
“we must never lose sight of the fact that Philo was a Jew and was recognised as such,” by his
Christian readers becomes problematic, as it takes for granted a stable and essentialized concept
of “the Jew” in the early centuries CE shared between Philo’s early Christian commentators and
intuitive to modern scholars.” His assessment is further complicated by the fact that none of the
three earliest Christians to mention Philo ever explicitly refers to him as a Tovdaiog, the term
most commonly translated as “Jew.”*” Among the four festimonia to Philo in his Stromateis,
Clement of Alexandria twice refers to Philo as “the Pythagorean.” Origen anonymously cites
Philonic exegetical traditions by attributing them to “one of our predecessors.” Eusebius, the

early Christian author who mentions Philo most frequently, typically calls him a “Hebrew.” To

the decisive date for the parting of the ways. See Heemstra, The Fiscus Judaicus and the Parting of the Ways
(Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010).

** Runia, “Philo and the Church Fathers,” 229. Simon’s Parting model, which envisions a conflict primarily between
clearly differentiated groups of “Jews” and “Christians” rather than among groups and individuals contesting the
boundaries of Judaism and Christianity, is detectable in the way Runia frames Philo’s place in Jewish-Christian
relations: “A further aspect of our theme that will often be specifically addressed is what Philo’s reception in
Christian writers tells us about the relation between Jews and Christians in the period of the early Church. As we
have already observed, Philo is sometimes regarded as virtually a Church Father, sometimes as very much a Jew.
This difference in perspective must be placed against the background of the often very strained relations between the
two religions and their adherents during this period. In this context the act of specifically adducing Philo’s name, or
conversely of deliberately concealing it, can have special significance.” Runia, Philo in Early Christian Literature,
36.

**The question of how to translate Tovdaiog has been debated for several decades. A.T. Kraabel warns against a too-
hasty equivalence between Tovdaiog and Jew, as in some situations the term might be better translated as “Judaean”
as an indicator of geographic origin. This concern is particularly valid for the interpretation of epigraphic evidence.
See Kraabel, “The Roman Diaspora: Six Questionable Assumptions,” Journal of Jewish Studies 33 (1982): 445-64;
Ross Kraemer argues that the term Joudaios “may also indicate pagan adherence to Judaism”, or that
ludaios/loudaia may have been used as a proper name. See Kraemer, “The Meaning of the term “Jew” in Greco-
Roman Inscriptions” in J. Andrew Overman and Robert S. MacLennan, eds., Diaspora Jews and Judaism (Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1992) 311-330. Shaye J. Cohen argues that the term loudaios shifted from a geographic/ethnic to a
political or cultural/religious referent during the Hasmonean period. See Cohen, The Beginnings of Jewishness:
Boundaries, Uncertainties, Varieties (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1999), chapter 3. Steve Mason
rejects Cohen’s shift from a geographic/ethnic to a cultural/religious one, arguing that “the loudaioi were understood
until late antiquity as an ethnic group comparable to other ethnic groups, with their distinctive laws, traditions,
customs, and God,” and therefore rejecting the modern translation “Jew,” with its religious connotations, for the
ethnic denonym “Judaeans.” See Mason, “Jews, Judeans, Judaizing, Judaism,” 457.
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say that Philo’s Christian readers knew him to be a Jew in this period requires us to ask further,

what was it about Philo that made him a Jew in their eyes?

Method, aims and scope of the thesis
This study examines the portrayals of Philo in pre-Nicene Christian literature for their
presentations of his relationship to Jewishness, using these portrayals as windows into early
Christian understandings of Jewish and Christian identity, their areas of overlap and points of
divergence.’' My investigation consists of two parts. Part one provides two preliminary studies
of the background to the early Christian reception of Philo. Chapter one surveys a broad
spectrum of modern scholarly opinions on the question of Philo’s Jewishness. The diversity of
interpretations that Philo’s writings engender speaks to the enigma of his character and the ease
with which he can be cast into the shape desired by the interpreter. Chapter two addresses the
questions of the historical conditions and transmission tradition that ultimately allowed Clement
to secure access—perhaps even to own—copies of Philo’s treatises. Situating Clement’s
encounter with Philo in the Greco-Roman philosophical schools, I challenge the theory that the
Church in Alexandria stood in direct continuity with a synagogue or school presided over by
Philo himself.

Part two consists of three chapters that together comprise the main body of the thesis.

Here I analyze the presentations of Philo in the writings of Clement, Origen and Eusebius, the

1T will often use the terms “Jewishness” or “Jewish identity” rather than Judaism, which carries the connotation of
a religion or ideological system in contradistinction to Christianity, in order to refer to the larger complex of beliefs,
texts, laws, and practices that were understood in the early centuries CE to be peculiar to Jews by both those who
considered themselves to be Jews and by outside observers. The content of “Jewishness” is therefore variable and
subjective. Shaye J.D. Cohen provides a helpful articulation: “Jewishness, like most—perhaps all—other identities,
is imagined; it has no empirical, objective, verifiable reality to which we can point and over which we can exclaim,
“This is it!”” Jewishness is in the mind.” Cohen, The Beginnings of Jewishness, 5.
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three earliest Christian writers to mention Philo explicitly and to cite his works.”* I examine the
descriptions of Philo offered by his Christian readers, asking what it means for Clement to
identify someone as a Pythagorean, whom Origen includes as “t@®v mpo nudv t1g,” and what
Eusebius implies by calling someone a Hebrew rather than a Jew. I investigate the relationship
between these identities and the definitions of Jew and Christian that each author articulates,
paying careful attention to each author’s word choice and the range of meanings that the terms
Jew, Hebrew, and Israel express. Although Clement, Origen and Eusebius belong to a common
philosophical-exegetical tradition, the three employ different methods of citing Philo’s work and
label him with different epithets. Each inhabits a different historical moment during a period
when the relationships between Christians and Jews (as well as others in the Roman Empire)
were subject to frequent change. Consequently, I evaluate the presentation of Philo in each of his
readers separately, offering a series of snapshots demonstrating how three influential Christians
negotiated the areas of overlap and discontinuity in between Christian and Jewish identity
prompted by their use of Philo’s corpus. In the conclusion, I identify common perceptions of
Philo’s Jewishness, as well as points of disjuncture between the three Philos sketched by his
Christian readers.

To anticipate my conclusions, I shall demonstrate that while Philo’s insight into the
Jewish scriptures and way of life is emphasized and treasured by his Christian receivers, his own
Jewish identity remains ambiguous. This ambiguity results in part from the secondary

importance of the literal interpretation of the Jewish scriptures in Philo’s thought. Philo’s

32 Philo is mentioned in two additional Christian sources that may antedate Eusebius but whose dates, provenance
and authorship are uncertain. The Muratorian Fragment, a Latin translation of a Christian canon list that is variously
dated between the late 2nd to the 4th century, identifies Philo as the author of the Wisdom of Solomon. Pseudo-
Justin’s Cohortatio ad Gentiles invokes “Philo and Josephus™ together as historians who prove Moses’ antiquity on
three occasions. Runia assigns the Cohortatio a date between 220-300, while Elizabeth de Palma Digeser argues for
a date as late as the fifth century. See Runia, Philo in Early Christian Literature, 350; de Palma Digeser, 4 Threat
to Public Piety, 130.
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Christian readers define Jews as those who (mis)interpret the Hebrew Bible’s commands and
therefore attempt to fulfill them “according to the letter,” even if they also purport to have faith
in Jesus. It is the practice of the literal interpretation of the Hebrew scriptures that render the
Jews Jewish for Clement, Origen, and Eusebius.

Before setting out on our investigation, it will be helpful to discuss briefly several
contextual factors that influence the Christian reception of Philo and will merit our attention over
the course of this study. We shall now consider in turn 1) the Roman Empire as a setting for
encounters between races, nations, and cultures; 2) the shared middle Platonic philosophical
background of Philo and his Christian interpreters; 3) the articulation of Christianity as a

“philosophy” and as a way of life.

Christians and Jews among the Nations

As inhabitants of large cosmopolitan port cities in the Eastern Mediterranean, Christians such as
Clement, Origen, and Eusebius were members of marginal minority communities surrounded by
ta £€0vm, the nations that made up the diverse populace of the Roman Empire. While the
followers of Moses and Jesus®® debated between and amongst themselves over who could
rightfully claim the names of Christian, Jew, and Israel, they also contended with the
representatives of Greek learning and Roman government over their place within the Empire and

access to its cultural resources.** Some centuries earlier, Philo too inhabited a vibrant multi-

33 This phrase is used by the second-century medical philosopher Galen, as cited by Loveday Alexander, “Paul and
the Philosophical Schools: The Evidence of Galen,” in Paul in His Hellenistic Context (ed. Troels Engberg-
Pedersen: Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1994): 60-83, 64. Whether the “followers of Moses and Jesus™ are one group or
two is unclear from Galen’s text.

* Although it is doubtful that his Apology ever reached its intended recipient, Justin Martyr addresses his defense of
the Christians to the emperor Antoninus Pius, his son Verissimus, and a certain Lucius, whom he calls philosophers.
By the middle of the second century, however, Christians had come to the attention of the governing elites and
Roman literatti alike, as Origen’s addressee Celsus is thought to have written his On True Doctrine during this



13

cultural city. As an elite member of the Jewish community in Alexandria, Philo rubbed
shoulders with well-born (or well-moneyed) Greeks and Egyptians. In his treatises In Flaccum
and Legatio ad Gaium, he argues vigorously against the representatives of those nations in the
face of threats to the rights and privileges of Jews in relation to other ethnic groups in the city.
Philo’s Jewishness cannot be disentangled from the political and cultural structures of the first-
century Alexandrian world any more than his later readers’ Christianity can be disembeded from
their Greco-Roman urban contexts.

Judith Lieu has recently pointed students of early Christianity to contemporary theories of
identity that emphasize its hybrid nature, contending not only that “there is not ‘any universal
meaning that can be attributed to terms such as “Roman,” “Greek,” “Christian,” “barbarian,””
Jew, but also that these are not mutually exclusive categories, and so we can only expect to
understand one term in its relations with the others.”> A good example of the variability of
meaning possible in any of these terms is the name “Christian” itself, which was only slowly
adopted by followers of Jesus in the second and third centuries. The apologist and gospel-
harmonizer Tatian notably avoids the term, identifying himself instead as one born among the
Assyrians and educated in the teachings of the Greeks who has become a “disciple of the
barbarian philosophy.”*® Employing a different strategy, Tatian’s contemporary Theophilus of
Antioch vigorously defends the name “Christian,” which his addressee, Autolycus, seemingly

uses as a slur.’” Even in the later writings of Clement and Origen, the word “Christian” occurs

period, perhaps in response to Justin. See also Salvatore Lilla, Clement of Alexandria: a Study of Christian
Platonism and Gnosticism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1971), 37.

3 Lieu, Christian Identity in the Jewish and Graeco-Roman World (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 2021,
citing R. Miles, “Introduction: Constructing Identities in Late Antiquity” in idem (ed.), Constructing Identities in
Late Antiquity (London: Routledge, 1999).

36 Tatian, Oratio ad Graecos 42.

37 Theophilus, Ad Autolycum, 1.1. In 1.12, he explains the meaning of Christian as “anointed by God,” further
elaborating that this anointing makes the Christians “sweet and serviceable” to God. Theophilus’s familiarity with
rabbinic exegeses of the opening chapters of Genesis in ad Autolycum 2.9-33 has led some scholars to identify him
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relatively rarely. For the sake of simplicity, in this study the word “Christian” will ordinarily
describe the communities of Clement, Origen and Eusebius, with the understanding that its
definition was under continuous construction during the periods in which they wrote.

As Christians sought to articulate the legitimacy and indeed the superiority of their way
of life to an audience that was often either hostile to or dismissive of their claims, they engaged
in the practices and discourses of identity that other conquered nations, notably including the
Jews of the Diaspora, had already developed.*® These strategies included the compilation of
comparative chronologies, ranking the dignity of various peoples according to their antiquity,
and the study of genealogies to establish kinship, often fictive, between races.”” The relatively
recent incarnation and life of Jesus proved a persistent problem for Christians to overcome. Their
articulation of Christianity as a ‘new-and-improved’ way of life stood in tension with the
necessity to legitimize that way of life according to the accepted Greco-Roman standards,
according to which antiquity was honourable and novelty suspect.** As we survey Philo’s
function in early Christian apologetic, we will take note of how his readers use his writings to
establish the continuity of the Christian way of life with humanity’s earliest history, paying

careful attention to the role of the Jewish people in these contexts.

as a “Jewish-Christian” or a converted God-fearer. See Nicole Zeegers, “Les Trois Cultures de Théophile
d’Antioche,” in Les Apologistes Chrétiens et la Culture Grecque (eds. Bernard Pouderon and Joseph Dor¢: Paris:
Beauschesne, 1998), 169-72.

¥ Among Diaspora Jewish authors, in Against Apion 1.6-48, Josephus argues that the barbarian nations, the Jews
among them, have a longer history and kept more accurate historical records than the Greeks; (pseudo-)Eupolemus
equates Biblical figures with the characters of the Greek myths, so that, for example, Enoch is conflated with Atlas;
Artapanus argues that the Egyptians called Moses Hermes, and that he was the teacher of the Greek Orpheus. For
references see René Bloch, Moses und der Mythos: Die Auseinandersetzung Mit Der Griechischen Mythologie Bei
Jiidisch-Hellenistischen Autoren (Leiden: Brill, 2011), 131-135.

% Tatian’s Oratio ad Graecos, chapter 36, cites as the sources for his defense of the antiquity of “barbarian
philosophy” the histories of Juba the Assyrian, Berosus the Babylonian, a compilation and translation of three
Phoenician histories, and the Egyptians Ptolemy and Apion, whose writings also sought to prove the antiquity and,
correspondingly, the excellence of their nations.

% On the veneration of the ancient in Greco-Roman Literature, see Ramsay MacMullen, Paganism in the Roman
Empire (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1982), 1-3.
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A number of recent studies have drawn attention to the early Christian adoption of the
language of race and ethnicity prominent in Hellenistic and Imperial discourses around identity,
pointing out instances of Christian self-definition in racial or ethnic terms.*' The title of Denise
Kimber Buell’s groundbreaking study, Why this New Race?, is taken from the opening paragraph
of the Epistle to Diognetus, an enigmatic example of early Christian apologetic usually dated to
the late second century.** Buell’s title, however, cuts off the Epistle’s anonymous author mid-
sentence; his full question asks why “this new race or practice (todto yévog 7 émitndgvpa)” has
only recently made its appearance.” The recognition of racial and ethnic elements in early
Christian articulations of identity has been particularly useful for challenging the theological
judgment that casts Judaism as inward-looking and particularist in contrast to the universalism of
Christianity, although the frequent claims in early Christian apologetic to the universal
accessibility of the movement—provided the prospective Christian renounce his previous
identity—should not be ignored.* Yet the recent emphasis on racial language in early Christian

self-presentation can cause the second term in Diognetus’ interlocutor’s description of

*! Denise Kimber Buell, Why This New Race : Ethnic Reasoning in Early Christianity (New York: Columbia
University Press, 2005); Judith Lieu, Christian Identity in the Jewish and Graeco-Roman World (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2004), chapter 8, “The Christian Race”; Aaron P. Johnson, Ethnicity and Argument in Eusebius’
Praeparatio Evangelica, Oxford Early Christian Studies (Oxford ; New York: Oxford University Press, 2006). On
the uses of the terms “race” (yévoc), “people” (Aadg) and “nation” (£§6vog) in late antiquity, see Johnson, Ethnicity
and Argument, 25-35.

*2 The Epistle to Diognetus is not cited by any Patristic authors and is known from a single 13th C codex, where it is
wrongly attributed to Justin Martyr. This lone manuscript was destroyed by fire in 1860. See Paul Foster, “The
Epistle to Diognetus” in Writings of the Apostolic Fathers (ed. Paul Foster: London: Continuum International
Publishing, 2007).

* Epistle to Diognetus 1:Eneidn 0p®d, kpariote Atdyvnte, Drepeomovdokdta oe TV Beocéfetay tdv XploTiavdy
HaBev Kol Tavy copdg Kol EnpeAdg movlavopevov Tept adTdV, Tivi 1€ @@ Tem0106Teg Kol THG BpNoKELOVTEG
avTOV TOV T€ KOGHOV DTEPOPDTL TAVTES Kol BavAToL KOTOPPOVODGL, Kai 00Te ToVg vopilopévoug vmod 1@V EAMvev
Beovg Aoyilovtat obte v Tovdaimv deictdaovioy GUAGCCOVGL, Kol Tiva, TV erhoctopyiay £xovot Tpdg GAAAOLG,
Kol Tt dNToTE Kavov ToDTo YEVOC 1 Emthdgvpa siofiAbev €ig Tov Biov viv kai o0 mpodtepov. Amodéyopai ye Thg
npoBupiag og Tad™C, Koi Topd 100 Ogot—T10D Kol TO Aéyetv Koi 10 dKkobey MUl yopnyodvroc—aitoduat 6007jval
guol pev einelv obtg Mg poiota dv dkovcavtd og Peltion yevésbat, ol te obtmg dkodoat mg ur AvanBijvar tov
eimova.

* The universalistic-particularistic dichotomy used to distinguish early Christianity from its forerunner, Judaism,
was challenged by Nils Dahl, “The One God of Jews and Gentiles (Romans 3:29-30)” in Studies in Paul, Theology
for the Early Christian Mission (ed. Nils Dahl: Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1977), 178-91.
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Christianity, émtdevpa, practice, to be overlooked. This study shall therefore be attentive to the
instances in which Philo is taken as a source for describing the practices that set both Christians
and Jews as distinct races apart from the nations. Which practices do Clement, Origen, and
Eusebius identify as uniquely Christian, which as characteristically Jewish (and therefore not

Christian), and which override the boundaries of multiple races?

Philo and the wisdom of the Greeks

In modern scholarship, Philo often plays the role of the poster child of Hellenistic Judaism, that
strain within the Diaspora that sought to accommodate itself to the philosophical convictions and
literary forms of the dominant Greek culture.” Although Philonic scholarship has begun to
address the particularly Alexandrian and Roman aspects of Philo’s writings,* it is his familiarity
with the methods and traditions of the Greek philosophical schools that has drawn the most
attention. The combination of Greek and Jewish elements in Philo’s thought has both fascinated
and troubled many of his later readers. Previous generations of researchers devoted much energy

to determining whether, in the words of Samuel Sandmel, “[Philo] was a Greek Jew, or, might

* The Encyclopedia of Religion opens its article on Philo with the phrase “Hellenistic Jewish thinker.” (David
Winston, “Philo,” ER 11:287. The third edition of the Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church calls him “the
most important figure among the Hellenistic Jews of his age,” (ODCC, 1279). Religion in Geschichte und
Gegenwart submits that “Die hellenistische Umweltkultur wirkte bei ihm als entscheidender Ansporn, um dem
tiefgreifenden Hellenisierungsprozess der jud. entgegenzutreten und eine Synthese zwischen grieschescher
Philosophie und judischer Tradition zu vertreten.” (Giuseppe Veltri, “Philo of Alexandria, RGG 6:1287). Critics
such as Jacob Neusner have sought to undermine the rigid distinction between Palestinian-Rabbinic and Diaspora
“hellenized” Judaism, emphasizing in recent decades that all Jews in the centuries after Alexander the Great were
influenced by Hellenistic culture, albeit in various ways. Joseph Gutmann adds, “It is now realized that all Jews of
Greco-Roman antiquity, no matter whether they spoke Aramaic or Greek, were subject to the process of
Hellenization, although each Jewish community may have responded differently to the Hellenistic environment,
which was also not uniform throughout the region.” Gutmann, “The Synagogue of Dura Europos” in Evolution of
the Synagogue: Problems and Progress (eds. Howard Clark Kee and Lynn H. Cohick: Harrisburg: Trinity Press
International, 1999): 73-88, 83—4.

* Especially in the work of Maren Niehoff, Philo on Jewish Identity and Culture (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2001)
and Jewish Exegesis and Homeric Scholarship in Alexandria (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011).
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one more properly speak of him as a Jewish Greek?”*” Lurking behind this question is the
suspicion that Philo’s enthusiasm for Greek concepts brought him dangerously close to religious
syncretism. That suspicion has sometimes been transferred to his Christian enthusiasts, as
scholars have credited (or blamed) him with blazing a trail for philosophically-inclined
Christians like Clement and Origen to follow, teaching them how to read the philosophy of the
Greeks in (or into) the Hebrew scriptures.*®

Clement, Origen, and Eusebius agree with Philo’s modern commentators that the
Alexandrian had mastered the wisdom and culture of the Greeks. It is hardly surprising that the
Christians who took the most interest in Philo’s work also shared his intellectual background in
the Greek philosophical schools.*’ Although all four have been subject to charges of
philosophical eclecticism, it is now recognized that eclecticism was itself a feature of the

contemporary form of Platonism, dubbed middle Platonism by modern scholarship.”® The

*" Samuel Sandmel, Philo of Alexandria: An Introduction (New York: Oxford University Press, 1979), 15.

* «“The Philonic heritage of combining biblical exegesis with philosophical expression made it ideal for Christian
reuse.” George E. Nickelsburg, “Philo among Jews, Greeks, Christians,” in Philo und Das Neue Testament, 72.
Speaking specifically of Clement, David Runia contends that “Philo did not teach Clement Platonism, but rather
how to connect his Platonism to biblical thought, and specifically to biblical exegesis.” Runia, Philo in Early
Christian Literature, 155.R.P.C. Hanson contends, less charitably, that “[i]t was from Philo, too, that Origen
derived his use of allegory, and from Philo very largely his conception of the Logos as teaching divine truths to the
men of the Old Testament which they assimilated by means of a partly mystical and partly intellectual apprehension,
and it was in imitation of Philo that he turned traditional Christian typology into non-historical allegory. We can
therefore reasonably claim that the particular parts of Origen’s interpretation of Scripture which are irreconcilable
with the assumptions of the scholars of today derive largely (but not solely) from sources extraneous to traditional
Christianity, from a Platonic attitude to history and a Philonic attitude to Holy Scripture.” Allegory and Event
(London: SCM Press, 1959), 368.

* The affinities between Clement, Philo, and the eclectic middle Platonism of the first century BCE to the third
century CE have been well-illustrated by Salvatore Lilla, Clement of Alexandria: A Study of Christian Platonism
and Gnosticism. The influence of Platonism on Origen has been well-studied; important works include Henri
Crouzel, Origene Et La Philosophie (Paris: Aubier, 1962), 20—49; Pierre Nautin Origene: Sa Vie Et Son (Euvre.
Christianisme Antique (Paris: Beauchesne, 1977); Joseph Trigg, Origen The Bible and Philosophy in the Third-
Century Church (Atlanta: J. Knox, 1983), 68—74; Peter W. Martens, Origen and Scripture: The Contours of the
Exegetical Life (Oxford University Press, 2012): 34—7. Mark J. Edwards emphasizes the discontinuities between
Origen and the Platonic tradition in Origen against Plato (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2002). Eusebius’s interest and skill
in philosophy has been less generously assessed by modern scholarship; for a more generous evaluation, see
Elizabeth C. Penland, "Martyrs as Philosophers: The School of Pamphilus and Ascetic Tradition in Eusebius's
Martyrs of Palestine." PhD Diss.,Yale University, 2010.

%% John Dillon, The Middle Platonists: 80 B.C. to AD 220 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1977; revised and repr.,
Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1996). On the eclecticism of Middle Platonism, see “‘Orthodoxy’ and



18

features that distinguish middle Platonism from previous Academic philosophy are first apparent
in the writings of Eudorus, a shadowy figure who was active in Alexandria in the last decades of
the first century BCE. Rejecting the Socratic skepticism that had marked the New Academy,
Eudorus credited the origins of his doctrine beyond even Plato, to the sixth-century philosopher
Pythagoras.”’ While incorporating the vocabulary of the Stoic and peripatetic schools into his
own teaching, Eudorus vociferously defended God’s providential care for the material world
while simultaneously affirming the freedom of the human will to strive after likeness to God.™
In middle Platonism, Philo and his Christian successors found a worldview that was, in their
judgment, highly congruent with the teachings of their own sacred texts. My evaluation of Philo
as presented by his Christian readers will therefore explore how they understood his training in
Greek philosophy to impact his Jewishness. Of special interest is the way in which they relate
Philo’s extensive immersion in Greek paideia, the education or culture that made a Greek man
truly Greek, to their defense of Greek literature’s role in Christian education.

The question of the validity of Greek paideia was one element in a larger intra-Christian
debate over how to make sense of the presence of true doctrines in the teachings of other peoples
and whether to incorporate these foreign insights into their own worldview. At one extreme,
Tertullian famously rejected all the wisdom of the nations as foolishness (using refined Latin
rhetoric to make his point— “Quid Athenae Hierosolymis?”’), while Hippolytus of Rome sought
to demonstrate that each “heretical” expression of Christianity took its root in the doctrines of a

153

particular philosophical school.” Clement, Origen and Eusebius, however, employed a different

‘eclecticism’: middle Platonists and Neo-Pythagoreans” in The Question of “Eclecticism”: Studies in Later Greek
Philosophy (eds. John M. Dillon and A.A. Long: Berkeley: University of California Press, 1989): 103—125.

! Dillon, The Middle Platonists, 117.

>2 Trigg, Origen, 68.

33 Tertullian, Prescription against the Heretics T; Hippolytus, Refutation of All Heresies 1. Contrast with the opinion
of Origen as expressed in Hom. in Ex. 11.6: “For when I perceive that Moses the prophet full of God, to whom God
spoke “face to face,” accepted counsel from Jethro the priest of Madian, my mind goes numb with admiration. . . he
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strategy, claiming that all knowledge finds its source in the Logos, God’s Word incarnate in the
person of Jesus, wherever it may be found. What was true was worthy of study, no matter its
origins. As authority figures in Christian communities in Alexandria and Caesarea, Philo’s
Christian readers were influential arbiters of which texts, doctrines, and practices originating
outside of the ekklesia did indeed conform to the truth as revealed by the Logos. My evaluation
of early Christian descriptions of Philo and his ideas will therefore also be attentive to their use

of Philo’s writings to legitimize their own consultation of Greek texts.

Christianity as Philosophy

By the middle of the second century, a number of Christian teachers had styled themselves as
philosophers, describing their Christianity as a way of life and as a philosophy (¢thocogia).>*
One of the earliest writers to express his Christianity as a philosophy was Justin Martyr, who not
only employed literary fopoi common in philosophical writing but, according to Eusebius, even
dressed the part, donning the philosopher’s characteristic cloak.” In the account of his

martyrdom, Justin is styled as an independent philosophical teacher, reportedly offering anyone

listens and does everything which he says He hears not the one who speaks, but what he says. Whence also we, if
perhaps now and then we discover something said wisely by the Gentiles, ought not immediately to despise what is
said because we despise the author. Nor is it appropriate, because we hold a law to be given by God, for us to swell
with pride and despise the words of the prudent, but as the Apostle says, we should “prove all things and hold fast
that which is good.” Origen, Homilies on Genesis and Exodus (trans. Ronald E. Heine: Washington D.C.: The
Catholic University of America Press, 2010).

>* “Philosophy” occurs only once in the New Testament, in Col. 2:8: BAénete pn i dpdc £otar 6 cvloymydv Sid
TG P1AocoPiag Kol KEVTG ATATNG KATA TNV TopAdocty TV AvOp®OT®V, KATH TO 6TOXET0 TOD KOGHOL Kol 00 KoTd
Xpotov- The epistle’s treatment of foreign philosophy as suspect but the true knowledge of Christ as the goal of
the life of faith is further developed by the second century apologists. Clement himself argues that the phrase
“according to the elements of the universe” that follows the injunction that “no one take you captive by philosophy
and empty deceit” restricts Paul’s condemnation of philosophy to the materialism promoted by the Epicureans. See
Clement, Strom. 1.11.

%% Famous examples include his narration of his Wanderjahre through the philosophical schools at the outset of the
Dialogue with Trypho and his conscious paralleling of the persecution of the Christians with the execution of
Socrates in his First Apology 5.3. For his philosophical dress, see Mart. Just. in Herbert Musurillo, ed., Acts of the
Christian Martyrs (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1972).
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who wished to seek his instruction “the word of truth that abides in me.”>° In his self-conscious
adoption of the methods and terminology of the philosophical schools, Justin presages the
teaching activities of Clement, Origen, and Eusebius. But Clement and Origen would not have
had to look as far afield as Justin’s Rome for their model. As David Brakke notes, “Although the
origins of Alexandrian Christianity remain obscure, the first Alexandrian Christians to whom we
can point with any clarity are teachers and their students. . . Like other Hellenistic philosophers,
such Christian teachers would rent their own premises, gather a group of students, and publish
learned treatises under their own names. Within these small study circles, Christians advanced
spiritually and intellectually under the guidance of their teachers.”’ To an outside observer, the
teachings and the methods of these Christians would not have differed notably from those of the
philosophical schools.

While George Nickelsberg observes that the “Christian usage of Philo was connected
with the fact that Christian theology in these centuries was increasingly being clothed in

philosophical dress,”®

it has long been questioned how well the philosopher’s cloak fit the
teachers of the Gospel. At the turn of the twentieth century, Adolf von Harnack identified
Christianity’s increasingly philosophical self-presentation as a betrayal of its primeval Hebraic
character. As Winrich Lohr explains, “Harnack believed that the fact that Christianity presented
itself as a philosophy transformed Christianity itself. It became something to be taught, a

knowledge and a doctrine, something complicated and fully comprehensible only to the

educated. For Harnack, then, the self definition of Christianity as a philosophy was both

3% Mart. Just. 3 in Musurillo, ed., Acts of the Christian Martyrs.

*7 David Brakke, “Canon Formation and Social Conflict in Fourth-Century Egypt: Athanasius of Alexandria’s
Thirty-Ninth Festal Letter” HTR 87:4 (1994): 395-419, 400.

*¥ Nickelsberg, “Philo among Jews, Greeks, and Christians,” 72.
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historically necessary and deeply problematical.”*® Harnack’s equation of Christian philosophy
with an intellectual doctrine is challenged by the French philosopher Pierre Hadot, who clarifies
that, for the ancients, philosophy was far more than an exclusively academic pursuit. It was a
way of life lived under the direction of a spiritual master and in the company of a practicing
community.®® The purpose of the philosophical schools of the ancient world was above all
therapeutic, aiming to convert their students from an animal existence of enslavement to the
passions to the ennobled life devoted to reason.®’ Consequently, Hadot reasons, “if doing
philosophy meant living in conformity with Reason, then the Christians were philosophers, for
they lived in conformity with the divine Logos.”®

Loveday Alexander further challenges the Harnackian view that Christianity’s self-
presentation as a philosophy was a second-century innovation, contending that “to the casual
pagan observer the activities of the average synagogue or church would look more like the
activities of a school than anything else.” She elaborates, “teaching or preaching, moral
exhortation, and the exegesis of canonical texts are activities associated in the ancient world with
philosophy, not religion.”® Alexander cites Arthur Darby Nock’s classic study of conversion in
late antiquity to further argue that the philosophical schools and not the religious cults required

adherents to transform their way of life. According to Nock’s definition, conversion consists in

“the reorientation of the soul of an individual, his deliberate turning from indifference or from an

> Winrich Lohr, “Christianity as a Philosophy: Problems and Perspectives of an Ancient Intellectual Project,” V'C
64 (2010): 160-88, 169.

% pierre Hadot, What is Ancient Philosophy? (trans. Michael Chase: Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of Harvard
University Press, 2002), 247.

%' Hadot, What is Ancient Philosophy?, 102.

52 Hadot, What is Ancient Philosophy?, 239. He continues, “Like Greek philosophy, Christian philosophy presented
itself both as a discourse and as a way of life. In the first and second centuries, the time of the birth of Christianity,
philosophical discourse in each school consisted mainly of explicating texts by the school’s founders. . . The
discourse of Christian philosophy was also, quite naturally, exegetic, and the exegetical schools of the Old and New
Testaments, like those opened in Alexandria. . . offered a kind of teaching which was completely analogous to that
of contemporary philosophical schools,” 239.

% Loveday Alexander, “Paul and the Hellenistic Schools: The Evidence of Galen” in Paul in his Hellenistic Context
(ed. Troels Engberg-Pedersen: Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1994), 60—1.



22

earlier form of piety to another, a turning which implies a consciousness that a great change is

% He therefore contends, “there was

involved, that the old was wrong and the new is right.
therefore in these rivals [i.e., the civic cults] of Judaism and Christianity no possibility of
anything which can be called conversion. In fact the only context in which we find it in ancient
paganism is that of philosophy, which held a clear concept of two types of life, a higher and a
lower, and which exhorted men to turn from the one to the other.”® As we survey the early
Christian testimonia to Philo, we shall note the ways in which Philo’s readers use his texts to
help them to establish Christianity as a virtuous way of life parallel to the philosophical schools.
Yet Harnack’s observation that the presentation of Christianity in increasingly
philosophical terms made it less accessible to the average man on the street, “something
complicated and fully comprehensible only to the educated,” remains a valid concern. In the
second century, critics including Galen and Celsus could make exactly the opposite charge,
contending that Christian teachers offered no rational proofs for their doctrines and beguiled
“boys and slaves” in the marketplaces rather than attempting to convert educated men.*® Clement
and Origen spin the alleged intellectual weakness of their doctrine into a strength: they cite
Christianity’s universal accessibility as a sign of its superiority to the complicated philosophies
of the Greeks.®” But their claims to the simplicity of the Christian philosophy are counter-
balanced by the development of increasingly sophisticated defenses of its doctrines and the
awareness that the majority of their fellow community-members were either unwilling or

incapable of delving into the deeper mysteries of the sacred texts, restricting them from

8 Arthur Darby Nock, Conversion: The Old and the New in Religion from Alexander the Great to Augustine of
Hippo (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1933; repr. 1961), 7.

65 Nock, Conversion, 14.

8 Contra Celsum 3.50-2.

7Strom. 6.18.167. In Paedagogus 3.11, Clement proclaims that all Christians philosophize, even those who are
illiterate, for to love God and neighbour ultimately is to philosophize.
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ascending from the knowledge of God as revealed in Jesus to the knowledge of God, the
transcendent Father.

As they strove to build a systematic Christian worldview that matched the intellectual
rigor of the philosophical schools, the Alexandrian Christians needed to account for the differing
capabilities of their community’s adherents to grasp the truths taught by Christ. This problem
was made all the more pressing by the presence of schools in Alexandria founded by so-called
gnostic teachers such as Valentinus and Basilides, who defended a theory of election that
excluded the freedom of the will championed by middle Platonists. According to their detractors,
these “gnostics falsely so-called” taught that humans were born with one of three kinds of
natures—somatic (bodily), psychic (soulish), or pneumatic (spiritual)—which allowed them
greater or lesser innate ability to know God, the cosmos, and their place within it.®®

As we follow the Philonic citations in the writings of these three Church leaders and
teachers of Christian philosophy, we will see how Philo’s description of the relationship between
ascetic Jewish communities and the masses of ordinary Jews help Clement, Origen, and Eusebius
to conceptualize the Christian community. In response to the challenge of Valentinus and
Basilides, in the latter books of the Stromateis Clement develops his concept of the true gnostic,
an elite Christian who, in the fashion of the sages of the philosophical schools, combines an
ascetic lifestyle with exegetical expertise and a philanthropic spirit that seeks to pass on its
knowledge to others.” Although Origen bemoans the limited exegetical capabilities of those he

deems simpliciores, the homilies he preached over three years in Caesarea offer a glimpse into

5 In Strom. 5.1.3, Clement distinguishes between the teaching of Valentinus and Basilides, contending that
Valentinus teaches that one is saved by nature, regardless of belief, while Basilides says that one believes and is
elect by nature. See also Strom. 2.3.10.2. The definition of the term “Gnosticism” and the corresponding
determination of which groups and belief systems ought to be included under that term has been a topic of intense
debate in the last decade. For a concise overview of the definitions on offer, see David Brakke, The Gnostics: Myth,
Ritual and Diversity in Early Christianity (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2010),19-25.

% See especially Strom. 7:13-14
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the benevolent service expected of true gnostics. In the writings of Eusebius, we see the impulses
of Clement and Origen further developed and institutionalized, so that Eusebius can claim that
there is not just one but two Christian ways of life, a higher and a lower, making it possible for

all to practice Christian philosophy.70

Moving Forward

The Apostle Paul declares in his letter to the Galatians that those baptized in Christ are “no
longer Jew nor Greek™ (Gal. 3:28). In the centuries separating Paul from Constantine, those who
claimed the name continued to develop on Paul’s negative definition of a Christian as one who is
neither Jew nor Greek. In contrast to their own self-perception stands Philo, famous in the eyes
of his later readers for being both Jew and Greek. The chapters that follow explore his legacy in
the writings of Clement, Origen, and Eusebius, three of the most influential and prolific ante-
Nicene Christians. Their depictions of this particularly Greek Jew shall serve as our lens through
which not only early Christian perceptions of Philo’s Jewishness, but also the evolving
conceptions of what it means to be a Christian, and no longer a Jew or a Greek, may come more

sharply into focus.

0 Eusebius, Demonstratio Evangelica 1.8.48-50.
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Chapter 1

Philo’s Jewishness in Modern Scholarship

Introducing Philo

In spite of the thirty-six treatises from his pen available to readers today,' Philo of Alexandria
remains something of an enigma. The surest details we know of his life come by way of his
reflections on the crisis that befell the Alexandrian Jewish community at the hands of the city’s
prefect, Flaccus, in 38 CE. In response to the persecution, Philo was chosen to lead a delegation
to Rome on behalf of Alexandria’s Jews to protest their mistreatment and demand the
reinstitution of civic privileges recently denied to them. Philo’s reference to himself as an “old
man” in Legat. 180 allows us to fix the latter years of his life to Gaius Caligula’s reign.
Extrapolating backwards, it is likely that Philo was born around 20 BCE. Some additional
biographical details can be gleaned from incidental comments that pepper his writings.” His
references to first-hand experience of the Alexandrian arena, gymnasium, symposia, and theatre
are indicative of his high social status and Greek enculturation.” Other particulars are left
unreported; Philo never reveals whether he was married or if he had children, nor does he refer to

his occupation or to holding a long-term office within the Alexandrian Jewish community.

Nothing is known of Philo’s career after his embassy to Rome; it is assumed that he died

shortly thereafter. Philo’s fame, however, did not die with him. In the Jewish Antiquities,

' The exact number of extant Philonic treatises depends on whether one counts multi-volume works as a single or as
multiple treatises. For a comprehensive overview of Philo’s works, see James R. Royse, “The Works of Philo,” in
The Cambridge Companion to Philo (ed. Adam Kamesar: Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009): 32-64.

? More extensive accounts of Philo’s life, taking his writings and later festimonia into account, are found in Samuel
Sandmel, Philo of Alexandria : An Introduction (New York: Oxford University Press, 1979), 1-13; Dorothy Sly,
Philo’s Alexandria (New York: Routledge, 1996), 4-10; Daniel R. Schwartz, “Philo, His Family, and His Times,” in
The Cambridge Companion to Philo (ed. Adam Kamesar: Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009): 9-31.

? Prob. 26; Spec. 4.74; Leg. 3.156; Prob. 141.
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published perhaps a half-century after Philo’s death, Josephus attests that Philo’s actions on
behalf of his community and his philosophical abilities were widely known and supplies

additional information about his family and social status:

But Philo, the leader of the embassy of the Jews, a man eminent in everything,
brother to Alexander the alabarch, and one not inexperienced in philosophy, was
prepared to make his defense against those charges. But Gaius prohibited him, and
ordered him to get out of his way; he was so angry, that it openly appeared he was
about to do them some terrible harm. So Philo, having been insulted, went out,
and said to those Jews who were with him, that they had to be of good courage,
for while Gaius raged against them in word, he had already set God against
himself in deed. (4nt. 18.257-60)"
Josephus’s report confirms that knowledge of Philo’s philosophical writings, if not copies of
those writings themselves, had spread beyond Alexandria and into Josephus’s hands by the late

first century. But in spite of the reputation Josephus attributes to Philo, this reference is the only

external witness to the Alexandrian that we possess prior to Clement.

That Philo was tapped to lead the embassy to Gaius suggests that he was held in high
esteem by his Jewish contemporaries in Alexandria. Yet the degree to which Philo may be
considered a representative Jew, and his Jewishness reconciled with a proposed “normative
Judaism” in light of his philosophical interests, has perplexed his modern interpreters. Before we
embark on our investigation of the presentation of Philo’s Jewishness by his earliest Christian
readers, it is worthwhile to ask, what did Philo have to say about his own Jewishness? This
question has been asked increasingly pointedly by numerous scholars in recent decades. Rather

than adding yet another study to the already vast literature, in this chapter I review the findings

* didov 6 Tpocotac v Tovdainy Tig TpeoPeiag, dvilp Td Thvto EvBoEoc AheEGvEpov T T0D AAaBdpyon ASEAPOS
@V Kol PrAoco@iog ovK Emelpog, 010 Te [V £ Amodoyig ywpsiv TdV Kotnyopnuévov. Stoxheiet & avtdv I'drog
KeAevoag EKmodQOV AMeAOETV, TEPIOPYNG TE BV PavEPOC TV EPYACOHEVOC TL SsvdV anTovc. 6 8¢ Pilmv EEetot
TEPPPIoEVOC Kai pnot Tpdg Todg Tovdaiove, o Tepi avTdV foav, OC xp1 Bappsiv, Foiov Adym pév adToic
apyopévov, Epyw 0 7101 Tov Beov avtmapeEdyovtoc. Josephus, Jewish Antiquities 18.257-60. Translation mine, in
consultation with the English in The Works of Flavius Josephus (trans. William Whiston: Auburn: John E.
Beardsley, 1895).
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of eight prominent scholars published over the past century. As we shall discover, the hefty
volume of Philo’s writings, combined with the variety of texts alongside of which he has been
read, has engendered diverse interpretations of the man and his Jewishness in the minds of his

modern readers.’

Philo the Jew in modern research

Our literature review begins with the work of Erwin R. Goodenough, who in 1940 published An
Introduction to Philo Judaeus. Aimed at non-specialist scholars and students of Philo’s works,
the Introduction incorporates findings from his more technical studies, By Light, Light (1935), in
which he controversially argued that Philo belonged to a mystical subsect of Judaism, and 7The
Politics of Philo Judaeus (1938). Goodenough sees in Philo a fully-formed synthesis between

Hellenic and Hebraic thought, as he explains,

The two traditions of thought, the Jewish and the Greek, so completely blended in his
mind that the favourite dispute as to whether he was more Greek or more Jewish has little
meaning. Out of the two strands he had woven himself a single cloth, warp and woof.
He read Plato in terms of Moses, and Moses in terms of Plato, to the point that he was
convinced that each had said essentially the same things.’

In Goodenough’s presentation, Philo’s Judaism is typical of the Judaism of the Diaspora, which
thoroughly combined traditional Hebrew veneration of the Torah with Greek philosophical

thought. Echoing the words of the apostle Paul, he claims that Philo and other Diaspora Jews are

> The following literature review is intended to be representative, rather than exhaustive, of the pertinent studies that
have appeared since the mid-twentieth century. Other relevant studies, to which reference may occasionally be
made, include: Isaak Heinemann, Philons griechische und judische Bildung. Kulturvergleichende Untersuchungen
zu Philons Darstellung der judischen Gesetze (Hildesheim: G. Olms, 1962); John B. Burke, Philo and Alexandrian
Judaism (PhD. Diss., Syracuse University, 1963); Peder Borgen, Philo of Alexandria, an Exegete for his Time.
Supplements to Novum Testamentum (Leiden: Brill,1997); Dorothy Sly, Philo’s Alexandria (New York: Routledge,
1996); Mireille Hadas-Lebel, Philon D’Alexandrie: un penseur en diaspora (Paris: Fayard, 2003).

% Erwin R. Goodenough, 4n Introduction to Philo Judaeus (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1940), 10.
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therefore “neither Jew nor Greek” but rather, like children, exhibit traits of both parents while
having their own unique personalities.” Goodenough resists the stark distinction between what
he terms “rabbinic” and “Hellenized” Judaism, admitting that “we shall probably have to

conclude that all Jews were more or less Hellenized.”®

Although he concedes “the vagueness of what we mean by Judaism as a generic term in
Philo’s day apart from Hellenistic influence,” Goodenough defines Judaism, both ancient and
modern, as a tradition that combines aspects of religion, ethnicity and philosophy. Answering the
question, “What is a Jew?” Goodenough asserts “superficially he [sic] is the son of Jewish
parents dedicated by them through the rite of circumcision . . . More deeply, a Jew is, and was,
one who was loyal to the Jewish people (Philo called it the ‘race,” but this word is now spoiled),
and expresses his loyalty in an attempt to perpetuate the Jewish tradition.”” Goodenough
proposes “the actual observance of the Jewish way of life as defined in the law” as determinative

of Jewish identity for Philo and his contemporaries.'’

Characteristic of “all orthodox Jews,” and on full display in Philo’s writings, is what
Goodenough terms, “the Jewish sense of religious superiority, the sense that the Jews alone

know how to worship God in an acceptable manner.”"'

He accuses Philo of never attempting to
understand the symbolism behind pagan rites and reads his reference to the barring of Egyptian
proselytes from admittance to the synagogue “until the third generation” as evidence that Philo

would not have welcomed Egyptian converts.'? In this context, Goodenough stresses the

continuity between Philo and other Jews of his era. Although acknowledging that Philo’s social

" Goodenough, Introduction, 122.

8 Goodenough, Introduction, 13.

? Goodenough, Introduction, 77.

10 Goodenough, Introduction, 80—81.
" Goodenough, Introduction, 84.

2 Goodenough, Introduction, 132.
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situation was unusual for a first-century Jew, he rejects the conclusion of his predecessor George
Foot Moore that Philo as an individual thinker was “unique in Judaism and Hellenism alike.”"* In
Philo’s Judaism, Goodenough sees a variety of Jewishness that helps to explain the near-
contemporaneous rise of Christianity but which ought not to be understood as being “smothered

or absorbed by Christianity.”"*

Describing him as an “open-minded Jew,” Goodenough
compares Philo’s attitude to Hellenistic culture to that of the “modern American Jew,” who
would have no qualms about accepting the best of Gentile culture, from Shakespeare to

Einstein.

Goodenough’s Introduction to Philo Judaeus opens up a number of key themes in
subsequent Philonic studies. His work is pioneering in its insistence that Philo is not an
anomalous Jewish luminary and in its attempt to situate him within a subgroup of philosophically
and/or mystically oriented Jews. In the Introduction, Goodenough clarifies his previously
articulated argument that Philo belonged to a Jewish mystery cult of sorts, downplaying its
sectarian implications and emphasizing Philo’s continuity in practice with his Jewish

contemporaries.

In Philo: Foundations of Religious Philosophy in Judaism, Christianity and Islam (1947),
Harry A. Wolfson famously claimed for Philo the achievement of inventing medieval
philosophy. Wolfson contends that, as the first author to present a coherent theory of
epistemology, physics, metaphysics, and ethics ultimately dependent not on rational speculation
but on divine revelation, Philo paved the way for later Christian, Jewish, and Muslim religious

philosophy, initiating a worldview that went fundamentally unchallenged for over a thousand

13 Goodenough, Introduction, 2, 17.

14 Goodenough, Introduction, 27.

"> Goodenough, Introduction, 11. Einstein seems an odd choice to include in among the high points of “gentile
culture,” given that he was a Jew.
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years. Few scholars have been willing to follow Wolfson’s lofty esteem for Philo’s contribution
to philosophy; however the appearance of Wolfson’s two-volume presentation of Philo’s thought

ignited a new era in Philonic studies.

Wolfson conceives of Philo’s Alexandrian Jewish community as set apart from the rest of
Alexandrian society, enjoying an independent education system and intellectual life.'® He
describes Judaism as a way of life into which one was born but remained affiliated with by
choice, asserting, “it was comparatively easy at that time to for a Jew to escape Judaism. Those
at that time who cut themselves off from the body Jewish cut themselves off completely, leaving

no dangling shreds of festering dead tissue.”"’

Those who chose to remain part of the
community were “united in its essential beliefs and practices,” which consisted of the
observation of the Sabbath and the festivals, circumcision, devotion to the temple in Jerusalem,
and the assertion of the divine origin of scripture.'® Wolfson argues that a strenuous monotheism

was held in common among all Jews and contends that the Jews were the first to claim that their

God was not like the other gods, who do not really exist.'’

Countering the prevalent notion of Judaism in the Diaspora as “syncretistic,” Wolfson
presents Jewish thought as fully-formed upon its encounter with Hellenism rather than as
undergoing consistent development. Wolfson imagines that the Jewish writers recognized in the

doctrines of Pythagoras, Plato, and Aristotle “an approach to the truth of Scripture.”*® Going

'® Wolfson, Philo: Foundations of Religious Philosophy in Judaism, Christianity and Islam (2 vols.: Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1947, repr., 1962, 1968), 1.5.

"7 Wolfson, Philo, 1.83.

** Wolfson, Philo, 1.85.

' Wolfson, Philo, 1.10. Responding to the hypothetical objection to stringent Jewish monotheism raised by the
Letter of Aristeas, Wolfson asserts, “If Aristeas in his letter is made to say that the God worshipped by the Jews is
the same as that which the Greeks call Zeus it is only because Aristeas is presented as a non-Jew and a Stoic
philosopher to whom Zeus meant the same as the God worshipped by the Jews, ‘He through whom all things are
endowed with life and come into being.””

2 Wolfson, Philo, 1.23.
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against the grain of scholarship, Wolfson implies that the Alexandrian Jews arrived at their
allegorical method of scriptural interpretation independently from contemporary Stoic or

Aristotelian scholarship.?!

The continuity of Philo’s Jewishness with that of the broader Jewish community is
emphasized by Wolfson, although he allows that Philo was more philosophically oriented than
most of his contemporaries. Adducing parallels between Philo’s writings and later collections of
rabbinic materials, Wolfson argues that Philo was often dependent on Palestinian sources,
particularly for his legal interpretations (halakhah).** He criticizes Goodenough’s
characterization of Philo’s Judaism as a “mystery religion,” arguing that the similarities in
vocabulary between Philo and the mystery cults Goodenough identifies were due to popular
idiom.” Philo’s condemnation of Hellenistic mystery cults are indicative, to Wolfson’s mind, of
his general attitude of both Jewish loyalty and philosophical openness as demonstrated in Spec.

1.319-320:

If these things are good and profitable, they should be produced in the midst of the
market place, where you might extend them to every man and thus enable all to
share in security a better and happier life.

Philo’s liberality is also on display in his critiques of those Jews who reject allegorical
interpretation. Wolfson characterizes such Jews as “oblivious to the social significance of the
philosophical interpretation of the Scripture either as a means of satisfying inquiring minds
among the Jews or as a means of defending Judaism against the attacks of heathen writers.”

Nevertheless, Philo’s literal-minded opponents seem to have represented the views of “the great

2! Wolfson, Philo, 1.57.
22 Wolfson, Philo, 1.90-91.
= Wolfson, Philo, 1.46.



32

masses of the Alexandrian Jews.”** Conversely, Wolfson interprets Philo’s admiration for
philosophical virtue to extend even to those uncircumcised Gentiles who renounced idolatry. He
argues that Philo considered such philosophers to be “spiritual proselytes,” even if they do not

openly acknowledge and worship the Jewish God.”

Responding to both Wolfson and Goodenough, the French Jesuit Jean Daniélou’s Philon
d’Alexandrie presents Philo as a man whose importance lies both in the force of his own
personality as a figure who unites the “faith of the Old Testament” with Hellenistic culture and
as a witness to the state of Judaism in the era of Christianity’s appearance.”® Daniélou’s Philo is
presented throughout the volume as a “contemporary of Christ” and as “an important witness to

9927

Biblical interpretation in the time of the New Testament.””" It is the potential of Philo’s writings

to shed light on the early development of Christianity within Judaism that Dani¢lou emphasizes.

Daniélou distinguishes sharply between the Aramaic speakers of Palestine and the Greek
speakers of the Diaspora. This is not to say that Danié¢lou identifies only two types of Judaism in
the first century; to the contrary, he acknowledges the variety of Jewish experience in the period,

remarking,

“Nous commengons a voir combien de tendances se heurtaient dans le monde juif,
palestinien ou hellénistique: ce judaisme tardif est a la fois celui des messianistes
z¢lotes et celui des cosmopolites hérodiens, celui du Iégalisme pharisien et du

* Wolfson, Philo, 1.64. He goes on to emphasize that “these three tendencies in Alexandrian Judaism, the
traditional, the allegorical, and the extremely allegorical, thus did not constitute sects. They merely represented a
certain conflict of ideas the like of which will be found existing subsequently in both Christianity and Judaism
during the periods of their greatest internal unity. They represent that conflict of ideas which is inevitably bound to
appear in any religion based upon a Scripture and a native tradition when on its coming in contact with a philosophy
from another source attempts are made on the part of some to reconcile the two,” 71-72.

> Wolfson, Philo, 2.373-374.

*® Jean Daniélou, Philon D’Alexandrie (Paris: Fayard, 1958), 8.

*" Daniélou, Philon, 11, 81.
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piétisme essénien; on y voit fleurir I’apocalyptique, en méme temps que
I’interprétation gnostique de la Genése.””®

“Palestinian” and “Hellenistic”” Judaism nevertheless remain useful, if broad, categories in
Daniélou’s estimation. For example, he conceives of Palestinian Judaism as both a political and
religious entity (“nation et religion ne font qu’un”), while in the case of Diaspora Jews like Philo,
Daniélou speaks of Judaism primarily as a “faith.”*’ He frequently refers to Philo as a “believing
Jew,” a concept that he defines as one who is faithful in observing the law as it is expressed in
the Torah.® The opposite of such a “believing Jew” is the “religious syncretist” who collapses
the distinction between the Jew and the pagan. Hatred of idolatry unifies all loyal Jews, whether

they live in Palestine or the Diaspora.’'

Writing soon after the first publication of the Dead Sea Scrolls, Daniélou is convinced of
a deep connection between the Qumran Community and Philo’s writings. Arguing for the
historical equivalence of the scroll authors and the Essenes, Daniélou cites the two texts in
Philo’s corpus in which he writes in praise of the Essenes in support of his claim that “Ainsi,

. ;. , . . . . 7 2
pour lui, les Esséniens représentent-ils I’idéal du judaisme de son époque.”

It is the piety of the
Essenes, who lead lives of asceticism and quiet reflection while refraining from participation in

the sacrificial system of the temple that Daniélou argues is particularly praised by Philo.

Dani¢lou devotes special attention to the social status of Philo’s family, emphasizing
their place at the peak of Alexandrian Jewish society and their connection with the Herodian

dynasty in Judea. Stressing that Philo’s career and family connections entailed him a stake in

% «“We are beginning to see how many tendencies presented themselves to the Jewish world, Palestinian or
Hellenistic; late Judaism is at the same time that of the messianic Zealots and that of the cosmopolitan Herodians,
that of Pharisaic legalism and Essene piety. We see in it the flourishing of apocalyptic and, at the same time, the
gnostic interpretation of Genesis.” Daniélou, Philon, 41.

* Daniélou, Philon, 24.

** Daniélou, Philon, 21.

3! Daniélou, Philon, 29.

32 «“For him, the Essenes represent the ideal of Judaism in his time.” Daniélou, Philon, 43.
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preserving the political status quo, Daniélou notes the absence of apocalypticism in Philo’s
thought. Philo is, however, deeply involved in maintaining the civic rights of the Alexandrian
Jewish community, whom Daniélou describes as occupying a precarious position threatened by
the “anti-semitism” of segments of the Egyptian and pagan population.®® Philo is cast as an
apologist on behalf of his community, and the Life of Moses and the Exposition of the Law are

claimed to have been intended to present Jews in a positive light to outsiders.**

Daniélou presents Philo’s Jewishness as a legitimate expression of the Jewish “faith” that
nevertheless may be distinguished from other expressions. Philo’s Jewishness lacks the raideur
pharisienne and fanaticism of the Zealots. Daniélou contends that it is difficult to imagine a
greater contrast than that between Philo’s Judaism and the nationalistic Aramaic speaking
Judaism that surrounded Jesus.>” Alexandrian Judaism, which Philo embodies, unites Jewish
faith with Hellenistic culture and loyalty to the Roman Empire without being compromised by
either.?® Daniélou asserts that it was Philo’s intent to demonstrate that one could adopt
Hellenistic thought-processes while remaining loyal to “biblical faith.”*” The content of Philo’s
work was philosophy, but the form was midrash. From Hellenistic culture, Philo inherits his
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“humanism” or “savoir-vivre.””” Following Harnack, Daniélou conceives of Palestinian Judaism

as exclusivist but claims that Diaspora Judaism was a universalistic religion, attributing to Philo

33 Daniélou, Philon, 23.

** Daniélou, Philon, 8, 22.

33 Daniélou, Philon, 11. Daniélou compares Philo to early Christian figures such as Jesus and Paul throughout the
work.

*® Daniélou, Philon, 12.

37 Daniélou, Philon, 21.

3% Daniélou, Philon, 21.
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a “missionary orientation.””” Daniélou’s Philo is a “liberal rabbi” appreciative of Hellenistic

culture.*

Samuel Sandmel, a student of Goodenough, devoted his doctoral dissertation, published
in 1956 as Philo’s Place in Judaism: A Study of Conceptions of Abraham in Jewish Literature, to
articulating the distinctions between Philo’s Hellenized Judaism and the Palestinian Judaism
discernible in the rabbinic corpus.*’ Sandmel’s method of inquiry is an in-depth comparison of
portrayals of Abraham across the scope of ancient Jewish literature, a method adopted in
conscious opposition to the amassing of (frequently superficial) parallels. Taking direct aim at
Wolfson, as well as Samuel Belkin,** Sandmel argues from his investigation into the
Alexandrian’s characterization of Abraham that Philo was either unaware of or uninterested in

both rabbinic haggadah and other Hellenistic Jewish literature.

Sandmel expands on his earlier conclusions in his Introduction to Philo of Alexandria,
which he intends as a supplement to (or, more likely, a replacement of) Goodenough’s
Introduction. In Sandmel’s presentation, “Judaism” ought to be considered a single religion,
similar to Christianity, but as comprising a wide range of possible “religiosities.”* For both the
rabbis in Palestine and Philo in Alexandria, the Bible is central. Yet their respective uses and
interpretations of that Bible differs markedly. Sandmel asserts that in Philo’s Judaism, “the Bible

is the vehicle for bringing us into communion with God. Such communion is the purpose and

%% Daniélou, Philon, 24.

" Daniélou, Philon, 22.

' See also his review article of recent interpretations of Philo and his relationship to Palestinian Judaism, “Philo’s
Place in Judaism,” Hebrew Union College Annual 25 (1954), 26 (1955), 5-26.

“2 In his Philo and the Oral Law, Belkin asserts, “Philo’s halakah is based upon the Palestinian Oral Law as it was
known in Alexandria . . . No longer may a sharp line of distinction be drawn between Palestinian and Hellenistic
Judaism.” Philo and the Oral Law, 29.

* Samuel Sandmel, Introduction to Philo of Alexandria (Chico: Scholars Press, 1977). Sandmel defines “religiosity
as “the tone and character of the carrying out of the religion on the part of differing personalities within the
tradition” 82-83.

29
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indeed the essence of religion. All else, including the Mosaic laws, is secondary. The Bible is
the vehicle; man rides forward by means of that vehicle.”** Sandmel is unaware of any parallel in
rabbinic literature to the “central goal of Philo’s Judaism, mystic communion with the

Godhead.”*

Although Sandmel frequently labels Philo’s Judaism as “Hellenized,” crediting him with
“the first major reconciliation between Jewish revelation and Greek rationalist philosophy,” he
maintains that Philo himself is not a representative voice of Diaspora Jews. Philo’s social
situation and intellectualism separated him from the rabble, whom he disdained. Challenging the
assumption that Philo was a rabbi who taught in a synagogue setting, Sandmel suggests that “if
[Philo] was ever invited to expound Scripture in the Alexandrian synagogue, one guesses that he
bored the congregation with his erudition and wordiness quite as much as he enlightened it.
Ordinary Jews would scarcely have understood his repeated citations of abstruse philosophy.” *°
In Sandmel’s view, Philo’s Hellenization goes beyond that of language and everyday culture,
removing him beyond any conceivable mainstream. “It is not wrong to regard Philo as
representing a marginal viewpoint,” Sandmel suggests, “but I have seen no evidence that Philo

speaks for a segment of Jewry large enough to be called a marginal Judaism.”"’

Writing forty years after the publication of Sandmel’s dissertation, Naomi G. Cohen
arrives at nearly opposite conclusions in Philo Judaeus: His Universe of Discourse (1995).
Although nowhere citing Sandmel—except perhaps in a covert reference to “a person who

combined the callings of Orthodox Rabbi, academic scholar, and communal leader [who] has

4 Sandmel, Introduction, 88.
4 Sandmel, Introduction, 83.
40 Sandmel, Introduction, 13.
47 Sandmel, Introduction, 148.



37

depicted Philo as similar to himself”**—Cohen asks the same basic question, namely, did Philo
and the rabbis share a common exegetical tradition? While Sandmel pursued his study of
Abraham to answer this question negatively, Cohen’s method is an in-depth study of one
Philonic passage, viz. Spec. Leg. IV 132-50, in which Philo interprets the Decalogue as
comprising the organizing principles or “heads” (kephalaia) of the whole of Jewish law. As a
result of her research, she affirms halakhic correspondence between Philo and the rabbis. Cohen
revives Samuel Belkin’s thesis, rejected by Sandmel, that “Philo used living
Palestinian/Alexandrian midrashic traditions—both halakhic and haggadic,” while clarifying that
neither she nor Belkin argue for literary dependence between Philo’s corpus and rabbinic
midrash.* While acknowledging that extant rabbinic writings were redacted centuries after
Philo’s day, Cohen cites evidence from rabbinic traditions attested in Jubilees and Josephus to
argue that some material in the Mishnah and the Talmuds must pre-date Philo. Mitigating the
problem of language by assuming wide-scale bilingualism, she envisions a constant exchange of
preachers between Israel and the Diaspora, so that even simple villagers who never travelled
would be exposed to proto-rabbinic exegetical traditions.’® Thus ancient Judaism, as “a way of
life and thought,” was highly cohesive throughout Palestine and the Diaspora.”’ Citing Josephus,
she maintains that “there was a ‘normative’ commitment in the Jewish society of his day to life
according to the Torah, a term which was understood as encompassing the Pentateuch and other

holy writings illuminated by the ancient traditions, together with the decisions of the

* Naomi G. Cohen, Philo Judaeus: His Universe of Discourse. Beitriage Zur Erforschung Des Alten Testaments
Und Des Antiken Judentums (Frankfurt-am-Main: Peter Lang, 1995), 3.

¥ Cohen, Universe of Discourse, 8.

3% Cohen, Universe of Discourse, 30.

3! Cohen, Universe of Discourse, 14.
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contemporary religious authorities.””” While acknowledging that such traditions were not

“monolithic,” Cohen argues in favour of broad continuity.

Cohen situates Philo among the Jewish community as a “preacher and teacher of
Judaism.”® She envisions him as writer of midrash, part of a “flourishing genre,” translating the
“truths of Judaism” into the language of Greek philosophy.* Calling Philo a “faithful and
enthusiastic proponent of what he considered to be ‘normative Judaism,’” she affirms that his
teaching, while not identical with that of the later rabbinic writings, had much in common with

them.>”

Repeating Goodenough’s simile, Cohen finds that Philo’s Jewish and Hellenistic frames
of reference are “inextricably intertwined like the warp and the woof of a woven tapestry.”>® She
hypothesizes that during the initial stage of Hellenistic rule when Palestine was under the
jurisdiction of the Ptolemies, Hellenistic topoi became “part of the cultural baggage of the
educated Judean.” It was only after the transfer to Seleucid authority that Palestinian Jews
became openly critical of “Hellenistic” rule, spurring on the Maccabbean revolt. However, a
significant amount of Hellenization had already been incorporated into “‘authentic’ local Jewish
tradition.”’ Cohen’s reconstruction makes a cultural rapprochement between Palestine and the
Diaspora plausible, challenging the validity of “Palestinian” and “Hellenistic” as denominators

of difference.

52 Cohen, Universe of Discourse, 22.

33 Cohen, Universe of Discourse, 10.

3 Cohen, Universe of Discourse, 14, 21.
3% Cohen, Universe of Discourse, 22, 287.
%% Cohen, Universe of Discourse, 10.

37 Cohen, Universe of Discourse, 26.
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While acknowledging the influence of Hellenism on all Jews, Cohen denies that Jewish
writers of Greek texts would have gained the interest of a pagan audience. Rather, she contends
that Philo and his contemporaries wrote only for a small circle of fellow Jews, having no hope—
or desire—for a wider audience.” Cohen makes this case for all of Philo’s writings, including
the Exposition of the Law, a set of treatises that frequently have been interpreted as a
presentation of the Mosaic law in a form easily comprehensible to outsiders.”> Cohen’s
insistence on an exclusively Jewish readership is necessary to make the central argument of her
work tenable—namely, that Philo’s presentation of the Decalogue as the organizing principle of
the laws is owed to a common Jewish tradition that is also found in rabbis, rather than to the
principles of Greco-Roman jurisprudence.®” Thus when Philo writes of an agraphos nomos, he
is in fact referring to what is essentially the Oral Torah, and not the Greco-Roman conception of

. 61
an unwritten law of Nature.

In contrast to Cohen’s depiction of Philo as a proto-rabbi, in Philo’s Jewish Identity Alan
Mendelson portrays Philo as something of a proto-liberal Jew. Putting a new spin on
Goodenough’s thesis that Philo represented a mystically-oriented subse(c)t of Alexandrian
Judaism, Mendelson argues that “Philo adopted a two-tiered conception of his co-religionists.”

Distinct from the mass of unsophisticated Jews was a circle of philosophical adepts, among

whose membership Philo counted himself. In Mendelson’s presentation, the elites were

*¥ Cohen, Universe of Discourse, 20; see also Cohen, Philo’s Scriptures: Citations from the Prophets and Writings:
Evidence for a Haftarah Cycle in Second Temple Judaism. Supplements to the Journal for the Study of Judaism
(Leiden: Brill, 2007), 2: “On the face of it, he must have been writing for the educated element of the contemporary
Jewish community who found intellectual and emotional satisfaction in the weaving of their Hellenistic frames of
reference into those traditional Jewish texts to which Philo encouraged them to be unconditionally committed.”

% Scholars who defend a version of this hypothesis include Goodenough and Sandmel (discussed above) and Ellen
Birnbaum and Maren Niehoff (discussed below).

60 Cohen, Universe of Discourse, 76 ff.

81 Cohen, Universe of Discourse, 22, 278.

62 Alan Mendelson, Philo’s Jewish Identity (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), 8.
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characterized not by their mysticism, but their enthusiasm for Greek learning. “What
distinguished Philo’s circle, then,” he explains, “was not so much the purity of their theological
utterances as a keen awareness of two complementary beliefs: first, that the Bible was written on
the level of the philosophically unsophisticated and, second, that the truth of Scripture could be
approached, if not reached, by allegory.” Mendelson frequently refers to Jews who, like Philo,
see symbolic meaning in the Biblical text as “moderns” who “prided themselves on having a
rational grasp of religious practice.”® In one example, Philo’s ascription of health benefits to the
practice of circumcision is said to be motivated by the desire to make the practice appealing to

. 64
“modern,” “liberal” Jews.

Given his aim of reconstructing Philo’s specific Jewish identity, Mendelson expends no
great energy on defining Judaism beyond Philo’s experience and expression of it. He most
frequently refers to Philo’s Judaism as his “religion” and calls other Alexandrian Jews his “co-
religionists.” Mendelson sees Philo’s Judaism as highly interiorized, commenting that “Philo’s
Judaism thus was a religion in which the state of one’s soul had priority over mere formalities,
and intent was more important than deed.”® At the heart of Philo’s religion Mendelson sees a
philosophical monotheism, expressed in his condemnation of the philosophical schools in the
conclusion of his treatise On the Creation of the World (Opf.). Mendelson suggests that Opf.
171-172 can be interpreted as Philo’s creed, adding further that, “if Philo had been so inclined,
he might have stated that the alpha and omega of orthodoxy was a belief in monotheism. The

rest for him was commentary.”®

% Mendelson, Philo’s Jewish Identity, 69.
64 Mendelson, Philo’s Jewish Identity, 54-55.
% Mendelson, Philo’s Jewish Identity, 66.
% Mendelson, Philo’s Jewish Identity, 49.
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There is nothing in Opf. 171-172 and the philosophical monotheism it promotes,
however, that would distinguish Philo from a religious Platonist. Mendelson has difficulty
connecting Philo’s purported conception of orthodoxy with his conception of particularly Jewish
orthopraxy, a problem for which he blames Philo himself. Caught between two worlds,
Mendelson imagines that Philo’s daily existence involved a complex calculus of cultural
negotiation and accommodation in search of the point where “a Jew must be willing to sacrifice

himself to preserve his Jewish identity.”®’

For Philo and his circle, Mendelson claims, the preservation of traditional Jewish
practices was something of a first principle. Nevertheless, those practices required
rationalization, a belief Mendelson attributes to Philo’s keen Hellenization. Philo adopts
Hellenistic attitudes towards the barbarian peoples and is eager to demonstrate, on the Greeks’
own terms, that the Jews are in fact a highly civilized people. Despite seeming to want Philo
himself to acknowledge the counterintuitivity of distinctive Jewish practice, Mendelson notes
Philo’s frequent and unabashed claims of the “spiritual supremacy” of “virtually every aspect of

Jewish life.”®

He characterizes Philo’s attitude toward pagan religion as generally
“condescending and dismissive,” highlighting Philo’s hope that, ultimately, “each nation would
abandon its peculiar ways and, throwing overboard its ancestral customs, turn to honouring our

laws alone.”®

Mendelson’s analysis emphasizes the tension Philo may have felt in straddling
Jewish and Hellenistic cultural contexts. His Philo, while loyal to his ancestral customs, is

equally enchanted by the cultural contributions of his Greek neighbours. One is left, however,

with the impression that it is not Philo who is straining to make the strange traditions of an

7 Mendelson, Philo’s Jewish Identity, 21-—24.
% Mendelson, Philo’s Jewish Identity, 129.
% Mendelson, Philo’s Jewish Identity, 130-31, quoting Vit. Mos. 2.44.
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outmoded religion relevant to an educated, skeptical audience consisting of both insiders and

outsiders, but Mendelson himself.

The complex interrelations of the religious, political, philosophical, and cultural
components of Philo’s Judaism are further elucidated by Ellen Birnbaum’s doctoral dissertation,
revised and published as The Place of Judaism in Philo’s Thought: Israel, Jews and Proselytes
(1996). The study begins with the observation that Philo does not use the terms ‘IoponA (Israel)
and ot Tovdaiot (the Jews) interchangeably. Through a close reading of Philo’s treatises and a
number of word studies, she demonstrates that Philo does not usually use the two terms in the
same set of treatises. Philo employs the word “Israel” most frequently in the Allegorical
Commentary, which Birnbaum contends is aimed at an elite, highly educated segment of the
Jewish audience. Here Philo interprets Israel etymologically as op@v 0gov, “seeing God,” and
uses it as a designation for those possessing an elite spiritual or mystical capability to experience
a vision of God. This capability may be inborn or attained through philosophical study and
practice. On the other hand, oi Tovdaiot are discussed in the Exposition of the Law, which she
contends is aimed at a more general Jewish readership. In these treatises oi Tovdoiot are praised
as the discreet social group that follows the laws of Moses and thus alone properly worships the

one true God.

Theoretically, Philo opens both designations to outsiders. The “membership
requirements” for the two groups, however, differ. Proselytes, Birnbaum claims, seek to become
Jews, not members of Israel. She observes, “Philo mentions that proselytes leave behind

mythical inventions, polytheistic beliefs, ancestral customs, family, friends, and country and
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come over to the one true God, truth, piety, virtue, the laws, and a new polity.”70

In contrast,
“because the distinguishing mark of “Israel” is its ability to see God, it would seem that anyone
who qualifies—whether Jew or non-Jew—may be considered part of “Israel.” Birnbaum
continues, “Philo speaks quite admiringly of non-Jews like the Persian Magi and other unnamed
sages from Greek and foreign lands. Although he never calls these people “Israel” or speaks of

them as seeing God per se, his description of them would lead one to think that they meet the

requirements for belonging.”

According to Birnbaum’s reading, Philo has no concept of “Israel according to the flesh”;
membership in Israel is determined purely by spiritual capability. Jews as a nation therefore

have no inherent claim to the title Israel. She contends,

Philo himself does not explicitly draw a connection between the vision of God
and Jewish worship of Him. We may speculate that seeing God may lead one to
worship Him in the Jewish way and worshipping God in the Jewish way may lead
one to be able to see Him. Despite these possibilities, however, Jewish worship of
God and the vision of Him are not necessarily connected. We therefore cannot
determine precisely the relationship between those who see God—*“Israel”—and
those who worship Him in the Jewish way—the Jews. Although these two

entities may overlap or be one and the same, the exact connection between them
remains unclear.’'

Birnbaum interprets Philo as effectively associating Israel with the ontologically superior
spiritual realm and the Jews with the lower, corporeal realm, maintaining that there is no

necessary connection between the two.

Birnbaum’s identification of Philo’s distinction between Israel, those who mystically
“see” God, and the Jews, the people who worship God properly according to his laws, is highly

useful for understanding Philo’s appeal to Clement, Origen and Eusebius and the semantic

" Ellen Birnbaum, The Place of Judaism in Philo's Thought: Israel, Jews, and Proselytes. Brown Judaic Studies
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1996), 196.
"I Birnbaum, The Place of Judaism, 212.
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distinctions each makes between Israel, Hebrews, and Jews. Her claim that Philo does not make
a connection between Israel and the Jews, and associates proselytes with the Jews and non-
Jewish sages with Israel, however, has encountered some resistance.”” Birnbaum herself admits
that Philo does use the term “Israel” to denote the Jewish people at least once in his corpus
(Legat. 1-7).” Moreover, Philo frequently expresses the superiority of the Jewish law over all
other constitutions, considering it to be consistent with the law of Nature and extolling the
special virtues of the Jewish people as the only nation that worships God properly. These
criticisms aside, Birnbaum makes a valuable contribution to the study of Philo’s Jewishness by

carefully cataloguing his very distinct uses of the terms “oi Tovdaior” and “IopamA.”

In Philo of Alexandria on Jewish Identity and Culture, Maren Niehoff conceives of
Philo’s Jewishness as an ideological and cultural framework encompassing far more than
religion.”* Following the theoretical frameworks of Max Weber and Clifford Geertz, Niehoff
proceeds from the assumption that “identity and culture are social constructs” that exist in a

permanent state of flux.”> Rather than evaluating Philo’s Jewishness against external rubrics such

72 See Maren Niehoff, Philo on Jewish Identity and Culture (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2001), 95 n. 84: “Such a
radical distinction between Jews and Israel, however, is unwarranted. Statements such as “the suppliants’ race which
the Father and King of the Universe and the source of all things has taken for his portion. . . is called in the Hebrew
tongue Israel, but, expressed in our tongue, the word is ‘he that sees God’” (Leg. 3—4) demonstrate the intrinsic
connection between Jews and Israel.”

73 Birnbaum argues that since this treatise is an apologetic work detailing the sufferings of the Jews in Alexandria
under Roman rule, Philo deliberately portrays the Jews in the best possible light, identifying the nation as a whole
with “those who see God” for rhetorical reasons only.

™ Niehoff explicitly criticizes previous scholarship on Philo for discussing his writings “by reference to abstract
ideas and as a form of ‘ism.”” While applauding Alan Mendelson for turning scholarly focus to Philo’s Jewish
identity, she laments, “Even Alan Mendelson’s important monograph on Philo’s Jewish identity ultimately takes
recourse to theological categories. . . Mendelson overall relies on the categories of “orthodoxy” and “orthopraxy.’
He argues that Philo’s Jewish identity should be understood as a form of orthodox belief and praxis. These terms,
however, are patently anachronistic.” Jewish Identity and Culture, 11.

7> Niehoff, Jewish Identity and Culture, 2. Niehoff defines culture as “an interpretative framework which renders
man’s action meaningful and makes communication with others possible. It creates a public forum in which
messages are exchanged and broader structures of significance attributed to specific human action. These social
constructs provide man with crucial guidelines without which his life would make no sense.” 3—4. She conceives of
Jewish identity and culture as relative, “in a permanent flow and respond[ing] to the changing circumstances of
history.” 5.

bl
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as the Torah or rabbinic interpretation, Niehoff assigns herself the task of discerning what makes
Philo Jewish in his own eyes.’® Her focus is on the “significant Others” of Philo’s social context
and the lines that he constructs between “us” and the various “thems” that populate his
worldview. "’ Rejecting the simplistic dichotomy between “Jewish” and “Hellenistic” influences
on Philo, Niehoff’s analysis pays particular attention to the influence of Rome on Philo’s
thought.

Niehoff argues that the following factors emerge as characteristic of Philo’s presentation
of Jewishness: descent from Jewish parents (with a new emphasis on matrilineal descent sparked
by Roman influence);’® loyalty to Jerusalem as the “mother city” of all Jews;”’ superiority to the
Egyptians; religion, which she describes as a factor in Jewish identity, but emphasizes does not
comprise Jewishness fout court;®' a morality defined by self-restraint;* a friendly and beneficent
relationship to the Romans and Roman culture;* and the claim that Greek cultural achievements
are derivative of a more ancient Jewish tradition.™ In the second half of her study, Niehoff
identifies ways in which Philo’s construction of Jewish identity is “translated” into the cultural
discourses of child-rearing, gender roles, and the conformity of the Jewish law to Nature. She

accepts Tcherikover’s argument that Philo’s literary circle of influence would have been limited

"Niehoff, Jewish Identity and Culture, 11.

7 Niehoff, Jewish Identity and Culture, 5.

8 Niehoff, Jewish Identity and Culture, 23.

" Niehoff, Jewish Identity and Culture, 33-34.

% Niehoff, Jewish Identity and Culture, 46.

81 Niehoff, Jewish Identity and Culture, 78.

82 “Self-restraint and sublimation thus set the Jews apart as a group of individuals who are called to become moral
agents.” Niehoff, Jewish Identity and Culture, 95.

% In contrast to Goodenough, Nichoff reads Against Flaccus and the Embassy to Gaius not as emblematic of Jewish
disdain for their Roman overlords but as disturbingly unusual and unanticipated events for Philo’s Jewish
community. She contends that, “the exceptional cases of Flaccus and Gaius thus prove the rule: true Romans are
beneficent and friendly towards the Jews. They bring peace and civilization to all regions of the empire and are to a
high degree congenial to the Jews.” Niehoff, Jewish Identity and Culture, 136.

% “Philo suggests a deep affinity between Jews and Plato, for example, while contrasting “us” to the Greek
philosophers in general. Both aspects of the equivocal position reflect a clear sense of superiority over the Greeks
and their culture.” Niehoff, Jewish Identity and Culture, 138.
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to a small group of like-minded, elite Jews, and, perhaps excepting The Life of Moses,
understands his writings to have been specifically oriented to the internal concerns of a congenial
subset of a diverse Alexandrian Jewish community.® Envisioning a multiplicity of Egyptian-
Jewish points of view in the first century, Niehoff refrains from describing Philo, or, for that
matter, any other member of his community, as “typical.”

In her 2011 monograph Jewish Exegesis and Homeric Scholarship in Alexandria, Niehoff
identifies Philo as but one example of a larger group of Jewish scholars that populated his native
city. Following from her study of the extant manuscripts of ancient Homeric commentary, or
scholia, Niehoff proposes that text-critical techniques developed by the Aristotelian interpreters
of Homer exerted much more influence over the development of Jewish scriptural exegesis than
has previously been acknowledged. She notes with some surprise that Alexandria’s status as the
leading centre of Homeric scholarship in the Hellenistic world, home to both the world’s largest
library and the Museum, an institution with some similarities to the modern university, has been
mostly overlooked by Philonists.*® Reading Alexandrian Jewish literature alongside the
Aristotelian scholia, Niehoff argues that Jewish exegetes were fully engaged with the wider
literary disputes of their age. Within the writings of Pseudo-Aristeas, Aristobulus, and Philo,
Niehoff identifies a fundamental disagreement among Jewish exegetes over the validity of
applying the methods of textual criticism developed for the study of Homer’s epics to the Jewish

Scriptures.

Following the previous research of David Hay, Niehoff attempts to reconstruct Philo’s

contemporary Jewish colleagues through the fragments of their interpretations preserved in

% Niehoff, Jewish Identity and Culture, 12.
% Maren Niehoff, Jewish Exegesis and Homeric Scholarship n Alexandria (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2011), 2.
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Philo’s works.®” Turning to On the Confusion of Tongues, she argues that Philo’s critique of
other commentators on the Tower of Babel reveals Jewish scholars following the critical
methodology and assumptions of Homeric scholars.®® Philo’s criticism of these exegetes for their
impiety suggests that his opponents are fellow members of the Jewish community. Niehoff thus
contends that Philo represents a relatively conservative exegetical position, one that insisted on
the categorical distinction between the “myths of the poets” and the writings of the Law Giver.*
In her analysis of Philo’s references to other interpretations of the Binding of Isaac, Niehoff
further claims that Philo adopts the conservative position that scripture is timeless and

b3

immutable, while revealing his opponents’ “surprisingly modern position. . . that Moses revised

the more primitive stages of the Jewish religion and introduced important reforms.””’

In this more recent work, Niehoff alters her previous position on the intended audience of
Philo’s treatises. In agreement with Birnbaum and a growing number of Philonists, she suggests
that the three major groups of Philo’s treatises, the Allegorical Commentary, the Exposition of
the Law, and the Questions and Answers, are each written with a different audience in mind.
Identifying the Allegorical Commentary as Philo’s earliest work, she contends that “literal
exegetes” committed to the text-critical methods of Aristarchus constitute his implied audience,
“whom he hopes to convince of the usefulness of his allegorical approach.” It is in this set of

treatises that Philo devotes the most attention to “anchoring” the allegorical interpretation to the

%7 David M. Hay, “References to Other Exegetes,” in Both Literal and Allegorical: Studies in Philo of Alexandria’s
Questions and Answers on Genesis and Exodus (ed. David M. Hay: Atlanta, Scholars Press, 1991).

% Niehoff’s reading of Philo’s critique demonstrates that his opponents compared the Jewish scriptures with the
Homeric epics and other non-Jewish texts. Anticipating modern scholarship by nearly eighteen hundred years,
Philo’s colleagues engaged in a study of comparative mythology. Without rejecting the Biblical account altogether,
they suggest that Moses’ Tower of Babel improves upon Homer’s myth of the Aloeidae in Od. 11:315-16 by
increasing the plausibility or verisimilitude of the attempt of the proud to reach the heavenly home of the god(s).
Niehoff, Jewish Exegesis and Homeric Scholarship, 80.

% Niehoff, Jewish Exegesis and Homeric Scholarship, 92-93.

% Niehoff, Jewish Exegesis and Homeric Scholarship, 95.

*! Niehoff, Jewish Exegesis and Homeric Scholarship, 135.
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literal text and to demonstrating that the allegories he adduces are consistent with Moses’ own
intentions. Agreeing that the Questions and Answers literature suggest a more general audience,
she proposes that the treatises “provide a unique glimpse into the world of Jewish education in
Alexandria at a time when Philo may already have become an authoritative figure in the
community.”” Finally, she contends that the Exposition of the Law was written between 38—41
CE, while Philo was stuck in Rome waiting for his audience with Emperor Gaius, with the intent
of presenting a “more positive image of the Jews and the customs” in response to those presented
by the head of the opposing Egyptian delegation, the infamous Apion.”” Niehoff’s reconstruction
of the chronology of Philo’s works, although speculative, remains plausible. Her frequent
descriptions of Philo as a “conservative” voice among Alexandrian Jewish exegetes, however,
seem inconsistent with her portrayal of Philo as an innovator of extended allegorical
interpretations infused with Platonic concepts. Niehoff’s description of Philo as a “conservative”
exegete may also inject too much of the modern debate between “conservative” and “liberal”

biblical scholars into the often ambiguous references that Philo makes to other interpreters.

Conclusions

My survey of modern interpretations of Philo’s Jewishness reveals a progression from a
tendency to describe Philo’s Judaism as his religion to a more holistic conception of Jewishness
as a major facet of his identity. Wolfson, Daniélou, Goodenough, and Sandmel primarily speak
of Philo’s Judaism as his religion, with Goodenough and Daniélou constructing Philo’s

Hellenistic Judaism as more “religious” than the Judaism of Palestine due either to its being

%2 Niehoff, Jewish Exegesis and Homeric Scholarship, 153.
% Niehoff, Jewish Exegesis and Homeric Scholarship, 177. If Niehoff’s hypothesis is correct, Philo’s Exposition of
the Law would rightfully be the original Against Apion.
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increasingly interiorized and individualized (Goodenough) or to its having shed
political/nationalistic ambitions (Danié¢lou). Unsurprisingly, more recent scholarship finds the
categorization of Judaism in the first century as a religion to be problematic. The studies of
Mendelson and Cohen both broaden the conception of Judaism from a religion to an “identity” or
a “tradition,” but continue to employ the vocabulary of orthodoxy and orthopraxy derived from
modern studies of religion. Birnbaum’s thesis that Philo uses the term “Israel” to describe the
mystical experience of “seeing God” and “Jew” to describe the customs, laws, and worship of a
particular people suggests that Philo did not operate with a concept of religion that united both
internal experience of the divine and the external practice of worship. Niehoff redefines
Jewishness as a self-perception of identity rather than an “-ism.” Nevertheless, “religion”
remains an important aspect of Philo’s Jewishness in Niehoff’s presentation. However
insufficient religion may be as a category for Philo’s Jewishness, it is the most common
conceptual framework through which scholars have attempted to understand that Jewishness. As
an expositor of holy texts, moral theorist, and apologist for the traditions of his people, Philo
addresses many of the themes that fall under the modern rubric of religion, and he does so from a

self-consciously Jewish perspective.

Although acknowledging the great diversity of Second Temple Judaism, the scholars
surveyed operate with a notion of normative Judaism. What qualifies as characteristic of that
normativity varies somewhat between monotheism (Wolfson); legal observance (Goodenough);
devotion to the Scriptures (Daniélou); and the keeping of the ancestral traditions as arbitrated by
established religious authorities (Cohen). Sandmel, Mendelson and Niehoff relativize the
question, pursuing Philo’s understanding of normative Judaism rather than seeking after beliefs

and practices held in common by all Jews.
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Disagreement persists over whether Philo ought to be considered mainstream or
marginal. Philo’s elite status and family connections are emphasized by Daniélou, who
nevertheless portrays him as a valid spokesman for the distinct yet legitimate Biblical faith of the
Alexandrian Jews. Goodenough and Mendelson both locate Philo within a smaller circle of
congenial Jews distinguished by their special interest in mysticism and philosophy, respectively.
Although portrayed as representing a very specific subgroup, both Goodenough and Mendelson
maintain that Philo was a loyal (even “orthodox’’) Jew. We find in Wolfson, Sandmel and
Niehoff an emphasis on Philo’s unique intellectual achievements which distinguished him from
other Jews, including educated members of the community. Yet while Wolfson and Niehoff
assert that Philo makes an important contribution to Jewish intellectual exchange, Sandmel
presents Philo as the tenant of an ivory tower at a far remove from the everyman. Describing
Philo as a more-or-less typical rabbi, Naomi Cohen joins Wolfson and Niehoff among those who
interpret Philo as an authoritative teacher of the Alexandrian Jewish community, but attributes to
his writings a closer relationship with “orthodox” Palestinian rabbis than Niehoff would accept.
The scholars are also split on whether Philo ought to be interpreted as a “liberal” (Goodenough,

Daniélou, Mendelson) or a “conservative” (Cohen, Niehof¥).

Just as the category of Judaism has become problematized, so too have the concepts of
Hellenism and Hellenistic Judaism in particular. Goodenough and Cohen both argue that all
first-century Jews were Hellenized, with Cohen going further than Goodenough would follow in
attempting to break down barriers thought to exist between the Jews of Palestine and the
Diaspora. The relationship between Jews and their neighbours has also been presented in a
variety of ways. While Daniélou conceives of Philo’s Jewish community as existing in a

persecuted and tenuous state and Goodenough sees Philo as bristling under the force of Roman
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occupiers, Mendelson emphasizes Philo’s philohellenism. Niehoff in particular has drawn
attention to the plurality of Others surrounding the Alexandrian Jewish community and

emphasizes the distinctly Roman influences detectable in Philo’s writings.

The lively debate over Philo’s intended audience appears to be moving toward the
reversal of a previous consensus. Scholars such as Dani¢lou and Goodenough who approach
Philo from the background of the Christian tradition write with the assumption that all of Philo’s
treatises were written with the awareness that they would be consulted by curious non-Jews not
unlike themselves. Scholars trained in the wake of Viktor Tcherikover’s influential 1956 essay,
including Naomi Cohen and, initially, Maren Niehoff, interpret Philo with the conviction that his
audience was intended to consist only of fellow Jews, and congenial ones at that.”* Ellen
Birnbaum’s demonstration of Philo’s distinct word choice in his various series of treatises lends
new support to the hypothesis that Philo’s treatises were aimed at different audiences, with the
Allegorical Commentary directed toward his circle of educated fellows and the Exposition of the
Law aimed at a more general, possibly non-Jewish public. Niehoff’s recent study of Philo in the
context of Alexandrian scholarship and Philo’s Roman sojourn adds further weight to the
possibility that Philo modified the genre of his writing with different audiences, and apologetic

concerns, in mind.

Also apparent is the significant impact that the choice of intertexts has on the
interpretation of Philo’s writings. Although all eight of the commentators surveyed above have
an extensive knowledge of Philo’s own writings, we find that Wolfson’s Philo sounds a great
deal like the medieval philosophers he identifies as Philo’s heirs, while Goodenough’s has strong

affinities with the initiates of the Hellenistic mystery cults; Daniélou’s with the early

* Viktor Tcherikover, "Jewish Apologetic Literature Reconsidered." Eos 48.3 (1956): 169-93.
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Alexandrian Christians; Cohen’s with the sages of Israel; and Niehoff’s with Alexandrian
Homeric scholars. The Philonists surveyed choose different ways of coping with the immensity
of Philo’s extant corpus, including selecting particular passages for close reading (Cohen); the
comparative analysis of Philo’s portrayal of a particular Biblical character (Sandmel, Niehoff
1992) or theme (Goodenough) throughout his entire corpus; an attempt to impose order through
the systematic presentation of the philosophical aspects unsystematically scattered throughout his
works (Wolfson); word studies (Birnbaum); and the attempt to recover social realities casually
embedded in non-historiographical texts (Mendelson, Niehoff). Each of these methods,
however, results in a disproportionate weighting of some material at the expense of others,
thereby allowing for different versions of Philo to emerge. Thus, for example, Sandmel and
Cohen can both set out to evaluate the similarity of Philo’s writings to those of the rabbis and
arrive at diametrically opposed conclusions. The various portraits of Philo the Jew sketched in
modern scholarship reflect the expertise and expectations of his readers, their interpretations

influenced by the companions who surround him on their bookshelves.

Philo’s modern commentators are in agreement that the Alexandrian considered himself
to be a Jew; what sort of a Jew he was remains up for debate. The indeterminate character of
Philo’s Jewishness as perceived in modern scholarship ought to be kept in mind as we venture
backwards in time and encounter him in the writings of his earliest Christian readers. It cautions
against the assumption that Philo can be slotted into a single pre-existing concept of “the Jew”
held in common by Clement, Origen, and Eusebius, or that such a concept even existed. Rather,
by investigating their portrayals of Philo’s Jewishness, we will gain a better appreciation of just

what they each individually understood Jewishness to entail in their own time and context.
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Before we turn to the testimonia themselves, in chapter two we shall stop to consider how
it was that Christians came to possess Philo’s writings in the first place. We have just seen the
impact that context and expectations have had in the modern interpretation of the Alexandrian;
we should expect no less of his ancient readers. We must therefore ask, in which settings were
Philo’s treatises received and read? Which book rolls sat alongside Philo’s on the desks of his

Christian readers?
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Chapter 2

Sects and Texts: The Setting of the Christian Encounter with Philo

How did the Alexandrian Christians come to possess Philo’s treatises? The usual answer to this
question is that at some point in the late first or early second century, some of Philo’s Jewish
successors became followers of Jesus while still understanding themselves to be Jews. These
“Jewish Christians” then shared Philo’s writings with followers of Jesus who, like Clement and
Origen, did not consider themselves to be Jews. Although the details of textual transmission
remain murky, this general path of transmission is assumed by some to be self-evident. Ronald
E. Heine, for example, asserts that “one of the more obvious traces of the continuing imprint of
its early Jewish-Christian origins is the acceptance and use of the works of Philo in a segment, at
least, of the Alexandrian Christian community.”' Similarly, Ilaria L.E. Ramelli claims, “The link
between Philo and the Early Christian community in Alexandria, although historically
unfounded, reflects however the probable Jewish roots of Alexandrian Christianity, before the
transformation that occurred at the beginning of the second century (115—-117) when Alexandrian

Judaism appears to have been swept away.””

Yet there are other possible routes that Philo’s treatises may have taken before ultimately
landing on Clement’s desk. The philosophical schools of the Pythagorean-Platonic tradition are
an alternative and, as I shall contend, more likely milieu for the dissemination of the Philonic
corpus to early Christians. The assumption that possession of Philo’s writings reveals continuity

between Clement’s church and Philo’s synagogue has led to the corollary conclusion that in

! Ronald E. Heine, Origen: Scholarship in Service of the Church (New York: Oxford University Press, 2010), 31.
? Ilaria L.E. Ramelli, “The Birth of the Rome-Alexandria Connection: The Early Sources on Mark and Philo, and the
Petrine Tradition,” SPhA 23 (2011): 69-95.
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refraining from calling Philo a Jew, Clement intentionally downplays or obfuscates Philo’s
Jewishness. Re-locating the Christian encounter with Philo from the Synagogue to the
philosophical school prompts a new evaluation of how Philo’s readers understood him in relation

to their Jewish contemporaries and the value of his insights for Christians.

The earliest Alexandrian Christians

The origins of Christianity in Alexandria are notoriously murky.” References to Apollos,
identified as an Alexandrian Jew in Acts 18 and described as a somewhat competitive co-worker
by Paul in 1 Corinthians, suggest that a non-Pauline Christian teaching had reached Alexandria
within years of the crucifixion. A tradition that the evangelist Mark was sent by Peter to found
the church in Alexandria is attested by Eusebius and possibly by Clement in the letter containing

the so-called “Secret Gospel of Mark.™

This tradition is expanded in the fourth-century Acts of
Mark, which includes an account of his martyrdom in that city.” The Markan connection is

certainly legendary; however given Alexandria’s economic prominence and large Jewish

? “Die empfindlichste Liicke in unserem Wissen von der éltesten Kirchengeschichte ist unsere fast vollstiandige
Unkenntnis der Geschichte des Christentums in Alexandrien und Agypten.* Adolf von Harnack, Mission und
Ausbreitung des Christentums. 2 vols. (repr. Hinrich’sche Buchhandlung, 1924), 2.706.

* Historia Ecclesiastica 2.16. The authenticity of the Secret Gospel of Mark remains hotly debated. For a recent
evaluation of the current state of research and extensive bibliography, see Timo S. Paananen, “From Stalemate to
Deadlock: Clement’s Letter to Theodore in Recent Scholarship” Currents in Biblical Research 11.1 (2012): 87—-125.
> The Acts of Mark survive in two Greek recensions, represented by a manuscript in Paris published as Patrologia
graeca 115.164—169 and a Vatican manuscript published in Acta Sactorum 9:344-49 (rev. ed.; Paris: Palmé, 1863—
1940). An English translation appears in New Testament Apocrypha (6th ed.; ed. Wilhelm Schneemelcher; trans.
Robin McLachlan Wilson; Vol. 2: Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2003). Birger A. Pearson has argued
that the topographic references in the Acts of Mark confirm that the earliest Christian community in Alexandria was
located in the predominantly Jewish quarters of the city. Beyond the challenge of retrieving accurate information
about the first-century from a fourth-century text recounting events of suspect historical veracity, Pearson strains to
connect the locations mentioned to Alexandria’s Jewish community. The first location mentioned in the text, the
Bendideion, a temple dedicated to the Thracian goddess Bendis, has no connection to the city’s Jewish population.
The next site, referred to as ta fovkdrov, the cow pasture, is described only as located “in the eastern district.” Yet
Pearson contends that T& Bovkdrov “was in the first century the very heart of the most prominent Jewish
neighbourhood in Alexandria.” See Pearson, “Ancient Alexandria in the Acts of Mark,” in Gnosticism and
Christianity in Romand and Coptic Egypt (London: T&T Clark, 2004): 100-111.
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community, it is highly unlikely it was bypassed by the earliest Christian missionaries.® Papyrus
finds suggest that a version of the Gospel of John was known in Egypt in the early decades of the
second century, and discoveries of fragments of the gospels of Thomas and Mark demonstrate
the early circulation of a variety of Christian texts in the region.” A number of early writings,
including the letter to the Hebrews, the Letter of Barnabas, the Gospel of the Egyptians, and the
Gospel of the Hebrews have all been proposed to have originated in the milieu of early
Alexandrian Christianity, although these attributions are disputed.® Eusebius preserves no more
information about Christianity in Alexandria prior to Clement than a catalogue of bishops of
suspect authenticity.” Erosion and continuous settlement have made the systematic excavation of
Alexandria impossible, contributing to the complete absence of identifiably Christian

archaeological or epigraphic evidence from this period.

The silence of the sources concerning Christianity in Alexandria prior to Clement has
prompted various reconstructions of the historical situation. In 1934, Walter Bauer proposed the

bold thesis that in its early decades, “mainstream” Alexandrian Christianity was characterized by

% So Helmut Koester: “It is indeed unthinkable that the Christian mission should have bypassed Alexandria for
decades. One or several communities must have existed there as early as the second half of the 1% C.” Introduction
to the New Testament: History and Literature of Early Christianity (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1982; repr. 2000), 227.

7 The oldest Christian fragment is Papyrus Rylands Greek 457 (P 52) a recto-verso fragment of the gospel of John,
usually dated on paleographic grounds to 117CE and 138CE, however there is no consensus. Its exact geographic
origins are unknown; the most probable possibilities being Oxyrhynchus or the Fayyum. See Wilfred Griggs, Early
Egyptian Christianity (Leiden: Brill, 1990), 23-26.

¥ Stefan Norgaard Svendsen, Allegory Transformed (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009) is the most recent in a long line
of New Testament scholars to argue that the author of Hebrews was steeped in the writings of Philo. For arguments
in favour of the Alexandrian provenance of The Letter of Barnabas, see Birger Pearson, “Christians and Jews in
First-Century Alexandria” Harvard Theological Review 79 (1986), 206-216; James Carleton Paget, The Epistle of
Barnabas: Outlook and Background (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1994). Alexandrian origin is rejected by Helmut
Koester in Introduction to the New Testament, 279. The Gospel of the Hebrews and The Gospel of the Egyptians are
both extant only in fragments preserved by other authors, among whom Clement is a primary witness. For a sober
appraisal of the available evidence regarding their place and date of composition, see New Testament Apocrypha, ed.
W. Schneemelcher (Westminster: James Clarke and Co., 1991), 172—179 and 209-215.

® Doubts over the list’s authenticity go back to Harnack, who considers Eusebius’s list ,,Schall und Rauch.* Die
Chronologie der altchristlichen Literatur 1 (1897), 205 (cited by Bauer, Rechtgliubigkeit, 50).
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syncretism and gnosticism.'® Bauer’s thesis begins from the observation that Eusebius’s relative
silence on Christian origins in Egypt cannot be blamed on a lack of investigation: the Church
historian had evidently dug through the histories of the period, even arguing that Philo’s
Therapeutae were in fact the earliest Alexandrian Christians.'' What Eusebius presents, Bauer
suggests, is a cover story, a patched-together history that fits more neatly with his own fourth-
century definition of orthodoxy than with the evidence from the first century available to him. He
dates the earliest signs of proto-Catholicism in Alexandria to Bishop Demetrius of the early third
century, who sought to unify the Alexandrian church under his monarchical supervision. Bauer
theorizes that it was from Demetrius’s hand-picked head of the Catechetical school, Heraklas,

that Julius Africanus received the doctored list of bishops that was inherited by Eusebius.'?

Bauer’s insight that the orthodoxy of the fourth-century Roman church was not the
universal understanding of Christian belief and practice from the church’s earliest inception has
been widely accepted by subsequent scholars. Many of his specific claims about the original
forms of Christianity in particular locations, however, have been challenged. In particular,
Bauer’s description of the Alexandrian situation has been strongly disputed by an alternative

theory that locates the origins of the Christian movement in Alexandria in its synagogues.'” In

' Walter Bauer, Rechtgliubigkeit und Ketzerei im dltesten Christentum (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1934; repr.
1964).

" Bauer, Rechtgliubigkeit, 50. For more on Eusebius’s claim that the Therapeutae were Christians, see chapter 5
below.

2 Bauer, Rechtgléiubigkeit, 59.

PColin H. Roberts appeals to the frequent presence of nomina sacra in early Egyptian Christian papyri to argue in
favour of the synagogue as the locus of the early Christian movement in Egypt. See Roberts, Manuscript, Society,
and Belief in Early Christian Egypt (London: Oxford University Press, 1979); Birger Pearson extrapolates
backwards from two texts that he considers to be of Alexandrian provenance, the Letter of Barnabas and the
Teachings of Silvanus, to suppose that it is more likely that the dominant form of Alexandrian Christianity reflected
the dominant form of Alexandrian Judaism and the early Missionaries from Jersualem. Pearson’s argument rests on
the assertion of an Alexandrian provenance for the Letter of Barnabas and an early date for the traditions preserved
in the Teachings of Silvanus, a text usually dated to the late second/early third century. See Birger A. Pearson,
"Christians and Jews in First-Century Alexandria," Harvard Theological Review 79 (1986); “Earliest Christianity in
Egypt: Further Observations,” in The World of Early Egyptian Christianity: Language, Literature, and Social
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this hypothesis, the earliest missionaries to Alexandria were closely connected to the Jerusalem
church. As such, they prized the authority of James and Peter above that of Paul, as attested by
the latter’s absence from early texts claimed to have originated in Alexandria. Being Jews
themselves, these Jerusalem missionaries evangelized to their fellow Jews. Thus the presence of
Christians in late first-century Alexandria is obscured by the fact that those Christ-believers

remained inside the synagogue.

Helmut Koester offers a reconstruction of Christian origins in Alexandria that emphasizes
the movement’s diversity rather than a uniform Jewish origin. Noting the size and stature of the
city, as well as its importance as a trade hub, Koester imagines a wide variety of early
missionaries arriving in Alexandria by the end of the first century. He asserts, “however
fragmentary the total picture may be, it is nevertheless obvious that the earliest mission and
expansion of the new message during the first years and decades after Jesus’ death was a
phenomenon that utterly lacked unity. On the contrary, great variety was the result of these

»14 Koester contends that a confluence of

quickly expanding groups of followers of Jesus.
philosophical schools, cult traditions, and forms of gnosis, originating in both Jewish and Pagan

milieux, preceded the arrival of Christianity in the city.'> The various forms of Christianity that

sprang up in the second and third centuries simply added to the crowded marketplace of ideas.

Eric Osborn, drawing on the work of Roelof van den Broek and David T. Runia, adopts a

version of this diversity model that reifies six early Christian “groups” in the city: Jewish

Context (ed. James E. Goehring and Janet A. Timble: Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press,
2007): 97-112. Following Pearson, Ronald E. Heine asserts, “it may even be an anachronism to call these earliest
Jesus believers in Alexandria Christians. They were simply a new variant among the many variants of Judaism in
the city.” Ronald E. Heine, Origen: Scholarship in Service of the Church (New York: Oxford University Press,
2010), 27.

“Koester, Introduction to the New Testament, 102.

1 Koester, Introduction to the New Testament, 230.
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Christians (whose numbers drop precipitously after 117 owing to the Trajanic revolt);
apocalyptics in the vein of the author of the Sibylline Oracles; simpliciores who satisfied
themselves with “faith alone”; ascetics/Encratites; Gnostic Christians; and Platonist Christians
who consulted the Greek philosophers.'® Osborn’s divisions, although provided in the context of
illuminating the background to Clement’s Philonic borrowings, are ultimately of little use, as he
does not indicate the degree of unity both between and within these categories.'” The groups
might better be characterized as “varieties” that are neither static nor mutually exclusive, and

which do not correspond with discreet social or worshipping communities.

Ultimately, attempts to reconstruct an “original” form of Christianity in Alexandria, be it
(proto-)orthodox, Gnostic, or Jewish, rest on an unstable foundation of insufficient evidence.
Due to the paucity of early sources, it is unsurprising that many scholars have extrapolated
backwards from the writings of Clement and Origen to inform their conceptions of the roots of
Christianity in Egypt. The continuity this strategy presumes, however, is not only unverifiable
but rendered highly suspect by two factors which I shall presently explore: the bloody events of
the Trajanic and Hadrianic revolts and the mobility of texts and ideas throughout the Roman

Empire.

' Eric F. Osborn, Clement of Alexandria (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008), 84.

'7 On the following page, Osborn describes Marcionites and Judaizers, two groups that are not clearly identified in
his six-group schema, as “fronts” against which Clement is “fighting,” suggesting an adversarial relationship
between factions as opposed to a single unified church in the city. Osborn, Clement of Alexandria, 85.
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The Trajanic Revolt of 115-117"®

It is difficult to imagine that the co-ordinated uprisings among Jews in Cyrenaica, Egypt,
Mesopotamia and possibly Palestine against the Roman government, and their violent
repressions, failed to be noticed by the Christians of Alexandria. Their impact on Alexandrian
Christians, however, is not made explicit in our extant sources. The accounts of the revolts
preserved by Dio Cassius (68.32), Appian (Bell. civ. 2.90), Orosius (7.12) and Synkellos (347 d)
do not mention Christians; a stash of papyrus letters exchanged by the Roman strategos
Apollonios, his wife Aline, and his mother Eudaimonis provide a glimpse into the intensity of
this fighting, but are silent on Christians as well.'” Eusebius recalls the events in Historia
Ecclesiastica 4.2, attributing the violence to “rebellious” Jews in the thrall of an upstart, possibly
messianic, king named Loukuas.”’ While the Jewish community suffered, Eusebius contends that
the church was left unscathed: “While our Saviour’s teaching and His Church were flourishing
and progressing further every day, the Jewish tragedy was moving through a series of disasters
towards its climax. When the emperor was about to enter his eighteenth year another rebellion
broke out and destroyed vast numbers of Jews” (HE 4.2.1). When the uprising was finally
quelled by Rome’s most skilled general, Marcius Turbo, those in Alexandria who identified as

Jews suffered tremendous consequences.

' The exact dating of the Trajanic Revolts is disputed. Although I preserve the traditional dating here, Miriam Pucci
Ben Zeev puts the ferminus post quem of the rebellion in Egypt on 18 May 116, the date of the last receipt of the
fiscus Judaicus in Apollinopolis Magna. Miriam Pucci Ben Zeev, Diaspora Judaism in turmoil, 116/117 CE:
ancient sources and modern insights (Leuven: Peeters, 2005), 167.

" Classical references as cited by Miriam Pucci Ben Zeev, Diaspora Judaism in Turmoil, 180.

%% Pucci Ben Zeev suggests that disaffection for the Romans among the lower strata of Jewish society in Egypt
began in the period post 60 CE, citing the Sibylline Oracles as preceding the violence. She continues, “In 116, a
general ferment may have prevailed in Jewish circles in response to circulating prophecies about the fall of Rome,
and in response to the strong earthquake that took place in the winter of 115 at Antioch, that may have been
interpreted as one of the signs announcing the coming of the Messiah. At the same time, in Egypt, and possibly also
in other countries, the Roman military forces had been drastically diminished to be sent to the Parthian front. The
movement may have been perceived to be particularly propitious and have led to an intensification of messianic
expectations. All in all, it is clear that the Jewish uprising did not arise out of nothing.” Diaspora Judaism in
Turmoil, 141-142.
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Most recent scholars have recognized that the uprisings presented a serious blow to the
Alexandrian Jewish community. Opinions differ as to whether the survivors were numerous and
well-organized enough to maintain the distinct institutions and identity of the Jewish community.
The papyrological and epigraphic evidence, as amassed by Victor Tcherikover and most recently
analyzed by Annemarie Luijendijk, provides no witness to identifiably Jewish life in Egypt
between 120 CE and the end of the third century.”’ Miriam Pucci Ben Zeev notes that from the
evidence of the papyri (CPJ 445, 448), the few survivors of the crackdown had their property
seized, so that “the rare survivors, stunned by the harsh verdict of imperial justice, had become
totally impoverished.”* The cultural life of the Alexandrian Jews, including that of whatever
Christ-believers who may have continued to identify themselves with the Jewish community,

disappears from the papyrological and epigraphic sources.

The degree to which any remnant of the Jewish community and Alexandrian Christians
interacted from the mid-second to late-third centuries remains contentious. Owing to the scarcity
of archaeological and literary sources for Jewish life in late-second to early-third century
Alexandria, highly divergent claims appear in the secondary literature. One increasingly popular
position claims that a number of Jews joined the church following the destruction of the

Synagogue. In support of this hypothesis, L.W. Barnard has suggested that the Letter of

*! “The Jewish Revolt under Trajan in 115-17 greatly impacted Jewish life in Egypt and dramatically reduced the
Jewish population (citing Tcherikover, CPJ 1.93). Oxyrhynchus papyri testify to this. One document mentions
“open lots, in which there are buildings burnt by the Jews” (P. Oxy 4.707r, early 2™ C); it suggests a city embroiled
by revolt. By the year 199/200, the Oxyrhynchites still celebrated yearly their victory over the Jews, as they bragged
in a petition to the emperor (P. Oxy. 4.705= CP.J 2.450). Only at the end of the third century do we learn of a Jewish
community at Oxyrhynchus again. A manumission inter amicos dated 14 April 291 CE attests that the synagogue,
the Jewish community, presumably of Oxyrhynchus, bought free a forty year old Jewish slave woman called
Paramone and two or three of her children for the substantial sum of fourteen talents of silver (P. Oxy. 9.1205). A
Greek text documents the lease of a room and a cellar that a Jew called Aurelius Jose, son of Judas, rented from two
nuns (P. Oxy 44.3203, June—July 400). From the end of the fourth century or early fifth century come several
fragments written in Hebrew. These documents show the presence of Jews and a Jewish community in
Oxyrhynchus.” Annemarie Luijenkijk, Greetings in the Lord: Early Christians and the Oxyrhynchus Papyri
(Harvard Theological Studies: Cambridge, 2008) 16—17.

** Pucci Ben Zeev, Diaspora Judaism in Turmoil, 190.
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Barnabas was composed by a converted Alexandrian rabbi after the fallout of the revolt.”
Mark. J. Edwards imagines assimilation flowing in the other direction, arguing that Alexandrian
Christians may have at times attempted to “pass” as Jews in order to avoid official persecution.
Edwards operates under the assumption that, in the late second and early third centuries,
Alexandria continued to have a large and vital Jewish population. He supports this claim,
however, with evidence antedating the Trajanic revolt, including Philo’s writings, and gives no
indication of having considered the riots and their aftermath in his calculations.** Piotr Ashwin-
Siejkowski, following Edwards, proposes that Clement interacted with members of a vibrant
Alexandrian Jewish community and groundlessly speculates that his teacher, Pantaenus, may

have been a Jewish convert to Christianity.>

In contrast, James Carleton Paget, citing Tcherikover’s analysis of the epigraphical and
papyrological evidence, argues that Clement’s “relative lack of anti-Jewish sentiment” can be
attributed to the lack of a thriving Jewish community in the Alexandria of his day.*® As I will

demonstrate further in the chapter that follows, the evidence (or lack thereof) in Clement’s

» L.W. Barnard, Studies in the Apostolic Fathers and their Background (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1966), 47.
Barnard cites the author’s familiarity with “Jewish rites” and rabbinic exegetical methods as evidence for his
rabbinic training and the ferocity of his attacks against Judaism as “born of the consciousness that, as a Christian
convert, he was finally excluded from Judaism and its worship, never to return” 54. Barnard’s claims have been
challenged by Reidar Hvalvik, who, noting the lack of solid evidence informing the study of Barnabas’s origins,
argues just as plausibly that the author of Barnabas was in fact a Gentile and not necessarily an Alexandrian.
Hvalvik notes that “it is correct that a majority of scholars seem to place Barnabas in Egypt or more specifically in
Alexandria. But there has never been any consensus on this matter, and today there is a growing tendency to look in
other directions or to leave the question open.” The Struggle for Scripture and Covenant: The Purpose of the Epistle
of Barnabas and Jewish-Christian Competition in the Second Century (Tilibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1996), 35.
Evaluating the evidence collected in favour of an Alexandrian provenance, he concludes, “we may say that there are
some factors which may point in the direction of Egypt, but there is absolutely no clear proof for Alexandrian origin.
Besides, there is at least one important factor pointing in another direction: the strong eschatological flavour of
Barnabas--a feature which is in no way typical of Alexandrian theology” 38—39.

#* «No city of the Mediterranean world played host to such a large population of Jews as Alexandria in the time of
Origen.” Mark J. Edwards, Origen against Plato (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2002), 12.

% Piotr Ashwin-Siejkowski, Clement of Alexandria: A Project of Christian Perfection (London: T&T Clark, 2008),
7; on Pantaenus: “Pantaenus himself may have been a convert to Christianity and it is not impossible that his
previous religion was Judaism in one of its forms” 25.

*% James Carleton Paget, “Clement of Alexandria and the Jews” Scottish Journal of Theology 51 (1998): 86-98;
reprinted in Jews, Christians and Jewish Christians in Antiquity (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010): 91-102.
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corpus suggests that he had very little, if any, contact with a living Jewish community while in
Alexandria. If that was indeed the case, how might Clement have come into contact with Philo’s

writings?

The Catechetical School of Alexandria: A continuous Jewish-Christian Institution?

In an alternative to the theory that Clement was introduced to Philo’s writings by a Jewish
teacher, Gregory Sterling and Annewies van den Hoek suggest that although Clement likely had
no contact with a living Jewish community, he belonged to a school tradition with Jewish roots.
Van den Hoek connects this tradition to the so-called “Catechetical School of Alexandria”

described by Eusebius in Historia Ecclesiastica 5.10:

At that time the school for believers in Alexandria was headed by a man with a very
high reputation as a scholar, by name Pantaenus, for it was an established custom
that an academy of sacred learning should exist among them. This academy has
lasted till our own time, and I understand that it is directed by men of high standing
and able exponents of theology.”’

Although Eusebius describes the Catechetical School as a long-standing and continuous
institution, many modern commentators are convinced that the “school” was a succession of
study circles formed around individual teachers who shared a common hermeneutical approach
to the scriptures, rather than an extension of an “official” Alexandrian church.”®® Van den Hoek

challenges this scepticism, affirming Eusebius’s account of a continuous institution and

T "Hysito 8¢ Tvicodta Tig TdV moTtdv adtodt Statpifiic avip katd madsiov émdoEdtatoc, dvopa ot Iavtavoc,
€& apyaiov £€0ovg didackareiov TV igpdV AdYmV Tap’ adTolG CLUVESTATOG O Kol ig NUAS TapaTeiveTal Kol TpOg TdV
&v MOy Kol tfj mepl T Ogia 6movdf] duvatdy cvykpoteicbat Topsineapey. Trans. G. A. Williamson.

¥ Gustave Bardy, “Aux Origines De L'école D’alexandrie," RSR 27 (1937): 65-90; Allain Le Boulluec, "L'école
D’alexandrie: De Quelques Aventures D'un Concept Historiographique," in Alexandrina: hellénisme, judaisme et
christianisme. Mélanges Offerts Au P. Claude Mondésert (Cerf: Paris, 1987); Dietmar Wyrwa, “Religioses Lernen
im zweiten Jahrhundert und die Anfdange der alexandrinischen Katachetenschule,” in Religdses Lernen in der
biblischen, friijiidischen und friihchristlichen Uberlieferung (eds. Beate Ego and Helmut Merkel: Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2005), 271-306; Piotr Ashwin-Siejkowski, Clement of Alexandria, 36; Andrew Itter, Esoteric Teaching in
the Stromateis of Clement of Alexandria (Leiden: Brill, 2009), 7-12.
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contending that its instructors also served as priests, uniting “liturgical and didactic functions”
within an organized church.” Based on the large number of works cited by Clement in his
treatises, she argues that this institution likely housed an extensive and diverse library to which
its teachers and students had access. Although admitting that “unfortunately, one cannot answer
the question of how the Philonic corpus and other Jewish texts ended up in Christian libraries,”
van den Hoek speculates that “during or after the suppression of the Jewish revolt, Christians
(among them Jews and non-Jews) might have appropriated or rescued existing book
collections.” Van den Hoek thus argues that their presence in the Catechetical school’s library

is most likely how Clement consulted Philo’s scrolls.

In a similar vein, Gregory Sterling suggests a direct line of succession between Clement’s
library and an earlier circle of disciples centred around Philo. Although rejecting van den
Hoek’s theory that the library was formally attached to an official church, Sterling speculates
that Philo’s texts may have entered Christian hands when his own personal library was
incorporated into a private Christian library either through the conversion of one disciple or the

entire school to Christianity.”’ The library, together with Philo’s exegetical methods, was then

¥ Annewies van den Hoek, “The ‘Catechetical’ School of Early Christian Alexandria and Its Philonic Heritage,”
HTR 90 (1997): 59-87, 77-79.

3% Van den Hoek, “The ‘Catechetical’ School,” 86. van den Hoek’s suggestion echoes that of Dominique
Bartélelmy, who suggested that Pantaenus himself retrieved Philo’s corpus after the destruction of the Alexandrian
Jewish community. See Dominique Bartélemy, “Est-ce Hoshaya Rabba qui censura le ‘Commentaire Allégorique?
A partir des retouches faites aux citations bibliques, étude sur la tradition textuelle du Commentaire Allégorique de
Philon” in Philon d’Alexandrie. Lyon 11—15 Septembre 1966. Colloques Nationaux du Centre National de la
Recherche Scientifique (Paris, 1967), 60.

*! Sterling posits a private educational setting in which Philo’s treatises were kept, dubbing it the “School of Sacred
Laws” and suggests, while admitting that this suggestion is highly speculative, that “a student in the school was
either a Christian or became one and made arrangement for the Christian community to obtain copies of the
manuscripts; or, a later disciple who became the head of his own school converted to Christianity and brought the
library with him. While we will probably never know what actually took place, the theory that his library was
preserved by a school of disciples appears the most reasonable explanation of the evidence. Either a student or a
head of a subsequent school converted to Christianity and brought the library.” Gregory E. Sterling, “The School of
Sacred Laws: The Social Setting of Philo’s Treatises” V'C 53 (1999): 148—164, 163. Gregory Snyder offers a
reconstruction that challenges Sterling’s hypothetical “School of Sacred Laws,” imagining Philo as a solitary scholar
for whom text served as teacher: “Philo no doubt hopes that once his own body has returned to the dust his writings
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passed down through a succession of teachers and students, eventually coming into Clement’s
possession. Both Sterling and van den Hoek situate Clement and Philo in a continuous tradition
of textual and hermeneutical transmission from Jews to Christians. Recognizing the severity of
the persecutions in the aftermath of the Trajanic revolt, they contend that although Clement had
no relationship with a living Jewish community, he read the scriptures in accordance with the
methods of Philo’s Jewish school and understood himself to have inherited a Jewish exegetical

tradition.

An Alternative Hypothesis: Reading Philo in the Philosophical Schools

The transmission theories of Sterling and van den Hoek presume the direct passing of Philo’s
treatises from an initially Jewish circle of readers through an unbroken chain of
Jewish/Christian/“Jewish-Christian” successors until those treatises eventually land on Clement’s
desk. Implicit in their reconstructions is the assumption that Philo’s treatises were not widely
copied and distributed and so remained circumscribed by a small circle of Jewish, and eventually
Christian, readers. Ancient books certainly were costly and time-consuming to reproduce;
nevertheless, philosophical texts often were exchanged and given as gifts among the educated

and the cultural elite.’> The second-century P.Oxy. XVIII.2192 records the activities of one such

will carry the flame of his heart and mind to future generations. It may well be the case that Philo preached in the
synagogue and held teaching sessions in his own home; it seems quite likely, however, that he preferred the
company of books to the hubbub of the classroom. By writing, Philo served his own devotional needs, in so far as
reading and reflecting on scripture placed him at the feet of Moses and Jeremiah. No doubt he hoped that his own
writings would do the same for others.” Gregory H. Snyder, Teachers and Texts in the Ancient World: Philosophers,
Jews, and Christians (London: Routledge, 2007), 136.

32 Anthony Grafton and Megan Hale Williams, Early Christianity and the Transformation of the Book: Origen,
Eusebius and the Library at Caesarea (Cambridge: The Belknap Press at Harvard University Press, 2006), 13—14;
Gregory Snyder, Teachers and Texts, 49, provides further insight into the mechanics of text circulation: “It is a well-
known fact that collecting books was not a matter of purchasing pre-existent copies, especially writings used within
a school, except in rare circumstances. Rather, copies of desired works were commissions with the permission of
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circle of bibliophiles who eagerly acquired, copied, and exchanged books with one another.*

Once copied, a text fell out of its author’s control. As Harry Gamble explains,

In principle the work became public property: copies were disseminated without
regulation through an informal network composed of people who learned of the
work, were interested enough to have a copy made, and knew someone who
possessed the text and would permit it to be duplicated. Thus a text made its way
into general circulation gradually and for the most part haphazardly, in a pattern
of tangents radiating from the points, ever more numerous, where the text was
available for copying.”*

The haphazard nature of textual transmission in antiquity complicates the easy assumption that
Clement’s knowledge of Philo’s writings can be taken as evidence of a continuous Jewish-to-

Christian transmission tradition.

The major trading hub of the Eastern Mediterranean, Alexandria attracted ships from the
far reaches of the empire and beyond to its ports.> In addition to papyrus, wheat, and luxury
goods from the orient, these ships also facilitated the distribution of students, books, and ideas.
The letters of Paul and the Acts of the Apostles portray early Christians as enthusiastic travellers,
bringing their books along with them. Gamble notes, “the travel of individual Christians or small
delegations from one church to another, often over long distances, made the variety and breadth
of Christian literature known to the congregations, thus increasing interest and demand, and also
236

served as the efficient vehicle for the brisk movement of texts from one place to another.

Irenaeus’s Against the Heresies, hailing from Lyons, and The Shepherd of Hermas, written in

the owner, typically a friend or colleague. Although the author of a manuscript might make a copy at his own
expense to give to friends, the person who desired the book usually bore the cost of copying.”

33 This papyrus is described by Raffaella Cribiore in Gymnastics of the Mind: Greek Education in Hellenistic and
Roman Egypt (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001), 146.

* Harry Y. Gamble, Books and Readers in the Early Church : A History of Early Christian Texts (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1995), 85.

%> Christopher Haas, Alexandria in Late Antiquity (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1997), 19-29.

3 Gamble, Books and Readers, 142.
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Rome, are attested in Alexandria within twenty years of their composition.”” The speed of their
transmission across the Mediterranean was not unusual; in the Roman empire of the second

century, geography was no insurmountable barrier to the diffusion of people, texts, and ideas.

Although Clement and Philo both made their homes in Alexandria, Philo’s writings need
not have remained sequestered in that city in order for Clement to have read them. As van den
Hoek notes in an earlier article, Clement accessed the purportedly-Alexandrian writings of
Demetrius, Artapanus, and Ezekiel the Tragedian via the non-Jewish intermediary Alexander
Polyhistor, a native of Asia Minor who settled in Rome, having never resided in Alexandria.’®
Clement may have come in contact with Philo’s corpus in a similarly roundabout way. In Strom.
1.1.11, he recounts his studies under the guidance of an Ionian, a Syrian, an Egyptian, an
Assyrian, and a Palestinian Hebrew before finally finding his perfect teacher in a man he
describes as the “Sicilian Bee.” Eusebius identifies this man as the acclaimed Pantaenus, who
himself was said to have travelled as far afield as India as a teacher of the Gospel. Nor was
Pantaenus a unique case; Eusebius contends that “there were even then many evangelists of the
word eager to contribute an inspired fervour of apostolic pattern for the increase and building up
of the divine word,” so that when Pantaenus arrived in India, he discovered that the Gospel of

Matthew had arrived ahead of him (HE 5.10). The extensive travels of Clement and his teachers

37 Gamble, Books and Readers, 82.

*¥ Annewies van den Hoek, “How Alexandrian was Clement of Alexandria?” Heythrop Journal 31 (1990): 179-94,
186. Van den Hoek’s article illustrates the difficulty, if not impossibility, of determining the geographical
provenance of the writings Clement cites, problematizing their assignment of an Alexandrian provenance on the
basis of their having been first cited by Clement (eg. The Letter of Barnabas, the Kerygma Petrou). Nevertheless,
she concludes, “Seen as a whole then, and setting aside pagan authors, writings of probable Alexandrian descent are
dominant among those absorbed into Clement’s work. The Jewish authors are almost entirely Alexandrian and the
Christian and heretical borrowings of local origin represent half of Clement’s total Christian and heretical
borrowings. If we add the writings which indeed stem from elsewhere but were very popular in Egypt, like the
Didache, Pastor Hermae, 1 Clement, and the work of Irenaeus, then Clement appears to be influenced by his
environment to an even greater extent” 194. This conclusion is problematic as it dismisses the methodological
issues in assigning provenance that she herself clearly articulates at the outset of the article and includes several
curious omissions, most notably failing to count NT references as “Christian borrowings.”
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undermine the assumption that his knowledge of Philo’s texts requires continuity between groups

of Jews and Christians in Alexandria.

That Philo’s writings were dependent on the Hebrew Scriptures need not have precluded
them from reaching a non-Jewish audience. An analogy may be made to the apostle Paul, who,
as Gregory Snyder notes, cited the Septuagint even among his Gentile disciples. Snyder
concludes, “in light of the hoary antiquity of these texts, even pagans would have conceived a
respect for the books of Moses.”” The social conditions in first-century Alexandria promoted
intellectual exchange. Edward Jay Watts argues, “one must imagine that a great deal of original
literary and philosophical material passed through the social networks that bound upper-class
Alexandrians. This flow would not have been impeded by religious differences. Men of all faiths
attended some of the same schools for rhetoric and philosophy. Their mutual interest and similar
educations meant that certain intellectual approaches were shared between them.”*’ Although
Watts’ use of the categories ‘faith’ and ‘religious difference’ are problematic when speaking of
the ancient world,*' his description of intellectual interaction among students of various

backgrounds and philosophical persuasions is well-founded.

The exchange of texts and ideas among philosophical traditions, Christian and Jewish
included, is perhaps nowhere better illustrated than in the curious figure of Ammonius Saccas,

described by Elizabeth DePalma Digeser as a “sometime Christian” who taught an open circle of

9 Snyder, Teachers and Texts, 196.

0 Edward Jay Watts, City and School in Late Antique Athens and Alexandria: The Transformation of the Classical
Heritage (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2006), 154.

I Steve Mason warns against imposing a modern categorical distinction between philosophical schools and
“religious” groups such as synagogues and churches. Arguing that “the concept of religion. . . lacked a taxonomical
counterpart in antiquity,” Mason declares Christianity to be novel in its compression of elements from the ancient
categories of ethnicity, national cult, familial traditions, astrology and magic, voluntary associations, and
philosophical schools into a new category that only gradually becomes associated with the Latin word religio. Steve
Mason, “Jews, Judaeans, Judaizing, Judaism,” JSJ 38 (2007): 457-512, 480.
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philosophically advanced Christians and Hellenes.** Active in Alexandria in the early third
century, Ammonius’s circle of hearers included both Origen and Plotinus. Porphyry describes
Ammonius as “the most distinguished philosopher of our time” (HE 6.19). As a result of her
analysis of what she dubs the “Ammonian school,” DePalma Digeser contends that while “most
historians of theology and philosophy have simply assumed that Platonist philosophers and
Christian theologians would not interact with each other’s circles,” the legacy of Ammonius
suggests the contrary.” In the writings of Origen and Porphyry, she detects a similar desire to
establish a “philosophy without conflicts,” which she attributes to the influence of their common
teacher. She explains, Ammonius’s students “began from the premise that ‘true philosophy’ . . .
was discerned through a process of intellectual engagement with a wide variety of texts. These
could be excavated in order to recover this true philosophy as it had been divinely revealed to

44 .
”** Thus the sectarian

August figures in the remote past whether Pythagoras, Plato, or Moses.
commitments of the members of the various philosophical schools were not so strong as to

preclude their members from consulting outside works.

The Wanderjahre of philosophical youths from school to school is so widely attested in
Greco-Roman literature as to have become a stereotype.*’ Even after a school had been settled
upon, students continued to read the texts of their rivals. Gregory Snyder submits the first-

century Stoic Seneca as an example of such intellectual openness. Although “Seneca prefers the

** DePalma Digeser suggests that Origen began his studies with Ammonius while serving as catechetical teacher in
Alexandria, after his own period of catechetical instruction under Clement. She summarizes Ammonius’ influence
on Origen thus: “Analysis of Origen’s career and writing shows that his early contact with Ammonius influenced his
exegetical methodology and goals. In particular, Origen used some of Ammonius’s techniques for handling texts to
set out his own “theology without conflicts.” Elizabeth DePalma Digeser, A Threat to Public Piety: Christians,
Platonists, and the Great Persecution (Cornell University Press, 2012), 50-52.

* DePalma Digeser, A Threat to Public Piety, 13.

* DePalma Digeser, A Threat to Public Piety, 15.

* Citing the examples of Justin Martyr and Galen, Peter Lampe comments about this phenomenon, “what is
stereotypical in this “literature” follows primarily from the stereotypical experiences in real life. . . Eclectic
education was part of stereotypical ‘real life’ in Justin’s period.” Peter Lampe, Christians in Rome in the First Two
Centuries: From Paul to Valentinus (trans. Michael Steinhauser: London: Bloomsbury Academic, 2006), 261.
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works of Stoics,” Snyder notes that he “also seems to be familiar with the writings of other
schools,” citing Seneca’s statement in Epistle 33.3 that “such thoughts as one may extract here
and there in the works of other philosophers run through the whole body of our writings.”*®
Those “other philosophers” need not have been Greeks; pagan interest in the Hebrew scriptures
is attested by Numenius, the second-century Pythagorean teacher from Apamea in Syria famous
for his interest in barbarian philosophy and the quip, “who is Plato but Moses speaking Attic
Greek?”’ The dearth of contemporary middle Platonic and Pythagorean texts to have survived
antiquity renders it impossible to determine the extent to which Philo’s corpus was copied and
distributed. Given Philo’s prominence and the fame attested to him by Josephus,* however, it is
not unlikely that his texts were exchanged by a variety of philosophically-inclined readers having
a special interest in the sacred texts of “barbarian” peoples such as the Jews. If Philo’s readers

extended beyond the Alexandrian synagogue or a small circle of disciples, then the possibilities

of lines of transmission to Clement begin to multiply.

Conclusions

In the foregoing argument, I have attempted to show that Clement’s use of Philo is not the
“obvious trace” of Alexandrian Christianity’s “early Jewish-Christian origins” that Ronald Heine
suggests. While it may be possible that Clement encountered Philo’s texts through a continuous

institution such as a library, a synagogue, or a church, the path of textual transmission quite

“ Snyder, Teachers and Texts, 34.

T Tiyap éont IMAdrov i Mociic dttikilov; The quote is preserved by Eusebius in Preparatio Evangelica 11.10.12—
14; the provenance of the quote within Numenius’s corpus is unclear. See Edouard des Places, Numénius:
Fragments (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1973).

* The testimony of Josephus in Antiquities of the Jews 18.257—60, published perhaps a half-century after his death,
suggests that Philo’s actions on behalf of his community and his philosophical abilities were widely known.
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plausibly could have been much more roundabout. The near-annihilation of Alexandria’s Jews
during the Trajanic Revolt is more likely to have severed any institutional connection between
the synagogue and Alexandria’s philosophically-inclined Christian circles than to have facilitated
the transfer of Philo’s writings from Jewish to Christian possession. Yet Clement undoubtedly
did read Philo’s writings and appropriate elements of his thought into his own works. I propose
that, whatever the context of their initial composition, Philo’s writings were exchanged by
members of the learned elite in Alexandria and Rome who were interested in some aspect of his
“barbarian philosophy.” The treatises then circulated among interested readers attached to
various philosophical schools throughout the Mediterranean, ultimately introduced to Clement

by one of his beloved teachers.

Clement himself never reveals how he came to know Philo’s works. One further piece of
evidence in support of my hypothesis, however, is to be found in his writings: in two of
Clement’s four references to Philo, he calls him “the Pythagorean.” As we turn now to
Clement’s own writings and the references that he makes to Philo within them, we shall consider

the implications of this epithet on Clement’s presentation of his source’s Jewishness.
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Chapter 3

The Pythagorean: Clement’s Philo

T00TOV OTAVTWY TPEGHOTOTOV HaKp® TO Tovdaiwv yévog, kal Thv mop ~ avTois pilocopiav
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The Pythagorean Philo has demonstrated that the race of the Jews is the oldest by far of all of
these and that their written philosophy came into being prior to the philosophy of the Greeks

Stromateis 1.15.72

Although numerous studies have sought the influence of Philo of Alexandria’s writings
on the New Testament and the Apostolic Fathers, the first certain citations of Philo’s works in
early Christian literature coincide with the re-appearance of his name. Philo is mentioned four
times in the Stromateis of Clement, a teacher who resided in Alexandria some one hundred and
fifty years after Philo. Clement introduces Philo not as a synagogue preacher, a reclusive
aristocrat, a guru surrounded by disciples, or a passionate community activist, as we might
expect, but instead twice calls Philo “the Pythagorean.” The discussion in this chapter provides a
close reading of the four Philonic testimonia in Clement’s corpus in order to illuminate the
relationships between Philo, Pythagoreanism, Jewishness, and Christianity in Clement’s mind.

What does Philo “the Pythagorean” contribute to Clement’s articulation of Christian philosophy?

' T use the Greek text of the Stromateis found in Les Stromates (7 vols.: edited and translated by P. Th Camelot,
Marcel Caster, Alain Le Boulluec, Patrick Descourtieux, Annewies van den Hoek, and Claude Mondésert: Sources
chrétiennes 30, 38, 278, 279, 428, 446, 463: Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1951-2009). English translations of the Greek
are informed by the French of the Sources chrétiennes series and the English translation in Stromateis 1-3 (trans.
John Ferguson: FOTC 85: Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 1991; repr. 2005), with
modifications.
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What is it about Philo that makes him Pythagorean in Clement’s estimation? Do those same

characteristics disqualify him from being a Jew?

1. Introducing Clement
1.1 Clement'’s Life

Few details are known about the life of Titus Flavius Clemens. According to Epiphanius, some
sources claimed Alexandria for his birthplace, while others considered him a native Athenian.’
The myriad citations and allusions to Greek philosophical and literary texts that fill his writings
confirm that he received an extensive Greek education.” Eusebius claims that Clement was
active in Alexandria during the reign of Commodus (180—-192 CE) and internal evidence
suggests that the Stromateis were composed during the subsequent reign of Severus (193-210
CE). * He is said to have left Alexandria around 202 CE under the threat of persecution, either
from the imperial authorities or his own bishop Demetrius.” The last trace of his life comes from
a letter written by his former student, Bishop Alexander of Jerusalem, recommending him to the

church in Antioch.® André Méhat dates the letter to around 205 CE.’

* Epiphanius, Haer. 32.6: KMung te 6v gaoi tiveg AdeEavdpéa, Etepot 8& ABnvaiov.

?According to the index in Stihlin’s edition, Clement’s corpus contains more than a thousand references to
approximately three hundred individual sources. Salvatore Lilla argues that Clement, like Justin, was a disciple of
the Middle Platonic school tradition prior to his conversion. Lilla maintains, “Clement judges the individual
philosophical systems from the point of view of Middle Platonism. His philosophical education has not been
effaced by his conversion to Christianity.” Clement of Alexandria: A Study of Christian Platonism and Gnosticism,
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1971; repr. Eugene: Wipf and Stock, 2005), 51.

*HE 5.11, Strom. 1.21.140.

>HE 6.2-4

“HE 6.11.6.

7 André Méhat, Etude sur les 'Stromates’ de Clément D'Alexandrie (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1966), 48.
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Although I use the term “Christian” to describe Clement, it should be noted that the term
is rarely used by Clement himself.® Instead, he speaks of the éxkAnoio (assembly or church),
which he defines as a body of individuals who have ziotic (faith)’ in Jesus as the incarnation of
the Adyog (the “Word” or reason of God). In Eusebius’s telling of the church’s story, Clement
plays the part of director of the official Catechetical School in Alexandria, preceded in the role
by Pantaenus and succeeded by Origen.'’ He thus takes his place among the venerable fathers of
the church, to be distinguished from teachers who peddled false revelations purportedly passed
down in secret by Jesus and his earliest followers. Eusebius’s account has been met with
scepticism by many commentators, who envision Clement and Pantaenus as private Christian
teachers who attracted circles of devotees like Justin Martyr did in Rome."" David Dawson
contends that Clement’s circle was only one among many, including those of Valentinus and
Basilides, that existed apart from the institutional control of a bishop.'* Clement may allude to
tensions with an emerging church hierarchy in Strom. 6.13.106.2, where he describes the gnostic

as the “true priest of the church” (npecfitepog 11|g exkinoiag). Although it is clear that Clement

¥ By my count, he uses the terms Xpiotiavog, Xpiotiavoi, and their inflected forms only twelve times in the
Stromateis, most frequently in the context of martyrdom.

? Although micTic is most commonly translated “faith,” the term has a wide breadth of meaning in Clement’s
writings. Eric Osborn submits, “Faith was anticipation, assent, perception, hearing God in scripture, intuition of the
unproved first-principle, discernment by criterion, dialectic and divine wisdom, unity with God.” Faith is Clement’s
solution to the epistemological problem of infinite regress. Osborn, “Arguments for Faith in Clement of
Alexandria” VC 48 (1994): 1-24, 2.

"“HE 2.16,5.10, 6.6

" For the various methods of philosophical education in the Roman Empire, see H. Gregory Snyder, Teachers and
texts in the ancient world : philosophers, Jews, and Christians (London: Routledge, 2000). Eusebius’s sceptics
include Gustave Bardy, “Aux origines de 1’école d’Alexandrie” RSR 27 (1937): 65-90, 82; Johannes Munck,
Untersuchung tiber Klemens von Alexandrien (Stuttgart, 1933), 174; Denise Kimber Buell, "Producing
Descent/Dissent: Clement of Alexandria’s use of filial metaphors as intra-Christian Polemic," HTR 90 (1997): 89—
104, 92; and Roelof van den Broek, “The Christian “School” of Alexandria in the Second and Third Centuries,” in
Centres of Learning: Learning and Location in Pre-Modern Europe and the Near East (ed. JJW. Drijvers and A.A.
McDonald: Leiden: Brill, 1995): 39—47; repr. Roelof van den Broek, Studies in Gnosticism and Alexandrian
Christianity (Leiden: Brill, 1996): 197-205, 199.

12 «“We should think of Clement in much the same way as we thought of Valentinus—as an independent teacher in
loose relation to the Christian church in Alexandria, attracting students who sought to learn a higher Christian
knowledge.” David Dawson, Allegorical readers and cultural revision in ancient Alexandria (Berkeley: University
of California Press, 1992), 183, 219-222. Dawson’s reconstruction is accepted by Denise Buell, Making Christians:
Clement of Alexandria and the Rhetoric of Legitimacy (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999), 108.
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considered himself to belong to an éxkAncio with a global membership that extended beyond his
own circle of teachers and students (Strom. 2.6.30.1), and to preserve a tradition stretching back
to the disciples (Strom. 1.19.95), Clement’s status within the Alexandrian ékkAncio remains
hazy, as does the extent to which we can speak of a singular “official” Alexandrian church in the

late second century. '

1.2 Clement’s Corpus

The bulk of Clement’s surviving corpus consists of three major works that may form an intended
trilogy, the Protreptikos (Exhortation to Conversion, one volume), the Paedagogus (Tutor, three
volumes), and the Stromateis'* (often referred to in English as the Miscellanies, eight volumes,
although the eighth consists of a disorganized treatise on logic that Clement may not have

intended to include with the other seven volumes).'> There is no satisfactory English translation

" Thus Ulrich Neymeyer concludes his evaluation of Clement’s relationship to an organized Alexandrian church:
“Im Sinne seines weitgefaiten Kirchenbegriffs und unter Beriicksichtigung der offenen Struktur der
alexandrinischen Gemeinde kann Klemens durchaus als kirchlicher Lehrer bezeichnet werden. Die Frage, ob er, wie
es eigentlich dem Gnostiker zukdme, dem Presbyterium der alexandrinische Gemeinde angehérte oder ob er sich mit
der Aussicht auf einen himmlischen Ehrenplatz begniigen mufite, kann nicht eindeutig beantwortet werden.” Ulrich
Neymeyer, Die Christlichen Lehrer im Zweiten Jahrhundert (Leiden: Brill, 1989), 91-92.

'* The Stromateis survive in only one eleventh century manuscript from Florence, Laurentianus V 3. A second MS,
the sixteenth century Parisinus Supplementum Graecum 250, descends from Laurentianus V 3 and is of no
independent value. The critical edition of Stihlin, Fruchtel and Treu collates these two MSS. Laurentianus V 3
contains many rather obvious orthographic and grammatical errors; it is unclear whether they are to be attributed to
a lazy copyist or if they come from the pen of Clement himself, which is possible if the Stromateis were never
intended for wide publication (about which see below). See John Ferguson, “Introduction,” Stromateis, Books 1-3.
Fathers of the Church 85 (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 1991), 15.

' Other surviving works include an exposition of Jesus’ encounter with the rich young ruler, Quis dives salvetur?
(Who is the rich man that is being saved?), an exegesis of prophetic passages throughout scripture, Ecologae ex
Scripturis Propheticis, and a series of excerpts from an otherwise unknown gnostic, Theodotus, occasionally
interrupted by Clement’s critical comments, the Excerpta ex Theodoto. Only fragments survive of an eight volume
work entitled the Hypotyposeis, or Outlines, in which, according to Eusebius, he “has expounded his own
interpretations of Scripture alongside the traditional.” A Latin translation of parts of the Hypotyposeis,
commissioned by Cassiodorus in the sixth century, is extant as the Adumbrationes. Recently, Bogdan Bucur has
revived the theory of Pierre Nautin that what is preserved in the Cod. Laur. V 3 as the Eclogae Propheticae and the
Excerpta ex Theodoto are in fact excerpts of the Hypotyposeis, which would have been the culminating work of
Clement’s corpus. See Bucur, Angelomorphic Pneumatology: Clement of Alexandria and Other Early Christian
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for otpopatede, the word that Clement consistently uses in reference to the volumes of the
work.'® Claude Mondésert notes that otpopatedc differs from otpdpa, a rather straightforward
word denoting a blanket, mattress, or anything else spread out for sitting upon, which also
appears in Clement’s writings.!” A otpmpotedc is a patchwork, a quilt pieced together rather
than spun from whole cloth. By the Hellenistic period, the plural of ctpopateds, otpopateic,
took on the metaphorical sense of a literary work composed in a miscellaneous style.'® In
addition to Clement, Origen and Plutarch are reported to have written otpmpateig, although these

.19
works no longer survive.

The genre, intended audience, and purpose of the Stromateis, as well as their relation to
the Protrepticus and the Paedagogus, have been the subject of intense scholarly debate over the

past century.”® At issue is whether the Stromateis correspond to the Didaskalos, the final work

Witnesses (Leiden: Brill, 2009), 9-10. Eusebius also claims in HE 6.13 to possess a work on the Celebration of
Easter, treatises on Fasting and on Slander, and an Exhortation to Patience, also titled For the newly Baptized. A
purported work Against the Judaizers, dedicated to Bishop Alexander of Jerusalem, is unfortunately no longer
extant. In 1973, Morton Smith published plates of a manuscript that was subsequently lost, purported to be a letter
written by Clement to a certain Theodore discussing a so-called “Secret Gospel of Mark.” The authenticity of the
letter remains a topic of burning controversy. See Smith, Clement of Alexandria and a Secret Gospel of Mark
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1973); Scott G. Brown, Mark’s Other Gospel: Rethinking Morton Smith’s
Controversial Discovery (Waterloo: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 2005).

'®Clement concludes book 1: “But let us conclude our first Stromateus, composed of gnostic reminiscences
according to the true philosophy.” Books 2, 3, 5, and 7 end similarly. See also 4.2.4.3, “These Stromateis, these
carpets of notes contribute without doubt to the memory and the manifestation of the truth for him who is capable of
searching in a rational fashion.” According to Eusebius, the full title of the work is “Titus Flavius Clemens’
Stromateis: Gnostic Publications in the Light of the True Philosophy.” HE 6.13

'7 Claude Mondesert, “Introduction,” Les Stromates: Stromate 1. SC 30 (Paris: Cerf, 1951), 7-9. See also the
definitions in Liddell-Scott-Jones.

'8 Eusebius describes the Stromateis: “In the Stromateis he has woven a tapestry combining Holy Writ with anything
that he considered helpful in secular literature. He includes any view generally accepted, expounding on those of
Greeks and non-Greeks alike, and even correcting the false doctrines of the heresiarchs, and explains a great deal of
history, providing us with a work of immense erudition. With all these strands he has blended the arguments of
philosophers, so that the work completely justifies the title Stromateis.” HE 6.13.

' Joseph Trigg argues that Origen’s Stromateis may have been so named as an homage to his teacher. See Trigg,
Origen: The Bible and Philosophy in the Third-Century Church, (Atlanta: J. Knox, 1983), 54. According to Aulus
Gellius (Noctes Atticae, pref. 6-8), however, the title Stromateis was frequently given to miscellaneous works
(Ferguson, FOTC 85, 10).

% For a recent presentation of the status questionae, see Andrew Itter, Esoteric Teaching in the Stromateis of
Clement of Alexandria (Leiden: Brill, 2009), 15-31; Bucur, Angelomorphic Pneumatology, 10-18; Eric F. Osborn,
Clement of Alexandria (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008), 5-7.
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of a proposed trilogy outlining the three stages of the salvific economy described in Paed.
1.1.3.3.2! For the majority of the last century, the Stromateis’ characteristic disorganization and
frequent meanderings have prompted scholars to reject the identification of the Stromateis with
the Didaskalos and to propose alternative theories of the form and function of Clement’s
oeuvre.”* More recently, Eric Osborn and his student Andrew Itter have argued that the
obscurity of the Stromateis is integral to their function as a teacher of an elevated, esoteric
doctrine that must be guarded from those who are not properly prepared to receive it. 2> Taking
an intermediate position, André Méhat has argued that Clement composed the Stromateis as an
exercise of Platonic recollection of his masters’ teachings and that they were intended as a
teaching tool to aid him in his instruction, but that should not be considered the third part of an

intended trilogy.**

21 «“The A6yoc, always full of love for humanity, assures the efficacy of our formation according to his good plan
(oikovopiq), perfectly adapted: he begins to exhort (mpotpénwv), then he is a tutor (madaywydv), and finally he
teaches (£d1ddokwv).” Quatember points out that here Clement speaks of actions of the Adyog; he does not clearly
indicate that he intends to write treatises on these topics. Friedrich Quatember, Die christliche Lebenshaltung des
Klemens nach seinmen Pddagogus (Vienna: Herder, 1946), 38—41.

> So Eugeéne de Faye, Clément d’Alexandrie: étude sur les rapports du christianisme et de la philosophie gréque au
2e. siecle (Paris: E. Laroux, 1906), 110—121; Gustave Bardy, Clément d’Alexandrie (Paris: Gabalda, 1926), 22;
Chadwick, The Early Church, 94; Lilla, Clement of Alexandria, 189; Ferguson calls the suggestion that the
Stromateis are the Didaskalos “nonsense,” FOTC 85, 11.

2«As method, the “Teaching” is the way one comes to knowledge: as doctrine, the “teaching” is what one comes to
know. The Stromateis is the Didaskalos. Its miscellaneous nature creates a literary labyrinth through which the soul
of the initiate has to pass. In this light much more can be discovered about Clement as a philosopher, teacher and
theologican in his own right.” Itter, Esoteric Teaching in the Stromateis of Clement of Alexandria, 221. See also
Osborn, Clement of Alexandria, 15; Bogdan Bucur offers an alternative solution: “The Stromateis fulfill Clement’s
projected doctrinal exposition only in part: ‘having here and there interspersed the dogmas which are the gems of
true knowledge.” A still higher and clearer exposition of Christian doctrine would have followed, using Scripture in
such a way—selection of certain themes and passages, use of allegory—as to move from ethics to physics and
epoptics and offer students the possibility to ‘listen to the Didaskalos.” For several reasons, the most likely candidate
for this next stage is the work known as the Hypotyposeis.” Bucur, Angelomorphic Pneumatology, 27.

#« C’est comme oeuvre d’enseignement que les Stromates s’expliquent le mieux. C’est a cause de la diversité des
auditeurs, pour faire béneficier malgré tout du secret gnostique ceux qui ne seront jamais aptes a le recevoit, pour le
rappeler a ceux qui I’ont recu, et surtout pour y préparer ceux qui en sont dignes, que les Stromates one ét¢ écrits.
Souvenir d’un enseignement qui en continue la tradition, préparation des legons entre lesquelles il est divisé, c’est
tousjours a un enseignement qu’on est ramené, lorsqu’on cherche a comprendre les Stromates, a les situer dans la
vie. Ils reflétent doc une expérience au moins, celle d’un maitre aux prises avec des disciples, qui s’efforce de les
arracher a leurs fautes, a leurs passions, a leurs erreurs, d’encourager et de guider leurs recherches, de leur indiquer
la voie de la Vérité.» André Méhat, Etude sur les 'Stromates' de Clément D'Alexandrie, 530.
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1.3 Clement’s Teaching

Whether or not Clement intended the Stromateis to be the third work of a great trilogy, it is clear
that he intended them to preserve and promulgate his teachings only for a select audience. The
teaching contained within these writings is not intended to be straightforward; Clement
repeatedly asserts that advanced doctrines must be acquired through disciplined study, and, like
pearls before swine, ought not to be presented openly but carefully guarded.” Still, Clement’s
repeated worries that his writings may eventually wind up in the hands of the uninitiated
suggests that he expected his Stromateis to be read beyond his classroom and his direct control.*®
Consequently, he admits to composing the Stromateis in an intentionally obfuscating manner.”’
Modern interpreters are therefore at a disadvantage as we attempt to follow the thread of his
arguments and reconstruct his teachings without “the help of someone, either the author himself,

or someone else who has walked in his footsteps” (1 1.14.4).%8

In spite of his intentional esotericism, the broad strokes of Clement’s teaching are
discernible. To his students within the ékkAncia, Clement teaches an interpretation of scripture

that he describes as “true philosophy.” The study of the scriptures and the mysteries they contain

 “But it is not permitted to communicate to sacred things to dogs, as long as they remain wild beasts.” Strom. 2.2.8.
On the progressive nature of Clement’s teaching, see Judith Kovacs, “Divine Pedagogy and the Gnostic Teacher
According to Clement of Alexandria,” JECS 9 (2001) 3-25, 7-8.

%0 Strom. 1.1.14.4, citing Plato’s Ep. 2.314, “Once a thing is written there is no way of keeping it from the public.”
(trans. Ferguson).

" See Strom. 1.1.15.1: “Sometimes my manuscript will make allusive references. It will insist on some things, it
will make a simple statement of others. Sometimes it will try to say something unobtrusively or to reveal something
without uncovering it or to demonstrate it without saying anything.” (trans. Ferguson). Clement also compares the
Stromateis to a mountain covered with a variety of plants, some bearing fruit, some not. It is not a neatly arranged
garden,; it is up to the reader to arrange the garden and harvest its fruit (7.18.111).

% The disadvantage of the modern reader is highlighted by Itter, who warns, “As scholars we must remember that
we are not initiates and this position itself precludes certain insights into Clement’s works.” Itter, Esoteric Teaching
in the Stromateis of Clement of Alexandria, 31.
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is intended to lead the student on a journey from nictig to yvdoig (knowledge) and, ultimately, to
likeness to God (dpoiwotc), “as far as it is possible” for a mortal being.”’ Clement calls the
perfected individual the “gnostic” (yvwotikdc), and describes him as a “friend of God.”** I'vidotg,
Clement maintains, is attained by initiates who have first recognized the causes of temptation to
sin and learned to master their passions; it is achieved through dedicated study with a teacher
who stands in the tradition that guards the oral traditions of Jesus and his disciples.’’ T'vioig is

thus potentially attainable by all but actually pursued by few (Strom. 4.8.58.2).%>

In the three stages of Clement’s salvific economy, the Adyog exhorts, trains, and teaches
those who have miotic how to become like God, which is the highest goal of human life and only

fully attainable after death (Strom. 1.19.94). For this reason, martyrdom is not to be avoided;

¥ Likeness to God as far as possible (homoiosis theo kata to dynaton), a phrase taken from Theatetus 176B, is
considered the highest good by Middle Platonic philosophers from Eudorus of Alexandria onward. Henny Fiska
Higg identifies twenty-two borrowings of this phrase across all of Clement’s major surviving works. See Héigg,
“Deification in Clement of Alexandria,” SP 46 (2010): 169—73. On the transition of the sumum bonum of human life
from the Stoic concept of conformity to nature the Platonic dpoimotg, see John Dillon, The Middle Platonists: 80
B.C. to A.D. 220 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1977), 120. For Clement’s take on the téAog of mankind as
taught by the various the philosophical schools, see Strom. 2.21-22. Clement defines the goal of human existence
here as “to obey the commandments and live in their light faultlessly in full understanding derived from the revealed
knowledge of God’s will. The greatest possible likeness to the true Adyog, the hope of being established fully as
adopted sons through the Son—this is our goal, a sonship which constantly glorifies the Father through the “great
high priest” who deigned to call us “brothers” and “fellow heirs” (Strom. 2.22.134, trans. Ferguson). For additional
Platonic parallels to Clement’s conception of dpoiwoig see Méhat, Etude sur les Stromates, 373-379.

0 0ODS 73. At Strom. 2.10.46, Clement describes the gnostic as a philosopher characterized by three practices:
contemplation, fulfilling the commandments, and training a people of virtue. The gnostic thus combines theoria with
praxis and community leadership.

31 “For it is not by nature (¢0o1g), but by learning (pofficet), that people become noble and good.” Strom. 1.6.
Clement further develops the distinction between nature and learning freely chosen in his critique of Valentinus and
Basilides in Strom. 2.

*2 On this point see Itter: “Clement is espousing an esotericism distinct from Gnosticism. The elect are not naturally
saved, nor exempt from responsibilities to the religious community despite being predestined, and they are not the
only ones to reap the benefits of God’s saving grace. The gnostic is more or less distinguished from simple
believers, but never distinct from them. This is an important point that Clement strove to communicate: the gnostic
chooses to search for the knowledge of God and as such is distinguished from others only insomuch as they have the
capacity to receive higher teachings. Clement’s gnostics are not an elect race apart from other Christians,
predestined to be saved while other fail, but rather predestined because they have chosen to submit fully to the grace
of salvation: a grace that is communicated through the gnostic to all. Knowledge is in no sense a self-serving
exercise, but wholly philanthropic in this respect.” Itter, Esoteric Teaching, 216.
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neither, however, is it to be pursued.33 All who wish to be saved, that is, to become like God in
this life and after death, must therefore choose to have faith (nictic) and live faithfully according
to the teaching of the Adyoc. Clement’s articulation of the life of faith takes direct aim at the
teaching of the Valentinians, Basilidians, and others who propose that different classes of people
possess different natures and that mictig is supplanted by yv@®o1c in those who are able to receive
it. Clement likens miotig to bread and milk: although easy to digest, it is necessary throughout
one’s life (Paed. 1.6). Clement is adamant that all people are exhorted by the Adyog to put their
niotig in him and submit to his training. No one is inherently God-like by virtue of his nature;
niotic must be chosen and yvdoig pursued. Clement’s conception of wictig is closely bound to
his conception of ethics: one cannot learn the higher yv@®o1c of the Adyoc if one does not remain

faithful to the call of the Adyog mpotpentikdg and the training regimen of Adyog maudaywyoc.

2. Israel, Hebrews, and Jews in Clement’s Writings3 4

Before examining the roles that Philo plays in Clement’s corpus, it will be useful to review what
he says about Jewishness in general. As was noted in chapter two, scholars are divided in their
judgments about the extent of Clement’s contact with a living Jewish community. When

compared with Origen and Eusebius, Clement has relatively little to say about Jews and

3 In Strom. 4.4.17.1, Clement asserts that those who pursue martyrdom with too much vigour “ovy fuétepot, povoo
0D OvOpaTog Kowvmvoi” (are not ours, having nothing in common with us besides the name). However, it is unclear
from the context whether the “name” referred to here is Christian, gnostic, or martyr. In Strom. 7.66—67 and 7677,
Clement distinguishes the gnostic, whom he calls “truly brave,” from the martyr. See Annewies van den Hoek,
“Clement of Alexandria on Martyrdom” SP 26 (1991): 324-341, who identifies in Clement the beginning of the
spiritualization of the concept of martyrdom. See also Davide Dainese, “The Idea of Martyrdom in Stromateis VII”
in The Seventh Book of the Stromateis (eds. Havrda, Husek and Platova: Leiden: Brill, 2012): 317-328, who argues
that Clement’s writing on martyrdom is inconsistent, identifying a development of Clement’s thought from
toleration to opposition of martyrdom over the course of the Stromateis.

** This argument appears in a more developed version in my article, “Philo, Judaeus?: A re-evaluation of why

Clement calls Philo ‘the Pythagorean’ SPhA (2014), forthcoming.
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Jewishness. His sparring partners are the “gnostics falsely so-called,” Valentinus and Basilides,
and the false teacher Marcion. Still, numerous references to “Israel,” “Hebrews,” and to “Jews”
are found in Clement’s writings. All three of these terms are used to designate the descendants
of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, both in the ancient past and in present, and thus sometimes are
used interchangeably.” When we examine Clement’s corpus as a whole, however, shades of

meaning emerge.’’

2.1 Israel

When Clement refers to Septuagint teachings and exhortations to “Israel,” he generally follows
the subordinationist practice of interpreting the text as applicable to the ékkAncia of which he is
a part. At Paed. 1.10.91.3, Clement appropriates the words of Baruch, “Blessed are we, Israel;
for what is pleasing to God is known by us,” for his own community. His substitution of the
church for ethnic Hebrews as the true “Israel” follows the practice of other second-century
Christian writers beginning with Justin Martyr.>’ Clement’s usage, however, includes some
peculiarities. The term “Israel” is especially applied to those Christians who voluntarily pursue
the yvdoig of God through the Adyog. Clement calls these gnostics “true Israelites™ at Strom.

6.13.108. His adoption of the term “Israel” for his fellow Christ-believers is more consistent than

3% See Strom. 6.6, where the righteous dead liberated from Hades by Jesus first are called Israel, then Jews, then
Hebrews, and then Jews again, all in reference to the same people.

%% Graham Harvey considers the semantic ranges of the terms Jew, Hebrew, and Israel in Jewish writings from the
Second Temple period and contends that similar differentiations were adopted by Christians. See Harvey, The True
Israel: The use of the terms Jew, Hebrew, and Israel in Ancient Jewish and Early Christian Texts (Leiden: Brill,
1996); Ellen Birnbaum identifies a similar distinction between Philo’s usage of the terms Israel, Hebrew and Jew
throughout his corpus. See Birnbaum, The Place of Judaism in Philo's Thought: Israel, Jews, and Proselytes
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1996).

*"Dialogue with Trypho the Jew, 123.9: “As therefore your whole race, from that one Jacob, who was surnamed
Israel, were called Jacob and Israel, so we, from Christ who begat us for God, are called and are Jacob and Israel and
Judah and Joseph and David, and true children of God.” Ante-Nicene Fathers vol. 1 (eds. Alexander Roberts and
James Donaldson: Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1867—1873; repr. Peabody, Mass: Hendrickson, 1994.).
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is typical of Christian Contra Iudaeos literature. Verses such as Isaiah 1:3, “the ox knows his
owner, and the ass his master’s crib; but Israel has not known me” are not used as ammunition
against Jews but are universalized as a complaint against all unbelievers (Prot. 10.92.1 and Paed.

1.9.77.4).

2.2 Hebrew

The designation “Hebrew” and its cognates most frequently occur in reference to the historical
people whose scriptures will become the church’s “Old Testament”; the term is not applied to
Clement’s church. While Clement includes himself within the category of Israel, he does not
include himself among the Hebrews.>® Sometimes the term is used solely in reference to the
Hebrew language (Strom. 6.129, 6.130.1) or as a citation of the Letter to the Hebrews, taken by
Clement to have been written by Paul (Strom. 5.6, 5.10). Clement once explicitly cites a Gospel
of the Hebrews as the source of an authoritative tradition. In Strom. 1.1.11.2, Clement mentions
a “Hebrew of Palestine” among a list of “blessed and truly remarkable men” whose discourses he
treasures. Here “Hebrew” is employed parallel to the epithets “Ionic” and “Sicilian” Clement
uses for his other teachers. Thus “Hebrew” typically carries an ethnic connotation for Clement,
designating the ancestral race into which one is born. A Hebrew may be a Christ-believer;
Clement notes that Paul was “a Hebrew by birth” and it is likely that the “Hebrew of Palestine”
whom he so admired imparted Christian teachings. Hebrew is a term used of contemporary

Christians for whom texts such as the Epistle and the Gospel of the Hebrews were composed;

3 See Strom. 1.21,2.10.47,2.18, 5.11.68.3; Paed. 1.10.90.2, 1.6.41.2,2.2.19.1, 2.4.43.3, 2.8.61.3, 2.12.126.3; Protr.
1.8.1,8.80.1,9.85.2
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however, texts composed for “Hebrews” were also read by Christians, like Clement, who do not

count themselves among the Hebrews.

“Hebrew” can have a positive connotation; the “philosophy of the Hebrews” is often
praised as both the most ancient and most true of the philosophies (Strom. 1.21, Paed. 2.1.18). In
Strom. 1.15, Clement famously compares the law of the Hebrews to the philosophy of the
Greeks; both find their value in their roles as school-masters leading their respective peoples to
Christ.”” On the other hand, “Hebrew” can also be used as a criticism of the other. The “Hebrew
people” are convicted of crucifying Christ (Paed. 2.8.63.2). In Paed. 1.9.87.1, Clement describes
the relationship of the “Hebrews” to God through the law as one of involuntary piety, hatred and

fear, equivalent to the relationship between a slave and a harsh master.

2.3 Jew

In the first book of the Stromateis, the term “Jew” occurs most frequently in reference to
ethnologies compiled by the likes of Megasthenes, Apion, Ptolemy, Josephus and Philo himself,
that attempt either to establish or to discredit the people’s great antiquity (Strom. 1.15.72;
1.21.1). The references to Jews by Josephus (who is called a Jew explicitly) and Philo (who is

not) reflect the language choice of the original authors.

Although his usual practice when referring to the people of the Hebrew scriptures is to
use the terms native to the texts themselves, namely “Israel,” “Hebrews,” and “the people,”

Clement uses the term “Jews” to refer to this collective three times in the Paedagogus. Twice the

* Téya 8¢ kai Tponyovpévag toic “EAMcty £300n tote, Tpiv § 1ov Kiprov kadéoar kai tovg "EAMvag émaudorydyst
yap kol a0t 10 EAAviKov @g 6 vopog tovg ‘Efpaiovg, gig Xpiotov.
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connotation of the passage quoted is clearly negative. Clement criticizes “the Jews” who
“transgressed by asking for a King” and argues that the Jews required the ascetic law of Moses to
break down their propensity for indulgence. It is used once to foreshadow Christ, as Clement

interprets the crowns worn by the kings of Israel christologically.*

The negative connotation of “Jew” in Clement’s writings is further developed by his
quotations from early Christian texts, in which the term is used in reference to those who reject
Christ. He quotes the gospel tradition that identifies Jesus as “King of the Jews” (Strom. 1.21),
notes that Paul “became a Jew to reach the Jews”; asks with Paul in Romans 3:29 if God is the
God of Jews only (Strom. 5.3.18.13); and echoes what he takes to be Paul’s criticism of Jews
who think themselves wise by rejecting Christ in 1 Cor. 3 (Strom. 5.4.20). Citing the Kerygma
Petrou, Clement urges Christians not to “worship as the Jews do, who thinking they know God,
do not know him” (Strom. 6.5). Although Clement lacks the ferocity of his contemporaries

Tertullian and Melito of Sardis, his use of the term “Jew” has a pejorative edge.

In the majority of instances where Clement uses the term “Jew” or its cognates to
describe his contemporaries, the term applies to those who, while accepting the authority of the
Pentateuch, reject Christ. In each of the Protrepticus, the Paedagogus, and the Stromateis,
Clement alludes to Gal. 3:28, Eph. 4:24 and Col. 3:9—-11, and interprets them as effacing the
differences between Jew and Greek, presenting the Christian as a new creation. Faith in the
Adyog thus has the effect of annulling one’s Jewishness or Greekness. Consequently, Clement
describes Paul in Paed. 1.6 as a former Jew. Interpreting Paul’s statement in 1 Cor. 13:11,
“When I was a child, I spoke as a child, thought as a child, reasoned as a child; when I became a

(133

man, [ put childish things away,” Clement asserts, “‘when I was a child’ may be expounded thus:

0 Paed.2.1.17.1;2.8.63.4;3.427.2
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that is, when I was a Jew (for he was a Hebrew by extraction) I thought as a child, when I
followed the law; but after becoming a man, I no longer entertain the sentiments of a child, that
is, of the law, but of a man, that is, of Christ. . .” (1 .6.34.2).41 Paul’s acceptance of Christ is

presented as a simultaneous rejection of Jewish law and identity.

The concept of “Jewish-Christians” is absent from Clement’s thought. When one
becomes a Christian, one ceases to be a J ew.”? J ews, defined as those who live according to the
law of Moses, do not have the mictig or the saving knowledge yv@oig of Christ. Clement asserts,
“Faith was lacking in those who were righteous according to the law ” (Strom. 6.6.45).%
Similarly, Clement remarks at the outset of Stromateis 2 that, although the primary targets of his
arguments are the followers of Valentinus, Basilides, and Marcion, he will demonstrate the
consistency of his arguments with the scriptures, so that “the Jew also might be convinced to

have faith in the one in whom he does not have faith.”**

Reading early Christian texts, including the canonical Gospels, the letters of Paul, and the
Kerygma Petrou, as containing accurate representations of Jews, Clement frequently presents
“the Jews” as the people who characteristically reject Christ on account of their misreading of

the law and the prophets.* Grounding his concept of “the Jews” on their characterization in these

1 Xaprev toivov obtag éEnynoacat o “éte fiumv vijmog,” Tovtéoty &te fiunv Tovdoioc, ERpaiog yip dvodey fv,
“@¢ vATog Eepovouy,” ETEdN mOUNY T® VOU®* “Eml 6& Yéyova avnip,” oVKETL TG, TOD VIOV, TOVTEGTL T, TOD
VOOV, GAAA TG TOD AVOPOG PPOov@d, TOVTEGTL TG, TOD XP1oTod
2 Strom. 7.15.89.3 includes the verb iovdaitewv, however Clement does not use the term as it is often used in
contemporary scholarship, namely in reference to (gentile) Christians who affect Jewish practices. Rather, Clement
uses it in conjunction with the verb gihocoeiv,“to philosophize,” meaning to identify as a Jew or as a philosopher.
® 10ig pév yop katd vopov dikaiolg Edsimey 1| moTIC.

&l mog Npépa kol 0 Tovdaiog Emaiwv Emotpéyat duvnBely €€ OV Eniotevoey gig v 00K EMIGTEVGEY.
1 offer five examples:
Strom. 1.27.175: 100 vopov 8¢ v gdmotiay d1d Tfig Tpog Tovg Tovdaiovg Tepikontig dedNlmkey 0 ATOGTOAOG
YPAPOV B3E TR . .. 6poing 5& 1@ Mavko M| TpoenTteio dveldilel TOV AadV (¢ U cvviévto TOv vopov. “the apostle
showed the beneficent function of the law in the passage relating to the Jews, writing, (quotes Rom. 2:17-20). ...
In the same way as Paul, prophecy upbraids the people with not understanding the law.
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texts, Clement uses the term to denote a misguided hermeneutic position rather than a tradition
with which he identifies himself, or a people with whom he is in close contact.*® This
conceptualization is well-demonstrated in Strom. 7.18.109.3, where Clement gives us his most
explicit summary of “Jewish” scriptural exegesis. He argues that, like the unclean animals of
Lev. 11:4-6, Jews ruminate on the “food” of scripture, but do not possess a parted hoof, that is,
they reject the divinity of God the Son. He explains, “Now those that ruminate, but do not part
the hoof, indicate the crowd of the Jews, who have the oracles of God in their mouths, but not

resting on the truth, do not have the faith and the progression from the son to the father that

Strom. 2.5: 6 cotp 6& UAV vrepPiriel Tdoav AvBpoTivy PUCLY: KOAOG HeEV O¢ dyandcoBat Lovog mpog UMY o
KaAOV 10 AANOvoOV EmmofodvTmv, «fv Yap T ed¢ O GANOWOVY, «Bactiedgy 8¢ kol H1d maidwv dreipov £tt kol Vo
‘Tovdai®v GmoToVVI®V Kol GyvooUVTOV AVOyOpELOUEVOG KOl TPOG ADTMY TPOPNTAV AVUKT|PVTTOUEVOG SEIKVLTOL:
“But our Saviour surpasses all human nature. He is so lovely, as to be alone loved by us, whose hearts are set on the
true beauty, for “He was the true light.” He is shown to be a king, as such hailed by unsophisticated children and by
the unbelieving and ignorant Jews, and heralded by their prophets.”

Strom. 6.5, quoting the Kerygma Petrou: und¢ xatd Tovdaiovg céfecbe kai yap ékeivot povot oidpevotl Tov Beov
YWOCKEW 0VK EMIOTAVTOL, AOTPEVOVTEG GyyEAOLS Kol ApyayyELots, unvi kol oenvn. “Neither worship as the Jews;
for they, thinking that they only know God, do not know Him, adoring as they do angels and archangels, the month
and the moon.”

Strom. 6.6.44, quoting an agraphon of Jesus of unknown origin: i yop déoptor pév Tovdoior, &9’ GV kol 6 KOplog
«EEEMDETEY £lmev «&K TV Seoudv ol 08hoviec», TOVS kovcing Sedepévoug kai «te SucPactoxTo PopTion (PNoiv)
a0Tolg d1d TG AvBpmmivg Tapeyyepnoemg Enavadepévoug Aéywv. “If the prisoners are the Jews, to whom the Lord
said, “go out from the prison, those who are willing,” he designates by it those who consented to be enchained and
are charged with carrying “heavy burdens” of human origin.”

ODS 28: muvBavopévou & 100 TPOCIIAEYOUEVOD «TiG E0TV TANGIOV;» 00 TOV 0w TOV TpdToV Tovdaiolg mpowpicoto
TOV TPOG O{LOITOG 0VOE TOV TOAITNV 0VOE TOV TPOGNAVTOV 0VOE TOV OOIMG TEPITETUNUEVOV 0VOE TOV EVI KOl TODT®
vouw ypopevov: “And on His interlocutor inquiring, “Who is my neighbour?” he did not, in the same way with the
Jews, specify the blood-relation, or the fellow-citizen, or the proselyte, or him that has been similarly circumcised,
or the man who uses one and the same law.

* My argument here applies specifically to Clement’s situation in 2™ C Alexandria; I am not suggesting that all
descriptions of Jews in early Christian literature are simply literary constructs, or that Jews and Christians did not
interact in other times or in other places. For a recent account of the ongoing debate over whether Jews were “real”
or “constructs” in early Christian texts, see Leonard V. Rutgers, Making Myths: Jews in Early Christian Identity
Formation (Leuven: Peeters, 2009), 6—7.
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accompany them.”*’ Without the “parted hoof” of the Father and the Son, the Jewish
interpretation of the scriptures lacks balance, and is prone to falling down. In Clement’s
caricature, the Jews are presented as people who know the law but fundamentally misunderstand

its purpose.

Another possible reference to Jewish exegesis is found in Paedagogus 1.6.
Interpreting 1 Cor. 3:2, (“I fed you with milk, not solid food, for you were not ready for solid
food. Even now you are still not ready”), Clement asserts, “ot pot yop doxel Tovdoukdg
£kdéyeclon Setv 10 Aeyopevov” (Paed. 1.6.34.3).* Translating the sentence as “it does not seem
to me that we must understand the passage Jewishly,” Robert L. Wilken has suggested that by
Tovdakdg, Clement refers to the exegetical practices of the rabbis, citing it as evidence that he
was familiar with rabbinic exegesis.*’ Beyond the obvious unlikelihood of the rabbis offering an
interpretation of a Pauline letter, Clement’s further comments give no indication that Tovdouk®dg
here refers to actual Jewish exegetical practice. Marrou and Harl more plausibly suggest that
Clement only wishes to clarify that in 1 Cor. 3, childlikeness is not a figurative reference to

Jewishness, as he argued it was in 1 Cor. 13, but a reference to the needs of all believers.™

4 Adtico Té Avayovta pnpukiopoy, pi dymAodvta €, Todg Tovdaiovg aivicoetol TodS TOAAODG, 0t Té pév Adyto Tod
0g0d ava otopa Exovaty, TV 6¢ mioTv Kol TV Paov d” viod TPOG TOV TATEPU TAPATEUTOVGOY OVK EYOVCLY
Emepeldopévny T aAnteiaq.”

B Le Pédagogue. Sources chrétiennes 70, 108, 158 (trans. Marguerite Harl, C. Matray, and Claude Mondésert: Paris:
Editions du Cerf, 1951).

* Robert L. Wilken, Judaism and the Early Christian Mind: a Study of Cyril of Alexandria’s Exegesis and Theology
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1971; repr. Eugene: Wipf and Stock, 2004), 41.

%01 Cor. 3:2 presents a challenge to Clement’s argument in favour of the unity of miotig and yvdoig and that
scriptural references to children may refer to believers throughout their lives, not to the recipients of an immature
faith in contradistinction to those who have been illuminated by yv@o1ig (Paed. 1.6.25). Clement resolves the
problem via a highly dubious reading of 1Cor 3:1-2. In Clement’s revised reading, the text means something like, “I
have instructed you in Christ, giving you the true food, pure and simple— spiritual— that is the milk, the food of
infants, who cling to their mother’s breast.” Paed. 1.6.35. Denise Buell identifies a “sharp contrast” between
Clement’s exegesis of 1 Cor. 3.2 in the Paedagogus and his evaluation of the same text in Strom. 5, arguing that in
the latter passage Clement uses the Pauline text “to outline a distinction among stages of Christian development”
that he specifically rejects in the Paedagogus (Making Christians, 129). Buell seems to have missed the point of
Clement’s argument in Paed 1. There, his goal is to counter gnostic arguments that spiritual Christians, enjoying a
superior form of salvation, have no need of the “milk” of simple faith necessary for second-rank, “soullish”
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Consequently, they translate the sentence as “Il me semble que nous ne devons pas comprendre

9951

ce texte en le rapportant aux Juifs.””" The use of the term Tovdaik®g is incidental to Clement’s

argument and not an indication of his familiarity with rabbinic exegesis.

3. Clement’s Reception of Philo: Literature Review

In spite of his criticism of Jewish exegesis, Clement read many of Philo’s writings and
reproduces the Alexandrian Jew’s words in his own works. The extent to which Philo’s works
influenced Clement’s in the critical aspects of his thought, especially the exegesis of the
Septuagint and the function(s) of the Adyog, have long been debated. More recently, scholars
have turned to Clement’s use of Philo for hints as to the possible influence of Judaism more

broadly on his writings.

In Clement of Alexandria and his use of Philo in the Stromateis: An early Christian
reshaping of a Jewish model, Annewies van den Hoek provides a highly systematic and
methodologically aware evaluation of the Philonic citations in the Stromateis.”> Her point of
departure is the register of more than three hundred Philonic parallels identified by Stihlin in his
critical edition of the text.”®> Assigning each passage a letter grade of A, B, C, or D based on the

likelihood of Philonic dependence, van den Hoek analyzes in detail four “major sequences of

Christians. Rejecting the difference in natures between “soullish” and “spiritual” Christians, Clement argues that
milk is fundamentally the same substance as blood and meat; the difference in form merely makes it easier for
“babes” to digest (Paed. 1.6.39-42). In Strom. 5, Clement’s argumentative goal is to exhort his students to advance
from simple faith, symbolized by milk, to the yv®oig symbolized by solid food. Milk and solid food, like miotic and
yv@oig, remain fundamentally the same food but are suited to be consumed by individuals at different states of
maturity. Clement never suggests that Christians do not undergo development; to the contrary, he understands the
Adyog to actively compel Christians to progress to ever greater knowledge.

U Sources chrétiennes 70, 172—-173.

52 Annewies van den Hoek, Clement of Alexandria and his use of Philo in the Stromateis: An early Christian
reshaping of a Jewish model (Leiden: Brill, 1988).

33 van den Hoek, Philo in the Stromateis, 20.
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borrowings” and an additional four “minor sequences” of lesser length before providing short
comments on the remaining one hundred and twenty “isolated references” to Philo’s writings in
the Stromateis. In her concluding analysis, van den Hoek identifies two major categories of
Philonic borrowings in Clement’s work: “philosophical/theological conceptions,” which account
for 47% of the A and B borrowings, and “biblical interpretations,” making up another 49% of the
total, leaving only 4% of the A and B borrowings unaccounted for.>* Van den Hoek concludes
that Philo served Clement’s needs not as a teacher of Platonic philosophy, with which he was
already well-versed, but that Philo “was his master in the use and interpretation of the

Pentateuch, skills that other traditions did not provide.””

Although van den Hoek’s analysis has provided a valuable template for further studies of
Philonic influence on Clement and other early Christian authors, questions could be raised about
the utility of her division of the Philonic borrowings into either “biblical” or “philosophical”
categories, as the borrowings could have been analyzed and categorized according to any number
of variables. In my analysis below, I suggest an alternative variable—namely the presence of

Pythagorean elements—that sheds a different light on Clement’s Philonic borrowings.

David T. Runia devotes one chapter of Philo in Early Christian Literature to Clement.
He begins with a thorough review of important monographs that have addressed Philo’s
relationship to Clement, dividing the authors of these works into two disciplinary camps: the
Theologians and the Historians of Philosophy.’® Runia contends that scholars primarily

interested in the development of Christian philosophy have viewed Clement as a great debtor to

> van den Hoek, Philo in the Stromateis, 220-224.
55 van den Hoek, Philo in the Stromateis, 229.
%6 Runia assigns Henry Chadwick and Eric Osborn to the first group and H.A.Wolfson, R. Mortley, and Salvatore

Lilla to the second. David T. Runia, Philo in early Christian literature : a survey (Minneapolis: Fortress Press,
1993), 150-153.
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Philo; those interested in Clement’s theology, conversely, have minimized Philo’s importance.
Runia himself offers a third way of understanding the relationship between the two
Alexandrians. Philo, Runia suggests, taught Clement how to apply his Platonic philosophical

outlook to his reading of the Bible, above all through his method of allegorical exegesis.’’

In a 1995 article, Runia asks, “Why does Clement call Philo the Pythagorean?””® He
argues that this title is counterintuitive, expecting instead that Clement would refer to Philo as
“the Jew” or “the Hebrew.””” Runia thinks it unlikely that Clement thought Philo to have been a
Pythagorean in the sense of belonging to a Pythagorean community, contending that the epithet
signals instead “affinity of thought” with the Pythagorean tradition.” Clement would have been

attuned to the characteristically Pythagorean elements of Philo’s thought, Runia argues,

37 Runia, Philo in early Christian literature, 155.

*¥ David T. Runia, “Why does Clement call Philo “the Pythagorean™?” V'C 49 (1995), 1-22, 16. Cited recently in
Osborn, Clement of Alexandria, 85; Mark J. Edwards, Origen against Plato (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2002), 131, who
adds, “perhaps his sobriquet for Philo means no more than that the Pythagoreans would have recognized him as an
exponent of their own hermeneutical methods”; Ilaria L.E. Ramelli, “The Birth of the Rome-Alexandria Connection:
The Early Sources on Mark and Philo, and the Petrine Tradition” SPhA4 23 (2011): 72-95, 79; James Carleton Paget
“Clement of Alexandria and the Jews” SJT 51 (1998): 86-97. Repr. in Jews, Christians and Jewish-Christians in
Antiquity (Tlibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010), 94. Carleton Paget suggests the possibility that Clement’s community
had forgotten Philo’s ethnic origin.

* “Now in my view the epithet “Pythagorean” which Clement attaches to Philo is unexpected. It is surely surprising
that he does not describe him as “Philo the Jew” or, as might be more likely, “Philo the Hebrew”... We would expect
that Philo’s role as a predecessor in the Jewish-Christian tradition, i.e. the tradition that ascribes authority to the
Hebrew scriptures, was more important for Clement than an attachment to a philosophical school of thought” Runia,
“Philo the Pythagorean,” 3.

% The existence of “Pythagorean schools” or communities in which one could be a member remains a matter of
controversy. According to Dillon and Hershbell, “tempting as it is to connect the Pythagoras legend with
Pythagorean communities, there is no indisputable evidence for such communities in antiquity. . . But whether the
Pythagorean communities portrayed by Iamblichus or his sources even existed, remains a subject for further
examination. Certainly there were individuals such as Heraclides, Aristoxenus, or lamblichus who kept
Pythagoras’s memory alive, but they themselves were not members of Pythagorean communities. . . the existence of
Pythagorean communities may never be proved to everyone’s satisfaction, and yet the vividness and detail with
which Iamblichus or his sources portray the Pythagorean life suggests that it once flourished among a chosen few.”
Tamblichus, On the Pythagorean way of life (trans. John Dillon and Jackson Hershbell: Atlanta: Scholars’ Press,
1991), 16. See also Helmut Koester, An Introduction to the New Testament Vol. I: History, Culture and Religion of
the Hellenistic Age (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1982, repr. 2000), 375-376; Dillon, The Middle Platonists, 379; Graham
Anderson, Saint, Sage and Sophist: Holy Men and their Associates in the Early Roman Empire (London: Routledge,
1994), 12.
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61 o, .
”°" He concludes, however, that it is

especially his “penchant for arithmologizing exegesis.
Philo’s Platonism, which since the time of Eudorus was increasingly understood as a

continuation of an older Pythagorean tradition that Clement wished to indicate by calling Philo a

Pythagorean.®

Runia then considers the context in which Philo is described as a Pythagorean, noting that
Clement first uses the epithet while defending the antiquity of Moses and the nobility of the
Jewish law. Citing van den Hoek’s analysis of Clement’s Philonic borrowings in the Stromateis
and her conclusion that Clement uses Philo in 49% of the A and B borrowings as an expert in the
interpretation of the Pentateuch, Runia asserts that, despite Clement’s failure to identify Philo
explicitly as a Jew, it is in “the Judaeo-Christian tradition where, also for Clement (in the light of
his borrowings), [Philo] primarily belongs.”® Clement does not bother to identify Philo as Jew
because “it is obvious enough, and does not need to be underlined.”® Runia concludes that

although Clement is neither embarrassed by nor attempting to hide Philo’s Jewishness,® it is

6! Runia, “Philo the Pythagorean,” 10.

62 Runia, “Philo the Pythagorean,” 15-16. See also Henry Chadwick, Early Christian thought and the classical
tradition: studies in Justin, Clement, and Origen (New York: Oxford University Press, 1966), 14: “The
contemporary Neopythagoreans, for instance, had had considerable success in representing Plato as the great
popularizer of Pythagorean doctrines, finding their theology especially in the Timaeus and the Parmenides and
producing pseudipigraphic texts in which very early Pythagoreans expounded on Platonism.”; Gillian Clark,
“Philosophical Lives and the Philosophic Life,” in Greek Biography and Pangyric in Late Antiquity (eds. Thomas
Higg and Philip Rousseau: Berkeley: University of California Press, 2000): 29-51, 36: “To propound Pythagorean
views,or adopt Pythagorean practices, was not an alternative to being Platonist: depending on one’s position in a
long-running debate, Pythagoreanism was Platonism properly interpreted or Platonism with optional extras. This
applies to philosophic lifestyle as well as philosophic theory. Pythagoreanism implied an ascetic lifestyle, but an
ascetic philosopher was not necessarily Pythagorean.”

*Runia, “Philo the Pythagorean,” 16.

6 Runia, “Philo the Pythagorean,” 13.

% As suggested by F.C. Conybeare, Philo About the Contemporary Life (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1895,
repr. 1987), 328-329. Cited by Runia, “Philo the Pythagorean,” 13.
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nevertheless in the interest of Clement’s argument to minimize Philo’s connection to Judaism,

and its resulting potential bias, when making his apologetic point.*®

Eric Osborn has addressed the extent of Philo’s influence on Clement’s thought at several
points over his career.®’ In a 1998 article, “Philo and Clement: Quiet Conversion and Noetic
Exegesis,” Osborn tries a different strategy, contending that “the influence of Philo on Clement is
secondary to the use which Clement makes of Philo.”®® Osborn argues that Clement knowingly
uses Philo for purposes that sharply contrast Philo’s own goals.®” Employing van den Hoek’s
analysis of the Philonic borrowings in the Stromateis, he suggests that a primary goal of
Clement’s Philonic citations is to convince Jews “quietly” to convert from the law to the gospel.
Drawing on evidence from the Gospels, Josephus, and Philo’s Spec. 1.55, Osborn asserts that
Jews in the first centuries CE were subject to harsh penalties, including death, should they
convert to Christianity.”’ Quotations of Philo, reworked to include christological features, were
intended gently to coax Jews to faith “quietly” so as to evade the attention of the authorities. The
Platonic tradition of noetic exegesis common to both Hellenistic Jews and Christians is identified
as a second method by which Clement used Philo to persuade Jews and Greeks alike to put faith

in the incarnate Adyoc.

Osborn presents Clement’s Philo as obviously Jewish, his writings intentionally
subverted by Clement to assist in the conversion of other Jews to Christianity. He avoids the

problem of Clement’s presentation of Philo as a Pythagorean by neglecting to mention his use of

66 «Clement does not bother to tell his reader that Philo is Jewish.” Runia, “Philo the Pythagorean,” 6. In the same
context, as Runia admits, Clement openly calls Josephus a Jew.

%7 See Eric Osborn, “Philo and Clement,” Prudentia 19 (1987) 35-49; Osborn, “Philo and Clement: citation and
influence,” Lebendige Uberlieferung, Festschrift fiir H.J. Vogt (ed N. el-Khoury et. al.: Beirut-Ostfildern: F. Riickert
Verlag-Schwaben Verlag, 1992).

58 Eric Osborn, “Philo and Clement: Quiet Conversion and Noetic Exegesis” SPh4 10 (1998): 108—124, 109. Italics
mine.

% Osborn, “Philo and Clement: Quiet Conversion and Noetic Exegesis,” 114.

" Osborn, “Philo and Clement: Quiet Conversion and Noetic Exegesis,” 112-114.
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the epithet. His argument that the (quiet) conversion of Jews was a primary motivation for
Clement’s use of Philo is weakened by its reliance on the single comment at Strom. 2.1.2.1 that
the use of the scriptures in the Stromateis might convince Jews as well as Greeks to believe in
Christ and the strong indications that the Stromateis were primarily directed to an insider group

of students rather than a broad readership.

Osborn evaluates the relationship between Clement and Philo afresh in his 2005
monograph, Clement of Alexandria.”' Here he argues that Philo shows Clement “how the
narrative of the Kerygma may be translated into a metaphysic,” through his use of allegory,
which binds the patriarchal narratives to the philosophical concept of the soul’s return to God
developed in the schools of middle Platonism. Clement’s greatest inheritance from Philo, Osborn
argues, is his use of Philo’s presentation of Moses as a philosopher and the Bible as philosophy
from The Life of Moses.”* Despite their common conviction that the One God “was the first
principle of physics, logic, and ethics,” Osborn observes a fundamental rift between the two in
Clement’s elevation of the Adyog to a reciprocal relationship with the Father in the Godhead that
would have been unthinkable for Philo.”> The two also part ways in their estimation of the law.
Osborn depicts Philo as “a law-observing Jew, who appropriated the Hellenic world of thought

5574

simply to bring his religion up to date with contemporary ideas.””™ In contrast, for Clement, “the

law is imperfect, fulfilled in Christ, good but dangerous because it cannot give life (ODS 8.9).””
Although they share an appreciation for the philosophers and a devotion to the God of Israel, in

Osborn’s estimation Clement and Philo are representatives of distinct religious traditions.

' Osborn’s 2005 monograph comes almost a half-century after his first book-length study of Clement’s thought, The
Philosophy of Clement of Alexandria (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1957).

& Osborn, Clement of Alexandria, 91.

3 Osborn, Clement of Alexandria, 82—83.

™ Osborn, Clement of Alexandria, 26.

> Osborn, Clement of Alexandria, 82.
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Osborn’s Clement professes a Christianity that is self-consciously orthodox and proto-catholic;
Philo is a decidedly traditional, law-observant Jew.”® In Osborn’s final estimation, “Clement

rejects as much of Philo as he accepts; that is the way poetic and philosophic influence work.””’

Osborn only briefly considers the problem of Clement’s description of Philo as a
Pythagorean, declaring that Runia’s article has “elucidated” the issue, adding that, among
second-century Platonists, “some would be more Pythagorean, some more Peripatetic.”
Osborn’s subsequent comments, however, differ in significant ways from Runia’s essay. While
Runia locates Philo squarely in a “Judaeo-Christian tradition,” Osborn affirms that “Alexandrian
tradition had already assimilated Philo in a stream of religious Platonism.” Osborn also re-
proposes Conybeare’s claim that Clement is hiding Philo’s Jewishness, which Runia explicitly
rejects. Osborn contends, “Clement would have good reasons for not advertising his Jewish
source. He is fighting on many fronts: against Marcionites who reject the Old Testament and
against Judaisers who think the Old facilitates an improvement on the New.” While Runia
argues that Clement neglects to mention Philo’s Jewishness due to its obviousness, Osborn’s
conclusion suggests that Clement may have expected that Jewishness to be unknown to his

opponents.78

In a recent study that delves further into Clement’s knowledge and use of Jewish sources,
Piotr Ashwin-Siejkowski challenges what he calls “the classic dilemma facing scholars in their
approach to Clement’s philosophical legacy,” which he argues “may be summed up by the two
following questions. Was Clement of Alexandria a Platonist, who, like Philo before him,

expressed his faith in a Platonic/Hellenistic form and language? Or, was he a profound Christian

76 Osborn, Clement of Alexandria, xv, 99.
" Osborn, Clement of Alexandria, 105.
" Osborn, Clement of Alexandria, 85.
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who ‘baptized’ Platonism much as Aquinas later baptized Aristotelianism?”" Ashwin-
Siejkowski contends that both questions err by “eliminat[ing] Hellenistic Judaism from his
background.”® Contending that Clement’s instruction in Hellenistic Judaism formed a phase
separate from his Christian education, Ashwin-Siejkowski submits, “My assumption is therefore
that Clement underwent a gradual but steady transition from paganism, through some encounter
with a Hellenized form of Judaism, that achieved its ultimate fulfilment in Christianity.”™" In this
teleological reconstruction, Ashwin-Siejkowski presents Christianity as a more universal and
liberal form of Judaism that would naturally hold a greater appeal to someone of Clement’s
background than would Judaism itself, while simultaneously contending that Clement would
have required an intermediate step from his “pagan beliefs” before embarking on his Christian

“stage of life.”*

Although Ashwin-Siejkowski convincingly illustrates Clement’s dependence on Second-
Temple Jewish literature, his analysis fails to ask, let alone to demonstrate, whether Clement
himself considered the writings and themes he classifies as “Hellenistic-Jewish” to form a
separate category of sources discontinuous with his Christianity.® It is Ashwin-Siejkowski, and
not Clement, who groups such diverse sources as Philo, Josephus, Aristobulus, Ezekiel the

Tragedian, Pseudo-Aristeas, Artapanus, Demetrius, Eupolemus, the Sibylline Oracles, Sirach,

7 Piotr Ashwin-Siejkowski, Clement of Alexandria : a project of Christian perfection, (London: T & T Clark,
2008), 3.

% Ashwin-Siejkowski, Clement of Alexandria, 3-5.

8! Ashwin-Siejkowski, Clement of Alexandria, 23.

%2 Ashwin-Siejkowski, Clement of Alexandria, 79.

% Ashwin-Siejkowski’s argument is based on his identification of three important themes in Clement’s writing as
“Hellenistic Jewish” rather than “Greek”: Moses as an archetype for perfection; the metaphor of the High Priest, and
the concept of the fear (p6Boc) of God. Ashwin-Siejkowski shows that Clement relies on Philo, the Letter to the
Hebrews, the Wisdom of Solomon and Sirach for his own development of these themes. The problem is that none of
these sources are referred to by Clement as “Jewish” while several are explicitly called Christian. Eusebius preserves
a fragment of the Hypotyposeis in which Clement argues in favour of the Pauline authorship of the Letter fo the
Hebrews (HE 6.14); the Wisdom texts belong to the Septuagint, scriptures claimed by Christians as their own; and
Philo is identified as a Pythagorean rather than as a Jew.
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and the author of the Wisdom of Solomon together as “Hellenistic Jewish” writings.** Neither is
there any indication in Clement’s writings that he encountered these texts during a separate phase

of his education prior to his introduction to Christian teachings.

According to Ashwin-Siejkowski’s theory, Clement was introduced to Philo during the
earlier Hellenistic Jewish phase of his education. Not only does Philo remain for Clement always
a Jew, Ashwin-Siejkowski uses a possible Philonic citation to make the rather roundabout case
that Clement uses “expressis verbis terms in which he indentifies himself with the Jewish
tradition.”® Emphasizing Clement’s consciousness of Philo’s Jewishness (and, consequently,
Clement’s Jewish self-association), Ashwin-Siejkowski seeks to minimize the significance of the
Pythagorean epithet. Echoing Runia, he avers, “whatever is said about Clement’s relationship
with the Jewish philosopher, whether to maximize or minimize its influence, it was in Philo’s
hermeneutics that Clement found a model for his own original way of bringing together the
Hebrew religious tradition with Greek philosophy, particularly with that of Plato, in its Middle
Platonic form.”*® Although Ashwin-Siejkowski cites Runia’s explication of the Pythagorean
epithet favourably, he continues, “in my view, as the epithet ‘Philo the Pythagorean’ appears

only once in four references to Philo, it was used spontaneously rather than deliberately as a sign

% It is not clear from his citation techniques that Clement knew these sources now widely considered to be penned
by Jewish authors to be, in fact, Jewish. This is particularly true of the writings he may have known via the
intermediary source of Alexander Polyhistor (Demetrius, Eupolemus, Artapanus and Ezekiel the Tragedian) and of
the writings of pseudo-Aristeas and the Sybilline Oracles, whose authors present themselves as Greeks, not Jews.

% He explains, “while commenting on the biblical concept of the creation of human beings as God’s image and
likeness, Clement states: ‘Is not this the way in which some of our people accept the view that a human being has
received “according to the image” at birth, but will secure “according to likeness™ later, as he attains perfection?” It
is possible that Clement had in mind Philo’s Opif. 144, which as a Philonic treatise was well known to Clement and
quoted in many other places. Philo thus would be one of ‘our people’.” That Clement has the Philonic source in
mind is uncertain; Ashwin-Siejkowski himself admits that Ireaneas’s Adv. haer. 5.6.1 is also a possible source. But
even if we assume that Philo is one of “our people” to whom Clement refers, the citation does not indicate that
Clement identified Philo, and much less himself, with “the Jewish tradition.” Ashwin-Siejkowski, Clement of
Alexandria, 6.

% Ashwin-Siejkowski, Clement of Alexandria, 31.
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of Philo’s philosophical association.”®” Ashwin-Siejkowski’s argument is undercut by a factual
error: Clement calls Philo “the Pythagorean” twice, not once, suggesting that the association is

not spontaneous and ought not to be dismissed so quickly.

4. Clement’s Testimonia to Philo

4.1 Situating the Philonic Borrowings in the context of Stromateis 1

The four instances in which Clement mentions Philo by name are clustered at the outset of the

1.5 In this book, Clement aims to establish,

Stromateis, with three of the four occurring in Book
albeit unsystematically, the compatibility of Greek philosophy with scriptural revelation. In so
doing he fends off potential challenges to the legitimacy of his teaching from a variety of implied
critics. He defends, in turn, the validity of writing (Strom. 1.1.1-14); the value of esotericism
(Strom. 1.1.15-18); the apostolic origin of his teaching (Strom. 1.1.11); and the divine origin of
all that is true in Greek and barbarian philosophy (Strom. 1.1.18). Ultimately, Clement aims to

show “that evil has an evil nature, and can never produce a good harvest.” He affirms,

“throughout my Stromateis, 1 will demonstrate that philosophy is in some sense also a work of

¥ Ashwin-Siejkowski, Clement of Alexandria, 50, n. 53.

% A possible fifth reference is found at 1.21.141.3: “®ikov 82 kai oo avéypaye Tode Buctheic Tovg Tovdaiomy
Sopaveg @ Anuntpie. (And Philo wrote his own account of the Kings of the Jews, differing from Demetrios).”
This reference does not correspond to any text known from Philo’s corpus and therefore likely refers to of Philo the
Elder, author of a Greek epic titled “On Jerusalem” and possibly also mentioned by Josephus (Against Apion 1.218).
It is also unclear from context whether Clement differentiated between the two Philos. Perhaps he calls our Philo
“the Pythagorean” in order to distinguish him from Philo the Elder. On the other hand, Clement twice refers to our
Philo simply as “Philo,” which indicates that the epithet is not applied consistently.
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5589

divine providence.”™ It is in the context of supporting these claims that Clement chooses to cite

Philo explicitly.

The beginning of Stromateus 1 is lost; the extant text begins midway through a defense of
the legitimacy of writing as a means of preserving and imparting knowledge, a debate that had
been raging among the Greek philosophical schools since the fifth century BCE (Strom. 1.1).”°
Although Clement criticizes the composition of “myths and slanders” (ud6ot xai Pracenuia), he
nevertheless defends writing as a bequest of contemporary wisdom to future generations. Writing
is itself a form of reproduction; he contends, “as children are the progeny of the body, so words
are the progeny of the soul” (o1 pév ye maideg copdtmv, yoyig 0¢ £yyovot oi Adyor). Although
this analogy is also found in Platonic and peripatetic sources, Clement cites neither Plato nor
Aristotle as his source.”’ Instead, he grounds his argument in the filial language of the Hebrew
Scriptures, invoking Prov. 2:1-2: “My son, if you receive the saying of my commandment, and
hide it within yourself, your ear will hear wisdom.” Here we catch a glimpse of a method that
Clement employs throughout the Stromateis. Seeking out philosophical truths from the whole
scope of sources available to him, be they Greek philosophical treatises, the Hebrew scriptures
(in their Greek translation), or the burgeoning collection of Christian literature, Clement weaves

together threads pulled from various traditions so that they mutually reinforce one another.

¥ Strom. 1.1.18.4 Eyo 8¢ 6t pév 1 kakio Kakfiv oY exel kai o0vmot” 8v KoAoD Tvog DTooTaiv Yeopyds yevéada,
nap’ HAovg Evoeifopat ToVg Tp®UATEIS, AivicoOpUeVOS aun Y€ min Oiag Epyov mpovoiag kai eriocopiav. In Strom.
1.7.37.6, Clement defines philosophy as “not Stoic, Platonic, Epicurean or Aristotelian” but “all that is rightly said
in each of these schools, all that teaches righteousness combined with pious knowledge (et edcefodc Emotnung).”
% Dietmar Wyrwa has demonstrated the influence of Symposium 206b—209e and Phaedrus 276 in the opening
chapter of the Stromateis. See Wyrwa, Die christliche Platonaneignung in den Stromateis des Clemens von
Alexandrien (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1983). On Clement’s responses to Plato’s criticism of writing, see Alain Le
Boulluec, “Pour qui, pourquoi, comment? Les Stromates de Clément d'Alexandrie,” in Alexandrie antique et
chrétienne. Clément et Origene (Paris: Institut d’études augustiniennes, 1997; repr. 2006): 104—107. On the status
of writing in Middle and Neoplatonism, see Anthony Grafton and Megan Hale Williams, Christianity and the
transformation of the book : Origen, Eusebius, and the library of Caesarea (Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press of
Harvard University Press, 2006), 30-31.

! Symposium 209 A-D, Phaedrus 278A, Theatetus 150D and Nichomachean Ethics X 7.3
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These diverse traditions are compatible with one other because they ultimately stem from the

same source: the divine Adyoc.

Clement’s conception of the Adyog draws on articulations of the Adyog omeppoTiKog
developed in Stoic circles and adapted by middle Platonists, including Philo.”? In Clement’s
conception, the Adyog, although always and everywhere present, has especially revealed itself in
the archaic past to Moses, who promulgated his law in accordance with it (Strom. 1.26.167.3).
Yet while the Ad0yoc has a special relationship with the ancient nation of Israel, everything that is
true and good in the cosmos ultimately derives from it. Alluding to the Biblical maxim that God
sends rain on the good and the bad alike, Clement interprets the parable of the Sower as
intimating glimmers of the Adyoc being showered on the whole of creation (Strom.1.7.37). While
Clement’s Adyog is dependent upon ideas that originated in Jewish and Greek milieux, his
conception deviates from these models by standing firmly in the tradition, most clearly
articulated in the prologue to the Gospel of John, that understands Jesus of Nazareth to have been
the Adyog mysteriously incarnated in human flesh.”” The teachings of Jesus, as preserved in
writing and oral traditions by his disciples, thus constitute the fullest revelation of the Adyog who

had been present throughout the cosmos since its creation. According to Clement’s Christian

%2 John Dillon summarizes Philo’s conception of the Adyog as follows: “the Logos is the divine reason-principle, is
the active element of God’s creative thought, and is often spoken of as the ‘place’ of the Ideas. Through the
influence of the Logos, the Ideas become seminal reason-principles (logoi spermatikoi), a concept borrowed from
the Stoics . . . As Logoi spermatikoi, the Ideas serve as the models and creative principles of the physical world.”
Dillon, The Middle Platonists, 159. Dillon also evaluates contemporary Neopythagorean speculation on divine
intermediaries (relying heavily on Numenius), concluding “Initially, the Demiurge seems to have been taken as the
supreme principle, active in the world, but when under Neopythagorean influence the One, as a totally transcendent
first principle was placed above the active principle, the Demiurge came to be seen as a second God, Intellect, the
agent or A0yog of the Supreme God” 7. Salvatore Lilla traces the origins of Clement’s Adyog through Greek and
Jewish predecessors, including the Wisdom of Solomon, Sirach, and Justin, in addition to the influence of Philo, in
Clement of Alexandria: A study in Christian Platonism and Gnosticism. See also Mark J. Edwards, “Clement of
Alexandria and His Doctrine of the Logos.” VC 54 (2000): 159-177.

9«5 Moyog 6 Tod B0 GvOpOTOC YEVOpEVOG, Tva &1 Kal ob Topd dvOpdTov padne, T Tote dpo BvOpmTog YV TOL
0e0¢.” Protr. 1.8.4
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understanding, this Aoyoc is continually active in the world,”* exhorting unbelievers to come to
faith; training believers to overcome the passions, and instructing the virtuous in the higher

knowledge of the written revelation, so that they may become like God.”

Clement describes his teaching as a legacy inherited from the apostles. The Stromateis
are not artful compositions but “memoranda, stored up against old age as a remedy against
forgetfulness, an image and outline of those vigorous and animated discourses which I was
thought worthy to hear, and of blessed and truly remarkable men” (1.1.11.1).*® These unnamed
teachers hail from disparate regions of the Empire—Greece, Coele-Syria, Egypt, Assyria and
Palestine—but all provide insight into the same truth.”’ Tracing his spiritual genealogy through
these preeminent teachers, Clement claims that his teaching is derived ultimately, but directly
and without adulteration, from “the holy apostles, Peter, James, John, and Paul” who are called
“fathers” to Clement’s own teachers.”® Following Justin Martyr and Tatian, he calls this tradition
“barbarian philosophy,” superficially new but in fact older than the whole of Hellenic culture.”

Having established his pedigree, Clement offers his compatibility with the apostolic writings,

™ Strom. 1.1.12.3

% For Clement’s description of the three functions of the Adyoc, see Paed. 1.1.3.3. Clement’s Protreptikos and
Paedagogus are articulations of these first two functions of the Adyog.

" Han 88 0 ypagn eig Enideity teteyvaopévn fide 1 mpoypateio, GALG pot dmopvipaTa gic yiipag Onoavpiletar,
MONC pappakov, eldmlov dtexvdg Kol oKloypopic TV Evapy@v Kol epydyev ékeivov, Gv katné1dbny énakodoat,
AOY@V Te Kol AvOp@V pakapiov kol @ dvit aEloldymv.

T tovtev O pév émt EAAGS0c, 6 Tovucdg, of 8¢ émi tiic Meyding EALGSo¢ (tiig koikng Odtepog avtdv Zvpiag fjv, O 8¢
an” AiydvmTov), GAAot 8¢ dva TNV GvaToAnv. Kol Tontng 0 pev tig Tdv Acovpiav, O 8¢ v ITodaotivy ‘Efpaiog
avéxaBev. One, however, he elevates above the others: “When I came upon the last (he was the first in power),
having tracked him out concealed in Egypt, I found rest. He, the true Sicilian bee, gathering the spoil of the flowers
of the prophetic and apostolic meadow, engendered in the souls of his hearers a pure substance of yvdoic.” Most
modern commentators follow Eusebius in identifying this “Sicilian bee” with the shadowy figure of Pantaenus,
mentioned by name in Clement’s now-fragmentary Hypotyposeis. Ferguson speculates that the lonian may have
been Melito of Sardis; the Assyrian Bardesanes or Tatian; the Jew, Theophilus of Caesarea or Theodotus, but admits
that “we cannot be certain who are these saintly masters.” Ferguson, FOTC 85, 30.

% For Clement’s use of filial metaphors to legitimize his doctrine, see Buell, "Producing Descent/Dissent: Clement
of Alexandria’s use of filial metaphors as Intra-Christian Polemic," and Making Christians, 80-81.

% Dialogue with Trypho 1-6; ad Graecos 42; see also Guy Stroumsa, Barbarian Philosophy: The Religious
Revolution of Early Christianity (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1999), 47.
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most frequently the letters of Paul, as a guarantor for the legitimacy of his doctrine (Strom.

1.1.15.4).

Clement anticipated that not everyone would accept his teaching’s legitimacy. He
addresses his opposition, providing his disciples with tools for challenging their opponents. In
the first Stromateus, he takes aim against those who dismiss the benefit of learning the methods
and the arguments of the Greek philosophical schools. Doubtless, Clement agrees, the sophistry
of the rhetoricians is worthless; but he maintains that not all foreign wisdom is evil. Clement
introduces here in the Stromateis the recurring claim, fundamental to both his soteriology and his
anthropology, that God has made himself known through his A6yog to different peoples in

different ways:

[Tavtov pev yap aitiog Tdv KoA®dV 0 0edg, AAAL TGV PEV KOTA TPOTYOLUEVOV (G
Mg T€ d1NKNG TG Tahondg kol ThG vEag, T@V O Kat® EmakoAovdnua O¢ Thg
euoeo@iag. Tdya 6¢ kai Tponyovuévmg Toic "EAANGY €060 toTE TPV 1} TOV
KOplov kaAéoar kai tovg “EAAnvag. énadaydyst yop kol adtn 10 EAANvikov og 0
vouog 1ov¢ ‘Efpaiovg eig Xprotdv. Ipomapacikevalet toivov 1 priocoeia
TPOo0d0TO10VGA TOV VIO XPIGTOD TEAELOVUEVOV.

For God is the cause of all good things, but of some primarily, as of the ancient
and new covenants, of others consequentially, as philosophy. Perhaps, too,
[philosophy] was given to the Greeks primarily [i.e., directly by God], until the
Lord should call the Greeks as well. For [philosophy] instructed the Greek to
Christ, just as the law did for the Hebrews. Philosophy, therefore, was a
preparation, clearing the path for him who is perfected in Christ. Strom. 1.5.28.

If God is the God of all, he can show no favouritism, either for a particular nation, or for a class
of individuals gifted by nature (pvo1g). Therefore, Clement suggests, prior to the incarnation

philosophy worked parallel to the law.
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4.2 Stromateis 1.5.31""
It is here that Philo makes his entrance in Christian literature, not as a Trypho-like apologist
defending the Jewish people but as a proponent of the value of Greek learning. Clement’s first
Philonic name-dropping occurs midway through an extensive borrowing from the treatise De
Congressu eruditionis gratia. This treatise interprets Gen. 16:1-6, the account of Sarah’s
dealings with her handmaid, Hagar. Read literally, Philo does not find anything particularly
edifying about this story. Interpreted figuratively, however, the episode contributes to his
running interpretation of the patriarchal narratives, in which Abraham, Isaac and Jacob are
allegorized as different types of souls that achieve a vision of God, while their wives represent
the various virtues that each must acquire in order to attain that vision.

Clement introduces Philo’s allegory in response to an anonymous Ti¢, who maintains that
Prov. 5:20, “Do not be much with a foreign woman,” is a metaphorical injunction against the
study of Greek philosophy. Clement agrees with his anonymous opponent’s interpretation of the
foreign woman as philosophy, but argues that he has misread scripture’s advice. Instead of
banning philosophical study the author of the proverb “admonishes us to use indeed, but not to
linger and spend time with, secular learning” (Strom. 1.5.29.9). Clement thus turns the proverb
into an endorsement of his own position. He goes on to present the proverb as a Hebrew version
of a well-known interpretation of Penelope’s suitors in the Odyssey in which the men “ensnared

by the charms of handmaidens, have despised their consort philosophy, and have grown old,

1% An expanded version of the arguments in this section is published in Jennifer Otto, “Paideia in Genesis:
Interpreting Sarah and Hagar with Philo and Clement of Alexandria.” Philosophy and the Abrahamic Religions:
Scriptural Hermeneutics and Epistemology (eds. W. J. Torrance Kirby, Rahim Acar and Bilal Bas: Newcastle upon
Tyne: Cambridge Scholars, 2013): 29-44.


http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/12025c.htm
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some of them in music, some in geometry, others in grammar, the most in rhetoric.”'"' He
continues by explicating the relationship between these preparatory studies and philosophy, and
of philosophy to wisdom:

AA ©¢ Ta £yKOKALLL podfpoto cVUBAAAETOL TPOG PLAOCOMIAY THV OEGTOVAY OTMV,
oUTm Kol PrAocoPio, AT TPOG coPiag KTHoY GUVEPYEL. E0TL AP 1) LEV PIAOGOQIN
Emdevoig copiag, 1) coeia O Emotun Belov Kai dvBporivov Kai TdV ToVTOV aitiov.
Kupia Toivov 1] Gogia THc PLLocopiag m¢ £Keivn Ti¢ Tpomadeiag. &l yop EYKpATEIOY
QUA0Gopia EmayyEALETOL YADGONG TE Kol YOOTPOS Kol TV VIO YooTépa, Kol 6Ty O
DTNV OLPETY], CEUVOTEPO PAVETTOL KO KUPLOTEPQ, €1 00D TIUTG T€ KOl YVDOEWMC EVEKEV
EMITNOEVOLTO.

But as the encyclical studies contribute to philosophy, which is their mistress; so also
philosophy itself works together for the acquisition of wisdom. For philosophy is the
pursuit of wisdom, and wisdom is the knowledge of things divine and human, and of their
causes. Wisdom is therefore the mistress of philosophy, as philosophy is of preliminary
studies. For if philosophy professes control of the tongue, and the belly, and the parts
below the belly, and is worthy of being chosen on its own account, it appears more
worthy of respect and pre-eminence, if cultivated for the honour of God and knowledge.
Strom. 1.5.30

As Annewies van den Hoek has demonstrated, this passage borrows substantially from Philo’s
De Congressu 79-80.'" With a glance to Philo, Clement restates the Greek truism that the

encyclical studies are a preparation for philosophy, which he defines in terms similar to those of

" Diogenes Laertius’ Lives 2.79-80 reports that Aristippus of Cyrene (435-350) compared Penelope’s suitors to

“those who went through the ordinary curriculum but in their studies stopped short at philosophy,” settling instead
for her handmaids. He attributes similar interpretations to Ariston of Chios and Bion of Borysthenes.

192 yan den Hoek, Clement of Alexandria, 31. Philo’s text reads, “For some have been ensnared by the love lures of
the handmaids and spurned the mistress and have grown old, some doing on poetry, some of geometrical figures,
some on the blending of musical “colours,” and a host of other things, and have never been able to soar to the
winning of the lawful wife. For each art has its charms, its powers of attraction, and some beguiled by these stay
with them and forget their pledges to Philosophy. But he who abides by the covenants he has made provides from
every quarter everything he can to do her service. It is natural, then, that the holy word should say in admiration of
his faithfulness that even then was Sarah his wife when he wedded the handmaid to do her service. And indeed just
as the school subjects contribute to the acquirement of philosophy, so does philosophy to the getting of wisdom. For
philosophy is the practice of study of wisdom and wisdom is the knowledge of things divine and human and their
causes. And therefore just as the culture of the schools is the bond-servant of philosophy, so much philosophy be
the servant of wisdom. Now philosophy teaches us the control of the belly and the parts below the belly, and control
also of the tongue. Such powers of control are said to be desirable in themselves, but they will assume a grander and
loftier aspect if practiced for the honour and service of God. So when we are about to woo the handmaids we must
remember the sovereign lady, and let us be called their husbands, but let her be not called but be in reality our true
wife.” Trans. Colson and Whittaker.


http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/12025c.htm
http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/12025c.htm
http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/08673a.htm
http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/09580c.htm
http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/12025c.htm
http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/12025c.htm
http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/12025c.htm
http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/07462a.htm

104

Cicero, Seneca, and Plutarch.'” Clement follows Philo in distinguishing wisdom as mistress of
philosophy, as philosophy is mistress to the encyclical studies. He parts company with Philo,
however, by tweaking his source text to emphasize philosophy’s value as a servant to divine
wisdom. While Philo had designated €yxpdreia, self-control, as that which is “more worthy of
respect and authority if cultivated for the honour God and yvdcig,” Clement restructures the
sentence so that pthocogia becomes the subject.'® It is at this point that Clement brings up the
allegory of Sarah and Hagar, summarizing what he has read in Philo’s Congr. 145:

Tév eipnuévov paptopioy mapééet 1) ypapn 1 tdvde: Tdppa otelpa fv ThAL,
APBpadp 8¢ yovi). i Tiktovca 1 Zappa TV aVTHS Tandiokny ovopatt Ayap v
Atyvrtiav gic mardomouav Emtpénet 1@ APpadyt. 1) coeia Toivuv 1| T@ TOTO)
oVVoIKog (motdg 8¢ éhoyicOn APpadu kai dikatog) oteipa fv £T1 Kod dTekvog
KoTO TNV Yevedv Eketvny, UNdémm pndev vapetov amokuncaco T® APpadu, néiov
0¢ gidTg TOV oM Kaupov Eyovta mpokomig T Kookt mondeiq (Alyvntog 6 0
KOGHOG dAANyopeiTat) cuvevvacOfjval TpodTEPOV, Dotepov O Kol aTH
npocelBovTa Katd TV Oelav mpdvolav yevviicor 1oV Toadk.

Scripture will provide a witness for what we say: Sarah, the wife of Abraham, had
been barren for a long time. Since Sarah had not produced children, she delivered
her own maidservant, Hagar by name, the Egyptian, to Abraham in order to
produce children. And so wisdom, which cohabited with faith (Abraham was
reputed as faithful and righteous) was still at this time barren and without child in
that generation, and had not yet given to Abraham the progeny of virtue; she
rightly wished that the man, who had already some progress, should first unite
with worldly education (Egypt being allegorically the world), before approaching
her, according to divine providence, to conceive Isaac.

Although the broad strokes remain intact, Clement has made significant shifts in Philo’s
characterizations of Abraham’s consorts. Sarah is no longer cast as 1) kvpia rhoco@ia, as she
was in Congr. 145, but is designated as co@ia, the wisdom that rules philosophy. Hagar too
takes on a new function. She is no longer associated with gyxvkAiog Toudeia but instead xoouixij

nondeio. Her role is altered so that she represents not the specifically preliminary studies,

1% Cicero, De Off- 11 5; Seneca, Ep. 88; Plutarch, Mor. 874E.
1% As noted by van den Hoek, Philo in the Stromateis, 33.
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excluding the pursuit of philosophy, as she did in Philo’s treatise, but madeio more broadly. In

Clement’s re-telling, philosophy is demoted from mistress to handmaid.

Hagar’s shifting identity is made clearer as the chapter continues. Clement again subtly
adapts a Philonic source text, here Congr. 153—154, where he once again identifies Hagar
specifically with évikoxkAia modeia. Once again, Clement changes the descriptor to align with his

recasting of the handmaid:

ou Todto kai 0 APRpadp, mapalniovong thg Zappag v Ayop TapeLOOKLLODCAV
avTV, OG GV TO XPNoUOV EKAEEAIEVOG LOVOV THEC KOGLUKTG PIAOGO(IOC, «100D 1)
naudickn &v toig xepoi cov, xpd avtii g &v cot dpesTdv T» eNoi. SNAdY b1
domalopot LV TV KOGLUKTV Todeiay Kol ¢ VE®Tépay Kol ¢ onv Bepamavioa,
TNV 0€ EMGTAUNV TNV GV O¢ TeEAeiav déomovay TI® Kol GEP.

That is why Abraham, seeing Sarah’s jealousy at Hagar being treated with more
honour than herself, choosing only what was useful of worldly philosophy, said to
her, “Look, your maidservant is in your hands; do with her as you wish,”

meaning, | welcome worldly education as younger and as your servant, but [
honour and revere your knowledge as my perfect mistress. Strom. 1.5.32.1

In Clement’s reformulation, philosophy is not at one with wisdom, the higher lover represented
by Sarah in Philo’s allegory. Philosophy becomes “worldly” and incorporated with the

preparatory subjects as a useful first step on the path to knowledge.

Philo’s name finally appears, without introduction, at the end of the borrowing. The
reader is given no hint of his origins or whether he belongs to the ékkAnoia. All Clement says
about Philo is that he is one who interprets, revealing the deeper meaning of the sacred text

which is not immediately apparent:

Epunvedet 6 6 Oilwv Vv pev Ayap mopoiknoy viavdo yap eipntor “pn moAdg
{601 Tpog dAAoTpiay,” TV Zdapav O dpynv Hov.
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Philo interprets Hagar as “sojourner/foreigner,” for it is said in connection to this,

“do not be for long with a strange woman”; and Sarah he interprets “my ruler.”

Strom. 1.5.31
Philo renders an important service in Clement’s argument. Via his allegorical interpretation of
Hagar’s name, Clement is able to make the connection between the “foreign woman™ of Prov.
5:20 and the useful concubine of Genesis 16. By drawing the parallel with Hagar, Clement
effectively neutralizes his opponents’ criticism of pursuing Greek education, including
philosophical studies, as prohibited by the scriptures. Although Clement modifies his source
material, nowhere does he claim to be following Philo’s argument. It is only for the
interpretation of the two names, Hagar and Sarah, that he acknowledges his reliance on Philo,
possibly invoking him as a known authority on the allegorical interpretation of the scriptures.
The rest of the borrowing is not explicitly attributed to him.'®> While Philo provides the bulk of

the raw materials Clement uses in his apologetic interpretation of Sarah and Hagar, the finished

product has undergone significant alterations.

4.3 Stromateis 1.15.72

The next time we encounter Philo in the Stromateis, he is overtly identified for the first time as a

Pythagorean:
TOVTOV andvtov tpecsPitatov pakpd 10 Tovdaimv yévog, kai v Tap’ avToig
orvocoiov Eyypamtov yevouévny mpokatdpéot Thg map’ "EAANGl prhocopiog o1
TOAALGV 0 [TuBayopetog Hodeikvuot Dikwv, 0O Py GAAL Kol AploTofovAiog O

[TepumatnTikog kol dAlol TAEiovg, tva un ko’ dvopo Emmv dtpifo.

The race of the Jews is the oldest by far of all of these, and that their written
philosophy came into being prior to the philosophy of the Greeks, the

15 What we make of this diminution of dependence and abbreviated introduction rests in large part on our
understanding of the genre and Sitz im Leben of the Stromateis. If the treatises are a teaching tool aimed at an
insider audience, then the minimal attribution is of little consequence. We may presume that either Clement’s
students were familiar with Philo and his writings or that a more extensive introduction would have been supplied in
the course of his lectures.
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Pythagorean Philo demonstrated, and also Aristobulus the Peripatetic and many
others, whom it suffices that I not name. Strom. 1.15.72

Here Philo’s name is listed among others shown either to argue or to admit that Greek
philosophy owes its origins to the barbarian peoples. The context clearly presents Philo as an
apologist for the antiquity of the Jewish race but stops short of actually calling him a Jew. As we
noted above, David T. Runia has suggested that Clement hesitates to identify his two Jewish
sources as Jews in this context because it would weaken his argument; after all, “there is nothing

106 . .
”7*” Runia’s explanation presumes

remarkable about a Jew claiming the antiquity of his own race.
a strongly apologetic character for the Stromateis that is difficult to reconcile with the likelihood
that the treatises were “insider” texts, be they lecture notes, esoteric textbooks, or mnemonic
devices. Even if Clement here conveniently neglects to mention the “obvious” Jewishness of
Philo and Aristobulus, he is not compelled to identify them with Greek philosophical traditions.
If the epithet “Pythagorean” is not intended to obfuscate Philo’s Jewishness, it is likely that the
term was thought by Clement to convey something of importance about him.

Just a few paragraphs prior to his citation of “the Pythagorean Philo,” Clement invokes
Pythagoras as “the first to call himself a philosopher.”'"” Strom. 1.15 rehearses a short summary
of the life of Pythagoras as it was passed on by various biographers, citing the works of
Aristarchus, Neanthes, Hippobotus, Aristoxenus, and Theopompus.108 Clement notes that while

the sources cannot agree on Pythagoras’s birthplace, with some claiming it to be Tuscany, others

Syria, and still others Tyre, most are convinced that Pythagoras was of barbarian extraction

1% Runia, “Philo the Pythagorean,” 6.

7 Strom. 1.14.61.4: “oyg 8¢ TuBay6pag 6 Pepekddon YVAPLLOG PIAOGOPOV £AVTOV TPHTOG Gviydpevoey”

1% None of these works survive in full, however they are cited by Porphyry among the thirty-one sources he
mentions in his Life of Pythagoras. Aristoxenus, floruit in the 3™ C BCE, is deemed by I. Levy to be the “founder of
literary biography.” He wrote volumes on the Life of Pythagoras, the Pythagorean Sayings, and the Pythagorean
Way of Life. Neanthes was likely a 3™ C BCE historian from Cyzicus. Theopompus, born ¢. 380 BCE in Chios, is a
historian whose works Clement criticizes earlier in Strom. 1.1. Hippobotus, born c. 200 BCE, is frequently
mentioned by Diogenes Laertius as a historian of philosophical schools. See Dillon and Hershbell, “Introduction,”
in lamblichus, On the Pythagorean way of life, 6—14.
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(Strom. 1.14.62.2). Moreover, he is widely reported to have travelled extensively, to have
studied under Chaldeans, and even to have had himself circumcised in order to be admitted to the
shrines of the Egyptians.'® Although he was the founder of Italic philosophy and one of the
original roots of Greek thought, the sources of Pythagoras’s thought were all barbarian.
Pythagoras (and, by extension, Pythagoreans) thus challenge the opposition between Greek and
barbarian taken for granted in Greco-Roman discourse; for Clement’s purposes, Pythagoras and
his eponymous followers are both barbarian and Greek.

Clement argues that the Jews, more than other barbarian races, had an outsized influence
on Pythagoras and his teachings. After rehearsing a tedious chronology establishing the
antiquity of Jewish philosophy, Clement proceeds to explain that the Pythagoreans learned—
indeed stole—their wisdom from the Jews. Citing Aristobulus at Strom. 1.22.150, Clement
reports that “Pythagoras transferred many of our [i.e., the Jews’] doctrines into his own.”''’ The
similarity between Jewish philosophy and the teachings of the wisest Greeks, Plato and
Pythagoras, was recognized not only by Jews and Clement’s fellow Christ-believers, but by the
eminent Numenius as well, whom Clement also identifies as a Pythagorean philosopher. It is to
him that Clement attributes the famous bon mot, “What is Plato but Moses speaking Attic
Greek?”'!"!

This second reference to Philo in the Stromateis thus establishes him as an authority on
the history of the Jews while refraining from identifying him as a Jew as such. Philo, like
Numenius, is referred to as a Pythagorean, a tradition Clement describes as old and venerable

among the Greeks but nevertheless dependent on Jewish wisdom.

199 Strom. 1.15.66.2, “©aliic 6& DoiviE BV 10 yévog kol Toig Alyvrtiov mpoeritaig copBeprnkévar sipnrot, kaddmep
kai 6 TTvBaydpag avtoig ye TovTolg, 61 0odg kal mepletépero.”

"% TTuBaydpag morAd TV Tap fuiv petevéykag eic Ty £avtod doypatomotiav. Strom. 1.22.150.3. Here Aristobulus
is quite unambiguously identified as belonging to the Jewish people.

" Tiyap gon [MAdtov {f Movoig drtkiov; Strom. 1.22.150.4.1.
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4.4 Stromateis 1.23.153

Clement continues his demonstration in the Stromateis of the Jewish scriptures’ similarity but
ultimate superiority to Greek philosophy with a summary of Moses’ life and accomplishments.
In this section, he adopts the structure of Philo’s Life of Moses 1 and 11, interspersed with
citations from the Jewish historians Eupolemos and Artapanus and the playwright Ezekiel in
order to present a hagiographic account of Moses’ life.''? Annewies van den Hoek notes that
Clement “reduces the narrative of De Vita Mosis I to some identifiable fragments with the
apparent intention of reproducing this ‘historical novel’ as briefly as possible. In the second part

5113

he uses Philo only schematically.”” "~ From the narrative account in Life of Moses I, she notes that

Clement selects only Philo’s account of Moses’ birth, education, ancestry, and career as a

shepherd, all included in the Exodus narrative.''*

From Life of Moses 11, Clement adopts
elements of Philo’s depiction of Moses as the ideal king, prophet, and legislator, and grants him
the additional titles of tactician (taxtucog, which he describes as imposing order, both in the state
and in the soul), general (otpatnyucoc; Clement credits Moses as the model for Miltiade’s
victory at Marathon), statesman (moAttucog), and philosopher (piAdcopog). Significantly,

Clement omits Philo’s description of Moses as the ideal High Priest, a title which, as van den

Hoek notes, Clement reserves for Jesus/the Aoyoc.'"?

"2 Eupolemus was a Greek-speaking Palestinian who lived in the mid-2"! C BCE. According to Carl R. Holladay,
“he is reliably identified as “Eupolemus, the son of John, the son of Accos,” who participated in an embassy to
Rome in 161. Nothing certain is known of Artapanus. Holladay notes that “The name Artapanus is of Persian
origin, and this may point to mixed descent. . . The essential dilemma has always been that the fragments appeared
far too syncretistic to have been produced by a Jew, however liberal; yet, they are so thoroughly committed to the
glorification of Jewish heroes and Jewish history that a pagan origin in impossible.” Both authors were preserved by
Alexander Polyhistor; whether Clement encountered their works via Alexander, another compilation, or the original
texts themselves is a matter of debate. See Holladay, Fragments from Hellenistic Jewish Authors Volume I:
Historians (Scholars Press: Chico, 1983).

'3 van den Hoek, Philo in the Stromateis, 68.

114 Van den Hoek, Philo in the Stromateis, 62.

115 yan den Hoek, Philo in the Stromateis, 64.
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Clement explicitly mentions Philo as his source for his knowledge of Moses’ eclectic
education:

'Ev 6& Nl yevopevog aptBumtikny 1€ Kol yeopeTpiov pulutkny te Kol
APUOVIKTV ETL TE PHETPIKNAV GO KOl LOVGIKT|V TapQ TOIC StompEmovcty Atyvpiov
€01000KETO Kol TPOGETL TV 1 GLUPOAW®Y PLAOGOGIaY, TV €V TOTG lEpOYALEIKOTG
ypaupacty Emdsikvovtar Ty 6& ANV £ykokAlov mandeiav “EAAnveg £6idackov év
Aiydmte, o av Paciukdv mardiov, ) onot Pidev &v 1( Movcing Bio,
npooendviave 8¢ 10 Acoupimv YPAULOTO KoL TV TAV 00PavVImV ETIGTHUNY Topa
te XoAdaimv mapd 1 Alyvntiov, 60y év 1aig [Ipdéeot maocav copiav Alyvatiov
nenodedoOon PEpeTaL.

When he was old enough, he was taught arithmetic and geometry, rhythm and

harmonics as well as metrics and also music by distinguished Egyptians, and

further philosophy through symbols, which they display with holy inscriptions

(hieroglyphics). The remaining encyclical curriculum Greeks taught him in

Egypt, as though he were a royal child, as Philo says in “The Life of Moses”; he

was taught the Assyrian letters and the knowledge of the heavens by Chaldeans

and Egyptians; on that account he is said in the Acts [of the Apostles] “to have

been taught all the wisdom of the Egyptians.” 1.23.153.
Although Clement re-presents the text of Philo’s Life of Moses 1.23 nearly word-for-word, he
omits context that significantly alters the impression of the text. Earlier in Philo’s account,
Moses’ foreign teachers were said to be no match for the inborn talents of their student, who
quickly exceeded them in knowledge.''® In Clement’s version, Moses is presented less as an
innovator than as a repository for all knowledge, both Greek and barbarian. The presence of
Greek teachers of encyclical studies seems anachronistic, as both Philo and Clement insist that
the Greeks owe their wisdom to the Hebrews. It is noteworthy that the Greeks are said to teach
Moses not philosophy (Clement goes on to argue that Moses’ writings taught Plato dialectic) but

only the introductory subjects that he had not learned from his Egyptian teachers. The

chronology is still problematic—what might Greek grammar have consisted of before Homer

116 5 ~ r \ ’ . . 5 s 5 ’ \ 5 , 3 >y ~
€v 00 HoKp@ POV TaG duvapels drepéfaiev edpolpig PUGEMS PHAVMV TAG VPNYNCELS, OG AVAUVIOLY VL
dokelv, 00 padnotv, £tt Kol Tpocentvo®dv avTog T Sucbedpnra. Life of Moses 1.21.
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and Hesiod?— but the intention remains clear. Moses acquires the wisdom of all peoples, and his
writings, inspired by the Adyog, contain the pinnacle of human wisdom.

Although Clement generally follows Philo’s word choice, an interesting deviation occurs
with the word igpoyAveucoic, hieroglyphics, a technical term which, then as now, refers
especially to the sacred pictorial script of the Egyptians.''” Philo’s text reads, “. . .fijv év toic
Aeyopévolg iepois ypappaoty Emdeikvoviot Koi o1 The Tdv {hwv dmodoyig, o kai Oedv Tipaig
yepaipovot. TV 8& GAANV éykokhov moudeiav “EAAnvec . . .”''® While Philo derides the “so-
called” holy writings and animal worship of the Egyptians, Clement, arguing in favour of the
barbarian origin of philosophy, edits out Philo’s criticism.'"® Clement’s account, and his use of
the technical term, indicates an openness to Egyptian wisdom as an instance of the Adyog at work
in the world absent from his Philonic model.

As was also the case in his borrowing of Philo’s interpretation of Sarah and Hagar,
Clement does not mention his source until midway through the borrowing. Intriguingly, Philo’s
name comes up again in the context of education, and particularly in the division of studies
between encyclical and advanced subjects. He is again depicted as an expert source in Hebrew

history, especially of its intersections with other cultures.

4.5 Situating the Final Philonic Borrowing in the context of Stromateis 2

"""'So Liddell-Scott-Jones.

'8 «which they display in so-called holy characters and through the favour they bestow on animals, to whom they
give the honours due to gods. The remaining encyclical curriculum. . .”

"9 While criticizing Egyptian animal worship is one of Philo’s favourite hobby-horses, Clement offers a positive
figurative interpretation of the practice at Strom. 5.7. In Contra Celsum 1.20, Origen uses Celsus’s praise of the
symbolic interpretation of Egyptian animal worship to demonstrate his hypocrisy in criticizing the allegorical
interpretation of the Hebrew scriptures: “If, to make their doctrine about the animals respectable, the Egyptians
introduce theological interpretations, they are wise; but if a man who has accepted the Jewish law and lawgiver
refers everything to the only God, the Creator of the universe, he is regarded by Celsus and people like him as
inferior to one who brings God down to the level not only of rational and mortal beings but even to that of irrational
animals.” See also Contra Celsum 1.52;3.17-19; 4.90; 5.51; 6.80.
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The final mention of Philo occurs toward the end of the second Stromateus. Clement’s
discussion has shifted from the demonstration of the barbarian (and pre-eminently Jewish) origin
of Greek philosophy, ultimately locating the origin of all true philosophy in the Adyoc, to the
means by which that truth can be discerned. In this book, he articulates his theory that micTig
(faith, belief, loyalty) in Jesus as the incarnation of the Adyog is the first principle of émotrun
(discursive knowledge).'*® For Clement, miotic consists not only of intellectual assent to a series
of propositions, but a life lived faithfully according to the ethical precepts taught by the Adyog
both in the Gospels and, mystically, through the law and the Prophets (Strom. 2.2.4,2.5.21.5).
Naming the followers of Valentinus and Basilides as his opponents, Clement insists that mioTig is

neither innate nor an inferior form of salvation reserved for those of second-rate nature

(pvo1g). 121

A life of mioTig has ethical requirements. The precepts written in the law must be kept;
however, as Jesus revealed to his disciples, the law is not always intended to be fulfilled
literally.'** The Adyoc reveals that there are four ways by which the law instructs: by types,'*
signs, literal commands, and prophecy (Strom. 1.28.179.3). Determining which method of

interpretation applies in each situation is a “manly” (&vop@v) task requiring prior training in

120« And since choice is the beginning of action, faith is discovered to be the beginning of action, being the
foundation of rational choice in the case of any one who exhibits to himself the previous demonstration through
faith” Strom. 2.2.8.

121 Strom. 2.3.10: oi 8¢ 4md OvokevTivov THY piv mioTv T0ig AmAOiC dmoveipavTeg v, adTolg 8 THY YV ToiC
pvoel clopévolg Kkatd v 100 Swpépovtog mheoveliov oméppatog Evomdpyey Bodrovtal, pakpd on
KEXOPIGHEVIYV THOTEWG, T} TO TVELHOTIKOV TOD \vuxmou Aéyovte. Ent pasty oi ano Bacikeidov mioTv dpa kol
gkhoynv oikeiav givar ko’ Exactov didotnua, Kat’ snam)»ou@n po &’ av g £€KAoYig TiiGg bTepKOG IOV TNV
KOGUIKTV ATACoNG QUOEMS GLUVENESHL TOTV KATAAANAOV T€ €lval Tf] EKAGTOL EATIOL KAl TiiG TOTEWS TNV dWPEQV.
“For the Valentinians, assigning faith to us, the simple, would have it that yv@®o1g belongs to them only who are
saved by nature, according to the superior quality of their seed; they say that yv@og is very different from nictic, as
the pneumatic from the psychic. The disciples of Basilides add that faith and election, the two together, are
particular kinds of degree, and so, consequently that cosmic faith depends on supercosmic election, and moreover
that the gift of faith is proportional to the hope of each individual.”

122 At Strom..2.23.147, Clement argues that the law that an adulteress be put to death is kept when she repents; her
former self is dead since she is regenerated into a new life; Strom. 4.3.8.6 interprets the sabbath as instructing self-
control.

12 “Gc tomov Tve Snhodoav” is absent from the Greek mss; Mondésert and Caster supply it in the Sources
chrétiennes edition from the scholia to fill out the “four ways” indicated in the mss.
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dialectic reasoning.'** Faithfulness to the instruction of the law, properly interpreted, is the
beginning of virtue. After reiterating the reciprocity between mictig, yvdoic, and dydnn,
Clement concludes, “the virtues are elements of yvdo1g, miotig is yet more fundamental, as
necessary for the gnostic to live as breathing, as long as he lives in our world; and just as it is
impossible to live without the four elements, in the same way without wictig there is no yv@®oic.

Iioti is thus the ground of truth.”'?

4.6 Stromateis 2.19.100

Strom. 2.7 marks a turning point in the argument of Book 2, as Clement incorporates a defence
of the goodness and divine origin of the law into his larger discussion of the necessity of mioTiC.
After defending the Hebrew Scriptures against the objections of the Marcionites (Strom. 2.8.39)
and the philosophers, Clement, dependent on Philo’s On the Virtues,'* attempts to show that “all
the other virtues, as described by Moses, were the origin of the whole of Greek ethical theory,
that is, of courage, temperance, prudence, justice, endurance and patience, self-control, and
above all piety” (Strom. 2.18.78)."*” Philo’s collection of philanthropic laws, which he employs

against Roman charges of Jewish picavlpomia, is taken over nearly whole by Clement, who uses

12 Strom. 1.28.179.4. Here Clement seems to argue that, in general, only one of these interpretations is correct, in
opposition to Origen, Augustine, and later Medieval exegetes that will look for two, three, or four interpretations in
each text.

12 Strom. 2.6.31.3 oTotygionv Yoy o0edV_THG YVOOENOS TOV TPOEIPNUEVOV APETOY GTOLEIMIECTEPAY Elvat
GUUPEPNKE TV THOTLY, OVTOG AvayKaiay T YVOOTIKY DTAPYOVcAY, O TA KATH TOV KOGHOV TOVOE BlodvTl Tpog 10
(v 10 dvomvelv: ag &’ dvev TV tecodpv ctotyeimv ovk €Tt {ijv, 00d’ dvev TioTe®s Yvdov Emakoiovdijcat. abtn
toivuv kpnmig dAnOeiog.

12 De virtutibus consists of four sub-treatises on the virtues courage (Gvdpsia), philanthropy (eihavOpomia),
repentance (petovoio) and good birth (gvyeveia), seemingly intended to follow from the conclusion of Spec. Leg.
The text of De Virtutibus has come down in a number of variant forms, including fragments preserved in papyri
from Oxyrhynchus dating to the third century. On this material and the structure of De virtutibus, see James R.
Royse, “The Text of Philo’s De virtutibus,” SPhA 18 (2006): 73—101.

127 parallels between Philo, Clement and Stoic conceptions of virtue have been frequently noted. See Pierre Camelot,
Stromate II. Sources chrétiennes 38 (1951), 108; Clement contrasts his virtue theory with the Stoic at Strom.
2.19.101: “That’s why the Stoics have stated that the goal of man is to live in conformity with nature, inverting the
name of God and that of nature in an indecent manner, for the domain of nature is plants, seeds, trees and stones.”
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Philo’s arguments to charge that Marcion and his followers “are neither virtuous enough to
understand the law, nor, in fact have well understood it” (Strom. 2.18.84.2). 128

Departing from Philo, Clement re-assigns the authorship of the law from Moses to the
Adyog. The law ceases to be the national legislation of the people of Israel as it is transformed
into the universal source of virtue. Clement intersperses his Philonic borrowings with compatible
teachings derived from Christian written and oral traditions. The injunction of Ex. 23:5 and Deut.
22:4 to care for the livestock of one’s enemies is presented as a “teaching of the Lord” and
combined with the command in Matt. 5:44 to pray for one’s enemies (Strom. 2.18.90.1). At
Strom. 2.18.91, he interjects into his Philonic source material, “does the law not appear
philanthropic and beneficent, that which leads to Christ, and does this God not appear good and
just, caring for each generation, from the beginning to the end, to lead them to salvation?”

Interrupting his source text, Clement supplements Philo’s defense of the law’s
euavOpomrio with additional allegorical (more precisely tropological) exegeses, applying the
moral principles inherent in the law to different circumstances. Clement extends the proscription
of Deut. 22:10 against yoking together an ox and an ass, which Philo presents as a literal
injunction promoting the humane treatment of animals. Although acknowledging the validity of
its literal interpretation, Clement offers two additional allegorical interpretations of the law: not
to yoke together people of other races, “when we have nothing against them apart from their

foreignness, for which they are not responsible, which is not an immoral trait and does not spring

128 Clement abbreviates Philo’s praise of laws forbidding interest on loans (84); prompt payment of wages (85);
humane treatment of debtors (85); prohibition of harvesting what has fallen on the ground (85-6); the year of Jubilee
(86); return of lost livestock to its owner (87); welcoming Gentiles (88); permitting a period of grieving for captive
women (88-9);the liberation of slaves in the seventh year of their servitude (91); kind treatment of animals (92-3);
not to destroy the fertility of enemy land (95). He omits entirely only the section on Moses as a model of
philanthropia.
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from one” ~” and against “sharing the cultivation of the Adyog on equal terms between pure and

impure, faithful and faithless” (Strom. 2.18.94)."*° Here Clement parts company with Philo, who

considers the Pentateuch to be of little value as a history book but rarely allegorizes the law so as

to undermine the importance of its literal fulfilment.'*'

It is at the end of this extended borrowing that Clement mentions Philo’s name for the
last time in the Stromateis. Following his Philonic source, Clement cites Adam, Noah, and the
Patriarchs to argue that true nobility is not a function of good birth (gvyéveia) but of obedience to
God. By imitating them, one becomes “a co-citizen of the righteous ancients who lived
according to the law and conformed to the law before the law, and whose actions become laws
for us” (100). The end result of the virtuous life lived in obedience to the law is resemblance to
God. Clement associates this opoimoig with the life of the true gnostic. He is fully aware,

however, that he is not the first thinker to arrive at this formulation:

[TAGTov 08 0 PLAOGOPOG, evdarpoviay TEAog TIBépEVOC, Opoimoty Bed enowv
odTHV Elvon kot O Suvatdy, eite Kai GLVSPAUDOY TOG TH SOYATL TOD VOOV i
YOp peydior @Uoelg kol yopvol Tad®dv e06Toxodol Twg mepi TV AANROs0, BC
onow 6 [Mubayodpelog Didwv T Mwvoémg EEnyodevog, eite kol mapd Tvemv
to1e Aoyiwv dvaodoydeic dte pabnoemg del Stydv. enoi yop 6 vopog: dnicw
Kupiov 10D B0D VUMDY ToPeHEGHE KAl TAC EVIOAAS LLOV PLAGEETE. TNV UEV YOp
g€opoimotv 0 vopog axorovBiov dvoudlet 1 8¢ Towadtn dkoiovdia KoTd
dvvapuy €€opotol.

And Plato the philosopher, proposing happiness to be the goal, says that it is
“to resemble God as far as possible.” Perhaps here he is discerning the teaching
of the law, “for those with great natures and naked of passions somehow hit on
the truth,” as Philo the Pythagorean said in his exegesis of the writings of
Moses; perhaps, on the other hand, he was taught by certain wise traditions,

12 5 . 5 5~ , o ~ ~ N I 3 3 ~ Y
? trans. Ferguson. dmayopedet Te &v Tadtd Katalguyvival pdg Gpotov yiig Podv koi Gvov, thya pév kai Tod mept

{@a dvoikeiov oToyacduevoc, SNAGY &’ Gua undévo T@v £tepogdvdv adikelv Kol vrd {uyov dyestv, 003V ExovTog
aitidoocBal 1j 6t to GAloyevég, Omep €oTiv Avaitiov, unTe Kakio unTe amd Kokiog OpUOUEVOV.

139 trans. Ferguson.

13! The contrast in approach to the law is further brought out in Clement’s interpretation of the Decalogue in Strom.
6. Although sometimes acknowledging the literal prescription, Clement directs his attention to the commandments’
spiritual fulfillment. Significantly, Clement’s interpretation contains no clear borrowings of Philo’s treatise On the
Decalogue.
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since he was always thirsting after learning. For the law says, “walk in the
ways of the Lord your God and guard my commandments.” For the law calls
assimilation “following after”; and this following after renders one like God as
far as possible. Strom. 2.19.100

This citation marks the second time Philo is called a Pythagorean. The reference to Philo bridges
Plato’s Greek wisdom with the commandment of Deut. 30:16. Philo the Pythagorean reappears
in Clement’s mind, and his Stromateis, in order to demonstrate the unity of the Greek and the
barbarian understanding that opoimotg, likeness to God, is part and parcel with a life well lived.
Philo is mentioned here after being “conspicuously absent,” in van den Hoek’s
estimation, throughout the discourse of the virtues.'** Again, Philo is not acknowledged as the
source of the previous thread in the Stromateus, perhaps because, yet again, Clement has subtly
altered his Philonic raw materials to produce his own argument. The text that Clement quotes
does not derive from On the virtues, as do the many Philonic borrowings that directly precede it.
Rather, it is taken from the Life of Moses II, part of the text that Clement omitted from the
previous extended borrowing in Strom. 1. In the source text, Philo is in fact referring to Moses as
the one whose “great nature” allowed him to arrive at knowledge beyond the scope of his
accomplished teachers. Clement applies Philo’s description to Plato as well, suggesting that the
Athenian may have independently discovered the originally Hebrew (in Clement’s estimation)

concept of dpoiwotg. Or, he may have picked it up from a sage familiar with the law of Moses.'**

Conclusions

Clement employs Philo as an expert exegete and historian of Jewish antiquity. In particular, he is
brought in to testify about the intersections between ancient Hebrew and foreign wisdom,

attesting to the ultimately Hebrew source of Greek learning. In spite of the insight into Jewish

132 yan den Hoek, Philo in the Stromateis, 107.
'3 Philo entertains similar speculations about the source of Socrates’ correct teachings in QG 2:6.
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history he provides, Philo is not called a Jew; instead Clement twice calls him a Pythagorean.

What Clement intends to communicate with this epithet is the subject of our next investigation.

5. Pythagoras and Pythagoreans in the Stromateis’™*
5.1 Clement’s Pythagoras

In Stromateis 1, Pythagoras figures prominently as an intermediary between Greek and barbarian
wisdom. Although esteemed as one of the original Greek philosophers, Pythagoras is shown to
have been born outside of Greece (exactly where is a matter of debate) and to have studied with a
vast number of exotic teachers, from the Brahmans of India to the Egyptian prophet Sonches,
before introducing philosophy to Italy.*> Although ancient, he is demonstrated to have lived
centuries after Moses, described by Clement as the original philosopher, to whom the Adyoc was

exceptionally known.'*

Stromateis 1 thus continues an apologetic tradition, adapted from Jewish forbearers, that
aims to establish the legitimacy of Christianity through the demonstration of its antiquity. "’

Clement’s “barbarian philosophy,” revealed in the law of Moses and made manifest through the

1% This argument appears, in expanded form, as Jennifer Otto, “Philo, Judaeus? A re-evaluation of why Clement
calls Philo ‘the Pythagorean’ in SPhA4 25 (2013): 115-138.

B3 Strom. 1.14.62 (3x); 1.14.63 (2x); 1.15.66 (2x); 1.15.68; 1.15.69; 1.15.70

6 Strom. 1.14.61; 1.14.65; 15.72; 1.16.80; 1.16.80; 1.21.107, 1.21.129, 1.21.130.

7 A tradition that, arguably, begins with Paul’s speech in Acts 17:16-34 and is taken over more explicitly by
Tatian, whose argument Clement incorporates in Strom. 1, and Justin. This Jewish and Christian apologetic is
related to a broader Greco-Roman interest in the ultimate origins of philosophy. David T. Runia notes, “A massive
body of ethnographic and ‘historical’ writings—now almost completely lost—was based on the assumption that the
oikoumene possessed a common culture with a single source. The central question was: what was that source, which
nation could take the credit for discovery and authentic tradition? Addressing the Roman senate, Cicero no doubt
found a willing ear for his assertion that their ancestors were not the pupils but the teachers of he philosophers in the
matter of religion. In one and the same treatise Plutarch states that Pythagoras based his precepts on secret teachings
of the Egyptian priests and that the names of Egyptian gods are to be explained by means of Greek etymologies.”
David T. Runia, Philo of Alexandria and the Timaeus of Plato (Leiden: Brill, 1986), 532.
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incarnation of the Adyog in Jesus, is the original philosophy from which all other philosophy,
including Pythagoreanism, is derivative. The nature of this derivation is ambivalent. Clement
often emphasizes the agreement of Pythagorean doctrines with the law, the prophets, the
Gospels, or Paul."*® As one of the oldest philosophies, Pythagorean teachings are presented as
close relatives of the true teachings of the Adyoc, with which they share something of a family
resemblance. Pythagoreans and church members alike are monotheists'*’ who believe in
providence'*” and the immortality of the soul and judgment after death.'*! Clement notes no
distinction in ethics between Christians and Pythagoreans: both refuse to worship images'** or
sacrifice animals,'* face persecution with courage,'** include virtuous women among their
numbers,'* are encouraged to pursue celibacy after having children,*® and consider the words of
their teacher as a legitimate foundation for faith.'*” The only Pythagorean doctrine that Clement
criticizes is the transmigration of the soul and vegetarianism practiced on that account'**

149

(vegetarianism adopted as a method of developing one’s éykpdzeo, self-mastery, is praised).

On the other hand, in the latter books of the Stromateis, Clement increasingly depicts this

1% Strom.1.1.10; 1.10.48; 1.15.70; 2.18.79; 4.3.9; 4.23.151; 4.26.171; 5.5.27 (2); 5.5.28 (2); 5.5.29; 5.5.29; 5.5.30;
5.5.31.

9protr. 6.72

" Protr. 6.72; 5.13.88

U Strom. 4.7.44,4.22.144

42 Strom. 5.1.8;5.5.28

" Strom. 7.6.32

" Strom. 4.8.56

3 Strom. 4.19.121 (x2)

4% Strom. 3.3.12; 3.3.24

147 Strom. 2.5.24. Clement’s evaluation of the acceptance of Pythagorean doctrine on faith is echoed by John Dillon:
“All this Pythagorean activity, however, seems to have occurred on the non-philosophical, or at least sub-
philosophical, level. The treatises are bald and didactic, stating their doctrine without attempt at proof, and aimed at
an audience which, it would seem, was prepared to substitute faith for reason.” The Middle Platonists, 119. Note the
similarity between Dillon’s evaluation of Hellenistic Pythagoreanism and Celsus’s critique of Christianity.

%% 7 6.32. On Pythagorean vegetarianism and its possible influence on early Christians, see Andrew McGowan,
Ascetic Eucharists: Food and Drink in Early Christian Ritual Meals (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 69—
78.

" Paed. 2.1.11
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derivation as unacknowledged and prideful plagiarism."® The so-called “Great Pythagoras” and
“Chief among the Greeks” offers only a distorted refraction of the true saving yv@®oig imparted

by the Adyoc known through Jesus. ™'

In Stromateis 5, Pythagoras and the school he inspired re-emerge in support of Clement’s
claim that truly sacred texts communicate truths via enigmas.'>* According to lamblichus’s

account of the Pythagorean way of life,

Most indispensable for him (Pythagoras) was his manner of teaching by means of
symbols . . . But in accord with the “silence” legislated for them by Pythagoras,
they engaged in divine mysteries and methods of instruction forbidden to the
uninitiated, and through symbols, they protected their talks with one another and
their treatises. And if someone, after singling out the actual symbols, does not
explicate and comprehend them with an interpretation free from mockery, the
things said will appear laughable and trivial to ordinary persons, full of nonsense
and rambling. When, however, these utterances are explicated in accord with the
manner of these symbols, they become splendid and sacred instead of obscure to
the many, rather analogous to the prophecies and oracles of the Pythian god. '**

Similarly, Clement argues that the law, the prophets, and the sayings of Jesus conceal their true
teaching from outsiders, so that their hidden meaning may be understood only by initiates: “The
prophecies and the oracles are spoken in enigmas, and the mysteries are not exhibited carelessly

to anyone who chances upon them but only after certain purifications and previous

0 Strom. 5.14.89; 5.14.99; 6.2.17; 6.2.27.

B Strom. 1.21.133; 5.11.67

132 Andrew Dinan demonstrates the pervasiveness of this theme in Clement’s thought. He notes, “Ainittomai,
ainigma, and related forms appear more than one hundred and forty times in Clement’s extant works, often in
connection with other words denoting oblique or allusive communication (symbola, metaphora, parabole, allegoria,
huponoia).” These terms are most often used to describe the obscure utterances of scripture, however, “the second
most common use of ainittomai and ainigma is to characterize the sayings of barbarian and Greek sages,
philosophers, and poets, who foreshadow, often in astonishing ways, Christian teachings” (177). Among the
barbarians and Greeks cited for their use of enigmas, Dinan affirms that “Clement, like Plutarch and others,
especially finds riddles in the Pythagorean symbola and among Pythagoras’ teachers, the Egyptians” (177). See
Dinan, “"Aiviypo and Aivittopon in the Works of Clement of Alexandria."in Papers Presented at the Fifieenth
International Conference on Patristic Studies Held in Oxford 2007 (eds. Jane Baun et. al.: Leuven: Peeters, 2010):
175-180.

133 JTamblichus, On the Pythagorean way of life (trans. Dillon and Hershbell), 103—110.
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»13% The hermeneutic of the Pythagoreans is thus recommended as the correct

instructions.
method for interpreting the church’s scriptures (Strom. 5.5.29.3). By maintaining that the

Pythagorean teachings are derivative of the Hebrew, however, Clement defends the stature and

the originality of the Church’s holy writings as the highest source of profound hidden doctrines.

5.2 Philo the Pythagorean?

Having a fuller picture of Clement’s understanding of just what being a Pythagorean entailed, we
may now reconsider the question, why did Clement call Philo “the Pythagorean™? Re-examining
Clement’s borrowing of Philo’s allegorical interpretation of Sarah and Hagar as the propaideutic
and advanced studies, a number of Pythagorean elements emerge. Broadly, the context of the
borrowing argues in favour of the pursuit of wide learning. The Philonic passage, with a few
adjustments, helps Clement to argue that Greek philosophy, of which Pythagoras is an
originator,'” is a useful servant to the higher émotiun and copia of the Aoyoc. Although a
common element in Greek education, the two-stage paideutic system of quadrivium and trivium
was especially associated with the Pythagorean school. '>° Pythagorean novices first studied the

qualities of numbers prior to advancing to the higher studies of philosophy.'*’ Philo is introduced

13 Strom. 5.4.20.1 “Evted0ev ai mpopneion of Te ypnopoi Aéyovron 8t aiviypdrov kai of teketai Toig évtuyydvovoty
aveédny ov deikvovtat, GAAG HETA TVOV KoBapU®Y KOl TpoppHoe@V’™).

%3 Strom. 1.14.62

1% Note here the testimony of Justin: “I came to a Pythagorean, very celebrated—a man who thought much of his
own wisdom. And then, when I had an interview with him, willing to become his hearer and disciple, he said, 'What
then? Are you acquainted with music, astronomy, and geometry? Do you expect to perceive any of those things
which conduce to a happy life, if you have not been first informed on those points which wean the soul from
sensible objects, and render it fitted for objects which appertain to the mind, so that it can contemplate that which is
honourable in its essence and that which is good in its essence?' Having commended many of these branches of
learning, and telling me that they were necessary, he dismissed me when I confessed to him my ignorance.” Justin
Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho the Jew, 2.

7 Proclus describes a Pythagorean propaideutic Quadrivium of Arithmetic, Music, Geometry and Astronomy in his
Commentary on the First Book of Euclid’s Elements, xii.
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here as an interpreter of esoteric meanings hidden in the names of the Patriarchs and their wives,

utilizing the hermeneutic attributed to the Pythagoreans in Stromateis 5.

In Strom. 1.23.153, Clement strategically adapts elements of On the Life of Moses as part
of his broader argument that the archaic barbarian races taught philosophy to the Greeks. The
Pythagorean Numenius made similar claims.'*® Allain Le Boulluec argues that Clement’s
development of this trope is directly influenced by Numenius, who was in turn influenced by
Philo."® Prior to this borrowing, Clement asserts the continuity between the Mosaic and
Pythagorean traditions, claiming that Pythagoras copied much from Moses, whom he presents,
borrowing a phrase from Philo, as a fellow “interpreter of sacred laws.”'®® Clement highlights
similarities in Philo’s depiction of Moses’ education in barbarian wisdom with traditions
surrounding Pythagoras. Both are taught by Chaldeans; Pythagoras is also said to have studied
with Magi (including Zoroaster), Brahmans, Gauls and Assyrians, while Moses learned Assyrian
letters. For both sages, preliminary study in the sacred traditions of the Egyptians is emphasized.
Moses is taught their philosophy through symbols expressed in sacred writings, while Pythagoras
is reported to have undergone circumcision in order to study mystical philosophy in their sacred
sanctuaries.'®!

By borrowing from Philo’s treatise On Virtues in Strom. 2, Clement presents the law as a

means of inculcating virtues through a lifestyle of seemingly unusual practices and prohibitions,

"% Numenius Frag. 1a, cf. Eusebius, Preparatio Evangelica 9.7.1. Edouard des Places, Numénius: Fragments
(Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1973).

1% «] *humanité aurait atteint la sagesse la plus haute, le savoir authentique, au commencement, quand elle était
encore proche de son origine divine, et bien avant le début de la philosophie greque. Numénius la développe, sous
I’influence de Philon, et considére qu’a partir des témoignages de Platon, il faut remonter aux doctrines de
Pythagore, ‘puis en appeler aux peuples de renom,’ a tout ce qu’ont établi les Brahmanes, les Juifs, les Mages et les
Egyptiens.”Allain Le Boulluec, “Introduction,” Stromates V. Sources chrétiennes 278 (Paris: Cerf, 1981).

1 Strom. 1.22.150.

11§ TTvOaydpag adToic ye TovToLE, 81'0d kai Tepietépeto, tva 81 kai eig T GdvTo KaTelOdY THY PHOOTIKAY Tap’
Atyvrtiov ékpdabot prlocopiav, Xaidaiov te kol Maymv 1olg apictolg cuveyéveto kal TNV EKKANGiov v viv oDTo
KOAOLUEVTV TO TTap” awTd OpoKkogiov aivittetal. Strom. 1.15.66; Cf. also lamblichus, Vit. Pyth. 18 sq.
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not unlike lamblichus’s defence of vegetarianism in On The Pythagorean life (106-109). A
demonstration of the Pythagorean inculcation of piety, wisdom, justice, self-control, courage,
and friendship also occupy the last section of lamblichus’s work (134-240). Clement makes an
explicit connection between Pythagoreanism and the pursuit of virtue in 2.21.130.3, where
Clement relates that “Pythagoras taught that the knowledge of the perfection of the virtues was

happiness of the soul.”'®?

His borrowings from Philo’s On the Virtues are also punctuated by
claims of the law’s harmony with Pythagorean teaching. Immediately following Clement’s first
borrowing of the sequence, on the law’s inculcation of justice and wisdom, he interjects a
reference to Prov. 11:1, “Deceitful balances are an abomination before God; but a just balance is
acceptable to Him,” which he equates to the Pythagorean Symbol, “do not step over the
balance.” Both are interpreted as general exhortations to justice. Borrowing Philo’s notice of the
law’s concern for the welfare of animals, Clement comments that Pythagoras must have derived
his own similar teaching from Moses. At 2.98.1 (Virt. 171-172), Clement echoes Philo in
interpreting the mouth, hands, and heart of Deuteronomy as symbols indicating action, volition,
and speech.

Although he is not explicitly cited as the source of Clement’s musings on the virtues,
Philo is called “the Pythagorean” a second time very shortly after the completion of the
sequence. The immediate context of the borrowing, Plato and Moses’ shared exhortation to
homoiosis, may also have Pythagorean resonances. John Dillon supposes that, although no

fragments of Numenius’s ethical theory survive, it is likely that he considered “likeness to God”

. . . 1
an ethical imperative.'®

'2 This is the reading of MS L. Stihlin follows a varient preserved by Theodoret which reads “numbers,” apOpdv,

in place of “virtues,” apet@®v. Contextually, “virtues” makes equally good sense.
' Dillon, The Middle Platonists, 336.
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Stromateis 5 does not make explicit mention of Philo as a source; it does, however,
include an extensive borrowing from Philo’s description of the Temple and vestments of the
High Priest in Life of Moses 11. This interpretation follows on the heels of a favourable
description of the Pythagorean symbols. This theme begins in Strom. 5.4, where the initiates of
the Mysteries, the Egyptian hieroglyphs and Socratic apothegms are shown to convey truth
esoterically in the same manner as the scriptures. Pythagoras, however, is the parabolic teacher
par excellence. Clement begins with the affirmation, “the Pythagorean symbols were related to
the barbarian philosophy in a most mysterious manner.”'®* Clement then adduces scriptural
parallels to the esoteric interpretations of Pythagorean Symbols 7, 10, 33, 68, 27, 2, 4, 14.16°
Having thus demonstrated dependence, Clement concludes Pythagoras must have been
acquainted with the writings of Moses.'®® Clement’s elucidation of the cosmological mysteries
hidden in the physical structure and furnishings of the Temple and the High Priest’s clothing,
which is dependant on Philo, follows directly after this extended demonstration of Pythagorean
esotericism. This exegetical sequence combines a variety of elements known from Stoic,
Platonic, Gnostic, and Apocalyptic texts. The framing of the chapter, however, underlines the
association between correct biblical interpretation and Pythagorean exegesis. Clement ends the
sequence by re-introducing the Pythagoreans, noting the famous Ephesian Letters whose esoteric
meanings are revealed by “Androcydes the Pythagorean™ (5.8.45). Clement thus associates
Philo’s method of allegorical interpretation of the Temple in Strom. 5.6 with the correct

interpretation of hidden wisdom, an ability that is shared by the initiates of all philosophical

16 Adtixa tiig PapPapov prrocopiag Thvy ceddpa dmucekpuppévad fiptntat o [ubayodpeta coppora. Strom.

5.5.27.
15 Alain Le Boulluec supplies parallels between Clement’s choice of Symbola and Plutarch’s Table Talks VIII
(727¢—728c¢), suggesting common use of the same source material, are frequently noted. The principal source for the
allegorical interpretation of the Pythagorean Symbols is Androcydes, Peri Pythagorikon Sumbolon. Walter Burkert
attributes to him the interpretation of the symbola as ainigmata. Le Boulluec, Stromate V, 114-15.
166

Strom. 5.5.27-30.
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traditions but is especially characteristic of the Pythagoreans. In the unfolding of Clement’s
argument in book 5, Philo is located alongside Pythagoreans in a broad tradition of interpreting

the hidden expressions of the Adyog in enigmatic texts.

5.3 Philo: Pythagorean and Jew?

The foregoing analysis illuminates the commonalities shared between Philo and the
Pythagoreans in Clement’s mind. We must now consider whether Clement may have considered
Philo to be both a Jew and a Pythagorean. Although Clement asserts the unity of all truth, he
especially emphasizes the relationship between Pythagoras and the teachings of Moses. Many
later commentators have also noted similarities between Pythagorean and Jewish practices and
have submitted a variety of explanations to account for those similarities. In the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries, Edouard Zeller and Isidore Levy both advanced theories that
Pythagoreanism had exerted influence on Second-Temple Judaism, particularly among its more
‘Hellenized’ adherents.'®” Josephus makes direct comparisons between the Essenes and the
Pythagoreans in Ant. 15.10.4, describing the Jewish sect as “practicing a way of life introduced
to them by the Pythagoreans.” Dillon and Hershbell suggest that Philo’s On the Contemplative
Life portrays the Therapeutae as “having been much influenced by Pythagoreanism” and further
report that “the notion of Jewish Pythagorean communities was much alive in the Graeco-Roman

world.”'® Guy Stroumsa takes up Clement’s position and argues that “Pythagoras was said . . .

17 Isidore Levy, La légende de Pythagore de Gréce en Palestine (Paris: Champion, 1927); Edouard Zeller, Die
Philosophie der Griechen in ihrer geschichtlichen Entwicklung (Leipzig: Riesland, 1923). I owe these references to
Dillon and Hershbell, “Introduction,” in On the Pythagorean way of life, 15.

"*Dillon and Hershbell, “Introduction,” in On the Pythagorean way of life, 15 n. 71. The authors unfortunately do
not supply primary sources to support their claims.
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169 . . .
”7 Todd S. Beall, however, dismisses ancient and modern

to have been under Jewish influence.
claims of mutual influence between Jews and Pythagoreans. In his analysis of Josephus’s

comments on the Essenes, Beall concludes that Josephus exaggerates Essene similarities to
Pythagoreans in order to make them more comprehensible to his Roman audience.'”® Being

unfamiliar with living Essene communities, however, Clement may have taken Josephus’s

claims at face value and thought of Philo as an Essene/Pythagorean Jew.

While the Essenes may or may not have been familiar with the Pythagoreans, the
Pythagorean Numenius was certainly familiar with the Jewish scriptures. Clement, the earliest
extant witness to Numenius, mentions him in almost the same breath as Philo in Stromateis
1.22-23, all in the context of proving the genetic relationship between Greek and Hebrew
philosophy. Despite his interest in the exotic wisdom of the Hebrews and the Christians,
Numenius is uniformly remembered by his successors as a Pythagorean, and certainly not a Jew

(or, for that matter, a Christian).'”!

The question of whether Numenius knew the works of Philo
remains a debated one. In any event, John Dillon remarks that “he was certainly acquainted with

the results of allegorical exegesis of the Pentateuch.”'”> The example of Numenius suggests that

Clement may in fact have understood Philo to be, like Numenius, a non-Jewish Pythagorean who

19 Stroumsa, Barbarian Philosophy, 61. Stroumsa does not mention a source; perhaps he has Clement’s claims in
Strom. 1.23 in mind?

170 According to Todd Beall, “Alleged similarities between the Essenes and Pythagoreanism include the prayer to
the sun (Jewish War 2.128), practiced at the beginning and end of each day by the Pythagoreans; the prohibition of
sacrifice among the Essenes (Antiquities 18.1,5) and among some Pythagoreans; similarities in their calendar and
numerical systems; the immortality of the soul (Jewish War 2.154—7); and various similar cultic rituals (wearing of
white, baths, secrecy, etc.)” Beall argues that these parallels do no stand up to scrutiny. See Beall, Josephus’
Description of the Essenes Illustrated by the Dead Sea Scrolls (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), 132.
' Norman Bentwich, writing in 1913, considered Numenius “certainly a Jew”; see Bentwich, “From Philo to
Plotinus” The Jewish Quarterly Review 1 (1913) 1-21. This speculation of the early twentieth century has fallen out
of favour and is rebuked by John Dillon: “Efforts to prove Numenius a Jew are surely also misguided. One did not
have to be a Jew in the Syria of the second century CE to be acquainted with either Jewish or Christian writings.
Numenius certainly accord to the God of the Jews high honour, declaring him to be “without communion with
others, and Father of all the gods, who will not have it that anyone should share in his honour”. . . but this is a
position that could be adopted by a friendly gentile philosopher with esoteric and syncretistic tendencies” The
middle Platonists, 379.

2 Dillon, The Middle Platonists, 378.
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recognized the hidden Adyog in the writings of the ancient Hebrews, without ruling out the

possibility that he considered him both a Pythagorean and a Jew.

6. Conclusions

My analysis of the Philonic citations in the Stromateis indicates that Clement not only calls
Philo a Pythagorean explicitly, but also implicitly connects him with Pythagorean practices, most
notably teaching via symbols or enigmas. Both in content and context, Clement associates Philo
with fellow Pythagorean Numenius who, though not a Jew, praises Moses and the philosophy his
writings inspire. Clement’s Philonic borrowings dislodge the life and teachings of Moses from
the sphere of Jewish law and practice, emphasizing their similarity with other revelations of the
Aoyoc, both Greek and barbarian. Clement’s use of Philo associates him with Pythagorean
exegesis while distancing him from “the Jews” who reject Christ. Consequently, I suggest the
possibility that Clement’s portrayal of Philo may not be innovative or idiosyncratic. Philo’s
treatises may have reached Clement as Pythagorean writings, rather than via a chain of

exclusively Jewish/Christian readers.

Did Clement know Philo to be Jewish? The fact that Clement never explicitly labels him
as such requires us to speculate. Certainly Clement knows that Philo did not recognize Christ in
the Old Testament; when he borrows Philo’s allegorical exegeses, Clement frequently adds a

Christological dimension to the interpretation that is not found in the source text.'”® Crucially, in

173 See, for example, Strom. 1.5.31.3, where Clement inserts the identification of Isaac as a “type of Christ” into
Philo’s interpretation of Sarah and Hagar in De Congressu. This tendency is also noted by van den Hoek, Philo in
the Stromateis, 220, and Osborn, “Quiet Conversion and Noetic Exegesis,” 111, arguing that “this is yet another
reason why he does not acknowledge Philo as his source. It would be dishonest to claim, as Philonic, the heavily
christological content with which Clement loads his major Philonic sequences.”
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Clement’s adaptations of Philo’s texts, the authorship of the law is transferred from Moses to the

174 But the fact that Clement employs Philo’s allegories suggests that Clement thinks he is

AdyoG.
on the right exegetical track. In Clement’s usage, “Jews” misunderstand the law and the prophets
(see especially Strom. 1.27.174—175); Philo, in contrast, is employed as an aid to decipher the
hidden meaning of the Mosaic scriptures. Using this definition of Jew, the term does not fit

Clement’s Philo very comfortably, casting doubt on the assumption that Clement read Philo’s

texts as specifically “Jewish.”

By calling Philo a Pythagorean, Clement locates him within a philosophical school
tradition that comes haltingly close to grasping the truth of the Ad6yog. Clement does not fault
Pythagorean ethics or exegesis; in his evaluation, Pythagorean teaching errs only in its doctrine
of metempsychosis. Still, the Pythagoreans, like all Greeks, are unbelievers who condemn
themselves by their “unwillingness to believe the truth which declares that the law was divinely
given through Moses, while they honour Moses in their own writers” (Strom. 1.26.170.2).
Pointing out their inconsistency, Clement criticizes “those Zealots of the Samian Pythagoras,
who, seeking demonstrations of the objects of investigation, consider ‘He has said it’ to be
sufficient for faith, and content themselves in his voice alone for confirmation of what they have
heard; yet ‘those who love to contemplate the truth’ (cf. Republic 5.475 E), persisting in their

refusal to have faith in the teacher worthy of faith, in God the only saviour, demand from him

'™ Clement compares Moses and Jesus at Strom. 2.5.21.1-5: “Moses was a man of wisdom, a king, a legislator. But
our Saviour surpasses all human nature, being beautiful to the point of being the sole object of our love in our
yearning for true beauty, “for he was the true light.”... He is our lawgiver, presenting us with the law through the
mouth of the prophets, and instructing us in all that has to be done, not least when it is not clear.” (trans. Ferguson).
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proof of his words.”'”> Clement’s description of Philo as a Pythagorean may be a subtle criticism

of his excessive praise of Moses and insufficient grasp of the Ad0yog by whom Moses spoke.

1 o o \ . r ~ r \ ~ , s ’
> Strom. 2.5.24: xoi yap &romov, 1o pév ITubaydpov tod Sopiov (NAeTig v {nrovpévev Tig drodeitelc
TAPAITOVHEVOVE TO “adTOC EQa” TioTY Tysicon kol oyt dpksicOon Lovy T Pwvii Tpdg TV PePainoty Gv
axnKoaot, “tovg 8¢ Tiig aAnbeiog rhobedpovac,” amiotelv Emyglpoiviog GEOTIoT®M S1ACKAAD, T HOVE GMTHPL

0e®, pacavoug 1@V Aeyoudvmv AmotTely mop’ aToD.
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Chapter 4

“One of our Predecessors”: Origen’s Philo

wepl n¢ kol 7@ DPilwvi cvviétaxtar fifliov, dé1ov ppoviuov kol GOVETHS Tapa T0Ig
prlainbeary életaoews.

Philo also composed a book about this matter which is worthy of intelligent and wise
study by those who wish to find the truth. Contra Celsum 6.21'

Origen knew Philo’s exegetical treatises well;” in contrast to the sometimes cut-and-paste
style of Clement’s Philonic borrowings, Origen integrates Philo’s interpretive strategies
seamlessly into his own writings.’ Yet in spite of his abundant use of material gleaned from
Philo’s treatises, Origen mentions his fellow Alexandrian on only three occasions: twice in
Contra Celsum and once in the Commentary on Matthew, his final two major works.* Origen’s
failure to cite Philo has sometimes been interpreted as reticence to reveal his reliance on Jewish
sources.” Nonetheless Origen does not leave his debt wholly unacknowledged. In addition to the

three explicit mentions of Philo, on multiple occasions Origen refers to him anonymously using

' use the Greek text of Contra Celsum published in Contre Celse (SC 132, 136, 147, 150: ed. and trans. M. Borret:
Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1967—1969).

? As was the case with Clement, Origen alludes to Philo’s Allegorical Interpretation, Exposition of the Law, and
Questions and Answers treatises while remaining silent on his historical works Legatio ad Gaium, In Flaccum and
the Hypothetica. That Origen fails to cite the Legatio as evidence of the Jews’ suffering in the wake of Jesus’
crucifixion, a frequent claim of the Contra Celsum, suggests that he was unfamiliar with that treatise.

? Origen’s borrowings of Philonic material are catalogued by Annewies van den Hoek, “Philo and Origen: A
Descriptive Catalogue of Their Relationship,” SPhA 12 (2000): 44—121, in which the author evaluates Origen’s
probable Philonic borrowings according to a similar rubric as in her study of Clement’s borrowings in the
Stromateis.

* On the chronology of Origen’s works, see R. P. C. Hanson, Origen's Doctrine of Tradition (London: S.P.C.K.,
1954), 8-30. Hanson dates the Comm. Mat. to 246 and Cels. to 248. In the introduction to his translation of Comm.
Matt., Hermann J. Vogt argues for its contemporaneity with Contra Celsum. Amongst other thematic and linguistic
similarities, Vogt’s most striking evidence is Origen’s adoption of the title of Celsus’s treatise, alethes Logos, the
title of Celsus’s anti-Christian treatise, to describe Jesus, a phrase that he uses in only one other text. See Vogt,
“Introduction,” Origenes, Der Kommentar zum Evangelium nach Mattdus II. Bibliothek der Griechischen Literatur
30 (Stuttgart: Hiersemann, 1990), 1-4.

> Illaria L.E. Ramelli demonstrates that Origen’s lack of specific attribution conforms with his standard practice of
omitting citations to extra-biblical sources in his commentaries and, especially, his sermons, in “Philo as Origen’s
Declared Model,” Studies in Christian-Jewish Relations 7 (2012), 1-17, 7.
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phrases such as “tic t@v mpd fudv.”® This phrase is most often translated as “one of our
predecessors” and interpreted as signalling that Origen understood himself to be a successor to

Philo in a continuous Judaeo-Christian tradition of allegorical scriptural exegesis.’

This chapter will evaluate afresh Origen’s perception of Philo as a Jew and of their
relationship as interpreters in the Alexandrian allegorical tradition. It begins with a consideration
of Origen’s construction of Jewishness via a study of the references to Jews, Israel, Hebrews and
Ebionites in the Contra Celsum and the Commentary on Matthew, the two works that also
contain his three explicit testimonia to Philo. It then proceeds to analyse Origen’s festimonia to
Philo against the background of the image of Jewishness he constructs in these texts. Does Philo
fit into Origen’s description of a Jew? What is Origen’s perception of the relationship between
Philo and his own exegetical tradition? And what does Origen intend to convey by calling Philo

“1ig T@V TPO MUDV?

1. Introducing Origen
1.1 Origen and the “Catechetical School”

The major events of Origen’s early life are well known, thanks in large part to the sixth book of
the Historia Ecclesiastica, in which Eusebius presents his own teacher Pamphilus and, by

extension, himself, as the rightful heirs to Origen’s ecclesiastical and philosophical legacy.®

% David T. Runia has identified 13 instances in which Origen anonymously cites Philo in Philo in Early Christian
Literature (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1993), 161—163. Ramelli identifies an additional four references in “Philo
as Origen’s Declared Model,” 7.

" Ramelli contends that “Origen wanted to present Philo the Jew as his principal inspirer in fact of Biblical
philosophical allegoresis, what indeed Philo was.” Ramelli, “Philo as Origen’s Declared Model,” 6.

¥ Although he lived a generation after Origen’s death, Eusebius had access to Origen’s original works and
correspondence, preserved in the ecclesiastical library at Caesarea. Elizabeth Penland’s analysis of HE 6 concludes
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Owing to the hagiographical intent of the account, some details of the biography supplied in HE
6 have been challenged, but the main points are generally accepted.” According to Eusebius,
Origen was born to Christian parents in Alexandria during the reign of Septimius Severus and
educated in the traditions of the church by Clement at the so-called Alexandria Catechetical
School (HE 6.6.1). Eusebius’s claim that Origen studied under Clement is undermined by the
fact that Origen himself never mentions Clement and has also been challenged on the basis of
chronology.'® In addition to Clement, Origen is purported to have studied with at least two other
masters: a “Hebrew doctor” and the mysterious Ammonius Saccas, whom we met in chapter two.
All three of Origen’s purported teachers may plausibly have included Philo’s treatises in their

curricula.

Eusebius relates that when Origen was just seventeen years old, his father Leonides was
martyred. In the wake of his father’s death, Origen supported his family by working as a teacher
of both Greek grammar and Christian philosophy. While still only seventeen, Origen was
appointed sole instructor of elementary catechesis in the Alexandrian church by Bishop
Demetrius. Subsequently, Eusebius contends, Origen decided “that the teaching of literature did

not harmonise with training in theology, and promptly broke off his lectures on literature as

“Eusebius has to perform rhetorical work to construct and enhance this lineage. The appeal to lineage is always an
imaginary map, a narrative explanation, the creation of connections between points to form a line. Lineage is the
struggle to relate elements to one another and to present the illusion that they have always been integrally related.”
Penland, Martyrs as Philosophers: The School of Pamphilus and ascetic tradition in Eusebius’s Martyrs of
Palestine, (Ph.D. diss., Yale University, 2010), 140.

? See especially Pierre Nautin, Origéne: Sa Vie et son Oeuvre (Paris: Beauchesne, 1977). Origen’s life has been the
subject of numerous other critical studies, including Jean Daniélou, Origéne: Le Génie Du Christianisme (Paris: La
Table ronde, 1948); Joseph W. Trigg, Origen: The Bible and Philosophy in the Third Century (Atlanta: J. Knox,
1983); Charles Kannengiesser and William Lawrence Petersen, Origen of Alexandria: His World and His Legacy
(South Bend: University of Notre Dame Press, 1988); Ronald E. Heine, Origen: Scholarship in Service of the
Church (New York: Oxford University Press, 2010); Peter W. Martens, Origen and Scripture: The Contours of an
Exegetical Life (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012).

' Runia notes that Origen would have been in his teens when Clement relocated to Palestine. If Eusebius’s
depiction of Origen as a child prodigy is to be trusted, however, it would not be unreasonable to imagine a teenaged
Origen studying with Clement. Runia, Philo in Early Christian Literature, 157.
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useless and a hindrance to sacred studies” (HE 6.3.12). Having sold his collection of Greek
writings, Origen dedicated himself to the study of the Bible and quickly developed a reputation
for exegetical skill. Eventually, he separated his charges into two groups, appointing his own
pupil Heraclas as teacher over the beginning students and keeping for himself those who had
advanced in their studies (HE 6.6.15). One of those who eventually found their way into
Origen’s lectures was a wealthy adherent of Valentinian Christianity named Ambrosius, who,
being won over by Origen’s teaching, would eventually become his teacher’s most supportive

patron (HE 6.18).

1.2 Origen and the Church

Although “Origenism” ultimately would be anathematized as a heresy at the Fifth Ecumenical
Council in 553 CE, Origen considered himself to be a churchman and a stalwart defender of the
Rule of Faith.!" Nevertheless, his enthusiasm for orthodoxy did not prevent him from running
afoul of the ecclesiastical leaders of his day, most famously his own bishop in Alexandria,
Demetrius.'” The conflict originated in Origen’s activities in Caesarea where, at the behest of
bishop Theoctistus, he taught and interpreted the scriptures publicly, despite not yet having been
ordained a presbyter (HE 6.19.16). Demetrius deemed his lectures improper and wrote to the
bishops of Palestine demanding that Origen return to Alexandria immediately, a demand with

which Origen complied.

"' Origen declares in Hom. Luke 16.6, “But I hope to be a man of the Church. I hope to be addressed not by the
name of some heresiarch, but by the name of Christ. I hope to have his name, which is blessed upon the earth. |
desire, both in deed and in thought, both to be and to be called a Christian.” For Origen’s understanding of the Rule
of Faith, based on his articulation in On First Principles, see Peter W. Martens, Origen and Scripture, 209—212. For
the factors that contributed to the condemnation of Origenism, see Georg Rowekamp, Einleitung, in Pamphilius von
Caesarea, Apologie fiir Origenes (Turnhout: Brepols, 2005), 208-217.

"2 For a more extensive account of Origen’s conflict with Demetrius, see Lisa R. Holliday, “Origen of Caesarea:
Creating Christian identity in the third century” (PhD. diss., University of Kentucky, 2006), 42—64.
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Tensions were heightened further as the result of Origen’s subsequent trip to Athens via
Palestine. While en route, Origen visited his contacts in Caesarea where he was ordained without
the knowledge or permission of Demetrius. Upon learning that Origen intended to remain in
Caesarea, relocate his school and take up regular preaching duties in its church, Demetrius sent
out letters to his fellow bishops condemning his former star teacher. A council was convened to
debate Origen’s excommunication. The bishops of Egypt and Rome joined Demetrius in his
condemnation of Origen, while the Palestinians supported the decision of the Caesarean church.
Over time, the political underpinnings of the rift would be supplemented with charges of heresy,
against which Origen vigorously defended himself (HE 6.36). Despite lingering suspicions
surrounding his orthodoxy, Origen continued to field requests to weigh in on theological debates
until the last years of his life (HE 6.38). As an elderly man, he was caught up in Decius’s
persecution, “enduring dreadful cruelties for the word of Christ, chains and bodily torments,
agony in iron and the darkness of his prison” (HE 6.40). Although he survived the persecution,

Origen died shortly thereafter during the reign of Gallus, at the age of seventy (HE 7.1).

1.3 Origen’s Teaching

Whether he was lecturing to catechumens in Alexandria, preaching in the church in Caesarea, or
guiding the reading of his small circle of committed disciples, Origen understood himself to be
engaged in the same activity: teaching."® In his Address to Origen, Gregory Thaumaturgos

provides a first-hand account of the instructional methods and curriculum Origen imposed upon

13 “Origen has no specific word for preacher. He calls him simply didaskalos, or “teacher”; that is, the preacher was
one sort of educator.” Joseph T. Lienhard, “Introduction,” in Origen, Homilies on Luke. Fathers of the Church 94
(Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 1996), xx.
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his advanced students.'* Gregory testifies that Origen employed many of the pedagogical

strategies commonly used in the philosophical schools.

According to Gregory, Origen presented both his subject and his method as philosophy,
for “he said, in effect, that it is impossible to practice a perfect piety towards the Master of the
cosmos . . . without philosophizing” (4dddress, 79)."> The first subject of study was logic, taught
via Socrates’ dialectical method, followed by physics and ethics (Address, 93—149). The next
stage of the curriculum began with a survey of the doctrines of the philosophers. Gregory relates
that Origen had his students “read with all of our energy all of the extant texts composed by the
ancient philosophers and poets, neither rejecting nor refusing anything, for we did not yet
possess the means to judge them” (4ddress, 151). He urged his students to examine each of the
philosophers, “whether Greek or barbarian,” without preference, while Origen himself plucked
what was “useful and good” from each (4Address, 153, 172)."® This exercise taught the students
not to devote themselves to any one teacher but to the source of truth itself, the divine Logos.
Only after this preparation and purification were the students permitted to progress onto

theology. Scriptural exegesis was the apex of the Origenian curriculum, as the students put the

' There is some controversy as to whether the Address was in fact written by Gregory Thaumaturgos. The earliest
reception tradition attributes it to an otherwise unknown student named Theodore, which later interpreters
understood as Gregory’s baptismal name. See Trigg, Origen, 167. Blossom Stefaniw defends the Wonder-worker’s
authorship in "Gregory Taught, Gregory Written: The Effacement and Definition of Individualization in the Address
to Origen and the Life of Gregory the Wonderworker." Reflections on Religious Identity: Greco-Roman and Judaeo-
Christian Texts and Practices. Eds. Jorg Riipke, and Wolfgang Spickermann (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2012), 119-43.
Whether the Address was written by Gregory Thaumaturgos or an otherwise unknown student is irrelevant to my
argument.

' English translations are based on the Greek text of Grégoire le Thaumaturge, Remerciement a Origéne (ed. Claude
Mondésert: SC 148: Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1969), in consultation with the French translation.

'® Eusebius corroborates Gregory’s account of Origen’s didactic method, reporting that “first [Origen] taught them
geometry, arithmetic, and the other preparatory subjects; then he led them on to the systems of the philosophers,
discussing their published theories and examining and criticizing those of the different schools, with the result that
the Greeks themselves acknowledged his greatness as a philosopher.” HE 6.18.
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skills they had mastered over their course of study to use in illuminating the enigmatic teachings

conveyed through the holy texts (4ddress, 174)."

In his own writings, Origen affirms a conviction shared with Clement, Philo, and the
adherents of the Pythagorean school that individuals varied in their natural capacity to
comprehend philosophical truth.'® Consequently, it was the duty of the responsible teacher to
accommodate his instruction to the capabilities of his audience and to protect the simple and the
uninitiated from receiving doctrines they were unprepared to understand. This was especially the
case within the church, which consisted of many more simple believers than philosophical adepts
such as Gregory.'® That these simple Christians could not provide a rational defense for their
faith in the Gospel of Jesus and the teachings of the church was no discredit Christianity; to the
contrary, Origen contends that simple faith in the words of the teacher is a feature shared by all
philosophical schools.”” Moreover, even his simple Christian students put the best of the

philosophers to shame by bettering them in their conduct and worship:

‘Opdv & oipar 6 0d¢ xoi TV dAaloveiay §j TV TPOg TOVE EALOVE Vtepoyiay @V
peyaia LEV @PovoOVTOV Ml T® £yvokévar TOV BedV kol amd erlocopiag to Bl

' Origen’s scriptural hermeneutics have attracted much scholarly comment. Important studies include Hal Koch,
Pronoia Und Paideusis: Studien Uber Origenes Und Sein Verhdltnis Zum Platonismus (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter,
1932); Henri de Lubac, Histoire Et Esprit : L'intelligence de L'écriture D'aprés Origéne (Paris: Théologie Etudes
Publiées Sous la Direction de la Faculté de Théologie S J De Lyon-Fourviére 16; Aubier, 1950); R. P. C. Hanson,
Allegory and Event : A Study of the Sources and Significance of Origen's Interpretation of Scripture (London: SCM
Press, 1959); Karen Jo Torjesen. Hermeneutical Procedure and Theological Method in Origen's Exegesis (Berlin:
Walter de Gruyter, 1986); Frances M. Young, Biblical Exegesis and the Formation of Christian Culture
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997); Peter W. Martens, “Revisiting the Allegory/Typology Distinction:
the case of Origen” JECS 16.3 (2008) 283-317.

' “The existence of certain doctrines, is not a peculiarity of Christian doctrine only, but is shared by the
philosophers. For they had some doctrines which were exoteric and some esoteric. Some hearers of Pythagoras
only learnt of the master’s ipse dixit; but others were taught in secret doctrines which could not deservedly reach
ears that were uninitiated and not yet purified.” Cels. 1.7; cf. Comm. Matt. 11.4.

' Hermann Josef Vogt, Das Kirchenverstindnis des Origenes (Koln: Béhlau-Verlag, 1974), 81.

29 «“What man who is urged to study philosophy and throws himself at random int