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PREFACE

derstand Philo's interpretation of the

story of the creation of man in Genesis 1-3 a'gamst. the backs;(;iz(iis fotiz
exeéetical traditions which were available to him. Itfxs 2}11150 a;r;iOd {nﬁuenced
wav in which the philosophical d'evelop'ments of the pﬁ o
thése traditions and their use by Philo. This study begag iae e e
ted to Harvard University in July 1980 and appears he

rewsidhiggn;.roﬁted from the great }earniflg and generg}ls adevlzef O;fo?.u?:;;
of people. Above all. 1 have gained from the assmanfcf: e e
Struenell. He read successive drafts of the work andf objr;:us ne detaned
critigism at each point. He saved me from a num?er of o 1able nd note-
obvious mistakes; those thatlr)e‘mamGare theazréeglgzrv;/:s\:;d{ae ik e
out of. Profs. Zeph Stewart, Dieter Georgl. ge 1 ) to.thank o

s of the work and offered me much help. I also wan! .

Seeiii?sra(i; John LaFarge House in Cambridge andIIgnéictili\tJisoanl)uosVeWu;
Chicago for their support of my wgrk oﬂver}he yefars..t‘r'xeanerous a,SSiStance
debt of gratitude to Loyola University of Chicago for 1ts g

in the preparation of the manuscript. . o are from the
Unless otherwise noted. transiations of ancient wrl

Loeb Classical Library.

The purpose of this study is to un

T.H.T.

Lovola University
Chicago. lllinois
June 1982
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CHAPTER I

PHILO THE INTERPRETER AND TRADITION

Whatever else might be said about Philo of Alexandria. he clearly influ-
enced the interpretation of the Bible for centuries. His impact on patristic
exegesis was immense. Jerome thought that he should be included among
the “ecclesiastical writers,” and Eusebius related the legend that Philo came
to Rome at the time of the Emperor Claudius to speak with the apostle
Peter. Eusebius thought that this legend was not at all improbable since,
according to him, Philo’s De Vira Contemplativa was written about early
Christian ascetics.! Pious legend would not allow a writer so influential on
early Christian exegesis of the Bible to remain unconverted.

Philo’s reviews, however, have not always been so positive. Not many
vears ago E. R. Dodds wrote of Philo as a philosopher that “any attempt to
extract a coherent system from Philo seems to me foredoomed to failure: his
eclecticism is that of a jackdaw rather than the philosopher.™ A. J.
Festugiere's judgment, while less acerbic, was no less severe. After describing
Philo’s thought. he concluded:

One can unfortunately read all of Philo without encountering a single original
reflection that indicates some personal experience, anything that resembles the
dialogue of the soul with itself about the spectacle of destiny or of men. There is
nothing but the conventional. the banalities of the manual.’

On the other hand one has the judgment of H. A. Wolfson who thought that
out of the innuendoes found in Philo’s interpretations one could discover the
systematic structure of his thought, a structure that was to become “the
dominant force in the history of philosophy down to the seventeenth cen-
tury.™ One could go on almost indefinitely citing critics for and against

U Jerome, De Vir. 11l 11: Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 2.16.1-17.3. For a fuller account of these
egends see J. E. Bruns, "Philo Christianus: The Debris of a Legend.” HTR 66 (1973) 14145,

2 E. R. Dodds. “The Parmenides of Plato and the Origin of the Neoplatonic "One.’™
Classical Quarrerly 22 (1928) 132,

1

3 ALl Festugiere, La révélation d’Hermes Trismégiste (Paris: Gabalda, 1949), 2.533. The
translation is my own.

* H. A. Wolfson. Philo {Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1948), 1. vi-vii.



The Creation ot Man

2]

i v S variety of
Philo. but the authors just cited suffice to give a sense of the \

1 : ilo has evoked. . -
actions that Philo A N , o
e Much of the variety in these reactions is due to the fact that Ph

d for expressing or failing to express an orgi-

I iew. Unf * this has meant

|. consistent philosophical point of view. Lniort‘unatel) this h-a meant

n}?’ t Phiio is being praised or condemned for something that he r;e.;e-ros o

t dd in the ﬁrsg place. Almost none of Philo’s works are p 1?: [;)3 "

reatt ' ' ible fally e Penta-
treatises. Rather they are interpretations of the Bible. especially of t

. X ) coven are
Of the thirty-three works of Philo extant in Greek..all but seven '
i b o was first of all an interpreter of the

t the meaning of the biblical text

being applauded or condemne

teuc ' ‘ ‘
interpretations of biblical books. Phil

i / s primarily abou
Bible. What he wrote was p \ it reaning
nd was not an attempt to construct a philosophical system. 1 etes
: This is hardly a new insight. The Church Fathers. bxbhca. ;xev o
: ] / / influenc
themselves. recognized in Philo a fellow exegete and werevd;e‘plyt.;? uenced
. . ind v : !
i h on Philo. Carl Siegfried, in his st
v him. In more modern researc . 2ol
lsjt-udv Philo von Alexandria als Ausleger des Alten Testar};ebr;ts. wdrmfréut !
ht ] i and se
: ¢ Philo as an interpreter of the Bible .
one hundred years ago, saw : : : i
ilo used in those interpretations. .
tudy the methods that Phi n those tat de
;as been made recently by Valentin Nikiprowetsky in Le commentaire

Iscriture chez Philon d’Alexandrie.

P 0 be consiaere [} S gxegete ho does not express his
hllO Oughl L b C 1d r d above all as a g W d )
ide:lS Cxcep[ asa fullctlon Of(he bCrlthIal text. Ile d()es not lﬂtelld\dto de‘ elopwd
. ~ . -
p[()t()ulld sense of the Mosaic La

syvstem but he wants to communicate the : . v

Which he fOH()WS VErse by verse. ab()\e 4 ] ki’ﬁp g yefore § eves tne ext or

\Vhicn he is W’Olkl 1.
l e corotlarv o SUC][ an insi t.tou ersta (1 a } 111() was ab()u[.

h [ “ th 1S tha . nd stan \Vh 1
2 1S inter I)Ietatl()IlS.
one O stu the e’(ege{lcdl
n haS to s d\ h I le[]l()ds {llat he uSCId in h
i / N h LS.
()“ N Ihe“ can ong eva uate 13 I e success or fa ure o 11S € t() S (V)]l(:e
i / i S . 1€g
an I“UCh ()f “HS W()lk was l)eﬂlll })\ C r =
agal 124 a 160illed E; eohled gave a
= I=] p
tho[ou h tICa[IIlCIl[ Oi bOth the Eenerdl helme“eutlcal pIHlCl 165 d“d the
g

165 that Ihl‘lo Used in hlS mterpretatl()nb. L;legflled alSO ShOWCd

e Pt exegetical prin-

how Philo’s theological positions were consistent w1tk? his cuical prv-
ciples and rules.” While Siegfried's own methods have been cri

! S ave been
being too wooden and inflexible. all subsequent commentators h

influenced by him.*

- cglrie Phi n Alexandr Jusleger des Alten Testaments Jena: Hermann
| e Alre e ments (
C. Siegt d. Philo vo exandrid als . sl ge ]

Dusft, 1875). o . e
6V Nikiprowetzkyv. Le commentaire de l'‘écriture chez Philon d'A
Leiden: Brill, 1977) 181, The translation is my own.
" Siegiried. 160-272. ‘
% \uch ot the work on Philo int

xandrie (ALGHIJ 11t

. strices of
he early part of this century centered on the matrice

e
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More recently scholars such as Christiansen. Pépin, Cazeaux, and Niki-
prowetzky have dealt with the actual methods used by Philo and have tried
to suggest ways in which those methods present consistent patterns of inter-
pretation.” One might take the books of Irmgard Christiansen and Valentin
Nikiprowetzky as indicative of the work that is being done. Christiansen
maintains that Philo’s interpretative methods are not arbitrary but that they
rest on the consistent application of the Aristotelian digiresis. According to
her. Philo applied to the interpretation of the biblical text the Aristotelian
distinctions of genus versus species and subject versus various types of predi-
cation. Distinctions (Siaipéseic) found at the literal. surface leve!l of the text
reflect analogous distinctions found at a deeper, more spiritual and allegori-
cal level of the text. Through the use of the technique of diairesis. Philo can
offer an allegorical interpretation of biblical texts that reveals their deeper,
more universal meaning. 10

While Christiansen’s work concentrates on a specific technique of inter-
pretation. Nikiprowetzky takes a much broader view and deals with Philo’s
overall methodology rather than with any specific technigue. In Nikipro-
wetzky's opinion Philo uses the philosophical language of his own time. both
in terms of vocabulary and in terms of concepts, in order to understand the
higher wisdom found in the biblical text. The philosophical language is at
the service of the exegesis of the Bible.!! This accounts for Philo’s “eclec-
ticism.” Like Hagar. the slave. symbol of the lower studies, who is at the
service of Sarah. true wisdom, the philosophical language of the period
should be at the service of the higher wisdom of Scripture. Because of this
Philo feels that he can use philosophical concepts quite freely and turn them

Philo’s thinking. that is. are his thought patterns basically Greek or are they Jewish? On the one
hand. I. Heinemann. in his book Philons griechische und jiidische Bildung (Breslau: Marcus.
1932). denied that Philo depended on Palestinian halakah and claimed that his interpretations
of legal texts were derived from Greek and Roman law. On the other hand. H. A. Wolfson. in
his immensely learned book Philo, maintained that Philo not only knew of Palestinian Phari-
saic Judaism but also that he was at home with it and followed it closely. Oniy in the past twenty
vears has the emphasis of research on Philo once again shifted to a studv of Philo's
exegetical methods.

Y L. Christiansen. Die Technik der allegorischen Auslegungswissenschast bei Philon von
Alexandrien (Beitrige rur Geschichte der bibiischen Hermeneutik 7; Tibingen: J. C. B. Mohr.
1969): J. Pépin. “Remarques sur la théorie de l'exegese allegorique chez Philon.™ Philon d'Alex-
andrie (Collogues nationaux du Centre National de la Recherche Scientifigue. Lyvon. 11-15
Septembre. 1966: Lyon. 1967) 138-68: J. Cazeaux. “Aspects de ['exégese philenienne.” RSR 47
(1973)262-69: V. Nikiprowetzky, Le commentaire de lscriture,

'O Christiansen's positions are neatly summarized in the theses placed at the beginning of
each chapter of her book.

1 Nikiprowetzky. Le commenraire de {Seriture. 191-97.
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in di and apparently contradictory directions.’- Philo’s attention ’151

g ‘i;’ ‘Eeaesis of a scriptural text and not on a philosophica

;Oocciiic:e.ogn[ceet;}s ;act is recognized. Nikiprowetzky claims, one can then

begin to study Philo profitably. | n

‘¢ is admitted. a study of Philo has a chance of being more frumull}'

Q”CC hen m‘ ‘h()‘ose< as a pivot an exegetical theme rather than a properly
d”?C‘ed W'hen O“f ) As l;mg as one makes a technical philosophical theme Fhe
Ph”“*‘)Ph‘CQI’_Zhi:;;CR onve will above all come up against a disheart.emng‘
Celnf‘cr' ‘?’ Or:nd insoluble contradictions. On the other hand.~ the ?octilné of
by %L“'L.bm' rs much more clearly structured when one pursues the study of an
thell(;t‘il:apler‘;étif through the various.treatiscs of th.e commcfn.tta?ri.n;"h:s f;r}:ﬁg)
d‘ictzons often fade away or are explan‘led b,\: e:\:egencal lrlfscessx v .
said. by the inexhaustible character of the biblical text.!”

il 1 i vikiprowetzky,
Philo’s inconsistency and eclecticism disappear. according to Mk(;pr? : bo_r_
nce one realizes the primacy of the biblical text and the secon ir). Ltl
; ; i 1 text.
dinate character of the philosophical concepts used Epk}nter?rftl(tv ;ave -
istiansen and that of Nikiprowetzky
Both the approach of Chris : i ' !
i / ole as an interpre
s¢ / hasize the centrality of Philo's r ‘ ~
valuable because they emp : | T
ibli the same time. however, there1s ddly
ter of the biblical text. At , ’ -
cal coloring to their work. The method that they use treats Phllqls e};‘('egesIf
" § elf.
if thev were all of a piece. as if they were all from the pen of Philo én:s S
as if they ' ; !
Put another wav, they tend to treat Philo apart from the exegetlczli(l traii 1t1>Out
SPRY I i orkanda
i / what Philo says about his own w
on which he drew.!* Yet from nwork and abo
/ I as well as from the fragmen €o
the work of his predecessors, ' ' 7 ' el
the second-century B.C. Jewish writer Aristobulus, we kno.w éha;' P 1o’
» fal I : instance, in dealing w
{ f d complex history. For ins s :
work torms part of a long an : ) . o
laws that have to do with the punishments of assaults. Philo prefaces

interpretation with the following remark:

: ighly

This is the explanation commonly stated, but 1 hawﬂt heard anbothir frorgu}:fara

i ‘ i t of the contents of the law-book are ' ‘

gifted men who think that mos i th ) ’ . e
;\'mbols of hidden truths. expressing in words what has been left unsaid

explanation was as follows. . . .(Spec. 3.178.)

12 Ibid.. [83.191.

i3 [bid., 238. The translation 1s my own. . L omecialls aromounced in his

4 This is especially true of \1k1prowctzk}'s work. It 15. 2sp dr{e“‘ REs o (1968
article “Probiemes du "Recit de la Création’ chez Phllgn d Al;xan o eraretations of
271-306). In this article Nikiprowetzky tries to "harmonize™ all O,t t cr:a h[-/(;wp/m,a/ suons of
th creation of the world and the creation of man. One can cxplfnn‘txfe p Hospial meon
tencies found in Philo by appealing to the fact that Ph}lo saw h.lm.sct ab, : éﬁﬂo's and not e
philosopher. but one cannot explain exegerical inconsistencies in tk}jt '\x;xe_\s. Or‘bibi“w“;ward.
inconsistencies must be related to the traditions that he drew on and telt a p 3
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Philo indicates in this wav that both the interpretation that immediately
precedes this section and the interpretation that immediately follows it are
the work of other interpreters. References of this sort are not unusual in
Philo.’* Another type of example is provided by Philo's Questions and
Answers on Genesis and Exodus. Each section of these works contains a
question about a problem found in a biblical verse followed by a series of
interpretations that solve that problem. In these interpretations Philo is
clearly most interested in those solutions which are of an allegorical or
symbolic nature. Often he simply indicates that the literal meaning of a verse
is clear or gives a one sentence summary of that literal meaning. In both
cases he then goes on to give much fuller allegorical interpretations.'s One
suspects that many. if not most. of the literal interpretations in the Questions
and Answers on Genesis are not the work of Philo himself. A number of
times Philo himself explicitly indicates that the literal interpretation is the
work of others.!” Given Philo’s own interests, it is likely that the number of
literal interpretations in the Questions and Answers on Genesis which are
the work of previous interpreters is even larger than of those which
Philo explicitly indicates are the work of others. These examples strongly
suggest that Philo drew extensively on exegetical traditions in composing his
own interpretations. '

Philo, then, was not only an exegete but also an exegete within a tradi-
tion. He did not stand alone but was the representative of a tradition of
interpretation. This means that when one talks about Philo's exegesis or
Philo’s exegetical methods without first trying to sort out what is Philo and
what is traditional material. one risks throwing together under the name of
Philo the work of several generations of interpreters. What one savs about
Philo may or may not be true of the traditions on which he drew. Any living,
active tradition of interpretation is bound to develop or at least change in the
course of several generations.

This insight is not new. The point was made at the beginning of the
century by Wilhelm Bousset in his Jiidisch-christlicher Schulberrieb in Alex-
andria und Rom.'% In that book Bousset offered a number of examples in
which Philo made use of and. in some Cases. transformed traditional

S E.g. Op.26.67 77, 13100 41590 Lo 4. 3.78: Sac. 131 Post. 58: Deus 21-22.133;
Agr. 128-29: Plant. 36, 52-53. 69-72: Sop. 33 Conf. 2224, 190-91.

0 G 1ot 1.25.37.49: 0 G.2.23.24. 25, 34,43, 46,63, 72; Q. G.3.1.15.24.238.29,
30.32,33.45. 50; Q G 411113, 15,26, 3 7.46.54.77.80.85.89.94. 111. 126, 134,142, 149,
132,159, 176. 182, 183, 190, 197, 203. 212, 225. 239, 240, 241. 243.

0. GI8.10.32.57.93: 0. G. 228,55 64.79: 0. 6.3 8. 11 13. 52 0 G 42,64 145,

" W. Bousset. Jidisch-christlicher Schulbetrieb in Alexandria und Rom (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1915) 8-154.
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Nor is the insight surprising, since no one \x'(?uld reallly ?f:;;em\g::

£ t.hat at some points Philo drew on previous exegetica ’ o
th'e' ac't' surprising, however, is how little work has been done t‘o e;ir'xln ©
};ngg‘;k:l‘ir?hc tra(‘iitional exegetical material and metho?s uz;dszilogiso.as
bnl\' wit}{in the past ten years. thanks to the \\or‘k of su ten o

) -Kelly and Burton L. Mack. has therc been an int
e Ha?]\?;tr?anlwimz— the various strands of traditional material found

material.

in systematical
| o ical history of Alex: ian Juda-
" PhTh attempt to understand the exegetical history of Alexandnz'an' -
C M . - ~
Iy important in order to understand Philo correctly. 1t 1s a

e Iv Christianity and Gnosticism. since as

important if we are to understand ear

Mack has pointed out: | |
Studies in the origins of early Christianity and Gnosticism have in'dx.cated yv.lt?
'SIUd]e‘S' y [lsr;t\';he signiﬁcz'mce of Hellenistic Judaism as that religtous m:}lxed
izcxi'ehizlhnicany o-f the theological concerns and langugge tovrklmbhc;n;n;;)?kt;rgue;g
three religious expressions were ﬁrstAmolded and'ag.alr?stv \,V 1cto " imerp;eted‘:l
the furthgr developments in Gnosticism and Christianity are

In addition. such a study is valuable becau§e it helps us_to znd;;t;er;d}?s\t‘ii
the wav in which a tradition of interpretation developshan 'Tieu « \.VhiCh .
imerac-ts with the thought patterns and concerns of the m1f O
I d how it transforms those patterns and concerns fo s onn pur
e, ;m ives us a much more three dimensional view not only o't Philo
gliserf i\i:(eabndrian Judaism and its history. The present study 1s meant to

i irection. 5
be an effort in that direc ” iven the
Obviouslv there are several wavs to go about such a studv. G

. imits and
ize of the Philonic corpus. inevitably one must set reasonal?le 111 O
S B . - 1
“hoose representative samples. One option is to choqse a pgrtlc};l e:rtreatise
Lf Philo and to analyze the exegetical traditions found in tha .
o y g

i in hi lysis of De Con-
bly used this approach in his analiysis ° ¢
O toon prOﬁ[aao35 Another approach is to analyze all of the various

; jitionis Grati :
o lical text in an attempt to establish patterns and

interpretations of a given bib

re e A ¢ taxe H C mon. 1. mn ann
C several scholars v ho did take note of Philo’s use of t adit 1. Heinem
There >Ie s s

-~

17_354)and H. A. Wolfson { Philo. 1.57-73) are the

/ “hisc idische Bildung. | : ‘ '
( Philons griechische und jiidische g O e i ares.

i L S cepti rhli how littl
o mf?:l mg D:a' r?lz!r:::.s}e(:Sifﬂii:c};&::f}?radition.s in Philo Judaeug -Pro{?gi?c.?i;jzii
,\nal\:n i: H{s Writings.” SP l (1972)3-26: B. L. Mack. ~-Excgf(lcallTr;l;iji)?;xr; l_Icl\_:l ..“"ei-
.Judu.l;nf A Program tTor the Analysis of the P}.nl‘omc Coqrpu:; fOF; 3 (197
sheit und Allegorie bet Philo von Alexandrien.” SP 5¢ I‘).’ﬁvé)‘ 3T "!.
3 Mack, “Exegetical Traditions in Alexandrian Judaism.” /1.
22 :\M:k‘ “Weisheit und Allegorie.” $7-105.
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levels of interpretations. In this second approach one would have to choose a
text for which there were multiple interpretations. Given such a text, one
would have a good chance of reconstructing the history of the interpretation
of that text. In turn such a reconstruction could be helpful in understanding
the history of the interpretation of other texts whose interpretations were
more fragmentary.

Of these two approaches | have chosen the second and will concentrate
on the various interpretations of the creation of man found in Philo. Both
approacaes. it seems to me. are sound. but the variety of interpretations
concerning the creation of man may offer us an opportunity to reconstruct in
some detail the history of the interpretation of one of the most Important
biblical texts. In addition. the multiple interpretations of the creation of man
contain enough conceptual and formal detail that one may be able tc point
to the intellectual milieux in which they developed. Finally. given the impor-
tance of the interpretation of the creation of man in early Christianitv and in
Gnosticism, insights into the history of the interpretation of the creation of
man in Alexandrian Judaism may well deepen our understanding of the
development of this doctrine in both early Christianity and Gnosticism.:?

The principal interpretations of the creation of man are found in
Op. 69-88, 134-150 and in /. A4, 1.31-47, 53-55, 88-96. The former of
these works. De Opificio Mundi. is an interpretation of the first three chap-
ters of Genesis and so includes interpretations of the creation of the world
and the creation and fall of man. Legum Allegoriae 1. an interpretation of
Gen 2:1-17, is part of a larger work, Legum Allegoriae. in which both the
creation and the fall of man are interpreted but which contains no interpreta-
tion of the creation of the world. Several interpretations of the creation of
man are also found in sections of Philo’s Questions and Answers on Genesis
(1.4-22). a collection of interpretations grouped around a question involving

a particular biblical verse. Finally. interpretations of the creation of man are
found scattered throughout Philo’s other treatises.

For the most part the interpretations can easily be distinguished for-
mally one from the other. In De Opificio Mundi and Legum Allegoriae cach
interpretation involves an explanation of a particular verse or part of a verse
and so. as Philo moves on to the interpretation of the next verse or the next
part of a verse. one can easily see where one interpretation ends and the next

2 E. Brandenburger. Adam und Chrisius (Neukirchen: Neukirchener Verlag, 1962):
J. Jervell. Imago Dei (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1960); H.-M. Schenke. Der Gorr
“Mensch™ in der Gnosis (Gottingen:Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1962). R. Scroggs. The Last
Adam (Philadeiphia: Fortress. 1966): R. Mcl. Wilson. “The Early History of the Exegesis of
Gen. 1.26.” Studia Patristica 11ed. K. Aland and F. L. Cross: Berlin: Akademie Verlag. 1957)
420-437.
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egins. When several interpretations of the same pért offx ‘\"er?eiali\fedgfsx;ienri
e Op. 136-139), Philo lists them seriallv and so one 13 ecjs y dis
e 3 " m the other. This same procedure of listing interpretations
'::ahl?xd i:raolso followed in the Quem’o’ns‘ and‘AnswerS 07'1 Gegesz,s;\ir:eclnh;rzz
00 or;e interpretation can be casil}:dlsm}guxshed fronj dn;)t er.h ' hen one
urns to the references to the creation of man scattejr%d tl r?;g.-e ne o
reatises of Philo. the situation become§ a bit more dlﬂl_m? t. e; r aueree
eferences are usually part of a larger mt?rpretatlon of some othe b
serse and so must be disengaged trom thellr cpntexts. But here tj(/)[.e (;,iae f
he interpretation as it is found in De ngfzczo Mundl:~L1thll’?hese ;gcauered.
or the Questions and Answers on Genesis 1. one can isolate U
' ions from their contexts. .
mteri:e;[;;)yzing these various interpretations ‘of‘the .creatlon of mar;.f(zr}lz
must begin by distinguishing the various conﬁ@tmg mterpret‘attx'onsS oL e
creationbof man. Here we are not tz?l'king abouF dlﬁeren.[ formuladlsréen o
interpretation but basic conflicts of interpretation. F’or 11;Stanc§jfferem mén‘)
and Gen 2:7 refer to the creation of the same man or o two ‘)lTh nswer.s
Did God create man directly or through an mterrgedmte ﬁgu.re. fet;;e wers
to these questions point to significantly dlﬁerentﬂlnterpretatlons 0 fhe cree
tion of man. At this point one mgst be; cargtul 1o drav; '0111 om_:Station
interpretations that appear several times in Phxlq The mﬁl upt)hei esation
insures that one is dealing with rgal 11)nhtjclrpr;{at(1)(:‘1jslvra;neer m:ist Wi the
iarity of any one given text in 1lo. Sec y. one must
‘;Z(t::leliijgf (fépznaence acnd developmem‘among thege coqﬂlctmg mtgrp:e:;
tions. At this point one is trying to see 1f.these various 1nte(?§etatx13ns are
more than simply unconnected. disparate mterApretauor‘ls. Thx;mvo Z tu_al
ing to establish whether any given interpretaupn draws on t ehc;nc r;l)dem
st;ucture and vocabulary of another interpreta}non and so1s bot. epenemS
on and a development of that other interpretation. ane the va;o;s tpea e
of dependence and development have bee-n estabhshed..the t 1rh S.mper o
determine which interpretations are Philo’s own and which are the ! ’ WZVS
tations of his predecessors. This can be dgne in two complememarh}'S m;n.
The first is simply to note which imerpretanops Philo tells us are got 1 those.
Those interpretations, and every interpretation s~h0wn to be prlczir ;nsvelop—
interpretations. by the analvsis of the patterns Qt ere?dence;;ll e or
ment are then pre-Philonic. The second way to dlstmguxskvx'thef x’ﬁ)[r} rom
the pre-Philonic is to note which interpretathns‘clash wn‘h a po>B1Vx<[)he at
spans the Philonic corpus and is thelrerorf: Phxlo's own polelf)rlr. o the use
of these two criteria one can distinguish with a fair amount of certainty
interpretations which are Philo’s own from those which are not. e the
While these three steps taken together can help us to cs‘ta( 18
patterns of development in the interpretation of the creation of man up to
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Philo. they tell us practically nothing about the process of development or
the reason for the development. For this we must go back and study each
level of interpretation with much more care. The greater part of this study
will be taken up with this sort of analysis. This involves the analvsis of
precisely what each level of interpretation is saving and how and why it savs
what it says. It also involves the analysis of the thought patterns used in the
interpretations. and the relationship of those thought patterns to the biblical
text and to the philosophical milieu of Alexandria during that period. This
analysis wiii prove to be important. because these interpretations were
attempts to be true both to the biblical text and to the best in the philosophi-
cal learning of the period. Finally. one must analvze why a development in
interpretation took place. Any interpretation involves the solution of a prob-
lem presented by the text. and any development of interpretation involves
not only the solution of a problem presented by the text but also the solution
toa problem presented by the previous level of interpretation. An analvsis of
this alternation of problem and solution is crucial if one is to understand
the process that created the development of the interpretations of the
creation of man.

Finally, we must return to Philo and to the tradition of interpretation as
a whole. At this point we must analyze how Philo worked with and made use
of the exegetical traditions that were available to him. This will give a more
accurate sense of how Philo functioned both as a representative of a tradi-
tion of interpretation and as an interpreter in his own right. It will also give
us a chance to look at the development of the tradition as a whole from a
somewhat different angle. From an analysis of how Philo edited and inte-
grated these various interpretations into his own exegetical outlook, we mayv
geta more nuanced conception of how these traditions were transmitted and
what their function was. In this way we may be able to broaden our under-
standing of both Philo and the development of the Hellenistic Judaism of
which he is the foremost representative.

Yet before we begin an analvsis of the various interpretations of the
creation of man found in Philo. something must be said about the philosoph-
ical milieu of Alexandria during this period. This is only an apparent detour.
The Jewish quarter of Alexandria was not a ghetto. and Jews plaved an
important part in the life of the most important city in the eastern Mediter-
ranean.>* This included the intellectual life of the city. The Jews of Alexan-
dria developed their own learned tradition which lasted over a period of

= Foradetailed treatment of the Jews of Alexandria. see V. A, Tcherikover and A. Fuks,
Corpus Papyrorum Judaicarum. 3 vols. (Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 1957-64)
P M. Fraser, Prolemaic Alexandria (Oxtord: Clarendon. 1972}, 1. 5458, 281-286. 687-T16.
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everal centuries.’s As early as the end of the third century B.C.. Dem?mus.
Se\c‘ila Caendrian Jew, was »;'riting a chronological history of the Jews.-® The
j:c;)nedxcentur}' B.C. saw Artapanus. who wrote agoukt‘ ﬁlg;;ree;zlé:h;;siiil;
and Moses in the form of an historical rf)mance:v zekie e Pe G,reek wrote
a drama about Moses and the exgdus from Egy prin faultles A StOi(;
¢ Ari ulus who sought to interpret the blbixcal tﬁext throug :
zggc:prtl:[i(r)lba way that ridded it of apthrgpomorphmms} Fir ot;ritslrtiots;;
the most important of these figures 1s Arllstobul!?ls. bécause le p s to the
involvement of Jewish writers in the p/n/owp/ucg/ hfe\ of A exdap :;m.t L
especially this aspect of Jewish involy ement in Fhe life of Alexan' 1na far
be of h‘elp in understanding how Jewish interpreters develope
anati f the scriptural text. '
expldEnjet;OZszrv superfi)cial reading of short‘ passages f'rom Phllo‘rev;als. a
great interest in philosophy. One can find in the w-'rmngs‘lof Pf;loal ngsci:
Lf’eripatetic, Pvthagorean. Platoni;. and even Sceptical phi oso;z ;01 Oiam
tions.?8 In fact. Philo. along with Clcero‘. serves as one o.f our mgsdl ~pwe“ i
witnesses to the philosophical trends of the late Hellen1§tlc pe}rl{o las welas
of the period of the early Empire. Furthermore. the.phxlosop 1}caﬂ mnceS o
the first century B.C. in Alexandria is one o.the most 1.mportz'11ntfm“ \;Zir
the development of the interpretati'\'e tradition to which Phi ofe n O\.Nn -
Serious philosophical discussion seems to have come mlto 1 ownin
Alexandria only in the first century B.C. .Thfzre was pro'bat?y no ifrom
philosophers in the third and second centuries in Alexan@rla. yet}.ligr:é om
the polvmath Eratosthenes (ca. 274f194 B'.C.). no prgmment P 1:9 E;rjatos-
fipure was associated with Alexandria dum}g thgse two cem'urle;. e
trrenes studied in Athens with both the Stoic Arxst.on of Chlosv( A./, Sﬂ:au.s
and the sceptically inclined head of the Platomf Acadjcm’_?. ' rcte haus
(ca. 316-242 B.c.). There seems to have been no Plgtomst (apér rom
Eratosthenes) or Peripatetic of note in Alexa'ndrla‘durmg‘ theseltwo cg,t -
ries.® The fragments of the Alexandr%aq Jewish .wnter Arlstob}J u; p:::urv
the presence of Stoicism in Alexandria in the middle of the second ¢ 3

18 N Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism (Philadeiphia: Fortress‘. 1974), }.69_ s
=6 \ Wult;r “Fragmente jidisch-hellenistischer Exegeten: Aristobulos. Demetrios. A7
SHRZ 3 2: Gutersioh: 975) 280-292.
s." {JSHRZ 3 2: Giitersloh: Gerd Mohn, 1975) v
- (‘{SF >r Artapanus and Ezekiel. see J. H. Charlesworth. The Pseudepigraphu and .\[(J(T{;m
- L N A . i ‘ ] ! : i
Researci ( \hxsouiu' Scholars. 1976) 82-83. 110-11. For Aristobulus, see N. Walter. Der Tho
eseadre A > DoeT . )
in: Akademie Verfag, 1964).
sleger Aristobulos (Berling Akademie Verlag. - ) . o
f é“(lcl C"rid\ncl\ “Philo.” The Cambridge History of Later Greek urid Early Medieval
Philosopiy ted. A, H. Armstrong: Cambridge: University Press. 1967) 137-57.
Y Fraser. Prolemaic Alexandria. | 350-82.
Molbid., 148285,
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B.C.. and during the previous century the minor Stoic figure Sphaerus of
Borysthenes (ca. 285-221 B.c.) spent some time in Alexandria and may even
have died there.’! In general, however, philosophy does not seem to have

played a prominent role in the intellectual life of Alexandria during these
two centuries.

The situation. however. in the first century B.C. is quite different. Here
we find figures such as Antiochus of Ascalon (ca. 130-68 B.c.). Eudorus of
Alexandria (l. 30 B.C.) Arius Didvmus (fl. 10 B.c.), Potamon of Alexandria
(1. 10 8.c.), and Aenesidemus of Cnossos (fl. 40 B.C.). Because the texts of all
of these philosophers are fragmentary, it is impossible to sketch their posi-
tions in much detail, and it is difficult to describe with much precision the
philosophical milieu of Alexandria during that period. Scepticism was repre-
sented by Aenesidemus of Cnossos who established a school in Alexandria
about 45 B.c.32 Aenesidemus made use of ten modes or tropes (1pénot). wavs
of arguing that emphasized the variability and confusing character of
phenomena.3* These ten modes were used by Philo in Ebr. 171-205.
Stoicism and the Peripatetic school also had advocates of their positions in
Alexandria in the first century. These advocates served as the mediators of
the Stoic and Peripatetic opinions summarized in Arius Didymus’ Epirome

of Philosophical Docirines.3 Peripatetic and especially Stoic doctrines are
also found in Philo.

Obviously these various schools were never completely separate from
one another; they influenced one another. This was also true of first-century
B.C. Alexandria.” This blending. however. was of different sorts. The blend
that interests anyone studying Philo is one in which the central position is
given to Plato’s physics or. more precisely, to certain interpretations of
Plato’s physics. This outlook goes under the name of Middle Platonism. The
origins of this philosophical outlook are obscure and various figures (e.g..

3 Ibid.. 1.481-82: N. Walter. Der Thoraausleger Aristobulos. 124-41.

Fraser. Prolemaic dilexandria. 1.491.

D.L.9.77-88: Sextus Empiricus. Prr. 1.36-163. A sceptical attitude. if not Scepticism
itself. seems to have had an important influence on the philosophy of the late Hellenistic period
and the Imperial period. The sense that man was unable to come to firm conclusions about the
structure of the world may have pushed philosophical reflection in the direction of the mystical.
Knowledge of reality came 1o depend more on what was revealed and less on what could be

reasoned to. See A. Wlosok. Lakianz und die philosophische Gnosis (Heidelberg: Carl Winter,
1960) 25-47.

32

33

** The most thorough treatment of Arius Didymus is still that of H. Diels. Doxograpii
Graeci (1879: rpt. Berlin: de Gruyvter, 1929) 69-88.
35 Fraser. Prolemaic Alexandria, 1.4%6.
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>osidonius. Antiochus. Eudorus) have been suggested as its founder(s).
Vhile scholars now tend to exciude Posidonius from the list. the origins of
iddle Platonism still remain somewhat of a mystery.’

Yet evidence does suggest that Alexandria of the first century B.C.
slaved an important role in that development. Philo himself is a witness to
he strength of Middle Platonism in Alexandria in the first half of the first
entury A.D.. and. since Philo was hardly the first one to hold such positions.
ne must look to earlier writers for clues to the background of his philo-
sophical outlook. Such clues are to be found in Alexandria in the first
century B.C. The most important figures are Antiochus of Ascalon. Eudorus

of Alexandria. and Arius Didvmus.

The first of these figures. Antiochus of Ascalon (ca. 130-68 B.C.). was in
Alexandria for only a short period of time. He is less important for his
specific philosophical opinions than he is for the basic change of orientation
that he signals for Platonism. Antiochus studied with Philo of Larissa in
Athens at the end of the second century. Philo of Larissa was a member of
the sceptical New Academy. and Antiochus was for about twenty years a
fairly orthodox follower of Arcesilaus and Carneades as interpreted by Philo
of Larissa.’” However, in 87-86 B.C., on a trip with the Quaestor L. Lucullus
to Alexandria. Antiochus broke with the sceptical New Academy and sought
to return to the doctrine of the “ancients.” by which term he meant Plato,
Speusippus. Xenocrates, Polemon. Aristotle. and Theophrastus.? Antio-
chus maintained the substantial unity of the positions taken by all of these
philosophers.? Nevertheless his positions on physics and theology refiect a

36 The influence of Posidonius (c. [35-30 B.C.) on Middle Platonism had been empha-
sized by W. Jaeger (Nemesios von Emesa [Berlin: Weidmann, 1914]) and K. Reinhardt { Posei-
donios [Munich: C. H. Beck. 1921]. Kosmos und Svmparhie [Munich: C. H. Beck. 1926].
“Poseidonios.” PW 22, 558-926). However both L. Edelstein (*The philosophical System of
Posidonius.” AJP 37 [1936] 286-3251 and A. D. Nock (*Posidonius.” Essavs on Religion and
the Ancient World [Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 1972] 853-876) have shown that
Posidonius still remained a Stoic and was not of fundamental importance
of Middle Platonism. G. Luck ( Der Akademiker Antiochos{Bern: Paul Haupt, 1953]) empha-
sized the importance of Antiochus for the deveiopment of Middle Platonism. but J. Dillon ( The

Middle Plaronists {1thaca: Cornefl University Press. 1977] 52-106) thinks that Antiochus. like
115-135) and H. Dérrie. (" Der Plato-
297-309)

for the development

Posidonius. remained essentially a Stoic. Both Diilon (
niker Eudorus von Alexandreia.” Platonica Minvra [Munich: Wilhelm Fink. 1976]
emphasize the importance o
Middle Platonism.

3 . Dillon. The Middle Platonists. 33.

3% Cicero. Acad. Pr. |1=15: Acad. Posi. 13-33.

3 Cicero, Acad. Pr. 13 Acad. Post. 15-18.

f Fudorus of Alexandria (. 30 B.C.) in the development of
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Stoic r.nomsm‘*o In that sense he cannot be seen as a founder of Middl
Platonism. Yet his importance for the development of Middle P] 1 nism
shoul‘d'not bF underestimated. He and his disciples turnAedA away f? Omsgn
scepticism of the New Academy to a more dogmatic position. In a'ddi(t)‘m the‘
cla}med that the position that he held was bas;d on his readin.g and intleon :
Z:;;;m pf thfe “ancient.s." Both this turn from scepticism and ;he turn t(;ptr}i:
aue N?iréjt(;leoplt:fon?snéxlents were important in establishing the groundwork
The'sc;;ind figure is Eudorus of Alexandria (fi. 30 g C.). Practicallv
npthmg 18 known of his life. He may have had contact mth AAntioch s
hlmself. or the contact may have been through Antiochus’ pupil bion H WL’lb
know little more about his philosophical ouiook. but what we know oints
to seve'ral developments that were crucial for the development of \Iijlodlglts
Platomsr{].‘: In the first place Eudorus seems to have written a comrr;enta e
on Plato’s Timaeus.*3 Eudorus was not alone in being interested in tl?
szaeus. S.ev'eral vears earlier Cicero had translatedvthe Timaeus i te
Latm.“ Thxs indicates a fairly wide philosophical interest in readinA mg
interpreting Plato’s Timaeus. an interest that began. perhaps. as ear! 'g al;l
latter part of the second century B.c.5 This is ;n importan£ develo}p?r?etnte

0 It appears i
s i r : 3
ouen: lhmp{[ e or? Cicero {Acad. {Dr. 13-63 and Acad. Pos:. 13-43) that Antiochus
;1 /_ : 4;} oxlcxsm was a correction of the Old Academy and not a new svstem (especially
cad. Post. 43). this way i c intai y ‘. y
Doad Pose ). In this \\z.l}h. Antiochus could maintain an essentially Stoic outlook and vet
inagreement with the "ancients.” See A. A { (i on:
R feiaiog nts. A. A. Long, Heilenistic Philosophy (London:
HCIP. M. Fras Z
- PooM. Fraser. Prolemaic Alexandria. 1.489 (Anti 1
) M Ale. fa. 1. Ant : 1 {
Ploromss 11a T ochus): J. Dillon, The Middle
42 Th : 1 3
ron A evm‘o r?o.st detailed treatments of Eudorus are H. Ddrrie. “Der Platoniker Fudorus
.1exandrua. in Platonica Minora., 297-309 and J. Dillon. The Middle P
N . Middle Plaronisis.
43 - o T
" Plutarch. De 4n. Pro. in Tim. 1019¢ and 1020¢
J. Dillon. The M .
. Middle Platonists. 10 7= i
Timaeus tato Lutm in a5 ol Plato 3 8. 117-8. Cicero probably translated Plato’s
o e -C. Cicero (106-43 B.c.) seems to have been unaware of the kinds of
docm;ne;:“ b Z\.e opments :hat one finds in either Eudorus or in the Timaeus Locrus (a
> .h' oI Z Iscussed later in this chapter). While Cicero mav not have kept abreast )ff\.‘cr\'
tlesophic e c inly i ' nisr N
gUb“u pV :}dA cx;l.opmcm. he certainly was aware of the revival of Pythagoreanism under
s Nigl s Fi 1 ! . )
bl Cgi :us vkgu.lus (987-1.5 8.C.) in whose mouth he placed his Latin version of Plato’s
’ - Cicero was ina p()§1t1on to have known of the kinds of philosophical deveiopm nl
that one finds in Eudorus or in the Timaeus Locrus. ‘ P
% H. Dorrie (" Der P Ismus i Cult
et [ Pl :;( Der Iz.du—)mamus in der Kultur- und Geistesgeschichte der frithen Kaiser-
L;'\C 0 ;) mz;. thora. 174=5]) places this renewed interest between 70 and 60 8.0, However
iven the fact thy i .
;00 o Ths:t that both Panaetius and Posidonius show interest in Plato’s Timaeus. this date is
‘ . The renewed interestin the Tintaews must have begun earlier perhuaps in the latter part
ot the second century B.c. i h e
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e much of the physics and theology of Middle Platonism is rooted in
ccaus t p

i i Timaeus.
interpretation of the . o e
" Thepsccond development to which Eudorus points 1s the re;lurn o
‘ 1 £ c J < -
‘on of transcendence. Neither the monism of the Stoics nor the agn o
tion e . ert n ‘ cs nor nost
l‘Om of the Sceptics (whether inside or outside of the New' Academy)
is

fragment from s suggests just such a
for a transcendent deity. A fragment from Eudorus suggests justs
com for: . 3 g
estoration of transcendence.

ighest lev e as
[ ¢ be said that the Pvthagoreans postulated on the highest ley el the Ci}n
g ona lev : inciples of existent things.
i nci a secondary level two princip
a First Principle. and thenonas i , s of¢ e thiness
;lh One and the nature opposed to this. And there are ram\edhoeloow t?h o
. S S d under the One. the
i 3 ht of as opposites. the goo
ose things that are thoug . od v - oad
o der the nature opposed to it. For this reason these two are no.t rf;g?rdcf &
nde s rea ' ar O
Ubsoluze first principles by this Schoot: for if the one is the first principle o ne
a 3 | °
t of opposites and the other of the other. then they cannotgbe' comOther
o ‘ B 1 says: "So in an
i And again he says: "5So0
inci f both. as is the (supreme) One.” . aga S : , ‘
e o ‘as incipie of everything, even o
sl ) One was the princip 3 g
way they said that the (supreme vas th e antome God
! Y : 1 hings born of it (the One). This is <
atter and of all existent thing ‘ . . Sup !
”} Srendve Bedc).” Elsewhere, by way of clarification. Eudorus says that; [
oU : <) \ y us !
Esuprefne) One established them (that is. the second One and its oip?:;teg et
1 : i ts that they
Tolyel derived from that One. elemen 3
dds that elements (oTotyeia) are : ’ , o
i manv names. | maintain then that the Pythagoreans allow ' thatd
uprem: | 1 1 ‘av ' introduce
(s.upreme) One is the principle of everything. but in another wzll_x they 1rgt duce
1 / se tw ments by ¥
i it ittw st elements. They call these two ele 3
in addition to it two highes [hese Lwo clements oy
i bv them ordered. limited. kno . €. ¢
ames. One of them is called by e ' ‘
n‘ ht, and light: the one opposed to this is called disordered. ungmnled
right, : lled ¢ : e
ur;knowable fenale. left, even. and darkness. In this way the (5upren;e)th .nones'
~ ne ar Jnlimi ad ¢ lements. bo
inci he Unlimited Dvad are also ele th
rinciple. but the One and t o elem ones
geingpthen principles. It is clear then that the One which is Erh; ;?rlcr;ni oo
e\'er;thing is other than the One which is opposed t(_) th§ D_\ald.1 qe;g W
they also Eall the Monad.” (Simplicius, /n Phys.. L5: Diels. 181. 7-30.

i s Py is a One
In this structure which Eudorus describes as P}thagorgan. t?;r'e 1supreme
inci ' hings. s s
! : S rinciples of existent t U
which utterly transcends the p e ;
' i the position a
is God. While Eudorus describes
One is called the Supreme RN S
N i ight not have been so simple. !

“Pythagorean.” the reality mig . : her the old
Pv-thaooreans nor the revived Pythagoreanism of the first centzrz) .e .and "
to. ha\'ke held that there was a supreme One abQ\:e the secon1 ‘n nd s
opposite.*” Eudorus may well have been more original than he lets on. 3

) J i g ile Platonisis.
30 The translation of the first half of the passage 1s from J. Dillon. The Middle

- | | .
- + Alexander Polvhistor upud D. L. 8.24-25: 1. Dillon. The Middle Platonisis. 12
N exiandg RS e .
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case. the notion of a supreme. transcendent God bevond the basic principles
of existing things became a characteristic doctrine of Middle Platonism.

Yet the transcendence is of a peculiar sort. The emphasis on the tran-

scendence of the supreme One creates the need for an intermediate realm in
which one finds the proximate principles or causes for existing things. In the
quotation from Eudorus this is the realm of the Monad and the Infinite
Dyad. These two principles and the opposition between them are the proxi-
mate causes of the terribly precarious stability of the world of becoming and
o are intermediate figures below the supreme One. The structure of this
intermediate realm will be different for each Middle Platonist, but the exis-
tence of such a realm is characteristic of Middle Platonism.+

Whether or not Eudorus himself is the originator of this characteristi-
caily Middle Platonic scheme, at least he is a representative in late first-
century B.C. Alexandria of an important philosophical option available to
Jewish interpreters of the Bible.

Finally. Eudorus is a witness to the interweaving of the Platonic and the
Pythagorean. In a sense the close connection of Platonic and Pythagorean
concepts goes back to Plato himself. After all, the Timaeus in Plato's dia-
logue was a Pythagorean. More specifically, in this passage Eudorus ascribes
a doctrine to the Pythagoreans that is probably an interpretation of the first
three hvpotheses of Plato’s Parmenides.+ Whether the interpretation was
Eudorus’ own or whether it was that of some Pythagorean is less important
than the fact that we have an interpretation of a Platonic dialogue ascribed
to Pythagoreans. In Middle Platonism one is often hardpressed to distin-
guish between the two.

The third figure is that of another Alexandrian, Arius Didvmus. Arius
Didymus lived in the late first century B.C. and was somewhat younger than
Eudorus, whose work he made use of.%0 Arius Didymus was connected with
the court of Augustus and was probably more important in that role than he
was ¢s a philosopher. Among other things he wrote a work entitled On rhe
Doctrines of Plato. Only one fragment of this summary of Plato has been

¥ CL Albinus. Didaskalikos X. p. lod, 16-27: Apuleius. De Dog. Plar. 193-4: Nume-
nius, Fr. 21 (des Places).

* E. R. Dodds. “The Parmenides of Plato and the Origin of the Neoplatonic *One.™
[129-142. especially 132-6. The relationship of Middle Platonism to Pvthagoreanism is murky.
to say the least. Positions characterized as Pyvthagorean were certainly a part of Middle Plato-
nism. but how and when these positions entered the Platonic tradition is not clear. CI.
H. Theslet. An Introduction 1o the Prihagorean Writings of the Heilenistic Period | Abo: Abo
Akademi. 1961): W, Burkert. Lore and Science in Ancient Prihagoreanism (Cambridge: Har-
vard University Press. 19723 H. J. Krimer. Der Ursprung der Geisimeraphysik (Amsterdam:
Schippers. 1964): and Plaionismus und hellenistiscie Philosophie (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1971,

S0 PM. Fraser. Prolemaic Alexandria. 1 489-90.
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sreserved. but it will be helpful in logating se\'er?‘l Qt" th; {r?terile;i,tltc})lzst
?ound in Philo’s comments on thehcieatxo}r; of}rlriljrégscSr;;[ciz: Sf\gllato‘; that
ius Didy -as an original philosopher. g ‘ loc-
?nr:: ;I))rl:)‘t;i?‘s ;Zéresentsi fai;l_\: common interpretation of such doctrines
‘ rst-ce “B.C. Alexd 1. '
; latz Z”l‘lfr;net;l;«‘t:; 16\::;;1: rimny of these developments is “Timaeus
LocrAus”’OOrz the Nature of the Wc)f/d and of the Sou/.'-‘i Thl? qggui?f;;
purports to be the original words of the 1"}'thago.rean.’Txrr'meu%[\«wdiﬂ%rent
main character in Plato’s dialogue. In reaht?' th? situation Is q’ul e o reta;
The Timaeus Locrus is dependent on Plato’s Timaeus anfi‘ ls,dnkmM;ithias
tion of Plato’s dialogue. In his recent commentary on F.}llb \;or ).(t.am e
Baltes has argued by means of a number of parallels »\'1t'h 't edr; ame e
ments of Eudorus that the Timaeus Locrzq may havel orlgmlate ﬁmt € ciree
of Eudorus.5* The work was probably wr‘men then in the late . ’vrsl fbe“e,f
.. in Alexandria. The opening sections illustrate both 'the rev1zig 0 pete!
in a transcendent deity and the development of an intermediate fig

between that transcendent deity and the world.

Timaeus the Locrian said the following: There. are two caustfs c?f. atljot‘k,l)lzis(i
Mind (véoc) for evervthing that happens accordmg to reas'on (xata gic;,g V) and
Necessity (’dvdyxa) for that which happens by force (Bin) accovr ﬂ o
powers <;f bodies. Of these the one has the natu;el oi;he %S:i agji;sgcsecindaw
and the principle (@pyd) of the best things. while €o TS ing secones O_f

ibutorv causes. are to be subsumed under Nec:?ssn). . e t'o ality !
?:ﬂ:so?;rthreefdd: Idea. Matter. and the Sense Pgrceptxb‘le whlchbll: Eiz::_
sprir:sz of the other two. The 1dea is eternal. ynchangmg and .1mrnofvah. .S i
ible ahnd of the nature of the Same. intelligible and a paradigm of thing

1 S ¢ useblius . Evang. 11.23.3
Arius Didvmus apud Eusebius, Praep ' R .
T . e Varura Mundi et Animae (ed. W. Marg: Leiden: Brill. 1972). For

2 Timaeus Locrus. D M : 1972,
- be referred to as the Timaeus Locrus. [t was written

the sake of comvenience this document will
in Dore. ) ' ) , ‘ .
S3 N Baltes. Timaios Lokros. Uber die Natur des Kosmos und der Seele (Leiden

S 3 1ite raw § sion Ir eries a e YCTWEEn e Timaeus Locrus
i pe allels be t
i . Baltes d s this conclusi from a ser: o]

] S { ber 384 as asic number
and the fragments of Eudorus. The first of these parallels (the number 384 us thedbd o Ilhe
" fion o 275 B.C second paraliel (
for the division of the soul) goes back to Crantor (ca. 335-275 8.C.). A[Z o 1[9)6-1‘14 e
description of the ldea as male and matter as female) goes back to Xenocra bbL[ﬁVEudL;mi -
o 5 5 4 1Y e o o) E
A third 14 Stoic definition of passion as Rr.£ovGIOLGA OpUN) 13 COMMON 10 o Eador o
o T . . . . 5 gren
the Timaeus Locrus. Finally both Eudorus and the Timaeus Locrus >how‘dirm Iouof nteres
in mathematical questions. especially those concerned with the division of t 1% S A
‘ ; f N eriod of the Old Academy. are pecuhiar g
aralleis i hich go back to the period of the Ol \ : '
paralleis, both ot w g : ademy. culiar enough 0 ma e
it improbable that both Eudorus and the Timaeus Locrus are drawing )C.pdbﬂll(. 3 e
and Ner j srs. 131) is being too scept
' T S 5 > the llon ( The Middle Platonisis. 13 g
and Nenocrates. It seems to me that Di 1 e Lo
when he thinks that Fudorus and the Timaeus Locrus are drawing scpar 3

Old Academy.
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are made and which are in flux. Thus must one speak of and contemplate the
Idea. Matter is that which receives impressions (éxpaveiov). the mother and
nurse. and the one who brings forth the third kind of being. When Matter has
taken to itself the likenesses (6powbpata). and. as it were, has been stamped by
them, it produced those things which have been made. He (Timaeus) said that
Matter was eternal but not immovable, of itself formless and patternless but
receiving every form. Because of its relationship to bodies. it is divisible and of
the nature of the Different. Matter is called place and space. These two then are
principles. of which the Form (7o £180¢) has the character of the male and
father while Matter has that of the female and mother. The third (the Sense
Perceptible) is the offspring of these two. Because they are three, theyv are
apprehended in three different wavs: the Idea by mind (véog) through scientific
knowledge. Matter by a kind of spurious reasoning since it cannot be known
directly but only by analogy. and what is begotten from these by sense percep-
tion and opinion.
Before the heaven. according to this account. came into being, the Idea and
Matter already existed. as well as God. the maker of the better. Because the
elder is better than the vounger and the ordered than the disordered. when God
who is good saw that Matter received the Idea and was changed in all kinds of
ways but not in an orderly fashion. he wanted to order it and to bring it from an
indefinite to a defined pattern of change. so that the differentiations of bodies
might be proportional and Matter would no longer be changed arbitrarily.
(Timaeus Locrus 93a-94c¢.)

One finds in this opening section both a transcendent deity, Mind (véo¢),
and between this transcendent Mind and the world comes the Idea (i8¢a).
The Platonic ideas have coalesced into a single figure, the Idea. which serves
as the model. the archetype for the visible world. The intermediate figure is
different from that found in the fragment from Eudorus. In Eudorus
the intermediate figure was the Monad rather than the ldea. This Is not
at all unusual. The structure and function of the intermediate realm varies
from Middle Platonist to Middle Platonist. What is constant is the existence
of that realm and its mediating role between the highest deity and the
visible world.

What evidence there is. then, points to the Alexandria of the first cen-
tury B.C. as the place of origin for some of those philosophical positions
which are characteristic of Middle Platonism. Eudorus himself may or may
not have been the originator of some of these positions. but the least we can
say is that such speculation was part of the philosophical milieu of the city.
especially in the latter half of the first century B.C.

54 See footnote 48,
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Jewish interpreters must have found such speculation very attractive.
‘he fact that such speculation once again emphasized the transcendence of
he supreme deity must have come asa welcome alternative to the prevailing
Loic monism. The way in which this movement from a Stoic to a Middle
>latonic point of view took place will become clearer when we analyze the
evels of interpretation of the story of the creation of man as those levels are
ound in Philo. In addition. much of this speculation seems to have taken
Jlace in connection with the interpretation of Platonic texts. especially of the
Iimaeus. In that sense. not only the speculation itself but also the form that
he speculation took offered a helpful model for Jewish interpreters. Just as
Middle Platonic thought took the form of an interpretation of Platonic
exts. and again especially of the Timaeus. so too Jewish explanations of the
origin of the world took the form of interpretations of the early chapters of
Genesis. Middle Platonism then offered helpful models. both in terms of
content and in terms of form. to Jewish interpreters of the creation story
in Genesis.?

Middle Platonic thought
and Jewish interpreters must a

always had a strong religious coloring to it,
Iso have found that religious coloring attrac-

tive. The standard Middle Platonic formulation of the purpose of life, the
ethics. was “likeness or assimilation to God” (6uoiwoig Be@®). The

goal of
Theaetetus (176b) and is found in a frag-

formula was derived from Plato’s
ment from Eudorus.
Socrates and Plato agree with Pythagoras that the goal is assimilation to God
(opotworg fed). Plato defined this more clearly by adding “in so far as possible”
(xaTd 16 Suvatov): and itis only possible by wisdom (ppdvnotg). that is to say.
as a result of virtue. (Stobaeus. £cl. Eth. 11.49.8-12)

The same formulation is found in Philo and. like Eudorus, Philo refers to

Plato’s Theaeretus.

le utterance in the Theaererus. where a man highly
esteemned. one of those admired for their wisdom. says: “Evils can never pass
away: for there must always remain something which is antagonistic to good.
Having no place among the gods in heaven. of necessity they hover around the
mortal nature and this earthly sphere. Wherefore we ought to fly away from
ecarth to heaven as quickly as we can: and to fly away is to become like God
{Opoiwoig Yed). as far as this is posible; and to become like him 1s to become

holy. just and wise.” (Fug. 63.)

This truth found nob

is used here very broadly since we do not know precisety what the
interpretations of Plato looked like in the late first century B.C. {e.g.. whether or not they were
line by line mmterpretations). Whatis important. however, is that the way in which philosophical
Platonism was through the interpretation of Platonic texts.

5 The term “form™

reflection was carried on in Middle
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CHAPTER I

STAGES OF INTERPRETATION

1 ‘ ' ation in De
As one begins to read Philo’s interpretation of man sOcreggtxo_]nl 1;}“10
A ; S 1 ightforward. In Op. 69—
fici ] text seems quite straighttorwa :
Opificio Mundi. the ’ . ‘ | e
'n;tje/rprets Gen 1:26-27 which tells of man’s creation as the image
i :

CCOT to nim [h imag O h
A dlng h € ge Of G()d 1IlCIudCs Onl\ mans m”ld a“d not ms

' S S ilo then
bodv. since God is not anthropomorphic and so has no body. Philo e"

f *us” in v ake man . ..
goes on to deal with the problem of the "us” 1n 1Let ushm kGOd n
( i i “us” ref rs whom
: to him the “us” refers to helpe d
e L s ] hich evil could originate. In
f man, the parts from whic : :
create the lower parts 0 . et enae o
i anvev that man mig
i i nsible for any evil actions
this way God is not respo ommi
(Op 72 75). Man is then completely formed. God has createfd thg
. Pt - fe ; Y a .
mind as his own image, and his helpers have created the. rest o mtiorl e
All of that seems quite clear until one comes 10 the m}ter;;r}est)a ono e
1 1 27 - . -
second description of man’s creation in Gen 2.7 (Op. 1':3\/}1 2
discovers that one has been thinking of the wrong mz;r: a ipou[ e
be the creation of man, mind and body. in Gen 1326—"_, now Furr;l our o
quite different. The “man” made in Gen 1:26-27 is still made 1fnt ele .an&d o
. i ' or female. 3
1 cani I incorporeal. neither male n
God but is now an idea, a seal. . ' et le nor e
nature incorruptible (Op. 134). He is an intelligible. heavenly man
i

dlSCO €r that O“lV mn Gen L. 15 the 6311111\, COIIup[lble. sense pCICEpUble.
X : S brf:athed a dl\rl“e

: e is formed from earth into which 1 .
:;)(i)rritta(lvrzsgucc:z?;%\:Hand. because of this. the earthly (r)nan 1S or11 t:f(: Ezzietr(;
ine bet I i ortal (Op. 135). One can lo K
on De“:e?n t}: hmoorgaolfaﬁnnddit:; ;:)nnr?e clue whfch would indicate Fhat Ph.ﬂo s
O eation of G 27 really was about the creation of an mtelhg1b1qe.
; re to be found. Taken by itself. Op. 69- /5~
f man and that man is made up of
in Op. 134-135, however.
“man.” The first. described
n; the second.

interpretation of Gen 1:26~
heavenly man. but no clues a :
assumes that there is but a single creation o T
soul and body. The interpretation of ng 2.7
claims that there are not one but two creations of .
in Gen 1:26-27. is the creation of an intelligible. heav‘en ¥ matble secon
described in Gen 2:7. is the creation of an earth‘ly. sense perce;; 1 ¢ The. o
have. then. two very different interpretations of the F:rfeauon 0 ;r; Cr.eation o
that the interpretation of Gen 2:7 in Op. 134135 tries to turn t
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man in Gen 1:26-27 into the creation of a heavenly man cannot disguise the
reality that the interpretation of Gen 1:26-27 in Op. 69-75 knows of only
one creation of man.

When one turns to other passages in Philo. especially those in the
Legum Allegoriae, in the hope of clarifying this problem. the situation
becomes more rather than less confusing. One finds that even within these
two different interpretations of the creation of man (that is. the double
creation of man and the single creation of man), the interpretations are not
unified. Irn addition to an interpretation of Gen 2:7 which distinguishes
between a heavenly man and an earthly man. there is also an interpretation
of Gen 2:7 in which there is onlyv a single creation of man. Such an interpre-
tation is found in L. 4. 1.36-40. In this interpretation God breathes a divine
spirit into the dominant part of man's soul. his mind. In L. A.1.36-40 there
Is no indication that the creation of man in Gen 2:7 is the creation of an
earthly man distinct from the prior creation of a heaveniy man in Gen 1:26-
27. Within a structure of interpretation. then, that recognizes only a single
creation of man, two interpretations exist: One. rooted in Gen 1:26-27,
emphasizes man as an image (eikév): the other. rooted in Gen 2:7, empha-
sizes the divine spirit (mvelpa Delov) as the central element in man’s creation.,
The philosophical affinities of each of these two interpretations are quite
different. The interpretation of the term “image” (elkdv) in Gen 1:26--27 is
Platonic while the term “spirit” (nvelpa) in Gen 2:7 receives a Stoic interpre-
tation. Yet the fact that they often appear together with their concepts and
vocabulary combined (Der. 80-90; Plant. 14-27; Mur. 223: Op. 139,
145-146: Spec. 1.171) indicates that they are referring to the same single
creation of man.!

Even within these two interpretations of the single creation of man.
differences can be discerned. In most of the interpretation of Gen 1:26-27 as
a single creation (Op. 24-25: I A. 3.95-96; Her. 230-231; Spec. 1.80-81:
Spec. 3.83,208; Q. G. 2.62). man is not created directly as an image of God
but rather as the image of an image. That “image” of God which serves as a
paradigm for the creation of man is called the Logos. In this interpretation
man is an image of the Logos who is in turn an image of God. However. in
Op. 69-71 and Op. 72-75 et par. there is no intermediate Logos figure. In
Op. 69-71 man is created as an image of God himself. In Op. 72-75 et par.,
man is created by God and his powers but there is no Logos figure, and man
is not created as an image of God’s pOWers,

! The importance of these quite different philosophical affinities will become clearer in
Chapters [l1and IV. For the moment it is enough to note that the philosophical interpretations
gIven 1o these two terms point 1o distinet interpretations of the one creation of man.
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In addition. the interpretations that lack the intermediate Logos figure
are all anti-anthropomorphic. They are interpretations meant to refute an
objection which claims that the text is predicating something human and so
something unworthy of God. For instance. Op. 69-71 sets out to answer the
objection that if man is created in the image ot God. then God must have a
bodv. since man. his image. has a body. The objection is overcome by
claiming that only man’s mind and not his body is an image of God.? How-
ever. none of the interpretations in which the Logos serves as an interme-
diate figure between God and man is anti-anthropomorphic. There are. then,
two distinct interpretations or at least stages of interpretation within the
interpretative history of Gen 1:26-27. one with and one without the inter-

mediate Logos figure.

A similar phenomenon is present, although less clearly so, in the inter-
pretation of Gen 2:7. The structure of L. A. 1.36-38. like that of Op. 69-71.
Op. 72-75 et par.. is anti-anthropomorphic. The interpretation denies the
“monstrous folly” that God’s breathing of the spirit (tvebua) into man at his
creation involved the use of inbreathing organs such as mouth or nostrils.
The other interpretations of Gen 2:7 which still maintain a single creation of
man are not anti-anthropomorphic in structure.’ These other interpretations
are also far more developed in that they go well bevond the interpretation of
man’s creation as an inbreathing of spirit to discuss the “divine spirit”
(nvebua Belov) as a “fragment” (4nOCTACHA) of the divinity. L. A. 1.36-
38. then. stands apart from the other interpretations of Gen 2:7 as a

single creation.

Finally, these interpretations are not isolated oddities. With the excep-
tion of L. A. 1.36-38. each interpretation is attested in several different
passages in Philo. Even L. 4. 1.36-38. since it is an anti-anthropomorphic
interpretation, is at least structurally similar to Op. 69-71 and to Op. 72-75.
This multiple attestation indicates that they are distinct interpretations or at
least distinct stages of interpretation: they are not the result of a fit of
forgetfulness on the part of Philo. The following table lists the passages in
Philo which represent the various interpretations:

2 The same is true of Op. 7275 e par. God made use of helpers in the creation of the
lower parts of man not because God had any need of helpers but because he was to have no part
in the evil deeds of man which originated in man's lower parts.

VLoACL39-300 LA LIS Her. 281-83; Som. 1.33-34: Spec. 4,123,
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A. Gen 1:26-27
l. gg.tlézrit:]ropomorphlc and no logos figure
Op. 72-75
Conf. 168-82
Mur, 27-32
Fug. 68-72
. é;gc;i—nzg;re present and not anti-anthropomorphic
L 4.395-96
Her. 230-31
Spec. 1.80-81
Spec. 3.83
Spec. 3.207
Q. G.2.62
B. Gen 2.7
1. Anti-anthropomorphi “spirit”
Aot 1.36_3;; phic and use of “spirit
2. Spirit as a “fragment”
LoA4.1.39-40
L. A4 3161
Her. 281-83
Som. 1.33-34
Spec. 4.123
Q. G 2359
C. Gen 1:26-27 and Gen 2:7 combined
Der. 80~-90
Plant. 14-27
Mur. 223
Op. 139
Op. 145146
Spec. 1.171
Virt. 203-05

[£9]

Whic: ggqety glso exists within those interpretations of the creation of man
ol lvvéSt;ng: b;tween the creation of an intelligible. heavenly man in
:26-27 and the creation of a sensible. earthlv i 2.7

. 1 . v man in Gen 2:7. Th
double creation of man first occurs in Op. 134-135 and in the parallcel
assa 3
greatfdeisnuéL. 147 1'37{7—'32 and Q. G. 1.4, In all of these passages. the man
S en ..;?—.g/ 18 the man created after the Image of God. that is. the
- 1his man 1s immortal, an object of though n ithe .

_ ' . ght only. neither male
female, gnd mcorrgptlble(Op. 134: L. 4. 1.31: Q. G. 1.4). However. the rrrllz;)nr
;rhejtted in Gen 2.:7 Is an earthly man into whom God breathed a di\*{nc spirit.

man consists of body and soul, is either male or female. and is bv
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nature mortal (Op. 134-135 L. A. 1.31-32: 0. G. 1.4). The distinction in
these passages is between a heavenly man and an eart.hly man. . .

However. as one reads other passages in whxch Gen 1:26-27 an
Gen 2:7 are interpreted as a double creation. one notices the presence of a
rather different interpretation. This other interpretation emerges in the dis-
tinction between the man whom God made and placed in the gardfm tov
guard it and till it (Gen 2:15) and the man whpm ng molded qnd simply
;)laced in the garden (Gen 2:8).* The man mentioned in Qen 2 IAS is takf‘n to
be the man created in Gen 1:26-27 while the man m?ntxoned in ng 748 1S
taken to be the man created in Gen 2:7. The distinction. however_, is inter-
preted not as a distinction between two men but b‘etwee~n two mmds;. The
man of Gen 2:7-8 is the “molded mind” (6 mAaoTOC \‘/OU;)~(L. A. 1.,5)0or
the “earthly and perishable mind™ (6 yjivog kat (peupro.g voug)“(L. A. 1:9 )
On the other hand. the man of Gen 1:26-27.2:15 is the “pure mm'd
(6 xaBapdc vobg) that God takes to himself and.does r.wt allow to go Out§ld€f
of himself (L. A. 1.89). Such a mind has no partin per1§hable matter but 1§.oh
a purer and clearer kind (L. 4. 1.88). This purer mind Is.then asso@a?ed \th
virtue (Gpezn) (L. A. 1.53.89; Plani. 44-46) and finally is even assimilated to
the figure of the Logos (Conf. 40-41., 62-63, 146-47).

Within those interpretations of the creation of man as a dpuble crea-
tion, we have two quite distinct interpretations, one that max'ntams a Fiouble
creation of man and the other that maintains a double creation of mmd. As
with the single creation of man, these interpretaugns of thev creation of
“man” as a double creation are not isolated, odd mterpr.etauons but are
conscious. intentional efforts to interpret the text of Genesis. The following

table lists these interpretations.

A. Double Creation of man:
Op. 134-35
LA 1.31-32
Q. G 14:2.56
Q. G. 1.8a
B. Double Creation of mind:
4. 1.42
A.1.53-55
. A.1.88-89
A. 1.90-96
o424
Plant. 34-46
Conf. 31
Conf. 62-63
Conf. 146

Moo

4L A4 1.33-35.98-89,90-96.
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At first one wonders what sense can be made out of all of these various.
conflicting interpretations of the creation of man. Yet. as one reads them
over carefully. patterns begin to appear by means of which one can see how
one interpretation depends on another interpretation and vet goes bevond it.
As this pattern of dependence and development repeats itself. an outline of
the history of the interpretation of the creation of man emerges. Once
this interpretative historv has been clarified. one can then begin to see what
belongs to the various levels of tradition which Philo drew on for his
own Interpretations.

The first pattern that emerges is the dependence of interpretations of the
creation of man as a double creation on those that reflect only a single
creation of man. The passages in which one finds Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7
interpreted as a description of a double creation try only to explain why
Gen [:27 refers to the creation of a heavenly man and why Gen 2:7 refers to
the creation of an earthly man. The fact that the man in Gen 1:27 was made
as an image of the Logos and the fact that the man created in Gen 2:7 was
made through the inbreathing of a divine spirit is not argued but assumed.
Put another way. what requires proof is that these two descriptions of the
creation of man (Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7) refer to the creation of rwo different
men. one heavenly and the other earthly: what are assumed to be correct are
the interpretations of Gen 1:27 as the creation of man as the image of
Logos and of Gen 2:7 as the creation of man through the inbreathing of a
divine spirit. The interpretation of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7 as a double creation
of man takes for granted the basic thought patterns and vocabulary of those
interpretations which take Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7 to refer to a single creation
of man.

The heavenly man created in Gen 1:27 is the man created according to
the Image of God. that is. according to the Logos (Op. 134-35: [. 4. 1.31-
32; Q. G. 1.4). This is most clearly expressed in Q. G. 1.4.

But the man made in accordance with (God's) form is intelligible and incorpo-
real and a likeness of the archetvpe, so far as this is visible. And he is a copy of
the original seal. And this is the Logos of God. the first principle. the archetyvpal
idea. the pre-measurer of all things. (0. G. 1.4.)

In this interpretation the Logos is the archetvpe. the seal, the pattern accord-
ing to which man is made. The thought patterns and the vocabulary used to
describe the Logos are the same as those used in L. 4. 3.95-96, Her. 230-31.
etc. In those latter passages we find. however. only a single creation of man.
The passages that explain Gen 1:27 as the creation of a heavenly man take
for granted the existence of an interpretation of Gen 1:27 in which man is
created in the image of the Logos. Likewise the heavenly man is described as
a copy or likeness of the Logos. This description. excepr for the heavenly
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justified by an interpretation of the phrase “male and female1 1poey Kol
fA»v) in Gen 1:27 (Op. 134). This is takgn to mean that not on y1‘~50 ¢ man
mentioned in Gen 1:27 created after the image ot.God, but hells als lg o
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ldemj;:aslir?lvillt:rt;};}(:errr’:omenon takes place with the creation of the ezfzrzhol,;‘axrinlig
in Gen 2:7. Passages such as Op. 134-135 gnd L A 131-32 take‘ obr cath'm
an interpretation of Gen 2:7 in which man is created throughlt?}ehmt ;ele mai
of a divine spirit. Op. 134135 and L. A 1.31-32 argue on ; ,t a ¢ man
created in Gen 2:7 is an earthly man distinct frorp the heavenly mzn cf ated
in Gen 1:27. This interpretation assumes the existence of the 'km foman -
pretation found in L. A. 1.36-40 where only a angle crgatlon (()j. man |
mentioned. This new interpretation, however. moves in a g.x_flferepth ?r ¢ tha;
That new direction is justified by an imerpre.tz'm?rrlxlptgfank;.r; ‘v;};;cea;at}hat o
is compounded of earth and divine spirit. This1 : ,
:igr:pcoseé)of body and soul (Op. 134-135). No mention of b(;d:7 hog&slfvne;
is made in the text of Gen 1:27 and so the. man created in Gen 1:2 ‘mated o
be corporeal or sense perceptible. If that s the case. then tk;s n;_ahn erermer "
Gen 2:7 must be distinct from the man created in Ge‘n 1:27. The .c? e
sensible while the latter is intelligibie. Once again. passages dsuc tie
Op. 134-135 and L. 4. 1.31-32.in Which Gen 2.7 15 1.nterpr'etel ?s”. ©
creation of a carthly. sensible man distinct from the creation of an ;n}z 14g0
ble. heavenly man. assume the existence of passages such as L A. f. - 016;
Spec. 4.123. ete.. in which Gen 27 is taéen tlo:Sfer to the creation of a sing
identical with the man created in Gen L:27. . ,
i llgicrp:etations. then. of the creation of man asqaﬁdouble crezlnlo:nttzl;j
over prior interpretations of Gen 1:27 and Qen 2:7 as comp efm o
accounts of the creation of a single man and re-interpret them to refer to
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creation of two different men. one heavenly and the other earthly. Accounts
of the double creation of man depend. then. on prior accounts of the single
creation of man.t

Within the interpretation of a double creation. some are accounts of a
double creation of man (e.g.. Op. 134-135; L 4. 1.31-32; Q. G. 1.4); others
are of a double creation of mind le.g.. L. A. 1.53-55. L. A. 1.88-89). The
latter depend on the former. In the first place. since Gen 1:26-27 and Gen 2.7
are accounts of the creation of man (or in this case. men), interpretations of
those creations as creations of minds are developments of accounts that
interpret them as the creation of men. Secondly. all of the other interpreta-
tions of Gen 1:26-27 and Gen 2:7 take both passages to refer to the creation
of man and not of mind. Here are included all of the interpretations of Gen
1:26-27 and Gen 2:7 as a single creation. The tradition of interpretation is a
tradition about the creation of man and not of mind. Thirdly. and most

significantly. one can watch in a passage such as L. A. 1.88-89 the shift from
“man” to “mind” take place.

“And the Lord God took the man whom he had made. and placed him in the
garden to till and guard it” (Gen 2:15). “The man whom God made (8v
eéroinagev)” differs, as I have said before. from the one that “was molded (10D
mrao8évtog)™ for the one that was “molded” is the more earthly mind, the one
that was “made” the less material. having no part in perishable matter. endowed
with a constitution of a purer and clearer kind.

This pure mind, then. God takes, not suffering it to go outside of himself. and,
having taken it. sets it among the virtues that have roots and put forth shoots.
that he may till them and guard them. For many, after beginning to practise
virtue. have changed at the last: but on the man to whom God affords secure
knowledge, he bestows both advantages. both that of tilling the virtues, and also
that of never desisting from them. but of evermore husbanding and guarding

each one of them. So “tilling” represents practising, while “guarding” represents
remembering. (L. 4. 1.88-89.)

While the text of Gen 2:8.15 savs “man." the interpretation shifts the mean-
ing to that of *mind."” A similar shift can be observedin L. 4. 1.53-55. This
shift indicates that. within interpretations of the double creation. interpreta-
tions of a double creation of *mind " are developments of interpretations of a
double creation of *man.”

When one turns to the interpretations of the creation of man as a single

* There are several passages that help us to understand the transition from the singie to
the doubie creation of man (Op. 76, 129-30: Her. 163=64: L. 4. 2.11-13). However theyv do not
directly affect the basic reconstruction of the history of the interpretation of the creation of man
as itis found in Philo. These passages will be examined in Chapter V.
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creation. two major interpretations elmerge.h The first of thesc; g ag 1lnrtledrazz—t
tation of Gen 1:26-27 in which man s Cregted in thcllmagéGo 37. an ¢ e
Image is God’s Logos.” The second i an.mt?rprftatxon oI“ fn Z 1 o
Godhbreathes into man a divine SpiH-I \'Vthh 15 a fragmgm (anocrltaopwere
the divinity.¥ One suspects that orlgxr?ally' these t:vo 1me}§}1)retat‘1ori]§ were
quite separate. The imerpretation§ of Gen .1:26—_7 aref atondlgzgmmthe
thought structure. Man is an image in Ehe sep51bl§ world ‘0 .a parah zmin e
intelﬁgiblc world. The relationship of the }ntell1g1ble world toht t;se(i o
worldvis conceived of in thoroughiy Platonic te‘rr.ns.q O‘n.thc ot fr a? .f[he
interpretation of Gen 2:7 in which man has a divine sp.)mt.’ a ffaémentotions
di\'in‘itv~ is Stoic in outlook.!? Granted I'hat the§e are different m;erprf: gmer-
of the ;ame text. the quite different phllloso‘phxcal outlooks of t Ie twdodl'non
pretations still speak against their coming from the same hand. In a bler O%
as often as not they appear separatel_x" in thﬂe text of Plzlvlo. In 24nuzr;1‘ oo
passages one finds only the interpretation of Gen 1;26_—;/ (Op§ %2- :.hﬂ.e il.l
3.95—‘56: Her. 230-231: Spec. 1.80-81: Spec. 3.83, LO/;_Q,' G. _.A )-1“16_40.
others one finds only the interpretation of Ge‘r‘xﬂ 2.7 (L H.Y }.1, thé
I. A 3.161; Her. 281-283: Som. 1.33-34; Spec. 4.123). Originally. then,
0| ions were probably separate.
e l;neetrtp}::tfvio interprelt)ations are combined and are seen as two co;nple—
mentary interpretations of a single creat.ion.of man in a m?rfr)lgelr iniaesl;
sages.”’The question is whether this combination was made by Phi Z't}on "
or whether it occurred prior to Philo and becgme part of .thel Fraltl ;ative
interpretation on which Philo drew. The lattér is the more h'ke ya egoubie
for two reasons. First of all. the interpretatlops which maxlr;tau:’/a' ounie
creation of man draw on both the interpretation of Gep 1.'.6—;f ;1}111 e
interpretation of Gen 2:7. This suggests‘t'hat the corriblqatlc?n czhat iradi_
interpretations had already become t‘radltl'onal and. thaF it w?sh o
tional combination which was turned in a dlﬁ"er.em direction b\ the in fpthe
tations of the creation of man as a double creation. Secondly, in some ? [
passages in which the two imerpretationg are comb‘med.gthere 1ls‘ﬁa6n i:imfn
to int;rpret Gen 2:7 in the light of the interpretation of Gen 1:26-27.

5 F ' N 2 t . . h hic ~
or the oment [ am leaving out of consideratior the anti-anthiropomorpiic nterpre

0 « listed in footnote 2. o 201 AnA RV
faneny lOpL "4_"(- L. 4. 395-96; Her. 230-31: Spec. L8 Spec. 383,207 Q. G 26L

$p40 139400 L. AL 3161 Spec. 2,123 Som. 1.33-34

¥ See Plato’s Timaews J0a-d.

5-138 f . Stoic concept of
0 Gee A. A, Long. Helienistic Philosophy. 135-138 tor the Stoic ¢ o

SapingTmvetpa ). o .
" Y Der. 80-90: Planr. 14=271 Mur. 223, Op. 139, 145462 Spec. LI71L
2B, Mur 2230 Op. 1460 Der. 33
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other passages. the two interpretations are simply combined., without giving
precedence to either of them.!* For instance. in Her. 56 the two interpreta-

tions are set side by side. and there is no attempt to interpret one in the light
of the other:

Thus he savs plainly “the soul of every fesh is the biood™ (Lev 17:111. He does
well in assigning the blood with its flowing stream to the riot of the manifold
flesh. for each is akin to the other. On the other hand. he did not make the
substance of the mind depend on anvthing created. but represented it as
breathed upon by God. For the Maker of all. he savs. “blew into his face the
breath of life. and man became a living soul” (Gen 2:7): just as we are also told
that he was fashioned after the image of his Maker (Gen 1:27).

)7
P

In Mur 223, however. the interpretation of Gen 2:7 is seen in the light of
Gen 1:26-27,

Now “reasoning™ as a name is but a little word. but as a fact it is something most
perfect and most divine. a fragment of the soul of the universe. or. as it might be

put more reverently following the philosophy of Moses, a faithful impress of the
divine Image.

Again. this suggests that the simple combination of the two lnterpretations
was traditional. That traditional balance was then altered to give primacy to
the interpretation of Gen 1:26-27. As we shall see later. that alteration was
probably made by Philo himself. 14

The remaining interpretations are structurally very stmilar: they are all
anti-anthropomorphic interpretations.!s Each is an attempt to answer an
objection that the biblical text of either Gen 1:26-27 or Gen 2:7 attributes
something improper to God. something that reduces God to the level of a
human being. A solution is then proposed that interprets the text in such a
way that the uniqueness. the otherness of God. is preserved. In each case the
solution involves the use of an appropriate concept derived from either
Platonic or Stoic philosophy.'e In two of the three cases (Op. 69-71 and

"3 E.g. Op. 139: Her. 55-536; Spec. 1171

14 Her 281-83 isa clear example of the way in which Philo himself is uncomfortable with
the Stoic interpretation of “spirit™ in Gen 2:7. The reasons for this discomtort and the various
ways in which Philo reinterpreted Gen 2:7 will be discussed in Chapter 1V,

13 0p. 69-71.72-75; Conf. 163=182; My, 27-32: Fug 68-72; L. 4. 1.36-38. A passing
anti-anthropomorphic reference is also made 1o Gen 1:26=27 in Somn 173274 1t is dependent.
however. on the interpretation found in Op. 69-71.

' Platonic: Op. 69-71. image (gindv). Tim. 0a—d; Op. 72-75 o1 par.. helpers in the
creation of the lower parts of man. Tim. 4la-+44d. Stoic: L. 4. 1.36-38, spirit {xveltua), AL AL
Long. Hetlenistic Philosophy. 155-158.
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L. A.1.36-38). the interpretations form the basis from which all of the other
interpretations mentioned developed. Op. 69-71 takes Gen 1:26-27 to mean
that the mind of man (not his body) is an image of God. There is no
Logos figure intermediate between the two. Later mterpretauom develop
this basic interpretation by means of the insertion of the Logos figure.
Op. 69-71 represents a more primitive formulation. In much the same way.

L. A. 1.36-38. which interprets the breath (zvor}) that God breathed into

man in Gen 2:7 as a divine spirit. serves as the basis from which later

interpreters developed the notion that this spirit was a divine fragment (e.g.,
1. A. 3.161 and Som. 1.34). This indicates that. since none of the other
levels of interpretation are anti-anthropomorphic, the anti-anthropomorphic
interpretations represent one of the earliest levels of interpretation available
to us in Philo. The third anti-anthropomorphic interpretation (Op. 72-75:
Conf. 168=182; Mur. 27-32: Fug. 68-72). despite its multiple attestation. is
a rather isolated interpretation. As an interpretation of the phrase “Let
us make man . . ." in Gen 1:26. it attempts to show that the “us™ refers to
God's helpers or powers (3uvduelg) who created the lower parts of man in
order that God himself might not be held responsible for man’s evil deeds
since those deeds originate in the desires of those lower parts. In all of the
other interpretations, however, these helpers go unmentioned: the only
intermediate figures between God and man at man’s creation are the Logos
and then later the heavenly man. Op. 72-75 et par., however. know nothing
of these other figures (i.e.. the Logos and the heavenly man). In other words,
the interpretation of Gen 1:26 found in Op. 72-75 et par. stands apart from
all of the developments of interpretation of Gen 1:26-27 which have been
mentioned in this chapter. The anti-anthropomorphic interpretation of the
phrase “let us make man .. .," like the other two anti-anthropomorphic
interpretations of the creation of man (Op. 69-71 and L. A. 1.36-38). prob-
ably represents the earliest level of tradition available to us in Philo of the

creation of man.!?
The following table gives a schematic outline of the develcpment of the
interpretations of the creation of man and their interrelationship.

'" There are two other anti-anthropomarphic passages which will be dealt with in the
next chapter; Op. 14§-30: Q. G. 1.21. Both are interpretations of the first man’s giving of names
1o the animals (Gen 2:19). They are not significant, however. for the reconstruction of the

interpretative history of the creation of man.

DOUBLE CREATION

SINGLE CREATION

STAGES OF

Gen 1:26-27 (No Logos,
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Gen 2:7 ( Pneuma. anti-

anu-anthropomorphic) anthropomorphic)
Op. 69-71 A. 1.36-38
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"Con/f. 168-82
Mur 27-32
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Gen 1:26-27 (Logos) Gen 2 (Pneuma fragment)
Op. 24-25 L. A4 1.39-40
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Conf. 41, 62-63. 146
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Finallv. one must ask at what point in this history of interpretation
Philo appears. It is important to keep in mind what is not involved in this
question. The question is not about which interpretations Philo accepts and
which he rejects. All of the interpretations that have been mentioned appear
in Philo. and none of them are openly rejected by him. Philo is a traditional
interpreter. He feels a responsibility not only to the biblical text but also to
the interpretations of that text by his predecessors. He seidom openly rejects
their interpretations. although he may reinterpret them in such a way that
they more closely resemble his own viewpoint. Philo feels bound by their
work. That work has a certain “canonical” value for him. The question. then,
about which interpretations are the work of Philo 1s about which interpreta-
tions or which kinds of interpretation Philo himself initiated or wrote and
not which interpretations he accepted or rejected. This is important to keep
in mind lest we think that the only interpretations that were important to
Philo were his own interpretations. On the contrary. as a traditional
interpreter, the interpretations of his predecessors were as important to him
as his own.

There are two wavs of trving to answer the question. The first is to ask
whether Philo explicitly tells us which interpretations are the work of pre-
vious interpreters. 1f our reconstruction of the development of the interpre-
tation of man's creation is roughly correct, then any interpretation of man’s
creation that Philo attributes to a predecessor and every interpretation prior
to that interpretation must be pre-Philonic.

Philo mentions a number of times that a given interpretation is that of
“some others” (Tivég). but he never mentions them by name.!® Anexample of
such a reference is quite helpful to us in sorting out Philo from his predeces-
sors. The example is found in Q. G. 1.8. an interpretation of Gen 2:8: "And
the Lord God planted a garden in Eden. in the easti and there he put the man

whom he had molded.”

(Gen 2:8) Why does he place the molded man in Paradise. but not the man who
was made in his image?

Some. believing Paradise to be a garden. have said that since the molded man is
sense-perceptible, he therefore rightly goesto a sense-perceptible place. But the
man made in his image is intelligible and invisible. and is in the class of incorpo-

real species.

' The mention of these other interpreters is not justa rhetorical device. They refer to real

! } )
interpretations and are not simply foils for Philo’s own interpretation. This is clear from Q. C.
1A given in the text. The first interpretation fits in well with the kind of explanation found in

Op. 134-35and L. 4. 1.31-32.

U
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But ] would say that Paradise should be thought a svmbol of wisdom. For

earthfformcd man is a mixture, and consists o}soul e;nd body aﬂd i\ni]. j:dme
teaching and instruction. desiring. in accordance with the la.»;'s of ;;'mr;ons“L hO(
tharlhe may be happy. But he who was made in his image is in r;eed 6‘ n ut(;zp },.
but is self-hearing and self-taught and self-instructed by nature. (Q. G 1(8) e

At the moment. what is important is that Philo gives an interpretation of
Gen.2:8 which he explicitly describes as someone glse's imerprctationl Pres
ent in that interpretation is the distinction between the intelligible n.aanr ‘
Gen 1:26 and the sense perceptible man of Gen 2:7. Thus. the distinct‘oO‘
between the intelligible. heavenly man. and the earthly. sénse perce t'lbln
man found in passages such as Op. 134-135. L. 4. 131-32 and Q. G lp‘l re
ithte work ofprevious interpreters: they are pre-Philonic. S;milarl\:. ail o; fh:
;:.:;ig:t)a}:;f:;ict_hal lead up to and serve as a basis for that interpretation
Becagse of its compressed character, the meaning of the second part of
Q. G. 1.8 1s not altogether clear. The two major ele,mvents in the interpreta-
tion are the notion of Paradise as a symbol of wisdom and the earthly man's
need of teaching and instruction. The earthly man is in Paradise because he
needs tq be taught and instructed in wisdom. Both of these elements also
appear in Plant. 44-46. where Paradise is a figure of the virtues and the
sensible man of Gen 2:7 is the middle mind (uécog vous) that must choose
betwesen good and evil. The same identification of the n:an of Gen 2:7 with
the mind that is in need of acquiring virtue is developed in L. 4. 1‘-..88—89
90-96. 'The second half of Q. G. 1.8 represents (although less clearly) the.
same kind of shift from the notion of the earthlv man tco the notion of an
earthly mind in need of instruction that takes p;lace in Planr. 44-46 and
L. A 1.53-55.88-89,90-96. These passages will be analvzed more . .aselv
Iater.l‘). But for the moment, what is important is that the imerpr*"%'ioil
found in Q. G. 1.8b and which Philo claims as his own is closely relz;t-;; to
those 1HnFerpretations which transform the two men of Gen l"76—27 & d
Gen 2:7 into symbols of mind and viriue. It is in this area of int;pretati(;‘r
an area represemed by the last set of passages on the chart on p. 31 that on
Z;)rrnnzsnigon Philo’s own contribution to the interpretation of the creation
One comes Iolmuch the same conclusion when one asks the question
about the overall interpretation found in De Opificio Mundi and‘]_egwn
Allegoriae. This is the second wav one can use to sort out the pre-PhilloniC

19 See Chapter V1. section A.

20 e g . 3 ict i i i
o qA’~’\no)thcr L..\drnplt in which Philo distinguishes himse!f from his predecessors is found
n Her. 281-83. This passage will be analyzed in detail in Chapter IV
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1 i ation of man.
from Philo’s own contribution to the mterpretangn qf the cr?t e
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both of these levels of interpretation iegitimate. But he is more interested in
the allegorical level of interpretation. and it is that level which dominates
Legum Allegoriae and the latter part of De Opificio Mundi.?* This second
approach. then. leads us to the same conclusion as did the first- The passages
in which the two men become two minds are Philonic. and the other inter-
pretations are not: thev are the work of Philo's predecessors.

By a careful reading of the interpretations of the creation of man that
occur in Philo. one can sort out the various levels in the history of the
interpretation of the creation of man and one can point out at which level
Philo’s own interpretation enters in. Although this is helpful, one is still close
to the level of brute facts. One still needs to understand how and why the
interpretations of the creation of man developed in the way that they did.
One needs also to understand the relationship of this development to the
religious and cultural milieu in which these interpretations were developed,
thatis. to the milieu of Alexandria of the first century B.C. and the early first
century A.D. Finally. one needs a clearer sense of how traditional Interpreters
like Philo and his predecessors went about their work, how they maintained
the delicate balance between continuity and change that is the task of any
interpreter who feels responsible to a tradition.

= This 1s not clearly visible in the Questions and Answers on
literal and allegorical interpretations are given foreach verse and both types of interpretation
are considered valid. However. Philo devotes much more space to the allegorical interpretation.
Philo’s notion of an “allegorical™ interpretation involves |} the internalization of the
interpretation and 2) the recognition of multiple levels of interpretation. This was by no means
the only conception of allegory in the ancient world. Most allegorists rejected the vahidity of the
literal level of interpretation. Many did not interpret texts “allegorically™ by internalizing the
meaning of the text. Rather they 1ook the text 10 refer to physical
J. Pépin. Myihe er allegorie (Paris: Aubier. 1958) 125-31. 146-67.
In this study I shall use the term “allegory’
characterize themsealves as “alegorical.

Genesis and Exodus. Both

processes in nature. See

“to refer only 1o those interpretations which

" Aninterpretative technique mav seem 10 be allegorical
but if it 1s never referred to as such.

interpretation. In the interpretations of
himself. that is. onlv at the leve! of the a

the interpreter does not take it to be an allegorical
the creation of man in Philo. only at the ievel of Philo
liegory of the soul, does the term appear,
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CHAPTER III

ANTI-ANTHROPOMORPHIC INTERPRETATIONS
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external pressure. The cu o1 s s
1teri ceptability of the majornty cu .
looks and the criteria of accep y he : ! e
terpretations
isi e of the earliest biblical in
surprising then that som e astempt. 0
‘hich were written by Jews of the Hellenis
O abieetions 1 ' ducated class of the Hellen-
jecti 1 ' that world. For the educa
answer objections raised by el O e was
isti ! d to be anthropomorphic in
istic world a God who appeare » o
' ttacked because
jecti ] centuries Homer had been a
objectionable. For severa ' ' e e nded
: human in form and in faults an '
represented the gods as ‘ e ronomerphic
1 i ds contained deeper. non-
because his stories about the go . , o o
f anthropomorphisms was no
truths.? In a sense the problem o . oo
Jewish writers. After all. the author of Second Isaiah ha.d"al;ecz‘i(i;i e
concerned to show that nothing was comparable to th;riam-}f “Or]a o
ish i iving i enistic w
; ' terpreter living in the He : \
what was new for the Jewish in oo
in whi 'as to be solved. The concepts us g
the way in which the problem wa : , e
the pr;)blem were drawn from the philosophical thought patterns of
Hellenistic world.

A. The Patitern of the Anti-A nthropomorphic Interpretation

i ' ion of
Some of the earliest Jewish interpretations of the story of t_he cre;ltioGOd
man found in Philo were just such attempts to answer accusations tha

i cidered.” 48 (1956)
i - i i Reconsidered.” Eos 48 (
! See V. Tcherikover. “Jewish Apologeuc Ln.crature ¢ TGOS ot vathes than
169-93 Tcherikover emphasizes that Jewish apologetic literature was fori e
. o The inter i ish ¢ 1 and not the G
external consumption. The intended audience was the Jewish community and e e
o ‘ ' i hilo. 1 ertainly true fe
world. While this is much less true by the time we get to Philo. 1ty certami
Hihrapomo: i ] 1 ilo ¢ istobulus.
anti-anthropomorphic interpretations found in Philo énd Aristob B e dedition ~Les
> F Buffiere. Les mythes d'Homeére et la pensée grecque (Paris:
Belles Lettres.” 1956): Pépin. Myrhe et allégorie.
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was human in form. One of the clearest examples of this anti-anthropo-
morphic tvpe of interpretation is found in Op. 69-71. These sections inter-
pret Gen 1:26-27: “Let us make man after our image and likeness.™ The
objection. of course, was that if man was like God then God must be like
man (avBpwnduoppos). The response was that this image (eixdv) referred
not to the human body but only to the human mind (voug)

No. it is in respect of the mind. the sovereign element of the soul. that the
“Image" is used: for after the pattern of a single Mind. even the Mind of the
Universe as an archetype. the mind in each of those who successivelv came
into being was molded. Itis in a fashion a god to him who carries and enshrines
it as an object of reverence: for the human mind evidently occupies a position in

men precisely answering to that which the great Ruler occupies in all the world.
(Op. 69.)

Only the human mind is an “image” of God and not the human body. God is
the archetype and the human mind is the image of that archetvpe.* In
this way the interpreter thought that he had overcome the apparent
anthropomorphism.*

The pattern of interpretation in this

passage is quite simple and repre-
sents the pattern found general

Iy in this kind of exegesis:

1) Reference (either by quotation or by paraphrase)
2) Rejection of what appears to be
3) Suggestion of an acceptabl

to the scriptural text.
an anthropomorphism.
€. non-anthropomorphic interpretation. the con-

ceptions for which are drawn from the philosophical viewpoints of the
period.¢

A second and equally clear example of this pattern occurs in Op. 149~
150, an interpretation of Gen 2:19: “(God) led them (the animals) to the man

to see what he would call them: and whatever the man calle

d every living
creature, that was its name.’

" After referring to this text, the objection is
raised: How could God. who knows evervthing. be in doubt about what
something should be called? A solution is then suggested:

Not that he was in anv doubt—for to G

od nothing is unknown—but because he
knew that he had formed in mortal

man the natural ability to reason of his own

¥ lsa 40:12-3]

* s clear from the phrase “it 1s in respect of the mind that the ‘image”is used " that ¢iInév
in this passage means “eops T (Abbild) and not "model” (1 orbild).

5 The interpreter does not seem to have heen aware that even the fact that man™s mind is
animage of God could be considered as an anthropomorphism.

¢ Mack. “Exegetical Traditions in Alexandr

tan Judaism. "8 1. This is essentially the struc-
ture suggested by Mack.
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motion. so that he himself might have no share in faulty action. No. he was

putting man to the test. as a teacher does a pupil kindling his innate capacity,
and calling on him to put forth some faculty of his own, that by his own ability
man might confer titles in no wise incongruous or unsuitable but bringing out

clearly the traits of the creature who bore them. {Op. 145.)

After a rejection of the unacceptable interpretation that God was ignorant of
g. the suggestion is made that. because God had given man the
vikt) o). he now puts that faculty to the
ames to the various animals. This

somethin
natural ability to reason (7 2.0
test by having man assign appropriate n
verse is interpreted in the same way in Q. G. 1.21.°

is found in L. 4. 1.36-38.an

The same anti-anthropomorphic pattern1
2:7: *(God) breathed 1nto his (man's) face a breath of

interpretation of Gen .
life. . . ." After rejecting as a monstrous folly the anthropomorphic notion

that God had a mouth or nostrils. an alternate interpretation is given:

Yet the expression clearly brings out something that is in accord with reality

). For it implies of necessity three things. that which inbreathes.

(QUOIKOTEPOV)
that which receives. that which is inbreathed: that which inbreathes is God. that
. What.

which receives is the mind, that which is inbreathed is the spirit (mvetpa)
7 A union of the three comes about as God

then. do we infer from these premises’
projects the power that proceeds from himself through the mediant spirit till it

reaches the subject. (L. A. 1.36-37)¢

Once again we have the rejection of an anthropomorphism followed by the
suggestion of a suitably non-anthropomorphic interpretation.
The final and by far the most complex example of this pattern takes us

back to the interpretation of Gen 1:26. but this time of the phrase “Let

us make man. . . .” Two questions would have arisen naturally for the Hel-
lenistic Jew of that period. the identity of “us™ and why God needed helpers
{0 create man. An interpretation of the “us™ appears in four places in Philo:

Op. 72-75; Conf. 168-182; Mur. 27-32; Fug. 68-72. In all four places the
interpretation is basically the same. God did not need helpers in order to
create man but it was fitting that he should make use of such helpers because
of the peculiar character of man (Op. 72: Conf. 175: Fug. 70). Of all of the
creatures made by God. only man was capable of turning from virtue to vice
(Op. 72-73: Conf. 178 Fug.70). Creatures above man, such as unembodied
souls or the spirits who inhabited the heavenlv bodies partook only of virtues
(Op. 73 Conf. 176-177). Creatures below man, such as animals and plants,

" The giing of names described in Gen 2:19_20 is not strictly part of the creauon of man.
Yet it remains outside of the allegory of the soul and 1 much more in keeping with the
interpretations of the creation of man than with the aliegorical interpretations of the fall.

* For the meaning of the term QUOIK®TEPOV. S€¢€ Hengel. Judaism and Hellenism. 1.164.
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artook nei 1 I
pmind c;;arlexxivlz)irlé)f}; 1r/tuc n'or of vice, because they lacked the prerequisite of
op T ot l77;1\f\4€ﬂdb]ed them to be either virtuous or its opposite
op 1 O“Hi.s ecu} .ar? however. was capable of both virtue and vice
e Whpi)Ch ‘1am_\ of man. it was fitting for God to make onlv tha£
howers. Bovdyon I\}&]:sC;:;tiiz)lfh;:ttsn? to leave to helpers (that is. to his
Lomers. on th e lower parts of man. the pa
Wa\J'c:'}\];c;::ruljasrlgln;t.e(Op. 74. Conf. 179; Mut. 30-31: Fug. 29)nslrfrtc})1r1];
e e étggs in man could be assigned to God. while whatever
Cont 179150 1o tn}uteﬂd to someone else. that is. to these helpers (Op 7;'
o fou,r4 Lft. -01—31: Fug. 7O)j -
Al o passaoesat;sages are also similar from a structural point of view. In
&l Tour Solved:b , e .pr.obl§m of the meaning of the phrase “Let us make
man b sob ~,'\ a dxstmcuon.‘ln two of the cases (Op. 73: Conf. 176-178
inction 1s based on the different types of creatures made by God )

Op. 73 76-17

ats . ‘ - Conf. 1 178
PV .an wand animals devoid of reason I'he unreasoni i
(ca rova) oo ning part of creation
Living beings who partake o o s r ¢
vt h(‘u \g o part nly of Reasoning part of creation which is
rue (coa voegpa immortal (.0yik, aBavarov €idog)
Those of a mixed nature (HiKTH r

i KT i 1 ]
bou) HIKTY Reasoning part of creation which is

mortal (.oyixy, ebdprov £180g)

;{‘I?s i(}:);t:slo:slsbz;sted on this distinction are also similar. In the case of the first
R Wpr;g for God to be the sole creator; but, because man is
e (1}5 dom and folly. of both good and evil (Op. 74; Conf. 178),
it 0 t.o creat; only the better principle (Op. 74)»or the
Plinciple that e [s tfo rlght actions (Conf. 179), while the creation of the rest
Sraon (gp 7<'0Cellow-workers (cuvepyol) or subordinates (bmnpétat
o (;8—7?) t.he,d,. ['onf.. 179). II'] the other two passages (Mur. 27-32 anc;
Tus o8 ;0 ! Cols ?gctlog and its consequences are of a similar nature but
Cpceed o 70)11151 eration of man's capacity for both good and evil
. .thpi A l. n-three.ofth‘e four passages (Conf. 171-75: Mur. 28-29:
Fus. Cre.aleé Woelgeflf grc; 1deg11ﬁeq with God's powers (Suvdueig) at work
e crea CaS”SrIH dhls }depuﬁcatlog of the helpers immediately precedes.
raesagcs (00 ;7.21 Z sttmctxon menponed above. Finally two of the four
passages end.up_a[?ribu?UE 168) be.gm by indicating that without caution
one m n_eed 0P aunt ing slomethxngfc.andalous to God. that is, that he
b the e frp s 1;1 creating mar?. This problem is more fully developed
o e b t},wéreasg)m ,[ht.: De Opificio Mundi. The point of the question
poneerns the red n why God used helpers in the creation of man when he

need of such helpers for the rest of creation. The other two passages
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(Mur. 27-32 and Fug. 68-72) do not begin by specifically stating that prob-
lem. Yet both of these passages are short summaries and are treated as
secondary confirmations for the interpretations of other passages. Mur. 27-
32 for Gen 17:1 and Fug. 68-72for Gen 48:15-16.9 They are interpretations
whose validity is taken for granted and so now can be used to explain other
biblical verses. Their present form then is secondary. Because the interpreta-
tion of Gen 1:26 found in these two passages is taken for granted. the

statement of the problem that originally gave rise to the interpretation has

been omitted.
These four passages, then, from the viewpoint of both content and

structure. have a good deal of stability. Each makes the same points and
does so with the same argument constructed in basically the same order. We
have in these four passages an exegesis of Gen 1:26 that had become tradi-
tional and that Philo used and altered only to a limited extent. The structure
of that traditional interpretation was the following:

A. Reference to Gen 1:26 (Op. 72).
B. Rejection of the notion that God needed helpers (Op. 72: Conf. 168).

C. Alternate interpretation:
1. ldentification of God's Powers (dvvduerg) as the ones to whom he is

speaking (Conf. 171-175: Mu1. 28-29; Fug. 69).
_ Distinction which serves as the basis of the solution (Op. 73: Conf. 176-

178: Mut. 30: Fug. 70).
Application of the distinction to the creation of man (Op. 74: Conf. 179;

Mur. 3. Fug. 69-71).
Purpose: to show that God has no part in evil (Op. 75. Conf. 179-180:

Mut. 31-32: Fug. 70).

The pattern of these passages and their outlook clearly reflect the pat-
tern and the outiook found in the other anti-anthropomorphic passages
discussed above (i.e.. Op. 69-71. 149-150; L. A. 1.36-38). Section A is a
reference to the biblical text: Section B involves the rejection of an anthro-
pomorphism: and Section C represents a suitable non-anthropomorphic
interpretation of Gen 1:26, one which uses categories taken from the philos-
ophy of the period and so would be acceptable to the educated class of the
Hellenistic world. This same pattern is present in all of the anti-anthropo-
morphic interpretations of verses from the first three chapters of Genesis.!?

1 39)

s

Y fur 27232 is part of a larger interpretation of the different relationships that God has
1o good men and evil men. Fug. 68-72 is part of a discussion of how God leaves the execution of
punishments to subordinate ministers.

16 The other anti-anthropomorphic interpretations of verses from Genesis 1-3 are the
following: Op. 13-14: L. 4. 1.2-7.43-441 L. 4. 3.4-10.51-35. 203-20%: Q. G. 1.42.53.54.35.

L. A4 2.19-25 and L. 4. 3.65-68 are not really anti-anthiropomorphic interpretations. This
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The similarity eVeT, ¢ i
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context of interpretation. }:or instar?cee.c?r:ng;i)}Q—lr'l/[leiglaete}?u;:;?1 am]ii;g?r
" . . s
S;ii;i:sltnhz]l]ng?%;:f S}hod:.man's mm-d Is an image of God. the Mind ofthle
s g ot the aoccsrdllmerpretat'lons of this verse that occur in Philo.
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Spirit as a “divine fragment.™? The isolated character of these

becomes clear cc
ar when one compares these two passages with their pars ilels
Answers on Genesis (L. A.2.19-25 0. G. 124 a5 ! G DO e et
: - A2T9-28 0 G 124250700 4. 3.65-68 7. 1.47-45% ]
the passages in . G. | suggests : : PR QG 147-an Rone of
e ‘,”‘_, ges 1 (. G 1 suggests an anti-antnropomarphic interpretation: rather Philo has ca
s allegorical interpretations of these passages in the pe : - romorphc
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pattern did exist and so could be imitated } pomt et thatueh ¢
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" Op. 149-50 must also be distinguished from
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Op. 148 an interpretation in which the
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interpretation. h 1nas . =50 then 1s a separate
12 Qapr Ch- : :
See Chapter IV, section B.
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ami—amhropomorphic interpretations suggests that this tvpe of interpreta-

tion is ad hoc. They are isolated interpretations and not part of a consistent
attempt to explain longer texts.!? Other interpretations may be developed
from them (e.g.. from Op. 69-71 and L. A. 1.36-38). but thev themselves are
fairly basic attempts to solve particular exegetical problems and are not part

of a larger context of interpretation.

A second characteristic of these anti-anthropomorphic passages is that
they do not appealtoa two-level type of interpretation. Rather the interpre-
tation is given as the one meaning of the text. There is N0 CONSCIOUSNESS of
the presence of levels of meaning (1.€.. literal and allegorical). For instance,
when Gen 1:26 18 interpreted in Op. 69-71. the claim that the human mind
and not the human body is a likeness of the Mind of the universe is a claim
about the one meaning of the verse. and there is no indication that the
¢ is aware of other levels of interpretation. This is true for all of the
s of the creation of man.’* One finds in

s of the creation of man neither the
Is of interpretation nor the
rical interpretations of
imply to not occur in

autho
anti-anthropomorphic interpretation
the anti-anthropomorphic interpretation
the text is open 10 multiple leve
y associated with the allego

4voia or Grrnyopia s

sense that
technical terminolog
Homer. Terms such as 07
these interpretations.!s

A third characteristic is th
used in these anti-anthropomorphi
exactly the same expressions are use
type of interpretation nor does it mean
only in this kind of interpretation. Yet a series of expre
these anti-anthropomorphic interpretations that cluster around the notions
of what is “proper” or “fitting.” Such terminology includes the following:

oixgiog: Op. 13.74 (3). 149 L. A. 1.4; Conf. 180

gvoixeiog: Op. 74 (2).149: L. A. 3.204
175. 176, 179, 180

79, 1801¢

at there is a commonality in the terminology
¢ passages. This does not mean that
d in all of the passages to indicate the
that the expressions used are found
ssions are used in

EURpERES, TO TPETOV! Conf.
TPOOTIKOVIWS, TPOCHNELV: Conf. 1

Traditions in Alexandnan Judaism.” 81,

1l of the anti-anthropomor
an awareness of multiple
o an earlier anti-

13 Mack. “Exegetical

14 Qee footnote 10, The same s true fora
Genesis 1=3. In De Opificio Afundi and the Legum Allegoriac where
levels in the text seems 10 exist. these elements have been added t
anthropomorphic interpretation that did not have that awareness. This is true of L. 4. 3.4~ 10‘
where L. A. 3.6b is the original anti-anthropomorphic interpretation (cf. L. 4. 351 and of
L. 4. 143-44 where L. 4. 1 43b-44 is the original anti-anthropomorphic nterpretation.

1$ These and other terms such as gopporov and cupborikaz will appear in the interpre-
1 of the allegory of the soul.
awn not only {rom interpretations o

phic interpretations of

tation of Genesis 1-3 only at the leve

‘¢ Examples of this terminology are dr { the creation
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e On’Ge’n '1._6. f G n 1:26-27. an interpretation which claxmz e
e renecs of glKOtVOLGOod i: no't in terms of body but in~termshgf rsrgliler.eign
o “k'eness o fothe soul (6 TRC wuyfig HYEROV vou;). T f/ﬁnd e
AR lationship to the rest of man as doets.the M o e
e e s Sa‘mzrtehae whole universe. In fact. the divine mmcrib,c e
N oo the n mind. The interpreter then goes on to d}is e
e OfltT;r};tTSthe h‘ea'\'ens to the intelligible sphereé;? L;TE e
e aerm, origi / sense (Td napooely _
o pauems’ agd‘:gi ())rfrizaflx;;)lflz'}?fnw:rcl‘cci):)yfbgamic frenzy. bevond even this
16€ul TOV aicinToOv ). 3

69-71.
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realm toward God. the great king
incomplete. for the dazzlin
human mind. Whijle the description of v
(Leg. XII. 963a). the use of the con
soul is also Stoic.i* The real P]
the description of the relation
The relationship is one of
Mind is the archetype of th
the purpose of the ordering

himself. This fina] stage, howev
g ravs of God are too much for the

cept nyepdv for the highest part of the
atonic character of the passage is reflect

ship of the human mind to the divine M

macrocosm to microcosm in which the divine

nd.¥ In Tim. 30a-c Plato describes
of the world in the following way:

Now it was not. nor can it ever be. permitted that the work of the s
good should be anvthing but that which js best. Taking thought. the
{the Demiurge) found that. among things that are by nature visibi
that is without mind (@vénrov) wi

taken as a whole, and more

¢ human mj

l'ever be better than one that has mind. when
over that mind cannot be present in
from soul. In virtue of this reasoning. when he framed the uni

oned mind within sou| ol evwuyfi) and soul within body. to the end that the
work he accomplished might be by nature as excellent and perfect as possible.
This. then. is how we Mmust say. according to the likely account (rovov 1oV
eixota). that this world came to be, by the providence of God. in very
living creature with sou!l and reason Epyuryov Evvouy).20

Later in the Timaeus (46d). the individual human mind is described in much
the same way:

anything apart
verse, he fashi-

truth. a

For we must declare that the only existin
{vobs) is soul, and this is an invisib
all visible bodies.

g thing which properly possesses mind
le thing. whereas fire, water, earth and air are
We have in both passages thecontrast both in the C0Smos and in the individ-
ual human being of visible Versus invisibie, with mind and soul set over
against the sensible element of the

cosmos and the human body. This is the
same contrast that appears in Op. 69:

For after the pattern of a single Mind, even the Mind of the universe as an
archetype, the ming in each of those who successively came into being was

1% See R, Arnaldez, Les opunres de Phiion d'dlexandrie (Paris: Editions du Cerf. 196) ).
1.186.
' Plato does not use the
used by Aristotle ( Ph. &
important element in the Tim

dans e Timée de Plaron ( Upp

. Lerms "macrocosm™ yng “microcosm.” The (e
o first .2, 252b). But the Parulicitsm between man and the cosmos is an
aeus. See A Olerud. [ idée de macrocosmos et de microcosmos
sala: Almavist, 1931 13-32. Olerud’s discussion of the Tinaeus is
far more adequate than js iy 4tempt 1o trace these concepts to Iranian patterns of thought.
H 2 Translations of the Timaeus are from F. M. Cornford. Piare Cosmology (New York:
Umanj

M UK PO KOTUo;

es Press. 1937).

er. remains
eve of the
obg as Nyepdv is found in Plato

ed In
1ind.

upremelyv
refore. he
€. no work
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o carries and enshrines it as an object
osition in men precisely

the world. It is invisible

god to him wh
d evidently occupies a p

the great Ruler occupies in all

molded. Itisina fashiona
~{or the human min

of reverence.
answering to that which
while itself seeing all things.

escribe God 1s also consistent with the
The Demiurge is identified with “mind” in
Tim. 47e-48a. This identification is also found in the Timaeus Locrus (93a).

a late first-century B.C. Middle Platonic summary of Plato’s Timaeus.

Op. 69-71 however lacks the concept of some sort of intermediate figure
hetween the supreme God and the world. Such a concept was characteristic
of Middle Platonism.’! The Demiurge of the Timaeus Was often identified
with the intermediate figure. and the supremely transcendent God was iden-
Lified with the Good of the Republic and the One of the first hypothesis of
the Parmenides.*> At a later stage in the development of the exegetical
traditions connected with Gen 1:26-27. man’s creation according to the
image of God will be interpreted to mean that the “image” (eikdv) is the
Logos of God and so man is created in the likeness of the Logos. an inter-
mediate figure. rather than in the likeness of the supreme God himself (e.g..

L. A.3.95-96). Butin the case of Op. 69-TL. this development has not yet
The mind of man is created in the likeness of the Mind of the
| with the Demiurge. the supreme God of the
ate figure. Op. 69-71 then reflects the
that began perhaps as
ts that interest prior to
haracteristic of

The use of the term “mind” (vobg) tod

outlook of the Timaeus.

taken place.
universe. a Mind identica
Timaeus. There is no intermedi
renewed interest in Plato. especially in the Timaeus.
early as the end of the second century B.C. But it reflec
the development of the intermediate figure that became S0 C

Middle Platonism.=*
A second. clearly Platonic concept pres

Opificio Mundi 1s the ascent of the soul through the heavenly realms to the
intelligible world. This image 1s drawn from the Phaedrus (246a-249d)
the image of the

where Plato describes the ascent of the soul by means of

winged charioteer and his two winged horses. In Op. 69-71 the mind ascends
on “soaring wing” (RTVOS Gpbeis). an image central to Plato’s description
( Phaedrus 249¢). In addition. the description of the ascent both in Plato’s

ent in this section of the De

3 Ci Timaeus Locrus 93a-93a: Albinus. Didaskalikos N, p. led 16-27 Apuletus. De
Dog. Plat. 193-94: Numenius, Fr. 11 (des Places).
165, 276 Numenius, Frs te.

22 ¢t Alpinus, Didaskalikos X p.
suggestions in this arca. see Dilion. The Middle Piaionists. 46 Baltes. Timaeus Lokros 32
Dodds. “The Parmenides of Plato and the Origin of the Neoplatonic "One.™ 12942

2% That intermediate figure first appears in Wrlern of the late first century B4

Fudorus of Alexandna. Timaeus Locrusi.

20 (des Placesi. Fof

g
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Phaedrus (249¢, 25 h 47
s (249¢, 253a) ¢ ; : .
pul in the languag a) dnq in this section of the De Opifici

gtal, Phd 74; age of religious enthusiasm (kopup pificio Mundi (71) is

«fhdr. 249¢; Bakya < JopuBavTidy ’
such is by no means rfst;i'cf}gfr. 2;3&). The image of the ascent of th
t o ! e ed to Platonis T e soul as
the use of the im . omism. Infact it is ‘

age NI . 1t1s a comr e

the sensible uoﬂdh IOoxt}t]hc. soaring wing” and the ascent Oﬁh'nonplldcy. Yet
: . _ ¢ intelligible w T ¢ soul bevond
mﬂ“f’rnce In this particular case % world clearly indicate strong Platonic
he second ¢ e N
Fllg, 68_7") a]SObgoup Ofpassag‘és (O[) 72-75:; Conf. 168-182: 4
= raw oK - i ~182: Mur. 2 .
how the Demiurge mafj:iim} on Plato's Timaeus (41a-44d) A.jth”. —91_1'31
the “bodv™ - ¢ world-soul. the heav ). Alter teling
v tor the world- eavenly bodies th :
40d). Plato goes onto d d soul. 'and finally the traditional gods (aTI'Ser:e as
Demiurge addresses th%cnbe the creation of the human body and e
< - ¢ gods and tells t vand soul. The
creation he must N tells them that in '

now order t .
(Tim. 41c—d). That make mortal creatures. among whom hz ,Cor‘nplete his
Demiurge himself w}i‘?n }Sf man which is immortal will be xmnCAdUdes e
newlv-made ule the rest. the mortal part. wi made by the
will o gods (Tim. 41¢-d: 42d-e) . will be fashioned bv the

mmitate the pow - T -
(Tim. 41c). All gft;l: ;51)‘(1111;? that the Demiurge used when h
of anv future wickedne ap;;]ens in order that the Demiurge mighf ;nade them
- ss that man mi - s e guiltless
creature capable of living j might do ( 7im. 42d). f &

. v . ' . 42d). form i
this passage from the lrr?gjum'\ or unjustly (7im. 42d). The pa alrl1 e omh
phrase from Gen 11-26 Tiﬂeus and the passages from Philoirzaotf\ls' bet\‘;en

. 20, "Let us mak » tous. The
contact with this . e man . . .". offer .

S R . S an obv :
provide the conce e;:tlon of the Timaeus and so the use of ?}:lou§ point of
natural. The idempﬁual.framework for interpreting Gen 1.766 Timaeus to
Powers (5uvd ification of the figures to whom G :26 seems quite

vaperg) 1s not found in the Timaeus.. b od speaks as God's
s, but again it was
a natural

enough identificati
cation for : . ; :
the Hobrow for a Jewish writer since the Se i
W mKaY T as KOploc 1o eptuagint often renders
S TV

tes. Op. 71t <eh-

- In this way these newlyv-made gods

powers then th duvdpewv. It |
at c . It s to ,
also made easier Sod sp‘eaks (Conf 171=173: Mus. 28-29: ;hese heavenly
traditional Greel ) Céjm identification. common during ;h! t He: .692' It was
. < gods with the varj g that period, of th
universe or se ¢ various powers that ei ) €
rved as 4 s that either ¢
Such an idemiﬁcatioéh-e rfneans _b_\’ which the supreme God exert(:)'mjjoned the
description of Stoicis is found in such diverse sources as Dioge - LCOm'rol,
m and the pseudo-Aristotelian treatiseggesx[aertlus

e Mundo.>*

24 -
“* The metapt
: taphor of the as -
18 g iyt the asce { o .
bm. Infactitisa jiterary nt of the mind 1s by no means restric
For a discussion of ry commonplace (e.g.. Nenophon. 4/ ans restricted to Plato or Platon-
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he phrase "“Let us make man™ of Gen 1:26 then clearly

The interpretation of t
fiects a renewed interest in the interpretation

draws on the Timaeus and re
of Plato.

The two other anti-anthropomorphic texts (L. A. 1.36-38: Op. 149-
150 Q. G.1.21)thatare concerned with the creation of man are Stoic rather

than Platonic. L. 4. 1.36-38 1s an interpretation of the phrase “breathed

into” of Gen 2:7:
“Breathed into.” we note. is equivalent 10 “inspired” or “be-souled” the soulless:
for God forbid that we should be infected with such monstrous folly as to think
that God employs for inbreathing organs such as mouth or nostriis: for God 15
not onlv not in the form of man. but belongs to no class or kind. Yet the
expression clearly brings out something that is in accord with nature.
cessity three things. that which inbreathes, that which
receives. and that which is inbreathed: that which inbreathes is God. that which
receives is the mind (vobg). that which is inbreathed is spirit {mvebua). What
then do we infer from these premises? A union of the three comes about. as God
projects the power (80vaprs) that proceeds from Himself through the mediant

spirit 1ill it reaches the subject.

For it implies of ne

at we may obtain a conception of him? For how
could the soul have conceived of God. had he not breathed into it and mightily
laid hold of it? For the mind of man would never have ventured to soar so high
as to grasp the nature of God. had not God himself drawn it up to himself. so far
as it was possible that the mind of man should be drawn up. and stamped it with

the impress of the powers that are within the scope of its understanding.

The most clearly Stoic element is the notion of the “spirit” (mvebua) by which
God's power is communicated to man. The notion of mvebpa as a vehicle for
the Logos of the universe was a common Stoic notion that probably origi-
nated with Chrysippus and was widely used thereafter in Stoic circles.> The
image of the ascent of the mind is also present. At first glance this might
point once again to Platonic influence. Yet on closer examination the ascent
of the mind in this passage lacks that peculiar element that would indicate
Platonic influence. the ascent bevond the sensible to the intelligible world.”?
The use of the metaphor in this passage. in fact. maintains a quite un-

And for what purpose save th

2 ong. Hellenistic Philosophy. 155-58.

2" Jones. “Posidonius and the Flight of the Mind.” 100.
qizes the Platonic influence on most of the uses of the image of the ascent of the mind in Philo.
However. L. 4. 1.36-38 fails to meet the criterion used by Jones himself to establish Platonic
accent of the mind. The criterion is whether or

Higible world. In /.. A 1.36-3%

105. Jones guite rightly empha-

influence on the commonplace metaphor of the
not there Is @ movement bevond the sensible realm to the mnte
there is no such movement 1o the intelligible worid.
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Platonic continuity between God. hi

Sieome 3 . . his power, and the human mind.
- exter::;tiiihoour{ i:(())rzjtmuves the S‘towl notion of the mvelpa asmlGnoda's
P oo enienl I;Opmar Stra‘vs up man’s mind. there is no need to go bevond
s owc influence to explain the use of the mela—phor

The final anti-anthropomorphic i ' ]
e i : passage 1s an interpretation of Gen 2:
testsgmar; bf }r::\r:lsz (h?r,r;. 1‘4,9_150: Q. G. 1.21). In this interpretation G]ogci
o el be_cause hg kno“i]:; names to the \'ar.ious sorts of creatures. God
reason (4 2ot oot a!l he has plarlnled in man the natural ability 1o
eason Capgéhy" (év&gea ’i ":453). an ab‘xlxt_\' that he also describes as an
cessfully becauée this natu:jlﬁasbsi;ijt)\i ttlinals e e e 1 sk suc
made by bog e, : 2’ abilin e, son can “receive the impressions
e oo reai?s((g”ei?o (:9(1%(9(1\'1(101(1; IOV COHATOV KOl TpayudTmw)
o Stoim o the}e 1'Spr‘] ' )(.j-‘ be conceptual framework of this passage is
Both the g there and(ihm Ication of th; presence of Platonic material.
the impressions made by ob;egtlszereci)\n;?[l}onsOf neepons power wit
ppression ¥ . vpically Stoic conceptions.30
sages. e pre;nogmtj};ea:thxiloéophlcal concept‘s and vocabulary of these pas-
poenges mpom A niluences are obviously Stoic and Platonic. The
e Phoscnced {les atonism use material drawn from the Timaeus and
the fret oot e gYeI :}fn:al tg the d?\felopment of Middle Platonism in
el Of_cosm.os ande_\ raw on fairly basic elements in Plato (e.g.. the
hroush the uee orey ers)man avnd the creation of the lower part of man
characteristic of most pMidd?j-1dl’lc15or:i)I :}?ma'in [h; e eure o
patsagen come i liddle onic theories. his suggests that thes
P appear: fzigl}mee;;l_\ f1in the revival of Platonism. Since the intermedi;z
Gate, g e n é 1rst century B.C.. these passages are prior to that
e 8 amm;pt e f)hoessclble to say by how much. They represent the first
overcome e apmene ohncepts and \'.ocabulary of the revival of Plato to
antaropomorphisms of the biblical text. The Stoi-

2 Th i
e monism of Stoicis i 1
(€15 The probiem hoeame: mo,rmd\\(ljll conunue to be a problem for Hellenistic Jewish interpre
e e and more acute as the .
the concemus cute as the miterpr ‘
ptual pat ) o eut preier appropriates more a e
of Ston ems ,O;D t.erns and vocabulary of Stoicism (see Chapter IV} InP[ Al ;;R{;ﬂd o
ate ies i N . B - B . - ¢ >
2 Thf ; n.OI vetso thorough as to exclude a sense of divine tra d the e
same basic viewpoint s { i " sraeendenes
he gave mi : tsfoundin Q. G. 1.21: “For God w: :
¢ mind to the firer , ‘ 10 "For God was notin doubt: but :
he could reason nalura;llxnltj';r] noble mun in accordance with which. becoming knmx-i d; H:}CL
. I Tk o e . becoming k edgeable.
he sees the excellent (;h;%p l I}dfh” he guides his pupiltoa suitable display of learning and
; spring of his soul.™ Se e e
(Cambricoe. o ' pring s soul.™ See J R, Har r 2 ]
t;(r,‘dgc. Cambridge University Press. 1886) 13 i fragments of Philo Judacus
For a de i 1oi e o
scription of ¢ oepis i
17273 p Stoic epistemology. see Long, Hellenistic Philosophy. 123-23]
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nted passages are much harder to date. Since the trend of the

interpretations becomes. as we shall see. progressively more Platonic. these

influenced interpretations may be somewhat earlier.3 Just how
turns from content to a more

cally orie

Stoically
much earlier becomes a bit clearer when one
formal analysis of these passages.

ison of the content of these passages

When one turns from a compart
with Greek philosophical texts to a comparison at a more formal or structu-
bulus. The fragments of this Jewish

ral level. one is drawn first toward Aristo
ed in Eusebius’ Praeparatio Evangelica and in his Historia
rv material, dating is quite difficult. At

| Wendland maintained that the frag-
hat were dependent on Philo and so
er. Nikolaus Walter has
They are not depen-
Alexandrian Jew

writer are presery
FEcclesiastica. As with most fragmenta
the end of the nineteenth century Pau
ments of Aristobulus were forgeries t
obviously later than Philo.*? In recent vears. howev
shown that the fragments of Aristobulus were genuine.
dent on Philo but represent the work of Aristobulus. an
who lived in the middle of the second century B.C.*

The most helpful sections of Aristobulus for our purposes are the anti-
anthropomorphic passages. These sections are part of a discourse sup-
posedly addressed to Ptolemy VI Philometor (181- 145 B.C.). In it Aristobu-
lus asks the king to take the biblical accounts in a way that is in keeping with
reality (puotk®g) and not to fall into mythical or merely human conceptions
(Praep. Evang. 8.10.2). These mythical conceptions are the result of inter-
preting the text only in a very literal way (1® vpant®) ( Praep. Evang. 8.10.2).
Aristobulus uses the terms @uolk®s and 0 YPART® O distinguish a proper
interpretation from an excessively literal, incorrect one. The two terms do
not indicate levels of meaning in the text. For instance. in a passage such as
Exod 13:9. *For with a strong hand God brought you out of Egvpt.” “hand”
clearly refers to the power of God (3vvapz Beol) and nor to a “hand™in any
literal sense ( Praep. Evang. 8.18.8). For Aristobulus the exodus is a particu-
lar example of the fact that all things exist and are controlled by a divine

power (Bcia duvapis) (Praep. Evang. 13.12.5.7).%

Platonizing trené will become clearer in Chapters IV and V.

31 The extent of the
1 graecorun hisioria atgue origine commentatio.

32 pgul Wendland. De gnomologiorur
PL IX (Bonn: 1893). cols, 229-234.

33 Walter, Der Thoraausleger Aristobulos. S8-88: “Fragmente judisch-hellenistischer
Exegeten,™ 259-62.

34 Ip will another interpretation Aristobulus claims that one can speak of the constitution
of the world as & "divine establishment” (Belu o1a0L only in the sense that God provided the
world with 1t stability | its position and so ali things are subject to him (Eusebius. Praep. Evang.
& 16,9121 The thought of this section is not altogether clear. 1t makes most sense if one
assumes that the supposed anthropomorphism is not that God “stands™ but that the consutu-
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The longe 1= I
retation Ongitozn;lngil;gpo&%{Shf;Z pa(sjsage in Aristobulus is an inter-
pretation of = : . s r\ escent upon Mount Sinai. H
" anf;\,[;};i reiar;meamng of God’s descent (kataBasis) and so a\'oicj
o une anyr thge ! ;?ro;)‘er to God. In order to do this he emphasizes
Den cetalls In the ex;. For msllance. the crowd that stood around thé
e t};mugh e a;]csioy arge t};at 1t would have taken five davs™ journev to
P hroueh then .desce:it ayll of them coqld see the blazing mountain. This
o, Evame s o rs 15was not ]pcal (tgnu(r}). for God is evervwhere
oty o e éon.sur; d). leewl'lsﬁvf.. whlle the mountain was on fire.
Coraen: Fvame om0 i. ah_clear max‘catlon‘that this was no ordinarv fire
o ep: Evans. [.pX[. i - Nothing unsungbl? 1s attributed to God. _\'e't the
amhro,pomorphicyime“s malptalqed. Thls 1s the only one of the anu-
S opemerphic I rle}sre'tatlpns in Anstlobulus that contains textual justifi-
canom & AriSIObum;;i attlons thgt are given. Finally. there is no awareness
mean_ing roous [r;;rplr;tauon‘s that there 'might be multiple levels of
g e biblical - He sees himself as giving the only real meaning
These I~ ic 1
i t;g:nat?;hnr&przmorphxc }nt.erpretations in Aristobulus are quite
found in Philo. The basic gz:ei;pizlfhlgzzrpre'ta[i}?nSbOf S rejoct an oo
Jound Th ‘ me 1n that both reject an improper
pomorggir:ci);fehrx;:;;etr'pretlanon and then suggest an acceptable non-apmhir)f)-
pomorpiic nt philosow}r:.. n both cases the conceptual framework is drawn
mant concnt e Sto;') 1ca1. nouorzs,. In the case of Aristobulus, the domi-
o coneepts the St ;c notion of 80vapts which permeates all of reality. a
rotion close to tha c})lund in L. A. 1.36-37 (Praep. Evang. 8.10.28;
The intemmretanons ::hc ;ract'er also links him to Op. 149-150, Q. G. 1.21..
sapes oo Ph Cio noxtc Y/};lstobulus oﬁ”ers,.like those found in the pas-
sages imerpreta.tion. ra.tgnt Aorlle exception, involve a textual justification
e imerpretati l.ain er . rlsto‘bulus Ioﬁ”ers these interpretations as a
uadle hi_s o~ pretat‘an other\ilse'objectionable passage. Aristobulus
s o 18 : I]:]m, ads a fitting explanation'- (réyoc xabBikov)
oo Lan rep.res.eni . dq 1ion, both Aristobulus and the passages in
Then seem to repre series qf ad hoc splutions to particular problems.
cation that these interpretations are part of a larger attempt

tion of the world is w vine <] T ris S S cw d
somehow ™ ™ I
, o e o C y divine eta). In that case A 1stobulus maintains that th orl
can be called a “divine esta ishment” oniv in the sens ) gdve t A ‘
. R se that God g he : i
P i FOL 1% ne rld 1t wition™
(ctac1g) X not in the sense that the world is divine mond e
See He SU Judaisn: and Hellenism, i.164: 2,107
- /—\Ilhough the d 1 C C ] .\‘. . »I . Z e €la &
omina b b i tatiy
i Sioe - [ ‘HG n .LHCLp[l(n usec by Aristobulus (O\"\'Gulg) asani ctatl
tool 18 Stoic, his ¢ ncept of od ts not. For Aristob 5 SCEIC ‘11‘ \; AL fu }Q'
Stoic. G , N - r Anstobulus God transce ¥ < hile
Stoie. God and Natu ¢ are two sides of the same coin a . R
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to give an overall explanation of the biblical text. Finally. neither Arnistobu-
lus nor these anti-anthropomorphic passages from Philo are conscious of a
biblical text with multiple levels of meaning. Both understand themselves as
giving the only correct meaning (puowk@s. Praep. Evang. 8.10.1;13.12.9 and
ovoikGTepov, L. 4. 1.36) of the text.
While there are a number of similarities between Aristobulus and these
0. the passages from Philo are somewhat more developed
than are the anti-anthropomorphic passages in Aristobulus. In Aristobulus
there is a simple equivalence between. for instance. God's *hand™ and his
“power.” In the passages from Philo. however. the use of philosophical
concepts is more fully exploited. For instance. in L. 4. 1.36-38 one finds not
only the use of the Stoic concept of mvebpa as the medium of communication
of God’s power to man but also the development of the image of the flight of
man’s mind to God based on the communication of that divine spirit. Again.
the interpretation of the phrase “let us make man” from Gen 1:26 in
Op. 72-75 et par. is a good deal more developed than anything found in
Aristobulus. From the viewpoint of technique. Aristobulus is the rerminus
post quem for these anti-anthropomorphic passages in Philo %7
Both the anti-anthropomorphic passages from Aristobulus and those
from Philo have a good deal in common with the allegorical interpretations
of Homer such as one finds in Heraclitus, Pseudo-Plutarch. and Cornutus.3®
All three of these works have important features in common with the anti-
anthropomorphic passages in Aristobulus and Philo. such as the ad hoc
character of the interpretations, their consistently anti-anthropomorphic
stvle, their use of common. especially Stoic. philosophical notions. and the
characterization of an interpretation as “suitable™ or “proper.”¥
On the other hand. these collections of Homeric allegories are consider-
ably more developed than are the passages from either Aristobulus or Philo.
There is also more textual justification in the Homeric allegories for the
interpretations than one finds in the passages from Philo.#¢ This should not

passages from Phil

37 1 have avoided using the Leter of Aristeas 1o help understand these passages from

Philo. The pertinent section would have been 145-71. These lines contain a detence and 4n
lations in the Mosaic Law. The probiem is that they

¢thical interpretation of certain dietary regu
the interpretation of such texts 1s

are interpretations of legal texts and the development of
dificrent than that for non-iegal texts such as the creation of man.
W Heraclitus. Allégories d Homere (ed. F. Buffiere: Paris: Sociéte dedition
Lettres.” 1962 Cornutus. Theologiae Graecae Compendium (ed. C. Lang: Leipzig:
).

“1.es Belles
Teubner.

omeri.in Phuarchi Chaeronensis AMoralia(ed. G.N

1881y Pseudo-Plutarch. De vita et poesi H
Bernardakis: Leipzig: Teubner. 1894), 7.320-462.

A Heraclitus. Quaes. Hom, 7.12,13:9.2: 1110 1350 1460 Cornutus, Theol. Graee. 26.16.
20. 2770 Ps.-Plutarch. Tir Hom. 93.94. 101, 104,

4 See Heraclitus. Quues. Hom. 6-16: Ps.-Plutarch. Vir Hom. 93-9%.

ANTISANTHROPOMORPHIC INTERPRETATIONS

\¥.)
5%}

be s 1 r I
e ur;;rmng since the three collections. all from the first century A.p
¢ sun | , I IV A.D.. are
;}a{omer“a;ongb and well-developed tradition of Stoic allegorization of
. et because thev are in continuj I istory a
] . 3 ontinuity with that historv and hav
!mportant similarities with the ant ' o
: ¢ anti-anthropomorphic i ' 1
Aristobulus and Phi ' Prodels thit Hellomisti
S g ilo. thev point to the ki
3 inds of models that H 1sti
Jews of the last ies terpre
¢ last centuries B.C. must have used ¢ : I
. ¢ used as they began to inter
. n ‘ . \ nterpret the
ppa;em._\ a}ilthropomorphlc passages in their own religious texts ’
wo igni ' ic alleg
e oth er sxgmﬁcam differences between the Homeric allegories and
he Uné-dnt ropomorphlc texts in Aristobulus and Philo also cogtributp 1o
our un I-egsland‘mg of the development of Hellenistic Jewish exegesis. The
e ol f;lse dlﬁerences concerns technical vocabulary. One ﬁt;ds In the
ri / e ! !
Home t}c)eamegoru‘f% ? developed use of a technical vocabulary. especially the
rms assnyopila and drinvopeiy.: . .
Y +.M70peiv.#? The use of th 0t
uee : ? ese two terms
ame common in the course of the first half of the first century B.C. and

subsequently maintained th 51t
subs A at position.*? The first occ e '
In Cioaro's Oraros (o urrence of the term is

W heh Ihe € 1 onti S can e ' Oty erent stvie of
. reisac n[(anOU;, stream Of netar hO S. a wh ” ’ dl 1 e o
Speech 18 pI()duced alia 17 /an? 10): ) 1
o i . { ] P orario): COHSeqUen“\ the GICSLS call 1t
I{ iS €ar iro 1 l’S t \ I 1 < A 7 [ed; 46
)Clt e If m h pdSsaQe ha[ b “the time Cicero wrote Ih€ O ar (Ca
B.C.), ST i i ‘
i erm asr/ ()pl(l had all»ad 3 beC()me falrl\' common I Ii()] 10 [hat
time the term LTTOVOlQ was USed 1o d 1 i 1 .
QSC‘lbe buch inter etat 1t
‘ : ' p 10ns. In dddltl()n
. (GU“BO/.O\') and 'S\'mbollca“\' (GUHBO/”I ‘U‘)‘J) ere
()1[6] used. A” 01 [}ll§ VOCabUIaI\'. ll(W\ CVer. llq I iSSill(_ fIOH] AT iSIObU]US. lhe
- 2 d
anti-an hr 1)()1]]0rphic d i 1 .
pd sa [¢] d as w 1
ant t 0 Ph ; ” h . .

‘ .S ges 11 . 1 a S € Snall see 1n the next two
C]lapIE:Is, fIOIIl d” Of [he Inlerpreldllons Of [he CreaIiOn Of man pIiOI to the
a”CgOI v 01 th\. SOUl l he €aso hi 1 p L o
‘ ; . son I()r this reticence on the ar Of ]eV\'iSh
m[erp]e[e! S 1S not C]Sa It i§ d t 1

B S lm\,uh 10 De]l e [hdt hl h W
: - ' ' - [ . while they “erea\r‘v'aleot
the [e.Chlllques Used m the allegorlzathh Of Homel . [he\ were ignoran[ Oft]le
techr lCaI \Ocabula] \V USCd. JCWISh in[e. _DI‘ChI Smay “'»1] hd\'e Iel[ unco lfol‘

41 A~
CL. Pépin. Mithe er allégorie. 156-57: Buirier ,
grecque. 67-77: Heraclitus, Allée ;ri "HV oo Bere Les myihes d’Homére et la pensée
. s, rories d Homeére axin-xxxii - A
. . Axin-xxxi € Thomp Cf
Homer: A Critical Analvsis of Heraclinus' Homerie 41, » k\rn: son. Sroic Aliegory of
‘ ! K i ¢ ric Allegories (Yale 1 T
Thompson. while concentrating on Heraclitus, al | ale: Dissertation. 1973).
. ' 2 e sooalse analvzes paraliel se in P
Piutarch and Cornutus and shows the Wivs in which ea 1‘A b }i el sections in Pscudo-
Stoic all ical . o meh eacn of the three authors appropriates the
b eeo P . rsappropridates tne
gorical tradition in his own particular wav, ppropriaies tne

42 E.g.. Heraclitus <]
.. berachuus, Quaes. Hom = : Ps-P] ~f i
s 3 0 ) ot Ps-Plutarch. Tin Hom. 70: Plutarch. De fs. et

FJ

Buffie o .
! uﬁxvvre.v Les mythes d'Homere o1 g pensee grecque, 4547
’ , .Frur?wauon by H. M. Hubbell. in Cicere Cand Or
vard University Press, 1962) 375

4z
a4
Brutus and Oraror (1.CL: Cambridge: Har-



54 The Creation of Man

table characterizing their interpretations of the biblical texts as anything
other than the “real” (oucik®3) interpretation.®* This may especially have
heen the case since Alexandria. which was the center for the development of
Hellenistic Jewish exegesis. was also the center of opposition to Stoic alle-
gory.* In any case. the techniques of Stoic aliegory were used but not the
technical vocabulary of allegory.

The anti-anthropomorphic interpretation in Philo also differs from
those essentiallv Stoic allegories in that a good number of them are heavily
influenced by Platonism. In addition. the interpretations become more and
more Platonic as time goes on. while the Stoic elements either drop out or
are revised.+” This indicates that a significant shift has begun to take place
and that the shift was connected with the revival of interest in the interpreta-
tion of Plato. While still using the techniques of their predecessors (e.g..
Aristobulus) which were derived from the Stoic interpretation of Homer,
Hellenistic Jewish exegetes began to draw the content of their interpretations
from Platonic rather than from Stoic sources. It is difficult to date such a
shift. However. because it took place after Aristobulus but before the latter
part of the first century B.C.. one cannot be far wrong if one places this shift
in the first half of the first century B.C.

If the dating of these passages from Philo is not altogether clear. neither
is the purpose to which they were put. There are no obvious clues in the
passage themselves. But several characteristics suggest that they were written
for a Jewish audience svmpathetic to the kind of interpretation found in
these passages. There is no indication that the anti-anthropomorphic inter-
pretations are responses to the objections of any specific group. The objec-
tions raised are only rhetorical in nature (e.g.. one mightask . . .. one might
wonder . . . .etc.. Op. 69.72: Conf. 168). Thev appear to be quite uncontro-
versial explanations of the biblical text in the categories of Hellenistic philos-
ophyv. The interpretations are stated; they are not argued. This means that
such interpretations were probably not intended for a non-Jewish audience
that most likely would have required some sort of justification. whether they
were svmpathetic to Judaism or not.#* In addition, the intended Jewish
audience seems to have been basically sympathetic to this kind of interpreta-

“hes

45 This reticence in using the technical vocabulary of aliegory continues untii one re
thz level of the allegory of the soul. The reason for this reticence as well as the reason ivr the
final introduction of allegorical technical terms will become & bit clearer in the last chapier of
this study,

3 See Pepin, Maythe et aliegorie. 16§-72

47 See Chapter IV, sections Band C.

4 Thisis also true of Aristobulus. Although addressed to Prolemy V1 Philometor. the
real audience was Jewish (Walter, Der Thoraausieger Arisiobulos, 132-34)
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tion. One finds in these passages none of the theoretical justification found in
Arxstobulus (Praep. Evang. 8.10.1-6). Evidently the kind of interpretation
found in these passages from Philo had become a quite acceplable. non-
controvesial form of interpretation. They served the purpose of de\'eioping
an already existing sense among Hellenistically educated Jews in Alexandria
th‘at the biblical accounts could be understood in a wav that was congruent
with Greek philosophical notions. . i

' The garllest level of interpretation of the creation of man available to us
in Phllo.' 1S‘the anti-anthropomorphic interpretation. These interpretations
ha\'e a 51mlllar pattern. one which rejects an unsuitable anthropomorphic
Interpretation and in its place suggest a fitting non-anthropomorphic inter-
pretation whose conceptual framework is drawn from the philosophical con-
cepts of the period. Some of the passages draw on Platonism while others
draw on Stoic concepts. The similarity of pattern and the divergence in
content indicate that in the first half of the first century B.C.. a shift l;evan to
take place in Hellenistic Jewish exegesis. An exegesis based ona Stoic;hilo-
sophxcal viewpoint began to give way to Platoniginﬂ-uences which reflect the
re\'lyal of interest in the interpretation of Plato. This shift in Hellenistic
Jevsilsh exegesis reflects a corresponding shift that took place in the philo-
sophical viewpoints of the Helienistic world.
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CHAPTER IV

THE SINGLE CREATION OF MAN

The anti-anthropomorphic interpretations of the last chapter were Spe-
cific interpretations that answered specific objections. They were isolated
interpretations that did not form part of an effort to interpret the whole of 4
given text: theyv interpreted only a single verse, often only a single word.
These interpretations did not affect nor were they affected by the interpreta-
tion of other texts. In this chapter, however. we will ook at interpretations
of the creation of man in which broader. more coherent and integrated
explanations of the text were developed. Once again these explanations drew
on contemporary philosophical developments. especially those of Middie
Platonism.! In the second half of the first century B.c.. Middle Platonism
developed significantly. Although Middle Platonism was not a unified
movement all of whose philosophical positions can be clearly identified.
structurally most Middle Platonists developed some sort of intermediate
figure between God as the ultimate. intelligent source of order and the sensi-
ble world.? This intermediate figure was the proximate source of order in the
sensible world. Such a figure was also to find a place in Jewish interpreta-
tions of the creation story. During this period the relationship of educated
Alexandrian Jews to their Hellenistic environment grew and this growing
relationship must have fostered an attempt to move bevond isolated. piece-
meal interpretations to a more coherent framework of interpretation.’ The

- Dillon ( The Middle Platonists. $4~114) has shown that a number of the central charac-
terisues of Middle Platonism emerged in the latter half of the first century 8.¢. Thev did no:
begin with either Posidonius or Antiochus of Ascalon.

- Ibid.. 45-49. It is also true that Pythagoreanism plaved an important roje in this
deveiopment. Such a role and its mediation through a figure such as Xenocrates (c. 396-314
K.C.1 has been emphasized by H. J. Kridmer (Der Ursprung der Geistmetaphysik. 92-119)

° This relationship and the problems it created are well illustrated by Philo’s family. Philo
himse!! certainly received a Greek education and probably knew littie or no Hebrew. Yet Phile
was firmly committed to his own Jewish religious tradition. The same. however. cannot he siid
for his own nephew. Tiberius Julius Alexander. whose name indicated his outiook. He was
compictely Hellenized. He served as the Roman procurator of Judaca (46-48). as prefect of
Egyvpt 166). and as chief of Titus staff at the siege of Jerusalem in A.b. 70. Alexandrian Jews

56

powes

n
~J

SINGLE CREATION OF MAN

\nterpretation of Gen 1:26-27 develops in such a way that it can be inte-
r;:x»:‘d into an overall interpretation of the creation of the world. The more
roically influenced interpretation of Gen 2:7 found in Philo also develops
~vond the anti-anthropomorphic but is then integrated into the Platonic
mz-;‘rprctation of Gen 1:26-27 as a complementary formulation. of the crea-
nen of man. The Platonizing tendency of this exegetical tradition becomes
clear at this level of interpretation.® Both of these interpretations. however,
il describe the creation of the same man. that is. they still describe the

wnele ereation of man.

£
S
o

A. The Interpretation of Gen 1:27 and the Logos Figure

In Op. 69-71 the mind of man was created as the image of God. The
relztionship of man's mind to the rest of his soul and to his body was
analogous to the relationship of God to the universe. The pattern of man’s
mind was directly related to God Himself. In the next stage of development
in the interpretation of Gen 1:27. man is no longer created directly as the
image of God Himself but rather as the image of an image. that is. man is
created according to the image of God’s Logos (Reason). The Logos in its
turn is an image of God.

Having said what was fitting on these matters. Moses continues, “the birds he
did not divide™ (Gen 15:10). He gives the name of birds to the two reasons
{(3.0vouz). both of which are winged and of a soaring nature. One is the arche-
tvpal reason (dpyétunog) above us. the other the copy (pipnpa) of it.

Moses calls the first the “image of God™ (eikdv Beob), the second the cast
(¢xpaveiov) of that image. For God. he says, made man not the “image of God™
but “according 1o the image” (xat’ eixova) (Gen 1:27). And thus the mind in
each of us. which in the true and full sense is the “man.” is an expression at third
hand {tpitog tirog) from the Maker. while between them is the Logos (Reason)
which serves as paradigm (mrapddetypa) for our reason. but itself is the represen-
tation (aneikdviopa) of God. (Her. 230-231.)

throughout most of the Prolemaic period and into the early Roman period were probably able

itiend the Greek gvmmasia for their education. This affected onty a smal! minority of Jewsin
indria. vet it was out of this group that the interpretations we are analyzing came. In
addition one must remember the importance of the gymurasia: they provided one with an
ance into educated, Alexandrian society. See V. Tcherikover's introduction in CPJ.

i.27-29

* The tendency of the Jewish interpretations came 1o be Middle Platonic rather than
Staic for obvious reasons. Stoic monism and materialism were next to impossible to reconcile
with Juduism. The relationship of Jewish interpreters in Alexandna to Greek cuiture and
thought wie not uneritical. They thought that Judaism. properly understood. was far superior
vthing Greek thought had 1o offer. Yet the relationship of Jewish interpreters to Middle
nism was not an adversary relationship. The best of Greek thought was found in 2 more

fmedormon the Jewish Seriptures. See Wolfson. Phijo. 1.17-27.
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Much of the language of Op. 69-71 is retained but is turned in a different
direction. In Op. 69-71 the mind of man is made as an image of the Mind of
the universe. a Mind which serves as the archetype in accord with which each
human mind is formed (Op. 69). However in Her. 230-231. the archetype of
the human mind is no longer God. the Mind of the Universe. but His Logos.
The Logos stands between God and man and is the representation (aneikd-
viopa) of God and the paradigm (ropadetypa) of the human mind. Thus
human reason is the copy (uipmua) or the cast (éxuayeiov) not of God
himself but of his Logos. The exegetical justification for this interpretation
rests on the meaning of the phrase xat’ gixova. In Op. 69-71. the phrase
simply meant that man was created “as the image” of God. The image of
God is man's mind. However in Her. 230-231. the katd in the phrase kat’
cixova is taken to mean not “as an image” but “according 1o or afier an
image.” If that is the case. then the image according to which man 1s created
must be something other than man himself. It must also be something other
than God since the image is not God himself but his image. The image must
be a rertium quid and that terzium quid is God’s Logos.*

This same interpretation of Gen 1:27 is also found in Op. 24-25.
L. A4.3.95-96. Spec. 1.80-81.. Spec. 3.83.207.and Q. G. 2.62. The concepts
and the vocabulary of all seven passages are very similar. The Logos of God
is the image of God (Op. 25: Spec. 1.81: Spec. 3.83) and the archetype of the
human mind (Op. 25: L. A. 3.96; Spec. 3.83; Q. G. 2.62). In addition. the
divine Logos is the paradigm of our minds as well as of other things
(L. A. 3.96: Spec. 3.83) and the representation of God in the creation of the
sensible world (L. A4. 3.96). In turn, the human mind is the “image of an
image” (elkov eixévog) (Op. 25 L. A. 3.96) or the cast of that image
(Spec. 3.83). In relation to God. the Logos is an image or representation and
in relation to man a paradigm or archetype. This pattern is consistent
throughout these passages and is distinguishable both from the creation of
man directly as the image of God and also from the double creation of man.
According to this interpretation. the man who is created in Gen 1:27 is the
earthly man or more precisely the man prior to any distinction between a
heavenly man and an earthly man. (See diagram on next page)

Let us first look at the overall conceptual framework of these passages.
Within such a framework we can understand more clearly the role of the
figure of the Logos.

The overali conceptual framework of these passages is clearly derived
from Plato’s Timaeus. What comes into being in the sensible world reflects a

* This use of a detail in the text as a pivot around which the interpretations of that and
other texts revolve, becomes crucial at this leve! of interpretation.
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paradigm derived from the world of ideas. Terms such as paradigm. copy.
and image are all used by Plato in the Timaeus to explain the relationship of
the world of becoming to the intelligible world. The same is true of the
contrasting pair of terms vontdc aicntéc.¢ The realm of the intelligible 1s
the pattern for the realm of sense perception.

More specifically, this framework is derived from those sections of the
Timaeus that have to do with cosmology rather than with anthropology.
The creation of man in the Timaeus, unlike the ordering of the world. is not
described in terms of paradigms and copies. In the 7imaeus the highest
faculty of man is formed by the Demiurge himself while the forming of the
rest of man is handed over to the the newer. subordinate gods (7Tim. 41a-d).
In the formation of man there is no mention of the paradigms used as models
in the making of the world. Plato may well have thought that there was an
intelligible paradigm of man. but that concept is not explicitly mentioned in
his description of man’s creation in the Timaeus.”

The Platonic framework of paradigm and copy for these passages in
Philo is also cosmological rather than anthropological. This is also reflected
in the passages themselves in Philo. The majoritv of the passages from Philo
that have been mentioned in connection with this interpretation of the crea-
tion of man occur either as part of a discussion of the creation of the worid

& nupadetypa: Tim. 29b. 3ot pipnua: Tin: 40d. 4&e. S0c. S1b: elwédv: Tim. 29b, 37d. 92¢:
vontog: Tim. 48c. Slc. 92¢ciaiobntos: Tim. 28b. 37b. 52z, 92¢.
" See Plato. Rep. 514a-532d. the passage about the cave which may include “man”
among the ideas: cf. Aristotle. AMeraph. 1.9.12. 9914,
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(Op. 25 L. 4. 3.96) or mention the creation of the world (Her. 235:
Spec. 1.81). The framework for the interpretation of the creation of man in
these passages is also derived froma cosmological framework. In this cosmo-
logical interpretation. the first day of creation is distinguished from the other
davs. On the first dav of creation the intelligible world 1s created and on the
rest of the davs the sensible world is created. This distinction 1s based on
what appeared to the interpreter as an anomaly in the text of Genesis. The
first dav of creation is called “day one” while the other days are called
“cecond.” “third.” etc. The use of the cardinal rather than the ordinal
number indicated that what took place on “day one™ differed from what took
place on the other dayvs. What was different was that on “dayv one” the
intelligible world was created and only on the second day did God begin to
create the sensible world (Op. 15-36).F This creation took place through the
medium of the Logos. This cosmological framework is in turn derived from
the cosmology of Plato’s Timaeus.

The interpretation of the creation of the world through the use of the
Platonic distinction between paradigm and copy is not the only model of
creation. not even the only Platonic model, found in Philo. and it is impor-
tant to distinguish this model from others used in Philo. Ursula Friichtel has
made a valuable contribution to the clarification of these models as they are
found in Philo and of their relationship to Plato.® The first of these models is
that of creation through division: This model appears most prominently in
Her. 130-236. Drawing on the distinctions of Platonic logic found especially
in the Sophist and the Politicus, she sees the ordering of the world as a
process of division.!¢ In this process the figure of the Logos is the one who
does the dividing (6 Touevs).!! Another model is that of the world as God’s
temple (iepdv Beot). This model appears especially in Spec. 1.66ff. and

® It is important to keep this division in mind (i.e.. "day one” versus the other davs of
creation) because at the next major stage of development (L.e.. the double creation of manj the
break between the creation of the intelhgible world and the creation of the sensible world will be
placed at Gen 2:5(Op. 129-30). A< will be seen in Chapter V. this change is necessitated by the
double creation of man.

Y U. Frichtel. Die kosmotogischen Vorsiellungen bei Philo von Alexandrier (ALGHJ 2:
Leiden: Brill. 1948). I have described these models in a somewhat different order than they are
given in Frichtel.

" Plato. Pli. 281¢-282¢: Sph 253d-c.

It Frichtel. Die kosmologischen Vorstellungen. 51-52. This use of division is also found
in Antiochus of Ascalon (Cicero. Fin. 5.16) and Seneca (Ep. 58.8-15). Christiansen (Die Tech-
nik der allegorischen Auslegungswissenschafi. 77-98) has emphasized that, in addition to Pla-
0 dialectic. Aristotle’s categories arc also used as principles of division. The appearance of this
techmgue in both Seneca and Antiochus of Ascalon indicates that this technigue was a posses-
sion common to @ number of authors.
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Mos. 2.67fF. The tent in the wilderness and the temple are svmbols of the
structure of the world. While this model is not directly Platonié. 1t does draw
on the Platonic distinction of intelligible world sensible world. The inner
part of the tent represents the intelligible world while the outer parts repre-
sent the sensible world. In this model the Logos serves as a mediator through
which man can ascend from the sensible world to the intelligible world a;ld
finally 1o a vision of God.'? A third model is that of the w»orld as a plant
created by God (putov 6eol). This model appears most prominently in
Plani. 1-31. The world is a single organism. a cosmic plant in which the role
of Fhe Logos figure is to bind the whole plant into a single unified whole
This model draws on both Platonic and Stoic conceptionsﬁl3 .

T'he one remaining model found in Philo is what Friichtel refers to as
the “city of God” (néi1 8eol). In this model God is compared to an archi-
tect who builds a city based on a preconceived plan. In the same wav. God
c.reated the sensible world based on an alreadv existing paradigm, thevintelli-
gible world. When the world is looked on as the “city of God.” the Logos is
the fundamental idea that contains all of the other ideas or paradigms which
serve as models for the world of sense perception and the instrument
(Spyavov) Fhrough which the sensible world is created.!* This model is found
most prominently in De Opificio Mundi.

Friichtel wants to derive this model from passages in Plato’s Republic
(500c ff.) in which the philosopher as artist forms a city based on a heavenly
model (rapdderypa).!s The metaphor of the artist. however. was a commo;l
analogy used to explain the relationship of the Platonic ideas to the sensible
world. The same analogy appears in both Cicero and Seneca.!¢ This com-
mon metaphor about the creation of the world does not dominate the cos-
molqglcal outlook of the De Opificio Mundi. and the use of this metaphor is
restrlcted.to only a few passages in the De Opificio Mundi.\" The basic
cosmological pattern of the De Opificio Mundi is that the sensible world is
created as a copy of a paradigm found in the intelligible world, that is. the
central cosmological pattern of the Timaeus. Friichtel is right in seeing the
cosmological pattern in the De Opificio Mundi as distinet from the seE:ond
model in which the world is seen as a temple. but she is wrong in claiming
that the model is derived from the Republic rather than from the Timaeus.

12 Friichtel. Die kosmologischen 1orsieliungen. 69-115
I Ibid.. 53-61. ‘ ‘
4 Ibid.. 7-40.

3 Ibid., 10-14.

¢ Cicero. Orar. 8-10: Seneca. Ep. 65.3-10,

" op.17-22.
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Once this is understood. the concepts and vocabulary of all of the
passages about the creation of man in Philo clearly refiect this fourth cosmo-
logical model of paradigm and cop\ The terms used to describe the relation-
ship of the man created in Gen 1:27 to the Logos and the world of ideas all fit
into the cosmological model demed from Plato’s Timaeus. These include

such terms as:

KOoHos voNTog Op. 24

RapadElyua L. A4 3.96: Her. 23]

sopayls Op. 251 Det. 86

apyETunos L. .4.3.96: Her. 230: Spec. 3.83 | Der. 86: Spec. 1.171;
Plant. 20

AREINOVIOH L. A 3.96: Her. 231} Plan1. 20

EIROV Op. 25: L. A. 3.96: Her. 231; Spec. 3.83 Spec. 1.81|
Det. 82,861 Mur. 223

ulunua Op. 25. Her. 2301 Der. 83: Op. 139

gxpaveiov Her. 231: Spec. 3.83 1 Muu. 223: Op. 1461%

Man is a copy. a cast. an image. and a representation of the intelligible
realm: on the other hand this realm is the paradigm. the archetype, and the
seal for the creation of man. These passages do not contain concepts or
vocabulary taken from the other three cosmological models. This indicates
that this interpretation of the creation of man is a distinct tradition rooted in
an equally distinct interpretation of the creation of the world. ! This distine-
tiveness is retained even when one of these passages is found in an interpreta-
tion based on another cosmological model. For example. the passage quoted
above (Her. 230-231) occurs in a large. allegorical section devoted to the
notion of creation by division (Her. 130-236). But that allegorical interpre-
tation does not affect the outlook or the vocabulary of the interpretation of
Gen 1:27 (Her. 230-231). The Logos as paradigm for the creation of man
does not become the Logos who creates by division, which is his role in the
overall framework of Her. 130-236.20 The conceptual framework and much

I* 1 have also included in this list the occurrences of these terms in those passages which
combine the interpretation of Gen 1:27 with that of Gen 2:7. They are the passages that come
after the slash mark.

!9 This also includes the passages which combine the interpretations of Gen 1:27 and Gen
2.7 This strengthens the notien that this interpretation of Gen 1:27 was originally quite distinct.

2 The same is true of Planr. 18-22. This passage interprets Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7, but the
interpretation is not affected by the fact that it is placed in a larger section which interprets the
creation of the world by means of the metaphor of the cosmic plant (Planz. 1-27). The Logos
involved in the creation of man is the Archetvpe ( Plans. 20) and not the Bond {6 deou6s) that
holds creation together. which is the role that it plays in the larger passage (e.g.. Plani. 9).
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of the crucial vocabulary of these interpretations of Gen 1:27. then. form a
distinct tradition rooted in a cosmology derived from Plato’s Timaeus.?!

Although both the overall conceptual framework and much of the
vocabulary are rooted in the Timaeus. the central figure of the Logos 1s not.
We must now turn to that figure. The Logos is the one in whose image
{elkov) man has been fashioned and through whom both man and the
sensible world have been made by God (e.g.. L. 4. 3.96). As | indicated
earlier. the role of the Logos in the creation of man must be seen within the
context of 1ts function in the creation of the world. The primary context for
the Logos is cosmological: the figure is then secondarily used in the context
of the creation of man.

The figure of the Logos as it is found in Philo is complex both in terms
of its functions and in terms of its origins. Several of these functions have
already been mentioned in connection with the work of Ursula Friichtel. Yet
they do not exhaust the roles plaved by the Logos in Philo. For instance. the
Logos is closely associated in a number of passages with the figure of
Wisdom.?* Both the Logos and Wisdom are given the same attributes. e.g..
image. beginning. vision of God (Conf. 146; L. 4. 1.43). Because of the
number of times that this identification occurs. Jewish wisdom speculation
clearly represents one of the roots of the concept of the Logos in Philo.
Similarly the Logos takes on many of the attributes of the Logos as it was
understood in Stoicism. The Logos can be the one who fills up all things
with its being (Her. 188). The Logos can also be described as putting on the
world as a garment (Fug. 110). In these passages. as in Stoicism. the Logos is
the principle of rationality that pervades the universe.?* In manv wavs the
functions given to the Logos in Stoicism are quite similar to those given to
Wisdom in Jewish wisdom literature. That functional similarity between the
two may well have been one of the primary reasons the Logos figure was
introduced into Judaism. The Logos bﬁgurc offered educated Jews a way of
speaking of Wisdom that was comprehensible to educated non-Jews.2*

The very complexity of the Logos figure in Judaism indicates that once
the figure had been introduced into Judaism it became the carrier of a variety

21 Within those interpretations which are highly allegorical (e.g.. Conf. 146). these models
of creation are joined together. But the fact that they remain unaltered in some highiv allegori-
cal interpretations points to the fact that they were originally quite distinct interpretations.

S2LA 2860 L4 165: Som. 1.65-66: Som. 2.242-45; Fug. 97. 109: Posi. 1220 Dews
134-35.

23 The importance of this factor has been emphasized by Mack (Logos und Sophia
[Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht. 1973)). ‘

DL T3 Cicere, Nar D) 1.36.

25 H.F. Weiss. Untersuchungen zur Kosmologie des hellenisrischen und palestinischen
Judentunms (TU 97: Berlin: Akademic Verlag. 1966) 264-65.
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of different functions. The figure could be interpreted within a Platonic
framework or as a Stoic principle of rationality or as a further stage within
Jewish Wisdom speculation. All of these functions appear in Philo’s writings.
In addition. any given function might be only vaguely related to the original
reasons for its introduction into Jewish religious thought. While originally
connected with Stoicism. the Logos may be interpreted in a basically
Platonic framework which gives very little indication of its Stoic origins.?*
Because of this fact I cannot hope to solve the problems connected with the
long and complex history of the Logos. What can be done is to provide a
context within which its use in connection with the creation of man in
Gen 1:27 becomes intelligible.

In the case of the texts connected with the creation of man in Gen
the Logos clearly functions within the Platonic cosmology of the Timaeus in
which the sensible world is made after the patterns of the ideal world. Terms
that Plato used to characterize the world of ideas are now used to charac-
terize the Logos: archetvpe. paradigm. intelligible.”” In fact the Logos
becomes the archetvpal idea in which all of the other ideas are contained.
The Logos unifies the world of ideas under one rubric. What had been a
realm. the world of ideas. now becomes a figure, the Logos.**

The term used most often to describe the figure of the Logos is that of
“image” (eik®v). The term is never used in Plato to refer to the ideal world
but only to refer to the sensible world.?® Yet i Plato there is no comparable
intermediate figure between the demiurge and the sensible world, only the
ideas which are paradigms for the objects in the sensible world. However.
once one has introduced an intermediate figure. one is forced to characterize
its relationship both to the primal deity and to the sensible world. Obviously
the text of Gen 1:27 conditions the exegete to use the term “image™ to
describe the Logos. Yet the term. as it is interpreted in these passages from
Philo. does no injury to the Platonic usage: it simply expands the use one
step farther. If the man of Gen 1:27 is an image of the Logos. thatis. of the
realm above. then the Logos too is an image of the realm above it. that is of

God himself. In these passages the term “image™ is used consistently to point

1:27.

5 . .
26 One must not prematurely group everyvihing Philo savs about the Logos together. One
should first sort out the various interpretations given to the Logos and try 1o piace them in their
proper philosophical and religious milieu. In these particular passages from Philo on

Logos. the figure 1s rooted in Middle Platonism and not 1n Stoicism orin Wisdom speculation.

the

X Gpyétumowv: LA 3960 Op. 250 Spec. 3831 Spec. 1171 rapadeiypal Lo A 3.96
Her. 231: Spec. 3.83: Der. 87 Op. 139 vontog: Op. 25
I Spec. 3830 Op. 1450 Spec. 11710 Op. 25,

2 Gee H. Willms, EIKQN (Miinster: Aschendorff. 1935) 77: Wolfson. Philo. 1.238: F. W,

Ilester. Eikon im Newen Testament (Berlin: Tépelmann. 19538) 33,
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to the relationship of the Logos to that higher realm. the real fG
'hxm.self.-"] In this way the Platonic use of the term is not ;alte;ed <trr2 ? ‘ ];)?
it still refers to a reflection or copv (A4bbild and never l'orbz'/cb inC u1rd :
.r.'ealm Of something belonging to a higher realm. The use of tha° (tl“er
image. _Ihen. brings out the intermediate character of the L;mw*ﬁ”gre‘_r@
wav thlat 1s consistent with the Platonic structure of paradiznﬂk\a}d c:o v o
Finally. the Logos is that through which (61" o0} the <ehnsAib‘c* worI;a' :
.{pade (Spec. 1.81). In another passage the Logos is ;efe;re;i to as \:ss
instrument™ (6pyavov) by means of which God made the w orld and>m .
(L. A 3..96). God created the world by using the Logos as his instrumeatn
The notion of the Logos as the instrument u;ed In creation ap‘wears onl\'r? '
passing in passages describing the creation of man (Spec. 1,8lfL A3 %1)“
But the notion of the Logos as the instrument through which cxi'ea.tioﬁ}. k ‘
place will help us to understand the milieu out of which the Logos ﬁi e
emergeq and so will help us to understand. albeit indirectly. th g l; the
Logos in the creation of man. e role of the
. These three characteristics of the Logos (unifier of the world of idea
i‘rv)‘stt;.umehm of creation. intermediate figure) all help us to locate the ﬁg»ursel
ﬁrlst Lr;nttuerydBe'\Ce.lopmem of Middle Platonism in the second half of the
‘ The first characteristic. that is. the Logos as unifier of the ideas. is
iHustrated by a fragment of Arius Didvmus’ On the Docirines of ;/l h
preser\:ed by Eusebius. Stobaeus. and the second-century A.D ‘M'dfillo
Platonist Albinus.3! Arius Didvmus was connected with thé .co‘u;t oef
Aggustus anq flourished in the late first century B.¢. For our purposes. what
1s 1mportan.t is that he was an Alexandrian. that he studied philosoph\; there
pefore commg to the court of Augustus. and that he wrote a book sum’mariz-
ing th? doctrines of Plato.’* Toward the end of the fragment Dr\ese ‘ed i
Eusebius, Arius discusses the integration of the ideas. A

30 This analvsis i fi i
s an y ] i
o7y bt d]i\lS;‘s Is confirmed by the interpretations of some of these passages by Wilims
oo [err.l ' ,\1 sull has the meaning of “copy™ (AbAild). This is not alwavs the :;asc -in Philo
] reana §(> mean “model™ ¢ T orbild) (Som. 1.79). This use of the tPrw} (i.e..as“model™) \
also f(;tfnd in Timaeus Locrus 99¢ znd in Plutarch, Quaest. Conv, 8.2.1 o o
21 Eusebi 3¢ 3 i 7. Albi
o 166 “ulf\kin;:. Pra.epl Evang. 11.25: Stobazus, Dox. Graec. 447: Albinus Didaskalikos X11
baém a.‘d‘ -16 .I 2. This fragment o7 Arius Didvmus is quoted verbarin in Fusebius and %10.
¢ n . , aer 1 N + N . s )
e n h‘m; ciose paraphrase in Albinus. Albinus. however, never mentions that he s using a
ree. Thishas led Dillon (The Midd: alikon
Middle Platonisis. 269) 1o suggest the bi T Di
. ) rers. 2 » suggest that Albinus’ Didaskalik
e ’ e d : g inus’ Didaskalikos is
et ulb a nevk/dltmn of Arius Didymus” On the Doctrines of Piaro. R.E. Witt (.4 /binus
dine History of Middle Piaronisn: [Cambri i 1951 ,
e s Cambridge: University Press, 193779521
N » M ¢ P (Car g T sity Press, 19377 95-103) also thinks
P ln)u:/ lS/‘th\l]} dependent on Arius Didymus. While there is no wav 1o be certain
< . 1, . N SRR . . ’ ° ' - '
" Pl: ?‘s alikos may reflect fairiy closely Arius Didymus' On the Docirines of Plaro.
utarch. Pracc. ger. reipuini. 187 Ant 80: Cassius Dio. 51.16.3
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As therefore. the particular archetypes (1¢ Kata puépos Gpy£TURK). SO 10 say,
precede the bodiex which are perceived by sense (1OV aloBnTdV SwpdTOV). SO
the 1dea which includes in itself all ideas (tv Raoag &v ExuTh nEpLEZOLCAY)
heing most beautiful and most perfect. exists originally as the pattern (rapa-
Smy;u) of this present world: for that (the present world) has been made by its
creation like this Idea. and wrought according to the providence of God out of
the universal essence (8% TRz mtong ovoias). (Eusebius. Praep. Evang. 1.23)33

Instead of a series of ideas serving as paradigms. all of the individual ideas
are integrated into one ldea which serves as a paradigm for the formation of
the sensible world as a whole. Asin Philo. there is a certain ambiguity in the
cense that the individual ideas still exist vet there is an attempt to integrate
them under one rubric into a unified whole. In Arius Didymus’ case that
rubric is the Idea: in these passages from Philo it is the Logos. A bit earlier in
the fragment. Arius Didymus also makes use of the metaphor of the Idea as
a seal (cppaviz) from which many copies and images (Expayela Kul elkOVES)
are made. All three terms occur also in the passages from Philo and have the
same meaning. Of particular significance is the use of the term “seal™ as a
metaphor to describe the relationship of the world of ideas to the sensible
world. It is the earliest use of this metaphor to describe the relationship of
the ideas to the sensible world.> Both in terms of outlook and vocabulary.
then. this fragment from Arius Didvmus has a good deal in common with
these interpretations of Gen 1:27 found in Philo.

Secondly. the Logos is the instrument (8pyavov) through which God
made the sensible world (L. A. 3.96: Mig. 6). A similar formulation is found
in Sac. 8. In this formulation. the phrase “through which™ (81’ oU) serves to
explain the relationship between God and his Logos in the formation of the
sensible world. The Logos is that “through which™ the world was formed.
This formulation. however. is most fully developed in Cher. 125-127.

God is the cause («iTiov) not the instrument (dpyavov). and that which comes
into being is brought into being through an instrument (3t dpydvou). but by a
cause (070 8z aiziou). For to bring anvthing into being needs all these con-
jointly. the "by which™ (10 L@’ o). the “from which™ (70 €% ol). the “through
which™ (zd 81" ol). the “for which” (10 & 8). and the first of these 1s the cause
(16 ¢itiov). the second the material. the third the too! (16 £pyareiov). and the
fourth the end or object.

If we ask what combination is alwavs needed that a house or city should be
built. the answer is a builder. stones or timber. and instruments (6pyava). What

3 Transiution by E. H. Gifford. Eusebii Pamphili Evangelicae Pracparationis Libri X'V

{Oxtord: Unnversity Press, 1903, 3 20559,
MOE 3. Dolger. Sphragis (Studien zur Geschichte und Kultur des Altertums. V.
Paderborn: Schoningh. 1911) 36-58. The metaphor is also tound in Plutarch. De [, er Os.

3 4.
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1s the bui]der but the cause by which™” What are the stones and timber but the
ma.lcrxal “from which™ What are the instruments but the means “throlux:k;
which™ And what is the end or object of the building but shelier and‘safct\ a;d
this consuitutes the “for which.” » -

.Le'. us lca\g these merely particular buildings. and contemplate that greatest of
nouse§ or cities. this universe. We shall sce that its cause ts God. by w;mm 1t has
come into being. its material the four elements. from which it was ;:ompoundcd

its instrument (Opyavovythe Word of God (#.6voz 6zol). through which (31" o(‘;
1t was framed. and the fina: cause of the building is the goodnes;oﬁhe architect

It is thus that truth-Jovers distinguish. who desire true and sound knowlsdge.
But those who say that theyv possess something through God. suppose I‘h:;
Cause. that is the Maker. 10 be the instrument. and the i;lstrumem. that is the
human mind. they suppose to be the cause. (Cher. 125-127.)

This elaborate discussion of the tvpes of causality is meant to be a refutation
of the .human mind’s claim (svmbolized by Adan{) that with sense perception
(Eve) it has begotten something (Cain) through the agency of God (818 tol
Qsob) (Gen 4:1). But according to Cher. 125-127. E}od'can never be an
instrument. only a cause. This highly developed consideration of causality
appears to be a pre-Philonic unit introduced at this paint bv Philo into his
own allegorical interpretation of the birth of Cain. ThAe reason for saving this
1s that the causality discussed in Cher. 125-127 is the causality inv'olved in
the mak1ng of the world as a whole and not the causality in\'.‘olved in any
particular act such as the engendering of Cain or, allegoric':allv. the working
of the human mind with sense perception. In addition. if one were to assumg
that Cher. 125-127 was closely connected with the context in which it
occurs. then the logic of the passage would lead one to say that the human
mind w'ould be correct to claim that. with sense perceptio'n. it has brought
something forth through the agency of the Logos. since it is the Logos a:rld
not God }\'ho is properly the “through which.” That is quite obviously not
the case in this passage. Rather it is only very loosely connected wi%h its
present context and is pre-Philonic.3® This schema on causality. however,
and especially the role of the Logos as the instrument through'which God
framed the world. provides evidence helpful in locating this particular
function of the Logos. l

This passage in Philo is part of a philosophical ropos that became quite
Fommon in the first century B.C.. a ropos that Willv Theiler refers to as a
‘metaphysics of prepositions. 3 Examples of such a schema are found in
Seneca (£p. 65.8-10). in Actius (gpud Stobaeus. Diels 287b-28&b). and in

q¢c

W eiler. Die VTorbereirune des \e ] ‘eid
N lb..dTh:flL;..Dl( Yorbereinung des Neuplaronismus (Berlin, Weidmann. 19301 29- 31
A0 Ibid.. 31-37.
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\arro (apud Augustine. De Civ. D. 7.28).3" The appearance of such sche-

mata in these three authors and in Philo points to the first century B.C. as the
period of origin. Theiler suggests Antiochus of Ascalon (ca. 130-68 B.C.) as
the originator of the schema because it appears in Varro. a Roman disciple
of Antiochus.® Whoever the originator was. the scheme, with all of its
variations. is certainly colored by Platonism in the sense that in all three
authors (Varro. Aetius. and Seneca) one of the causes is always the
Platonic ideas.® The scheme became a common-place scholastic formula-
tion in Middle Platonism. It is in this kind of formulation that appears
in Cher. 125-127.

However. the precise formulation of a type of cause which is an
“instrument through which™ (pyavov 8" oU) something happens does not
occur in any of these three authors. That formulation. however, does occur
in Albinus. although in a somewhat different context. In Albinus the context
is epistemological rather than cosmological.

Therefore as there is a faculty of judgment (10 xpivov) as well as an object of
judgment (10 xpvopevov), so too there is that which is the result of these, that
which is called the judgment itself (1} kpioig). This should properly be called the
criterion of judgment (1d xpirriplov). although it is also commenly referred to
as the faculty of judgment (1o kpivov). This criterion 1s twofold: first it is that
by which (16 0g’ o) the object of judgment is judged: second it is that through
which (16 8t ol) the object of judgment is judged. The former is our mind (6 &v
Opiv vobg). the latter is that instrument working through nature (8pyavov
@uoixév) used in judging primarily things that are true and secondarily things
that are false. The second is nothing other than that reasoning activity working
through nature (#6702 PUOIKOI).

. This reasoning activity (rdyog) 1s also tw ofold: the first is entirely beyvond
our comprehension and certain: the second is incapable of being deceived con-

3" Seneca is a good example of this development:

Accordingly. there are five causes. as Plato sayvs: the material (id ex quo). the agent (id a

quo). the make-up (id in quo). the model (in ad guod). and the end in view (id propier

guody . . . The agent (faciens) is God: the source (id ex quo). matier: the forms (formad.

the shape and the arrangement of the visible world. The pattern (exemplar) 1s doubtless

the model according to which (ad quod) God has made this great and most beautiful

creation. The purpose is his object in so doing. Do vou ask what God's purpose 187 s

goodness. (Ep. 65.8-10.)

 Theiler, Die Vorbereitung des Neuplaionismus, 37-38.

¥ The basic structure of this “metaphvsics of prepositions™is Peripatetic. that is. based
on the four Aristotelian causes (formal. material. efficient. and final). But this scheme was
altered Lo include the role of the ideas as a cause. Seneca. Aetius. und this section from Philo
attest 1o its popularity among Middle Platonists. Dorrie (*Die Erncuerung des Platonismus 1m
ersten Jahrhundert vor Christus.” Plaronica Minora. 157-58) thinks that this scheme should be

dernved from the Tomacus nselfl
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cerning the knowledge of objects and events. Of these the former is possible only
for. God and not for human beings. the latter however is possible also for human
beings. (Albinus, Didaskaiikos. IV, p. 154, §-22.)

The primary concern of this passage is the way in which a judgment is
made. The meaning of the phrase 7.0voz puoix6g is not entirely clear. Dillon
translates it as “an activity of the mind working through nature.™¢ For our
purposes. what is important is that the /ogos is an “instrument through
which™ (§pvavov 81’ ol) something is done and. as is indicated by the con-
trast with the phrase “by which” (bg™ 00) something is done. it is part of a
philosophical reflection through the use of prepositions. Also important for
our analysis of Philo is the fact that this passage from Albinus. while
primarily epistemological. does have a metaphysical bent to it. Albinus goes
on to indicate that there is a mental activity, a tvpe of Jogos. that is proper to
God alone and quite bevond the reach of human beings. While not the same
as the Logos figure in these passages from Philo. it is quite easy to see how
the “epistemology of prepositions™ in Albinus could have become a “meta-
phyvsics of prepositions™ such as we find in Philo

That may seem to be reversing things but. as | pointed out above. there
is good reason to think that at least parts of Albinus’ Didaskalikos are a
reworking of a treatise of the first century B.C. Alexandrian philosopher
Arius Didvmus. This section from Albinus points in the same direction. It is
a parallel Platonic formulation of a position taken by another Alexandrian
philosopher of the first century B.Cc.. Potamon of Alexandria. Potamon’s
formulation. however. is more Stoic in character.’! A fragment that de-
scribed Potamon’s position is found in Diogenes Laertius.

One word more: not long ago an Eclectic schoo!l was introduced by Potamon of
Alexandria, who made a selection from the tenets of all the existing sects. As he
himself states in his Elemenrs of Philosophy. he takes as criteria (kprtipia) of
truth (1) that by which (16 be' o0) the judgment is formed. namely the ruling
principle (10 fiyepovixdv): (2) the instrument used (16 81° oU). for instance the

Tim. 28a and 28c: tr” aitiou Tivog

Tim. 28a and 28¢: 7poz 10 napddeivua

Tim. 21band 32¢c: ex ol 7updl Kai GE€Pos KTz,

Tim. 29d: 61" Avnivy aitiay
However. Aristotie’s schematization of causality is so clear and prominent that it was an
obvious model for further deveiopments. Dorne may be right. however. to maintaln that these
passages from the Timaeus contributed to the alteration of the structure and use of the scheme.
For instance. the ol £vexa of Aristotie becomes the 31" of- of Philo. and the paradigm is added
as a cause distinet from Aristotle’s formal cause.

¢ Dillon, The Middle Piatonists. 273.

41 The Suda places Potamon as « contemporary of Augusius and s0 also a contemporary
of Arius Didvmus (H. Diels. Doxographii Graeci. 81).
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most accurate perception (1§ akpifeotatn eaviacia). His universal principles
are matter and the active principle (10 motobv). qualities and place: for that out
of which (¢2 o) and that by which (Ug' ol) a thing is made. as well as
that through which (81" o{) and the place in which (£v @) it is made. are princi-
ples. The end to which (60" &) he refers all actions is life made perfect in all
virtue, natural advantages of bodyv and environment being indispensable to its

attainment. (D, L. 1.21.)%

Potamon was quite clearly eclectic in that the principles he describes are a
mixture of Stoic and Peripatetic positions. The criteria of truth, which are
the ones of most interest to us. are Stoic. He. like Varro, Aetius. and Seneca.
witnesses to the popularity of the “metaphysics of prepositions.™ But also, as
in the passage from Albinus. he is interested in the “epistemology of preposi-
tions.™ He uses the same prepositions (10 0¢’ oC, 10 81" 00) to describe the
criteria of truth as does the passage from Albinus. The paralielism is so close
that one suspects that the two passages were written roughly around the
same period and were formulated as alternative solutions to the same ques-
tion. only from two very different points of view. one Stoic and the other
Platonic. Both of the terms of Potamon’s solution. the nvepovikév of the
soul and the dxp1fectdtn cavracia (which seems to be identical with the
paviasia xatarnrTikn) are quite clearly Stoic.*3 The solution proposed in
the passage from Albinus. however. is much more Platonic. The agent (10
{p o0) is the mind. which in the Didaskalikos clearly transcends the mate-
rial: and the instrument (td &t° oU) is the “activity of the mind working
through nature” (6 puotkdZ L0v035). an activity one type of which is predi-
cated only of God. who in the Didaskalikos also transcends the material
world. The antithetical parallelism of this passage from Albinus with the
fragment of Potamon strengthens the suspicion that. at this point, Albinus’
Didaskalikos is a reworking of Arius Didvmus’ On the Docirines of Plato.
The passages in Philo then represent in a metaphvsical form the “epis-
temology of prepositions™ probably held by Arius Didvmus. From both the
passage from Albinus and that from Potamon. we know that such a trans-
formation was an easy one. These passages from Philo in which the
Logos figure is understood through this medium of prepositions would
fit well into the Middle Platonic philosophical developments in the second

2 Diogenes Laertius must be quoung an carber writer who could have correctly said “not
longago . . .7 Inthe text of Diogenes Laertius. the phrase “that through which (51" ot} a thingis
made™ is an emendation from noig. As Dilion ( The Middle Platonists. 138) points out. the moty
1» anomaious and probably represents a gloss on mowtnTu {yualities) which occurs two lines
carlier. The gloss then crowded out the proper reading.

41 D. L. 7.54: Actius apud Stobacus. Dox. Graee. 393-94.
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hglf of the first century k.C. If the figures of both Potamon and Arjus
Didymus are any indication. Alexandria wouid also be an appropriate place
for such a development.

The final characteristic of the Logos figure is that it is an intermediate
figure between God and the world. Such a figure also appears in the Middle
Platonism of Alexandria in the second half of the first century B.C. Such an
intermediate figure (in this case. the Monad) appears in the fragment of
Eudorus of Alexandria which was quoted in Chapter I (p. 14). Both the
fragmem from Eudorus and these interpretations of Gen 1:27 found in Philo
indicate that the development of such an intermediate figure between God
gnd the sensible world was a part of the philosophical milieu of Alexandria
in the second half of the first century p.c.%

Two other documents. however. offer the most important parallels to
these passages on the Logos in Philo. The first of these is *Timaeus Locrus™
On the Nature of the World and of the Soul.*s As | indicated in Chapter |
(p. 16). it purports to be the teaching of Timaeus Locrus. the main figure in
Plato’s Timaeus and claims to be the teaching on which Plato baged his
dialogue. In reality the Timaeus Locrus is dependent on Plato’s Timaeus
and reflects the viewpoints of Middle Platonism, probably those of the
circle of Eudorus.

‘ Once again, it is the beginning of the treatise (93a~94c¢) that is of most
interest for us:

Timacus the Locrian said the following: There are two causes of all things.
Mind (véog) for evervthing that happens according to reason (Kot AOvOV) a;)d
Necessity (dvayka) for that which happens by force (Bia) according to the
powers of bodies. Of these the one has the nature of the good and is called God
and the principle (dpyd) of the best things, while the others. being secondary
aqd contributory causes. are to be subsumed under Necessity. The totality df
things is threefold: Idea. Matter. and the Sense Perceptible which is the off-
spring of the other two. The Idea is eternal. unchanging and immovable, indivis-
ible and of the nature of the Same, intelligible. and a paradigm of things which
are made and which are in flux. Thus must one speak of and contemplate the
Idea. Matter is the impression (éxpaveiov). the mother and nurse, and the one
»l\"no brings forth the third kind of being. When Matter has taken to itself the
likeness and. as it were. has been stamped by them. it produced those things

** An intermediate figure also appears in Albinus. Didaskalikos X. p. 164 16-27 If, as
seems plausible. the Didaskalikos s reallva "new edition™ of Arius Didvmus’ On the Docirines
“,,ri Plato. then the intermediate figure found in the Didaskalikos is another example of tne hind
of philosophical speculation that was taking place in first-century 8.C. Alcxzmdr];x.

** See the excelient commentary of M. Baltes. Timaios Lokros Uber die Narur des
Kosmaos und der Seele.
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which have been made. He (Timaeus) said that Matter was eternal but not

itself formiess and patternless but receiving every form. Because

immovable. of
{ the nature of the Different.

of 1ts relationship to bodies it is divisible and o
\atter is called place and space. These two then are principles. of which the
Form (7o £1602) has the character of the male and father while Matter has that
of the female and mother. The third (the Sense Perceptible) is the offspring of

we two. Because thev are three they are apprehended in three different

the
through scientific knowledge. Matter by a kind

wavs: the Idea by mind (voo3)
of spurious reasoning since it cannot be known directly but only by analogy.
and what is begotien from these by sense perception and opinion,
Before the heaven. according to this account. came into being. the ldea and
Matter already existed. as well as God. the maker of the better. Because the
elder is better than the vounger and the ordered than the disordered. when God
who is good saw that Matter received the Idea and was changed in all kinds of
wavs but not in an orderly fashion. he wanted to order it and to bring it from an
indefinite to a defined pattern of change. so that the differentiations of bodies
might be proportional and Matter w ould no longer be changed arbitrarily.
( Timaeus Locrus. 93a-94¢.)%
There are two causes (aitiar) for the existence of all things. Mind (v603) and
Necessity (avayxa). Mind is also called God and the Maker of the Better
(Sapioupyog 1d Pertiovog). Three other causes are then mentioned. the Idea
(i5¢a). Matter (Uha). and the Sense Perceptible (70 aioOntdév) which is the
result of the mixture of the previous two causes. the Idea and Matter. At first
it seems as if there are four basic causes. Yet it soon becomes apparent that
the author of the Timaeus Locrus identifies Matter with Necessity. Necessity
is mentioned only in the first sentence of the treatise and is thereafter
replaced by Matter.#” When the author begins to describe the ordering of the
world. he refers only to the Idea. Matter, and God. the Maker of the Better.
In this three tiered conception of reality. the Idea plays the intermediate role.
As in the passages from Philo. the sensible world is created according to the
Idea as a paradigm. The Idea in the Timaeus Locrus is also in the singular:
nowhere in the treatise does the author refer to the “ideas™ in the plural. On
the contrary. the Idea is an intelligible reality that includes in itself all intel-
ligible beings. The Idea is not simply a convenient way of referring to the
latonic ideas.** Rather the Idea is very similar to the Logos in that. like the

36 The transiation of the first half of the passage is from Dillon ( The Middle Piaronsis.

126-27)
This identification was {airly common ir. Middie Platonism. See Baltes. Timaios Lok-

IN

ros. 47,
3% Baltes { Timaios Lokros, 35-36) underestimates the importance of the fdea i place of
the ideas. As is clear from the fragment of Arius Didvmus {Eusebius. Pracp. Fvang. 11.23). the
unification of the ideas under the Idea is an important element in the development of the

intermediate figure so characteristic of Middle Platonism.
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Logos. it unites within itself the world of ideas and as a sinele intermediat
figure serves as the paradigm for the sensible world.+ ) -

The second document is Plutarch’s De Iside er Osiride. & work from th
e.arl_\' part of the second century a.n. Here a Logos figure appears and func(:
tions in wayvs very similar to the Logos in the passageys from PhiI;JA

Thus Isis is the female principle in nature and that which receives all procr
tion, gnd 50 she is called by Plato (Tim. 49a. Sla) the Nurse ‘and Iz‘ue‘:la"
recel\‘mg‘:. while most people call her the M_\'rifld-n&ﬁ&d because she i’: Irz;nl:
fOI:I'I:lSC[j by Reason (06 1ol #6vou) and receives all forms and ideas (» op sd:'
Kai 10€as). Imbued in her she has a love of the foremost and most>so}’i'eieu' ’\'
thing of all..\\hich is the same as the Good. and this she longs for e;nd urﬁulén
The .lot which lies with evil she shuns and rejects: for bo;h she is iide‘ des.
pOSS{ble sphere and material. but she leans ever of herself to Wha; 18 b:t :
oﬁ”ﬁ'npg herself to it for reproduction and for the fructifving in herself ofheﬁ{uf;
and likenesses. In these she rejoices. and she is glad \\'}'wnhshe 1s pregnant \x‘it};
Ihf;m anfi t\eem% with procreations. For procreation in matier is ar;~ image of
be'mg (aucui\'”ouoia;). and what comes into being is an imitation of wI;at 18
(pipmpa 100 Gvros).

It Is not therefore without reason that thev reiate in their myvth that the soul of
Osiris is eternal and indestructible. but that his body is frequ—eml\' dismembered
and ckstroyed by Typhon. whereupon Isis in her wa'nderings searches for it and
puts it toge'ther again. For what is and is spiritually intelligible (vontdév) e{nd is
good prvevalls over destruction and change: but the images (elkdvag) which the
percepnple and corporeal nature (10 aio§ntov Kei cOUATINGY) fash?ons from it
and the ideas. forms and likenesses (%.6vot xai €10m Kal dpotdtnTes) which thisj
nature assumes. are like figures stamped on wax in that they do not enduré
fo?ever. They are seized by the element of disorder and cor'n"usion which is
;irwcn herelfrom the region above and fights against Horus. whom Isis brim:;
ort‘h as an 1mageA(eiKéva) of what is spiritually intelligible (1ol vontoi) sin;e
he is the percepti le world {x6opos alofntég). This is why he is said~to be
charged with illegitimacy by Typhon as one who is neither pu;e nor genuine Lik
h}S} father. \\'hp is himself and in himself the unmixed and dispassiongate Reaﬁlor?
(2.6v03), but is made spurious by matter through the corporeal element >He
(Horus) overcomes and wins the day since Hsrmgs. that is. Reason (7 évo’)' 1sa
witness for .hlm and points out that nature produces the world z;ft;r\-‘)‘ﬂ;r’m
remodelied in accordance with what is spiritually intelligible (v vonr;\')L ‘F'obr
th'e procreation of Apollo by Isis and Osiris. \\'hic.h occur;ed when the godﬁ‘\\cre
still in the womb of Rhea. suggests svmboiicailv that before this world bécame
manifest anq was completed by Reason (}.o'yc;:). matter, beinia shown by Aits
n‘ature to be incapable of itsel{. brought forth the first creation ;:or this rcésoﬁ
they declare that god to have been born maimed in the darkn.ess and t»hcx ;»‘alJ

9 CI. Timae rues 954: i
2425 eus Locrues 95a: Arius Didymus apied Eusebius. Praep. Evang. 11.23 Op.
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him the elder Horus: for he was not the world. butonly a picture and a vision of

the world to come. (Plutarch. De Is. er Os. S3-54)50

These paragraphs represent one of several interpretations of the figures
of 1sis and Osiris.3 In this particular interpretation. Isis is taken to be the
female principle of nature who 1s explicitly identified with the “receptacle”™
(Urmodoyn) of Plato’s Timaeus. W hat comes to be in nature. that is, in Isis. 1s
an image of being (elk@v ovoiag) and a copy of that which 1s (uipnpa Tob
ovroz). Horus. whom Isis has brought forth. is the sensible world (xo6opoZ
aictntds). which is an image of the intelligible world (xdouog vontds).
Once again the metaphor occurs in which the relationship of the intelligible
world to the sensible world is that of images stamped on wax.5* In this
scheme both Hermes and Osiris are described as the Logos. Hermes is the
Logos in that he witnesses to the fact that the sensible world is modelled on
what is in the intelligible world. Osiris on the other hand. is the creative
Logos by whom the sensible world was completed and made manifest. This
doubling of the Logos probably reflects the complexity of the history of that
figure as used by Plutarch in this treatise.®?

For our purposes it is the figure of Osiris as the creative Logos that is of
interest to us. The soul of Osiris is eternal and indestructible because it is of
the realm of the intelligible and good (vontov Kai dya8ov) while his body 1s
frequently destroved because it is part of the sensible and corporeal world
(aicOntov Kai sopatikéy). The corporeal world contains the images. forms.
and ideas and likenesses of the intelligible world. but in the corporeal world
these images. etc.. can only be temporary as are seals in wax. Osiris, then. in
addition to being the creative Logos by whom the sensible world was com-
pleted and made manifest. is also the Logos who serves as the paradigm who
stamps the sensible world with the images of the intelligible world. These are
basically the two roles plaved by the Logos in the passages that we analyzed
from Philo. Although the functions of the Logos figure (that is as paradigm
and as instrument of creation) in this treatise are quite similar to those found
in the passages from Philo. there is one significant difference. Osiris does not

36 Translation by J. G. Grifiths. Phuarch’s De Iside er Osiride (Cardiff: University of
Wales Press. 1970) 202-05 (slightly revised).

5t fn other interpretations lsis is the earth. Osiris the Nile. and Typhon the salt sea (323 or
Isis again is the earth, but Osirts is moisture and Tyvphon drought (33). These interpretations are
rather Stoic in that the gods are allegorized into elements in nature.

2 Sev footnote 34,

£ The role plaved by Hermes Thoth as Logos in this Interpretation of the myth s so
unclear that one hesitates 1o sav anvthing about the figure. Wlosok (Lakranz und die philose-
phische Gnosis. 561 1s probably right when she maintains that Plutarch has given us only scraps

ol & larger interpretation.
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seem to be an intermediate figure. He and Isis are themselves the two basic
'struc'tural elements of reality.** In that sense the figure of Osiris as the Logos
Is quite different from that of the Logos in Philo. Nevertheless the similari-
ties between the two are quite striking.

In attempting to understand the passages in Philo concerned with the
Logos. this passage from Plutarch is important in several other wavs. In the
ﬁlrst place it witnesses to the use of much of the same \‘ocabularj:‘ (EIKGV,
Hipnpa, sepayiz, kéouog vontds. koopos aichntds. #dvos) found in these
passages from Philo. Secondly both the vocabulary and the conceptual
framework of this passage from Plutarch are explicitly placed in the context
of Plato’s Timaeus. The roots of both the passages from Philo and that from
Plutarch are the same. Thirdly both interpretations may well have arisen in
Alexandria around the same time. In his commentary on De [side et Osiride.
J. Gwyn Griffiths points out that the form of the mvth described by Plutarch.
the information about the cult that he gives. and the sources that he used are
all'tq be located in Egvpt rather than in any of the Greek cult sites where
Osiris is hardly mentioned at all.’$ In addition. his sources seem to end
around the end of the first century B.c. or the early first century A.p.5

‘Fa.r less certain is the question whether the interpretations of the myth,
as distinct from the myth itself. are Plutarch’s own or whether here too he
has drawn on Alexandrian sources. The latter seems to be the more likely
alternative for two reasons. In the first place. the figure of the Logos as a
transcendent figure does not appear in Plutarch outside of the De Iside er
Osfride and so does not seem to be a specific part of Plutarch’s own view-
point.*” Secondly this Middle Platonic interpretation is only one of several
mterp.retations of the myth. a fact which suggests that. in addition to having
Egyptian sources for the myth itself. Plutarch also used sources for hi;

53 Dillon (The Middle Plaionisis. 200-01) tries to integrate Osiris Logos into Plutarch’s
0}'erall philosophical position. He compares the figure of the Logos to that of Eros. the intelli-
@ible archetype of the sun. who leads one up toward the intelligible world (4mar. 764b-765¢).
Bgt the Logos as such is not mentioned in this passage. The fact remains that the Logos in De
Iside et Osiride 1s not as such an intermediate figure. even thought its functions are clsewhere
(e.g..in Philo) connected with suck a figure. Wiosok (Laktans und die philosophische Gnosis.,
T56) makes the same mistake 1 assuming that the Logos in this section from Plutarch is an
intermediate figure. However. the model for the interpretation in Plutarch is found in Tim.
47e-52d (especially 50a-52d). There is no intermediate figure in Tim. 47e=52d and so therc is no
lntcrm‘edialc figure in this section of De fside et Osiride.

3% Griffiths, Plutarch’s De Iside or Osiride. 41-45.

3¢ Thid.. 75-83.

‘ 7 The term logos uppears ¢isewhere in Plutarch, However, the closest it ever comes to
having the meaning that it has 1n fae Iside et Osiride is that of the “universe as ordered or
i;r)UClUrcd"(De def. or. 25.47-45. Quaest. conv. 8.2.3: Compend. arg. Stoic. Absurd. poei. dic.
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various interpretations. There 1s ob\'iopsl}‘ ng wayv to da.te those ime'rpreta-
tions. but the close resemblance of this one interpretation to the paésages
from Philo certainly suggests the second half of the first century B.C. as a
likelv period.s* Finally it 1s important to rememb;r .that both the passagé
fron*; f;lutarch and the passages from Philo have similar gc')a.ls. thart 1s. 'the_\
arc philosophical interprerariones graecae of non-Qreek rellglouigtex!s. and.
more specifically. Platonically oriented ifizerprerano‘nes graecae ,
Al of this may seem like a poorly written detective story. U nfor'tu.natel}
the historyv of Middie Platonic philosophy is so fragmemar)‘ 1bat it 1s verv
much 1ike§ a detective story. The difference 1s that in a detective §Io.ry the
clues, when properly understood. clearly establish that ic butler d]‘d 1. But
in the studv of the various strands of Middle Platonism. no such c'la.nty
emerges. The clues do not point unmistakably to one author as the origina-
tor o} any given position: there is no butler. The same is true in the case of
these passages on Gen 1:27 from Philo. Their relationship to the rehgllogs
and intellectual environment is not very clear. The best that.can be said 1s
that all of the “clues” point. although not clearly. to Alexandria at the end of
the first century B.C. as the proper environment for these passages. They fit
into the philosophical and interpretative patterns of that per.lod and of that
city. Thev represent the attempt of Alexandrian Jewish writers of the late
first century B.C. 10 interpret their religious texts in conjunction with the
de\'elopmer;t of the Middle Platonism of the same period.® ‘ ‘ .
When we compare this interpretation of Gen .1127 w1th.tne anti-
anthropomorphic interpretations which were discussed in the previous chgp-
ter. the development is probably analogous to the development that is taking
place in the interpretation of Plato’s Timaeus. The'earher a.ntl-anthropo-
morphic interpretations of Gen 1:26-27 lack the m@rmechate ﬁgure 6]
important for the development of Middle Platonism (.1. e.. Og. 6?— 1). On
the other hand those anti-anthropomorphic interpretations mamtamg much
closer relationship to the account of the creation of man m. ‘the Tn;naeus
(41a-44d). The interpretation of the phrase “let us make man™in Op. 72-75
is very close indeed to that of the Timaeus. What comes bgtwe;n these
anli—a}lthropomorphic interpretations and the passages from Philo discussed

ST i i i e { in 33-54 Othe ctations may be
St This apphes only to the interpretation found in 83~ 54 Other interpretations may be
from difierent periods. probably earhier. e
1147 . o~ Iz ¢ 2,
S On the suriace at Jzast. there is another major difference: Plutarch was not commitie

L . s o i
to the cult of Isis 2nd Osins in the same way that Philo was commited to Judaism. But if

Co : v iy Bove been an iniiate in that
Plutarch was using & source for this interpretation. that source may have beenan inttiate in th

y ® K PRI I g o . N sen van
cult. Opviousiy there 1s no way 1o telis but the interpretation on 33-54 mav not have been by a
“outsider.”

o See footnote 4.
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in this chapter are the developments within Middle Platonism.¢' This
dialogue is not an isolated phenomenon but is a constant factor within the
exegetical traditions which Philo draws on. If the interpretation of Isis and
Osiris mentioned earlier is any indication. then this dialogue with Middle
Platonism is not restricted to Judaism but also involves the intellectual
energies of adherents of other religious traditions as well.

B. The Inierpretarion of Gen 2.7

The interpretation of Gen 2:7 is more difficult to follow than is the
interpretation of Gen 1:27 because it is more fragmentary. The interpretation
of the creation of man as a double creation is usually introduced at this point
in Philo's text (Op. 134-135: L. 4. I.31-32) and so the earlier interpretations
of Gen 2:7 are pushed into the background. Although somewhat frag-
mentary. this earlier interpretation of Gen 2:7 is still visible in five passages
(L. 4. 1.39-40: Spec. 4.123: L. 4. 3.161: Som. 1.33-34; Q. G. 2.59).

The most extended of these passagesis found in L. 4. 1.39-40 and is an
interpretation of the phrase “into the face™ of Gen 2:7:

As the face is the dominant element in the body. so is the mind the dominant
element of the soul: into this only does God breathe. whereas he does not see fit
to do so with the other parts. whether senses or organs of utterance and of
reproduction: for they are secondary in capacity.

By what. then. were these also inspired? By the mind. evidently. For the mind
imparts to the portion of the sou] that is devoid of reason a share of that which

it has received from God. so that the mind was be-souled by God. but the
unreasoning part by the mind.

The interpretation is based on a comparison. Just as the face is the dominant
part (10 Ayepovikov) of the body, so the mind (voly3) is the dominant part
(10 Avepovikév) of the soul (wuyn). In this way the phrase “into the face” is
taken to mean “into the mind.” It is also clear from the verbs used (Eumvely
and épmveldewv) that what is inbreathed is “spirit” (mvebpa). This is stated
explicitly in two other passages (Spec. 4.123: L. A. 1.161). This same com-
parison between the face as the dominant part of the body and the mind as
the dominant part of the soul occurs in Spec. 4,123,

For the essence of that other soul (the intelligent and reasonable soul) is a divine
spirit (mvelipa Yeiov), a truth vouched tor by Moses especially. who in his storv
of the creation says that God breathed 2 breath of life (rvor Jofjg) upon the first
man. the founder of our race. into the most dominant part (Myeuovikdtuzov) of

“* The anti-anthropomorphic interpretations represent a Jewish appropriation of the
early revival of the interpretation of the Timaews while the level of interpretation discussed in
this section represents the dey clopments of the second halt of the first century B,
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hi~ bodv. the face. where the senses are stationed like bodyguards to the great
hing. the mind. And clearly what was thus breathed was ethereal spirit (aibé-
plO;' mvebpa). or something if such there be better than ethereal spirit. even an
effulgence (¢ratvaoua) of the blessed. thrice blessed nature of the Godhead.®?

Again this interpretation of Gen 2:7 rests on the meaning of the phrase “into
the face.”™ a meaning arrived at by comparison of the face as the dominant
part of the body with the mind as the dominant part of the soul.

Two phrases found in Spec. 4.123 help us to locate the provenance of
this interpretation of Gen 2:7. The two phrases are "ethereal spirit” (aiépiov
mvebua) and “effulgence™ (dnatvaopa). The first of these phrases (aiBépilov
mvelpal is to be taken with the phrase “divine spirit™ (nvebua Belov) which
occurs earlier in the same passage. The second phrase “effulgence™ (dnat-
vaoupa) is an expression parallel to andonacua (fragment) which is found in
several other passages dealing with Gen 2:7.

Every man. in respect of his mind. 1s allied to the divine Reason (8eloz »ov03).
having come into being as a copy or fragment (andéonacua) or effulgence
(aratvaoua) of that blessed nature. but in the structure of his body he 1s allied
to all the world. (Op. 146.)62

In fact the term andéonacua is primary while the term dnavyacua is a
parallel. secondary formulation.®* This is clear from three other passages
dealing with Gen 2:7.

The body. then. has been formed out of earth. but the soul 1s of the aether
(aifnp). a divine fragment (drdonacua Beiov) “for God breathed into his face a
breath of life. and man became a living soul.™ (L. 4. 3.161.)65

62 The LXX uses mvon Zof< to translate the Hebrew ovr nawa. In seven of the nine places
where he quotes Gen 2:7. Philo also uses nvony (Op. 134: L. 4. 1.31.42: Plant. 19; Her. 56:
Som. 1.34: Spec. 4.123) twice he uses the term =vebpa (L. 4. 3.161: Der. 80). In none of the
cases are there manuscript variants. In the two cases where mvelua 1s used. the interpretation
(mvebpa) has been introduced into the quotation (vory). The interpretation of mvon as rvebua
was an obvious one for anvone who wanted 1o interpret the passage by means of Stoic concepts.
P Katz (Philo’s Bible [Cambridge: University Press. 1930]) does not take this as one of his
aberrant texts,

% Both this passage (Op. 146) and Der. 90 are passages that combine the interpretation of
Gen 27 with that of Gen 1:27. They will be treated more fully in the next section of this chapter.
They are introduced here simply to clarify the use of the term “fragment.”

b4 As T shall suggest below, the term dralvacpa was probably used by Philo to replace
arROoREoUa

“* The MSS read ardnraopg rather than Gxosrusua. Cohn emends The (XL 10 G760~
ruspa. Cohn's emendation seems correct for two reasons. First. the term Groxracpa is a
hapaxlegomenon:it appears nowhere else in Philo or in anv other Greek writer. Secondlv. the
context of L. A 3161 calls for andsruona.
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Among created things. that which is holv is. in the universe. the heavens. in
which natures imperishable and enduring through long ages have their orbits: in
man it is mind. a divine fragment (dnéonaopa feiov) as the words of Moses in
particular bear witness. “He breathed into his face a breath of life. and man
became a living soul” (Gen 2:7). (Som. 1.34.)

How. then. was it likely that the mind of man being so small. contained in such
small bulks as a brain or a heart. should have room for all the vastness of sky
and universe. had it not been an inseparable fragment (Grdonaocua) of that
divine and blessed soul? ( Der. 90.)

In addition to the notion of the soul as a “divine fragment.” we also find in
the first of these three passages again the notion that soul is part of the aether
(L. 4. 3.161). The interpretation of Gen 2:7 which is found in bits and pieces
in various passages in Philo is based on a comparison of the “face™ as the
dominant part of the body to the mind as the dominant part of the soul.
Based on this comparison, Gen 2:7 is taken to mean that God breathed into
the human mind a divine spirit (rveOua Belov). a spirit that is part of the
aether (aiBépiov nmvebua). a divine fragment (dnéonacpa Heiov). 6t

These passages are in harmony with the Stoically oriented interpreta-
tion of L. 4. 1.36-38. an anti-anthropomorphic passage dealt with in the
preceding chapter. However. these passages are not anti-anthropomorphic.
In addition. they represent a more developed interpretation of Gen 2:7. The
introduction of the notions of aether and of the human mind as a “divine
fragment™ move considerably bevond the anti-anthropomorphic viewpoint
of L. A. 1.36-38. Both formally and conceptually these passages represent a
new level of interpretation when compared to L. 4. 1.36-38.

This notion of the human soul reflects Stoic conceptions of man and the
universe. A number of concepts found in these passages are also found in
Diogenes Laertius’ explanation of Stoic cosmology.

The world. they hold (i.e.. the Stoics). comes into being when its substance has
first been converted from fire through air into moisture and then the coarser
part of the moisture has condensed as earth. while that whose particles are fine
has been turned into air, and this process of rarefaction goes on increasingly till
it generates fire. Thereupon out of these elements animals and plants and all
other natural kinds are formed by their mixture. . .. The doctrine that the
world is a living being, rational. animate and intelligent (Zovikov Kai Epyuyov
Kat voepov). is laid down by Chrysippus in the first book of his treatise On
Providence. by Apollodorus in his Physics. and by Posidonius. It is a living

0% In addition. Op. 83-88. 136-3%, 140-41. 147 should be included under the Storcally
oriented interpretations of Gen 2:7. However. these passages do not provide much help in either
clarifying or in locating this type of interpretation.
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thing in the sense of an animate substance endowed with sensation: for animal is
hetter than non-animal. and nothing is better than the world. ergo. the world is
a living being. It is endowed with soul as is clear from our several souls being
each a fragment (andéonacua) yofit. (D. L. 7.142-143))

For the Stoics. the world was of a piece. a a living. rational. intelligent being
and the human soul was a “fragment” of that living being. Yet the world is
not an undifferentiated whole. Mind or reason (vobg) pervades the whole but
some parts have more than others. In addition. for several Stoics. aether
(aifimp) is the ruling part (yepov wov) of the world.

The world. in their (i.e.. the Stoics™) view. is ordered by reason and providence—
<o says Chrysippus in the fifth book of his treatise On Providence and Posido-
nius in his work On the Gods. Book Il1l—inasmuch as mind (vot: } pervades
every part of it. just as does the soul (wuyt) in us. Only there is a dlﬂ"erpnce of
degree: in some parts there is more of it. in others less. For through some parts
it passes as a cohesive force (E£12). as 1s the case with our bones and sinews:
while through others it passes as mind (vot3). as in the ruling part of the soul.
Thus. then. the whole world is a living being. endowed with soul and reason.
and having aether (ai6%p) for its ruling principle (AvEUOVIKOV)-—S0 5avs Antl-
pater of Tyre in the eighth book of his treatise On the Cosmos. Chrysippus in
his first book of his work On Providence and Posidonius in his book On the
Gods sav that the heaven. but Cleanthes that the sun, is the ruling part of the
world. Chrysippus. however. in the course of the same work gives a somewhat
different account. namelv. that it is the purer part of the aether (70 KaBapd-
tepov Toli aiffpog): the same which they declare to be pre-eminently God and
always to have, as it were in sensible fashion. pervaded all that is ir the air. all
animals and plants. and also the earth itself. as a principle of cohesion.
(D. L. 7.138-139.)

Aether. at least for Antipater and Chrysippus. is understood as mind par
excellence and is the ruling principle of the world.6” In this way. just as the
human soul is a fragment of the soul of the universe (D. L. 7.143). so too the
human mind is a fragment of the aether. the ruling principle of the world.
This aether. the ruling principle of the world. is defined as fire (D. L. 7037,
and fire is in turn identified with spirit (D. L. 7.156). From Chrysippus
onward. “spirit” is also understood as a mixture of fire and air.®* The

6" The notion that asther was the ruling part of the cosmos was not iiie most common
Stoic position. “Spirit™ (mvelpa) as the ruling part of the world was certainly more common (se€
Long. Hellenistic Philosopiy. 1551, Yet it was an acceptable Stoic position. and. from Arius
Didymus. we know that philosophers in first-centursy v.C. Alexandria were probably aware of it
{Arius Didymus apud Eusebius. Praep. Evang. 15.15.7-8).

0% STF 2144146,
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combll'natlon of these two (fire and spirit) is also used bv the Stoics 10
describe the soul. )

Nature in their view is an artistically working fire (zDp TeyVINGV). going on its
W a:\' to create: which is equivalent to a fierv. creative breath (rr\'sfru(; nL‘;;oa\SE:
Nal rr.*,(.\'oméé:_), And the soul Is a nature capable of percepti(;nA And thev
regar.dvn as the spirit (mvebpa) congenital with us: from which thev infer first
tbat 1t1s a body and secondly that is survives death. Yet it is perishai)ie. though
m§ SQUI‘ (?f the universe. of which the individual souls of animals are na;ts
(Hspn). 1s indestructible. Zeno of Citium and Antipater. in their treatises O;z the
Soul. and Posidonius define the soul as 2 warm breath (rvelpa EvBepuov)
(D. L. 7.156-157) '

Frgm the Stoic texts just cited. it is clear that the interpretations of Gen 2.7
which we have been considering are rooted in concepts drawn from Stoic
co§molog3' and psychology. The concept that the human mind is a divine
sg)mt (mvebpa Gelov). a spirit that is part of the aether. a divine fragment
(anéoracpa Beiov) is perfectly acceptable within a Stoic worldview. 6

If the interpretation of Gen 2:7 found in these passages is Stoic. it is also
clear Fhat this interpretation is not Philo’s own and that he subtly reinter-
prets it. Such a reinterpretation is found in Her. 281-283. This paséage Isan
interpretation of Gen 15:15 in which God savs to Abram, “You shall depart
to vour fathers nourished with peace. in a goodly old age.”

Others again have surmised that by “fathers™ are meant the four first principies
and powers. from which the world has been framed. earth. water. air, and fire.
For into these, they say. each thing that has come into being 1s duly resolved.

Just as nouns and verbs and all parts of speech which are composed of the
“elements™ in the grammatical sense are finallv resolved into the same. so too
each of us is composed of the four elements, borrowing small particles (popia)
from the substance of each, and this debt he repavs when the appointed time-
cycles are completed. rendering the dry in him to earth. the wet to water, the
cold to air, and the warm to fire.

These all belong to the body (cwpatikd). but the soul whose nature is intellec-
;ual and celestial (voepov xui oUpdviov) will depart to find a father in acther
(aitnp). the purest of substances. For one may suppose that. as the men of old
d.ecla.red (6 1dv apyaiwv oyos). there is a fifth substance, moving in a circle.
differing by its superior quatity from the four. Out of this it was vthourzht the

.(“’ Although locating the intelligent part of the sou! in the head rather than in the heart is
associated with Plato ( Tim. 44d. 73c) rather than with the Stoics. nevertheless some Stoics
pla,ced the ru‘ling part of the soul (16 Hyepovinov) in the head (Philodemus. De prerare 15
SPF 3.217.18-19). There is no reason then to think that iocating the ruling part of the soul in
the head (L. 4. 1.39-40) could not also be Stoic. The rest of the ;ocaibuiur; 1s clearly Stoic.
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eaven had been made and it was deduced as a natural

Are g e whole of h .
stars and the | also was a fragment (arOORACHQ) thereof.

consequence that the human sou

oe reflects the same Stoic concepts found both

In many ways this pass L , ; o
i the other interpretations of Gen 2:7 and in the quotations from Dioge
1 & olnet

laertius. The human mind is a fragment of'the aether. AA.t -the sgril.et;];r?ei:;
however. Philo reinterprets that St'oic exegesx's of Gen 15.'13 x;{;r \\fé3 e
quite un-Stoic. This un-Stoic reinterpretation OCVCLrJrS 1r1 Her. lgno;r e
human mind is still a fragment of the aether but Ihc deth;e(: is no longe
subtle fire of Stoicism but the fifth substance of Aristotle. N
Her. 283 is probably Philo’s own rleinterpretation ofan a’)lgiaijy ez’;zi:z\gy
Stoic interpretation of Gen 15:15. Ij"1rst‘ of all. Her. 281‘—-.‘. are ly
ilonic s ilo indi : Her. 281 that the interpretation
pre-Philonic since Philo md1cate§ twice in s
that follows is not his own but the work of some unnamed "¢ .r emtio;
. oaoiv). In this wav Philo both distances hlmself from that mtbe; p}r] o
and sets the stage for Her. 283. a reimer.pretanon thatqse;:n‘xs tc})] ui ee o
of Philo himself.”! Her. 283 clashes with Her. 281-282 in t ff&}?s shat
Her. 281-282 leaves no room for a fifth substance: The ﬁat irés]) o
Her. 281-282 are the four elements of earth, ‘water. air. an-dl ‘red(.[ o
which human beings are composed and im'o which they are reso ;e ;Stance
(282). There is no room in this interpretation for ather asa gft st(lj ; bu;
for in Stoicism aether is either a heavenly fire or a mixture of rean atl . u
not a fifth substance. Yet what emerges in Her. 283 is an mterpretablog "
which the soul is no longer a fragment of one of the fogr elememsf ut 151 :
frasment of aether thought of as a fifth element. superior 1o thep‘o.\llr e en
me;ns of which the material world is compc.)s?d‘ In this fashion Phi oﬁc{ath
maintain the immortality of the soul because it is a fragment of aether. a
substance which is not bodily (cwpatikd) as are the other fmyxr sgb];ta‘ni%sz.
but intelligent and celestial (voepdv xal oOpd\r‘tQ\'). In other words Her. 2 d
is Philo’s subtle critique of the Stoic viewpoint held by thgse' unnamte
“others™ of Her. 281-282 This also indicates that all of 1he'Stom interpre a;
2:7 cited above are pre-Philonic, since the interpretation o

tions of Gen 2.7 e Lerpr
Gen 15:15 found in Her. 281-282 itself rests on the identification of the

T¢ Philo seems to accept the notion of a nith substance In four LeXts $(). G. t 4&« Q.\ Ln,
273 85 In none of these 1exts is the fifth substance associated with the immaterial as it i1
this text. fis associated simply with the heavens. ‘ e i) ek

TU Bousset (Jiudiseh-christlicher Schulbetrieb in Alc.mmf‘rlu und l\()n,.. 1 [L{ .)r
thought that Her. 283 was Philo’s rernterpretation of the Sl(il\.‘.llﬂr.'rp(c‘lullion mﬁmd m)' f”;
281 —;Q Bousset thought that the un-Stoic reinterpretation might have b»’:gi Neopy ‘n.;igor;fux
character. Howaver, the passages irom Cicero make such a suggestion unlikely (see belowl
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human soul with the nvetpug aifnp. anidentification made possible through
the interpretation

Originally the position that aether was a fifth substance superior to the
other four was Aristotelian. The notion that aether was to be associated with
the heavenly bodies and their circular motions was also Aristotelian (Aris-
totle. Cael. 1.2-3). Given Philo’s Platonic tendencies. the interpretation
found in Her. 283. with its notion of aether as a fifth substance. may suggest
that Her. 283 was not Philo's own reinterpretation but that of some other
interpreter who was influenced by this Aristotelian notion. However. in the
first century B.C.. the notion of aether as a fifth substance seems to have
become an acceptable position in Middle Platonic circles. In that case. the
interpretation found in Her. 283 would be consistent with Philo’s own philo-
sophical tendencies.Several texts found in Cicero suggest that Philo was not
alone or the first to interpret aether in a rather un-Stoic fashion. In Cicero’s
Academica Posteriora, Varro seems 1o imply that Antiochus of Ascalon
{ca. 130-68 B.C ) may have accepted aether as a fifth substance. The passage
is one in which Varro describes Antiochus’ physics.™

Well then. those qualities are of two sorts. primary and derivative. Things of
primary quality are homogeneous and simple: those derived from them are
varied and “multiform.” Accordingly air (this word also we now use in Latin)
and fire and water and earth are primary: while their derivatives are the species
of living creatures and of things that grow out of the earth. Therefore those
things are termed first principles and (to translate from the Greek) elements: and
among them air and fire have motive and efficient force. and the remaining
divisions. I mean water and earth. receptive and “passive” capacity. Aristotle
deemed that there existed a certain fifth sort of element, in & class by itself and
unlike the four that I have mentioned above. which was the source of the stars
and of minds (astra mentesque). (Acad. Post. 26.)

Although Varro does not explicitly attribute this view to Antiochus. he
certainly seems to imply that it is Antiochus’ view as well as Aristotle’s. This

bl

The number of times that Phijo reinterprets the Stoic exegesis of Gen 2:7 ( Her. 283
Spec. 41230 Plant. 18: Mur. 2230 is 4 further indication of the pre-Philonic character of the
Stoic interpretation of Gen 2:7.

"3 Theiler ( Die Vorbereitung des Neuplatonismus. 17-40) has overemphasized the con-
tribution made by Antiochus of Ascalon to Middle Platonism. In the final analvsis. Antiochus
does not seem 1o have moved bevond the material realm: he staved within the bounds of Stoic
materialism. Nevertheless he did begin to combine some of those Platonic and Stoic elements
which developed into Middle Platonism. One of those contributions was to begin 1o piace
“mind”in a class by itself, a class that was still materia! vet was bevond the usual four material

elements of Stoicism (earth. air. fire. and water). See Dillon. The Middle Plaronisis. &1-84.
96-102.
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suspicion is strengthened when later Varro tells how Antiochus describes
Zeno's rejection of the fifth substance as a change from what Plato. the Old
Academ\.‘. and Aristotie held and so what Antiochus himself wanted to
hold.™ The least that can be said is that Antiochus was open 1o such a
formulation. Aristotle’s fifth substance 1s also mentioned with great respect
in Book I of the Tusculan Dispurations.

Aristotle. who far excels evervone—always with the exception of Plato—in
genius and industry. after grasping the conception of the well-known four
classes of elements which he held to be the origin of all things. considers that
there is a special fifth nature from which comes mind (mens): for mind reflects
and foresees and Jearns and teaches and makes discoveries and remembers and a

multitude of other things. { Tusc. 1.22.)

The speaker in this passage was Cicero himself. Here the Aristotelian fifth
substance is mentioned as only one possible interpretation of the relation-
ship between body and soul. Yet one should note that several paragraphs
earlier Zeno's notion that the soul is fire is passed over in one line (19). In
other words. Aristotle’s notion of aether as a fifth substance 1s treated with
far more respect than is Zeno’s more materialistic notion.™

In addition Philo’s reinterpretation in Her. 283 has two other points of
contact with these two quotations from Cicero. First of all Book 1 of the
Tusculan Dispuiations is basically devoted to the question of the im-
mortality of the soul. a question which is also the point of Philo’s reinterpre-
tation of Her. 281-282. Secondly. both Tusc. 1.22 and Acad. Post. 26 con-
nect aether as a fifth substance with mind (Tusc. 1.22. mens: Acad. Post. 26.
menies). Philo makes the same point when he distinguishes the fifth sub-
stance. acther. from the other four substances which he characterizes as
bodily (cwpatikd). The human soul. as part of the aether, is intelligent and
celestial (voepov kai ovpdviov). This second point is important because

4 Another point of similarity between Antiochus and this text of Philo s the use of the
erm dpyuiot (ancients). Antiochus wanted to move back bevond the New Academy to the
teachings of the “ancients.” By these he meant Plato. Speusippus. Nenocrates, Polemon. Aris-
totle. and Theophrastus taken as a group (see Cicero. Acad. Posr. 13,22, 39). In addition to
Her. 253, Philo also describes the concept of a fifth subsiance as the opinion of the “ancients”in
Q. G. 3.6 talthough strangely enough he associates it with the Pvthagoreans in Q. G. 4.8 and
with the “moderns™in Q. £ 2.73). One can hardly build an argument on such uses of a term, but
it is worth noting when taken in conjunction with other similanties (see Dillon. The Middle
Platonisis. 55).

S Luck (Der Akademiker Antiochus. 30-40) has tried to show that Cicero’s Sonmnium
Scipionis can be traced back to Antiochus of Ascalon. Given the state of our knowledge of the
origin of Middic Platonism. such specificity seems over-optimistic. Both the Somnium Scipionis
and Tusculan Disputations 1. however. do represent points of view that are fairly commeon in
Middle Piatonism.
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Aristotle himself did not claim that aether was itself mind but only that it
was a substance purer than the other four (Cael. 1.2-3). The associ'ation of
aether as a fifth substance with mind seems to have been popular in circles
represented by these texts from Cicero and Philo. The concepts involved in
Philo’s reinterpretation then were not something original with him but were
part of the development of the Middle Platonism of the first century B.¢.?*

The particular reinterpretation of Stoic positions found in Her. 281-282
through the addition of Her. 283 clearly. from the point of view of a literary
gna]ysis. is the work of Philo. Philo has taken an already existing Stoic
interpretation of Gen 2:7 and reinterpreted the concept of asther inbsuch a
way that the human soul is something distinct from and superior to the four
basic elements of the material universe. although he may well not have been
alone in reinterpreting Stoic concepts in this un-Stoic wav.

This same technique of subtle reinterpretation also allows us to under-
stand better the use of anavyaoua instead of ¢rdonacua in Spec. 4.123 which
was quoted above (p. 77-78). After identifving the “divine spirit” (nvedua
Gsipv) that was breathed into man with “ethereal spirit” (aiBépiov nvebpa).
Philo then adds. “or something. if such there be, better than ethereal spirit.
even an effulgence (dnalyacua) of the blessed. thrice blessed nature of the
Godhead™ (Spec. 4.123). While using & different technique. the result is the
same: the soul of man is raised above the level of the elements of the material
universe, specifically above aether which is here taken in its Stoic sense. In
addition he substitutes the term “effulgence” (d¢ratvaopa) for the Stoic term
“fragment” (dnéonacpa) because the term dravyacua “effulgence™ is less
materialistically oriented.”” Metaphors based on light and its shining forth
were common ways of pointing to the immaterial aspects of reality.

The term drnadyaopa also occurs in the Wisdom of Solomon.

For in her (Wisdom) is a spirit intelligent (mvetpa voepov) and holy.
unique of its kind vet manifold. subtle . . . '
and pervading all spirits,

intelligent. pure. and most subtle.

For Wisdom is more mobile than anv motion.

7% . o
he assOCTi:;;)r:lilrr:bszi?ia;:ili{;;”: (,){iiethﬂ :\ a fifth sub\smnce “.ith mind are controversial.
ass Vs not e traced 1o a lost work of Aristotie { De philosophia). It may
go de}\‘lO the fourth century Platonist. Heraclides Ponticus (frgs. 98,99, Wehrli), The l"urthc.r
connection of this substance with the immorality of the soui\ 1s \ahat.ma\ bc.thc peculiar
development represented in these passages from Cicero and Phile. For a fuli discussion of the
;nf‘l)b]em, see PoMoraux. Aristorle: Du Crel (Paris: Societe dedition “Les Belles Lettres,” I%S‘i
1-1x. ’

"7 These S ; . ther |
. hes I\‘\o terms appear together in Op. 146, The purpose is the same. to reinterpret the
term “fragment.”
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she pervades and permeates all things by reason of her pureness.

She is an exhalation from the power of God.

a pure effiuence from the giory of the Almighty:

therefore nothing tainted insinuates itself into her.

She is an effulgence (azatyacua) of everlasting light,

an unblemished mirror of the active power of God.

and an image (eix@v) of his goodness. (Wis 7:22-26.)7%

This description of Wisdom as an “effulgence™ of everlasting light and as
having an “intelligent spirit™ that pervades al} things is consistent with
Philo’s use of the term in Spec. 4.123. While there is no indication that Philo
was specifically aware of the Wisdom of Solomon. he certainly was aware of
the uses of the figure of Wisdom. The attributes associated with the figure of
Wisdom may have provided him with the term. Gradyaopa. that would have
run counter 1o the more materialistic notions represented by the Stoic notion
of “fragment.”™ Finally. Philo seems to use the authority of Moses to sup-
port his reinterpretation of “divine spirit™ as an effulgence of the Godhead.
an effulgence bevond the ethereal spirit. This is the same procedure that
Philo uses elsewhere to reinterpret otherwise unacceptable concepts.#

The reason for Philo's reinterpretation is not hard to find. The monism
and materialism of Stoicism simply did not fit with Philo’s more Platonic
notion of God and of the human mind as being beyond the realm of the
material. Philo used the notion of aether as a fifth substance and the substi-
tution of “effulgence” for “fragment” to move to a more non-materialistic
notion of the nature of the human soul.

Because of the significant difference of outlook between the interpreta-
tions of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7 (one Platonic. the other Stoic). the origins of
the two interpretations were distinct. The Stoic interpretations of Gen 27
are in continuity not only with the anti-anthropomorphic interpretation of
L. 4. 1.36-38 but also with the Stoic interpretations found in Aristobulus.
In terms of thought patterns these Stoic interpretations of Gen 2:7 are much
closer to the interpretations of Aristobulus than are the Platonic interpreta-

% The translation is from D). Winston, The Wisdom of Solomon (AB 43: Garden City:
Doubleday. 1979) 178, 184, As Winston points out (59-63). Philo and the Wisdom of Solomon
have a good number of ideas in common. However.the specific exegetical traditions about the
creation of man which we are dealing with have practically no parallels with the Wisdom of
Solomon and certainly no close parallels. It is impossible to establish literary dependence in

either direction.
"9 For 4 fuller treatment of Philo’s use of the figure of Wisdom. see Mack. Logos und

Sophia.
U Cf. Planz, 18: 3ur. 223 In these two cases the reinterpretation is achieved through the

w1 227
use of Gen 1:27 as a corrective to the Stoic interpretation of Gen 2:7. These passages will be

dealt with in the next section.
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thl’l.S of Gen 1:27. Given the fact that the tradition of interpretation that is
available to us from Philo is a Platonizing one. these Stoic interpretations cl)‘
ng 2.7 probably represent interpretations prior to the appropriation. o;
Middle Platonism by Jewish interpreters. Finally, while Philo felt that he
had to distance himself from these Stoic interprétations and to reinterprei
them. nevertheless he also felt a certain obligation to respect them. even ;‘
only partially, o

C. The Combination of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2.7

. Although the interpretations of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7 are so different
(1.e.. one Platonic and the other Stoic) that thev had distinct origins npver:
theless they were combined and interpreted as éomplememar\' focrmlila;ions
pf Ihe. same act of creation. A kind of communicatio idiomarum developed
in which concepts or terms that originated in the interpretation of one of the
two verses were applied to the interpretation of the other verse. The two
major y'ltnessgs to this combination are Der. 79-90 and Plant. 18=22. At the
same time. this combination of the interpretations of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7
offered Philo another way of subtly revising the Stoic interpretation c'>f
Gen 2:7. The combination itself. however. of the interpretations of the two
verses precleded Philo’s own interpretation. As I indicted in Chapter 11, the
interpretations of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7 as a description of a double crea'tion
of man (a. pre-Philonic interpretation) seems 1o assume the existence of the
comb1}nat10n of the Platonic interpretation of Gen 1:27 and the Stoic inter-
pretation of Gen 2:7.8! The two passages mentioned above ( Det. 79-90 and
Plant. 18-22) point in the same direction. An analvsis of them will allow us
to see both the pre-Philonic combination of these two imerpretation; and
also Philo’s attempt subtly to modify the balance between them in fa\jor of
the Platonic interpretation of Gen 1:27.

The first of these large sections. Der. 79-90. is prompted by the ap-
parent contradiction that results from placing Gen 2:7 next to suchyverses as
Lg\‘ 1.7:11. “For the life of all flesh is the blood.” What then is the life-
principle? Is it blood (Lev 17:11) or is it breath (nvedua) (Gen 2:7)7 The
answer is that there are two life-principles. one in so far as we are living
cAreaturcs ({@a) and that is blood and the other in so far as we are rationa]
(r.071kot) and that is breath or spirit (nvedbua).

W'na'l then are we to sav? Each one of us. according to the primary analvsis. is
!wg in number. an animal (Jov) and a man. To each of these has been alloted
an inner power akin to the qualities of their respective life-principles. to one the
power of vitality, in virtue of which we are alive. to the other the power of

81 See Chapter 11, 25229,
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reasoning (1} #ovikT). in virtue of which we are reasoning beings (rovikoi). Of
the power of vitality the irrational creatures partake with us: of the power of
reasoning God is. not indeed partaker. but originator. being the Fountain of
eidest Reason (1] 1ol npeoPutdrov rovor mnyn).

To the faculty which we have in common with the irrational creatures blood has
been given as its essence: but of the faculty which streams forth from the
fountain of Reason breath (10 mvedbua) has been assigned: not moving air (o0x
dépa Kivovuevov). but. as it were. an impression and stamp (T0m0v TIve Kai
vapaktiipa) of the divine power. to which Moses gives the appropriate title of
“image” (eix®v). thus indicating that God is the Archetype of rational existence.
while man is a copy (pipunua) and representation (drewkoviopa). (Der. 82-83.)

The basic distinctions of zovikoi drova and nvebua oipa are Stoic and so
quite consistent with the Stoic interpretation of Gen 2:7.82 Breath or spirit.
however. is interpreted in this passage in conjunction with concepts taken
from the interpretation of Gen 1:27. This breath is a copy or representation
of the Archetype of rational existence. God. The place of the Logos in this
particular scheme is not altogether clear. thatis. whether it is a distinct entity
or whether it is onlv another way of speaking of God. Because the term
npesPutatos réyos (Der. 82) is used elsewhere to refer to a distinct entity.
the Logos. it probably also does so in this case.8? But because the role of the
Logos is not at issue in this section. it is passed over quickly and the notion
of man’s mind as a copy or representation is the point of emphasis. But what
is important in this section is that the term “breath.” taken from Gen 2:7.1s
interpreted in conjunction with Gen 1:27.

This section of Quod Deterius Portiori Insidiari Solear also develops an
image associated with both the interpretation of Gen 1:127 and Gen 2:7. the
flight of the soul through the heavens toward God. It combines both the
Platonic notion of going bevond the material ( Der. 87-89a) with the philo-
sophical commonplace of the ascent to contemplate the heavens and the
cosmos ( Dez. 90).#4 In addition, this section draws on an image found at the
end of Plato’s Timaeus (90a-91e). It is the image of man as a “heavenly

*2Aovikol drovar STF 1SS 15217 86.37-87.2: 2.40.7-8: 43,18 74.1-7, Tvedpo alua:
STF 138 30-23.

“UCLL 4030750 Der V18 Conf 146; Her. 205,

* The two metaphors are well integrated. [t is only in Der. 87-8%a when compared with
Der. 80 that one can notice the combination of the two. The ascent in Der. 87~&94 goes bevond
the mortal to the immortal (§7) and bevond the cosmos to God (¥91 and so 18 Platonic. On the
other hund. Der. 90 assumes that the ascent is within the cosmos and does not go bevond it: this
is the commonplace form of the metaphor which fits in well with the Stoic character of De:. 90.
ascent of the soul. see Jonos.

97-113.

For « deseription of the different uses of the metaphor of the
“Posidonius and the Flight of the Mind Through the Univense.
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plant™ (@utdv ovpdviov) which. unlike other creatures whose roots are in the
earth or whose head is pointed toward the earth. has its “roots™ in the
h§a\'ens. This is symbolized by the fact that man stands upright and can raise
hxs eves heg\'em\'ard (Der. 84-85). The explanation of this f;ct combines tfwe
interpretations of both Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7.

The creator \v\‘rought for the body no soul capable by itself of seeing its Maker.
but. ac;oummg that it would be greatly to the advantage of the th;nz wrought
sh_ould 1t obtain a conception of him who wrought it. since this is \x:hat delcer-
mines happ_iness and blessedness. he breathed (événvel) into him from above of
his own Deity (172 §iov 9e10tn103). The invisible Deity stamped on the invisi-
ble'soul the impresses (timovs) of Itself. to the end thatvnot even the terrestrial
region should be without a share in the image of God. . . . Having been struck in
accord with the Pattern, it entertained ideas not now mortal bu;immorlal
How then. was it likely that the mind of man, being so small. contained in -sijch
small bylks as a brain or a heart, should have roovm for all the vastness of skyv
apq universe. had it not been an inseparable fragment (ardonacua) of that
divine and biessed soul” For no part of that which is divine cuts itself off and
becomes separate. but does but extend itself. (Der. 86-87.90.)

The human soul 1s an inseparable fragment of the divine soul. a fragment
into Wthh. has been breathed something of the divine itself (Gen 2:7): but it
18 alsg an impress (t0mog) of the divine. struck (tunwBeicw) in accord with
th divine Paradigm (Gen 1:27). The metaphor of man as a “heavenly plant”
Is integrated into this combination of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7. I\/fan Is a
“heavenly plant™ whose roots are in the world above because he is both a
fragment of the divine and struck in accord with the divine Paradiem.

For the most part, neither the Platonic interpretation of Genclz27 nor
Fhe Stoic interpretation of Gen 2:7 predominates in Der. 79-90. The two
Interpretations are interwoven in such a way that they become two com-
plementary formulations of the same act of creationv. This complemen-
tary pattern of interpretation appears also in Op. 139, Virr. 203-205.
Her. 55-57. and Spec. 1.171.8% In these passages the interpretations of
Gen .1:27 and Gen 2:7 are complementary formulations of the same act of
creation. In addition. the last three passages. like Der. 79-90. establish that
the basic pattern is a complementary one in which neither Gen 1:27 nor
Gen 2:7 predominates. -
_ At one point. however, in Der. 79-90. Philo's editorial hand is detect-
ible. This occurs in Der. 83. a section mentioned above:

To the.facult_\' which we have in common with the irrational creatures biood had
been given as its essence: but 10 the faculty which streams forth from the foun-

&S thest nacs . :
In these passages the mixture is quite thorough and seemingly unselfconscious
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1ain of Reason breath (mvebua) has been assigned: not moving air (oUK Gépa
wvolpevov) but. as it were. an impression and stamp (TOTOV TIV@ KAl YUPUK-
zfipa) of the divine power. to which Moses gives the appropriate title of “image™
(cinov). thus indicating that God is the Archetype of rational existence. while

man is & copy (ipmue} and representation (AREIKOVIOHA).

The phrase “not moving air” (00K Gépu Kivovuevoy) points to Philo’s edito-
rial work. Philo is denving that the breath or spirit (mvebua) that man has
received is "moving air” and claims. on the authority of Moses. that man’s
rational faculty is an image of the Archetype of rational existence. This
amounts to a denial of the Stoic notion of “spirit™ which was defined by a
Stoic such as Chrysippus as “moving air.”*¢ Yet the term “spirit " itself is not
abandoned but reinterpreted in the light of the language of the Platonic
interpretation of Gen 1:27. that is. as an image. a copy. a representation. an
impression and a stamp.

There are two reasons for thinking that Der. 83 has been reworked by
Philo. First of all. as | indicated earlier in this section. nowhere else in this
passage (Der. 79-90) is there any indication that the interpretations of
Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7 are anvthing but complementary. The rest of the
passage follows the pattern found in Op. 139. Her. 55-57. Virt. 203-205. and
Spec. 1.171. The interpretations of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7 are also combined
in Der. 86=87. 90 with no indication that Gen 2:7 is to be interpreted in the
light of Gen 1:27. As a matter of fact, Der. 90 remains quite clearly Stoic.The
second reason which indicates that Philo has reworked Der. 83 is the use of
Moses as an authority. Philo used the same technique in Spec. 4.123 men-
tioned in the previous section and in Plant. 18 and Mur. 223, both of which
will be treated later.t” In these passages Philo used the authority of Moses to
revise the Stoic interpretation of Gen 2:7 in a less materialistic and monistic
direction. He uses the same technigue in Der. 83 to revise the Stoic interpre-
tation of Gen 2:7 in the light of the Platonic concepts used in the interpreta-
tion of Gen 1:27. It is important to note that in Der. 83 Philo has revised the

combination of the interpretations of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2.7 so that the

Platonic interpretation of Gen 1:27 predominates. He did nor, however.

revise the interpretation of Gen 2:7 by combining it with the interpretation
of Gen 1:27. The combination itself was pre-Philonic: Philo’s revision was to
alter the balance of the combination in favor of the Platonic interpretation
of Gen 1:27.

The editorial hand of Philo emerges much more clearly in the second
large section in which the interpretations of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7 are com-

RESTF2IS2R1-35
¥7 See Chapter IV, 91-93.
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of the term “portion” (poipa) instead of “fragment™ (@AnO6CTACHN)
“others™ are asserting is the Stoic
s rational soul is a “fragment” or, in
“others.” Philo
1s to be

The use
cannot disguise the fact that what the
interpretation of Gen 2:7 in which man’
this case. a “portion” of the aether. In contrast to these
claims. again on the authority of Moses. that man’s rational soul
ted with no created thing (and here he means the Stoic aether) but
rather is the seal or the impress of the eternal Logos who is the image of
God.9 In this wayv. the materialistic notion of Stoicism that the human mind
is a fragment or portion of the acther is overcome by interpreting Gen 2:7 in
the light of the Platonic interpretation of Gen 1:27.

A revision of the combination of Gen 1:27 and Gen2:7isalsofound ina
shorter passage. Op. 146. In this passage Philo draws on two of the same

techniques used in Spec. 4.123 and Her. 283:

Every man. in respect of his mind. is allied to the divine Logos (26703 8e1l03).
having come into being as a cast (xpayeiov) or fragment (dndonacua) or
effulgence (&ravyacua) of that blessed nature. but in the structure of his body
he is allied to all the world. for he is compounded of the same things. earth,

water. air. and fire. each of the elements having contributed the share that falls
sufficient in itself for the Creator to

associa

to each. to complete a material absolutely
Lake in order to fashion this visible image (1§ 6pat slk@OV).
The first is the intro-

In Op. 146 a twofold reinterpretation has taken place.
to “fragment” (&nd-

duction of “effulgence” (dravyacua) as a parallel
onacua). As we saw in the analysis of Spec. 4.123_ the term “effulgence™ was
introduced to express a less materialistic notion of the relationship of the
human mind to God than was possible with the Stoic concept of “fragment.”
It serves the same purpose here, The term “fragment” is interpreted in the
light of the two parallel terms. “cast” derived from the interpretation of
Gen 1:27 and “effulgence™ as it is used in Spec. 4.123. The second reinterpre-

similar to that found in Her. 283. As in Her. 283, the four

tation is very
) are said to pertain

primary elements of Stoicism (earth. air. fire, and water
only to man’s body while man’s mind is fashioned as the visible image (1

opatn eikdv) of the divine Logos.

9 Cf L. 4. 136238, 39-40. L. A. 3.161; Her. 281-82: Som. 133341 Spec. 4123, The
reason for the substitution of "partion™ for “fragment™ is not clear. Plan:. 18-20 15 the passage
that i most openiv critical of the Stoic interpretation of Gien 2:7. This passage comes closesttoa
demal of that Stoic interpretation, Given the fact that Philo tends to subtly revise rather than
openhy deny an interpr
for “fragment” in order to avoid a direct rejection of the Stoic interpretation of Gen 2:7 that
mady use of the term.

91 C Spec. 4.123: Der. 83: Plapn. 180 M 223

ctation that is questionable for him, he may have substituted “portion”
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Stoi 1 3
vac Sg;r:%rglssircn;:nfsceoou;ze.tiLs;);r;st;ddagrcéblem of a different sort. If 4]
pasme ne. t 1anand God must also be one and so the
poion ::;rtl?eliftl:rr:leli: tmmd%s a divine fralgmem (dréoraopa Beiov) must
himse},{ " aw,are o [h_e rue.bl his came 'pen!ousl)‘ close to pantheism. Philo
e e © P/an}:rc;8 ejrr: and me's to.deal with it in much the same
no{ion SR fai[hﬁ.” 8-22. He cla:rgs in the name of Moses that the
the motion of 1y D }mage(Gen 1:127) 1s a better interpretation than is
mind as a fragment of the Deity.

Now “reasoning™ . : .
perfect andomng asaname is but a little word. but as a fact it is something most
WUW:]» ind most divine. a fragment of the soul of the universe (tR< Tol T'ba\rc‘;.
(TS aRoanac ; : tls - TAVTOZ
Philosopht\' of Mz(sle); Or% as fnlmxght be put more reverently following the

. . & faithful cast of the divine ime Tk :

etan b . § ¢ e ima OVOs Beias £
YELOV EHQEPES). (Mur, 223.) ge (€ikoOvos Belas expa-

In this passa ilo’ i
SIOiCiSH}jatshsage Phxlp S unegsmess seems 1o be less with the materialism of
o an fvscl}th its monism. the risk of turning the human mind into a
platomf 'ecte 0 Od_' Philo avoids this Stoic notion by giving primacy to the
Daron interpretation of Gen 1:27, an interpretation that. at a conceptual
evel. better preserves the transcendence of God "
Fr 'S .
tor ogngOL,lrga;a(l)} s1s of these passages (Mur. 223, Plani. 18=20 Op. 146
<203, Det. 83, Op. 139, Her, 55-57. Virr. 2 17 .
. . 29-57. Vire. 203-205. and Spec. | it 1
e 83 ‘ . 205. pec. 1.171). 1t is
interpretati};hlloflé reinterpreting an already existing combination of the
n : 7 i 5
rerpretaty frs 0 N en I.27Iar‘1‘d Gen 2:7. Those reinterpretations consistently
move anay m the mqaterlausm and monism connected with the Stoicizin;(;
el . . :
; pretation of Gen 2:7 and in the direction of the more Middle Platonic
interpretation of Gen 1:27, o
A ) .
o OfllGof t};e;;xterpretauons that cluster around Gen 2:7 and the combina
en [:2 7 ' :
erme gnd Gen 2./ are valuable both because they reveal levels of
paerbrets ondpr;lor to Philo and also because they give us a glimpse into
used the exegetical traditions avai o hi
s available to him. On th
be focls dth . On the one hand,
X OUtloonkobl%gatlpn to carry on these traditions even though they represent
oo llgu;;e different from his own. In some of the pasages cited above
tior.], th/;.t };e .is er. 55_.57‘- L’zr{. 203—2Q5. Spec. 1.171). Philo gives no indica-
interpret Gen s ;ngas;h\X';th the way in which Stoic concepts are used to
n 2:7. On the other hand, Philo ' '
' . Philo’s uneasiness with these i
P! ' : ‘ ese interpre-
Opo;ljéerzergis ;n the reinterpretations found in Mur. 223, Planr. 18 p70
. . Her. 2 3 asa eicetion
o 140 He 83, and‘Dez. 83. It emerges. however, not as a direct rejection
prior interpretation but as a reinterpretation »

D. Merhods of Interpretarion
Up unti we hav i

e ri, lt1l now we have been analyzing the content of these pre-Philonic
pretations of the creation of man because the content has offered the
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t wav of differentiating the various levels of tradition. We must now
avs by which these interpretations were arrived at. Not all of the
value for this purpose. Most of them do not contain the
{ them simply

cleares
look at the w
texts are of equal
formal grounds for the interpretation given in them: most 0
give the interpretation without any indication of how that interpretation was
arrived at. Up until now that has not been of great importance because we
vzing their content to see if theyv represented a fairly constant
t that interpretation was. However. to understand the
lves.

were anal
interpretation and wha
way in which such interpretations were arrived at. we must restrict ourse
for the most part. to those interpretations in which the reason for the inter-
is given. Only in such places can we get some notion of the “how™

pretation
‘what.” The texts that give no

of the interpretation and not simply of the
reason for the interpretation can provide helpful supplements. but they can-
not be the center of attention. The attempt to understand the “how" of these
interpretations is more than a minor matter. To understand the way in which
these Jewish exegetes arrived at their interpretations is also to understand
something of how they saw the process of interpretation itself.

The basic interpretation of Gen 2:7 has been provided by the anti-
anthropomorphic interpretation found in L. A. 1.36-38. The term “breath™
(rvor) is taken to be synonymous with the term “spirit” (mvebpa). "Spirit™is
substituted for its synonvm “breath™ because “spirit™1s the term used by the
Stoics. Once this synonymous substitution has taken place. all of the nu-
ances of the term can then be applied to the interpretation of the verse.

The result of this process is expanded in the interpretations of Gen 2.7
discussed in this chapter. L. 4. 1.39-40 contains the most detailed justifica-
tion of this interpretation. an interpretation that revolves around the mean-
ing of the phrase “into the face™ (el 10 TpOCOROV):

The breathing “into the face™ is to be understood both physically (uowkds) and
ethically (81x@c): physically. because it is in the face that he set the senses: for
this part of the body is bevond other parts endowed with soul: but ethically on
this wise. As the face is the dominant element in the body. so is the mind
(& votg) the dominant element (10 HYEHOVIKOV) of the soul {wuyfz): into this
only does God breathe. whereas he does not se¢ fit to do so with the other parts.
whether senses or organs of utterance and of reproduction: for these are secon-
darv in capacity. By what. then, were these also inspired? By the mind evidently.
For the mind imparts to the portion of the soul that is devoid of reason a share
of that which it has received from God. so that the mind was be-souled by God.
but the unreasoning part by the mind. For the mind. is so to speak. God of the

unreasoning part,

The distinction between “ethically ™ (fj8ukdg) and “physically™ (Quo1KDS)
is between that which deals with the specifically human and that which deals
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with man in so f. i
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In the second place. man is admitted 1
also of that of rational animal
have said. (0. G. 1.5)
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-and the head is the temple of the mind, as some
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9% See SEF 21517 Long.
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Gen 2:7 savs that God breathed into man’s “face.” this must mean that God
breathed into the dominant part of man’s soul. that is. into his mind. There-
fore it is only into this dominant part. that is. into the mind. that God
breathes. Once again the analogy servesasa bridge between the language of
the text and the philosophical language of Stoicism. This second interpreta-
tior is the more adequate of the two because “spirit™ (mvelpa) in Stoicism is
identified with rationality rather than with sense perception as such.* In this
way the initial interpretation of a crucial phrase in the text and the formal
reason for that interpretation become a fulerum on which the interpretation
of the whole verse rests. Once the analogy is drawn. once the bridge between
the two “languages™ is built. then other concepts associated with the philo-

language can be applied to the text. In this case. Stoic concepts of

sophical
plied to the

the relationship of mind to soul and to body can then be ap

interpretation of Gen 2:7.
This process is also at work in a number of the other passages which

contain an interpretation of Gen 2:7 but give no formal grounds for the
is accepted. the

interpretation. Once the analogy of “breath™ to “spirit”
“spirit” can then be described as the “divine spirit” (Spec. 4.123). as part of
the aether (Spec. 4.123: L. A. 3.161) and as a “fragment of the Deity”
(Som. 1.34). All of these concepts are derived from Stoicism but are applied
to Gen 2:7 through the fact that “breath™ is synonymous with “spirit.”

The interpretation of Gen 1:27 works in much the same way. The clear-
est justification for interpreting the phrase “after the image™ in Gen 1:27 to
mean “according to the pattern of the Logos™ is found in Her. 230-231:

Having said what was fitting on these matters. Moses continues. “the birds he

did not divide” (Gen 15:10). He gives the name of birds to the two words (&0
rovouz). both of which are winged and of a soaring nature. One is the archety-
pal one above us. the other the copy of it which we possess. Moses calls the first
the “image of God." the second the cast of that image. For God. he says. made
man not “the image of God ™ but “according to the image™ (Gen 1:27). And thus
the mind in each of us. which in the true and full sense is the “man.” Is an
expression at third hand from the Maker. while between them is the Logos
which serves as model for our reason. but itself 1s the representation of God.
This interpretation of Gen 1:27 is embedded in a larger. allegorical interpre-
tation of Gen 15:10. That larger interpretation is secondary: that is. the
interpretation of Gen 1:27 is used as a basis fora second interpretation, that
is. of Gen 15:10. For our purposes that second interpretation 1§ not impor-
tant: what interests us is the interpretation of Gen 1:27. God created man not

as the “image of God™ but “according to the image of God™ (xat" gixdva).

% See Long. Hellenistic Philosophy, 155-58.
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apter. This is the case with the phrase “day one™in contrast

95 Cf. Op. 24-05. 2 oc

oo g . Op. ~447—-5, L. 4 295-96: Spec, | X0-w]: Spec. 283
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(o the other five davs of creation (Gen 1:5). The interpreter of Gen 1:5
claimed that “dayv one” pointed to the creation of the intelligible world. He
based his claim on the fact that in Gen 1:5 the cardinal rather than the
ordinal number was used to identify the first dav of creation. “Dayv one.”
then. must indicate a kind of creation different from that of the other five
davs: that difference is the distinction between the creation of the intelligible
world and the creation of the sensible world (Op. 15-16). That one interpre-
tation then affects the interpretation of the whole of Genesis 1. All of the rest
of Genesis | is the creation of the sensible world according to the paradigms
of the intelligible world created on “day one.”
There is nothing additional to say. in terms of method. about the pro-
cess of interpretation involved in the combination of Gen 1:27 and Gen 27,
except to note that it too illustrates the tendency to move beyond the inter-
pretations of isolated verses. When one assumes that the creation of man
described in each of the two verses refers to the same event. then there is no
exegetical reason why the two interpretations (i.e.. of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7)
cannot be combined. The problems that arise are at the philosophical level.
that is. in the verv different philosophical backgrounds of the two interpreta-
tions. Eventually this fact led Philo to modify the combination by making
the interpretation of Gen 1:27 the primary interpretation in the light of
which the interpretation of Gen 2:7 was to be seen.

Two further points must be made about the process of interpretation
found in these two verses. First of all. these interpretations. like the earlier
anti-anthropomorphic interpretations. are not seen by the interpreters as
allegorical. They contain none of the technical vocabulary of allegory (e.g.,
&rmyopeiv, bnévola. cupPorik®:). In addition. there is neither the inter-
nalization of the meaning of the text nor the awareness of multiple levels of
interpretation. both of which characterize the Philonic allegory of the soul.

Secondlyv. the interpretations of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2.7 are procedurally
very similar. In both interpretations one begins by clarifving the meaning of
a crucial phrase. This clarification has a twofold result. From the side of the
text. it establishes the way in which the whole verse is interpreted: from the
side of the interpretation. it forms the bridge by means of which various
philosophical concepts can be utilized. The categories which are introduced

may be very different (i.e.. Platonic or Stoic) but the procedure is basically

the same.
This procedure is also quite similar to that used by Heraclitus in his
interpretation of the wrath of Apolio in Book One of the liad.

How indeed does one explain why Apollo. who has been cager to shoot

his arrow.

SINGLE CREATION OF MAN
99

lt?ﬁ;}sat down apart from the ships and let fiv a shaft;
FOeA-;lh e \:as the twang of the silver bow™ (/i 1'48—49) .

rif he (. : ing i  a '
or [hosé W;;]ollo)h\kere shooting in anger. the archer would have had to stand
e 2?[}]: uoun:edA But as he (Homer) wants to speak allﬁtvor}c‘:;]l\'
QrAny sun. he guite fittingly supposes its c: i '
ridden rays comes from afar. (Quaes. H(;n;A l?pdp—< )5 e cerze of psee

The fact that . s hi
victims. mdailca‘t:soilhoatsh:otjlhlsvarrov&'s from afar. rather than from near his
45 the sun whose impnAsepO .O snould be taken not literally but allegorically
tion is made. Heracli;us cra—\S can cause a plague. Once such an interpreta-
{0 the patiern estathheda; go on to mterpre't the rest of the story according
heavily Stoic.5" The int : th‘ls Interpretation, an interpretation which is
Gen 27 in L 4. 1394y oons of both Gen 127 in Her. 230-231 and
pretation of Hor.ner“[han \ire closer In terms of technique to this inter-
discussed in the previous ;:re the anll-énthropomorphjc interpretations
Her. 230-231. and ir; o JC3a9pI:r. The interpretations in Heraclitus. in
for their interpretations, which w Oalltry to offer some textual justification
anti-anthropomorphic S, 1c \&gs not for the most part the case with the
n Philo from HeiaCIitlntftfpretauons:% What distinguishes these passages
which the interprotac us ’mterpreta'mon IS not technique but the wayv in
Claim 1o reprosent (Lo (;ns drf conceived of. The interpretations in Philo
literal level for anothor :letsrllgﬁ::)g offthe text; they do not desert the
tion of Heracl; : g ievel ol meaning as does the interpreta-
in which eacghlu;. The tech‘mq‘ues ofmterpretation are similar. but thi way
understands the interpretation given is quite different. )

E. Summary and Conclusion

The inter 1 I
developmen, Op'retatlons a‘nal_\‘zed In this chapter represent a significant
oea opment ver the egrher anti-anthropomorphic interpretations. Manv
ConSiS[enﬂg\. mterpretauops of isolated verses, but are attempts to in.ter ret
cor There, .a ITAI of considerable length, the creation account in Genisis
-2 is als 1
st s nOol an att?mpt to ground the interpretations textuallv: the
philosophicalk pane()rngerfslr;xply a matter of appropriateness. The bricige 1o
: ns of thought is constr ‘
( _ g ucted with care

lmerf{retanon of a crucial word or phrase in the text - pased on the

owever, th 3 3! st 1
e en c; mgst obvious ?haracterlstxc of the Interpretations ana-
3 S pter is the Platonizing trend of the tradition The Platonic

9" .
Heraclitus. Quaes. Hom. 15-16.

95 -
n Op. 72754
« =i der par.). the interpretati S

Hierpretation starts from s textual ot i
phrase “Lot o more ol S e pretat on S-Idr'ls from u textual observation on the
God's “powers.” The (’(1“ S there 1s no formal reason given for mnterpreting the “us™ as
S. S consistent attempt at tex ustification of  cos ‘

s s Dt extual justification of an i i
e ’ comsis ' ninterpr 1 ey at g
i bevond that of the anti-anthropomorphic inte ‘ prehen same e
phic interpretation.



CHAPTER V

THE DOUBLE CREATION OF MAN

In the previous chapter 1 described how two rather different interpreta-
tions. one Platonic. the other Stoic. developed and were combined so that
they were seen as complementary formulations of the one creation of man. 1
also pointed out the ways in which Philo subtly reinterpreted the Stoic
interpretation of Gen 7.7 o that the more Platonic interpretation of
Gen 1:27 became dominant. Now. however. it is necessary to deal with a
third level of interpretation. one in which Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7 are no longer
interpreted as complementary formulations but in which Gen 1:27 is inter-
preted as the creation of a “heavenly man” and Gen 2:7 is interpreted as the
creation of an “earthly man.™ Once again, as Philo himself indicates in

Q. G. 18, weare dealing with a pre-Philonic interpretation.’

A. The State of the Question
Unlike the two previous levels of interpretation. a great deal has been

written about the origins of the distinction between the heavenly man and
the earthly man and about the identity of the heavenly man from the point of
view of the history of religions. The reason for the quantity of research on
e to the fact that the figure of the heavenly man or
Primal Man appears in a number of Gnostic. Mandean. and Manichean
texts. Indeed. in most of the research. the primary interest has been directed
toward the figure as it appears in these texts rather than as it appears n
Philo. This may seem strange since the figure of the heavenly man first
appears in Philo. butit is due largely to the fact that until recently the origins

these questions is du

| This contrast is found in L. A. 1.32 and in L. A. 1.90. Although other terms arc¢ abso
used to contrast these two figures. [ have consistently used the terms “heavenh "and “earthly o

distinguish between them.
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His Image is intelligible and invisible. and is in the class of incorporeal species.

¢ place. But the man made in
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10 the explanation of the heavenly man. at least in a way that Bousset found
helpful for his own inguiry.”
The single most influential writer in tracing the figure of the Primal Man
1o Iranian influences has been Richard Reitzenstein. Reitzenstein's own posi-
tion on the subject was a changing one. In his first work on the subject.
Poimandres. published in 1904, he was somewhat ambiguous about the
origins of the figure.!¢ In one place he seemed to point to an Egyptian origin,
while in other places he seemed to maintain a Mesopotamian origin.'! Inany
case. his study of the then newly discovered Turfan Fragment M7 convinced
him that the latter was the proper place of origin for the figure of the Primal
Man. His final position then appeared in Das iranische Erldsungsmysterium
(1912).17 Put simply, his thesis was that there existed on Iranian soil well
before the time of Christ a belief that conceived of the soul or the inner man
as a divine being that was sent from the world of light into matter but was
later freed from matter and returned to the world of light. In such a concep-
tion the World Soul and the individual soul, the Primal Man and the indi-
vidual man were mixed together.!* This “man™is the one who is the bearer of
divine power and of divine revelation. In addition, he is the redeemer of the
whole human race. Yet he is first of all the one who is redeemed. who himself
must return to the worid of light.** This belief was then mixed at a very early
period with Babyvlonian myths and speculations.'* It is out of this that the
Gnostic Primal Man developed, especially in Mandeism and Manicheism.
But it was not only the Gnostics who were thus influenced. For Reitzen-
stein the influence of this myth was widespread in post-exilic Judaism and
included the figure of thé “*Man” or the “Son of Man™ that appears in Daniel,
4 Ezra. and I Enoch.'t In addition. Reitzenstein thought that the develop-
ment of Christianity could be understood only when the influence of this
mvth was taken into consideration.!” According to him. Philo was also
heavilv influenced by this Iranian belief. Reitzenstein thought that it was
impossible to derive the figure of the heavenly man found in Philo from the

% 1bid.. 195.

10 R, Reitzenstein, Poimandres (Leipzig: Teubner. 1904).

Y bid.. 68, 109.

12 R. Rewtzenstein. Das iranische Erlosungsmysierium (Bonn: Marcus & Weber, 19200,

13 Thid.. v, 56,

olbid.. He

' Tbid v

I R Rewzenstein. Das mandiische Buch des Herrn der Grosse und die Evangelientiber-
iieferung (Sitzungsberichte der Heidelberger Akademie der Wissenschaften 120 Heidelberg.
19191 45-46.

17 Reitzenstein. Das franische Erlosungsmysterium. 116,
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Juxtaposition of Plato and the early chapters of Genesis.!* To understand the
ﬁgu.re of the heavenly man. one had to turn to Iranian influences for a
clarification of the two tvpes of man found in Philo.

.".I'he criticism of Reitzenstein. Bousset. and others who heid similar
positions has come from two directions.2 One concerns their use of
source material. especially the Mandean and Manichean texts: the other
amounts 1o an alternative explanation of the origins of the Primal Man. In
this area. the criticisms of Reitzenstein's work are the most important and
the most illustrative 2!

‘ The evaluation of Reitzenstein’s use of the Turfan Fragmen: M7 exem-
plifies the first type of criticism. Reitzenstein himself admit\ted that. until he
was able to analyze this fragment, his hvpothesis about the Iranian origins of
the Primal Man figure were suspicions rather than real demonstrations.>’
Therefore, if his analysis of the Turfan Fragmen: A7 was wrong. his whole
case would be substantially damaged. The fragment is in Parthiz;n and in its
present form it is a Manichean hvmn. Reitzenstein. however, felt that the
mention of the name of Zarathustra indicated that this part of the hvmn was
pre.-Manichean and represented a Persian text that came from a circle of
believers in Zarathustra.2® In this part of the fragment Zarathustra plavs the
role of redeemer. and therefore Reitzenstein thought that this fragmen{ indi-
cated the existence of a pre-Christian Iranian myth that became the basis not
o'nl_\: of Gnosticism but also of much of post-exilic Judaism and early Chris-
tianity. Later research. however. has shown that it is no such thinisz. Both
Carsten Colpe and Hans-Martin Schenke have pointed out that the ;ext is a
thoroughly Manichean document in which Zarathustra is mentioned as a
forerunner of Mani. just as in other Manichean texts Buddha and Jesus are
also mentioned as forerunners of Mani. Turfan Fragmen: M?7. then. does
not Ifaad us back to any pre-Christian Iranian myth. since the mention of
Mani’s predecessors does not at all mean that the text is pre-Manichean.#

Pk ity H | .
N R. anzenstcm and H. H. Schaeder. Sidien zum antiien Svynkretismus aus Iran und
Griechenland (Leipzig: Teubner. 19261 24-25
19 renctel ; . .
. Renzenstein, Das iranische Erigsungsnivsierium. 104-11.
20 Cimil . . : : :
ok ?1m.éar ;Lmsmons are found in C. H. Kracling. Anthropos and the Son of Man (New
ork: Columbiu Universi e 27y e idé o mi
. L imbt ersity Press. 1927): A, Olerud. L idée de macrocosmos et de microcosmos
ans * / : ‘tdenere fre0 ) redde (S i : ]
s le zmecﬂae Platon: G. Widengren, The Gnostic Attitude {Santa Barbara: University of
California at Santa Barbara. 1973). '
2 Snecii; . . .
Specific eritic : 21U ¢ in S ; v
\ p : 1c criticism of the other suthors is found in Schenke, Der Gor “Mensch' in der
Grosis. 9-68.
an . Lo
- Renzenstein. Das iranische Erlisungsmysierium, v.
23 Ibid.. 4.
PEING H -
‘ , cnenke. Der Gorr “Mensch ™ in der Gnosis, 21-23: Colpe. Dic religionsgeschichtliche
Schule, 69.
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Schenke has also pointed out a more general methodological objection
to the work of Reitzenstein. Reitzenstein tended to argue that. because the
ficure of the Primal Man appeared most fully and clearly on Iranian soil
(i.e.. in Manicheism). the concept then must have been of lranian origin.
That kind of argument has turned out to be untenable. The origins of a
religious tradition and its fullest development need not occur in the same
place.?® This has led scholars to suggest an alternative theory for the origins
of the Primal Man.

What has become more and more apparent is the fact that those docu-
ments in which one finds the figure of the heavenly man or the Primal Man
are all more or less interpretations of Genesis 1-3. This suggests that the
origins of the figure are to be found not in Persian circles but in some form.
perhaps heterodox. of Judaism. Over forty vears ago C. H. Dodd. in his
book The Bible and the Greeks. suggested that the figure of the heavenly
man in texts such as the Poimandres probably owed more to Jewish inter-
pretations of the Genesis story than it did to the Iranian Gayomart figure.?
More recently Gilles Quispel. in his article “Der gnostische Anthropos und
die jiidische Tradition.” maintained that the Gnostic teaching about the
Primal Man was a development of heterodox Judaism. and in some cases of
a Samaritan heterodoxy.”” This development was also influenced by particu-
lar Hellenistic viewpoints, especialiy of a Platonic or Pythagorean character.
For Quispel this influence was often by way of reaction and conflict and not
simplv a matter of easy acceptance.”™ Robert McL. Wilson has added several
bits of evidence in which Christian interpretations of Gen 1:26-7 point in the
same direction. that is. to Jewish sources.?® In anv case. Quispel denied the
necessity or the plausibility of turning to Iranian sources for the origins of
the figure of the Primal Man.3®

The strongest and most detailed case for seeing the origins of the figure
of the Primal Man in successive interpretations of Genesis 1-3 has been
made by Hans-Martin Schenke in his book. Der Gorr “Mensch™ in der
Gnosis.*! Like Quispel. Schenke maintains that the teaching about the God

2% Schenke. Der Gorr “Mensch™ in der Gnosis. 23.

26 C. H. Dodd. The Bible and the Greeks tLondon: Hodder and Stoughton. 1934) 146.
M. Nilsson. Geschichte der griechischer: Religion {3rd ed.: Munich: C. H. Beck, 1974).
2.606-07.

buch 22 (1953}, 195-234,

* bid.. 209. 210, 214, 219223,

S R, McL. Wilson, “The Earlv Histon of the Exegesis of Gen 1.26.7 Siudia Parristica |
fed. K. Aland and F. L. Cross: Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 19577 420-37.

3 Quispel. “Der gnostische Anthrapos und die judische Tradition.™ 234,

1 Schenke aiso deals with some of the material found at Nag Hammadi.
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“Man™ was the product of a Jewish. or perhaps. Samaritan Gnosis that
was either pre-Christian or contemporary with Christianitv.?? Onlv in
Manicheism and Mandeism are these interpretations influenced by the Iran-
ian traditions about the Gavomart figure.™ What is most valuable in
Schenke’s study is the detailed analvsis of the texts in which the figure of the
Primal Man appears. including two of the Coptic texts found at Nag Ham-
madi.** According to Schenke there are two tvpes of Primal Man. In the first
type God himself is the Primal Man and the earthly Primal Man. the ances-
tor of the human race. is made according to his image. In this pattern there
are two Primal Men. This pattern is found in the Apocryphon of John.*s The
second and far more common pattern involves three Primal Men. Between
the two figures already mentioned comes a third figure, the heavenly Primal
Man. This third figure is in the image of God and is the pattern for the
earthly Primal Man 3¢ This pattern is found in the Poimandres. Zosimus. the
report on the Naassenes in Hippolvtus. and The Hyposiasis of the Archons
from Nag Hammadi.+~

Schenke’s treatment. however. of the figure of the heavenlv man in Philo
is less adequate. In a sense this is understandable since Schenke’s focus is on
those Gnostic texts in which the figure of the Primal Man is a god. In Philo
the heavenly man is not really a god. certainly not in any sense that would
compromise monotheism. Schenke points out that sometimes the man
created in Gen 1:27 is an earthly man and sometimes a heavenly man.3¢
When a distinction is made between the two. the heavenly man is identified
with the figure of the Logos (Conf. 146).%° In this way it is not the figure of
the Primal Man that Philo introduces into the interpretation of Gen 1:27 but
that of the Logos.“® As we shall see. it is true that Philo did attempt to
resolve the figure of the heavenly man into that of the Logos. But what is

™

2 Schenke. Der Gorr “Mensch” in der Gnosis. 71.

33 Ibid.. 155.

H Ibid.. 34-63.

% Ibid.. 34-43, 64-66. English translations of all of the Nag Hammad: texts are con-
veniently collected in The Nag Hammadi Library (ed. J. M. Robinson: New York: Harper and
Row. 1977).

3¢ Schenke. Der Gotr “Mensch™ in der Gnosis. 34~-64. 65-68.

* See Poimandres in Corpus Hermeticum ted. A. D. Nock and A. J. Festugiere: Pans:

Socicté d'edition "Les Belies Lettres.” 1946). 1. 1-28; Zosimus of Panopolis. On thae Letter
Omtega {ed. H. M. Jackson: Missoula: Scholars. 1978): the Naassene material in Quellen zur
Geschichte der christlichen Gnosis {ed. W. Volker: Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1932 11-26: The

Hyposiasis of the Archons ted. R. Bullard and M. Krause: Beriin: de Gruvter. 1970).
3 Schenke. Der Gon “Mensch” in der Gnosis. 122.
3 Ibid.. 123-24.
W Ibid., 140.
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true of Philo is not true of the traditions on which he drew. In these tradi-
tions the heavenly man is not identified with the Logos but is a distinct
figure. This emerges from an analvsis of the levels of tradition found in
Philo. Although an investigation of the possible relationship of the figure of
the heavenly man in Philo to that figure in various Gnostic documents goes
well bevond the bounds of this study. an analvsis of that figure in Philo may
eventually prove helpful in understanding the use of the figure of the Primal
Man in Gnostic documents. since the traditions found in Philo contain our
earlicst attestations of the distinction between a heavenly man and an earthly
man. After all. the figures found in Philo and in these Gnostic documents are
both the result of interpretations of the same texts of Genesis. The Gnostic
interpretations may represent further developments. or perversions. if vou
prefer. of the kinds of interpretations that appear in Philo.* In any case, the
exegetical traditions found in Philo throw light on the process of interpreta-
tion that produced the contrast between a heavenly man and an earthiy man
and indicate that Hellenistic Judaism (and not simply “heterodox™ or Samar-
itan Judaism) plaved a significant role in the development of a figure quite
prominent in a2 number of Gnostic texts.

B. The Double Creation of Man

The double creation of man is an interpretation which tries to explain
why the description of the creation of man occurs twice in Genesis. In such
an interpretation this is taken to mean that two different “men” were created.
the one heavenly and part of the intelligible world. the other earthly and part
of the sensible world. The clearest example of this interpretation is found in

Op. 134-135:

After this he says that “God formed man by taking clay from the earth. and
breathed into his face the breath of life” (Gen 2:7). By this also he shows very
clearly that there is a vast difference between the man thus formed and the man
that came into existence earlier after the image of God: for the man so formed is
an object of sense perception. partaking already of such or such quality. consist-
ing of body and soul. man or woman. by nature mortal: while he that was after
the image was an idea (13a). or genus (vévog) or seal (oepaviz). an object of
thought, incorporeal. neither male nor female. by nature incorruptible.

It savs. however. that the formation of the individ ual man. the object of sense. is
a composite one made up of earthly substance and of divine spirit; for it says
that the body was made through the Artificer taking clay and molding out of it a

4t Ope must be aware that. although many Gnostic documents interpreted Jewish wexts
Genesis 1-3) and developed from Jewish interpretations of those teXts, it dogs not follow

that these Gnostic texts were written by Jews,
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human form. but that the soul was originated from nothing created whatev

but from the Father and Ruler of all; for that which he brea;hed In was no'h\'er:
els.e than a divine spirit that migrated hither from that blissful and h;i m%‘
e.\'x.stenc.e'for the benefit of our race. to the end that. even if it is mortal in res pei.t
pf its visible part. it may in respect of the part that is invisible ~be rﬂndfred
immortal. Hence it may with propriety be said that man is the bor;ierland
between mortal and immortal nature. partaking of each so far as is needful. and
that.he was created at once mortal and immortal. mortal in respect of the k;od\'
but in respect of the mind immortal B

T e o .
he.dxﬁlrenc.es between the two become clearer when thev are set off sche-
matically against each other. »
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Once the interpreter became aware of the two descriptions of the creation of
man as a prgblem. he could look at the two descriptions of the creation of
man for indications that would allow him to distinguish, on the basis of the
text, between the two of them. When one looks at the table given above, two
of the characteristics are obviously the result of interpretations of the. two
verses. from Genesis (Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7). Those characteristics are:
(1) neither male nor female (Gen 1:27): and (2) composed of body and so;i
(Gen 2:7). The interpreter has made use of two details in the text'(one from
Gen 1:27 and the other from Gen 2:7) and has based his interpretation on
tljem. The text of Gen 1:27 says that God made man “male and female”
(Gpoev kai 672.v). The interpreter takes that to mean not that the first man
was an androgvne but that he was neither male nor female and so prior to
any sexual differentiation. This characteristic contrasts with what is said
aboutl thg man created in Gen 2:7. In Gen 2:7 there is no indication that the
man is ‘.‘ma]e and female.” On the contrary. the creation of the man in
Gen 2:7.15 followed by the creation of Woman'(Gen 2.21-22)and so the man‘
created in Gen 2:7 is sexually differentiated, is either male or female.*

“2In Philo’s allegory of
S U rv of the soul. woman 1s 2 © i
£2orn . r 18 o svmbol of  sense perce ¥y
Op. 165-66: L. 4.2.19-26) : T oo
Interpretations of

CAg > clear from Q. G. 1.24-29, there were carlier. non-allegorical
apgTreanom o ;:{;:C;r:‘z:;‘l:):x(zlo?or’n‘an. B‘ut these imcrpvrcmtmns are disparate In character.

Conone s ’ m,ﬂ ¢ e egetical dﬁ\clopmen}s which centered around the interpretation
0 n 127 and Gen 2:7, It is only at the level of the allegory of the soul that the figure of
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The detail that is singled out in Gen 2:7 is the fact that “God formed
man by taking from the earrh. and breathed into his face the breath of life.”
The irilerpret}r takes this to mean that the man created in Gen 2:7 was
composed of body and soul. that is. he was a composite being. By contrast,
there is no indication In the text of Gen 1:27 that the man created there was a
being composed of body and soul. The interpretation of Gen 2:7 as indicat-
ing that the man created in Gen 2:7 was composed of body and soul (in
co~ntrast to the man created in Gen 1:27) was more important for the devel-
opment of this interpretation than was the interpretation of Gen 1:27 in
which God made man “male and female.” Certainly this interpretation of
Gen 2:7 plays the dominant role in both Op. 134-135 and L. 4. 1.31-32.
Once it was established that the man created in Gen 1:27 was not a compo-
site being. then the interpretation of the phrase “male and female™ as mean-
ine “neither male nor female™ would be more reasonable than taking it to
mean that the man of Gen 1:27 was an androgyne (that 1s. composed of male
and female). Expanding on these two details in the text. the interpreter could
then go on to maintain that the man created in Gen 1:27. because simple and
prior to any sexual distinction. must have belonged to the intelligible realm.
to the realm of idea. genus. or seal. Conversely the man created in Gen 2:7
must belong to the sensible realm. The man created in Gen [:27 is of the
xéGpos vonTég while the man created in Gen 2:7 is of the kdop0S A1oHNTOS.
As a result of this distinction between the two types of men, the con-
cepts that were used as complementary formulations at an earlier level of
interpretation are now distinguished and refer either to the intelligible man
created in Gen 1:27 or to the sensible man created in Gen 2:7.+ For instance.
only the man of Gen 1:27. the man “after the image.” can be referred toas a
“seal™ (Op. 134) or as something “stamped with the image of God™ (xat’
civdva tetundoBat Bgol) (L. 4. 1.31). On the other hand. it is the sensible
man of Gen 2.7 who has the “divine spirit.” That concept is famihar to us
from the earlier. Stoic interpretations of Gen 2:7. The soul of the earthly
man is a “divine spirit” sent from that blissful and happy nature for the
benefit of the human race ( Op. 135). Similar formulations appeared earlier in
the interpretation of Gen 2:7 found in Der. 90. Op. 146. and Spec. 4.123 .5

With regard to this level of interpretation, two further points must be

kept in mind. The first concerns the relationship of the heavenly man to the

woman is ntegrated into a larger interpretative scheme. In this case. that turnped out to be a

dublous honor.

33 These earher interpretations were discussed in Chapter 1V, and the explanation why'

theainterpretations of the creation of man as a double creation depend on the interpretations of
the creation of man as a single creation was given in Chapter 1L
45 Qee Chapter IV, 77279, 87-92.
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GgeureI .gfﬂthe Logos. At an earlier stage of interpretation. the man created in
. n 1127 was the man made according to the image of God and that image

was the Logos. The man so created was an immag )

' 4 e in the sensible world of an
idea. a pare he 1 1git d.

lea. a pdrd‘dxgm from the intelligible world. The two figures were easily
distinguishable: the Logos in the ) -

: intelligible world was the paradi
man in the sensible world. However., \when the m\a?: Z}r]cart):crid?n]g(r}ne;orl‘t?;
becomes the heavenly man. he is no longer part of the sensible world bllzt
like the Logos. is part of the im‘elligiblc’&world (L. 4. 1:31‘; This situation.
creates an uneasy relationship between the two ficures. Thé heavenly man
rLete:ns tf)e characteristic of being formed “after the\image of God"(O/} 1‘24

L.()QO.S mw I')P;at;ugaa:ot:i:amevume. he also takes on the characteristics of the

08 t the $ now an idea. a seal. and belongs to the intelligible
\\erd (Op. 134). Some attempt seems to have been ma&e 10 distin«vuis}; the
.t‘\‘xo. F?r .example. in L. 4. 2.4 the "man after the image™ lonvf for the
m@gg '(1.6.. the Logos) in the way in which everv con\'g]onos er that of
which it is a copy. Yet functionally the two figures are very sin’fiiar 38

The second point to keep in mind is that the earthi\ -man of Cen 217 1s

made up‘of both body and soul. The composite character of the earthl\'hr.n/an
appears in both Op. 134-135 and in L. 4. 1.31. At first reading L. 4. 1.32
might suggest that Gen 2:7 is referring only to the earthiy mind(vo}): './éu').én.;)‘T

We must account that man made out of the earth to be a mind mingled with
builnot completgl}’ blended with. bodv (elokpivopevoy copatt, oﬁﬂ?m aioxsxl-
plpsvov); BUI‘ this earthly mind is in realitv also corruptible. \\ére not God to
breathe into it a power of real life: when he does so. it does not anyv more
gndlerfo molding. but becomes a soul. not an inefficient and imperfect]y formed
;ol?\v.mgu;;unlc.e"cndowed with mind and actually alive: for he savs. “man becomes
Yet a careAfuI reading indicates that this passage is an interpretation of the
relationship of the earthlv mind to the body (a» mind already mingled with
but not cpmpletel_\' blended with, bodv) and not an interéretatiz)n of thé
eart.hl_\" mind by irself. The earthly mind is connected with a bodv from the
begmqmg. In addition. this passage goes on to emphasize that this corrupt-
¥ble rpmcﬁ (vols ¢Baptds) was in need of God's breathing power c;l” real life
into it. Gen 2:7. then. Is not taken to refer to the earthlv mind alone bbu! to
the whole earthly man composed of bodv and soul 40

45 Ay > next leve! af | :
. A.; 1hcﬂ next level of interpretation this uneasy relationship will be resolved by the
identification of the two figures { Con/ 41, 62, 146 Dews 31) o
Gen s lr:x,;émlf_b\com( important when we consider. in Chapter VI, the interpretations of
2:8.15. 1617 in which the creation of the earthly man is integrated into the allegory of the

soul and so becomes earthly mind rather than carthiv man (L. A. 1.55.8%.90)
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At this level of interpretation the concepts and the vocabulary of prior
interpretations of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7 are both used and yet adapted 10 4
quite new and distinctive interpretation of the relationship of Gen 1:27 1o
Gen 2:7. Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7 are now taken to refer to the creation of two
different men. one heavenly and part of the intelligible world and the other
earthly and part of the sensible world.

C. The Search for Consisiency: The Paradigm of Man

The interpretation of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7 as a double creation was an
attempt to explain why the creation of man was described twice in Genesis.
Yet the fact that the description of the creation of man occurs twice in
Genesis is not a sufficient explanation for the form that the interpretation of
the creation of man as a twofold creation takes. After all. the fact that man's
creation was described twice in Genesis had not forced previous generations
of interpreters to the conclusion that two different men had been created.
They were able to take the descriptions of man’s creation in Gen 1:27 and
Gen 2:7 as complementary descriptions of the same event. Rather what
seems to have moved the interpretation of the relationship of Gen 1:27 1o
Gen 2:7 in this direction was the combination of the fact that the creation of
man was described twice in Genesis and the need to interpret consistently
both the creation of man and the creation of the world in a way that was in
keeping with the Middle Platonism of the period.

The starting point of that interpretation was that the sensible world
(koouos aichntodg) was created as a copy of paradigms or models from the
intelligible world (xdopog vontds). The most developed form of this outlook
1s found in the early sections of De Opificio Mundi.*" These sections repre-
sent a pre-Philonic interpretation of the creation of the world which draws
heavily on Plato’s Timaeus (especially 27¢-31b). In this interpretation “day
one’ of creation is devoted to the creation of the intelligible world which will
in turn serve as a paradigm or mode! for the creation of the world of sense
perception (Op. 16)}. The reason given for this is the same one given in Plato’s
Timaeus (28b-29d; 30c-31a). that 1s, a beautiful copyv can be made only
through the use of a beautiful pattern (Op. 15-16). The creation of the
sensible world begins only on the second dayv (Op. 36). Within such a struc-
ture the man who 18 made “after the image” of Gen 1:27 15 the single man
who is created as an image of the Logos.

‘

*7 Op. 15-36. Some of the interpretations in Philo of the second through the sixth days
give noindication that the distinction of “day one™ from the other five davs is present (e.g.. Op.
42-44.45-46). These passages are Stoic in orientation. These interpretations. hike the Stoically
oriented interpretations of the creation of man. give no indication that they are part of a larger
interpretauive scheme. They seem 1o be piecemeal interpretations.
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Should a man desire to use words in a more simple and direct way. he would say
that the world discerned only by the intellect (vontov xéouov) is nothing else
than the Logos of God when he was already engaged in the act of creation. For
the city discernible by the intellect alone is nothing else than the reasoning
faculty of the architect in the act of planning to found the city.

1t is Moses who lavs down this. not I. Witness his express acknowledgement in
the sequel. when setting on record the creation of man. that he was molded after
the image of God (Gen 1:27). Now if the part is an image (eikwvy of an image. it
i« manifest that the whole is too. and if the whole creation. this entire world
perceived by our senses (aiobnTtog K6GHOL) (seeing that it is greater than any
human image) is a copy of the Divine image (uipnua felag eindvoz). 1t 1s
manifest that the archetvpal seal also. which we aver to be the worid described
by the mind. would be the very Logos of God (6 Beol n.6702). (Op. 24-251

When one looks at this interpretation closely (i.e.. Op. 15-31).a certain lack
of consistency emerges. The intelligible world 1s created on the first dav. and
the sensible world during the next five days. On the last of these five davs
man is created according to the Image of God. that is. according to the
Logos. The intelligible world created on “day one™is based on the interpreta-
tion of Gen 1:1-3 (LXX):

In the beginning God made the heaven and the earth. The earth was invisible
(@épatog) and without form (dkataoketaotog). and darkness was over the
abyvss. and the spirit of God was over the waters. And God said. “Let there be
light.” and there was light.

The various elements of these verses from Genesis are then interpreted in the
following way (Op. 29-31):

Element Interpretation
. heaven incorporeal heaven
2. earth invisible earth
3. darkenss the 1dea of air
4. the abyss the idea of the world
5. water the incorporeal essence of water
6. spirit the incorporeal essence of spirit
7. light the incorporeal essence of light

The intelligible world created on “dayv one™ consists entirely of cosmological
elements. There is no mention of the creation of the model or paradigm of
man. only of the models for cverything else. This creates @ certain lack of
consistency, for. while the intelligible paradigms for evervihing else were
created on “day one.” the creation of the paradigm for man went unmentioned.
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This lack of consistency is very Platonic in the sense that Plato did no-
mention the use of a paradigm when he described the creation of man in the
Timaeus (40d-47e). Yet. at least by the latter part of the first century g
the notion of a model or paradigm for man was a philosophical common-
place. In the extant fragment of Arius Didvmus® On the Docirines of Piaio,
we find the following explanation of the Platonic ideas.

He (Plato) says that the ideas (1d€ag) are certain patterns (Tiva napadeiviuuta:
arranged class by class (katd yévog) of the things which are by nature sensinie
(tov aloBntdv). and that these are the sources of the different sciences ung
iefinitions. For besides all individual men there is a certain conception of mun:
and besides all horses. of a horse: and generally besides the animals. a4 concep-
tion of an animal uncreated and imperishable (avévntov Kui deBaprovy.

And in the same way as many impressions {€kuavyeia) are made of one seul
(copayiz). and many images (eixoves) of one man. so from each single idea of
the objects of sznse a multitude of individual natures are formed. from the idea
of man all men. and in like manner in the case of all other things in nature. Also
the idea 1s an eternal essence (Gid1ov oUotav). cause. and principle. making cach
thing to be of a character such as its own. (Eusebius. Praep. Evang. 11.23)%

Arius Didyvmus is giving here what must have been an interpretation of the
Platonic 1deas fairly common in the latter half of the first century B.C.
Prominent among these ideas is the idea or paradigm of man. a paradigm
thatis uncreated and imperishable (dyévntov xal deBaptov) and that serves
as a seal (c@paviz) for the creation of particular men who are then images
(eixdveg) of that one seal. It is a viewpoint of this sort which. when com-
bined with the recognition that the creation of man was described twice in

enesis. would have led in the direction of the interpretations found in
Op. 134-135and L. 4. 1.31-32,

However, the “idea of man™in this fragment of Arius Didvmus s purehy
paradigmatic. It is in no sense a real figure as is the “heavenly man™in these
passages from Philo. Yet the figure of the heavenlv man probably did not
appear immediately in its fullv developed form. There was an intermediate
stage. recognizable onlv in fragments. that was closer to the viewpoint found
in Arius Didymus than was Op. 134-135. In this intermediate stage the
“heavenly man™ of Gen 1:27 was less a real figure and more a pure paradigm
and so closer to the “paradigm™ found in Arius Didvmus. This prior stage
was based on the distinction between genus (vévog) and species (e1502).

#* Translation by E. H. Gifford. Eusebii Pamphili Evangelicae Praeparationis Lipri X\
3 2.589. Aristotle (Meraph. 1.9.1-15.991ab) indicates that Plato had an "idea™ of man but that
noton is not found clearly in the Platonic texts themselves. The “idea™ of man as a standard
exampie became popular in the Platonic tradition oniv later.
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And when Moses had called the genus (16 vévog) “man.” quite admirably did he
distinguish its species (t¢ €idn). adding that it had been created "male and fe-
male™ (Gen 1:27). and this though its individual members had not vet taken
shape. For the primary species are in the genus to begin with and reveal them-
selves as in a mirror 1o those who have the faculty of keen vision. (Op. 76.)
Equality. too. divided the human being into man and woman. two sections
uneqgual in strength. but quite equal as regards what was nature’s urgent pur-
pose. the reproduction of themselves in a third person. "God made man.” he
savs. “made him after the image of God. Male and female he made™—not now
“him" but “them" (Gen 1:27). He concludes with the plural. thus connecting
with the genus (1¢ vévet) mankind the species (¢ €16M). (Her. 163-164.)

The two terms (vévoc. e1802) are only apparently used in the Aristotelian
sense of modes of classification. Their real meaning is the distinction of the
ideal world from the sensible world.*® The use of these two terms in this way
appears a number of times in Philo.¢ Much of the terminology in Philo used
to characterize a genus is the same as that used in the passage from
Arius Didvmus.

Arius Didvmus Philo

16€a Der. 77-78

dpbBaprog Sac. 6-8: Post. 105: Mui. 78-80: Cher. 5-8
copayis Mur. 78-80

dpyéTunov Det. 77-78: Her. 126-127%1

Although the passage from Arius Didvmus does not refer to the ideas pre-
ciselv as a genus. he nevertheless does refer to the idea as “patterns arranged
by class of things which are by nature sensible™ (tov Kata @Uoy aicnt®Ov
Kara yévog Oplopéva tiva tapadelypata).

A closer parallel to the use of the yévoz /eldog distinction in Philo is
found in Seneca’s Epistulae Morales. In Ep. 58 Seneca discusses the six ways
in which Plato divided all existing things. What interests us are the first.
third. and fourth classes of being. In this section from Seneca the concepts of
genus. idea, and species are of central importance.

49 Undoubtediy Middle Platonists looked to Plato for the justification of this distinction.
In Piato the two terms vévoz and ¢ldoz can mean the same thing (e.g. Sph. 253b) and exist apart
from the sensible world. The term gldo is far more common in this meaning while yévog can
also come close to the meaning of “tvpe™ ( Thr 228¢ and Sph. 253d). For the notion of ideas
immanent in matter. thev mav well have looked to Phd. 103b-104b or to Tim. 50c-5la.
Whether either of these texts really refers to forms or ideas immanent in matter is disputable.
but jater Platonists probably understood them in that sense.

50 Der. 77-78: Sac. 6-§: Post. 105 Deus 119-20: Mur. 77-80: Her. 126-27: Cher. 5-8.

ST Most of these passages were quite aliegorical. while neither Op. 76 or Her. 163-64 are
allegorical in the sense in which we have been using the term. The distinction obviously proved
helpful at that level of interpretation, although it was certainly not confined to that level.
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The first class of “that which exists” cannot be grasped by the sight or by the
touch. or by any of the senses: but it can be grasped by thought. Any genenye
conception (quod generaliter est). such as generic man (ranmquam homo genery-
Jis). does not come within the range of the eves: but “man’™ in particular (specig-
lis) does: as. for example. Cicero. Cato. The term “animal™ Is not seen: it i
grasped by thought alone. A particular man (species eius). however is seen. for

“

example. a horse. a dog. . . .

The third class is made up of those things which exist in the proper sense of the
term: they are countless in number. but are situated bevond our sight. “Wha:
are these?" vou ask. They are Plato’s own furniture, so to speak: he calls then:
“ideas.” and from them all visible things are created. and according to therr
pattern all things are fashioned. They are immortal. unchangeable. inviolabic
(hae immortales. immuiabiles, inviolabiles sunt). And this idea. or rather. Pla-
to's conception of it. is as follows: “The ‘idea’ is the everlasting pattern (exem-
plar aerernun) of those things which are created by nature.” I shall explain this
definition. in order to set the subject before vou in a clearer light: Suppose that 1
wish to make a likeness (imaginem) of vou: [ possess in your person the pattern
(exenplar) of this picture, wherefrom my mind receives a certain outline. which
it is 1o embody in its own handiwork. That outward appearance. then. which
gives me instruction and guidance. this pattern for me to imitate. is the “idea.”
Such patterns. therefore, nature possesses in infinite number.—of men. fish.
trees. according to whose model everything that nature has to create 1s
worked out.

In the fourth place we shall put “form™ (idos). And if you would know what
“form™ means. vou must pay close attention. calling Plato. and not me. to
account for the difficulty of the subject. However. we cannot make fine distine-
tions without encountering difficulties. A moment ago I made use of the artist as
an illustration. When the artist desired to reproduce Virgil in colours he would
gaze upon Virgil himself. The “idea™ was Virgil's outward appearance. and this
was the pattern {exemplar) of the intended work. That which the artist draws
irom this “idea™ and has embodied in his own work. is the “form.”™ Do vou ask
me where the difference lies? The former is the pattern (exemplar): while the
latter is the shape (forma) taken from the pattern and embodied in the work.
... If vou desire a further distinction, | will say that the “form™is in the artist’s
work. the “idea™ outside his work. and not only outside 1t. but prior to it.
(Seneca. Ep. 58. 16, 18-21,)52

How the thought of this passage from Seneca develops 1s not completel
clear. The cause of this lack of clarity is that the distinction of genus and
species in the first class of “things which exist™ seems to be the same as that
found in the third and fourth classes between idea (idea) and form (idovs).

52 Translation by R. M. Gummere (Seneca. Ad Lucilium Epistulae Morales [Cambridpe:
Harvard University Press. 1917]. 1.396-400).
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Seneca may have taken what was intended as alternative formulations to be
separate classes of being. His purpose mav have been to emphasize the
genus, species distinction, since this was the rubric under which he discusses
these six “Platonic™ distinctions.™* The distinction of genus, species seems.
then. to be parallel to the distinction between idea and idos. Both the genus
and the idea are part of the intelligible world and serve as patterns for the
species or idos. that s, for the individuals in the sensible world. The concep-
tual structure of this passage from Seneca’s Epistle 58 and the fragment from
Arius Didymus are of a piece. This suggests that the framework found in
Seneca, including the genus/ species distinction. goes back to the latter part
of the first century B.C.%

This suggestion is strengthened by several passages in Albinus’ Didaska-
likos. which. as I indicated earlier. may well be a reworking of Arius Didy-
mus’ On the Doctrines of Plato.** In Chapter Four Albinus distinguishes
between the primary intelligibles (& np®Ta vontd) and the secondary intel-
ligibles (ta 6evtepa vontd). The primary intelligibles are the ideas (i8éat)
and these are transcendent. The secondary intelligibles are the “forms™ (¢ién)
and these are In matter and are inseparable from matter (t¢ émi ™ Uin
ayopote dvia thg U7.ng).5¢ The same distinction appears in Chapter Ten.
this time in connection with a demonstration that God is incorporeal.

From these things it appears that he (God) is also incorporeal. This can be
demonstrated by the following reasons. For if God is a body he would be
composed of matter and form (el60:) because every body is some sort of combi-
nation of matier and form joined to it (1ot olv altf €idous). a form which
bears a likeness (¢{opotobran) to the ideas (taiz idéats) and participates in them
ina way that is hard to describe. Therefore it is absurd that God would be made
up of matter and form. (Albinus. Didaskalikos. X. pp. 165.37-166.6.)

Here the distinction is between i8£a and €180z, This fact supports the notion
that the distinctions genus/ species and idea/idos in Seneca’s Epistle 58 are
really synonymous distinctions. Species 1s simply the Latin equivalent of the
Greek €l80¢. and genus and idea (15¢a) are interchangeable terms for the
patterns of the intelligible world. The parallelism is indicted in the following
table:

53 See Seneca. £p. 58. 5-18.

3% Dillon ( The Middle Plaronisis. 137) suggests that Arius Didymus may have been the
source for Seneca. Certainly the outlook common to Seneca. the Didaskalikos (see beiow}. und
Arius Didymus points to the first century B.¢. even if the passages in Seneca are not directh
derived from Arius Didvmus.

35 See Chapter 1V, 65-66. 6§-69.

50 Albinus. Didaskalikos 1V, p. 15533235,
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Philo Seneca Albinus ( Arius Didymus)
Intelligible world:  vévo: genus-idea 16¢a
Sensible world: eldoos species-idos eldog

The position taken in the Didaskalikos that the ideas are transcendent and
that the “forms™ (species €idn) are in matter and inseparable from it is the
same position taken at the end of the passage from Seneca. The thought
patterns of these passages from Arius Didvmus, Seneca. and the Didaskali-
kos are all of a piece and all probably go back 1o the latter part of the first
century B.C.

Whatis important for our purposes. of course. is that these passages are
also of a piece with Op. 76 and Her. 163-164. In Op. 76 and Her. 163164,
the genus (vévog) is of the ideal world. immortal and recognizable only by
the mind. while the species (¢1802) is part of the sensible world. In addition.
as in Seneca and the fragment from Arius Didvmus. the emphasis is on
individual man as made according to the pattern of “man” in the intelligible
world. The interpretation found in Op. 76 and Her. 163-164 takes up this

outlook from Middle Platonism and applies it to the double description of

the creation of man in Genesis. The Jewish interpreter explains the relation-
ship of the man created in Gen 1:27 to the man created in Gen 2:7 in a wayv
that establishes the parallelism between the patterns of the intelligible world
and the pattern or idea of “man” and between the objects of the sensible
world and the sensible man. This parallelism. although absent from the
Timaeus. was a philosophical commonplace by the end of the first century
B.C. This also explains why the “generic man™ of Op. 76 and Her. 163-164 is
more of a paradigm than a real figure. These two passages in Philo follow the
pattern found in Seneca and Arius Didymus. and in that pattern the “generic
man” is the paradigm for the “specific man" but not a real figure.

All of this process was made much easier, of course. for a Jewish inter-
preter since. as a matter of fact. the creation of man was described twice in
Genesis. The man created in Gen 1:27 was the heavenly paradigm while the
man created in Gen 2:7 was the cast or image of that man in the sensible
world. Yet because the man created in Gen 1:27 was a real figure and not a
paradigm and because he was interpreted as a real figure in prior interpreta-
tions (e.g.. Op. 24-25. L. 4. 3.95-96: Her. 230-231). the description of th
creation of the heavenly man in Op. 134-135. L. 4. 1.31-32. and L. 4. 2.
has its own peculiar character. This peculiar character is most prominent in
LA 24

o
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4

Itis not good that anyv man should be alone. For there are two races of men. the
one made after the Image. and the one molded out of the carth. Far the muan
made after the Image it is not good to be alone. because he vearns after the
Image. For the Image of God is a pattern of which copies are made. and even
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copy longs for that of which itis a copy. and its station is at its side. Far less is it
good for the man molided of the earth to be alone. Nay. it is impossible. For
with the mind so formed. linked to it in closest fellowship, are senses. passions.
vices. ten thousand other presences.

The heavenly man is more than an eternal paradigm: he is a real figure
capzble of “vearning after the Image.” that is. after the Logos. Jewish inter-
preters were conditioned to treat the “heavenly man™as a real figure and not
just as a paradigm both because of the text of Gen 1:27. which describes the
creation of a real man. and because previous levels of interpretation whose
concepts and vocabulary these interpreters used also thought that Gen 1:27
described the creation of a real man and not a paradigm.

D. The Search for Consistency: The Intelligible and Sensible W orlds
Although the interpretation of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7 as two separate
creations remedied the lack of consistency caused by the fact that there was
no mention of the creation of an “intelligible man™ as a paradigm for the
man of the sensible world in Gen 1:1-3. it created another kind of anomaly.
If the distinction between the ideal world and the sensible world is the
distinction between “dav one™ (Gen 1:1-35) and the other five davs. then the
fact that the heavenly man is created on the sixth dav. a dayv otherwise
devoted to the creation of creatures of the sensible world, is anomalous. As
we have seen in previous interpretations of Gen 1:27, there was an attempt to
coordinate the interpretation of the creation of the world and the interpreta-
tion of the creation of man. This attempt to be consistent can be seen in the
introduction of the figure of the Logos from the interpretation of the crea-
tion of the world into the interpretation of the creation of man so that the
two interpretations are parallel.s” It can also be seen in the interpretation of
Gen 1:27 as the creation of an ideal. paradigmatic man so that both the
world and man are created according to intelligible paradigms.s® It was
important in this exegetical tradition that the interpretation of the creation
of the world and the interpretation of the creation of man be consistent with
each other. Once Gen 1:27 was interpreted as the creation of the intelligible.
heavenly man, then, to be consistent. the line of demarcation between the
inteltigible world and the sensible world had to fall somewhere between Gen
1:27 and Gen 2:7 so that the intelligible man created in Gen 1:27 was created
with the intelligible world and the sensible man created in Gen 2:7 was
created along with the rest of the sensible world.

57 See Chapter IV, section A.

5% See Chapter IV, sections B and C.
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It is precisely this sort of shift that emerges in L. 4. 2.11-13, and aguin
it 1s connected with the distinction between man as vévoz and man as eldo:.
This section in the Legum Allegoriae isan interpretation of Gen 2:19 (" And
God molded moreover out of the earth all the wild beasts of the field™ and
its refationship to Gen 1:24 (*Let the earth bring forth living soul afier i

Lind. four-footed animals and creeping things and wild beasts.”):

The addition of “mareover™ (1) to "molded ™ is by no means otiose. How do we
«ee this” Because above also he mentions the molding of the wild beasts before
the creation of man. as we see from these words referring to the sixth day: and
e said. “Let the earth bring forth the living soul after irs kind (xata yévozy.
our-footed animals and creeping things and wild beasts™ (Gen 1:24).

How comes he. then. 1o mold other wild beasts now. and not to be satisfied with
those former ones? From the ethical point of view (81k®2) what we must say s
this. In the realm of created things the class of wickedness is abundant. It
follows that in this the worst things are ever being produced. From the philo-
sophical point of view (guoik®Z) our answer must be. that on the former
occasion (Gen 1:24). when engaged in the Work of the six days. he wrought the
genera (yévn) and the originals (16£ul) of the passions. whereas now he iy
fashioning the species as well.

This is why he savs. “He molded moreover.” That what were created in the
first instance were genera. is evident from the words emploved. “Let the earth
bring forth-the living soul.” not according to species (Kat £1602) but according
to genus (katd vévoz). And we find in him every instance working in this way.
Before the species he completes the genera. He does so in the case of man.
Having first fashioned man as a genus. in which the prophet savs that there is
“the male and the female” genus. he afterwards makes Adam. the species.

The first thing to note about this passage is that two very different kinds of
interpretations are set side by side. One is the “ethical™ (nik®2) interpreta-
tion in which the creation of the wild beasts is described twice becausein the
world of becoming (8v 1@ vevnt®) evils are always being produced (aci
vevvacBol). Whatever the origins of this interpretation may have been. 1t 18
clearly separate from the interpretation that follows. sipce 1t in no way
involves a distinction between the intelligible world and the sensible world. It

R

simply talks about the abundance of evil in the world of becoming.’

59 The “cthical™ interpretation which is concerned with the abundance of evils probably

depends on the eliegorical interpretation of the amimals as symbols of the passions. Thiy i
pretation. like the interpretation to pe

becuause. for Phile. evilis rooted in the passions. This inter
coory of the

discussed below of the animals as symbois of the passions. is part of the Philonie ali
woul. The use of the terms 10K®; and euoIKG I 1o characterize these interpreations 1
propably the work of Philo. When used by Philc in such a context, the term EUOINGZ Do longeer

also
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The second. more “physically™ oriented interpretation (Quoik®z) takes
the creation of the wild beasts in Gen 1:24 as the creation of the generz-i or the
types of the passions (7& vévn kai taz 168ag tHv nabdv) and the creation of
the wild beasts in Gen 2:19 as the creation of the species (1é £181). The basis
of this interpretation is twofold: (1) in Gen 1:24 the earth is said to bring
forth animals kata yévog. which is taken to mean not “according to kindt'
but “generically™ and (2) in Gen 2:19 the text reads “and God molded
moreover (E11)" which means that he had molded animals before this.

The second interpretation is itself a combination of two levels. The first
level is one in which there is a distinction drawn between the generic and the
specific creation of the animals. This interpretation is represented by L. A.
2.11b. 13. In this interpretation. the wild animals are not s_\'mbolsr of the
passions: thev are the intelligible paradigms of the animals (Gen 1:24) and
the animals themselves (Gen 2:19). The interpretation found in L. 4. 2.11b
refers only to the creation of the animals (Onpia). and not to the creation of
the passions. This becomes even clearer when one examines the analogy
made with the creation of man at the end of the passage (L. 4. 2.13). Just as
there was a generic and a specific creation of man. so too there was a generic
a.nd a specific creation of the animals. The analogy involves only the 5istinc-
tion of the generic creation of the animals and man from the spe—ciﬁc creation
of the animals and man. The interpretation in L. 4. 2.13 does not involve a
further level of interpretation in which these two would represent. for exam-
ple. Fhe generic and the specific “mind ™ (vobz) or the generic and the specific
passions (mabn)." This indicates that the interpretation of the creation of the
gmmals as symbols of the passions is a second. additional level of
interpretation.

. The reason for such an addition is quite clear. In L. 4. 2.9~11a the wild
ammals are interpreted allegorically as the soul’s passions. that is. as part of
the allegory of the soul. a mode of interpretation that forms the framework
for Philo’s own interpretation. In order to integrate the interpretation of
L. A 2.11b. 13 into the allegory of the soul, Philo has added a second level
of interpretation (that is. the wild beasts as symbols of the passions) to the

rcfcrs to the interpretation of a verse that is “in accord with reality™ but to an interpretation that
1s "physical” rather than “ethical.” The meaning of the term differs. then. from the way Aristo-
bulus used it and from the way 1t was used in previous levels of interpretation of the creation of
man.

&6 In the deveiopments 1o be described in Chapter V1. the man created in Gen 2:7 does
become u symboi for the human mind ( Planr. 44-46: L. 4. 1.53-355. 88=&9. 90-96. But this is
not the case in L. 4. 2,13 where we are 1alking about the whole man. Adam. and not about a
symbol for the mind. That indicates that the interpretation of the wild animals as symbols for
the passions is & secondary interpretation by Philo himself. '
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pre-Philonic distinction of the generic and the specific creations of the ani-
mals. An even clearer indication of the secondary character of the wild
animals as symbols of the passions comes from Q. G. 1.19. which is also an
interpretation of Gen 1:24 and Gen 2:19:

Why are beasts and birds now again created. when their creation wus
announced earlier in the six-day (creation storyy?
Perhaps those things which twere created) in the six days were incorporeal and
were svmbolically tvpical types of beasts and birds. But now were produced in
actuality their likenesses, sensible likenesses of the invisible things.

In this passage from the Questions on Genesis. there is no indication of the
second level of interpretation found in L. 4. 2.12. Rather the interpretation
is the same as that found in L. 4. 2.11b 13, the first level of interpretation.
All of this clearly shows that the interpretation of the wild beasts as symbols
of the passions is an addition by Philo. used to integrate L. 4. 2.11b. 13 into
his overall interpretation of Gen 2:19 as part of the allegory of the soul. Once
again this lavering of interpretation 1s important because it shows the wayv in
which Philo organized the exegetical traditions available to him. The inter-
pretation of the wild animals as svmbols of the passions is introduced in
L. A4.2.12 without rejecting or even explicitly altering the previous interpre-
tation. A second level is subtly grafted onto the stem of the earlier
interpretation.

It is the first. pre-Philonic interpretation that 1s of interest to us because
it clarifies the effect that the interpretation of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7 as
separate creations had on the interpretation of the story of the creation of
the world. The division between the ideal. generic world and the sensible.
specific world no longer comes between dayv one and the other six days. Now
all of the creation described on these six davs refers to the ideal. generic
world (L. 4. 2.11b). It is onlyv in Genesis 2 (the seventh dayv) that one finds
the creation of the sensible world. In this way the first creation of man in
Gen 1:27 falls within the creation of the intelligible world while the second
creation in Gen 2:7 falls within the creation of the sensible world.

The way in which L. 4. 2.11b. 13 is constructed also strengthens the
suggestion made earlier that. unlike the introduction of the Logos figure
from the context of the creation of the world into the context of the creation
of man. the direction of influence at this level of interpretation is reversed.
The interpretation of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7 as a double creation of man is
what causes the restructuring of the interpretation of the creation of the
world. L. 4. 2.13b is an appeal by analogy to the story of the double creation
of man (Sorep xal £ni 1ol dvBpdrou). It is the double creation of man that
serves as a support for this particular interpretation of the double creation of
the world and not the other wav around. This means that this parucular
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interpretation of the double creation of the world is consequent on the
double creation of man. :

Finallv. there is a passage that allows us to locate more precisely where
this new line of demarcation between the creation of the intelligible world
and the creation of the sensible world comes. It is just such a line of demarca-
tion that emerges in Op. 129~130:

In his concluding summary of the story of creation he savs: “This is the book of
the genesis of heaven and earth. when thev came into being. in the day in which
(A Nuépa) God made the heaven and the earth and every herb of the field before
it appeared upon the earth. and all grass of the field before it sprang up™ (Gen
2:4-5) 1s he not manifestiy describing the incorporeal ideas present only to the
mind {(dompatous kai vontds 1dag). by which as by seals. the finished objects
that meet our senses were moided? For before the earth put forth its voung
green shoots, voung verdure was present. he tells us. in the nature of things
without material shape. and before grass sprang up in the field. there was in
existence an invisible grass.

We must suppose that in the case of all other objects also. on which the sense
pronounces judgment. the eider forms and measures (npecPtzepa eidn xai
uéTpa). to which all things that come into being owe shape and size. subsisted
before them: for even if he has not dealt with evervthing together according to
genus (Katd yévog), aiming as he does at brevitv in a high degree. nevertheless
what he does sav gives us a few indications of universal Nature. which brings
forth no finished product in the world of sense without using an incorporeal
pattern.®!

In this interpretation Gen 2:4-5 serve as a summary of evervthing that
has gone before. At first it seems as if the phrase “in the day in which™ (§
fuépq) (Gen 2:4) means that the line of demarcation between the creation of
the intelligible world and the creation of the sensible world in Op. 129-130 is
still between “day one™ and the other five davs. that is. that the intelligible
paradigms of heaven. earth, herbs. and grass were all created on “day one.”

61 All of the manuscripts except M read xatd pépo: rather than kata vévos. Howeverto
read kat@ pépoc. one must. as Cohn did. emend the text by inserting Gz between pépos and
@0pda in order to establish the conirast between pépog and d6poda. If however one reads xatd
vévog with manuseript M {which with manuseript V are the best) one need make no emenda-
tion. This also fits the context better because Philo is really saving that. although Moses has not
mentioned evervthing according to genus but only the “herbs of the field™ and the "grass of the
field.” nevertheless we can learn something universal about the nature of things. Philo is arguing
from the exemplary to the general and not from the general 1o the particular. The contrast 1s
between the dbpda mavta and the herbs and grass. The wotg yévog then refers to the 1@
rpeoPitepu £idn Kai pétpa. the original forms and measures. that is. not those in matter but
those in the ideal world, those xaté yévoz. This basically preserves the yévos eldog distinction
as ideas forms-in-matter.
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Yet the interpretation of these two verses found in Op. 129-130 seems to
byvpass the phrase “in the day in which.” since it is not mentioned in the
interpretation of Gen 2:4-5. The phrase seems to be taken to mean nothing
more precise than “at the time when.” This becomes clear when one analyzes
the phrases "according to genus™ (xatd vévol) and the “elder forms™ (1¢
rnpecBitepa €1d1) in Op. 130, The use of these phrases is based once again
on the distinction of genus {vévog) as identical with “idea™ or “intelligible
paradigm™ and form (eldoz) as identical with form-in-matter. The term
“elder forms™ then 1s another wayv of referring to the “ideas™ or “genera™
since the forms are copies of pre-existent ideas which are therefore “elder™
forms (C: '30). In this way the terms “incorporeal ideas present only to the
mind” (Op. 129). the “elder forms and measures™ (Op. 130). and “genus™
(Op. 130) are svnonvmous.

In addition. when the interpreter admits that Moses has not dealt with
everything “according to genus.” he is referring to those places in the crea-
tion account in Genesis | where Moses does recount the creation of plants on
the third day (Gen 1:11). fish and birds on the fifth day (Gen [:21), and land
animals on the sixth dav (Gen 1:24-25). all “according to genus” (xuta
vévoc). For the interpreter that means that all of these creations are part of
the intelligible world. For the sake of brevity. however. Moses has not
mentioned. either in Genesis | or in the summary of Gen 2:4-5. the creation
of each thing “"according to genus.” Nevertheless. the interpreter claims. all
sensible objects must have intellible paradigms which existed before them
(Op. 130). This means that not only the plants. fish. birds. and land animals
created in Genesis | but also everyvthing else. including the sun. moon. stars.
and the man created in Gen 1:27 must be part of the intelligible world of
paradigms. The interpretation found in Op. 129-130 then is of a piece with
L. A 211b, 13 and Q. G. 1.2. 19 in which all of the creation account in
Genesis | refers to the creation of the intelligible world, that is. “according to
genus.” The line of demarcation found in Op. 129-130. then. is set not at
Gen 15 between “day one™ and the other five davs but at Gen 2:5 between
what was created on the first six davs and what was created on the seventh
day (Q. G. 1.19). The same distinction between the first six days of the
creation of the world and the seventh day is also parallel to the distinction
between the creation of the heavenly man and that of the earthly man.
According to Q. G. 2.56. the heavenly man was created on the sixth day and
the carthly man was created on the seventh day.

The development of the interpretation of the creation of man as a
double creation is an excgetical development. the impetus for which is the
search for consistency. 1f the sensible world was created according to an
ideul paradigm. so too was the sensible man. This search for consistency on
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the part of Jewish interpreters was paraileled in Middle Platonism.*> Both
Middle Platonists and these Jewish interpreters of Genesis sought to main-
tain the existence of a paradigm of man paralle] to the paradigms for the rest
of the sensible world. But because of the peculiar character of the text of
Genesis and its prior interpretation. this search for consistency caused a
double shift. First of all. the single creation of man in Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7
became a double creation. Sensible man. like the sensible world. was created
according to a paradigm in the intelligible world. That was easy enough.
since the creation of man was described twice in Genesis. The second shift
was more difficult since the creation of the world was not so clearly described
twice. Yet the early verses of Genesis 2 seemed to take up again the creation
of the world and so the line of demarcation between the intelligible world
and the sensible world was shifted from Gen 1:3 to Gen 2:5. In this way the
man of Gen 1:27 could be created with the rest of the intelligible world, and
the man of Gen 2:7 could be created with the rest of the sensible world. The
logic of these two shifts is of a piece in the sense that. to be consistent. the
creation of the intelligible man in Gen 1:27 had to take place within the
creation of the intelligible world. The interpretation of Gen 1:27 as the
creation of the paradigm of man then forced the change of the line of
demarcation between the creation of the intelligible world and the creation
of the sensible world to be moved from Gen 1:5 to Gen 2:5. Because of this.
these two shifts are not two distinct stages of interpretation: rather they are
two sides of the same coin. The shift in the interpretation of the creation of
man and the shift in the interpretation of the creation of the world are two
aspects of a single interpretative development.

E. Methods of Interprerarion

The methods of interpretation used in these passages are basically the
same as those analyzed in the previous chapter. A crucial phrase in a verse is
interpreted in such a way that it points the interpreter toward a certain set of
philosophical concepts. Once that connection has been established. the philo-
sophical concepts can then be used to interpret the whole passage. In addi-
tion this interpretation can then serve as a fulcrum that changes the balance.
the interpretation. of a more extended text.

As | indicated earlier in this chapter. the interpretation of the creation
of man as a double creation developed in two stages. In the first stage. the

2 This is part of a larger endeavor to interpret Plato in 2 way that is Internally consistent.
Such 4 concern for consistency is refiected in the “metaphysics of prepositions” found in
Sencca’s descriptions of tyvpes of causality in £p. 63, in the concern for categorization found in
Seneca’s £p. 58, and in the appearance of handbooks on philosophy such as that of Arius
Didvmus’ On the Docirines of Plato.
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151 i etween the man created in Gen 1:27 and the man creat;d .in. Gen
e i 27 d the specific or individua!
2.~ was between the generic man (Gen 1:27) and t p T individual
;n;m (Gen 2:7).6% In the second stage. the hf:.a\'enl}' man f(:m?r.ge ?s a rc::
ficure rather than simply as a tvpe or parladlgm.'64 T’he.trabnm;l(;rlcgsj :n‘
r‘fm {o the second stage was almost ?ertamly qu1‘te rapid ot- g;a t\.r:ﬁ ;
text of Gen 1:27 describes the creauon of a reai man.'noth:m @ n c_:“r
naradiem. and because the verse had been underslogd in that \\;1.\61 5»“
}\iou> i;ucrpretations.“»‘ This development pushed the mterprel‘er Oxf C ve:x =
in the direction of viewing the heavenly man as more thag a 1{) pe op g»m'u),
The first. intermediate. stage has survived only in ,ra'xgm»ms“(x:g,‘
Op. 76: Her. 163-164). and so the explicit giounds for the Interélprelwox?
have been lost. 1t is. however. clear from Op. 76 and Her. 163-16 }tlhat (bg
justification for the interpretation must have been based on the' p‘ffi‘sc,xlrf
Gen 1:27. “male and female.” In this interpretation. the generic ﬂman' 18 m,d;
and female” not because he 1s an androgyne but because the sp§c1e‘s (r}?i\‘
and female) are inherent (Evundpyst) in the genus (Qp. 76). A phl]o‘sop (i‘d.{
commonplace (the notion of inherence) 1s used to interpret the meaning of
' ase in the text.®® ‘
the C:J(;?rlli;l):rrkmd of justification is given for the second stage of the mIISZ.
pretation. This justification is found most clearly expressed 1:1 Op. 1(3}4- 7:
Since the interpretation involves the contrast between Gen 1:127 and Gen 2:7.

the justification is meant to establish that contrast:

After this he savs that “God formed man by taking clay( from the -eartﬁ. %lnd.
breathed into his face the breath of life” (Gen 2:7). By this also he shows \cqr_\
clearly that there is a vast difference between the man thus formed gndfthc ”rr;u.n
that came into existence earlier after the image of G(?d: for the man so’ anl(: 1
an object of sense perception. partaking already of such or such q?imf\h'l‘t(:;
4tn2). consisting of body and soul. man or woman, b\ nature mortal: \t,'i; u;
that was after the image was an idea (16£a) or type (yévog) or seal {owpa HTI-BIC
obiect of thought. incorporeal. neither male nor female. by nalure.mcorfrup 1 i;
It ;a\'s. however. that the formation of the individual man. the obje;t‘ o SCT;H.
a composite one (olvBeTov) made up of earthly S}lbstance.and of ’ 1\dmc(,)ly:jm;
for it savs that the body was made through the Amﬁcer tak‘mg clay an m ,..m.;j
out of it a human form. but that the soul was originated trom nozhmglc;;;' N
whatever. but from the Father and Ruler of all: for.that which he blrml‘ Lumd
was nothing else than a divine spirit that migrated hither from that birsstuiur

t3 Op. 76 Her. 163-64,

0% Op. 1342350 L A 131232,

< Eg. Op. 9-T1: L 4. 395-96. |

66 Cf. Aristotle. An. Post. 1.4, 73b: Ph. 2.1, 193a; Metaph. 3.3.998a: 5,18
nus 5.3.11; Julian. Or. 4.140c.

1022a: Ploti-
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happy existence for the benefit of our race. to the end that. even if it is mortal in
respect of its visible part. it may in respect of the part that is invisible be
rendered immortal. Hence it may with propriety be said that man is the border-
land between mortal and immortal nature. partaking of each so far as is needful.
and that he was created at once mortal and immorial. mortal in respect of the
body. but in respect of the mind immortal

As I indicated earlier in this chapter. the interpretation is based on two
particular phrases. one found in each of the two verses. The interpreter took
this phrase to mean that the man created in Gen 1:27 was prior to any sexual
distinction and so neither male nor female. This phrase. however. is not
found in Gen 2:7. On the other hand. the man created in Gen 2:7 was made
from earth and “divine spirit™ (Op. 135). This means that the man was
composite (cOvBetov). This concept, however. is not found in Gen 1:27. nor
is there any mention of the fact that the man created in Gen 1:27 has a body.
The contrast. then. is between a man who is not composite but incorporeal
and is neither male nor female and 2 man who is composite. bodilv. and
either male or female. The interpreter then concludes that what is simple and
incorporeal and prior to any sexual differentiation must also be immortal:
conversely what is composite. bodilv. and sexual must be mortal by nature.
The conclusion is based on philosophical commonplaces which are given a
Platonic twist: onlyv that which is a composite (oUvBeTov) can be dissolved
and so be mortal by nature; the incorporeal is by nature immortal: sexuality
is restricted to the realm of becoming.6” The interpreter has understood the
text In such a way that crucial phrases in the text reflect common. but
Platonically interpreted. philosophical notions. and then draws a conclusion
proper to those philosophical notions. Once again. the basic interpretation
serves as a bridge to a different world of discourse. When that bridge had
been completed. a set of concepts drawn from that other. philosophical
world of discourse can then be applied to the text.

That application in turn forces a recasting. but nor a rejection. of the
previous interpretation of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7. Attributes which at a
previous level of the interpretation of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7 were applied to
the one man who was the result of a single act of creation must now be
applied either 1o the heavenly man created in Gen 1:27 or to the earthly man
created in Gen 2:7. Now only the heavenly man is an 1mage. an tdea. or a seal
and only the earthly man receives the divine spirit. One has. then. not only

&7 None of these three commonplaces as such is exclusively Platonic. A Peripatetic could

subscribe to all three of them. In addition to the overall structure. what gives the passage a
Platonic coloring is the connection of “qualiny™ (o162 with “body ™ (Op. 134). This same
peculiar connection is found in Tim. 49¢-504.
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the reinterpretation of the text of Genesis: one also has the reinterpretation
of 4 previous interpretation. This fact is by no means unimportant because it
means that the interpreter saw himself not only as interpreting the text but
also as interpreting that text within a tradition to which he felt a responsibil-
ity and so to which he had 1o pay attention. While the interpretation
changed. a sense of continuity was still maintained.

There is one further pre-Philonic development in the interpretation of
Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7 that tllustrates. in an anomalous way, the power of an
interpretation that has become traditional. It involves the contrast of “spirit”™
(xvebpa) and “breath™ (mvor). This contrast appears in L. 4. 1.42 and 1
reflected in Plan:. 44:

He uses the word “breath™ not “spirit”™ {in Gen 2:7) implving a difference
between them: for “spirit™is conceived of as connoting strength and vigour and
power. while a “breath" is like an air or a peaceful and gentle vapour. The mind
that was made after the image and original might be said to partake of spirit. for
its reasoning faculty possesses robustness: but the mind that was made out of
matter must be said to partake of the light and less substantial air. as of some
exhalation. such as those that rise from spices: for if they are kept and not
burned for incense there is still a sweet perfume from them. (L. 4. 1.42))

This interpretation has been reworked by Philo. since it refers to two kinds
of “minds™ rather than to two kinds of “men.” But it is clear from Plan:. 44
that there was a pre-Philonic interpretation that made the same distinction
but about two “men” rather than about two “minds.” * The justification for
the interpretation is based on the fact that Gen 2:7 refers to “breath™and not
to “spirit.” “Spirit must therefore refer to the heavenly man of Gen 1:2
What is remarkable about this interpretation is that it completely over-
looked the fact that “spirit™ was introduced in the first place into the inter-
pretation of the creation of man in Gen 2:7 because it was synonymous with
“breath.”™® Yet the fact that the earthly man and not the heavenly man
received the “divine spirit”™ must have seemed inappropriate. and so the
“divine spirit™ was transferred to the heavenly man. This interpretation 1s
valuable because it gives another insight into the power of a traditional

i

® 1t i< with deliberate care that the lawgiver savs not of the man (dv8pwroz) made after

the image but of the man fashioned out of earth. that he was introduced into the garden

For the man stamped with the spirit (zvebpa) which is after the image of God differs not &

whit. as it appears to me. {rom the tree that bears the fruit of immortal life. ( Planz. 34.)
It 18 clear from this passage that the term “spint™ was first transferred to the figure of the
heaveniy man. Only at the level of Philo's aliegory of the soul do the two "men™ become two
“minds.” This development will be discussed in the next chapter.

% The term “spirit” first occurs in connection with the Stoic interpretation of Gen 27
found in 1. 4. 1.36-358.
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interpretation. The notion of a “divine spirit™ involved 1n the creation of man
had become almost “canonical”™ and so had to be accounted for. even when
the original textual basis for that interpretation (i.e.. the "breath™ of Gen 2:7)
was bypassed.

The techniques involved in the interpretation of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7
as a double creation are. therefore, the same as those discussed in the pre-
vious chapter. The interpretation of a crucial phrase links the verse to a more
philosophical language. in this case Platonism. Once this link has been
made. the structure of that philosophical language can then be introduced to
clarify the meaning of the whole text.

In the previous chapter I indicated that the interpretation of a crucial
phrase influenced the interpretation not only of the immediate context but
also of much larger sections of the text. The same thing is true of these
interpretations. Together thev serve as a fulerum on which rests the interpre-
tation of much of Genesis 1-2. Once it is established that Gen 1:27 tells of
the creation of the heavenly man and Gen 2:7 tells of the creation of the
earthly man. then Gen 1:27 logically must fall within the creation of the
intelligible world and Gen 2:7 must fall within the creation of the sensible
world. But that was impossible within the previous interpretation of the
creation of the world in which the line of demarcation between the creation
of the two worlds fell between Gen 1:5 and Gen 1:6: the creation of both men
would then fall within the creation of the sensible world. Because of that. a
new line of demarcation had to be drawn, this time between Gen 2:5 and
Gen 2:6.

In his concluding summary of the storv of creation he says: “This is the book of
the genesis of heaven and earth. when they came into being. in the day in which
God made the heaven and the earth and every herb of the field before it
appeared (npo 1ol vevéoBal) upon the earth. and all grass of the field before 1t
sprang up” (Gen 2.4-5). Is he not manifestly describing the incorporeal ideas
present only in the mind. by which as by seals. the finished objects that meet our
senses were molded? For before the carth put forth its green shoots, voung
verdure was present. he tells. in the nature of things without material shape. and
before grass sprang up in the field. there was in existence an invisible grass.

We must suppose that in the case of all other objects also. on which the senses
pronounce judgment. the elder forms and measures. to which all things that
come into being owe shape and size. subsisted before them: for even if he has
not dealt with evervthing together according to genus. aiming as he does at
brevity in a high degree. nevertheless what he does say gives us a few indications
of universal Nature. which brings forth no finished product in the world of sense
without using an incorporeal pattern. (Op. 129-130.)

The interpreter has taken this rather difficult verse to mean that the creation
of the heavens and the earth described in Gen 1:1-2:3 refers to the creation
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of the intelligible world. The reason is that it took place before (npd) herbs
or grass were on the earth. that is. before the creation of the sensible world.
Once again the interpretation rests on a crucial detail in the text. This detail,
however. allows the interpreter to realign the story of creation in such a wan
that the creation of the heavenly man in Gen 1:27 can be a part of the creation
of the intelligible world and the creation of the earthly man can be a part of
the creation of the sensible world. This same interpretation is reflected in
L. A4 2.11b.13.

The techniques used at this level of interpretation are the same. then. as
those used in the interpretations of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7 discused in Chap-
ter IV, Given the stability of those techniques. it mayv be worthwhile at this
point *o highlight three basic assumptions on which these technigues rested.

1en one compares the Stoic interpretations of Gen 2:7 with the Pla-
tonic interpretations of Gen 1:27. one is struck by the fact that the interpreta-
tions of Gen 1:27 are part of an overall interpretation of the creation of the
world and of man. There is a quite conscious attempt to coordinate the
interpretation of the creation of the world with the interpretation of the
creation of man. When the interpretation of one shifts. so does the interpre-
tation of the other. The same cannot be said for the Stoic interpretation of
Gen 2:7. There is no indication that either the Stoic interpretation of Gen 2.7
or the Stoic interpretations of several verses in the creation of the world
(Op. 42-44.45-46) were part of an overall Stoic interpretation of the crea-
tion of the world or of man. This difference is far more than a matter of
quantity. Rather it is a matter of how the biblical text of the creation account
was perceived. For the Stoic interpreters of Gen 2:7, the text represented a
series of discrete units, each of which was interpreted separately. The consis-
tency in the interpretation was the consistency of the Stoic categories that

were used rather than the consistency of a unified, overall interpretation of
the text. The text of the creation storv as a whole was not an object of

interpretation. The text of the creation story was perceived differently by the
interpreters of Gen 1:27. The text of the creation storv as a whole had
become an object of interpretation. The text of the creation story was no
longer a series of disparate units but a complex whole whose interpretation
had to do justice to that complexity and that wholeness. The interpretation
of the text could be no less integral than the text of the creation story itseli.
The Platonic interpretations of the creation account in Genesis reflect a quite
different perception of the nature of the text in Genesis.

A second assumption is imbedded in the process by which a crucial

phrase in the text of Genesis is interpreted in such a wav that it allows a set of

philosophical concepts to be used in the interpretation of the text. This
technique assumes that there is a basic isomorphism between the text and
certain sets of philosophical concepts. It is assumed that what is said in the
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text of the creation account in Genesis is congruent with. for the most part.
Platonic philosophical concepts. Because of that congruence. these philo-
sophical concepts can appropriately be used to interpret the text of Genesis.
Inciuded in this assumption is the belief that what is of value in these philo-
sophical concepts was first maintained by Moses. This belief was a constant
among Jewish interpreters from Aristobulus to Philo.™ One must remember
in this context that. while these Jewish interpreters were using what we call
Middle Platonic concepts. they saw themselves as using concepts derived
directly from Plato. These concepts had the authority of Plato. But more
importantly. thev had the authority of Moses on whom Plato indirectly
depended. Therefore the use of Platonic concepts such as the distinction
between the intelligible world and the sensible world to interpret either the
creation of man or the creation of the world was not seen as the introduction
of a foreign body into the explanation of the biblical text but as the reappro-
priation of that which was originally the thought of Moses. This is specifi-
cally stated by Philo when he interprets Plato’s Tingeus as maintaining that
the world is created (vevntdg) but indestructible (dpBuptog).

Some think that the poet Hesiod is the father of this Platonic doctrine (that the
world is created but indestructible) and suppose that he calls the world created
and indestructible, created because he savs

First Chaos was. and then broad-breasted zarth

Safe dwelling- place for all for evermore ( Theogony 116f).
indestructible because he never declared that it will be dissolved or destroved.
Chaos in Aristotle’s opinion is a space because a bodv must have something
there already to hold it. but some of the Stoics suppose that it is water and that
the name is derived from its diffusion (y{oi2).
But whichever of these is right. Hesiod very clearly states the view that the world
1s created. and long before Hesiod Moses the lawgiver of the Jews said in the
Holy Books that 1t was created and imperishable. These books are five in
number. to the first of which he gave the name of Genesis. In this he begins by
saving “In the beginning God made the Heavens and the Earth and the Earth
was invisible and without form.™ Then again he goes on to say in the sequel that
“days and nights and seasons and vears and the sun and moon whose natural
function is to measure time are together with the whole heaven destined 1o
immortality and continue indestructible.” ( 4er. 17=19.)

Under such circumstances the use of Platonic philosophical categories to
interpret the text of Genesis was the most natural thing in the world. Moses
and Plato (or Hesiod) were saving the same things and Moses had said
them first.

0 Aristobulus apud Eusebius. Praep. Evang. 12.12.1. 3 Philo. Aer. 19.
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This quotation from De Aeternitate Mundi can also help to clarifv a
third and final assumption imbedded in these interpretations. That assump-
tion is that the interpretation given is the one. real interpretation of the
mcaning of the text. Although the techniques used in the interpretations are
similar to those used in Heraclitus interpretations of Homer. interpretations
that are explicitly described as “allegorical.” these interpretations of Genesis
are never characterized as "allegorical.” In Chapter 111 I suggested that one
reason for this was that Alexandria was the center of opposition to the Stoic
allegorization of Homer. This quotation from De Aerernitate Mundi sug-
gests a second reason. From Aer. 13-19 1t is clear that Plato’s Timaeus is
seen as a text whose meaning does not depend on allegorization. The dispute
described in Aer. 14 over whether Plato held that the world was created or
uncreated is a dispute over the one real meaning of the text of the Tinaeus.
There 1s no question of allegorization. Jewish interpreters may have found it
inappropriate then to describe their interpretation of the creation account in
Genesis. their equivalent of the Timaeus. as an allegorical interpretation.

F. Summary and Conclusion

The purpose of this chapter has been to show that the appearance of the
figure of the heavenly man was caused by an interpretation of the text of
Genesis and not by alleged influence from Iranian traditions about a Primal
Man. The appearance of the heavenly man was rooted in the necessity of
reconciling two facts. The first fact was that the creation of man was de-
scribed twice in Genesis. The second fact, the catalyst for the interpretation.
was that in Middle Platonism it was a commonplace that man. like other
sensible beings, was made according to an intelligible paradigm. The man
cr>  din Gen 1:27 became that heavenly paradigm while the man created in
Gen 2:7 became the sensible. earthly man. The Greek philosophical texts
that enabled us to explain the appearance of the Logos figure are basically
the same texts that enable us to explain the appearance of the figure of the
heavenly man. This fact suggests that the shifts in interpretation discussed in
this chapter followed fairly closely on the heels of the Platonic interpretation
of Gen [:27 discussed in the previous chapter. that is. in the latter half of the
first century B.C. or the very early part of the first century 4.0.7! The thought

"I Another indication that points to the latier part of the first century B.C. i found in
Paul. Rom 5:12-21 and ! Cor 15:20-22.44-50 know of the distinction between @ hzavenly man
and an earthly man. From I Cor 15:44-50 it is clear that the distinction was made prior to Paul.
If we assume. as seems reasonable. that some time was required for the distinction batween the
two to spread. then the origin of the distinction would be pushed back to the end of the first
century B.C. See Brandenburger. Adam und Chrisius: Scroggs. The Last Adam.
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patterns used in these interpretations of the creation account in Genesis are
of a piece with the Middle Platonic interpretations of Plato. and especially of
his Timaeus. from the latter half of the first century B.C. in Alexandria.

The similarity, however. goes bevond patterns of thought. The interpre-
tation of Plato’s Timaeus plaved an important roie in the development of
Middle Platonism. Eudorus of Alexandria commented on the Timaeus.™
Thrasyllus (d. A.D 36). a native of Alexandria. commented on the works of
Plato. although we do not know for certain that he commented specifically
on the 7imaeus.”™ Arius Didvmus. again a native of Alexandria. wrote the
treatise On the Docirines of Plato. which. if we are to judge by Albinus’
Didaskalikos. was heavily influenced by the Timaeus. Finally the Timaeus
Locrus was really nothing more than an interpretation of Plato’s Timaeus.
Much of the Middle Platonism of this period was rooted in the interpreta-
tion of the Timaeus. The process by which much of Middle Platonism de-
veloped was the interpretation of an authoritative text. This process of inter-
pretation is analogous to the process of interpretation of the creation
account in Genesis. Both Middie Platonic and Jewish exegetes were inter-
preting texts which had to do with the creation of the world and of man.
From Aer. 17-19 it is clear that this analogy was not lost on Jewish interpre-
ters.™ Plato’s Timaeus was seen as the Greek philosophical equivalent of
Moses™ account of creation in Genesis. Moses' account, however. was the
earlier and original version. As Middle Platonic cosmology was rooted in the
interpretation of the Timaeus. so Jewish cosmology was rooted in the inter-
pretation of the creation account in Genesis. Middle Platonic interpretations
of Plato’s Timaeus served as a ready foil for Jewish interpretations of Genesis.

The interpretations analyzed in this chapter. like those of the previous
chapter, also show us how this tradition of interpretation developed. Once
again the development took place by way of shifts rather than by the rejec-
tion of a previous interpretation. In the interpretation of creation discussed
in the previous chapter. God made the sensible world and man through the
medium of the Logos who served as both paradigm and instrument of crea-
tion. That basic interpretation is maintained but a shift takes place in which

"2 Plutarch. De 4nima Proc. in Tim. 1013B. 1019E. 1020C.

" Porphvry. Plor. 20.

T4 4er 14.17-18 also indicates that Jewish imterpreters were aware of various interpreta-
tions of Plata’s Timaeus. although one cannot tell from this passage which interpretations they
were aware of. In addition, one must remember that the analogy between the Jewish interpreta-
tions of Genesis and the Middle Platonic interpretations of the Timaews is in terms of the way in
which philosophical reflection is carried on. that is. through the interpretation of authortative
texts. We do not know precisely what these interpretations of the Tinmaeus looked like, and 5o
we do not know how closely they resembled the Jewish interpretations of Genesis
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the line of demarcation between the creation of the intelligible world and the
creation of the sensible world changes. Instead of coming between the firg
and the second davs of creation (Gen 1:5). that line now falls at Gen 2:5. |n
this wav the creation of the heavenly man (Gen 1:27) {alls within the creation
of the intelligible world. and the creation of the earthly man (Gen 2:7) falis
within the creation of the sensible worid. Although significant details of the
interpretation are changed. the shift takes place within a structure of inter-
pretation that remains the same.

In this development the text is read not only directly but also through
the lens of the previous level of interpretation. In this case the problem of the
double description of the creation of man (Gen [:27 and Gen 2:7) is viewed
through the lens of an interpretation in which the creation of the intelligible
world is distinguished from that of the sensible world. That previous inter-
pretation establishes the structure within which the next level of interpreta-
tion takes place. Consequently the solution to the problem of the double
description of the creation of man follows the structure established by the
distinction between the intelligible and the sensible worlds.

The previous interpretation. however. not only sets the limits within
which the solution must be found. it also creates part of the problem. This is
because the line of demarcation between the intelligible world and the sensi-
ble world drawn at Gen 1:5 makes it impossible to place the creation of the
heavenly man of Gen 1:27 in the intelligible world. In this way the solution at
one level of interpretation becomes a problem for the next level of interpre-
tation. The solution. then. must both respect the limits set by the previous
interpretation and solve the problem that the previous interpretation
created. The issue involves the delicate balance between continuity and
change within a tradition of interpretation.

This search for balance characterizes a tradition of interpretation that
feels itself responsible not only to the text but also to its predecessors. At the
same time 1t is a tradition which 1s not satisfied with simply repeating what

1s been said but goes bevond the interpretations of the past to find solu-
Lons to what it perceives as real problems.

CHAPTER VI

PHILO AND THE ALLEGORY OF THE SOUL

Up until now we have been analyzing interpretations of the creation of
man which have been the work of Philo’s predecessors. We must now look at
interpretations which are the work of Philo himself. Philos interpretations
are developments of the interpretation of the creation account as a creation
of two men. one heavenly and the other earthlv. Yet. as we shall see. several
significant shifts take place which set Philo’s interpretations off from those of
his predecessors. An analysis of these Philonic interpretations will give a
clearer sense not only of Philo’s outlook but also of Philo's evaluation of the
work of his predecessors. which. taken as a whole. shares certain characteris-
tics. This will also give us an opportunity to say something about how these
interpretations were passed on and what the institutional framework was in
which they developed. This is possible because. when one comes to Philo
himself, one is no longer dealing with small blocks of interpretation but with
whole treatises in which one finds not only interpretations but indications of
a theory of interpretation and hints about the institutional arrangements
through which these interpretations may have been developed and passed on.

A. Philo’s Interpretation of the Creation of Man

Philo’s own interpretation of the creation of man is rooted not in an
interpretation of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7 directly but in an interpretation of
Gen 2:8. 15. 16-17. verses which describe the placing of man in the Garden
of Paradise. At this level of interpretation the question of course is: which
man was placed in the garden. the heavenly man of Gen 1:27 or the earthly
man of Gen 2:77 Philo’s interpretations indicate that the traditions on which
he drew gave two different answers both of which he developed in the same
direction.

The first of those answers is found in Q. G. |.8:

8. (Gen 2:8) Why does He place the molded man in Paradise. but not the man
who was made in his image?

Some. beheving Paradise 1o be a garden. have said that since the molded man is
sense-perceptible. he therefore rightly goes to a sense-perceptible place. But the
man made in his image is intelligible and invisibie. and is in the class of incor-
poreal species.
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Bui I would sav that earth-formed man is a mixture. and consists of soul and
body. and is in need of teaching and instruction. desiring. in accordance with
the laws of philosophy. that he may be happy. But he who was made in his
image is in need of nothing. but is self-hearing and self-taught and seli-

instructed by nature.

In this interpretation oniv the earthiv. molded man of Gen 2:7 is placed in
the garden. while the heavenly man who was made according to the image
{Gen 1:27) is not. There are two different reasons given for this. First. since
the garden is a sensible reality. only the earthly. sense-perceptible man could
be placed there. Philo quite explicitly savs that this is not his own interpreta-
tion but that of some unnamed “others.”™ This interpretation is of a piece
with those which were analvzed in Chapter V.! It continues the interpreta-
tion of Gen [:27 and Gen 2:7 as the creation of two different men.

The second reason given for the fact that only the “molded man™ is
placed in Paradise is Philo’s own. and it 1s that only the “molded man™1s in
need of teaching and instruction. From this section of ¢. G. 1.8 alone. the
reason why the molded man’s need of instruction leads to his introduction
into Paradise is not at all clear. It becomes somewhat clearer. however, in
Plani. 44-46:

It is with deliberate care that the lawgiver savs not of the man made after God’s
image. but of the man fashioned out of earth. that he was introduced into the
garden. For the man stamped with the spirit which is after the image of God
differs not a whit. as 1t appears to me. from the tree that bears the fruit of
immortal life: for both are imperishable and have been accounted worthy of the
most central and most princely portion: for we are told that the tree of life 15 in
the midst of the garden (Gen 2:9). Nor is there anyv difference between the man
fashioned out of the earth and the earthly composite body. He has no partina
nature simple and uncompounded. whose house and courts only the self-trainer
knows how to occupy. even Jacob who is put before us as a “plain man dwelling
in a house™ (Gen 25:27).

The earthly man has a disposition of versatile subtlety. fashioned and concocted
of elements of all sorts. It was to be expected. then. that God should plant and
set in the garden. or the whole universe. the middle mind (t1Ov pésov voin).
play  upon by forces drawing 1t in opposite directions and given the high
calling to decide between them. that it might be moved to choose and 1o shun. to
win fame and immortality shouid it welcome the better. and incur a dishonour-
able death should it choose the worse. Such then were the trees which He whe
alone 1s wise planted in rarional souls.

Once again the “man made according to the image™ is not placed in Paradise:

' Chapter V. section B.
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only the “moided man™1s. The man made according to the image. however,
has the same characteristics as the tree of life. that is. both are imperishable
and worthy of the most central and princely portion. The heavenly man.
then.is assimilated 1o the figure of the tree of life. The tree of life in turnis a
symbol of generic virtue (vevikwtdtn dp 1) (L. 4. 1.58) and stands in the
center of Paradise. the symbol of earthiv wisdom. the imitation of heavenly
Wisdom (L. 4. 1.43).% In addition. both the figure of the heavenly man and
the figure of the tree of life are connected with the virtues that bring the soul
to happiness and immortality (Plant. 37). These are the virtues that the
"middle mind™ must choose or reject and so achieve immortality or be
punished with a dishonorable death ( Plan:. 45).

In Plani. 44-46 the two distinct interpretations found in Q. G. 1.8 have
been reworked by Philo into one interpretation. A first level of interpretation
(corresponding to Q. G. 1.8a) in which the molded man is introduced into
Paradise. that is. into the sensible world. has been overlaid with a second
level of interpretation in which the middle mind (6 péoos votc) rather than
the composite man must choose or reject the virtues represented by the tree
of life and the other trees. virtues to which the man made according to the
image has been assimilated.* Philo has taken over an earlier interpretation of
the double creation of man and has transformed it to his own purposes. The
crucial change is one in which the “molded man” of Gen 2.7 becomes a
symbol for the human mind and the “man made according to the image”
(Gen 1:27) becomes a symbol of virtue and wisdom.*

The second answer given by the traditional interpretations which Philo
drew on was that borh the heavenly man and the earthly man were placed in

> Moving bevond the immediate context of Plan:. 44-46 to mterpret that passage is
Justified in this case. Plant. 44-46 has the same concern as L. 4. 1.43. 58. the acquisition of
virtue: the same structure, the allegory of the soul: and the same basic allegorical eqguivalents.
the garden and its trees as wisdom and the viriues.

% The term “middle mind ™~ in this context simply means the human mind caught between
choosing good and choosing evil. Philo uses the same term. “middle.” to describe prudence, that
virtue by which one distinguishes good frem evil (Op. 154).

4 Another change involves the fate of the “divine spirit™ (rvetpa felovy. In previous
interpretations the “breath™ (mvor)) of Gen 2:7 was interpreted 1o mean “divine spirit” breathed
into man at his creation. Even when the creation of the “heavenly man™ was distinguished {rom
the creation of the “earthly man.” the “divine spinit” remained u characteristic of the “earthly
man”(Op. 134-35). Yet it must have seemed anomalous that the carthly man should possess the
“divine spirit” while the heavenly man did not. Because of this. the “divine spirit” was trans-
ferred to the heaveniy man and the carthiy man was left with only “breath.” This change 18
refiected in Plans. 44 but is explicitly stated in L. 4. 142 In Plani. 44 the “divine spirit™ is an
attribute of the heavenly man. This suggests thas the transfer of the “divine spirit™ from the man
created in Gen 2:7 1o the man created in Gen 1:27 took place prior to the introduction of the
allegory of the soul. that is. it is pre-Philonic.
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Paradise (L. A. 1.53-55.88-89.90-96). These three passages are based ona
textual variant that is not represented in our manuscripts of the LAXX. The

LAX of Gen 2:15 reads:

Kai Erafev kUproz & 8eds 1OV dvBporov, 6y Ensagey Kal EDeto altov &v g
rapadeiow, £pvalesHar al TOV Kal QuU.AcoEeLy.
And the Lord God took the man whom he had molded and placed him in
Paradise to till it and to guard 1t.

The text. however. on which Philo’s interpretations rest has ov Zroinoev
{whom he made) in ptace of &v Exraoev. Thisis then contrasted with Gen 2:§
where God placed in Paradise the man “whom he had molded™ (6v
Exracev).t Because this is the same contrast found between Gen 1127 (. |
and God made the man™) and Gen 2:7 (* . .. and God molded the man™),
Gen 2:15 is taken to refer to the “man made according to the image™ and
Gen 2:8 is taken to refer to the “molded man™ of Gen 2:7. This interpretation

is found in L. A. 1.53-55:

Speaking here of the man whom God molded (6v Enihaoev). it merelyv savs that
he “placed him in the garden™ (Gen 2:8). Who then is it of whom it savs later on
“The Lord God took the man whom he had made. and placed him in the garden
to till it and to guard it” (Gen 2:15)? It would seem then that this is a different
man. the one that was made after the image and archetype. so that two men are
introduced into the garden. the one a molded being. the other “after the image.”
The one then that was made according to the original has his sphere not only in
the planting of virtues but is also their tiller and guardian. and that means that
he is mindful of all that he heard and practised in his training: but the “molded™
one neither tills the virtues nor guards them. but is only introduced to the truths
by the rich bounty of God. presently to be an exile from virtue.

For this reason in describing the one whom God only places in the garden.
Moses uses the word “molded™ but of the one whom he appoints both tiller and
guardian he speaks of not as “molded.” but he savs “whom he had made™ and
the one he receives. and the other he casts out. And he confers on him whom he
receives three gifts. which constitute natural ability, facilitv in apprehending.
persistence in doing. ter.  tvin keeping. Facility in apprehending is the placing
in the garden. persistenc. in doing is the practice of noble deeds. tenacity in
keeping the guarding and retaining in the memory of the holy precepts. But the
“molded” mind (6 nrac1dZ voliz) neither keeps in mind nor carries out in action
the things that are noble. but has facility in apprehending them and no more
than this. Accordingly after being placed in the garden he soon runs away and Iy

cast out.

< . . . . . . - c

* Both the LXX and this interpretation in Philo assume a reading of Gen 2:15 that differs
from the Masoretic text. The LXX assumes the reading 2y nwx £7x= nx: the interpretation in
Philo assumes the reading x12 awx =xm nx or ey, The Masoretic text has only 31k nx
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In L. A 1.53-55. unlike Plani. 44-46. the integration of the two levels of
interpretation is more successful. The distinction between the man made
according to the image of God and the molded man is in terms of practice
gnd persistence in virtue. In L. 4. 1.54-55_ however. one becomes aware that
?! is the molded mind rather than the whole composite earthlyv man who is
inconstant in virtue. This emphasis on the carthlv mind rather than on the
earthly man is also found in two other passages (Z. 4. 1.88-89.90-96).¢ This
shift. especially in the latter two passages. highlights the two levels of inter-
pretation. The first of these levels did not invoive the transformation of the
molded man into the molded mind nor was it concerned with virtue
(L. A. 1.53). In this respect it was similar to the pre-Philonic interpretation
found in Q. G. 1.8a. The second level. which fits into Philo’s allegorical
scheme. reinterprets the text in such a wav that it now refers to the human
mind’s acquisition of virtue. Once again. as in Planr. 44-46. the man made
according to the image becomes closelv associated with the complete and
certain practice of virtue (L. 4. 1.55.89.94). In both Plans. 44-46 and these
passages from the Legum Allegoriae. the man made according to the image
no longer plays the role of archetyvpe or paradigm for the earthly man but
becomes the personification of perfect virtue.

Philo himself then seems less interested in the figure of the “heavenly
man™ as such than he Is in integrating interpretations of Gen 2:8. 15. 16-17
into his allegory of the soul in which the earthly man of Gen 2:7 becomes a
svmbol for the human mind that is striving after virtue. which is symbolized
by the tree of life and secondarily by the heavenly man. In this development
one must also be aware of the importance of the figure of Wisdom. The river
that goes forth from Eden is generic virtue (L. A. 1.63). But Eden itself. the
source of that river. is a symbol of the Wisdom of God (L. A.1.64-66). In

é “And the Lord God 100k the man whom he had made. and placed him in the garden to
till and to guard it™(Gen 2:15). “The man whom God made™ differs, as | have said before.
from the one that was molded: for the one that was molded is the more earthly mind. the
one that was made the less material, having no part in perishable matter. endowed with a
consuitution of a purer and clearer kind. This pure mind. then. God takes. not suffering it
to go outside of himself. and having taken it. sets it among the virtues that have roots and
put forth shoots. that he may till them and guard them. (L. A. 1 88-89.}

“And the Lord God commanded Adam saving: "From every tree that 1s in the garden thou
shalt {reely eat. but of the tree of knowing good and evil ve shall not eat of it: and the dayv
ve eat of it ve shall surely die’™ (Gen 2:16-17). We must raise the question whar Adam h-e
commands and who this is; for the writer has not mentioned him before, but has named
him now for the first time. Perchance. then. he means to give us the name of the man that
was moided. “Call him earth™ he savs. for that is the meaning of "Adam.” so that when ve
hear the word "Adam.” vou must make up vour mind that it 1s the earthly and perishable
mind:for the mind that was made after the image is not earthiy but heay enly. (L. 4.1.90))
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addition. human prudence is a reflection of universal prudence which ha. (.
abode in the Wisdom of God (L. 4. 1.78). In this wayv the figures of the
heaveniy man. the Logoy and Wisdom are being assimilated to each other oy,
Philo's interpretation of God's placing man in Paradise.”

The attempt to identify the figure of the “heavenly man™ with oupe
figures also occurs in three passages from De Confusione Linguarum (31 2
146). The attempt at integration 1s more successful here because Philo s o
interpreting a specific text from Genesis -3 but 1s simply stating his owp
view in a more general way. In all three passages. the figure of the heavent
man Is assimilated to that of the Logos. V

And therefore when | hear those who sav *We are all sons of one man (£va:
avlpornov). we are peaceful™ (Gen 42:11). I am filled with admiration {or the
harmonious concert which their words reveal. “Ah! my friends.” I would sy,
“how should vou not hate war and love peace—yvou who have enrolled vour-
selves as children of one and the same father. who 1s not mortal but immortal
God's Man (Gvbporov Beol). who being the Logos of the Eternal (zol didiom
Beol) must needs himself be imperishable?” (Conf. 40-41.)

I have heard also an oracle from the lips of one of the disciples of Moses. which
runs thus: “Behold a man {dv8pwrog) whose name is the rising™ (Zech 6:12).
strangest of titles. surelv. if vou suppose that a being composed of soul and bady
is here described. But if vou suppose that it is that Incorporeal One (10v doo-
patov exeivov). who differs not a whit from the divine image (8eia; elxdvos).
vou will agree that the name of “rising™ assigned to him quite trulyv describes
him.

Forthat man s the eldest son. whom the Father of all raised up. and elsewhere
calls his first born (zpwtdyovov). and indeed the Son thus begotten followed the
wavs of his Father. and shaped the different kinds. looking to the archetyvpal
patterns which that Father supplied. (Con/. 62-63.)

But if there be anyv as vet unfit to be called a Son of God. let him press to take his
place under God's First-bo. - the Logos (10v npwidyovov avtol 2.0vov). who
holds the highest rank amon_ .he angels. their ruler as it were. And many names
are his. for he is called. "the Beginning.” and the Name of God and his Logos.
and the Man after his image. and “he that sees.” that is Israel.

And therefore | was moved a few pages above to praise the virtues of those who
sav that “we are all sons of one man™ (Gen 42:11). For if you have not st

© Up until this point the figure of Wisdom has not been 2 part of the specuiation about
the Logos. The Logos has been understood in previous interpretations of the creation of man
Platonic terms. that is. as an archetype or paradigm. but not as Wisdom. But at this new level
the interpretations of the two figures affect each other significantiy. Mack (Logos und Sophia.
20) rightly emphasizes the importance of Wisdom speculation for understanding the figure o!
the Logo« in Philo: but that influence applies only to this later Philonic level of interpretation 0!
the creation of the world and of man. It does not apply 1o the earlier exegetical traditions about
the creation of man or to the Platonic model on which it rests.
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become fit to be thought sons of God yet we may be sons of hix invisible image.
the most holy Logos. For the Logos is the highest born image of God (6eot vap
EIROV 2070 0 mpesPitatos). (Conf. 146-147.)

When one reads these three passages together, one is immediately struck by
the fact that all are in the first person and so we are dealing here with the
work of Philo himself. When one moves from the formal to the conceptual
level. the first thing 1o note 1s that the figure of the heavenly man has been
completely assimilated to the figure of the Logos. The heavenly man no
longer has any separate existence of his own. Secondly. the figure of the
Logos ntself is described in a number of different wayvs: the Incorporeal One.
the divine image. the highest of the angels. the archangel. the name of God.
the beginning. the first-born. and the firsti-born son. This plethora of titles
indicates that these passages represent a conflation of various speculative
traditions about the figure of the Logos. It represents Philo’s effort to draw
together and to integrate. at least parually, interpretations of the Logos
figure which come from a number of sources. In this conflation of interpreta-
tions. the relationship of either the Logos or the heavenly man to the Pla-
tonic paradigms or archetvpes is minor ( Con/f. 63). The dominant concept is
that of filiation. The Logos is the first-born son of the Father (Conf. 146)
and human beings are in turn sons of that first-born son (Conf. 40-41.
146-147). The attribute. npotdvovos. as well as the notion that the Logos is
the Son of God. indicates that the Logos has taken on characteristics similar
to those of the figure of Wisdom. for in other passags from Philo Wisdom is
referred to as the “first-born mother of all things™ (Q. G. 4.97) and the
“daughter of God™ (Q. G. 4.97. 243: Fug. 50ff). In addition. the Logos is
referred to as the “Beginning™ (dpyn). again an important attribute of Wis-
dom (cf. Prov 8:22: Ebr. 30-32: Virr. 61-63). In turn the figure of Wisdom
takes on some of the attributes of the Logos such as “image™ and “vision of
God™ (L. 4. 1.43). Once again one has the conflation of the figures of the
heavenly man. the Logos, and Wisdom. This represents Philo’s own work in
which he tries to bring together disparate traditions. The assimilation of the
heavenly man to the Logos and the identification of the Logos figure with
Wisdom are examples of that process. The integration of these three figures
fits in well with Philo’s overall concern for man’s striving after virtue. &
striving that results in wisdom and immortality. In such an interpretation.
figures such as the heaveniy man and the Logos are not primarily archetypal
but anagogic. that is, thev are primarily the guiding divine power by which
the human mind is enabled to ascend toward God.* In this sense they are

b See Mack, Logos und Sophia. 133-41: Wiosok. Laktanz und dic prilosophische Gno-
sis.77=97,
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functionally equivalent to the figure of Wisdom and so. in these Philonic
interpretations, they are assimilated to that figure. ‘ ,

The interpretations of the creation of man analyvzed in Chapters IV and
\' were coordinated with interpretations of the creation of the world.® Thi,
meant especially the proper positioning of the division between the creation
of the imAclligible world and the creation of the sensible world. At first this
division was placed at Gen 1:5. between “day one™ of creation and the other
five davs (¢.g.. Op. 29-35). With the appearance of the heavenly man. that
division was moved to Gen 2:5. so that the creation of the heavenly man in
Gen 1:27 could be part of the creation of the heavenly. intelligible world
(Op. 129-130). This second division was based on an interpretation ip which
Gen 2:4-5 referred to the creation of incorporeal and intelligible 1deas in
Genesis 1. ideas which served as paradigms for the objects of the sensible
world to be created later in Genesis 2.

The division between the creation of the intelligibie world and the crea-
tion of the sensible world is kept at Gen 2:3 in the Philonic interpretation of
the creation of the world. However. the interpretation of Gen 2:4-5

Is different.

“In the dav in which God made the heaven and the earth and every green thing
of the field before it appeared upon the earth and all grass of the field before i
sprang up: for God had not sent rain on the earth. and there was no man to till
the earth” (Gen 2:4~3). Above he has called this day a book. for he delineates
- creation of heaven and earth as wrought in both. for by his own supremely
manifest and far-shining Logos God makes both of them. both the idea of the
mind. which in symbolic language he calls “heaven.” and the idea of sense
perception. to which by a figure he gave the name of “earth." (L. 4. 1.21 1o

The basic structure of the previous level of interpretation of Gen 2:4-5 has
been maintained. that is. the division between the intelligible world and the
sensible world. But the interpretation of the specific contents of these two
verses has changed. In Philo's interpretation of Gen 2:4-5. Genesis | s
concerned with the creation of the idea (i8éa) of mind (heaven) and the idea
(i3¢a) of sense perceprion (earth). The Platonic structure of the world of
ideas has been maintained. but the specific content of that world has been
narrowed in such a way that it becomes consistent with the interpretation of
the creation of man as “mind™ and of woman as “sense perception.” This
shift in the interpretation of Gen 2:4-5 is clearly dependent on the shift in the
interpretation of the creation of man from a creation of two “"men” 10 4

9 Chapter 1V, 59-60: Chapter V. section D.
' This same interpretation is found in L. A. 1.1,
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creation of two “minds.” The notion that there is an “idea™ of sense percep-
tion is very odd from a Platonic point of view.!' It makes sense onlyv when
one realizes that Philo is trving to interpret the creation of the world in a wayv
that is consistent with his allegory of the soul.!? .

An Important question at this level of interpretation is why the two
"men” of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7 become two "minds.™ In a sense the answer is
obvious: in order to form a link with the story of the fall in which man is a
symbol of mind. woman of sense perception. and the serpent of pleasure.
This answer also reveals something less obvious. Unlike previous levels of
interpretation. the roots of this final level are not in the interpretation of the
creation account but in the allegorical account of the fall. The structure of
De Opificio Mundi indicates that the allegorical interpretation of the fall
begins with the description of Paradise in Gen 2:8. Op. 13-150 is the inter-
pretation of the creation of the world and of man. It also includes an inter-
pretation of man’s naming the animals (Gen 2:19) (Op. 148-150). There is no
indication that the interpretations found in Op. 13-150 were thought of as
allegorical. There is no allegorical terminology. Op. 151-170a. on the other
hand. is a summary of the quite explicitly allegorical interpretation of the
fall.’3 This allegorical interpretation of the fall begins with an interpretation
of Paradise in Gen 2:8 as the ruling part of the soul in which various virtues
are planted (Op. 153-154). The description of the Garden of Paradise and
the placing of the man in the garden (Gen 2:8-20) are where the non-
allegorical and the allegorical interpretations most clearly overlap. The
interpretation of Gen 2:8. 15. 16-17 which refers to two men continues the
non-allegorical interpretation of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7. while the interpreta-
tion which refers to two minds is an attempt to develop an interpretation of
the creation of man that is consistent with Philo’s allegorical interpretation
of the fall. an interpretation that begins in earnest only with the description

T In both Plato and Middle Platonism. sense perception (aiofnoiz) and the sensible
(alointév) are by their very nature part of the material world and not part of the
intelhgible world.

12 This interpretation of Gen 2:4=Sin L. 4. 1.21-27 also points to one of the puzzies 1n
the interpretation of Philo. It points toward ar allegorical interpretation of the creation of the
world. The same is true of L. 4. 1.1. Such an allegorical interpretation is not found in De
Opificio Mundi. The question then remains about whether Legum Allegoriae | really was the
beginning of the allegories on the law or whether there was an allegorical interpretation of the
creation of the world. In a sense the question is unanswerable. but L. 4. 1.1, 21-27 point to the
intriguing possibility that such an interpretation existed.

13 @rimyopla, Op. 157, vmovola. Op. 157 supBorikds. Op. 154, 1640 olpforov.
Op. 157,
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of the Garden of Paradise in Gen 2:8.1% In the same way the interpretation of
Gen 2+4-5 as a description of the creation of the ideas of mind and of sense
erception is an attempt to develop an interpretation of the creation of the
W orid‘ that is consistent with the allegorical interpretation of the fall. These
iwo developments are quite different from previous levels of interpretation.
At these previous fevels the center of attention was a consistent interpreta-
tion of the crearion account. At the level of the aliegory of the soul. the
center of attention is a consistent interpretation of the account of the fall.i*

At the level of the allegory of the soul. the technigues of interpretation
also undergo a shift. Since the allegory of the soul is so pervasive in Philo. it
would be impossible in a study such as this to give an adequate account of all
of the techniques used in the allegory of the soul. But something can be said
about how these techniques are used in the passages that we have analvzed in
connection with the interpretation of the creation of man.

At previous levels of interpretation. certain details in a biblical verse
were seen as pointing to a philosophical concept that could then be used to
interpret the whole verse. The resulting interpretation was seen as the proper
interpretation of the verse. There was no awareness of levels of interpreta-
tion.'* However. in the allegory of the soul. there is an awareness that the
allegorical interpretation is not simply a different interpretation but involves
a different level of interpretation. Because of this. particular details in the
bibli~al text serve two functions. First they point to a different. that is.
allep 1cal. level of interpretation and then. secondly, to a specific interpreta-
tion at that level. This development can best be illustrated by taking the
example of God’s “planting” the Garden of Eden (Gen 2:8).

This description is. I think intended symbolically (cuuPorik@:) rather than
literally (kupiwz): for never yet have trees of life or of understanding appeared
on earth. nor is it likely that they will appear hereafter. No. Moses evidently
signifies (aivitretar) by the garden the ruling power of the soul which is full of
countless opinions, as it might be of plants; and by the tree of life he signifies
reverence toward God. the greatest of the virtues by means of which the soul

4 The aliegory of the sou! is mentioned in L. A. 1.42. which Is aninterpretation of Gen
2:7. This reflects Philo’s attempt to introduce the allegory of the soul into the interpretation of
Gen 27 from his allegorical interpretation of the fall. L. A. 1.42 iy one of the subordmate
interpretations of Gen 2:7: the main interpretation { L. A. 1.31-32)1e notpart of the aliegory o
the soul.

'S The deseription of the garden and of God's placing the man {or men) in the garden 1s
the ares in which literal interpretations of the creation of man overlap with aliegorical inter-
pretations of the fall. That is why, at this point, one has Philo subtly moving from the literal to
the allegorical level of interpretation.

6 Chapter 111.42-44; Chapter IV, section E: Chapter V. 129-32.
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tta.ms .I,O immortality: while by the tree that is cognisant of good and evil things
he signifies moral prudence. (Op. 154.) ) )

The peculiar detail in Gen 2:§ that Philo found absurd was the description of
the trees as "Frees of life and understanding.” This peculiarity first forces him
to an allegorical level of interpretation. that is. one which is on the c\'r;b‘oii

level (oupuforik®:). The same peculiaritv then leads him to sav \\'hﬁ‘{ spe 'ﬁc
ca}h/‘ the trees are symbols of. He then suggests that Moses is :iﬂn;i)f\'cilng—
(aivittetar) by the tree of life the virtue of reverence and b\"tﬁe:tre'e of
undgrstandilng the virtue of prudence. In this tvpe of imerp'retation the
crucial detail in the text points not oniv to a spec'iﬁc interpretation but.al 50
toa level of‘imerpretation that lies beneath the surface of the text. This sar:]e
basic technique is used to justify the aliegorical interpretation 5f b(;th the
serpent -(Op. 157) and the woman (L. A. 2.19-25). )
- }‘)hl%o twice refers to these textual details as “opportunities” or “invita-
tlo‘ns " (apoppat) to allegory (Plant. 36: Conf. 191). As Jean Pépin has
pointed out, these invitations to allegory are of various sorts. Some are
etymological (e.g.. Der. 15-17): others are based on an “error™ in the literal
text'(e.'g.. Som. 2.246); still others are based on paradoxical and absurd
deFalls in .Ihe text(e.g.. Agr. 130-131)."" In a sense these allegorical interpre-
tations, since t.hey make use of particular details in the biblical text. use
techniques similar to those used in previous interpretations. The technic;ues
however. when used in an allegorical interpretation. are understood d{ffer:
ently. They now point not only to a specific interpretation of a detail in the
text bgt also to a different level of interpretation for the whole passage. The
techniques are the same but they function differently. o

B. The Allegory of the Sou!

. Phllg s interpretation of the creation of man reflects two very significant
shifts in interpretation. The first of these shifts is the inlroduétion of the
allegory thhe soul. Up until this point in the history of the interpretation of
the creangn of man. the figures in the 1ext of Genesis have been understood
as ﬁggres in the external world. That world mayv have been either the hea\-
enly, intelligible world or the earthly. sensible world. but it still was the
external. world. A gualitative change, however. takes place when the ealrthl\'
composite man becomes the earthy mind. This becomes much clearer wh@ﬁ
one realizes that Adam. the earthly mind. is not alone. Eve. his wife. is
mtcrpreted as sense perception (Op. 165: L. 4. 2.19-48). and thc ser en.I ig
interpreted as pleasure (Op. 157: L. A, 1.71-77). In addition. the \x'ilpd ani-

17 Pépin. . :
Pépin. “Remarques sur la theorie de lexégese allegorique chez Philon.™ 162-67.



146 The Creation of Man

mals created in Gen 2:19 are interpreted as the passions (L. 4. 2913,
Finallv the Garden of Paradise and the tree of life become svmhol. o
wisdom and virtue after which the earthly mind should strive. The story o
the sall in Genesis 3 1s interpreted as a struggle between mind (man) ang
pleasure (the serpent) in which sense perception (woman) is the medium
through which pleasure is able to corrupt the mind (Op. 165-166).> Th

shift that has taken place is the internalization of the meaning of the text of
Genesis. Adam. Eve. and the serpent are no longer understood as figures iy
the external world but become symbols for parts of each human being. puris
which struggle against each other for supremacy.

This specific form of the allegory of the soul in which man is mingd.
woman sense perception. and the serpent pleasure is part of a much larger
pattern of interpretation which dominates a number of Philo’s treatises. The
pattern is not uniform in the sense that this particular tripartite division
appears in every interpretation. On the contrary, there is a great deal of
variety in the allegorical interpretations of the biblical texts.! An examina-
tion of these patterns would take us well bevond the bounds of this study,
But what seems constant in these patterns is the attempt to interpret the
events of the external world described in the biblical text in terms of the
conflicts within the human sow/ in its striving toward virtue and wisdom or
in its corruption by vice.2® This particular allegory of the soul also involves
the sense of an almost mystical enlightenment of the soul by God through
the medium of the Logos or of Wisdom.?!

Philo himself is quite conscious of the fact that the allegory of the soul
forr. distinct pattern of interpretation. In the interpretation of the crea-

" There is an earlier. pre-Philonic interpretation of the fall in which Adam and Eve were
interpreted as figures of the external world. This interpretation appears in Op. |51-52, 156.
167-70a and in the literal interpretations of Q. G. 1.26-53. The “fall” results from the love,
desire. and pleasure which characterize the relationship between the man and the woman.

19 The variety within Philo’s allegorical interpretations can be seen by simply looking
through the index of names in Philo (LCL). 10.269-433. While Philo probably knew [ittle if any
Hebrew, he seems to have made use of an onomastikon. which contained a list of Hebrew
proper names and their putative etvmologies. See D. Rokeah. “A New Onomasticon Fragmen:
from Oxyrhynchus and Philo’s Etvmologies,” JTS (1968) 70-82: S. Sandmel. "Philo’s Knowi-
cdge of Hebrew ™ SP(1978) 107-112.

20 The centrality of the allegory of the soul for Philo has been emphasized by P. Bovancé.
“Etudes philoniennes,” REG 76 (1963) 68: and by J. Daniéiou, Philorn d'Alexandrie (Paris:
Artheme Fayvard. 1958) 135, 137,

21 Sev Wiosok. Lakianz und die philosophische Gnosis. 76-107. Wlosok does not distin-
guish the varius levels of interpretation found in Philo. Nevertheless. these pages are a good
description of Philo's allegory of the soul. See also Christiansen. Die Technik der alie gorischen

Auslegungswissenschaft bei Philon von Alexandrien. 134-71.
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tion account. only at this level of interpretation does the technical vocabu-
lary of allegory appear. Terms such as Gaznvopiu, Undvola, cOuforov are
limited to those interpretations which refer to the allegory of the soul.2? This
is true not only of the passages which are interpretations of specific verses
from Genesis 1-3: it includes those passages in De Opificio Mundi and
Legum Allegoriae 1-111 which involve the interpretation of biblical passages
other than Genesis 1-3.2% Philo. in general. uses the technical vocabulary of
allegory in his treatises to refer 1o the internalization of the meaning of the
text connected with the allegory of the soul.?* The same holds true for the
Questions and Answers on Genesis and Exodus. Those answers character-
ized as allegorical are almost always part of the aliegory of the soul.>*

k)

=2 Gikmyopeiv L oA 25100 L A 3.60
ar.rnyopia Op. 157
Urovola Op. 157
aupBorikog Op. 154 L. 4. 1.1.21.68,72; L. 4. 272 L. 4. 3.159
cupforov Op. 157 L. A l 26.58,97. L. 4. 3.24:248
TPORIKOZ L.A 145 L 4 214
23 @rinyopely L A ?.238
aranyopia L.A.3.236
oupPorikos Op. 164; L. A.227: . 4. 293
oupporov LA 1.80:L..4.2.89. L. 4. 345 167.176. 232

24 When one examines those passages in Philo which are explcitly identified as allegori-
cal by the use of allegorical terminology (i.e. drieyopely, trévola, SupBorikds, coupor.ov,
Tporikds. aivitreoBat), almost all of these passages have to do with the allegory of the soul.
There are a variety of interpretations at this level but the central element of the allegory remains
the soul and its fate. The major exception to this is the description of the temple (Mos. 2.66-108.
136-40) and the high priest’s garments ( Mos. 2.109-35). In these passages. allegorical terminol-
ogy (especially ovpBorov) is used to give a cosmic interpretation in which there is little reference
to the human soul. These passages. however. must be distinguished from other allegorical
interpretations found in Philo. They are exampies of a phenomenon common during the Hellen-
istic and Roman periods in which temples were seen as svmbols of the cosmos and vice versa
(e.g.. Seneca. Ben. 7.7.3: Cicero. Rep. 3.14: Wis 9:8: 18:24: Josephus. Ani. 3.179-87: Heb
8:1-13). It reflects the spiritualization of cult that was taking place during this period (sce
Festugiere, La Révélation d’Hermes Trismeégiste. 2.234-38). From Josephus (Ant. 3.179-87)
and Wis 9:&; 18:24. one becomes aware that Philo’s interpretation of the temple and the high
priest’s garments is more of a commonplace, even among Jewish interpreters. than it is an
integral part of Philo’s own concept of allegory. This development, although not unrelated to
other sorts of allegory, is independent of them. The allegorization of the temple and the high
priest’s garments represents the allegorization of cultic practices. The fact that those cultic
bulidings and practices are described in a text is irrelevant to the allegory: they could have been
aliegorized even had there been no text. This is quite different from either Philo's allegory of the
soul or from Stoic and Platonic allegories of Homer. These are essentially allegorical interpreta-
tions of a text: without the text there would be no allegory.

2% One of these exceptions is found in Q. G. 1.10 in which five explanations of the “tree of
ife”™ (Gen 2:9) are given: (1) the earth: (2) the seven circles in the heaven: (3) the sun: (4) the
government exercised by the soul: (5) the virtue of piety. Of these five, the first three are not
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When Philo claims. then. that an interpretation is allegorical. he usualiy
means something quite specific. that 1s, the allegory of the soul. The use of
allegorical terminology to refer almost exclusively to the al]egpr)' of the §oul
18 c;nsislcm with what we have seen of previous imerp.retanons; Previous
interpreters of the creation account did not use alvlegorlcal termlpolog_\ to
describe what they were doing. Although the technigues ofal]eggrlgal mter-
pretation were used at previous levels ofimerpretatlon.'lhe terminology was
;101. In other words. previous interpreters of the creation acc‘ounﬁt gave no
indication that thev thought of their interpretations as allegorical. .

Previous levels of the interpretation of the creation of man drew on the
philosophical. especially the Platonic. thought of the period. The‘ same is
true for the allegory of the soul. both in terms of content and in terms
of patiern. . ‘

Philo is working with a tripartite division of the soul In these mt‘erp,reta-
tions: mind (vobc). sense perception (aioBnoig). and the pgssm’ns (?a nahn).
Of the passions. pleasure (ndovn}) is seen as the starting-point (apy_n) and the
foundation (Qepériog) of the other passions. and so the sehrpent 15‘ seen as a
svmbol of this particular passion (L. 4. 3.113). This division of the human
soul is not a common Platonic formulation. not even in the Tz'magus. The
division of the soul in the Timaeus is not altogether consistent. At t}mes. Ehe
division seems to be tripartite: the divine ruling part (Beiov nysgox'a\')
(Tim. 41¢); the spirited part (Bupdg) situated arounq the heart (Tim.
69d-70d); and the appetitive part (10 EmBupnTikoy ) situated in the 'bell_\'
( Tim. 70d-72b). At other times the basic division seems 10 b? bipartite. a
division between the immortal part of the soul (the divine ruI'Ir'lg part) and
the mortal parts of the soul (these would include both the splrn.eq and I‘he
appetitive parts).>” However. in the description of the soul being joined with

directly part of the allegc " the soul. Rather they are much closgr to the physical al]cgovr'\ of
the St(')ics. Interestingly e .ough. these cosmological allegories are introduced .onl_\ n cgn}unc-
tion with the allegory of the soul. that is. with interpretations four and five. Thxs)same pnen‘om-
enon occurs in Som. 1.133-49_ an interpretation of Jacob’s ladder (Gen 26:.12}...111 5<1(}1.
1.133-45 the ladder is interpreted as a figurative (cupfortk®z) name for air. Agax.n this '15 qune
close to the phvsical allegory of the Stoics. Yetitis then joined to an allegory of [nffOUI (5():71.
1.146-49). Jewish interpreters were undoubtedly aware of Stoic allegory and had oeen. s mf
generations before Philo. But it seems that only with the development of tljc .allegor'\ o‘;‘me soul
were Jewish interpreters willing to accept certain explicitly allegorical Stoic interpreiations m,]d
then onlv in conjunction with the aliegory of the soul. Only in this way can one sxplum If’l':
lrcmendéﬁus emphasis on the allegory of the soul and the occasional use of clements of the
physical allegories of the Stoies.

26 Chapter 111. 42-44; Chapter 1V, 98-99: Chapter V. 130-32. N . o

27 See Tim. 4lc: 69d. Both of these divisions differ from the division found in the Repub-
lic. There the division is between the rational part (0 AoytoTikOv). the spirited partito topoet-
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the body. a division 1s mentioned which is very close to that used by Philo.
After the Demiurge has formed human souls (wuyai). he shows them the
laws of fate (vopou eipupuévol). Among those laws are those concerned with
being joined to a body and how the soul should act when united with & body.

Whenever. therefore. they (the souls) should of necessity have been implanted in
bodies. and of their bodies some part should always be coming in and some part
passing out. there must needs be innate in them. first. sense perception (aictn-
o). the same for all. arising from violent passions (nafruata): second. desire
(Epw3) blended with pleasure (Réovri)and pain (7.077)). and besides these fear
(©6Bog) and anger (Bupds) and all that accompany these and all that are of a
contrary nature. And if they (the souls) should master these. thev would live in
righteousness: if they were mastered by them. in unrighteousness. ( Tin:. 42a-b )

Phiio has quite naturally identified the soul from this passage of the Zimaeus
with mind (vo¥s).? The other two divisions found in Philo (sense perception
and the passions) are the same as those found in this description from the
Timaeus. In addition, this division. while not common among Middle
Platonists either, also appears in Albinus' Didaskalikos. a document which
has a number of elements in common with the interpretations found in
Philo. This section of the Didaskalikos is also interpreting Tint. 42a-b.

After he (the Demiurge) had mounted them (the souls). as it were. on a chariot
(i.e.. an appropriate star). he explained to them. in the manner of a lawgiver,
the laws of destiny so that he might not be responsible for the fact that the
mortal passions (t& wafn) grow up from the bodyv. first sense perception
(aicOnotg) and then pleasure (1dovn) and pain (20nn) as well as fear (pSPoz)
and anger (Bupog). (Didaskalikos XV1. p. 172, 6-10.)

Although both sense perception and the other four passions are collectively
referred to as passions (mdfm). sense perception is distingwmished from the
other four. Philo’s interpretation of man as mind. woman as sense percep-
tion. and the serpent as pleasure, then. is the allegorical equivalent of an
acceptable. although not common. Middle Platonic interpretation of
Plato’s Timaeus.

Analogies to this pattern of allegorical interpretation are harder to find.
The allegories found in Heraclitus. Cornutus. and Pseudo-Plutarch are basi-

6é2). and the affective part (1o ERIBLUNTIKGV] ( Rep. $34d-441¢). In addition. in the Republic. all
three parts. and not simply the rational part. are immortal. See A Graeser. Prohleme der
platonischen Seclenteilungsiehre ( Zetemats 47: Munich: C. H. Beck. 19691,

¥ Translation from Cornford, 143,

2 The notion that mind (votg) is the highest part of the soul is already in the Timaews
(30b). Various philosophical schools used the term to indicate the highest faculty of man,
although each conceived of that faculty differently.
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This tvpe of interpretation of the Odvsser is quite Platonic in the sense
that the patterns of thought used in these interpretations are derived {rom
Plato. Both the harmony of the spheres and the identification of the Sirens
with the heavenly spheres and their music are found in Plato.® It is not at all
accidental. then. that Plutarch places this interpretation on the lips of his
teacher. M. Annius Ammonius, a Platonist with whom Plutarch studied in
Athens but who was a native of Egypt. probably of Alexandria.™

This however is not our only link to Alexandria around the ume of
Philo. Fragments of basically the same interpretation of the Sirens episode
from the Odrssev are found in Philo. Philo refers to this interpretation of
the Odyvssey in a discussion of Abraham’s sacrifice of a turtle-dove and a
dove (Gen 15:9). The two birds are taken as symbols of the harmonious
music of the l ed \cnl_\' spheres. He then goes on to mention Homer.

For it (the music of the heavenly spheres) rouses to madness those who hear it.
and produces in the sou/ an indescribable and unrestrained pleasure. It causes
them to despise food and drink and to die an untimely death through hunger in
their desire for the song. For did not the singing of the Sirens. as Homer says. so
violently summon listeners that they forgot their country. their home. their
friends and necessary foods? And would not that most perfect and most har-
monious and truly heavenly music. when it strikes the organ of hearing. compel
them to go mad and to be frenzied? (Q. G. 3.3.)

This same Homeric interpretation is alluded to in Som. 1.35-36:

Foritisin the heaven and in the mind (vobg) that capacity resides to set forth in
solemn strains hymns of praise and blessing in honor of the Father who is the
author of our being. For man is the recipient of a privilege which gives him
distinction bevond other living creatures. that. namely. of worshipping him that
i<: while the heaven is ever melodious. producing. as the heavenly bodies go
through their movements. the full and perfect harmony. 1f the sound of it ever
reached our ears. there would be produced irrepressible vearnings. frantic long-
ings. wild ceaseless passionate desires. compelling to abstain even from neces-
sary food. for no longer should we take in nourishment from meat and drink
through the *“roat after the fashion of mortals. but. as beings awalting Immor-
wlity. from ... ired strains of perfect melody coming to us through our ears. To
cuch strains it is said that Moses was listening. when, having laid aside his body
{GoOHUTOS */1\'ép£\‘0'). for forty days and as many nights he touched neither

bread nor water at all (Exod 24:18).

N Tin 35b-36b: Rep. X, 617b-d.
3 Eunapius. }'S 454 For an analysis of the scant evidence that we have concerming

Ammonius. see C. P, Jones. "The Teacher of Plutarch.™ Harvard Studies in Classical Philolog:

Tilven) 20513,

i,
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Althougk fragmentary. the outline of the Homeric interpretation that Philo
1s aware of Is fairly clear and is similar to the one found in Piutarch. The
Sirens are the heavenly spheres which draw the soul upward and cause it to
f({rget the sphere of the material. As the comparison with Moses shows
(5an. 1.36). this harkening to the music of the heavenly spheres is connected
\f’lth laying aside the body. a conception also found in Plutarch s interpreta-
ponﬂ“ While not identical. the interpretations in Plutarch and in Philo
1@\'01\76 the same pattern of interpretation in which the figures in the narra-
tive become symbols for elements of the soul.*

T}.ns‘comparison with Plutarch indicates that Philo is aware of Middle
Pla'tomc mierpretations of the Odysser. interpretations whose patierns are
basxcall_\' the same as those of his own allegory of the soul. These patterns of
interpretation of Homer’s Odysser may well have served as models for his
own allegorical pattern of interpretation. just as earlier Stoic interpretations
had served as models for some of his predecessors.*> These Middle Platonic
alllegories may also help us to understand why it is onlv at the level of Philo’s
allegor)" of the soul that we find the technical \'ocai)ulary of allegory. In
connection with the Platonic interpretations analvzed in Chapters IV and V.
1 megtloned that one of the reasons that those Piatonic interpretations of the
creation of man lacked the technical terms of allegory may have been that
Alexandria was the center of opposition to Stoic allegory. an opposition that
Platonists (following Plato and the New Academy) probably shared.** How-
ever, the use of the allegorical interpretation of the Sirens'episode by both
Philo and Plutarch’s teacher. Ammonius, indicates that. by the early first
century a.D.. Alexandrian Middle Platonists had developed a distinct pat-
tern of allegorical interpretation of their own. the allegory of the soul.* The

40 Plutarch. Quaest. Conv. 9. 14.6.

U Buffiere (Les myrhes d Homére et la pensée grecque. 480) suggests that both Philo and
Plutarch may have drawn on the same source for their interpretations, a commentars on Plato’s
Phaedrus (244¢). Given the fragmentary character of the interpretations in both Philo and
Plutarch, this can remain only a possibility.

42 Chapter 111. 42-44; Chapter IV, 98-99; Chapter \'. 130-32,

43 Pépin, Mythe er allégorie, 112-24. 136-43,

#4 Bovancé (“Etudes philoniennes.” 73-74) wants to push this pattern of interpretation
back to the first half of the first century m.c. He cites a passage from Cicero's De finipus
(;.48—49). in which Calpurnius Piso. whiic describing the doctrine of Antiochus. offers the
erens episode in the Odyssey as an example of the human desire for learning. Boyvance would
like 1o link this passage from Cicero with those from Philo and Plutarch. The 1n.terprctauon.
however. as it is found in Cicero differs in one very crucial respect from both Philo and
Piumrch. In Cicero. the interpretation does not involve any allegory of the soul. Rather. the
story 1s about men (homines) who were attracted to the rocks by the desire for learning (discendi
cupiditate). for the Sirens offer knowledge (scientia). Cicero. then. does not. by the mi:jdic of the
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development of this new aliegorical pattern also allowed them to muke use o
allecorical terminology. In the wake of such a development. & Jewish inter.
nrc{cr like Philo could then take up the use of explicit/y allegorical interpre.
tations. especially since Philo himself was deeplyv influenced by Alexandrin
Middie Platonism. Itis important. however. to keep in mind that the oxien:
and the complexity of Philo's aliegory of the soul goes well bevond any o
the Middle Platonic allegories of the Odvsserv.s® While the mods! tor iy
aliegory of the soul was derived from Middie Platonic allegories of the
Odysser. its development by Philo and other Jewish allegorical interpreter.
was quite original and the result of their own reflections on the biblical te:

C. Levels of Interpretarion

The second significant shift that takes place at this level of interpreta-
tion is Philo’s attempt to maintain that there are different levels of interpre-
tation. the literal and the allegorical. and that both tvpes of interpretation
are. for the most part. valid modes of interpretation. This app2ars most
clearly in the Questions and Answers on Genesis and Exodus. In both ot
these works. literal and allegorical interpretations lie side by side. Philo is
obviously more interested in the allegorical interpretations: but, for the most
part. the literal interpretations are also considered valid and valuable. The
same 1s true of the interpretations of Genesis 1-3 found in De Opificio
Mundi and Legum Allegoriae. Of the twentv-seven times that allegorical
terms appear, only five involve the rejection of a non-allegorical interpreta-
tion.* The introduction of the allegory of the soul does not lead Philo 10
reject other sorts of interpretation.

From the wayv in which allegorical interpretations were usad in both
patristic and medieval exegesis. Philo’s attempt to maintain the overall valid-
itv of both allegorical and non-allegorical interpretation seems more obvious
to us than it must have seemed to Philo.*” Allegory. as 1t was practiced both
in the Stoic interpretations of Homer and in the Middle Platonic interpreta-
tions of the Odyssey. did not include the recognition of different levels of

first century B.c.. know of an #Yrgorical interpretation of the Sirens episode in the Odvisa
Had he known of it. he probal | ould have made use of it in this passage. The passage in [
Jinibus 5.48-49 is about the various parts of the soul (parres animi). and so an interpretation of
the Odyssey which involved an allegory of the sow/ would have been much more uppropriate
than the interpretation that Cicero did offer.

4% While the extant Middle Platonic allegories of the Odvssev arc fragmentary. this tipe
of allegorization seems to have come into its own only with Numenius in the middie of the
second century a.D. See Buffiere. Les mythes d’Homere et la pensée grecque. 413-15.

€ Op. 154,157,164 L. 4. 3.236, 238,

47 See H. de Lubac. Exégese médiévale (4 vols.: Paris: Aubier, 1959-64).
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interpretation.” Rather an allegorical interpretation involved either a rejec-
tion of the literal interpretation or at least complete obliviousness to that
level. Philo is the earliest example that we have of a writer who tries to
maintain the validity of both the allegorical and the non-allegorical levels
of interpretation.

Philo’s attempt to maintain the validity of both tvpes of interpretation
also involved him in controversy., The position which Philo takes in these
controversies clarifies his attitude toward previous interpretations of the
creation of man and the way in which he made use of them. On the one hand.
Philo argues against those who. while interpreting the biblical text allegori-
cally. reject the validity of the literal interpretation. Philo argues this most
clearly in Mig. 89-93:

There are some who. regarding laws in their literal sense (pn1ol vopor) as
svmbols (cvuPora) of matters belonging to the intellect. are overpunctilious
about the latter. while treating the former with easyv-going neglect. Such men |
for my part should blame for handling the matter in too easy and offhand a
manner. They ought to have given careful attention to both aims, to a more full
and exact investigation of what Is not seen and in what is seen 1o be stewards
without reproach.

As it 1s, as though they were living alone by themselves in a wilderness. or as
though they had become disembodied souls. and knew neither city nor viilage
nor household nor any company of human beings at all. overlooking all that the
mass of men regard. thev explore reality in its naked absoluteness. These men
are taught by the sacred word to have thought for good repute. and to let
nothing go that 1s part of the customs fixed by divinely inspired men (8goné-
cwou) greater than those of our time.

It is quite true that the Seventi Day is meant to teach the power of the unorigi-
nate and the non-action of created beings. But let us not for this reason abrogate
the Jlaws laid down for its observance. and light fires or till the ground or carry
loads or institute proceedings in court or act as jurors or demand the restoration
of deposits or recover loans. or do anvthing else that we are permitted to do as
well on davs that are not festival seasons.

It i1s true also that the keeping of festivals is a symbaol of gladness of soul
(wiykn evgpootvn) and of thankfulness to God. but we shouid not for this
reason turn our backs on the general gatherings of the vear’s seasons.

It is true that receiving circumcision does indeed portrayv the excision of piea-
sure (fdovny) and all passions trafn). and the putting away of impious conceit,
under which the mind (6 vobs) supposed that it was capable of begetting by its
own power. But let us not on this account repeal the law laid down for
circumelising.

#* J. Tate, “Plato and Allegorical Interpretation.” Classical Quarter{y 23 (1929) 144-45



156 The Creation of Man

Why. we shall be ignoring the sanctity of the Temple and a thousand othe:
things. if we are going to pay heed to nothing except what is shewn us by the
inner meaning of things (31" Lrovordv). Nay. we should look on all these out-
ward ohservances as resembling the body. and their inner meanings as resem-
biing the soul. It follows that. exactly as we have to take thought for the body,
because 1t is the abode of the soul. so we must pay heed to the faws in they
literal sense (pntoi véuol). If we keep and observe these. we shall gair a clearer
conception of those things of which these are the symbols (oUuforal: and

exides that we shall not incur the censure of the many and the charges thes are
sure to bring against us.

Philo condemns those who want to desert an observance of the Mosaic law
based on a literal interpretation. In the three cases which he cites. Philo does
not disagree with the allegorical interpretations of the law but rather with the
claim that the allegorical interpretation allows one to ignore the literal inter-
pretation of the law. In fact all three interpretations are consistent with
Philo's allegory of the soul.#® Wolfson refers to these interpreters as “extreme
allegorists.” By that he means that. by their excessive use of philosophic
interpretation. thev rejected the literal meaning of the law altogether.® This
characterization is misleading. In the first place. their allegories are no more
“extreme than arc those of Philo himself. Secondly. and more importantly.
they simply reflect the normal practice of Greek allegory. a practice in which
the allegorical interpretation involves at least ignoring the literal meaning of
the text and most of the time involves rejecting the literal meaning outright.
Put another wayv. it is not they who have carried a process of interpretation
to extremes but Philo who has broken with the normal practice of allegorical
interpretation and has maintained the validity and value of the literal inter-
pretation as well."!

49 The connection with the allegory of the soul is clearest in the second and third cxam-
ples. where circumcision is a symbol of the excision of pleasure from the soul {cl. Spec. 181
and the celebration of the festivals is 2 svmbol of the soul’s rejoicing. In both cases. the Mosaic
law is interpreted in terms of what it means for the soul. The parallel with the other two
examples indicates that what is allegorical in the first example is not the interpretation of the
seventh dav of creation as such but the interpretation of the meaning of the fourth command-
men:. the keeping of the Sabbath, What is allegorical is that the cessation from bodilv work 1s a
symbol meant to remind the soul that God alone is truly active. Posr. 33-39. an interpretation n
which Cain’s marriage and his begetting of Enoch (Gen 4:17) are svmbols of the impious nund s
belicf that it is the originator of its own activities. indicates that this problem was of concern to
Philo in his allegory of the soul (cf. L. 4. 2.31-32.46-48. 68-69. L. 4. 3.32-15),

0 Wolfson. Philo. 1.66.

51 Philo was probably not the only Jewish interpreter to maintain the validity of both
levels of interpretation. Ho < mentior other allegorica! interpreters without indicating that
they rejected the literal level of interpretation ( Post. 7. Abr. 99 Jos. 151 Spee. 31780 The wiy
in which he refers to them in Abr. 99. Jos. 151, and Spec. 3.178 suggests that they are his
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The reason that Philo wants to maintain the value of both tvpes of
interpretation is that without the literal interpretation there would be no wav
to maintain Judaism as a community. Judaism would be reduced 10 a series
of isolated individuals. The justification that Philo gives for maintaining the
validity of the literal interpretations is that they are the work of divinelv
inspired men (Beonécio1).5> As is clear from his other uses of this term. Philo
includes both literal and allegorical interpreters in the category of Geoné-
oo™ But in Mig. 89-93 he is emphasizing the inspired character of the
lireral level of interpretation. Literal interpretations are to be respected
because theyv. like allegorical interpretations. are the work of divinely
inspired men,

On the other hand. Philo is forced to argue against those who were
unwilling to admit the validity of an allegorical interpretation of the text.
For instance. in Conf. 190 while admitting the value of the literal interpreta-

contemporaries. In all three cases Philo says that he has heard (fixovca) these interpreters
himself rather than simply saving that "some have said . . .*. which is his usual practice. This
too suggests that the use of the alleogry of the soul was a quite recent development. In view of
this fact. some of the allegorical interpretations found in Philo mav have originated with a
group of Jewish interpreters of which Philo was a member rather than with Philo himself. In the
case of the allegorical interpretation of the fall. however. Philo gives no indication that this
particular interpretation of Genesis 2-3 is derived from some other interpreter. On the contrary.
at several points in the Questions and Answers on Genesis. he seems 1o indicate that the
interpretation is his own (Q. G. 1.8. 13, 31. 41). While Philo probably was not the only one to
maintain the validity of both levels of interpretation. he certainly seems to have been the most
prominent among them. ’

52 Strictly speaking. both the literal and the allegorical interpretations mentioned in Aig.
89-93 are concerned with lega/ texts. But there is no reason to think that Philo restricted the use
of these principles to iegal texts alone. In practice. he certainly applies these same principles to
narrative texts. thatis. he maintains the validity of both allegorical and literal interpretations of
these texts.

33 Spec. 1.8, 314: Spec. 3.17&: Uirt. 8. The importance of scriptural interpretation by
divinely inspired men for Hellenistic Judaism has been emphasized by D. Georgi { Die Gegner
des Pauius im 2. Korintherbrief [WMANT 11: Neukirchen: Neukirchener Verlag. 1964]
165-82). The investigation of the relationship of these feoréciol dvéps: to the category of
“divine man” (Belog avip) would go well bevond the bounds of this study. What is important
for our purposes is that Philo justifies the validity of multiple interpretations ot the biblical text
by appeualing to the divinely inspired character not only of the text but also of its various
mterpretations. For a discussion of the wider problem of the “divine man™ figure. see.
addition 1o Georgi. R. Reitzenstein. Die hellenistischen Mysterienreligionen nach inren Grund-
gedanken und Wirkungen (3rd ed.: Leipzigs Teubner, 1927) 12419, 37-38: Windisch. Paufus
und Christus. 90-115: L. Bieler, @EIOT ANHP (1936 rpt. Darmstadt: Wissenschafthche
Buchgesellschatt. 1967): C. Holladay. Theios Aner in Helienistic Judaism. A Critique of the Use
of This Category in New Testamenr Chrisiology (SBL Dissertation Series 401 Missoula: Schol-
ars. 1977) 103-199: D. Tiede, The Charismaiic Figure as Miracle Worker (SBL Dissertation
Series 12 Missoula: Scholars, 1972).
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tion of the storv of the Tower of Babel as the origin of the diversity of
languages (Gen ] 1:1-9). he exhorts his fellow interpreters to go b‘e}'oTld the
literal {0 an allegorical level in which the ston ofthe.Towe.r of Babcl Is Secﬁ
4~ God's attempt to break up and then annihilate \'arlogs vices 1n the soul;:
Philo argues against those who maintain that Phcr; Is onlv one lc‘\'ell QI
interpretation of a biblical text and that that levelis the literal le\.'cl. Whi in
ix impossible to tell precisely who these 1ntcrpr¢{ers were. they couid \\LYH
have been those who could accept the Kinds of interpretation that we have
analvzed in the previous chapters but who would refuse to accept'the alle-
cory of the soul. For them. unlike Philo. there was onlyv one level ofmterpre-
tation. and that level did not involve the allegory of the soul. Phl‘lo had to
defend his belief in multiple levels of interpretation not only against those
who rejected the literal level but also against those who would accept only
the literal level.® . '
This understanding of the process of interpretation is also reﬁected in
Philo’s use of literal interpretations. At first glance his use oflitelral interpre-
tations seems ambiguous. Although Philo. for the most part, gives an alle-
gorical interpretation alongside other non-allegorical interpretations. at
limes he does deny the literal interpretation of a specific text and condemns
those who maintain it.%¢ His attitude becomes clearer when one remembers
what he regards as a literal interpretation. Because allegory basically means
the aliegort\' of the soul for Philo. interpretations that are nol' part of the
allegory of the soul are literal interpretations. This can be seen in the Ques-
zion] a;7d Answers on Genesis and Exodus. The basic division in 'each ques-
tion is between literal interpretations and allegorical interpretations. \? ith
very few exceptions. interpretations which are not part of t'he all“egor_\' of the
soul fall within the division of literal interpretations. A “literal interpreta-
tion. then. covers a wide variety of interpretations. from very simple. “literal-
istic™ interpretations to sophisticated interpretations which.. howsv(er. are
still not part of the allegory of the soul. Philo uses the term “literal (pn?o;)
to cover both simplistic interpretations which he rejects and more sophisti-

3% This same kind of attempt to push interpreters bevond the literal to the ullegﬂonca! level
of interpretation is also found in Soh. 33 Conf. 190, Jos. 125, Deus 13:"*; A!)r.vl()()—,«é; -

S5 M. J. Schrover. “Alexandrian Jewish Literalists.” JBL 55 (1936) 361—2\4.‘ Schrover’s
article is valuable bec'ause it deals with a large number of passages w her.c the literal xmc‘rpre[a;
tion is either rejected or surpassed. However. Schrover reduces all literal mt»crprctcr,x to (n;j ],:\/U
of simpletons. narrow conservatives, or vilifiers of the law. This s far too simple and unsympa

°11C a pi e iteral interpreters.

e jhp[ECtgurb;f lll.lﬁir;dS::: 1?93—94: Der. 13.95. 155,167 Deus 133: Cong. 441 Plani. 32 Agr.

1310 L. 4. 24,

PHILO AND ALLEGORY OF THE sSOUL 159

cated. vet still "literal™ interpretations which he finds quite acceptable 5" For
instance. in the interpretation of Gen 2:8. God's planting of the garden in
Eden. Philo rejects the literal interpretation as blasphemous because God
can have no need of a garden. Rather the verse must be taken figuratively
(tpomtkws) to refer to the planting of virtues in the human soul
(L. 4. 1.43-47). Again. Philo rejccts a literal interpretation (70 prnTov) of
Gen 2:21-22 which says that God made Eve from Adam’s side. Philo claims
that it is ridiculous to think that a woman or any human being was ever
created from a man's side (L. 4. 2.19). Rather the text is talking about the
origins of sense perception. svmbolized by the woman (L. 4.2.24). A literal.
or better a literalistic. interpretation is 10 be rejected when it is either blas-
phemous or ridiculous. The kind of literal interpretation that is rejected by
Philo is the kind of interpretation that was rejected by Jewish interpreters as
far back as Aristobulus.5* Such terpretations would be rejected not only by
Philo but also by the sophisticated literal interpreters whose explanations of
the creation of man were discussed in the previous chapters. However. a
more sophisticated. vet in Phile's mind stil] literal. interpretation is quite
easily accepted and placed beside an allegorical interpretation. For instance.
Philo can set a literal interpretation of Abraham’s migration as the story of a
wise man's obedience to God's commands next to an allegorical interpreta-
tion of the journeyv of Abraham as the viriue loving soul’s search for the true
God (Abr. 68. 88).

Most of the interpretations of the creation of man which we have ana-
Ivzed lie outside of the allegory of the soul and so. for Philo. would be literal
interpretations. One can see this. for instance. when one compares Q. G. 1.6
and Q. G. 1.8. In both of these passages. the “svmbolic” or allegorical
interpretation is that Paradise is a symbol of wisdom. In Q. G. 1.6 the
“literal” meaning of Paradise is that it is a “dense place full of all kinds of
trees.™ This explicitly literal interpretation of Gen 2:8 is continued in
Q. G 1.8a:

Some. believing Paradise to be a garden. have said that since the molded man is
sense-perceptible. he therefore rightly goes to a sense-perceptible piace. But the
man made in his image. is intelligible and invisible. and is in the class of
incorporeal species.

7 For the variety of interpretations to which the term “literal™ (pnTaZ; Is applied. seo
LA 2040 Agr V5T Ebr. 130: Sob. 65: Mig. 89,93 Som. 1 120: Abr. 65, 85, 119, 131,200,217,
2361 Jos. 281250 Spec. 1.200,287: Spec. 2,09, 147,257 Spec. 3178 Praem. 61,65 Cont. 7% (for
a positive use of the term): and L. 4. 2.19: Der 15, 167 Agr. 1 Plane 1130 Fug. 106:
Som. 1.101. 102, 164 (for a negative use of the term).

58 See Chapter 111, 50-52.
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Even though the interpretation in Q. G. 1.8a is not explicitly described g
“literal. it is set off against the “symbolic™ interpretation of Q. G. I &b (thy:
Is. Paradise as a siymbol of wisdom) and continues the literal interpretation
of Paradise in Q. G. 1.6 as a real garden. The interpretation found in
(. G. 1.8a which involves the distinction between the heavenly man creuted
in Gen 1:27 and the earthly man created in Gen 2.7 falls. then. within 1h
area of a literal interpretation.

One must also keep in mind that the allegorical method that Philo used
was derived from Greek allegory. That method functioned in such a way wigt
the specific detail in the text that pointed to an allegorical level of interprets-
tion also served 1o rule out any literal interpretation. Philo is thus using a
method of interpretation that works against his own belief in the inspired
character of the literal level of interpretation. At times this procedure gives
Philo’s allegorical interpretations the appearance of rejecting more of the
literal interpretation than he actually does.

That fact is perhaps best illustrated by Philo’s allegorical interpretation
of the serpent as a svmbol of pleasure (Op. 157-164). In this interpretation.
Philo seems to be seizing on the absurdity of a talking serpent (Op. 1567 in
order to move to the level of the allegory of the soul in which the serpentis a
symbol of pleasure (Op. 157). This movement to the allegorical level seems
to involve the rejection of the literal interpretation found in Op. 136,

s

It is said that in olden 1imes the venomous earthborn crawling thing could send
Jorth a man’s voice. and that one day it approached the wife of the first man and
upbraided her for her irresoluteness and excessive scrupulosity in delaving and
hesitating to pluck a fruit most beauteous to behold and most luscious to taste.
and most useful into the bargain. since by its means she would have power to
recognize things good and evil. She. without looking into the suggestion.
prompted by a mind devoid of steadfastness and firm foundation. gave her
consent and ate of the fruit. and gave some of it to her husband: this instantly
brought them out of a state of simplicity and innocence into one of wickedness.
Whereat the Father in anger appointed for them the punishments that were
fitting. For their conduct well merited wrath. inasmuch as thev had passed b
the tree of life immortal. the consummation of virtue. from which they could
have gathered an existence long and happy. Yet they chose that fleeting and
mortal existence which 1s not an existence but a period of time full of miser:
(Op. 156.)

This passage 1s part of a literal interpretation of the fall in which the man. the
woman and the serpent maintain their identities as figures in the externa!
world. It is of a piece with the literal interpretations of the fall found in
Op. 151-152 and 167-1704. In addition. this literal interpretation is by no
means a simple-minded literalistic one. It presents a rather sophisucated
analysis of the motivation behind the fall. However. Philo does not reject
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this literal interpretation of the fall when it appears in Op. 151-152 and
167-170a: he seems to reject onlyv the notion of the talking serpent menti-
oned in Op. 156. A further complication is that in Q. G. 1.32. Philo accepts
the same explanation that in days of oid serpents could talk. an explanation
which he seems to reject 1in Op. 157,

When one looks again at Op. 157 with these problems in mind. one
notices that Philo mentions nothing specifically as being a “myvthical fiction™
(LoBou mr.aopa). not even the notion of a talking serpent. In the hands of
any Greek allegorist. the notion of & talking serpent would have been pre-
cisely the detail that he would have seized on to reject the literal meaning of
the text and move to an allegorical interpretation. Philo. however. does not
really want to reject the literal interpretation of the fall found in Op. 151-152,
156.167-170aand Q. G. 1.32. At the same time. he needs some reason. some
“opportunity™ (deopury) offered by the text. which would enable him to
move to the allegorical level.* So. instead of seizing on the notion of the
talking serpent. he simply rejects in very general terms any literal interpreta-
tion of Gen 3:1 which would involve a "mvthical fiction.” This general rejec-
tion serves as his “opportunity™ to move to the allegorical level. In this way
he can hold on to the literal interpretation of the fall of which Op. 156 is a
part and vet still offer an allegorical interpretation (Op. 157). The whole
process. however. illustrates the problem that Philo faced in trying to main-
tain the validity of the literal level of interpretation while making use of an
allegorical method that had developed by rejecting that same literal level.

Philo’s understanding of the process of interpretation is thus an inclu-
sive one in which several interpretations of the same text are to be considered
valid and valuable. In practice. this also extends to different interpretations.
all of which are at the literal level. For instance. in the Questions and
Answers on Genesis which deal with Genesis 1-3, Philo not uncommonly
mentions several valid literal interpretations. with or without an allegorical
interpretation.®® In other words. several literal interpretations. in addition
to the allegorical interpretation. fall within Philo’s notion of inspired inter-
pretations. The biblical text. then. looks rather different to Philo than it did
to his predecessors whose work was analvzed in the preceding chapters. The
biblical text has a density and depth to it which allows it to be interpreted at
several different levels. all of which are valid. This sense of depth and density
also allows Philo to bring to bear on a biblical t1ext & number of different
interpretations which are of different origins.

39 Plani. 36; Conf. 191. See Pépin, "Remarques sur la théorie de l'exégese allegongue
chez Philon.” 161-62.
60 0.G.1.3.5.7,18.2), 32,52,
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D. Philo’s Use of Previous Interpretarions

Phiilo's belief in the inspired character of literal interpretations of the
hiblical text influences the wav in which he makes use of previous interpreu,-
tions of the creation of man. The sense of the biblical text’s density allows
Philo to treat the literal interpretations of the creation of man differenth
than his predecessors did. Previous interpreters were aware of working
within a tradition and felt a responsibility toward it. Because of this, pre-
vious interpretations of the account of the creation of man were preserved
intact. In addition. each successive interpretation preserved basicallv the
same Middle Platonic thought structure. Yet each successive interpretation
also contained an implicit critique of the previous interpretation. For
instance. the interpretation of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7 as a description of the
creation of two different men involves an implicit critique of the previous
interpretation in which these two verses were taken as complementary de-
scriptions of a single act of creation. Both Op. 134-135 and L. 4. 31-32
argue that Gen 1:27 and Gen 2.7 do nor refer to the creation of the same mun
but to the creation of two different men. one heavenly and the other
earthlv.¢! One interpretation seems to have superseded the previous interpre-
tation. There is no indication that these interpreters had a sense that a/l of
these interpretations were valid. But the situation changes with Philo.
Because Philo thought that all of these interpretations were inspired. all of
them could be accepted as valid interpretations. Philo does find some inter-
pretations more congenial than others. These interpretations are basically
the Platonic interpretations of the creation of man and especialiy the alle-
gory of the soul. Yet his own allegory of the soul. for instance. is not a
critique of previous interpretations. It is rather an additional interpretation
that can be set side by side with other interpretations. Because of this he can
make use of other interpretations without revising them to fit in with his own
interests or preferences.

Philo’s use of previous interpretations becomes clearer when one looks
at the way in which he arranged the various interpretations of Gen 1:26-27
and Gen 2:7 in De Opificio Mundi and Legum Allegoriae 1. The following
outline will illustrate his arrangement of previous interpretations.

I. De Opificio Mundi:
A. Gen [:26-27: Op. 69-88

¢ One should keep in mind that both Stoic and Middle Platonic allegories of Homer
involved a critique of non-allegorical interpretations. Philo is different because he is willing 1o
allow that several different interpretations of the same biblical passage are afl valid.

PHILO AND ALLEGORY OF THE SOUL 163

- Op. 69-71: Man’s mind is made as an image of God: as God is 1o the

universe. man’s mind is to his body. (111.A)62

2. Op. 72-75; Whatis the meaning of “Let us make man™ God's helpers

make the lower parts of man so that God is not responsible for the evil

man does. (111, A)

Op. 76: "Generic” man versus “specific™ man. (V.B)

- Op. 77-88: Why does God create man last in the order of creation?

a. Op. 77-78: So that all might be prepared for man.

b. Op. 79-&1: Had man staved rational. all would have staved pre-
pared for him: instead he gave in to pleasure and so now
must work.

¢. Op. 82: God wanted to unite the beginning of creation (the heaven)
and the end of creation (man as a miniaiure heaven).

d. Op. 83-86: That all animals might be amazed and do him homage.

e. Op. 87-88: Man is not inferior because he was created last. Drivers
and pilots are not inferior because they come “after” what they
control.

B. Gen 2:7: Op. 134-147

I. Op. 134-135: Creation of the earthlv man as distinct from the heav-

enly man of Gen 1:27. (V. B)

- Op. 136-137: The first earthly man was beautiful in body. Three

proofs for this:

a. In the beginning the material was pure and easy to work with.

b. God chose 10 use the best clay.

c. God excelled in skili.

3. Op. 138-139: The first earthly man was beautiful in sou/ because it was
a likeness (arewwdvicua) of the Logos and divine spirit was breathed
into its face. (IV.C)

4. Op. 140-141: The devolution of man

- Op. 142-144: Man as a citizen of the world (xooponoritnz).

6. Op. 145-146: Men of Jater generations have a kinship with their first
father because their minds are allied to the Logos and are copies
(Expayela) and fragments (¢roordopata) of the blessed nature and
their bodies are allied to the earth. (I1V.C)

7.0p. 147: Man is at home among all of the elements.

Il. Legum Allegoriae 1:

A. Gen 1:126-27; Missing. ¢}
B. Gen2:7: L. 4. 1.31-42

1. L. 4. 1.31-32: Creation of the earthly man as distinct from the heav-

eniy man of Gen 1:27 (V. B)

9%}

to

W

62 2 ron: < . in thi j
The numbers in parentheses refer to the chapters and sections in this study where these
passages are analvzed in detail.
63 See footnote 12.



The Creation of Man
: ; 5.7
2 4. 1:33-42: Four guestions about the mlerpretatlon.o.f Gcnf..,
b L 401- 14-15 Why was the earthly mind given the divine spirit and
N no! I.hcwmind made after God's image (Gen 1:2',' )7 He leaves no soul
barren of virtue and only one into whom rea! life has been breathed
a T 3
' 1 i (IV.C)
can experience virtue. {1V, ‘ . L .
b. L. A 'p%—"«is: What is the meaning of “breathed in™ He breathes
in “spirit. " (IHLA) ] ) Y D a1l
L 4pl 19_41. What is the meaning of “into the face™ an_\smal...\v
‘ itlr;’f;rs {0 the senses: “ethically™" it refers to the human mmd‘_ \\’hxcn
is (1} God to the rest of the human being (Exod /:!).‘ a{r}oy(.G)),\d‘
unlike the rest of man. created both by {Und) and through (o) Go
(Gen 2:8). (IV.B) , e o
d. L. A.1.42 Whyis“breath™(mvon}) and not "spirit (f“\,g_f’“a) Uhud‘lu
' Gv°n 2:7. especially because Moses knows of the “spirit” borne over
the waters (Gen 1:2)7 “Spirit” belongs to the hea\'cgl_\ mind
(Gen 1:27) while only “breath™ belongs to the earthly mind (Gen

2:7).(VEA)

The principle of organization of these ipterpretatiogs of;k:];c[;e:;;;rgi
man is that of a series of discrete imerpr;ztat1onsg§rrr?eun;ieiga;(l)oSI Lo appro-
¥: ibli verse. This principle of arrang s m us
pOr/l)d[;-t-)i’};h\iilich contains ﬁ?e different answers to the questlor; of \:j'}.]f;errrldnr:
wa.; created last:in L. 4. [.33-42 w‘hi;thonzls;s ofgnisnweor; [(;3(())1_);191 \\»h;ch

i about the interpretation of Gen 2:/; an . 9 whe
S;Jre]zit;?snso?bproofs for the beauty of the body and soul of the first

v man. . ' -
earth}: owever. in each of the three sets of interpretauons. [}?e[ri;slaorn;s:;l{r:
interpretation. which is then followed b): questions abput ;;d(r}eln o e
of any given verse. In Op. 69-88 th.e main mterpretauor? otem | t.o b
man'; mind is an image of God. This is then iollowed k{)iatmang(op Y
specific questions. one about the meaning of “Let us ma le ’ 77;88)' )
and the other about the reason why man was createq 'ast .( [Bél\‘-een o
Op. 134-147. the main interpretation involves ﬁthe dlS-Fm}CUO?O“OWCd e
heavenly man and the earthly man (Op. [34-135). It 1s nelnﬁ(\—ﬂg’ and_b\
series of proofs of the beauty of man's body anc} so;l (,Ooprid .;Op -]40—]“7;'
interpretations of man’s dC\‘O]UI.IOYII and placg in the we o ihe g
Finallv. in L. A. 1.31-42 the main interpretation agan m\oI {] heem
tion between the heavenly man and the earthly man (1_“ A‘.I’ d\ ;‘;I\ e
followed by a series of guestions and a?nswc‘rs about pa'rﬁt_x”cu dr aspects
imerpretation of Gen 2:7 and its relationship to Gen l.._,.‘ platonic. Stoie

The main interpretation in cach of these three case; 1.\“8 a;g—;i.] : o
interpretations, on the other hdnd such as Li j4. hl 6;);) .[;3_139 o
Op. 147, and even partially Stoic interpretations such as 7. 1
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Op. 145-146 are in subordinate positions. Even by his arrangement of the
various interpretations Philo shows himself part of a Platonizing tradition of
interpretation. He also shows his uneasiness about the Stoic interpretations
of the creation of man by placing them in subordinate positions. This uneasi-
ness is consistent with the kinds of adjustments that he makes in Stoic
interpretations of the creation of man found elsewhere in his works.t4

Philo also shows his hand by introducing into these interpretations of
the creation of man a passage which serves to prepare the reader for the
allegory of the soul. which really begins only with the interpretation of
Gen 208 (L. A. 1.43). In L. 4. 1.42 Philo explains that “spirit” (mvebpa) is
given only to the "mind made according to the image and the idea™ (6 xatd
v eikdva yevoves Kol v 6éav volz) (Gen 1:27) while onlyv “breath™
(rvon) Is given to the “mind made from matter™ (6 &x s Uang vobz) (Gen
2:7).63 This procedure is also consistent with Philo’s technigue of introducing
into the interpretation of Gen 2:8. 15. 16-17 the distinction between a heav-
enly mind and an earthly mind rather than a distinction between a heavenlyv
man and an earthly man.*¢ In this wayv. Phil
preference for the allegory of the soul.

Although Philo does show his own preferences for the Platonic model
of creation and for the allegory of the soul, nevertheless. the various inter-
pretations of the creation of man are not revised so that they are consistent
with Philo’s own preferences. As one looks over the arrangements of the
interpretations of Gen 1:27 and 2:7. one sees immediately that all of the
levels of interpretation that have been analyzed in this study are represented.

o0 also shows his own particular

1. Anti-anthropomorphic interpretations (Chapter 111)
Op. 69-71:72-75: L. 4. 1.36-38§

2. Single creation of man (Chapter IV Op. 138-139: 145-146
L. A4.1.34-35.

3. Double creation (Chapter V):
a.of man: Op. 76. 1342135 . 4. |
b. of mind: L. 4. 1.42.

1-32.

(%)
98]

84 Mue. 223 Plam. 1820 Her. 283 Der. 83,

5 He (Moses) uses the word “breath™ not “spirit”, implying a difference between them:
for “spirit™ is conceived of as connoting strength and vigour and power. while a “breath”™
is like an air or a peaceful and gentle vapour. The mind that was made atter the image and
original might be said to partake of spirit, for its reasoning faculty possesses robustness:
t 1 the mind that was made out of matter must he said to partake of the hight and less
S tantial air, as of some exhalation. such as those that rise from spices. for if they are
kept and not burned for incense there is still 2 sweet perfume from them. (/. 4. 142

B¢ L. 4. 1.53-55 88-89.90-96: Pians. 4446,
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At the same time. the conflicts among them remain. For instance. (),
13%_139 and 145-146. in their present coniext are interpretations oi in.
earthiv man created in Gen 2:7. Yet the interpretations themselves make e
of l;m;nuagc appropriate only to the heaven/y man created in Gen 1127 1n;:
is. language of likeness to the Logos. Again. L. 4. 1.42 which claim. .
onlv the heavenly mind created in Gen 1:27 was given the “spirit™is clearh
odds with L. 4. 1.36-38 where the central point of the interpretation i 1.
man’s mind is inbreathed with “divine spirit.” Finally. all of the mterpres,.
tions in Op. 69-8& are about the creation of man prior to any distinJtior
between a heavenly man and an earthly man. Yet in their present contex:
thev should be interpretations that apply only to the creation of the heaveniy
man in Gen 1:27. There can be no doubt that Philo was aware that these
various interpretations were not of a piece. Yet his belief in the inspired
character of all of these interpretations led him to place them side by side
without anv real revision. Philo then. unlike his predecessors. thought that
there were multiple. valid interpretations of the text. and this enabled him 1o
see the biblical text as a multifaceted reality which vielded a number o1
inspired interpretations.

One must also be aware, however. that the way in which Philo uses the
various literal interpretations of the creation of man differs from the way in
which he makes use of allegorical interpretations. The contrast of style illus-
trates Philo’s own preference for the allegorical method of interpretation. In
the literal interpretations of the creation of man which were given above. the
compositional technique was to bring together various literal interpretations
of a given biblical verse. In addition. the literal interpretations were given in
a very descriptive styvle. They were not at all homiletic in style. There was
nothing in them of diatribe or parenesis. no attempt to draw mora} conse-
quences from the interpretations. In contrast. allegorical interpretations tend
to involve a single interpretation of a biblical verse followed by similuy
interpretations of other biblical verses. The homiletical character of thuse
interpretations is also prominent.®” _

This contrast of stvle is illustrated when one compares the literal inter-
pretations of Gen 2:7 found in L. 4. 1.31-42 with the allegorical interpreta-
tion of Gen 2:8 found in L. 4. 1.43-52. As | indicated above. the litera
interpretations of Gen 2:7 form a series of discrete interpretations of the
creation of man grouped around the appropriate biblical verse. The alicgon-
cal interpretation of Gen 2:8 found in L. 4. 1 .43-52. however. is composed

h xy £ : H ISR N [N
" Fora detailed study of the use of diatribe and parenesis in Hellenistic Jewish o

see H. Thven. Der Stil der judisch-hellenistischen Homilie (Gotungen: Vandenhor
Ruprecht, 1955)40-63. £5-116.
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quite differently. In L. 4. 1.43-47. the trees of the garden of paradise are
interpreted figuratively (tpomik®z) as virtues planted in the soul. In
L. 4. 1.48-52 Philo goes on to interpret three other biblical verses
(Deut 16:21; Exod 20:23: Lev 19:23) in a wayv that develops the thought
found in the allegorical interpretation of Gen 2:&. All three of these interpre-
tations develop in a homiletic fashion the proper attitude that one shouid
have toward God in one's practice of virtue. Instead of a series of discrete
interpretations of one biblical verse. one has interpretations of several bibli-
cal verses. all of which are part of the allegory of the soul and all of which
develop points that are considered important in ones moral or spiritual
development.® While Philo collects and organizes various literal interpreta-
tions of the creation of man. it is the allegory of the soul that brings out his
concern with both the integration of the interpretation of disparate texts and
the ethical and religious consequences to be drawn from those interpretations.

The acceptance of multiple interpretations also appears in Philo’s inter-
pretations of the creation of the world. It would be impossible to go through
all of those interpretations in this study. Yet the point-can be illustrated by
showing how several recent attempts to make Philo’s interpretation of the
creation of the world read consistently have failed. As in his understanding
of the creation of man. so too in his understanding of the creation of the
world. there are multiple. inspired. and valid interpretations.

The first of these attempts was by H. A. Wolfson. He suggested that
Philo’s interpretation of the creation of the world and of man be read in the
following wav.

Philo’s interpretation of the story of the six davs of creation is thus as follows.
On the first day. God created the intelligible world of ideas. of which Scripture
mentions specifically seven ideas. namely. the idea of what Plato calls the
“receptacle.” the ideas of the four elements. the idea of the celestial bodies. and
the 1dea of mind and soul. Then he created a copy of the idea of the “receptacie™
and. within it. copies of the ideal four elements, both of which together consti-
tuted what is known as formless matter. out of which he created the four
eiements. Out of the element of fire He then created. on the second day. the
corporeal heaven: on the third dayv. land and sea and trees and plants: on the
fourth day. the sun and moon and stars; and on the fifth day. aguatic animals
and birds of the air. Finally. on the sixth dav. He created land animals. the mind
of man or the ideal man. which is referred to in the first account of the creation
0y man. and the corporeal or individual man. which is referred to in the second

" Other examples of this homiletically colored allegory of the soui are found in L. A.
TRO-K4: L. 4. 2.27-29. 46-48, 51-52. 54-63. 77-106: L. A. 3.12-27, 3243, 69-74, 77-96,

P16-37: 140-59. 16281, 191-99,225-23, 236-45.
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account of the creation of man. This interpretation in his De Opificic Mundi
differs only in slight details from that in his other works.®

However, there are two details of more than slight importance that render

the first place. the creation of the “cor-

poreal or individual man™ (Gen 2:7 Op. 134-135) is mentioned only afrer a

description and interpretation of the seventh dav (Gen 2:1-3 Op. 89-128)

and so the creation of the earthly man could have taken place only on the

weventh day (Q. G. 2.56). Secondly. Wolfson overlooked Op. 129-130 in
an that evervthing created in Gen 1i1=31 was
part of the world of “incorporeal and intelligible ideas™ (Op. 129). This
interpretation 1s in agreement with that found in L. A. 2.12-13 and
Q. G. 1.2.19 in which Gen 1:1-31 refers to the creation of the intelligible
world and Gen 2:6-25 refers to the creation of the sensible world. These
129-130: L. A. 1.12=13: Q. G. 1.2.19) quite clearly

three interpretations (Op.
clash with Op. 13-35 in which only what is created on “day one™ is part of

lligible world. Wolfson’s interpretation is unable to reconcile those

this harmonization impossible. In

which Gen 2:4-5 1s taken to me

the inte
differences.

An alternative suggestion has been proposed by R. Arna
edition of De Opificio Mundi”" In it he tries to overcome the difficultics
presented by Op. 129-130. L. 4. 2.12-13.and Q. G. 1.2. 19. He claims that

Iv three steps in the creation of the world: (1) on“day one™ the

there were real
Logos and the world of ideas were created: (2) on the second through the

sixth davs the ripes or forms of sensible objects (including man) were
created: and (3) on the seventh dav. the actual sensible realities (including

! The second step is what distinguishes Arnaldez’s

man) were created.”
attempt at interpretation from that of Wolfson. It is specifically devised to

130. L. A.2.12-13. and Q. G. 1.2. 19 into the scheme of
n an interpretation of a specific

ldez in his

integrate Op. 129-
creation. Arnaldez’s interpretation rests o
phrase in Op. 130:

We must suppose that in the case of all other objects also. on which the senses
pronounce Judgment. the elder forms (t¢ mpecfitepa £16m) and measures (ué-
tpa). in keeping with which all things that come into being have shape and size.
subsisted before them {rpolinfpye).

binus and Atucus.

The crucial term is “forms™ (i8n). Appealing to Al
"ideas™ but to

Arnaldez claims that the “forms™ do not refer to the Platonic”

9 Wolfson. Philv. 1.310.

0 R Arnaldez. "Introduction generale.”in Vol
{Paris Cerf. 1961).

"t lbid.. 136-37.

I of Les Ocuvres de Phiion JAlexandrie
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those ideas as thev are atts iR

o ddean e \?:‘i at;e ;i}[l{c?Cth. to matter.”> They are the specifications of the
haltnin bormat 10 ellrl_b'emgAattached to sensible objects.”™ Thev are
Amald_ez. e e n}e:. :gxb]e Jdegs and sensible objects. Accordir.m to
e U C‘reawd rms. ( %ntermedlate between the ideas and scnsTibIe
ool here e Iheoidd':\s two.through siX. while the ideas were created
o “a_\.. Ar.naidez o sensible objects were created on the seventh dav.™ In
Y. A 7 hoped to solve the problem creat '

Op. 129-130. L. 4. 1.12-13. and Q.G 12,19

As 1 pointe I : " the use of

cense Suggesteddbsu;iiai‘;dptér V. tbe use of the term “form™ (¢i802) in the
B.C. In Middle Pia;onic cierzcl:saf‘q%;e alcceptalble mpeare ith e
b e onic. - this term also appears with the s: e
ear gi.mlf?ngtei:pize:;onshof{he creation of man found in Philo. Howseci'r:r.
o mea;)in;;tthat t:e »phur‘ase “the elder forms and measures™ is
oo o (np;oﬁ’ ¢ phrase .mcorporeal and intelligible ideas.” The
omens from e ool Utepa) is being used precisely to distinguish these
o om tho hare attached to sensible objects. Since Op. 129-130
¢ creation of the intelligible world and so is still in conflict

V\lth (jp I ‘35 .AAI aldeZ S at[e“lpt at 11 rm B
- N n
. “ : a onization is no more successtu

ed by such passages as

The thi

De Opificio T{?‘:gin;l:?bfcm anem?tvto,‘."%r a consistent interpretation of
lemes du ‘Récit de la Créen' made by V. Nikiprowetzky in his article. “Prob-
Nikiprowetzky's attempt tanogr chez Philon d’Alexandrie.™ Of the three.
ion of the creation ofti 9 Oficr a consistent reading of Philo’s interpreta-
ing to Nikiprowetzky P;‘?O”-d.-comes closest to being convincing. Accord-
The first part involves d ], ° divides the account of ereation into two parts.
intelligible model ombh a%s o through six. Day one is the creation of the
heaven; the third d‘a\' eo? T:d. Ihe‘secOnd dayvisthe creation of the sensible
plants: the fourth da\?ofth f? ser}sxble earth and the generic (xatd vévoz)
of the generic (katd vév Fegenszbje h;a\'en]}- bodies and time: the fifth day
(xatd yévos) land ani evos) fish and birds: and the sixth day of the generic

Y $)land animals and “the man made according to the image.” The

" Ibid.. 137
“bid.. 136,
" Ibid., 136-37.

% See Chapter V. 114-19,
" Op.76; Her. 163-64.

"7 The interpretation of )
‘ of Op. 129-30 was anal
i . 30 was analvzed more fu apter V123
lscus._slon“of. Op. 12930 in this chapter depends on that : ('r}L ’%A”'\ Rt (338 e
* Nikiprowetzky, A . » Crention-

N “Proble : ‘Récit de Iz o
271306 oblem du ‘Reécit de la Création chez Philon d'Alexandric.”
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od’s rest on the seventh day and the production of the
sensible living creature (plants. birds. etc.) and the sensible earthly man.™
In contrast to Arnaldez’s interpretation, Nikiprowetzky's arrangement
has the merit of seeing that the term “genus” (yévog) used In Op. 76.134.and
L. 4. 2.12-13. 1o describe the plants. fish. birds. animals. and the man
created in Gen 1:27 means “ideal” or “intelligible."** In his interpretation
most of the intelligible world 1s created on “dayv one.” On days two through
six the sensible world is created. with the exception of the plants. fish. birds.
animals. and man. For these. only their paradigms or genera (xata 7Evog In
Gen 1:11. 12,21, 24, 25) are created on davs three through six. The man
created in Gen 1:27 is one of those paradigms. Only on the seventh dayv are
the sensible copies of those paradigms created (i.e.. the sensible man at
Gen 2:7 and the sensible living creatures at Gen 2:19.)%
There are. however. serious problems even with Nikiprowetzky's inter-

pretation. In the first place. Op. 36 states quite clearly that the incorporeal
leted on “dav one” and that the sensible

world (@oduatol KOoHOoZ) was compie
world was begun on the second day. Op. 36 leaves no room for the creation
of those further paradigms. either of living creatures or of man. which Niki-
prowetzky claims were created on days three through six. In addition
Op. 36-38 clearly describes only the creation of the sensible world: no para-
digms are even hinted at. In other words. Op. 36-88 is simply irreconcilable
with the interpretations found in Op. 76. 134-135. L. A. 1.12-13. and
0. G. 1.2.19.

Secondly. he misinterprets L. 4. 1.1, 19-27 by failing to see that these
| refer to creation in the intelligible world alone.* These two
1.4-5 as a summary of Gen 1:1-31 which refers to the
creation of the idea of mind. the idea of sense perception. and the ideas of
things intelligible and things sensible. In L. 4. 1.1.19-27 all of Genesis | 1
taken to refer to the creation of the ideal or intelligible world. This outlook s
also irreconcilable with Op. 15-88.

Finallv. Nikiprowetzky misinterprets Op. 129-130. also an interpreta-

tion of Gen 2:4-5:

econd part includes G

two passages stil
passages take Gen 2t

“This is the book of

In his concluding summary of the story of creation he savs:
avin which

the genesis of heaven and earth. when thev came into being. in the d
{q Huépq) God made the heaven and the carth. and every herb of the field before

it appeared upon the earth. and all grass of the ficld before it sprang up”

9 Thid.. 292-93,
X0 Thid.. 283-89.
81 Ipid.. 292-93.
2 Ibid.. 291-92.
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(Gen 2:4-5). 1 ani
(Oen 24 ()j s he not manifestly describing the incorporeal ideus present onl
the mind (10 aoopdtous Kai sSIRNY: h s by seal. e
» N ¢ Kat vontag {8caz). by whi '
he d fx z 2 which ¢
finished objects that meet our SENnses were ] o e s e

- . m 9 L
forth its voung olded? For before the earth put

gre 1 ve
e e \‘m;n shootsi..\oung verdure was present. he tells us. in the
ature of a out material shape. and t o the f
oft : [ . before grass sprang :
there was in existence an invisible arass Frerang e n the feld.
We must su ai i of all
o S .pgose that in the case of all other obijects also. on which the sen
. o 4 SO. ¢ senses
oun Judgment. the elder forms and measures (npecflrepu ¢io e
Tpa). in keepi dth which all sk X N i e
Ssbs-q : bpfmg with which all things that come into being have shap*ndnJ e
e hich all thi eing s ¢ and size,
junsied ® ore them: for even if he has not dealt with evervthine togethe
o T TEva-1 aimi ; o ’
ne\vertheisi gehnush(wta 7EvoZ). aiming as he does at brevity in a high deer
¢ ! 7evos). doe \ igh degree.
eyl at he doeAs say gives us a few indications of universal Nature
rings forth no finished product in the world of sense sing an

incorporeal pattern. without using an

O;i\}?;?\g::etjh}o:(agtesnt(;.tlake the p'n'rase “on the day when™ to refer to “dav
idea of the grass oflthe ﬁe;dst’elrt [c};lesa:\:cli}.. Ih‘edldm e s nd e
gra on "day .one™ while their sensible
Z(;Sliinntce[ri;z;rtge\:\ir;srfgteg Iateﬂr. on the third day (Gen 1:12). In this ue':\'llbtje
R Ci? one ’rand the other six days is preserved.® How-
betmeon the e I ¢ ;;]p['er V. Op 129-130 places the line of demarcation
world mot ar Con of ! ’e m(t}elhg%b]e wor!d and the creation of the sensible
e g e p.hrase ft in .f.5.. th‘at 15 between the sixth dav and the
Lo G_en ya D olnﬁ); e (}iaj\ Wwhen does not enter into the interpre-
e 3 T‘Z 29-130: it is taken to mean nothing more than
Xamaies oo iﬁai,ca[ ehgreer.x herb.s and the grass of the field are simplyv
e relliaithe wang te that ey er'ythl'ng created in Gen 1:1-3] was part of
e highozeérz ?}(G:Over.\;?(;ng 1s mentioned because Moses aims at
Sy in ~degree (Op. 13 ). The basic conflicts. then. betw h
various levels of interpr in 2 Vik] e
more successful than tgee;?}?e(;nt\:'eor.nam ane MMIPTOWEIAYS anempt is no
A o :

e Cre;ltfofnt2;5{;2%;3;;5Athat Philo has treated previous interpretations of
e o o7 1he wor fn thei same wayv thgt he treated previous interpreta-
of them found = s ir:dhr?.\ imceAall‘ofthe Interpretations were inspired. all
Philoe i & Place 1; ;scnpuon ofthg creation of the world. While
Ciranee (o e oot of the types of \'al‘lq interpretations mayv seem
\vm.or; auows.h- S ?rescnl a consistent vision of the biblical text. This
im to develop consistently the allegory of the soul without

83 lbid., 28&-§9.
84 p,, N
art of the problem with Nik S
e Nikiprowetzkyv's interpretati i i
I ‘ . Vs etation is that he
the textuaj problem found in Op. 130 (vatq vévos rat : e e o

footnote 61, her than vatd pépos). See Chapter V.
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rejecting previous types of interpretation. The tradition of interpretation can
develop in significantly new ways {e.g.. the allegory of the soul) and at the
same time maintain continuity with its past.

E. Transmission and Institution

Both the analvsis of the exegetical traditions discussed in the previous
three chapters and that of Philo’s use and reinterpretation of those traditions
discussed in this chapter point to a well developed framework for the trans-
mission and development of such traditions. With the exception of the eariy
Stoic interpretations of Gen 2:7. all of the interpretations reflect the Middle
Platonism of the latter half of the first century B.C. and the early part of the
first century A.D. From these analyses two guestions arise about the overall
development of the interpretations of the creation of man: (1) Were these
interpretations passed on orally or were they passed on in written form: and
(2) what was the institutional framework within which these interpre-
tations developed?

Evidence suggests that we are dealing primarily with the history and
development of written interpretations. In general. the extent and complex-
ity of Philo’s treatises and his Questions and Answers on Genesis and
Exodus point to a well developed tradition of written interpretations. The
Questions and Answers on Genesis and Exodus represent a massive collec-
tion of interpretations from various sources. and the various Philonic trea-
tises represent complex. well developed styles of interpretation. It is uniikely
that such a highlv developed corpus of interpretations emerged in written
form only with Philo. The written character of these interpretations should
not surprise us since we know that interpretations of biblical texts were
written down by Alexandrian Jews at least as early as the middle of the
second century B.C.. that is. at the time of Aristobulus.

More specificallv. the interpretations of the creation of man are not
simply a collection of unconnected interpretations. Rather, in Philo they
represent levels of interpretations. The analysis of Philo’s interpretations of
the creation of man reveals more than simply the level of interpretation
immediately prior to Philo’s own allegory of the soul. It reveals interpreta-
tions. the earliest of which probably go back several generations before
Philo. In addition. one does not have to sort through lavers of revision in
order to get at these earlier levéls of interpretations. These interpretations
show up in Philo’s treatises. and especially in the Questions and Answers on
Genesis and Exodus. in an unrevised form. For instance. one does not have
to sort through lavers of revision in order to get at the eariiest. anti-
anthropomorphic interpretations of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7 found in Op.
69-71 and L. 4. 1.36-3%8.> This does not mean that Philo is quoting these

** See Chapter 111, section A,
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interpretations verhatim. But he does preserve the original structure. con-
tent. and key vocabulary of each of these interpretations to such an extent
that these interpretations must have been available to him in their origingl
form. The presence of such interpretations points to a written form of
transmission in which these various interpretations couid be transmitted in
the stable form in which one finds them in Philo.#¢

The answer to the first question has consequences for how one answers
the second question about the institutional framework within which these
interpretations developed. The written preservation of levels of interpreta-
tion which extended over several generations and which are in continuity
with one another suggests that we are dealing with a “school™ tradition of
some sort. In the early part of this century Wilhelm Bousset suggested that
behind the writings of Philo lay the work of an “exegetical school™ which. by
Philo’s time. had already existed for a generation or two.8” Just as there was
a Christian catechetical schoo! in Alexandria at the time of Clement. so too
there probably was an exegetical school in Alexandria at the time of Philo.#
The problem with Bousset’s position is that, while we'do have evidence for a
Christian catechetical school in Alexandria at the time of Clement. the evi-
dence for a Jewish exegetical school at the time of Philo is more ambiguous.

Yet both Philo and the traditions that he used do poivnt to some kind of
institutional framework of transmission and development. As Dieter Georgi
has shown. Philo himself indicates that such an institutional framework was
provided by the synagogue.®® In a passage from De Vira Mosis. Philo de-
scribes Moses™ regulations for the observance of the Sabbath. While the
regulations are ostensibly about the observance of the Sabbath at the time of
Moses. they clearly reflect. if in a somewhat idealized form. the svnagogue
service as Philo understood it (}fos. 2.216).

Moses. great in everything. determined that all whose names were written on his
holy burgess-roll and who followed the laws of nature should hold high festival
through hours of cheerful gaity. abstaining from work and profit-making crafts
and professions and business pursued to get a livelihood. and enjov a respite
from labour released from weary and painful care. But this leisure should be
occupied. not as by some in bursts of laughter or sports or shows of mimes and
dancers on which stage-struck fools waste awayv their strength almost 1o the
point of death. and through ths dominant senses of sight and hearing reduce to

86 This is . . . : . . .
This 1s not to deny the oral churacter of the interpretation and instruction that took

place. It simply means that, in addition. the interpretations were stabilized and passed onin
written form.
7 Bousset. Jidisch-christlicher Schulberrieb in Alexandria und Rom. 2.
88 Ihid., 2.
X9 : : - R . Com
Georgi. Die Gegner des Paulus in: 2 Korinrierbrief. 87100,
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slavery their natural queen. the soul. but by the pursuit of wisdom only (uéve
O PLLOCOPELV).
For it was customary on every dav when opportunity offered. and pre-eminently
on the seventh dav. as 1 have explained above. to pursue the study of wisdom
{@1n.0c00€eiv) with the ruler expounding and instructing the people what they
should sayv and do. while they received edification and betterment in moral
principie and conduct.
Even now this practice is retained. and the Jews every seventh dav occupy
themselves with the philosophy of their fathers (zdtproz grr.oc0¢le). dedicating
that time to the acquiring of knowledge and the study of truths of nature. For
what are our places of praver throughout the cities but schools of prudence and
courage and temperance and justice and piety, holiness and every virtue by
2211,

which duties to God and men are discerned and rightly performed? (Mos. 2.2
215-216.)

From Hypothetica 7.13. it is clear that what is meant by the exposition of
the philosophy of the fathers is the interpretation of scripture.” What is of
interest to us is that Philo casts the interpretation of scripture that takes
place in the svnagogue in the image of the kind of instruction that takes place
in a philosophical school. The ideology of the synagogue service is that of the
pursuit of wisdom (10 ¢@i.ocoeeiv) that takes place in a school setting
(d1daoxareiov).

This fits in well with what little we know of the philosophical schools of
the period. Philosophical speculation and philosophical instruction, at least
in the first century B.C.. seem to have taken place by means of commenting
on and interpreting a text. For instance. one of the speakers in Cicero’s De
Orarore (1. 47) remembers how he “read™ Plato’s Gorgias with Charmadas,
meaning that he listened to Charmadas’ comments on the Gorgias.’! As
Pierre Bovancé has pointed out. “the habitual manner of teaching a doctrine
such as that of Plato must have been. well before Neoplatonism. the com-
mentary.”%" The same is true of philosophical speculation in its written form:
it took the form of an interpretation of a Platonic text. Eudorus (/7. 30 B.C.)
and Thrasvllus (d. A.D. 36). both philosophers connected with Alexandria.

9 And indeed they (Jews) do alwavs assemble and sit together. most of them in siience
except when it is the practice 1o add something to signify approval of what 1s read But
some priest who is present or one of the elders reads the holy laws to them and expounds
them point by point (xaf’ Exactov £inveitar) tll about the late afternoon. w hen they
depart having gained both expert knowledge of the holv laws and considerable advance 1n
piets. ( Hyp. 7.13.)

91 Bovance, “Etudes philoniennes.” 80,

9% Ibid.. 81.
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wrote commentaries of some sort on the texts of Plato.%% In addition. works
such as the Timaeus Locrus and Arius Didymus® On the Docirines of Plaio
were manuals which may well have been based on commentaries on Plato.
We dp not know what these interpretations of the text of Plato looked like.
that 1s. whether they were line-bv-line commentaries or broader interpreta-
tions of the Platonic texts. However. what is important for a comparison
\mh Philo and the tradition to which he belonged is that the developments in
Middle Platonism during this period were rooted in the interpretation of the
texls'of Plato. Because both the philosophical speculation and the philo-
soph}cal instruction of the period were carried on by means of written and
oral interpretations of texts. the comparison of the svnagogue with a philo-
sophical school is not at all artificial. S

ATh.e comparison. however, should not be confined to the svnacogue
service itself but should also include the svnagogue as an institution. B:' {hm
1 sxrppl.\.‘ mean that the comparison must take in more than the S\'na('.zogue
service itself. that one must also look to other activities connected u'i;h the
s_\'n‘agogue.‘)4 Philo himself hints at this in Mos. 2.215 when he claims that
while the interpretation of the biblical text takes place pre-eminently on thé
Sak?bath it also takes place whenever the opportunity presents itself. The
various levels of interpretation of the creation of man that we have analvzed
point in the same direction. These interpretations represent the sustained
attempt of Jewish interpreters to appropriate the philosophical develop-
ments of the period. an attempt that lasted over several generations. In
ac‘idlluon. the texts that we have studied indicate a verv closgreading of the
blbllcgl text as well as a great dea! of concern for the preservation of the
exeggucal traditions of previous generations. It is difficult to imagine that all
of this was the result of the interpretations of Scripture that Iook‘Dlace in the
synagogue service itself. Rather. the svnagogue as a larger. comﬁlex institu-
‘tlon must have served as a place where Jewish exegetes. who were deeply
influenced by the philosophical developments of the period. could have de-
veloped their interpretations of Scripture and where exegetical traditions

93 ‘o . ,
oL S'SGP_];;.Mch. De Anima Proc. in Tim. 1013B. 1019E. 1020C: Porphyry. Plor. 20:

9% See S. Safrai. “The Synagogue.” The Jewish People in the First Centun (ed. S. Safrai
and M. Sterru: Philadelphia: Fortress. 1976} 2.942243. Almost all of what we kn(.)v\‘;ﬁ the
synag.og‘ues It Alexandria (and that is not much) comes from Philo. There Is &4 highly legendars
description of what mav he g synagogue in ;. Swkh. 1.6 (Zuck. 198 (variant \cr,si<;ns>in \b .S'uA‘A".
5.31§—b and h. Sukk. 51b). For the evaluation of the evidence. see E. R. (joodcnuuuh. Jewish
Svmbols in the Greco-Roman Period (New York: Panthcon. 1953) 2.85-86: and ; iKruU;%
Svnagogale Aliertiimer (Beriin: Benjamin Harz. 1922) 261 -63. 4 ‘
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could have been preserved and transmitted. The strong, well developed sense
of tradition, of “school.” points to exegetical activity that goes well bevond
the bounds of interpretations given in a synagogue homily.*® The form of
Philo's treatises also points in this direction. Even if one grants that some of
the treatises reflect the interpretations given at the Sabbath svnagogue ser-
vice. they were certainly revised and recast in order to be put into “publish-
able” form.% The interpretation of Scripture at the synagogue service was of
a picce then with the activities of the svnagogue as a broad. diver-
sified institution.

It is impossible to sav how widespread this conception of the synagogue
was. But one can sav. at least, that it represented the conception of the
svnagogue to which Philo and his fellow allegorical imerpre;ers were at-
tached.” Nor can one say with much precision for how long this conception
of the synagogue had been in existence. One can say. however. that it must
have been in existence for at least a generation before Philo. since the Pla-
tonic interpretations of the creation of man and of the world of the genera-
tion prior to Philo call for the same kind of developed synagogue structure
which Philo himself points to. Bousset, then. was correct in maintaining that
the interpretations found in Philo assumed a developed institutional struc-
ture. but he was wrong only in looking to a separate “school™ for this rather
than in looking to the institution of the svnagogue itself for such a structure.

95 The relationship of the treatises of Philo to the svnagogue homily is dispmed.. Georgi
thinks that the relationship was rather close (Die Gegner. 94-96). For an opposing view, see
Nikiprowetzky. Le commentaire sur l'écriture. 174-77.

9% Georgi emphasizes the importance of the svnagogue service itsell (Die Gegner.
87-100). That is probably correct since. as he shows. the interpretation of Scripture was & highly
religious act. My point i1s a complementary one. The instututional framewo»rk necessary ‘m
sun})ort such a well developed process had to go well bevond the service itself. This nCCr’.’.ssll}
seéms to me to be the value of Bousset's suggestion about a “school™ tradition. The highly
developed nature of these interpretations. the amount of erudition contained in them. and tnh*:lr
accurate transmission point to an institutional framework considerably wider than that of the
synagogue service jtself. In that sense Thven's attempt (Der Sril der jiidisch-hellenistischen
Homhf/i;. §-9. 79-&1) to choose one (the synagogue homily) rather than the other (the school
lecture) seems to me to be aruficial.

9" Philo indicates that there were a number of synagogues in Alexandria
F/u('( 47). but there is no wayv to tell how many other synagogues saw themsehes a
his fellow interpreters saw their svnagogue(s). Given Philo’s prominent place in the '
community in Alexandria. there probably was some infiuence on the self-understanding of other
synagogues. but there is no way 1o gauge the extent of that influence.

(Leg. 132

« Phiie and

Jewish

CONCLUSIONS AND LIMITATIONS

Since the eighteenth century poets have tended to think of the accom-
p :shments of their predecessors as a burden from which they had to escape.
Tzey felt that they had to find a voice of their own.! The same is true of many
rmodern writers. Whether in terms of thought or in terms of technique,
modern authors try to set themselves apart from their predecessors. to
e=phasize their uniqueness. But the Jewish interpreters whose work we have
anzlyzed in this study saw things quite differently. For them previous inter-
praiations were something to which they felt a responsibility. something
wzich therefore could not be casily or openly rejected. Their patterns of
thought were rooted. as were those of their non-Jewish contemporaries.
ar ideology of continuity.> Yet thev were not content simply to repeat the
in:erpretations of their predecessors. Rather they developed interpretations
oI their own. interpretations that went bevond or subtly changed the work of
those who went before them. This tension between continuity and change
hes left its mark on the work of Philo and has enabled us to recognize not
orly Philo’s interpretation of the creation of man but also those of his
przdecessors whose work he incorporated into his own. In addition. because
he incorporated the work of his predecessors basically intact. we have been
ablz to sort out Jevels of interpretation.

The interpretation of the creation of man developed in two major
phases. The first of these major phases involved the development of a con-
sistent. Platonically oriented interpretation of the creation of man. an inter-
pretation that was coordinated with an equally Platonically oriented inter-
pretation of the creation of the world. Within this phase one finds both the
intzrpretation of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7 as the creation of a single man and
later the interpretation of Gen 1:27 and Gen 2:7 as the creation of /vwo men.

ne heavenly and the other earthly. Both of lhcse developments represent

I'Cf. W J. Bate. The Burden of the Past and the English Poer (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press. 1970) and H. Bloom. The Anxiery of Influence: A Theory of Poerrv (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1973).

- This outiook is true of the ancient world in general.
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attempts to interpret the account of the creation of man in a way that is
consistent with analogous developments within the Middle Platonism of the
latter half of the first century B.C. in Alexandria. The second major phasc.
the level of Philo himself. involves the introduction of the allegory of the
soul. In this tvpe of interpretation. the text of Genesis is taken to refer not to
events of the external world but to conflicting elements within the individual
human being. especially 1o the soul. The man becomes a symbol of mind. the
woman of sense perception. and the serpent of pleasure. This type of inter-
pretation is similar to the Middle Platonic interpretations of the Odyssey
which seemed to have made their appearance toward the end of the first
century k.C. But unlike the allegorical interpretations of Homer. Philo’s use
of the allegory of the soul did not involve the rejection of the literal level of
interpretation. Both levels were to be maintained since both levels of inter-
pretation were divinely inspired.

As has been obvious throughout this study. these developments in the
interpretation of the creation of man were not isolated. inner-Jewish develop-
ments. Rather they represent a conscious attempt 1o appropriate analogous
philosophical developments that were taking place in Alexandria during the
latter half of the first century B.C. and the early part of the first century A.p.*
Yet these Jewish interpretations of the creation of man are not simply imita-
tions of Middle Platonic models. whether interpretations of Plato’s Timaeus
or of Homer's Odysser. For instance. the intermediate Logos figure is sim-
ilar to but never identical with intermediate figures in Middle Platonism.
More strikingly. the allegory of the soul. while similar to the allegorical
interpretations of Homer's Odvssey. goes well beyond them. both in scope
and complexity. These Jewish interpreters of Genesis appropriated the pat-
terns of thought of their milieu but turned them to their own purposes. This
is also seen in the care with which they read the text of Genesis. Their
methods of interpretation. although quite different from our own. are never-
theless rooted in observations on critical details in the biblical text. Each
interpretation is argued on the basis of the text and not simply imposed on
the text without a reason being given. Given their presuppositions. these
interpretations represent both a sophisticated understanding of the biblical
text and a critical appropriation of the patterns of thought available to them.

The results. then. of this study are based both on an analysis of the
relationship of the various interpretations of the creation of man among
themselves and on an analvsis of the relationship of these interpretations to

3 These interpretations. however. were an inner-jewish development in the sense that.
while Jewish interpreters were affected by the philosophical milicu of Alexandria. there 1y 10
evidence that thev in turn significantly influenced the philosophical milieu.
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the philosophical milieu of Alexandria during that period. These two types
of analvsis have been complementary. Through an analvsis of the relation-
ship of these various levels of interpretation to contemporary philosophical
developments we have been able to explain /iy the interpretations of the
account of the creation of man developed in the wav that they did. One can
discover not simply the facr that there were levels of interpretation but also
why the interpreters moved from one level of interpretation to the next. The
results of one type of anaivsis have confirmed the results of the other.

. There are. of course. limitations to a study of this sort. and those limita-
tions ought to be kept in mind. The most obvious limitation appeared in
Chapter VI The allegorical method of interpretation was discussed primar-
ilvin so far as it helped us to understand either the allegorical interpretation
of the creation of man or the way in which Philo was able to accept multiple
levels of interpretation of the texts of Genesis about the creation of man. Yet
the allegorical method of interpretation. since it is a type of interpretation
that runs through most of Philo’s treatises and involves both narrative and
legal texts. is a far more complex tyvpe of interpretation than could be dealt
with in a study of this sort. The history of the introduction and use of
allegory in Alexandrian Judaism would undoubtedly be clarified by a careful
study of its uses in Philo’s other treatises.* Nevertheless. an understanding of
how the allegory of the soul was introduced and used in the interpretation of
the creation of man contributes. in however limited a fashion. to an overall
conception of allegorical interpretation as it was used in Alexandrian
Judaism.

The same holds true for the various types of non-allegorical interpreta-
tions that are found in Philo’s treatises. Figures such as Abraham and Moses
are interpreted not only as elements in the allegory of the soul but also as real
historical figures who serve as exemplars of various private and public
virtues. In addition. legal texts in treatises such as De Decalogo and De
Specialibus Legibus -4 are more often than not interpreted literally rather
than allegorically. Finally. the Jewish wisdom tradition plaved a far more
important role in the interpretations of these narratives and legal texts than
it did in the interpretation of the creation of man. Since many of these
interpretations are pre-Philonic. any attempt to understand the overall his-
tory of Hellenistic Jewish exegesis would have to do justice to these tvpes of
interpretation and to the role plaved by the Jewish wisdom tradition. The

* See Mack. "Weisheit und Allegorie.™ for an analvsis of De Congressu Quaerendae
Eruditionis Gratia.

© See Mack. Logos und Sophia: and Georgi. Die Gegner des Paulus im 2. Korintherbrief.
138-87. '
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goal of this particuiar study of the interpretations of the creation of man has,
for good reason. been iar more limited. But precisely because of that. one
must not take the part for the whole and must realize that this study is a
contribution to the interpretation of a larger and more complex whole. the
history of Hellenistic Jewish exegesis,

A third and final limitation 1s that the interpretations which we have
analvzed are of the crearion account. Philo saw this account as distinct both
from the historica! and from the legislative sections of the Pentateuch.¢ His
predecessors probably maintained much the same distinction. In addition.
the interpretations of neither the historical nor the legal sections of the
Pentateuch were as closely related to the interpretation of a Greek philo-
sophical text (Plato’s Timaeus) as were the interpretations of both the crea-
tion of the world and of man. For these two reasons. the history of the
interpretation either of the creation of man or of the creation of the world
cannot be used as rhe paradigm for the history of the interpretation of either
the historical or the legal sections of the Pentateuch. The historv of the
interpretation of these sections must be approached by the exploration of
genres and models appropriate to them. However. once this is granted. the
history of the interpretation of the creation of man can. no doubt. be helpful
in the reconstruction of the history of the interpretation of other parts of the
Pentateuch. This Is especially so because the interpretation of the creation
account. as an interpretation of the basic structure of reality. is obviously
going to influence the interpretation of both the historical and the legal par{s
of the Pentateuch.

There is then much more to be done if one is 1o understand the history
of Hellenistic Jewish exegesis in all of its complexity. One can oniyv hope that
an analyvsis of the various interpretations of the creation of man found in
Philo is a worthwhile contribution to that effort. The effort is al.o0 worth-
while since an analvisis of this p.ocess of interpretation can contribute to a
better under-t ~nding of Early Christianity. a religious tradition whose devel-
opment was rooted in the interpretation of biblical texts and whose interpre-
tations of those texts were influenced by the work of Philo and other Jewish
interpreters.

& Op. 1-3: Praen:. 1-3.

o e AT WAl el

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Primary Sources

Albinus. Eisagoge and Didaskalikos. Plaionis dialogi secundum Thrasylili tetralogias
dispositi. Ed. C. F. Hermann. Leipzig: Teubner. 1902, Vol. 6, 147-§9.
Apocalypsis Henochi Graece. Ed. M. Black. Fragmenia pseudepigraphorum quae
supersunt Graeca. Ed. A. M. Denis. PVTG 3; Leiden: Brill, 1670.
Apocryphon Johannis, the Copric Text of the Apocryphon Johannis in the Nag
Hammadi Codex II. Ed. S. Giversen. Copenhagen: Munksgaard. 1963.
Apuleius. Opuscules philosophiques et fragmenis. Ed. J. Beaujeu. Paris: Société
d’édition “Les Belles Lettres.” 1973.
Aristeas to Philocrates (Letter of Aristeas). Ed. M. Hadas. New York: Harper and
Row, 1951.
Aristotle. Du ciel. Ed. P. Moraux. Paris: Société d'édition “Les Belles Lettres.” 1965,
Augustine, De civitate dei libri XXI1. 2 vols. Ed. B. Dombart and A. Kalb. Leipzig:
Teubner, 1928-29.
Cebetis Tabula. Ed. C. Praechter. Leipzig: Teubner, 1893.
Cicero. Scripta quae manserunr omnia. 48 fasc. Ed. F. Marx er. al. Leipzig: Teubner,
1911-69.
. De natura deorum and Academica. LCL. Trans. H. Rackham. London:
Heinemann. 1933,
. Brutus. LCL. Trans. G. H. Hendrickson. Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1939.
. De finibus bonorum er malorum. LCL. Trans. H. Rackham. London:
Heinemann. 1914,

. Orator. LCL. Trans. H. M. Hubbell. Cambridge: Harvard University Press,

1939.
. De oratore. LCL. 2 vols. Trans. H. Rackham. Cambridge: Harvard Univer-
sity Press, 1942,
. Tusculan Dispurations. 1.CL. Trans. I. E. King. Cambridge: Harvard Uni-
versity Press, 1945,
Cornutus. Theologiae Graecae compendium. Ed. Carl Lang. Leipzig: Teubner. 1881,
Corpus Papyrorum Judaicarum. 3 vols. Ed. V. A, Tcherikover and A. Fuks. Cam-
bridge: Harvard University Press, 1957-64.
Diogenes Laertius. 1irae philosophorum. 2 vols. Ed. H. S. Long. Oxford: Clarendon
Press. 1964,



182 The Creation of Man

.~ Lives of Eminent Philosophers. LCL. 2 vols. Trans. R. D. Hicks. Cam-
hridge: Harvard University Press. 1959.

Daoxographi Graeci. EA. H. Diels. 1879: rpt. Berlin: de Gruster. 1929,

Heraclitus, Aliegories d'Homeére. Ed. F. Buffiere. Paris: Société d'édition “Les Belies
Lettres,” 1962,

Hermes Trismégiste. 4 vols. Ed. A. D. Nock and A. J. Festugiére. Parns: Sociéte
d'édition “Les Belles Lettres,” 1946-54,

Opera. Ed. E. C. Wickham and H. W. Garrod. Oxford: Clarendon Press,

Horace.
1901.

The Nag Hammadi Library. Ed. J. M. Robinson. New York: Harperand Row. 1977,

Numenius. Fragmenis. Ed. E. des Places. Paris: Société d'édition “Les Belles Let-
tres,” 1973,

Philo Alexandrinus. Opera quae supersuni. 7 vols. Ed. L. Cohn and P. Wendland.
Berlin: de Gruyter. 1896-1930.

CLCL. 12 vols. Trans. F. H. Colson. G. H. Whitaker. and R. Marcus.

Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 1929-62.

 Les veuvres de Philon d'Alexandrie. 35 vols. to date. Ed. R. Arnaldez.
1. Pouilloux. and C. Mondésert. Paris: Cerf, 1961-.

Plato. Opera. 6 vols. Ed. J. Burnet. Oxford: Ciarendon Press. 1900-13.

. The Collecied Dialogues Including the Letters. Bollingen Series 71. Ed.
E. Hamilton and H. Cairns. Princeton: University Press. 1961.

Plutarch. Moralia. 7 vols. Ed. W. R. Paton et al. Leipzig: Teubner. 1925-1960.

. Moralia. LCL. 16 vols. Trans. F. C. Babbitt et al. Cambridge: Harvard
University Press. 1927-1976.

Plutarch’s De Iside et Osiride. Ed. and trans. J. G. Griffiths. Cardiff: University of
Wales Press. 1970.

Pseudo-Plutarch. De viia et poesi Homeri. In Plutarchi Chaeronensis Moralia. Ed.
G. N. Bernardakis. Leipzig: Teubner, 1896. Vol. 7. 329-462.

Posidonius. Vol. I' The Fragments. Ed. L. Edelstein and 1. G. Kidd. Cambridge:
University Press, 1972.

The Pythagorean Texts of the Hellenistic Period. Acta Academiae Aboensis. Humnani-
ora 30 1. Ed. H. Thesleff. Abo: Abo Akademi. 1965.

Quelien zur Geschichie der christlichen Gnosis. Ed. W. Vslker. Tibingen: J. C. B.
Mohr, 1932.

Seneca. Ad Lucilium epistulae morales. 2 vols. Ed. L. D. Revnolds. Oxford: Claren-
don Press. 1965.

. Ad Lucilium epistulae morales. LCL. 3 vols. Trans. R. M. Gummere.
London: Heinemann. 1917-25.

Stobacus. loannes. Anthologii libri duo priores. 2 vols. Ed. K. Wachsmuth. Berlin:
Weidmann, 1884.

Stoicorum Veierum Fragmenta. 4 vols. Ed. H. von Arnim. Leipzig: Teubner.
1905-24.

Timacus Locrus. De natura mundi er animae. Philosophia Antiqua 24. Ed. W. Marg.
Leiden: Brill. 1972,

bt s S v

£ o s Gt i

Kt

BIBLIOGRAPHY 182

Veroffentlichungen aus der Heidelberger Papyrussammiung. Vol 1 Septuaginia-
A Papyri und andere alichristliche Texre. Ed. A. Deissmann. Heidelberg. 1905
Walter. N. “Fragmente jidisch-hellenistischer Exegeten: Aristobulos. D::mem‘os

Aristeas.” JSHRZ 3 2. Giitersloh: Gerd Mohn, 1975, .
Zosimus of Panopolis. On the Leiter Omega. Texts and Translations 14, Ed. and
trans. H. M. Jackson. Missoula: Scholars, 1978.

Secondary Sources

Aall. A. Geschichte der Logos Idee in der griechischen Philosophie. Leipzig: Reis-
land. 1896 o

Babut. D. Plurarque et le Stoicisme. Paris: Presses Universitaires de France. 1969.

Baer. R. A. Philo's Use of the Categories Male and Female. ALGHI 3. Leiden: Brill
1970. ‘

Baltes. ‘vl Timaios Lokros: Uber die Natur des Kosmos und der Seele. Philosophia
Antiqua 21. Leiden: Brill, 1972.

: Die 1 _'ellemslehung des platonischen Timaios nach den aniiken Inierpreren.

. Philosophia Antiqua 30 1. Leiden: Brill. 1976.

Bieler. L @E'IOE ANHP. Das Bild des "Gditlichen Menschen” in Spdtantike und
Friihchristentum. 2 vols. 1935-36: rpt. Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchge-
sellschaft. 1967, )

Bousset. W. Hauptprobleme der Gnosis. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1907,

- Judisch-christlicher Schulbeirieb in Alexandria und Rom. Literarische
L'rjte'rsuchungen cu Philo und Ciemens von Alexandria, Jusiin und Irendus.
Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht. 1915.

Bo_\’an?e. P. “Egho des exégeses de la mythologie grecque chez Philon.™ Philon
d;4le,xa)1drle. Colloques nationaux du Centre National de la Recherche Scien-
ufique. Lyon. I'1-15 Sept. 1966. Lvon. 1967. 169-88.

. “Etudes philoniennes.” REG 76 (1963) 64-110.

. “Philon d’Alexandrie.” REG 72 (1959) 377-84.

. "La Religion astrale de Platon & Ciceron.” REG 65 (1952) 312-50.

Brandenburger. E. Adam und Christus. Exegetisch-religionsgeschichtliche Untersu-
chung zu Roém. 5, 12-21 (I, Kor. 15). Neukirchen: Neukirchener Verlag. 1962.

Bréhier. E. Les idées philosophiques ei religieuses de Philon d’Alexandrie. 2nd ed.
Pars: J. Vrin, 1925,

Bruns. J. E. “Philo Christianus: the Debris of a Legend.” HTR 66 (1973) 141-45.

Bichsel. F. “arkeyopew.” TDNT 1 (1964) 260-63.

Buffiere. F. Les mythes d’Homére et la pensée grecque. Paris: Société d’édition “Les
Belles Lettres.” 1956.

Bultmann. R. The Gospel of John. A Commeniary. Philadeiphia: Westminster, 1971,

Burkert. W. Lore and Science in Ancient Pyithagoreanism. Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1972,

Cazeaux. J. "Aspects de I'exégese philonienne.™ RSR 47 (1973) 262-69.

Chadwick. H. “Philo.” The Cambridge History of Later Greek and Earlv Medieval
Philosophy. Ed. A. H. Armstrong. Cambridge: University Press. 1967, 137-57.




184 The Creation of Man

Charlesworth. 1. H. The Pseudepigrapha and Modern Study. Missoula: Scholars.
1976.

Cherniss. H. The Riddle of the Early 4cademy. Berkeley: University of California
Press. 1945,

Christiansen. 1. Die Technik der allegorischen Auslegungswissenschafi bei Philon
von Alexandrien. Beitrage zur Geschichte der biblischen Hermeneutik 7. Ti-
bingen: J. C. B. Mohr. 1969,

Colpe. C. Die religionsgeschichiliche Schule. Darstellung und Kritik ihres Bildes
vom gnostischen Erlosermythus. Gouingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht. 1961.

Dalbert. P. Die Theclogie der hellenistisch-jiddischen Missionsliteratur unter Aus-
sehiuss von Philo und Josephus. Hamburg: Herbert Reich. 1954.

Daniélou. J. Philon d'Alexandrie. Paris: Artheme Favard. 1958.

Daube. D. “Rabbinic Methods of Interpretation and Hellenistic Rhetoric." HUCA 22
(1949) 239-64.

Delling. G. Bibliographie zur Jjiidisch-hellenistischen und intertestameniarischen
Literatur 1900-1970. TU 106 2. Berlin: Akademie Verlag. 1975.

“Wunder-Allegorie-Mythus bei Philon von Alexandreia.” Goutes ist der
Oriens. Berlin: Evangelische Verlag. 1959, 42-68.

Dillon. J. The Middle Plaionisis. 1thaca: Cornell University Press. 1977.

Dodd. C. H. The Bible and the Greeks. London: Hodder and Stoughton. 1934,

Dodds. E. R. “The Parmenides of Plato and the Origin of the Neoplatonic *One.”™
Classical Quarterly 22 (1928) 129-42.

Délger, F. 1. Sphragis: Eine altchristliche Taufbezeichnung in ihren Beziehungen zur
profanen und religiosen Kuliur des Alrertums. Studien zur Geschichte und
Kultur des Altertums 5 3.4. Paderborn: Schoningh, 1911,

Dérrie. H. “Albinos.” PWSup 12 (1971) 14-22.

_ Platonica Minora. Munich: Wilhelm Fink. 1976.

_“Zur Methodik antiker Exegese.” ZNW 65 (1974) 121-38.

Edelstein. L. “The Philosophical Svstem of Posidonius.” American Journal of Phi-
lology 57 (1936} 286-325.

Elbogen. 1. Der jiidische Goresdienst in seiner geschichtlichen Entwickiung. 2nd ed.
Frankfurt: J. Kauffmann. 1924,

Eitester. F. W. Eikon im Neuen Testament. Berlin: Topelmann, 1958.

Farandos. G. D. Kosmos und Logos nach Philon von Alexandria. Amsterdam:
Rodopi. 1976.

Festugiere, A. J. La Révélarion d'Hermes Trismégisie. 4 vols. Paris: Gabalda,
1944-54.

Fraser. P. M. Prolemaic Alexandria. 3 vols. Oxford: Clarendon Press. 1972.

Freudenthal. J. Der Platoniker Albinus und der falsche Alkinoos. Hellenistische
Studien 3. Berlin: Calvary. 1879,

Friedlinder. M. Geschichrte der jiidischen Apologetik als Vorgeschichie des Chrisien-
tums. Eine historisch-kritische Darstellung der Propaganda und Apologie im
Alten Testament und in der hellenistischen Diaspora. 1903: 1pt. Amsterdam:

Philo Press. 1973.

BIBLIOGRAPHY 185

. Der vorchristliche jiidische Gnostici Ot
s ) . Lo .
Ruprecht. 1406 mus. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Frichtel, U. Die kos;mo/ogisc‘hen Vorstellungen ber Philo von Alexandrien. Fin Bei-
1fag fur Geschichie der Genesisexegese. ALGHJ 2. Leiden: Brill. 1968
Geor;f_;x. D. al])/(‘. G;gne;dw Paulus im 2. Korintherbrief. Studien zur religivsen Pro-
aganda in der drantik ' ' \euki : Neuk: y
oy pdrantike. WMANT 11, Neukirchen: Neukirchener Verlag,
Glbleé.-,:]é:]ﬂ;o‘mm; m;age de Dieu dans les commentaires littéraires de Phijon
"Alexandrie.” Studia Hellenistica S ain: Bibliotheca Unj 1tat;
o e ellenistica . Louvain: Bibliotheca Universitatis Lova-
Goodenough. E. R. By Ligh: Li ]
eh. kRO By Light Light. The Mystic Gospel of Hellenistic J s Ne
Haven: Yale University Press. 1935, ) e s e
. /;Hroa;u(‘n'on 10 Philo Judaeus. New Haven: Yale University Press. 1940
- Jewish Symbols in the Greco-R ] 2 ‘ew York '
oo o co-Roman Period. 12 vols. New York: Pan-
c - The Politics of Philo Judaeus. New Haven: Yale University Press. 193§,
raesder, A/ Pr.ob/.w.;‘wAderp/a/onischen Seelenieilungslehre. Uberlegungen zur Frage
. er I](\ot}?)rmuztal im Denken Platons. Zetemata 47. Munich: C. H. Beck. 1969
ronau, K. Poseidoni e jlidi st ] ese. Berlin: T .
. nios und die jiidisch-christliche Genesisexegese. Berlin: Teubner.
Gross. J. Philons von Alexa ]
< J S xandreia Anschauungen iiber die Nai 3
Tiibingen: Tiibinger Chronik. 1930. g des Menschen

Hamerton-Kelly. R. G. “Sources i i
V. R.G. s and Traditions in Philo Judaeus: P
q an Analysis of His Writings.” SP 1 (1972) 3-16 e Prolesomena to
ani. I. La religion égvptienne dans la e d '
g ensée de Pl is: iété dédit
Lo el L rpnene p e Plutarque. Paris: Société dédition
:anson. A."Philo’s Etvmologies." J75 18 (1967) 128-39.
ansgr;}g}:’.Z §P1 CI‘ Allegory and Eveni. 4 Siudy of the Sources and Significance of
 inlerpretation of Scripiure. Richmond: John Knox P : j
Harder. R. “Timaios 4." PW 6 A (1937) 1203122 oy Press. 1999

1020,

Hegerma e} 5
g Zn;. I}{l ple Iorsle//zvmg vom Schopfungsmittler im hellenistischen Judentum
el und CUrchristentum. TU 62, Berlin: Akademie Verlag. 1961.
einemann, I..A[Ijl'('d[\YC}lé’ Allegoristik. Breslau: Marcus. 1936.
y . Philons grwchmdze und jidische Bildung. Kulturvergleichende Uniersu-
oy .
e plzu:/fen u fhl/ons Darstellung der jiidischen Geseize. Breslau: Marcus, 1932,
ng./. M. Judaism qnd Hellenism. Siudies in their Encounrer in Palestine during
ol the Early Hellenistic Period. 2 vols. Philadelphia: Fortress. 1974
0 dgd). C. ‘T.hmvos Aner in Hellenistic Judaism. 4 Critique of the Use of This
g »‘0/€’<§’J0K1 in New Testament Chrisiology. SBLDS 40. Missoula: Scholars- 1977
orovitz. J. Untersuchungen tiber Philor und Lehr » schiip-
£ 15 und Platons Lehre v W -
y Jung. Marburg: N. G. Elwert. 1900. re vam der Helcher
ruby. K. Die Svnagogue: Geschichili 7 i
3 . que. chiliche Ennwicklung eine 11t ich:
Theoloischor Vortu 1971 wlung einer Instintion. Zurich:
J, 4 - -y . H
aeger‘.\'\. ,\enjeszos von Emesa. Quellenforschungen zum Neuplaionismus und
seinen Anfingen bei Poseidonios. Berlin: Weidmann. 1914,



186 The Creation of Man

Jervell. J. Jmago Dei. Gen. 1.26/im Spdtjudentum, in der Gnosis und in den paulini-
scher Briefen. Gouingen; Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht. 1960.

The Jewish People in the First Century. Historical Geography, Political History,
Social. Cultural and Religious Life and Instirutions. Compendia Rerum ludai-
carum ad Novum Testamentum. Vols. 1-2. Ed. S. Safrai. er a/. Philadelphia:
Fortress. 1974-76.

Joly. R. Le Tableau de Cebes. Coll. Latomus 61. Brussels: Latomus. 19€3.

Jonas. H. Gnosis und spéiantiker Geisi. 2 vols. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Rup-
recht, 1934-64.

. The Gnostic Religion. Boston: Beacon Press. 1963.

Jones. C. P. “The Teacher of Plutarch.™ Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 71
(1966) 205-13.

Jones. R. M. The Platonism of Plurarch. Menasha. Wisconsin: George Banta Pub-
lishing Company. 1916. °

. “Posidonius and the Flight of the Mind through the Universz.™ Classical
Philology 21 (1926) 97-113.

Katz. P. Philo's Bible. The Aberrant Text of Bible Quotations in Some Philonic
Writings and Its Place in the Textual History of the Greek Bible. Cam-
bridge: University Press. 1950.

Kelber. W. Die Logoslehre von Herakli: bis Origenes. Stutigart: Urachhaus. 1976.

Klein. F. N. Die Lichtterminologie bei Philon von Alexandrien und in den herme-
tischen Schrifien. Leiden: Brill, 1962,

Kraeling. C. H. Anthropos and the Son of Man. Columbia University Oriental
Series 25. New York: Columbia University Press, 1927.

Kramer, H. J. Platonismus und hellenistische Philosophie. Berlin: de Gruyter. 1971.

. Der Ursprung der Geistmeraphysik. Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des
Plaronismus wischen Platon und Plotin. Amsterdam: P. Schippers. 1964,
Krauss. S. Svnagogale Alrertiimer. Berlin: Benjamin Harz, 1922

Laflranque. M. Poseidonios d’Apamée. Paris: Presses Universitaires de France. 1964,

Leisegang. H. “Der Gottmensch als Archetvpus.™ Eranos Jahrbuch 18 (1350} 9-45.

Leskyv. A. 4 History of Greek Literature. New York: Crowell. 1966.

Long. A. A. Hellenistic Philosophy. Sioics, Epicureans, Sceprics. London: Duck-
worth, 1974.

Lubac. H. de. Exégése médiévale. 4 vols. Paris: Aubier. 1959-64.

Luck. G. Der Akademiker Antiochos. Noctes Romanae 7. Bern: Paul Haupt. 1953,

McCasland. S. V. “The ‘Image of God' According to Paul.” JBL 69 (1930) 85-100.

Mack. B. L. “Exegetical Traditions in Alexandrian Judaism: A Program for the
Analvsis of the Philonic Corpus.”™ SP 3 (1974-75) 71-1 12.
. Logos und Sophia. Untersuchungen zur Weisheitstheologie in: hellenisti-
schen Judentum. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht. 1973

. “Weisheit und Allegorie bei Philo vor Alexandrien.™ SP5 (1979) 57-105.

Merki. H. OMOIQEIIT OEQ. von der platonischen Angleichung an Gort zur Goli-
dhnlichkeir bei Gregor von Nvssa. Fribourg: Paulusverlag. 1952,
Moraux. P. “Quinta Essentia.™ PW 24 (1963) 1171-1263.

BIBLIOGRAPHY 187

A\'ikipr‘owetzk}'. V. 176’ commeniaire de l'écriture chez Philon d'Alexandrie. Son carac-
tere et sa portée. Observations philologigues. ALGHJ 11. Leiden: Brill. 1977
- Problemes du *Recit de la Creation® chez Philon d'A e :
. Alex 2
Tons, A n xandrie.” REJ 124
la sp'irilua]ization des sacrifices et le culte sacrificiel au temple de Jérusa-
B lem chez Philon d'Alexandrie.” Semitica 17 (1967)97-116.
Nilsson. M. Geschichie der griechischen Religion Vol. 2. 3rd ed. Munich: C. H
Beck. 1974. o
Nock. A. D.A Lssavs on Religion and the Ancien: World. 2 vols. Ed. Z. Stewart.
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1972,
Oleruc?. A. Lidée de macrocosmos et de microcosmos dans le Timée de Plaion.
Uppsala: Almgvist & Wiksells. 1951,
Otte. K. Das Sprachversigndnis bei Philo von Alexandrien. Sprache als Mitel der
Hermeneutik. Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr. 1968.
Pépin. J: .M}whe et allégorie. Les origines grecques et les contestarions judéo-
chrétiennes. Paris: Aubier. 1958, ~
— “Rem.arques sur la théorie de I'exégese allégorique chez Philon.™ Philon
av’A/exandrze‘ Colloques nationaux du Centre National de la Recherche Scien-
tifique. Lvon, 11-15 Sept. 1966. Lvon, 1967. 138-168.
Quispel. G. “Der gnostische Anthropos und die jlidische Tradition.™ Eranos Jahr-
buch 22 (1953) 195-234.
Remhardt_. K. Kosmos und Sympathie. Neue Untersuchungen tber Poseidonios.
Munich: C. H. Beck, 1926.
. Poseidonius. Munich: C. H. Beck. 1921.
. . “Poseidonios.” PW 22 (1953) 558-826.
Renzenstelr}: R. Die hellenistischen Mysierienreligionen nach ihren Grundgedanken
und Wirkungen, 3rd ed. Leipzig: Teubner, 1927.
- Das iranische Erlosungsmysterium. Bonn: Marcus & Weber, 1921.
— - Das manddiische Buch des Herrn der Grosse und die Evangelieniiber-
lieferung. SHAW 12, Heidelberg. 1919.
— - Pozn1qnc1lres. Studien zur griechisch-dgyptischen und frithchristlichen
Lirerarur. Leipzig: Teubner, 1904,
- and H. H. Schaeder. Studien -um antiken Synkretismus aus Iran und
Griechenland. Leipzig: Teubner. 1926,
Robin. L. La théorie platonicienne des idées et des nombres daprés Arisiote. Paris:
Algan. 1908.
Rokeah, D.‘ “A New Onomasticon Fragment from Oxyrhyvnchus and Philo’s Ety-
mologies.” JTS 19 (1968) 70-82. ’
Rudolph. I\ Die Gnosis: Wesen und Geschichie einer spdrantiken Religion. Gottin-
gen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht. 1977,
Russell. D. A Plutarch. London: Duckworth. 1973
Sandmel. S. “Philo’s Knowledge of Hebrew." SP 5 ( 1978) 107-12.
Schenke. H.-M..Der Qou “Mensch’ in der Gnosis. Ein religionsgeschichtlicher Bei-
tragl.:z{r Dlslf'usslon tiber die paulinische Anschauung von der Kirche als Leib
Christi. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht. 1962.



18& The Creation of Man

Schmidt. H. Die Anthropologie Philons von Alexandria. Wiirzburg: Triltsch, 1933

Schmitt. A. “Interpretation der Genesis aus hellenistischen Geist.” Z4 H 86 (1974)
137-63.

Schrover. M. J. "Alexandrian Jewish Literalists.” JBL 55(1936) 261-&4.

Schiirer. E. The Hisiory of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ (175 B.C.
-A.D. 135). 2 vols. Revised and edited by G. Vermes and F. Millar. Edinburgh:
T. & T. Clark. 1973-79.

Scroggs. R. The Last Adam. A Study in Pauline Anthropology. Philadeiphia: For-
tress. 1966.

Siegfried. C. Philo von Alexandria als Ausleger des Alien Testaments an sich selbsi
und nach seinem geschichtlichen Einfluss betrachter. Jena: Hermann Dufft,
1875.

Sinko. T. “De lineamentis platonicis in Cebetis g.v. tabula.” Eos 45 (1951) 3-31.

Stachle. K. Die Zahlenmystik bei Philor von Alexandria. Berlin: Teubner. 1931.

Stein. E. Die allegorische Exegese des Philo aus Alexandria. BZAW 51, Giessen:
Topelmann, 1929.

. Philo und der Midrasch. Giessen: Topelmann, 193],

Sukenik. E. L. Ancien: Svnagogues in Palestine and Greece. London: British

Academy. 1934,

Tate. J. “The Beginnings of Greek Allegory.™ Classical Review 41 (1927) 214-15.
. “On the History of Allegorism.” Classical Quarterly 28 (1934) 105-14.
.“Plato and Allegorical Interpretation.” Classical Quarterly 23 (1929) 142-54.
Taylor, A. E. A Commentary on Plaio’s Timaeus. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 192§8.
Teherikover. V. Hellenistic Civilization and the Jews. New York: Atheneum. 1959.
. “Jewish Apologetic Literature Reconsidered.” Fos 48 3 (1956) 169-193.
Theiler. W. Forschungen zum Neoplaionismus. Berlin: de Gruyter. 1966.
_“Philo von Alexandreia und der Beginn des kaiserzeitlichen Platonismus.”
Untersuchungen zur antiken Literarur. Berlin: de Gruyter. 1970. 484-501.
. Die Vorbereitung des Neuplaronismus. Berlin: Weidmann. 1930.
Thesleff. H. An Introduction 1o the Pyvthagorean Writings of the Hellenistic Period.
Acta Academiae Aboensis. Humaniora 24 3. Abo: Abo Akademi. 1961
Thompson. C. Stoic Allegory of Homer. A Critical Analysis of Heraclitus’ Homeric
Allegories. Diss. Yale University, 1973,
Thven. H. Der Stil der jiidisch-hellenistischen Homilie. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht. 1955.
Tiede. D. L. The Charismatic Figure as Miracle Worker. SBLDS 1. Missoula: Schol-
ars, 1972,

Volker. W. Fortschritr und Vollendung bei Philo von Alexandrien. Fine Studie zur
Geschichie der Frommigkeir. TU 49 1. Leipzig: J. C. Hinrich. 193X,

Wallis, R. T. Neoplatonism. London: Duckworth, 1972.

Walter, N. Der Thoraausleger Aristobulos. Untersuchungen zu seinen Fragmenien
und zu pseudepigraphischen Resien der jiidisch-hellenistischen Literatur. TU §6.
Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1964.

."Zu Pseudo-Eupolemus.™ Klic 43 45 (1965) 282-90.

b Sk w5 1055

v

b i S A £

BIBLIOGRAPHY 189

Wei F U : '
eiss. H.-F. Lnlerﬂvﬂhungen zur Kosmologie des hellenistischen und paldstinischen
) Judentums. TU 97. Berlin: Akademie Verlag. 1966.
::‘?dengren. G. The Gnostic Attitude. Santa Barbara, 1973,
lllrrl):,. H EH-\Q.\. Line begriffsgeschichiliche Uniersuchung zum Plaronismus.
w - Teil: Philon von Alexandreia. Minster: Aschendorff, 1935,
1150?.1REN'1CF. "The Early History of the Exegesis of Gen 1:26." Srudia Patristi-
“‘indisa h. : I; A/land and F. L. Cross. Berlin: Akademie Verlag. 1957, 420-437
ch. 1. Paulus und Christus. Ein biblischrelioi hichilicher Vergleic
scl ulu gionsgeschichilicher |
W UNT 24. Leipzig: J. C. Hinrich. 1934 her pereleich
Vinston, D. The Wisdom of Solomon. A New Transiation with Introduction and
w Commentary. AB 43. Garden Citv: Doubleday. 1979
‘itt. R. E. Albinus and 14 . » ' Jatonisr i 1
e and the History of Middile Platonism. Cambridge: University
Wlosok cranz e phi »
]osok.d/;. La{\lan- z'md die philosophische Grosis. Uniersuchungen zu Geschichie
:m 19£;rénzn0/0gle der gnostischen Erlosungsvorstellung. Heidelberg: Carl Win-
er. . B
W ] ] T4l
olfsor; H. A, f;/ﬂ/o. Founda{zom of Religious Philosophy in Judaism. Christianity
and Islam. 2 vols. Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 1947, .



Abr.
68
88
99
119
131
200-36
Aet.
13-19
17-19
Agr.
14-15
128-29
130-31
131
157
Cher.
5-&
125-27
Conf.
2-24
40-41
41
62
62-63
63
146

146-47
68
168-82
171-73
171-75
175
176
176-78
177
178

INDEX OF PASSAGES FROM PHILO

145
158. 159
159

115
66-67, 68

4, 140-42

24,31, 111,140

111,140

24. 31.140-42

141

24, 31. 63. 88, 107. 111, 140.
141

24, 141-42

39.40. 54
23.29.30.31,38.44.47
47

39.40

38.42.43

42

3R-39.40

39

38.39

D o n

179-80
190
190-91
191

Cong.

Cont.

15-17
77-78
79-90
80
80-90
82
82-83
83
84-85
86
86-87
87
87-89
90
118
155
167

Deus

21-22

31

119-20

133

134-35

Ebr.

190

30-32

130

171-20

159

15§

159

145

1S

87-90.91

78

21.23,28.31

62. 88

§7-88

28, 89-90, 92, 93. 165
g9

62

89.90

64. 88

88

78.79. 88.89.90. 110
88

158

158,159

aadts

Flace.
47

Fug.
S0ff.

68-72

69-71

126-27
130-236
163-64
188

205
230-31

231
235
281-82
281-83
283
Hyp.

713

™~
S
- 2

= = o
b

(o8]
~1

1O 19 ND e — e B 1) —
WA rD
1
1y oo
50

(VSR )
—_— -~

INDICES

31-32
176
141 31-42
1% 31-47
23,29, 30. 31. 36. 9. 40. 44. 32
47 33-42
39.40.47 34-35
40 36
38.39. 40 36-37
63 36-38
159 i
63
63 36-40

39-40
29
31.89.90.93 39-4]
29.78 42
115
60. 62 43
27. 115, 118, 126. 169 43-44
63 43-47
88 43-52
21.23.25.26.28. 31, 41, 57- 45
58.62.96-97. 99, 118 48-52
62. 64.97 53
60 53-35
§2-83. 84.85.92
22.23.28.29, 31,33, 81-85 55
§2-83. 84, 85.92,93. 165 57

58
174 59

63
159 64-66
158-159 65
156 68

75-7
176 72

78
143. 147.170 80
40 80-84
42 88
170 88-89
170
170 85-96
142. 147 &9
143 90
147 90-96
147
23,78 111 91-92

191

23024025026, 27031, 32, 133,
TRINIOVIA TT8,126, 142, 162,
163, 164, 165

163,164, 166

102

164

164. 165

32

843,51

222328030, 31, 38.40. 41,
42.47.48.49.52.79. 9294,
100. 128, 164, 165, 166
21,26, 28

220230280 371.410 77,81, 92,
94-96.97.99

164

2431780128, 137, 144, le4.
165. 166

63, 137.141.165

40,42

159. 167

166

147

167

24,139

7.24.27.31.33.34. 121, 138-
39,165

24 111,139

95

137.147

5

139

139

63

147

145

147

140

147

167

24, 111

24, 27, 31. 33. 34, 121, 138,
139,165

24,139

24102, 111

24, 31, 33,34, 121, 138, 139,
165
41.94.139



96

113
119-37
140-59
159

The Creation of Man

26 3
147
2 162-81
167
173
24 31 118-19 e
147 191-99
121 203-08
146 -
147 225-33
27.95.120-24. 130 o
121,122, 168. 169. 170 o
121,122 s
147, 159 T
4041, 109, 145, 159 Tk
143 Mig.
159 &
167 89-93
156 o3
156.167 Mos. 2
167 66-108
l67 109-35
156 136-40
147 o
167 s
63 215-16
147 e
Mur.
(58 27-32
40, 42 28-29
167 29.32
147 3
156 30-31
167 3l
147 31-32
8 63-64
40 7475
147 77-80
40,41 220
223
167
167
S Op.
147 13
31,2325, 26, 28. 31 41. 58. 3
7.118. 126 13-14
S8. 60, 62. 63. 64, 65. 66 13:35
148 1315
167 15-16
167 15-31
147 15-36

23,28.30.31.77. 78,79, 92,
96

167

147

88

147

167

40

167

147

147, 154
167

147

147, 154

wn
L O
1
[V
2

Lh L
Nel

61. 147

147

147

173-74
173-74. 175
173-74
173-74

23.29.30.31.38.29.40
39, 40. 47

44,47

39.40

39

40

40

41

95

115

95

21, 23,28, 29, 31, 62. 83, 86,
90,92.93. 165

180
42
40
168. 169
143
98. 112
113
60. 112

16
17.22
24
24-25

25
26
29-3]
29.35
36
36-38
36-88
42-44
45-46
69
69-71

69-75
69-88
71

o)
"2-73
72-75

INDICES
112 134-47
6l 134-50
62 128
210 23,280 31,41, 56,97, 113, 136-37
118 136-39
58.60.62. 64 13%-39
5 139
113
142 140-41
12. 170 142-44
170 145
170 145-46
97,111,130 146
97. 111,130 147
5 148
37.45-46. 54, 58 14%-50
20, 21,22, 23,29, 30. 31. 37. 149
41.42.44.46.57.58. 76. 126. 150
163, 165 151-52
20. 21 151-70
7.162. 164, 166 153-54
47 154
38.39,40, 43, 54 156
38 157
20, 21. 22, 23, 29. 30. 31. 38, 157-64
44, 47, 52, 76. 99, 163. 164, 164
165 165
38.39.40 165-66
39.40.42 167-70
39,40 Plant.
27.115.118.126,163.165.169. 1-27
170 1-31
5 9
44,163, 164 14-27
163,164 18
163 18-20
163 18-22
163 19
79 20
163 32
168 36
27.60.123-24,129-30, 142. 168. 37
169, 170-71 44
124. 168, 170 44-46
S
20.23.26.78.127. 170 52-53
20.23,24,25.26,27. 31,32, 69-72
33,77, 108-12, 114, 118, 126- 113
28,137, 162,163,164, 163.168. Post.
170 7

163. 164

20,127

163

T.79. 164

163,164, 165. 166
21.23.28.29. 31, 62. 64, 89,
90. 93

79,163,164

163. 164

64

21,23.28. 31,164,165, 166
28.62.76.85.92,.93, 110,163
79. 163, 164

41

30, 143

42. 49

49

146. 160-61

34,143

143

137, 143, 144-45. 154, 158
146. 160, 161

143,145, 154, 160-61

160

143. 154

145

109. 146

146. 160-61

62.91

61

62.91
21.23.28.31]
83.86.90.92
91-92.93. 165
62.87.91.93
78

62.91

158

5. 145,161
137

12,137

24, 31. 330 121, 136-37. 139,
165



Q
ts

o
nota !

il

.
-1 N ‘s
EN BBt o
1 :
[ -

on

13

47-48

oyt e
RO A L]

S
o5
LI

(2]
(8

The Creation of Man

156

Irs
63

180
159
159

95

82, 84
82

168, 169,170

161
23.24.25.27.31.33
.

95-96. 161
5,159,160

1ol

122,124, 168. 169,170
30.41.47.49,51, 161
41

o

) —

o)
o

%

O Y A L L s 1)
o © oh L ) O
RN

W FD e e e D0 1)

~1 TN e —

[ R VI
PO =)

2
a

&0
&S
89
94
97
Il

"

[ R RN

ot

e
”~

1240168

thotl

Pyl

L g )
[}
1) e

L26.28030 5

o

A th ot

152-53

o

2
e
~

A A L Wy A Lh L L LA LA

[V

[V

o
19
x
4

A th Lh Lh L Lh

LA A Lh th LA '

o
p=S

126
134
142
145
149
152
159
176
182
188
190
197
203
213
225
239
240
241
243
Sac.
6-8
131
Sob.
33
65
Som. ]
33-34
34
35-36
36
65-66
73-74
79
92-94
101
102

AR A L Wh ta

n

L h i A LA A L LA ta L T L

»

[

5.158
159

22,23.28.31.77.92
30.78.79.96
152-53

153

63

29

65

158

159

159

INDICES

120
133-45
133-49
146-49
164

Som. 2
242-45
246

Spec. |
&ff,
66T
80-81
81
171

200
287
314
Spec. 2
29
147
257
Spec. 3
&3

178
207
208
Spec. 4
123

Virr.
8
61-63
203-05

95

159
14%
148
148
159

145

156,157

60
21,2326, 28 31.41,58.97
60. 62,65

21,23, 28. 29, 31. 62. 64, 89
90.93

159

159

157

159

159
159

(393
b9
4
2
o0
.

1.4]. 58, 62, 64.

4-5.156. 159
23.28.58
21.31

22,23, 26, 28, 31, 77-78. 83.
85-86.90,92.96. 110

157
141
23.31.89.90.93



INDEX OF ANCIENT AUTHORS OTHER THAN PHILO

Aenesidemus of Cnossos. 11

Aetius, 70

Albinus. 15. 46, 65. 68-69.70, 117-118. 149
Alexander Polvhistor. 14

M. Annius Ammonius. [51. 152

Antiochus of Ascalon, 11, 12-13, 56. 60, 68,

83. 84
Antipater of Tvre, 80, 81
Apocryphon of John, 107
Apulelus, 15, 46
Arcesilaus. 10
Aristobulus, 4, 10. 50-53, 55. 87, 131
Ariston of Chios. 10

Aristotle. 3.45.47.59. 82. 83,84, 85,114, 115.

126

Arius Didvmus, 11, 15, 65. 66, 70. 71. 72. 80.

114, 115, 117, 118
Artapanus. 10
Augustine. 68
Calpurnius Piso. 154
Cassius Dio, 65
Cebetis Tabula. 150
Chrysippus. 78, 80. 90

Cicerc, 10. 12, 13, 53. 60. 61. 63, 82, 84, 85,

147. 154-55
Cornutus. 52
Crantor. 16
Demetrius, 10

Diogenes Laertius, 11, 47. 63, 70. 79-80. §1.

175
1 Enoch. 104
Eratosthenes. 10
Eudorus of Alexandria, 11. 12, 13-15. 46
Eunapuis, 152

Eusebius. 1. 16. 50, 51-52. 55. 65, 66. 72, 80.

114, 131
Ezekiel the Poet. 10
4 Ezra. 104

Hebrews, 147

Herachdes Ponticus. 85
Heraclitus (Quaes. Hom.). 52, 53,99, 150
Hesiod. 131

Homer, 36, 52-54. 151

Horace. 47

Hyposiasis of the Archons. 107
Jerome, |

Josephus. 147

Julian. 126

Letrer of Aristeas, 52

Nigidius Figulus. I3
Numenius, 15, 46, 150
Panaetius, 13

Paul the Apostle. 132
Philodemus. 81

Plato. I1. 13,15, 16, 18,28, 29,45, 46-48. 58,
59.60. 61-62. 63. 64. 65.69.75.76. 8188,
89.91.105. 112, 114. 115,127, 132-33. 143,

148, 149,152
Plotinus. 126

Plutarch. 13. 53. 65, 66. 73-74, 75, 76. 100,

133, 151, 153. 175
Pseudo-Plutarch ( Vir. Hom.). 52-53
Poimandres (Corp. Herm. 1). 103,106, 107
Porphyry, 133,175
Posidonius, 11,12, 48, 56.79. 80. &8
Proverbs. 141
Potamon of Alexandria. }1.69-70. 7!
Seneca. 60. 67-68. 115-17. 147
Sextus Empinicus, 11
Simpheius. 14
Sphaerus of Borvsthenes, 11
Stobaeus, Joannes. 65,70
Timaeus Locrus. 13, 16-17, 46,65, 71-73. 100
Turfan Fragment A7, 104,105
Varro. 68, §3
Wisdom of Solomon. §5-86. 147

196

Xenocrates, 16, 56
Xenophon. 47

INDICES

Zeno of Citium, 81, &4
Zosimus of Panopolis. 107

197



Thyen. H.. 166,176
Tiede. D.. 157

Waiter, N.. 10, 1, 50. 54
Weiss. H. F.. 63
Wendland., P.. 63
Widengren. G.. 105
Willms. H., 64,65

INDEX OF MODERN AUTHORS

Arnaldez. R.. 45, 168-69

Baltes. M., 16, 46.71.72

Bieler, L.. 157

Bousset, W.. 5,82, 103-04. 173
Bovance. P., 146, 151, 153. 174
Brandenburger. E.. 7. 132
Bréhier, E.. 130

Bruns. J. E.. |

Buffiere, F.. 36, 53. 150. 153. 154
Burkert. W.. IS

Cazeaux. J.. 3

Chadwick. H.. 10
Charlesworth, J. H.. 10
Christiansen, 1., 3. 60. 146
Colpe. C.. 103

Cornford. F. M.. 45
Dantiélou. J.. 146

Diels. H.. 11,69

Dillon. J.. 12,13, 14,16, 19. 46. 65, 70,

83.84. 117
Dodd. C. H.. 106
Dodds, E. R.. 1. 15.46
Dolger, F. J.. 66
Dorrie. H., 12, 13,68
Edelstein. L., 12
Eltester. F. W, 64
Festugiere. A. J.. 1. 147
Fraser. P. M., 9. 10, 11. 13,15
Frichtel, U., 60-61. 91
Fuks. A, 7
Georgi, D, 187.173.176.179
Goodenough, E. R, 175
Graeser. A, 149
Grittiths, J. G.. 74, 75
Hamerton-Kellyv, R. G.. 6
Harris, J. R.. 49
Hememann, 1. 3,6
Hengel, M. 10, 38, 51

72,78

Hoiladay. C.. 157

Jaeger, W 12

Jervell, J.. 7

Johv. H.. 150

Jones. C. P, 152

Jones R. M., 47, 48, 88

Katz, P.. 78

Kraeling. C. H.. 105

Krdmer, H. J.. 15,56

Krauss. S.. 175

Long. A. A.. 13,28, 29, 48,49, 0. 95, 96
Lubac. H. de, 1354

Luck. G.. 12,84

Mack. B. L..6.34, 37,42, 63,86, 140, 141,179
Merki. H., 19

Moraux. P.. 85

Nikiprowetskyv, V., 2. 3.4, 169-171. 176
Nilsson, M., 106

Nock. A. D12

Olerud. A., 45, 105

Pépin, J., 3. 35.36. 53, 34, 145, 133, 161
Quispel. G.. 106

Reinhardt, K., 12

Reitzenstein. R.. [04-05, 157

Rokeah, D.. 146

Satrat. S.. 175

Sandmel. D.. 146

Schenke. H. M.. 7, 103, 105. 106, 107
Schrover, M. J., IS8

Scroggs. R., 7. 132

Siegfried. C.. 2

Sinko. T.. 150

Stein, E.. 130

Tate, J.. 155

Tcherikover, V.. 9,36, 57

Thetler. W.. 67, 68. 83

Thesletf, H.. 1S

15
Thompson. C.. 53

198

INDICES

Wilson. R. McL.. 7. 106
Windisch, H.. 157
Winston, D.. 86
Witt. R, E.. 65
Wigsok. A, 11,74,
Wolfson. H. ALt

7S, 1410146
36,5764, 168

199

T il



No.

No. 9:

No. 10:

No. I1:

THE CATHOLIC BIBLICAL QUARTERLY
MONOGRAPH SERIES
(CBQMS)

. Patrick W. Skehan. Studies in Israelite Poetry and Wisdom (CBQMS 1)

$9.00 (57.20 for CBA members) ISBN 0-915170-00-0 (LC 77-153511)

> Alovsius M. Ambrozic, The Hidden Kingdom: A Redactional-Critical Study

of the References to the Kingdom of God in Mark’s Gospel (CBQMS 2)
$9.00 (57.20 for CBA members) ISBN 0-915170-01-9 (LC 72-89100)

: Joseph Jensen, O.S.B., The Use of t6rd by Isaiah: His Debate with the

Wisdom Tradition (CBQMS 3) $3.00 ($2.40 for CBA members) ISBN 0-
915170-02-7 (LC 73-83134)

: George W. Coats, From Canaan 1o Egypt: Structural and Theological Con-

text for the Joseph Story (CBQMS 4) $2.50 (32.00 for CBA members)
ISBN 0-915170-03-5 (LC 75-11382)

: O. Lamar Cope. Marthew: A Scribe Trained for the Kingdom of Heav-

en (CBQMS 5) $3.00 (52.40 for CBA members) ISBN 0-915170-04-3 (LC
75-36778)

: Madeleine Boucher, The Muysterious Parable: A Literary Study (CBQMS

6) $2.50 ($2.00 for CBA members) ISBN 0-915170-05-1 (LC 76-51260)

. Jay Braverman, Jerome'’s Commentary on Daniel: A Study of Comparative

Jewish and Christian Interpretations of the Hebrew Bible (CBQMS 7) $4.00
(83.20 for CBA members) ISBN 0-915170-06-X (LC 78-55726)

: Maurya P. Horgan. Pesharim: Qumran [nierpretations of Biblical Books

(CBQMS 8) $6.00 ($4.80 for CBA members) ISBN 0-915170-07-8 (LC
78-12910)

Harold W. Attridge and Robert A. Oden. Jr.. Philo of Bvblos, The Phoeni-
cian History (CBQMS 9) $3.50 ($2.80 for CBA members) ISBN 0-915170-
08-6 (L.C 80-25781)

Paul J. Kobelski. Melchizedek and Melchiresa® (CBQMS 10) $4.50 ($3.60
for CBA members) ISBN 0-915170-09-4 (LC 80-28379)

Homer Heater, 4 Septuagint Trarslation Technique in the Book of Job
(CBQMS 11) $4.00 ($3.20 for CBA members) ISBN 0-915170-10-8 (LC
81-10085)

: Robert Doran. Temple Propaganda: The Purpose and Characrer of 2 Mac-

cabees (CBQMS 12) $4.50 (S3.60 for CBA members) ISBN 0-915170-11-6
(LC 81-10084)

: James Thompson, The Beginnings of Christian Philosophy: The Episile t0

the Hebrews (CBQMS 13) $5.50 (S4.50 for CBA members) ISBN 0-915170-
124 (LC 81-12299%)

: Thomas H. Tobin, S.J., The Creation of Man: Philo and the History of

Interpretarion (CBQMS 14) $6.00 (S4.80 for CBA members), ISBN 0-915170-
13-2 (LC 82-19891)

Order from:

The Catholic Biblical Association of America
The Catholic University of America
Washington, D.C. 20064



	page 1
	page 2
	page 3
	page 4
	page 5
	page 6
	page 7
	page 8
	page 9
	page 10
	page 11
	page 12
	page 13
	page 14
	page 15
	page 16
	page 17
	page 18
	page 19
	page 20
	page 21
	page 22
	page 23
	page 24
	page 25
	page 26
	page 27
	page 28
	page 29
	page 30
	page 31
	page 32
	page 33
	page 34
	page 35
	page 36
	page 37
	page 38
	page 39
	page 40
	page 41
	page 42
	page 43
	page 44
	page 45
	page 46
	page 47
	page 48
	page 49
	page 50
	page 51
	page 52
	page 53
	page 54
	page 55
	page 56
	page 57
	page 58
	page 59
	page 60
	page 61
	page 62
	page 63
	page 64
	page 65
	page 66
	page 67
	page 68
	page 69
	page 70
	page 71
	page 72
	page 73
	page 74
	page 75
	page 76
	page 77
	page 78
	page 79
	page 80
	page 81
	page 82
	page 83
	page 84
	page 85
	page 86
	page 87
	page 88
	page 89
	page 90
	page 91
	page 92
	page 93
	page 94
	page 95
	page 96
	page 97
	page 98
	page 99
	page 100
	page 101
	page 102
	page 103

