
DAVID WINSTON AND JOHN M. DILLON

Two Treatises of 
Philo of Alexandria

A Commentary on De gigantibus and 
Quod Deus sit immutabilis



Two Treatises of Philo of Alexandria



BROWN UNIVERSITY
BROWN JUDAIC STUDIES

Edited by

Jacob Neusner
Wendell S. Dietrich, Ernest S. Frerichs,

Sumner B. Twiss, Alan Zuckerman

Board of Editors

David Altshuler, George Washington University
David R. Blumenthal, Emory University

Baruch M. Bokser, University of California, Berkeley
Joel Gereboff, Arizona State University
David Goldenberg, Dropsie University

Robert Goldenberg, State University of New York, Stony Brook
David Goodblatt, Haifa University

William Scott Green, University of Rochester
Peter Haas, Vanderbilt University

Martin Jaffee, University of Virginia
Shamai Kanter, Temple Beth El, Rochester, New York

Jack L. Lightstone, Concordia University
Irving Mandelbaum, University of Texas

Alan Mintz, University of Maryland
Alan J. Peck, Tulane University

Gary G. Porton, University of Illinois
Marc L. Raphael, Ohio State University

Richard S. Sarason, Hebrew Union College-Jewish Institute of Religion
Tzvee Zahavy, University of Minnesota

Editorial Committee:

Roger Brooks
Louis Newman

Number 25

TWO TREATISES OF PHILO OF ALEXANDRIA
A Commentary on De Gigantibus and Quod Deus Sit Immutabilis

David Winston and John Dillon



Two Treatises of Philo of Alexandria
A Commentary on De Gigantibus and Quod Deus Sit Immutabilis

by
David Winston

and
John Dillon

Scholars Press
Chico, California



TWO TREATISES OF PHILO OF ALEXANDRIA
A Commentary on De Gigantibus and Quod Deus sit Immutabilis

by
David Winston and John Dillon

Copyright © 2020 Brown University

Library of Congress Control Number: 2019953497

Open access edition funded by the National Endowment for the Humanities/Andrew W. Mellon  
Foundation Humanities Open Book Program. 

The text of this book is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 
4.0 International License: https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/. To use this book, or parts 
of this book, in any way not covered by the license, please contact Brown Judaic Studies, Brown  
University, Box 1826, Providence, RI 02912.

Publication of this book is made possible in part by a grant from the National Endowment 
for the Humanities. Published results and interpretations do not necessarily represent the 
views of the Endowment.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


CONTENTS

PREFACE D. Winston and J. Dillon vii

INTRODUCTION

I. THE FORM OF PHILO'S COMMENTARY

A. L'Exe*gese de Philon d'Alexandrie dans le
De Gigantibus et le Quod Deus

V. Nikiprowetzky 5

B. The Formal Structure of Philo's Allegori-
cal Exegesis J. Dillon 77

C. Philo's Bible in the De Gigantibus and
Quod Deus
. . . . D. Gooding and V. Nikiprowetzky 89

II. PHILO'S STYLE AND DICTION

A. Philo's Knowledge of Rhetorical Theory
J. Leopold 129

B. Philo's Vocabulary and Word Choice . . .
J. Leopold 137

C. Characteristics of Philo's Style in the
De Gigantibus and Quod Deus

J. Leopold 141

D. Rhetoric and Allegory J. Leopold 155

E. Philo's Use of Topoi T. Conley 171

III. PHILOSOPHICAL THEMES IN THE DE GIGANTIBUS AND
QUOD DEUS

A. Philo's Doctrine of Free Will . D. Winston 181

B. Philo's Doctrine of Angels . . J. Dillon 197

C. The Idea of Conscience in Philo of
Alexandria R. T. Wallis 207

D. The Nature of God in the Quod Deus . . .
J. Dillon 217



COMMENTARY 229

ABBREVIATIONS 359

REFERENCE WORKS 36 3

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY 365

INDEXES 373

I. ANCIENT AUTHORS 375

II. MODERN AUTHORS . . . . 379

III. SCRIPTURAL REFERENCES 383

IV. PSEUDEPIGRAPHA 387

V. RABBINIC LITERATURE 389

VI. PLATONIC PASSAGES 391

VII. Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta, ed. H. von Arnim . . 393

VIII. PHILONIC PASSAGES 395



publishers’ preface

Brown Judaic Studies has been publishing scholarly 

books in all areas of Judaic studies for forty years. Our books, 

many of which contain groundbreaking scholarship, were typically 

printed in small runs and are not easily accessible outside of 

major research libraries. We are delighted that with the support 

of a grant from the National Endowment for the Humanities/Andrew 

W. Mellon Foundation Humanities Open Book Program, we are now 

able to make available, in digital, open-access, format, fifty 

titles from our backlist.

Philo of Alexandria was a Jewish philosopher who lived 

in Egypt at the time of the turn of the first millennium. Two 

Treatises of Philo of Alexandria: A Commentary on de Gigantibus 

and Quod Dues Sit Immutabilis (1983), by David Winston and John 

Dillon, is a remarkable study of Philo’s thought in cultural 

context that goes beyond the learned commentaries. Containing 

several essays from other scholars, this volume puts Philo into 

a larger conversation with contemporary Greek philosophy and 

rabbinic texts.

This edition contains corrections from the original 

text and a new section of “Corrections and Addenda” (prepared 

by Winston and Dillon) that for technical reasons could not be 

included into the present edition.

Michael L. Satlow

Managing Editor

October, 2019





CORRECTIONS AND ADDENDA

I want to thank my dear friend and colleague, John Dillon, for 
graciously checking, clarifying, and inserting the Greek into my 
annotations.

David Winston

p. 119, fourth paragraph, after LXX translation, add: cf. S. G. 
Sowers, Hermeneutics of Philo and Hebrews (Zurich, 1965) 39.

p. 193, first paragraph, second line, cross out (55b). Add: cf. 
Sacr. 106; Fug. 79-80, 128a in Sacr. 106)

p. 234, in line 10 from top of page, at end of line, add: 662, 
666, 668; Diog. Baby. 32. 

p. 234, in note 3, line 8,after the last word in Greek, add: 
cf. Som.1.165; Ebr. 163-68; Abr. 70; Fug. 136; Jos. 140; Cic. 
Acad. 2.122.

p. 239, in first paragraph. line 7, after (attributed to 
Pythagoras), add: cf. DK. 68.A.78 (Democ); Epin. 984E

p. 240, in the second paragraph, line 20, after Aelian NA 2.2, 
add: cf. Orphic Hymn 52; Plot. 6.7.11

p. 242, first paragraph, last sentence, after Soc. 591D ff. add: 
cf. Billings 42-43; 70; Runia 260

p. 242, in note 14, after Phaedo 67DE, add: cf. Det. 34
p. 248, in note 22, first line, between Gree and Cf., add: A dig 

at the Stoics?
p. 248. in note 22, last line at end, add: cf. Orig. C. Cels. 

6.71.
p. 249, in note 25, after Plotinus 5.4.2, add: Tatian, Discourse 

to the Grs., 5.
p. 249, in note 25, last sentence, after Aug. Conf. 9.5.1. add: 

Azriel of Gerona; Tiqune Zohar 19.
p. 253, first paragraph, at end, add: In rabbinic literature it 

is said that wherever the word ’ish occurs, it refers to a 
righteous man (BR 30.5; Tanh. Buber 2.32b). cf. Abr. 32.

p. 257, in note 39, after (…journey through life), add: The 
famous Pythagorean maxim add in ἕπου θεῶ’ is seen to be 
inspired by this Homeric verse (Stob. Ecl. 6.3) 

p. 257 5th, paragraph, remove period after (….philosophies), 
add: ; Hermot. 59: φιλοσόφοι ἀποδίδονται τὰ μαθήματα ὥσπερ 
οἱ κάπηλοι (‘philosophers sell their teachings just like 
shopkeepers’).

p. 264, in note 52, after (Tubingen 1968) 131-42, add in 



Max Muhl, “Der Logos Endiathetos und Prophorikos von der 
alteren Stoa bis zu Synode von Sirmium 351,” Archiv fur 
Begriffsgeschichte 7 (1962) 7-56  (Muhl should have an umlaut 
over the u, also an umlaut over the first a in alteren)

p. 264, in note 52, end of second paragraph, add: M. Pohlenz, 
Kleine Schriften (Hildesheim, 1965) 1.79-86

p. 264, in note 52, before Heraclit. Quaest. Hom. Add: SVF 2.894 
p. 268, Section B, second paragraph, after “note on sect. 7”, 

add: Conf. 2.ff.; Det.125; Op. 157
p. 269, in note 60, last line, add; cf. Plato, Rep. 10.619CD: 

τῶν μὲν ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ἡκόντων, τῶν δὲ έκ τῆς γῆς.
p. 271, first paragraph, at end, add: iσύγγραμμα is used very 

frequently by Philo in this context, cf. Det. 84, 126,139. 
Post. 58, 68, etc.

p. 271, in note 64, end of first paragraph, add: Rejected by 
Belkin, “Some Obscure Traditions Mutually Clarified in Philo 
and Rabbinic Literature,” 83-86. 

p. 274, last paragraph, third line, after “opposition between,” 
add: “begetting for oneself” (necessarily, passions, 
pleasures and vices).

p. 279, in note 8, at the end of the second paragraph, add: 
cf. Heraclit. DK. B 5: “They vainly purify themselves with 
blood when they are defiled with blood, as though one who had 
stepped into mud were to wash in mud.”

p. 279, note 8, line 8, after 1.62. add: Cic. Leg. 2.24
p. 283, last line after …forthcoming in ANRW. Add: For Philo’s 

use of the Stoic insert καθῆκον schema, cf. Post. 181; Plant. 
146, Fug. 3; Decal. 165-67; Spec. 2.226; Cont. 18. See J. E., 
Crouch, The Origin and Intention of the Colossian Haustafel 
(Göttingen, 1972), 77-82.

p. 285, in third paragraph, in sentence 8, after …of the Good. 
add : (cf. Tim. 50D)

p. 290, in note 30, last sentence, line 8, add: cf. Wis. 13.1
p. 291, in note 32, line 3, after Mig. 139, add: 267;
p. 291, in note 32, line 5, after 39-46, add: cf. Plato, Ti. 

37D-38A
p. 292, fourth line, after διέξοδον τοῦ νοῦ ,add: cf. Post.79 
p. 292, in line 22, add in after Deus 31, add: cf. QE 2.57 Plut. 

Is. 381 B The crocodile is said to be the only tongueless 
creature and thus a likeness of God. For ‘ the θεῖος λὀγος 
does not need a voice’.

p. 292, in line 8 after the Greek words, add: cf. D. L. 10.33 
(Epic.); Galen, Inst. Log. 3.2

p. 292, line 23, after (Oldenburg, 1872) 231-35, add: and 
M. Mühl, “Der Logos endiathetos und prophorikos von der 
älteren Stoa bis zur Synode von Sirmium 351,” in Archiv für 
Begriffsgeschichte 7 (1962) 7-56; L. Cohen, “ Zur Lehre vom 
Logos bei Philo,” in Festschrift Cohen (Berlin, 1912) 303-31; 
Drummond 2. 171-177; J. Horowitz, Das platonische naton zom 
(Marburg, 1900) 88-89 
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p. 293, in note 34, line 3: the accent should be on the last e, 
not the previous I. 

p. 294, in the third paragraph after the four Greek words, add: 
cf. QG 2.24

p. 297, in note 42, 6th sentence, after Tim. 332,5 ff.), add: 
cf. Her. 126

p. 298, in note 45, line16, after the three Greek words add: 
Mut. 8: σωμάτων τε ὁμοῦ καϊ πραγμάτων

p. 315, in note 73, at end, add: cf. Callimachus (see Wis. 
12:10, Anchor Comm.)

p. 317, in note 78, after RHT 4.13.14, add: Theophilus, Ad. 
Autoly. 1.1.5

p. 318, first paragraph, line 5, at the end, add: cf. Koh.  
R. 1.11

p. 318, end of second paragraph, line 9, add: For ταμιτευομενῶ 
cf. Rep. 508B6. See also Billings 63-64; Runia 268-9

p. 319, end of first paragraph, add: cf. Decal. 32; Plut. Gen. 
Soc. 588E.

p. 320, end of footnote at bottom of the page, add: cf. Anony. 
Theactetus Comm. 56.14 which distinguishes between ‘finding 
and refinding.’

p. 326, first paragraph, line 5, after Mut. 250; add: Sac. 129
p. 338, add: 127: παραδοξότατον. cf. Num. R. 19.1.
p. 341, end of first paragraph of “General Comments,” add: cf.  

D. Daube, The New Testament and Rabbinic Judaism (London, 
1956; Arno rep. 1973) 436-37.

p. 344, second paragraph, line 20, after Diod. 31.10, add: cf. 
QG 4.43].

p. 353, end of second line, add: Same play on τίμη, ‘donor’, 
τίμη, ‘value’ in Spec. 2.260. 

p. 354, in between note 174 and note 175, add: ἔπνευσε ποτε 
λαμπρὸν. cf. Polyb.11.19.5: . :καὶ πολλάκις μὲν άστοῖς 
ἐπιπνεούσης τῆς τυχῆς; Plut. Aem. Paulus 36.3: : ὣσπερ 
πνεύματος λαμπροῦ;; Cic.off.2.6.19: prospero flatu. Philo, 
Jos. 21

p. 354, in note 176, line 7, after the four Greek words, add: 
cf. CPG 2.492; Hdt. 1.207; Plut. Mor. 103F 

p. 355, end of first paragraph, add: For ἀεὶ ῥέων, cf. Diod. 
27.15.3.

p. 355, in the second paragraph, after after Plato Menexenus 
238C, add: cf. Joseph. Ant. 20.234

p. 371, end of section 6, add: Strack-Billerbech, 4.1, pp.  
501-35.

p. 392, in the Sophist section, top right of page, add: 263E on 
page 264 

Corrections and Addenda 





PREFACE

The present commentary originated in a National Endow-

ment for the Humanities sponsored project (1976-78) entitled:

Philo of Alexandria, An Interdisciplinary Study in the Fusion

and Diffusion of Cultural Traditions. The principal investi-

gators were the undersigned, and the purpose was to attain, by

means of an interdisciplinary team approach, new and more

detailed insights into the immediate sources and true nature of

Philo's work. The pair of treatises Be Gigantibus--Quod Deus

were chosen for the production of a detailed commentary on a

representative section of the Philonic corpus to serve as a

paradigm for the type of commentary which we felt was needed.

The Greek text was divided into a series of segments, and each

of us wrote a commentary on those segments assigned to him. The

commentary consisted of two parts: (a) general comments on the

segment as a whole, and (b) detailed line-by-line commentary.

We then read and revised each other's work. Each segment upon

completion was mailed out to a team of scholars who reviewed it

in the light of their respective specialties. The following

are the members of the team: D. Gooding, J. Leopold, and

V. Nikiprowetzky. B. Bokser and R. T. Wallis also commented

on a number of segments. As it turned out, Nikiprowetzky wrote

a detailed commentary on our commentary, which required us to

make a thorough revision of the whole. In the light of this,

we have deemed it appropriate to include his name as one of the

authors of the commentary. The introduction is a composite con-

taining components contributed by Thomas Conley, John Dillon,

David Gooding, John Leopold, Valentin Nikiprowetzky, Richard

Wallis, and David Winston. Each author is responsible for his

own contribution to the introduction, and no attempt has been

made by the editors to harmonize the various views expressed.

The enormous diversity of Philo's learning and the intri-

cate problems involved in the comprehension of his thought cannot

properly be appreciated except by the sort of close work on at

least a segment of his text represented by the present commentary.
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While the treatment of anything like his whole oeuvre with the

detailed care which we have devoted to this portion of it would

be beyond the resources of all but a large team, the present

work, we feel, points the way to such an enterprise. We are

extremely grateful to the National Endowment for the Humanities

for making it possible through their research grant. The find-

ings and conclusions presented here do not necessarily represent

the view of the Endowment. We are also very grateful to Irene

and Dani Winston and Professor John Leopold for helping in the

preparation of the indices.

David Winston
John Dillon
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I. THE FORM OF PHILO'S COMMENTARY





A. L'Exigese de Philon d'Alexandrie dans le De Gigantibus
et le Quod Deus sit Immutabilis

Pour qui desire e"tudier l'exe"gese de Philon, De Giganti-

bus et Quod Deus sit Immutabilis offrent une plate-forme d'obser-

vation particulierement commode et significative. En effet,

lorsqu'on lit ces deux Merits, on apercoit dans une lumie*re

singulierement vive la plupart des problemes majeurs qui jalon-

nent cette recherche.

I. Sur la Structure et sur le titre des deux traites

La premiere question qui se pose comme d'elle-meme est

de savoir s'il est seulement le"gitime de parler ici de deux

traites, Le De Gigantibus ne se termine ni par une conclusion

en forme ni par un signe de ponctuation fermant.

Apres avoir note" avec "le tres saint Moise" que le

(paOA.o£, de*pourvu de maison, de cite", instable, est un transfuge

et un de"serteur, par contraste avec l'allie" tres fidele qu'est

le onou6aioc,, Philon poursuit par les lignes suivantes: xoaaOxa

eiQ ye x6 uap6v dpKOuvxws TtepL xcov yiycLVTiov eCpnK6xeQ enl xa

6.K6XouOa xoO A.6you xpeiiicouê cx* "EOTL 6t xaOxa*

"Ayant parle* suffisamment pour I1 instant des grants,

tournons-nous vers la suite du texte. Or, la voici: "

C'est done peu dire que d'affirmer qu'il n'y a aucune

frontiere entre les deux traites. II faut souligner encore que

le premier d1entre eux ne se suffit pas a lui-meme et qu'il

suppose et appelle I1existence du second.

Une deuxieme constatation, peut-etre plux surprenante

encore que la premiere, a trait au titre des deux Merits. Dans

le De Gigantibus il n'est parl^ proprement des grants que dans

les dix derniers paragraphes d'un texte qui en comporte soixante

sept. Le probleme de 1'immutability divine n'est, dans le Quod

Deus sit Immutabilis, discute* qu' aux paragraphes vingt a soi-

xante douze. En d'autres termes, 1'auteur ne lui consacre que

cinquante deux paragraphes sur les cent quatre-vingt trois que

compte le traite". Les titres ne correspondent done que d'une

maniere tres imparfaite et partielle au contenu respectif des
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textes qu'ils de"signent. On est tente* d'eVoquer a leur propos

les titres des diffe"rents livres du Pentateuque he"braique. Aucun

d'entre eux, on le sait, ne sugge"re la moindre ide"e concrete du

texte qu'il annonce. II n'en est que le mot initial.

En fait, les titres des deux traite*s qui nous occupent

sont plus significatifs.

L1apparition des Grants constitue le re*sultat ultime du

proce*s qui est de*crit dans 1'ensemble des parties pre"ce*dentes.

U s sont nomme's au terme d'une sorte de gradation exe*ge"tique et

le titre du De Gigantibus se trouve de la sorte n'etre pas en-

tierement arbitraire. Quant aux dix neuf premiers paragraphes

du Quod Deus Sit Immutabilis qui proposent l'exe'gese de la fin

d'un verset dont le de*but est commente" dans la partie qui termine

le traite" pre"ce"dent, ils constituent une matiere interme"diaire

entre les deux e*crits. En effet, comme le note Philon lui-meme

en Deus 2, dans le De Gigantibus il e"tait question de I1impossi-

bility ou" se trouve le TiveOuoL divin de reposer en permanence sur

une ame qui s'e*tant lie"e a la chair, a ses fonctions et a ses

passions, est devenue nombreuse, multiforme et divise"e. Apres

I1humanity vulgaire et multiple avec laquelle forme contraste

l'unicite" du juste Noe", apparait, suscite*e par I1 union des ames

incorporelles et des filles, c'est-a-dire des passions, des

hommes, la ge'ne'ration des grants, gens de la terre et ennemis

de Dieu. Le de"but du Quod Deus precise que les grants se mani-

festent lorsque 1'Esprit saint quittant l'ame en livre l'acces

aux compagnons des te"nebres et leur permet en f^condant les

passions, d'engendrer pour eux-memes et non pour Dieu.

Apres avoir e*voque" la fe'condite' philautique des grants

et lui avoir oppose" celle d'Abraham et d'Anne, Philon, conforme"-

ment 1 la suite du texte sacre*, aborde le commentaire de la

reaction divine au spectacle du mal et se heurte au redoutable

probleme de 1'anthropopathie que l'Ecriture attribue a la

divinite", et a la question de savoir s'il est le'gitime de penser

que le demiurge, a la vue du mal dont ils e*taient les fauteurs,

s'est repenti d'avoir cre"e* les hommes et a me'dite' de de"truire

le genre humain tout entier: OIL £TIL I% yev£oei TC5V

6 6nui.oupY6g vtex̂ Yvco KaTL6a)v xnv ao£(3et,av auxcov, T\

A.T*|dri auiinav 6ia(p0eLpaL x6 Y£VOQ (Deus 21).

II est done le'gitime de conside"rer que le titre du Quod

Deus re"fere a la partie du traite* qui, aux yeux de Philon, e*tait

exe'ge'tiquement la plus difficile, la plus importante et la plus

caracteristique. On pourrait meme, dans ces conditions,
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soutenir qu'il existe, entre Deus 1-19 d'une part et 20-72

d'autre part, le meme rapport qu'entre De Gigantibus 1-5 7 et

58-67. Mais la suite du Quod Deus semble n'entretenir plus

aucun lien logique avec le theme de 1'immutability de Dieu. Si

bien, qu'en definitive, la description la plus adequate du De

Gigantibus et du Quod Deus serait celle qui les pre*senterait

comme deux commentaires suivis ou perpe"tuels des versets de

Genese VI, 1-4 a pour le premier et de 4 b-12 pour le second,

sans frontiere clairement trac^e entre eux et sans veritable

unite externe ni interne.

II. Le probleme de la composition dans De Gigantibus
et Quod Deus

D£s que I1on veut aller plus loin que cette premiere

impression, on rencontre un probleme qui lui est lie* et qui con-

stitue l'une des grandes e*nigmes de 1'etude de Philon. En

effet autant que l'oeuvre meme et la pense*e de Philon, sa facon

d'e'crire et de composer a provoque" des jugements abruptement

contradictoires, soit seVeres jusqu'au me*pris soit favorables

jusqu'a 1'enthousiasme. Nous en rappellerons quelques uns par

souci de clarte". Pour E. Herriot, "Philon ne pratique pas I1 art

de composer. . . . se soucie peu de la vraie logique, de la

vraie me'thode et de la rigueur dans les deductions." "Philon

ne sait pas composer," affirme de son cote" J. Martin. W. Bousset

se plaint des perpe"tuelles repetitions, des longueurs, de la

monotonie de plomb qui font de la lecture de Philon une veritable

torture. G. Trotti deplore "le manque d'ordre et de methode dans

1'exposition des commentaires . . . du Pentateuque, les longues

et oiseuses digressions, les diverses contradictions et confu-

sions." Volker reproche a 1'Alexandrin toute une serie de

defauts dans l'art d'ecrire—dont une composition capricieuse—,

qui, avec la meilleure volonte, rendent impossible de decouvrir

le plan d'un traite de Philon. F. H. Colson au contraire estime

que l'on peut y parvenir. Neanmoins, il souligne, lui aussi,

1'extraordinaire enchevetrement de la pensee de notre auteur et

il avoue qu'il a constitue les sommaires dont il a fait preceder

chaque traite de Philon dans la Bibliotheque Loeb autant pour

s'y diriger lui-meme que pour y guider les pas de son lecteur.

Avec ces appreciations qui refusent a Philon toute

science de la composition ou qui soulignent la complexite de sa

demarche contraste d'une maniere radicale le jugement de L.

Massebieau. Massebieau souligne, en effet, que Philon compose
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avec un art consomme1. "Peu d'hommes, e*crit-il, . . . ont connu

mieux que lui 1' art de composer et ont divise" plus logiquement

leurs ouvrages." Philon "a eu la passion de l'ordre"; ses oeuvres

"sont remarquables par la clarte* et l'harmonie de leur archi-

tecture. "

Qu'en est-il, en fait? Si 1'on jette un coup d'oeil sur

le sommaire que les Editions modernes proposent pour nos deux

traite"s, I1 on est tres fortement tente" de donner raison aux

auteurs qui jugent d'une facon negative I1art de composer chez

Philon. II est impossible pour un lecteur qui ne connaitrait

pas le texte de Philon et chercherait a s'en faire une ide*e

pre"alable, d' appre"hender une pense*e continue, cohe"rente et

logique dans ces sommaires. L1impression qui domine est celle

d'une poussiere de themes se succe'dant d'une maniere tout a fait

arbitraire, sans ordre et sans cohesion. Mais la seconde re-

flexion amene a se demander s'il est Equitable d'imputer ces

de*fauts I Philon et s'il ne serait pas plus juste d'en faire

porter la responsabilite" a ses e"diteurs. En effet, I1 obscurity

de 1'analyse et 1'atomisation du texte sont le re"sultat du fait

que I1 on a neglige" le fil conducteur, la trame veritable, la

forme essentielle et, si 1'on nous passe 1'expression, la

cellule mere des developpements ex^g^tiques philoniens, a savoir

la quaestio suivie de sa solutio.

Quelle que soit la situation chronologique des Questions

sur la Genese ou des Questions sur I 'Exode par rapport au grand

Commentaire sur le Pentateuque de Philon, il ne faut jamais,

lorsque I1on lit ou 1'on £tudie ce dernier, perdre de vue la

structure de ces pre"cieux recueils. En effet, que les Quaesti-

ones aient constitue* la forme primitive des traite"s de Philon

ou, en quelque maniere, les "cahiers" et le "journal ex^ge"-

tique" du philosophe, les traite"s du Commentaire, qu'ils appar-

tiennent a sa partie oosmopoetique, a sa partie genealogique ou

a sa partie nomothetique, ne sont essentiellement qu'une suite

de "questions" lie*es en un discours suivi. La progression du

deVeloppement y est produite par le passage d'une "question" a

une "question" nouvelle et non par 1'expose" d'une pense*e syste"-

matique. Ne*gliger cela et tenter une analyse synthe*tique des

Merits de Philon en s'efforcant d'y retrouver des ide"es con-

stitutes a priori e'est se condamner a de"boucher sur des som-

maires aussi peu satisfaisants que ceux que les trois gditeurs

ont etablis pour le De Gigantibus et le Quod Deus Sit Immuta-

bilis. Le logique reparait au contraire des que l'on ne se
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contente pas de re*sumer les "ide'es" de Philon, mais que 1' on

isole apories exe'ge'tiques auxquelles le texte de Philon pretend

apporter une solution, bref lorsque I1on prend soin de ramener

le texte aux quaestiones qu'il met en oeuvre.

III. Essai d'une analyse du De Gigantibus et du
Quod Deus sit Immutabilis

Nous tenterons de proposer ici une analyse des deux

traite*s de Philon en mettant en oeuvre la me*thode que nous venons

de de*crire et que nous pre*conisons.

A. De Gigantibus

Quaestio et Solutio I: §l-§5

§1. Le Lemme Soripturaire. Gen 6, 1. HCXI &f) ey^vexo, fjviKa

oi. dvdpcoTioL TIOAAOL YLveodai tnl xns YnS/ HOU duYcure'pes

CXUTOLQ.

"Et il arriva que lorsque les hommes commencerent a"

devenir nombreux sur terre et que des filles leur naquirent."

Quaestio: "AEiov otuai 6ia,Ttopf)aai, 6i& IL U£T6. TI'IV Ncoe xal

TC5V ulcov auxoO Y^veoiv eCc TioAuavdpamLav 611161601)01 fiucov T 6 Y^VOS.

"Me'rite, a mon avis, d'etre conside're'e comme une diffi-

cult^ la question de savoir pourquoi apres la naissance de Noe"

et de ses fils notre espece s'accroit jusqu'a former une popula-

tion nombreuse."

La naissance de Noe* et de ses trois fils est mentionne'e

en Genese 5:28, 29, 32. Dans ce dernier verset, il est specifie*

que Noe" ̂ tait age* de cinq cents ans lorsqu'il engendra Sem, Cham

et Japhet. Philon considere en bloc la naissance de Noe" et de

ses fils et il entend le verset de Gen. 6, 1 comme constituant

une suite immediate de Genese 5, 32 auquel il se re"fere d'une

manie*re globale, en quelque sorte, comme s'il consignait la

naissance de Noe* et de ses fils. L'aporie natt d'une lecture

qui fait de 1'accroissement du nombre des hommes une consequence

immediate de la naissance du patriarche et de ses fils.

§1. Solutio 'AXX' LOGOS ou xaXenbv CUTO6OOVOU TT\V aCxuav.

"Mais peut etre n'est-il pas difficile d'en donner la raison."

Philon invoque un prinoipe logique: ce qui est rare fait

apparaitre son oppose* fort commun.
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§2. Application de ce principe au domaine humain. La

rarete" des qualite"s intellectuelles reVele chez les homines l'abon-

dance des de"fauts jusqu'ici latents.

§3. Le terme tneoHiao\i£vT)v entraine la me*taphore du

soleil qui, unique, re*vele, en les dissipant, d'innombrabies

te"nebres. De meme la naissance de Noe" et de ses fils rgvele

de'cide'ment le grand nombre des me"chants, les contraires s'e*clai-

rant mutuellement.

§4. Apres avoir re*solu l'aporie de 1' accroissement

soudain des hommes, conse"cutif a la naissance de Noe* et de ses

fils, Philon est tenu de prouver qu'il est bien question dans

le lemme scripturaire d'une opposition entre le juste unique et

la foule des injustes. II s'attache done a commenter d^sormais

la derniere partie du lemme: Ouyax^peQ eyevv^Orioav auTOiQ. II

s'agit bien entendu d'engendrements spirituels. Aucun injuste

n'est capable de faire concevoir a son ame de descendance male.

Elle ne donne que les fruits effengine's du vice et des passions.

§5. La demonstration est done acheve*e. Philon para-

phrase la lemme dans le sens de son exe"gese. . . . o5 XOLPLV

duYaT^pae oL dvOpamoi O5TOL yevvfjoaL A^YOVTOLI, UL6V bb ou6eLQ

auxcjv . . . dnAux6KOC ri Haxd TOUQ TIOAAOUQ d6LHLa TTOLVTCOS dvacpaL-

vexai.

Quaestio et Solutio II: §6-§18

§6. Le Lemme Scripturaire. Gen 6, 2. *I66vxec dt OL

TOO OeoO TOCS OuYd-T^pas TCOV avdpconcov 6TL KaA.au ELOLV,

eauToCc YuvaCxae 6.TI6 rcaawv, &v t^eXi^avio,

"Les anges de Dieu voyant que les filles des hommes

£taient belles se prirent des femmes parmi toutes celles qu'ils

choisirent."

§6. Quaestio

II n'y a d'autre lien entre cette partie et la partie

pr^c^dente que celui qui est fourni par le texte scripturaire

comment^. Les apories qui forment la quaestio ne sont pas

introduites d'une facon technique, et partant, aussi nettement

que dans la Quaestio et Solutio pr^c^dentes. II faut formuler

ici la Quaestio en la construisant a" partir de la solutio qui

en re"sout les difficulte"s.
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La valeur alle"gorique de T & S Ouyax^paQ xcov dvdpcbrtwv

ayant e"te* e*tablie dans la partie pre*ce"dente, ce qui fait diffi-

cult^ ici c'est l'ide*e que des anges de Dieu aient pu £pouser

les filles des homines qu'ils s'e*taient choisies. L1 all^gorisa-

tion de "filles des homines" rend impossible 1'interpretation

mythologique que la Bible sugge"re et que l'on rencontrera par

exemple dans le Livre des Jubilts V, 1; I Hfnooh, VI, 1, 2;

VII, 5; X, 12; LXXXIX, 3, mais qui est totalement incompatible

avec la nature meme de l'exe"gese de Philon. Mais alors comment

peut-on entendre que des anges de Dieu aient tyouse* les -passions

des hommes?

Solutio

§6. L1 element de la re"ponse est fourni des le §6 ou

Philon pose I1Equation §. trois termes: 6cuuovee = &YYe^oi =

ipuxcu. Le terme le plus important de 1'Equation est le troisie"me.

II permettra d'^tablir que les "anges de Dieu" dont il s'agit

sont simplement des ames, re*pandues dans les airs, qui ont opte*

pour la vie incarne"e.

§7. La proposition que I1air est peuple d'ames ne doit

pas, a son tour, etre conside^e comme une imagination mythique.

Toutes les parties de l'Univers sont peuple"es d'etres animus—non

pas d'ames comme l'e*crit a tort A. Moses dans son sous-titre--,

qui sont propres a chacune d'elles, terre, eau, feu, ether.

§8. Les astres, habitants de ce dernier element, sont

de purs intellects comme le prouve leur mouvement circulaire.

L'air contient done obligatoirement des "animaux" qui

lui sont particuliers et qui comme lui sont invisibles.

§9. Mais le raisonnement supple*e ici a la vue im-

puissante. L'air et le souffle sont le principe de vie de tous

les animaux tant terrestres qu'aquatiques.

§10. La dure*e et la qualite" de la vie dependent de la

qualite" de l'air.

§11. L'air qui impartit la vie a tous les etres ne

saurait ne pas contenir d'ames. Au contraire, par un privilege

insigne que lui a conf^re" le Demiurge, il a en lui les semences

de l'ame. C'est done par excellence 1'element de 1'ame et des

ames.
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§12. Ce point etabli, Philon rappelle qu'il existe deux

categories d'ames. Les unes qui se sont incarne'es et sont les

ames des homines. Les autres qui ayant de'daigne' la terre et

s'^tant vou^es au culte de Dieu sont les etres divins que les

autres philosophies appellent 6CUUOVCXQ et Moise O I Y Y ^ O U S ,

ministres de Dieu et gardiens des mortels.

§13. Pour les ames qui se sont plonge"es dans le torrent

du corps, elles se re*partissent a leur tour en deux categories.

Celles qui s'y sont noy^es et celles qui en ont remonte le

courant puis ont pu regagner a tire d'ailes le lieu d'ou elles

s'etaient

§14. Ces dernieres sont les ames des philosophes

authentiques qui s'efforcent constamment de mourir a la vie

sensible pour participer a la vie incorporelle et e*ternelle.

§15. Les ames qui ont coule* au fond, sont celles de

tous les autres homines qui se sont voue"s a satisfaire les pas-

sions du corps-cadavre: gloire, argent, pouvoir, honneur, arts

plastiques.

§16. On a done les moyens d'' echapper a la superstition

si I'on admet liquation etablie au §6: »|>ux&£ • • • Hal 6ai-

xal ayyiXov>Q = tv &t xaL xauiov UTIOKE LUEVOV.

La superstition consisterait precis^ment a admettre une

representation mythique, sacrilege comme elles le sont toutes,

a savoir que des etres divins tels que les anges ont pu con-

voiter la compromission avec le mal et les passions. Comme le

prouve le langage commun (oi TTOAAOL) qui applique la qualifi-

cation de Hanoi aux deux autres termes de 1'equation (daiuovas,

4JUXCXQ) , il est legitime de parler de mauvais anges, indignes de

leur appellation.

§17. L'on a d'ailleurs la caution du Psalmiste qui

evoque des anges sceie"rats (ayyiXcx>v novnpcdv) . II s'agit en

fait de mortels sceierats masques du nom d1anges (x6 &YY£ACOV

ovoua UTxo6u6uevoi) representants de la categorie la plus basse

des ames incarnees, celle qui, a la difference des ames philoso-

phiques, ignorent les filles de la droite raison, soit les
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sciences et les vertus, pour courtiser les desoendantes mortelles

des hommes movtels a savoir les plaisirs et les beaute*s sensibles.

§18. Le dernier paragraphe est consacre" a l'exe'gese de

I1 expression du lemme, onto TTCXOCOV , &v ££eA.£Eavxo. Toutes les

ames vulgaires n'embrassent pas tous les plaisirs, le partitif

d"rx6 nao&v montre que ces e"pousailles sont limite"es par la voca-

tion he"donique—cov i£e\££avTo—, de chacune de ces ames qui

obe"it ^ des affinite"s e"lectives:

Ainsi l'ex^gese de Philon dans Quaestio et Solutio II

consiste a* substituer, dans un but apologe"tique, au mythe de la

chute des anges des donne"es de"rivant du mythe du Phedre et

pre"sente"es comme des v^rit^s scientifiques (cf. §7 . . . unoeie

0uoA.a(3n uOOov elvai x6 eCpnu^vov). Seules les pires des ames

non divines se rendent de"finitivement infideles a la vocation

de I1esprit. Cette proposition qui sauvegarde la dignite,

l'honneur, la saintet^ des anges ve"ritables, fideles a leurs

fonctions d' interm^diaires entre la divinite" et I1 humanite"; qui

nie I1existence de demons, au sens vulgaire et moderne du terme,

c'est-a-dire d' ames a la fois divines, done de*sincarne*es, et

m^chantes, ne va pas sans cre"er une certaine imprecision de

termes dans le deVeloppement philonien. En effet, alors que

dans le mythe du Phedre le re*cit de la chute des ames est

destine" a rendre compte de l'e'tat spirituel de l'humanite"

qu'elles sont allies animer, Philon, suivant le texte scriptu-

raire, presuppose 1'existence d'une nombreuse humanity (§1) et

d'une humanity mauvaise, a I1 exception du juste Noe", pr^alable-

ment a I1 union des ames avec les passions humaines. Ce phe"no-

mene est ainsi apparemment prive" d'une finality tres precise.

Ou alors il faut supposer que ces ames viennent simplement

grossir les rangs de l'humanite, selon l'optique de Philon, la

plus basse ou la plus commune.

Quaestio et Solutio III: §19-§55

§19. La Lemme Soripturaire. Conforme'ment a un proce*de*

technique dont il use fre*quemment, Philon introduit le lemme

scripturaire qui fournira la matiere de la Quaestio III par

quelques mots d'introduction qui dans le cas present lient

logiquement la Quaestio III a la Quaestio II.
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Ces mots d'introduction ont d'ailleurs encore une autre

importance. U s montrent avec toute la clarte desirable que les

ames qui se sont incarne'es en e"pousant les "filles des hommes,"

ne constituent pas une cate"gorie a" part au sein de l'humanite",

mais repr^sentent le commun des hommes. Comparez 'Ev 6f] TOLQ

T O L O U T O L Q dunxcwov . . . et ou HaxauevEt . . . £v TOLC dvdpayrtotc,

du lemme.

"elnz . . . nupioc, 6 de6c/ Ou Haxauevei T 6 ixveOu^ uou

tv TOLC dvdpayrcoug e C Q T6V ou&va 6id T 6 e£vat auxoue adpnag (Gen

6, 3): "Le Seigneur Dieu dit mon souffle ne re"sidera pas chez

les hommes a jamais parce qu'ils sont chair."

Quaestio

Elle n'est pas ici non plus explicitement formulae.

Toutes les notions du verset sont conside're'es comme faisant

difficulty et seront l'objet des e'claircissements ex^g^tiques

contenus dans la Solutio. Ce sont: ou Haxauevei (eCc, T6V

T 6 nveuud uou; 6i& T 6 elvai auiouQ a&pxas.

§20. Solutio. 00 xaxaueveu eCe x6v aCwva. La phrase

implique que si le souffle de Dieu ne peut pas reposer a jamais

chez les hommes, il y reside a titre temporaire. M^vet u^v ydp

gaxiv ore, Haiau^vet 6' OUM eCodnav napd xoue TIOAAOLS nuCv, tel

va etre l'objet de la demonstration contenue dans les §§20-21.

Les pires des hommes ont parfois une vision instable et fugitive

du bien supreme.

§21. En effet le souffle de Dieu qui est descendu sur

eux pour les confondre, a vite fait de se de*tourner de leur ame

dont 1' ille*galite" et I1 injustice l'empechent de le retenir.

§22. T 6 TtveOuxi uou. Les §§22-27 sont consacre"s a la

definition du souffle de Dieu. Philon ne retient que deux defi-

nitions de T 6 Tiveuud uou. Selon la premiere, le "souffle de

Dieu" est un element. C'est le vent ou I1air en mouvement qui

etait evoque au debut du recit de la creation et dont Moise dit

tres bien qu'il etait porte au dessus de l'eau puisque sa

legerete le situe, dans 1'edifice des quatre elements, pre-

cisement au dessus de l'eau Selon la seconde acception, le

"souffle de Dieu" est 1'Esprit Saint et la Sagesse qui emplit

tout homme sage.
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§2 3. On en a la preuve du fait que l'Ecriture emploie

I1expression TtveuuaxoQ deiou pour rendre compte du ge"nie de

Be'cale'el. Mieux, les versets d'Exode, 31, 2-3 contiennent la

definition meme du nveOua. deiov.

§24. Le TtveOua qui repose sur Moise et dont Dieu dit

(Nombres 11, 17) qu'il va en pre"lever pour le mettre sur les

soixante-dix sages que pour cette raison l'Ecriture d^nomme

Anciens.

§25. Le terme acpeA.co "j'enleverai" ne doit pas induire

en erreur. II signifie non pas "retranchement," mais "communi-

cation," "propagation." Ce partage du souffle divin avec les

disciples de Moise n'implique aucun amoindrissement de la

Sagesse de Moise qui est une source ine"puisable. Au contraire,

§26. Elle semble s'accroitre par l'exercice et l'ensei-

gnement. Du reste, si I1 on peut concevoir qu'une sagesse re"-

duite 1 n'etre qu'une faculte* humaine puisse s'amoindrir a* etre

partage"e entre tant de personnes, dans le cas de Moise il en va

autrement.

§2 7. Bien que le verset de Nombres 11, 17 ne le speci-

fic pas, le TtveOua que Dieu va pre"lever sur Moise est le TtveOua.

detov qui emplit tout de sa presence et qui donne sans en etre

diminue".

§2 8. L'exe'ge'se de 6ia x6 eTvai auxoug o&pxag occupe les

§§28-54.

Les exemples, cite*s en gradation ascendante, des plus

criminels des hommes ^ Moise, le sage supreme, montrent que le

souffle de Dieu peut reposer sur les mortels. Mais il est

certain qu'il partage la pr^carit^ et 1'instability des choses

humaines. Les hommes ne peuvent conserver durablement le

souffle de Dieu davantage que le reste de leurs biens dont la

possession est infiniment inconstante.

§29. Mais il faut voir une tres grande cause d1ignorance

dans la chair et dans l'amitie" avec la chair. Moise ne dit-il

pas que c'est parce que les hommes sont chair que le souffle

divin ne peut se fixer durablement chez eux? La vie concrete
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et ses obligations ou ses soucis font que la sagesse se fle"trit

avant d1 avoir pu s'e'panouir.

§30. Mais le fondement premier de la vie concrete et,

par consequent, la raison premiere de 1'ignorance est la nature

de la chair.

§31. La preuve en est que les araes de'sincarne'es contem-

plent sans entraves le spectacle de l'univers tandis que les

ames alourdies par la chair s'enracinent dans la terre.

Nous avons ici une transposition de Phedre 247 et ss.

II est frappant de constater que ces doctrines platoniciennes

re"pandues dans le public cultive" ont fini par acque"rir la valeur

de v^rit^s d1Evidence et que Philon y a recours comme a des

arguments objectivement scientifiques.

§32. L'effet du poids de la chair explique que le

lggislateur soucieux de supprimer les relations illicites donne

a ces dispositions le pr^ambule suivant:

"AvOpomoQ dvdpomog np6s Tidvxa oixeiov oapx6e CXUTOO

ou TTpoaeAeuoeTai anonaXv^Kxi doxnuoauvnv tyco xupioc,.

Selon une technique que nous retrouverons mise en oeuvre

avec plus d'ampleur encore £ la fin du traite* Quod Deus, Philon

utilise le commentaire d'un autre verset du Pentateuque, ici de

LeVitique 18, 6, pour e"clairer le sens du verset consider^, a

savoir, en 1'occurrence, de la fin de Gen. 6, 3.

La Quaestio et Solutio III est de la sorte une Quaestio

a tiroir.

C'est 1'expression r\ odpEj xcu n Tipoc odpna OLKELCJOLS du

§2 9 qui a provoque" la citation du verset de LeVitique qui

contient les mots analogues de Tidvxa OLHELOV oapnbQ auxoO.

La Quaestio auxiliaire est introduite par une question

rhe"torique a la louange de l'Ecriture: moc, dv TLQ Txpoxp̂ ii»aL T 6

udAAov aapn6s xat TCOV aapn6s oCxeicov xaxacppoveCv. La Solutio

consiste a commenter ^l^ment par ^l^ment LeVitique 18, 6.

§33. "AvOpoDTLOs dvdpcoTtog OLXELOV oapx6g. L'emploi du

futur de l'indicatif denote plus qu'une interdiction. II exprime

une certitude ex^g^tique. L'homme veritable ou, ce qui revient

au meme l'homme vertueux ne risque pas de s'approcher de ces

amis et parents du corps que sont les plaisirs. II apprendra au

contraire sans cesse a s'en aligner. Comparez De Ebrietate 138.
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§34. Txdvxa. Le text grec de LeVitique 18, 6 est un

caique exact de l'original: y %s ' %s el kal ^seer besaro los

tikvebu legalot ^erwa s an% * a donay.

Philon qui ne se re"fere pas a" l'he'breu, ignore que

Tt&VTCt . . . ou qui correspond a" kal . . . to* signifie "aucun."

II comprend le verset des Septante comme si le texte portait

ou TtpoaeAeuoexai Tip6s Ttdvxa oixeiov "il ne s'approchera pas sans

discrimination de tout ce qui est parent de sa chair." A Tt&vxa

il oppose £via et reconnait qu'on ne peut e"luder les plaisirs

ou les soins lie's au corps et ne"cessaires au maintien de la vie.

Tout superflu qui alimente le de"sir doit etre proscrit.

§35. aux6e. Les plaisirs £tant dangereux, il faut leur

pre"fe*rer la frugality. Dans tous les cas, il ne faut pas prendve

I1 initiative de la recherche du plaisir. Car Moise dit "il ne

s'approchera pas de son propre chef": ou TtpoaeAeuaexcu aux6e.

Nous avons ici une particularity remarquable. C'est que le

texte qui est donne* comme un texte scripturaire ne correspond

ni a l'he'breu ni au texte des Septante correctement cite* au §32

et n'autorisant pas l'exe"gese de"veloppe"e dans les §§35-38. Y-a-

t-il la une inadvertance de Philon ou une deformation volontaire

du texte? II est difficile d'en decider.

§36. L1argent, les honneurs, la force physique, tous

ces biens qui sont du domaine du corps peuvent e"choir a qui ne

les a pas expresse"ment recherche"s.

§37. Dans ce cas il ne faut pas aller vers eux par la

volonte" et la pense"e, ne pas les de*sirer ni vouloir en acque*rir

en quantite" de"mesure*e. Les biens du corps a qui 1' on se soumet

en esclave sont un tres grand mal en ce sens qu'ils assujettis-

sent l'ame a des re'alite' inanim^es.

§38. Ces r^alit^s ne sont meme pas ne*cessaires au

bonheur. La sagesse consiste dans tous les cas a les subordonner

a l'esprit.

§39. drtoKaAuLiiaL doxnuoouvnv. Puisque "s'approcher des

parents de sa chair" est interpre"te" comme ^tant une attitude

philosophique: "deoouvriv la honte" est aussi appliqu^ a la

philosophie. Quiconque recherche les biens du corps pervertit

la philosophie et transforme la sagesse en sophistique ve"nale
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et vaine, re"ve"lant du meme coup, de fagon manifeste, sa propre

honte.

§40. EYW Hupioc. Ces mots qui terminent le verset

invitent a opposer aux biens du corps, le bien de l'ame et de

l'univers. Au plaisir irrationnel, l'esprit de l'univers qu'est

Dieu.

§41. Des que 1'on met en parallele le plaisir et Dieu,

on ne peut que choisir le second terme, a moins que I1on ne

puisse comparer les contraires infe"rieurs aux contraires supe*-

rieurs.

§42. Encore ces contraires sont a quelque e"gard corn-

parables du fait qu'ils ont pour propri^te* commune d'appartenir

au devenir. Dieu situe" hors de tout le cre"aturel et constamment

actif l'emporte sur ce que le devenir comporte de meilleur.

§43. Le bien consiste par consequence a ne pas abondon-

ner les rangs de Dieu pour se vouer au plaisir effemine" nuisible

a ses amis, utile a ses ennemis.

§44. II faut done register aux sortileges du plaisir

et pratiquer la vertu jusqu'a ce qu'on en e"prouve la passion.

§45. Moise n'a pas termine" son verset par les mots

xupLOC pour rappeler que Dieu est le bien parfait, immortel et

veritable. II ne d^signe pas au hasard la divinite* par son

attribut de Seigneurie. L'emploi de xupioc rappelle que Dieu

est aussi un maitre redoutable.

§46. La presence du maitre contraint a 1'action droite.

§47. Or Dieu qui remplit tout est omnipresent. II faut

done agir conformement a la vertu pour empecher le nveOua Oeiov

de nous quitter trop rapidement.

Conserver en soi le souffle divin present, e'est imiter

dans le mesure de ses moyens la condition du sage Moise.

La question auxiliaire, e'est-a-dire le commentaire de

Levitique 18, 6 est achevee. Les derniers mots nous ramenent,

a propos de Moise, a la quaestio principale consacr^e a la
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residence du souffle de Dieu en l'homme. Moise a ê e" attire"

ici parce qu'il a ve"cu 120 ans. Comparez, Gen. 6, 3 et Deut.

34, 7.

§48. Moise, le Sage ohez qui le TtveOucx deiov reside en

permanence.

Moise est le sage supreme qui ignore le changement

(xpoTtai), c'est-a-dire le depart du TiveOua. deiov. II le conserve

dans la paix qu'il soit debout fermement (Nombres 14, 44 et cf.

au §49 Deuteronome 5, 31) ou assis (Cf. au §50 Exode 18, 14).

La vertu et le sage ignorent le changement.

§4 9. Comme le prouve l'Ecriture, Moise trouve aupres de

Dieu stability et repos immuable.

§50. Je"thro, 1' infatuation du superflu, s'e"tonne de cet

apanage du seul Moise et s'en irrite.

§51. L'e"tonnement de Je"thro apparait comme fonde"

lorsqu'au calme et a" la stability de Moise on oppose I1 agitation

du reste des homines dont la vie est une guerre en temps de paix.

§52. En dehors de Moise, les plus e"minents des hommes,

tel le grand-pretre, ne peuvent retenir en permanence le nveOua

OeUov. Le grand-pretre qui prononce une fois 1' an le te"tra-

gramme personnifie le langage profe're' instable par nature puis-

que lie" a la matiere. Seule la contemplation de l'Etre qui a

de"passe" le langage et atteint a 1 "unite" — c'est le cas de Moise —

jouit de la stabilite*.

§53. On s'explique done bien que la multitude, voue*e a"

la multitude des fins de la vie, soit incapable de retenir

longtemps le souffle de Dieu, 1 la difference de ceux qui se

de"pouillent de tout ce qui appartient au devenir, et approchent

de Dieu par l'ame seule.

§54. Ainsi Moise qui plante sa tente, c'est-a-dire son

ame, hors du camp du corps et devient 1 'hie'rophante des plus

sacre"s mysteres.
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Quaestio et Solutio IV: §55-§57

§55. Le Lemme Scripturaire. "EOOVTCU at nu^pou auTcov

£xn exaT6v ELKOOLV. Gen. 6, 3. "Leurs jours seront de cent

vingt ans."

§55. Quaestio. Est-il concevable que les pEcheurs

e*voque"s dans le paragraphe precedent et un sage parfait comme

Moise aient ve*cu les uns et les autres cent vingt ans?

II importe tout d'abord de remarquer qu'il n'y a aucun

rapport entre la Quaestio pre*sente et la Quaestio pre"ce*dente oil

est discute" le probleme de 1' instability du souffle divin chez

les homines.

Le sens obvie de l'Ecriture est que le caractere charnel

des hommes est incompatible avec la vie eternelle. C'est done

la vie des hommes qui ne durera pas a jamais. Le souffle de

Dieu, TIVEUUXX TOU deou, dEsigne ici le souffle vital. II est

1'Equivalent de la Tivor) £a)f)C que Dieu souffle sur la face de

1'homme selon Gen. 2, 7 et que Philon en Legum Allegoriae I, 42

explique comme constituant une forme affaiblie du TrveOua.

"L'esprit vital" est une forme tres affaiblie chez le premier

homme, de l'Esprit saint (Cf. Legum Allegoriae I, 33). C'est

probablement parce que dans le verset de Gen. 6, 3 ici comment^

les Septante emploient 1'expression TtveOua TOO OeoO et non pas

Ttvoi5! £cofjc que Philon n'admet pas que le souffle de Dieu puisse

avoir le sens d'esprit vital. La derniere partie du lemme est

done completement s^par^e de la partie pre*ce*dente du verset.

L'interpretation de Philon est la meme dans Quaestiones in

Genesim I, 91 o\\ la derniere partie du verset de Gen. 6, 3

fair l'objet d'une Quaestio distincte, particularity qui justi-

fie le de"coupage que nous proposons ici.

L'aporie reside dans le fait que les hommes ordinaires

qui sont incapables de retenir longuement le souffle divin voient

leur vie limite*e a 120 ans. Mais Moise sur lequel le souffle

reposait en permanence--

§56.—a Emigr^ hors de la vie mortelle lui aussi au bout

de 120 ans, ainsi qu'en atteste Deute*ronome, 34, 7. Les pioheurs

semblent done avoir joui de la vie aussi longtemps que 1'homme

le plus parfait. La fin de Quaestiones in Genesim I, 91 nous

permet de comprendre la pensEe de Philon. Philon est embarrasse"

par le fait que les 120 ans qui selon notre verset constituent
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la limite de la vie humaine contrastent avec la dure"e formidable

que le chapitre de Gene"se 5 attribue a la vie des patriarchies

antediluviens. D'autre part le tres sage Moise semble se contre-

dire lorsqu'il raconte par exemple que Sarah ve"cut 127 ans (Gen

23, 1), Abraham, 175 ans (Gen 25, 7) ou que Jacob a 130 ans (Gen

47, 9). C'est pourquoi il e"crit: "But perhaps a hundred and

twenty years are not the universal limit of human life, but only

of the men living at that time, who were later to perish in the

flood after so great a number of years, which a benevolent bene-

factor prolonged, allowing repentance for sins. However, after

this limit they lived a more abundant life in later generations."

Dans l'hypothe'se ou" les 120 ans repre"sentent une reduction

de la dure"e de la vie humaine et constituent un chatiment tempo-

raire la dure"e relativement courte de la vie de Moise fait en

effet difficulty.

§56. Solutio. Philon laissera ici la question sans

re"ponse. II se contente de noter que des e'le'ments en apparence

identiques ont des valeurs diametralement oppose"es selon qu'il

s'agit du me"chant ou de l'homme de bien.

§57. Philon promet d'expliquer en detail les 120 ans

de la vie de Moise lorsqu'il e"crira la biographie de Moise.

Tres vraisemblablement le De Vita Mosis ou" la promesse n'est

pourtant pas tenue. Peut-etre aurions nous eu de considerations

arithmologiques du genre de celles qui sont contenues dans la

premiere partie de Quaestiones in Genesim I, 91, texte dans

lequel Philon commence par supposer que les 120 ans dont parle

Genese 6, 3 sont une mention favorable a" propos de la vie de

tous les homes et ou" il analyse les vertus et I1 excellence de

ce nombre.

Quaestio et Solutio V: §58-§67

§58. Le Lemme Scripturaire. Oi 6£ YLYO-VTES fjoav tnl

Tns vne £v xais nu.£pouG tneivaiQ (Gen. 6, 4 a ) .

"Les grants e"taient sur la t e r r e en ces j o u r s . "

Quaestio

§58. Comment Moise peut-il avoir parle" des Grants qui

font penser aussitot a la fable grecque? Or il n'est rien de
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fabuleux dans l'Ecriture. Le mythe est lie" au mensonge et Moise

de"teste le mensonge.

§59. Au point d1avoir proscrit dans sa legislation,

comme Platon dans sa Republique, la peinture et la sculpture qui,

dans le cas de Moise, sont accuse*es probablement de propager

des ide"es fausses sur la divinite".

§60. Solutio. Moise n'introduit pas de mythe au sujet

des Grants. Les Grants, selon la fable grecque, sont, comme les

Titans, des rnyeveis des Fils de la Terre. Cette qualite"

inspire le deVeloppement de Philon et lui permet de donner une

valeur alle"gorique aux Ge*ants. Philon imagine en se re"fe"rant a

la Bible et a Platon une classification tripartie de l'humanite".

Au plus bas de l'e'chelle appartiennent les Grants entierement

voue"s a la terre, c'est-ci-dire au domaine du corps. Les homines

du ciel, savants et artisans, occupent la place interme'diaire.

La situation d'Abram/Abraham determine la distinction des classes

2 et 3. Abraham est naturellement cite* dans les §§62-64.

§61. Les hommes de Dieu sont les sages pretres et

prophe"tes qui ont transcende* la Re*publique de l'Univers pour

acce*der a la Re*publique des ide"es incorruptibles et incorpo-

relles.

§62. A partir du §62 Philon commente et illustre le

classement qu'il vient d'^tablir. II le fait a l'aide d'un

deVeloppement en chiasme. L'ordre des classes sera 2-3 pour

lesquelles vaut l'exemple d'Abraham, puis 1, plus lie"e a" la

matiere du traite" et en ce sens plus importante.

Abram se vouait a" la science des astres et de la nature.

II appartenait a la 2° classe humaine.

§6 3. Abraham est devenu "homme de Dieu," comme on le

de"duit du verset de Gene"se 17, 1 oil Dieu lui dit "je suis ton

Dieu."

§64. Si Dieu est le Dieu d'Abraham, Abraham est 1'homme

de Dieu. Abraham est la raison vertueuse qui produit le langage,

mais est purifige de tout le sensible et, de cette maniere, dans

le lot de Dieu. Et en effet Abraham est un compagnon de Dieu



L'Exggese de Philon 2 3

qu'il accompagne en suivant la voie droite de la route royale

sans en de*vier ni a droite ne I gauche.

L 1image de la route royale ne suggdre pas la moderation

de la philosophie du juste milieu, mais I 1exactitude et la

Constance de la vertu du "Pe"re choisi du son."

§65. Les enfants de la terre ont assujetti I 1esprit a

la chair et meme I 1ont transforme en la nature de la chair,

selon le verset de Genese 2, 24 qui dit d'Adam, I 1esprit, et

d'Eve, la sensation, tyivovTO Y & P O L 6 U O etc a&pua ULCXV "car

les deux devinrent une seule chair." Ce sont des esprits qui

ont abandonne la vocation qui leur etait propre et constituait

un degre superieur de l'etre pour passer en transfuges a une

condition inferieure et qui leur etait contraire. L 1initiatqur

de cette desertion fut Nemrod.

§66. Selon Gene"se 10, 8, en effet, ce fut Nemrod qui

commenca a" etre un geant sur la terre. Nemrod est le symbole

de l'ame qui, ayant trahi I 1esprit pour la chair, fait la guerre

a Dieu. Le debut du re"gne de Nemrod est done justement appeie

Babylone puisque Babylone signifie "changement" et que le change-

ment et I 1alteration sont le preambule de la desertion de

l'esprit.

§67. II s'ensuit que, selon Moise, le mechant est non

seulement un homme sans maison, sans cite, un vagabond et un

fugitif, mais encore un deserteur tandis que I 1homme de bien est

un allie tres sur.

Apres avoir traite des Geants, Philon passe au commen-

taire de la suite du texte.

B. Quod Deus Sit Immutabilis

Quaestio et Solutio V I : §1-§19

§1 . Le Lemme Scripturaire. Genese 6, 4 b . HCLI ]±ST'

eneZvo, cpnoiv, d)£ av eLaercopeuovTO ol dyye^OL xou deoO ixp6s Tas

OuyaT^pas TUV dvdpcorcwv, HCXI ey^vvwv auToig;

"et aprds oelui-ei quand les anges de Dieu venaient chez

les filles des hommes et qu'ils engendraient pour eux."
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§1. Quaestio. Elle est introduite par une formule

explicite: OUHOOV &ELOV aH£<|xxodai xiva SXBL Xdyov. . . . Les

mots qui font question sont u.ex' eneivo d'une part et nat ey^vvcov

auioLQ. Encore une fois 1'interpretation de Philon n'est possible

que si I1 on fait abstraction de I1 original he"breu. En effet \IET'

eneivo correspond a* wegam 3 ah are ken, c'est-a"-dire (en ces jours

la) "et encore apres cela," "et ensuite encore."

L'embarras de Philon semble justifie* lorsque I1 on con-

sidere I1ensemble du verset 4. On a la sequence ev xai£ nu^poue,

EHSivaiQ, xal \IET' £xeivo qui peut sembler dure et insolite. On

s'attendrait a lire xat iiex' exEivaQ et le d^monstratif neutre

semble renvoyer a un autre antecedent qu'a nu^pais.

La verbe yevvdo) signifie "engendrer" ou "enfanter" mais

a principalement la premiere acception. Une confrontation avec

I1original hebreu eut montre qu'il avait ici la seconde. En

effet weyaldu lahem signifie que les filles des homines enfantai-
o

ent pour eux, les anges de Dieu. Faute d'en etre averti,

Philon interprete tyevv(Jooav aOxoig "enfantaient pour eux," comme

signifiant "engendraient pour eux" et est contraint de donner

a ctGxoic, la valeur du refiechi auxoig.

Philon invite done a rechercher 1'antecedent du demon-

stratif

Solutio

§2. C'est le TtveGua deCov dont il avait ete question

dans le traite precedent et dont on avait montre qu'il etait

incapable de s'etablir durablement dans une ame divisee par son

union avec la chair. Lorsque le TiveOu-a quitte l'ame en y

laissant les tenebres, les anges entrent chez les filles des

hommes, c'est a dire chez les passions.

§3. Lorsque la lumiere de la sagesse eclaire l'ame et
Q

lui fait voir Dieu, les pseudo-anges sont maintenus a distance.

U s profitent des tenebres qui suivent le depart du rcveuua pour

s'unir aux passions et en engendrer des enfants pour eux-memes

et non pour Dieu.

§4. C'est a dire au lieu des vertus qui appartiennent

a Dieu, les vices qui sont de la famille des mechants.

§5. Philon illustre ce que signifie "engendrer des

vertus qui appartiennent a Dieu." Le premier exemple qu'il
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donne est celui d1 Abraham qui restitue a" Dieu Isaac, la vertu

qu'a engendre*e son ame.

§6. Le second exemple, expose" beaucoup plus longuement,

est emprunte* a l'histoire du "disciple et successeur" d1Abraham

que fut Anne. Fe*conde"e par la semence divine, Anne dont le nom

signifie "son don gracieux" rend au donateur ce qu'elle en a

recu, Samuel, car elle sait bien qu'il n'est rien ici bas qui ne

soit present gracieux de la divinite". Voila" pourquoi elle dit

de son fils en s'adressant a Dieu "Je te le donne & toi qui me

I1 as donne"" (I Samuel 1, 11) parole qui est conforme I l'ordre,

e'nonce' en Nombres 28, 2, d'offrir a Dieu les dons qu'il a faits.

§7. Dieu seul, en effet, me*rite des te"moignages de

gratitude puisque tout de ce qui nous a t̂e" donne" ne procede que

de lui seul. S'il nous demande de lui offrir ses dons dont il

n'a nul besoin, c'est afin que notre gratitude purifie nos

paroles, nos pense"es et nos actes.

§8. Cette purification de 1' ame est absolument ne"ces-

saire comme on peut le de"duire par un raisonnement a fortiori de

I1 obligation faite a qui pe"netre en un lieu sacre" de se purifier

le corps. On ne saurait approcher Dieu avec une ame impure et

n'ayant pas renonce" au mal.

§9. Car il est impossible que cette impurete* e"chappe

a Celui qui voit jusque dans les tre"fonds de 1' ame et se promeme

dans ses recoins secrets.

§10. Une autre tres claire description de la condition

d'une ame que Dieu aime se trouve dans le cantique ou I1on

trouve cette parole: "la femme sterile a enfante" sept, mais la

multiple—en—enfants s'est e'puise'e." Cette parole est e"ton-

nante concernant la mere du seul Samuel.

§11. Mais Anne sait que le un est identique au sept

dans les nombres, l'harmonie de l'univers, les proportions de

I1 ame vertueuse. Samuel consacre* a Dieu seul est cre*e" d'apres

lui, c'est-a'-dire confornament a l'un et la monade.

§12. Or cette condition est celle de 1'hebdomade, de

I1 ame qui se repose en Dieu apres avoir abandonne" tout le sen-

sible.
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§13. II e"tait done naturel que la sterile enfantat la

monade qui a la valeur de l'hebdomade.

§14. La multiple au contraire s'e"puise en enfants. II

s'agit de l'ame qui, suivant le chemin inverse de celui de la

pre'ee'dente, s'e*loigne de l'un et se trouve accable'e par de

nombreux enfantements.

§15. C'est I dire par la mise au jour des innombrables

de"sirs lie's aux sens.

Apres la description du comportement des ames vertueuses,

Abraham et Anne, qui rendent a Dieu ce qu'elles ont concu et mis

au monde, la peinture de la condition de l'ame multiple qui s'est

plonge"e dans le sensible, nous ramene au theme initial: OOOL

(pOapTOLQ eauxoig cpdapx& yevv&oiv. Philon en traite a1 nouveau en

1'envisageant, comme l'y invitaient les mots r\ noXX^\ ev T^KVOLS

f)od£vnoe, sous I1angle du chatiment de la philautie.

§16. Le chatiment de la philautie peut aller plus loin

encore que 1'e*puisement de l'ame dispersed dans le sensible.

Onan qui refuse d'engendrer lorsqu'il sait que sa poste'rite' ne

sera pas a l u i — O I L OUM auxcp eoiaL x6 oTt̂ puxx Gen. 38, 9—, subit

la destruction totale, selon un chatiment tout a fait approprie*.

§17. En effet ceux qui pre'ferent leur inte*ret propre

aux devoirs envers le prochain et envers Dieu connaitront un

triste sort.

§18. Dieu de*truira 1' introduction sce*le"rate de 1'Strange

doctrine de"nomme'e Onan.

§19. Philon condamne en conclusion tous ceux qui pro-

cr^ent pour eux—TidvTee OL yevvcovxes auxous—, comme s'ils

^taient ne"s pour eux-memes—coonep CXUXOLC UOVOLQ cpuvxes—, et non

pour d'innombrables etres diff e"rents d'eux, des parents a

I1humanity, a l'Univers, aux sciences et aux vertus, jusqu'a

Dieu lui-meme. Comme s'ils ne constituaient pas une partie

accessoir du Tout, mais a 1'inverse, comme si l'Univers n'e*tait

qu'une partie accessoire du tout personne.
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Quaestio et Solutio VII: §20-§50

§20. Le Lemme Scripturaire. Gen. 6, 5-7. Philon passe

a la suite de son commentaire du texte biblique, qui d£crit la

reaction de Dieu au spectacle des vices de 1'humanite".

'I6cov oftv . . . KupLOQ 6 Oe6g OXI eTiXnOuvOnaav at HaHiai

x£>v dvdpcoTicov enL xfjs yf)Q, nal TL&£ xie. 6iavoeixai ev xfj Hap6iqi

eKLUeXais x& Ttovnpd Ttdaac, x&e, nue'pac,, eveduu^On 6 Oe6c 6xi eTtoinae

x6v dvdpamov ercl xns Y^S/ nal 6Levori0ri xai elnev 6 Oe6e* 'ATia-

XeLiiia3 x6v dvdpcoTiov ov eTxoLno"a dn6 Tipoacbnou xfjQ yns.

§20. Quaestio. La partie du traite" qui correspond

proprement au titre Quod Deus Immutabilis Sit commence au para-

graphe 20 et se termine avec le paragraphe 69. Elle comprend

deux Quaestiones.

Les mots qui font difficulty* sont eveOuyiT̂ Ori 6 Oe6c, OTL

ercoinae x6v dvOpoonov tnl xfjs yf\Q, nal 6ievoTf|dri» Les deux formes

verbales soulign^es ont une signification un peu ambigue. La

premiere a pour acception "conside*ra," "prit a coeur" ou

"s'irrita," la seconde "r^fl^chit" ou "se repentit." H. Leise-

gang estime que les LXX ont de"ja volontairement affaibli le

texte original: "Iahve" se repentit d1 avoir fait l'homme sur la

terre et il s'irrita en son coeur." II semble que Philon

donnait aux verbes eveduu^On et 6ievo7i|dr| dans 1'interpretation

qui, dit-il, vient a 1'esprit de certains et qu'il veut ^carter,

un sens voisin: "Dieu fut pre*occupe" d1 avoir cr^^ l'homme et il

s'en repentit."

En effet, dans la partie constitute par les §§20-50,

il n'est pas question de la cole"re de Dieu, mais seulement de

son repentir. Le theme de la colere est aborde* dans les §§51-69

qui repre"sentent le commentaire de la fin du verset de Gen. 6, 7

ou le texte de Philon avait la variante eduucodnv "je suis irrite*"

au lieu de eveOuu^^nv. On remarquera qu'au §20 Philon ne cite

pas la partie du verset qui contient cette forme verbale qui

aurait e"te" d^plac^e dans un deVeloppement consacre* au repentir.

ATCOAELIIKJI) oppos^ a OTL enouncFe s' accorde mieux avec 1' ide"e du

repentir. Dieu defait ce qu'il avait fait. Voyez d'ailleurs

le §21 oil la destruction de l'espece humaine est lie*e au repen-

tir de Dieu.

§20. Solutio. Contrairement a la plupart des e"diteurs

nous conside*rons que les §§20-6 9 forment une partie unique, en
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commentaire a Gen. 6, 5-7 cite"s pour l'essentiel au §20. II est

vrai, cependant, que cette partie unique comporte elle-meme deux

subdivisions:

(a) §§20-32 sur feveduu^n— 6ievoT*|dr|.

C'est une sorte de preface a la discussion du sens

veritable des mots feveOuu^On—6ievoTlidn qui emplira les §§33-49.

Philon expose ici les raisons qui empechent de conside"rer que

ces formes verbales indiquent que Dieu s'est repenti.

§21. Croire que Dieu puisse se repentir, c'est pro-

fesser une doctrine dont l'impie'te' de"passe l'impi^t^ des hommes

du De"luge.

§22. En effet penser que 1'Etre immuable est capable

de changement c'est l'imaginer infe"rieur a certains hommes eux

memes auxquels une pratique authentique de la philosophie permet

d'atteindre a une fermete* ine"branlable.

§23. Mais la tranquillity et la fermete1 ine"branlable de

l'ame du sage sont e"galement une conception et un ide*al scriptu-

raires. Le Legislateur rapporte la parole que Dieu dit a Moise

"reste immobile ici avec moi" (Deut. 5, 31).

§2 4. L'image de 1' ame du sage accorde"e comme une lyre

a la connaissance des contraires et a la pratique du bien est

une illustration de sa oonstante justesse.

§2 5. L'ame humaine bien accorde"e a servi de modele aux

instruments de musique et elle transforme la pratique de la vie

humaine en une partition harmonieuse ou est inscrite la plus

belle de toutes les symphonies.

§26. Si la sagesse permet a l'ame d'abattre la tempete

des vices et de trouver le calme plat et la se're'nite', Dieu dont

la sagesse, les vertus et la fe'licite* ont une puissance incommen-

surablement supe"rieure aux brises du savoir et des vertus des

hommes doit, a fortiori, connaitre le calme inseparable de la

Constance du propos et par consequent ignorer tout changement

intellectuel et tout repentir.

§27. La versatility ou 1'inconstance d'esprit est un

ph^nomene inse"parablement lie" a la condition humaine. Les hommes
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sont des etres inconstants vivant au sein d'une socie"te" d'etres

inconstants et leurs actes sont en consequence.

§28. Ces variations nous convainquent de laisser-aller

frivole, de"faut que I1 on ne saurait attribuer a* Dieu. Meme

lorsque nous y Echapperions nous-memes, 1'inconstance d'autrui

entraine la notre.

§2 9. L'homme ne saurait pre"voir le futur ni deviner les

intentions du prochain. Mais Dieu voit tout dans une pure

lumie*re qui lui fait connaitre avec Evidence le fond le plus

secret des ames; et 1'incertitude touchant l'avenir est incompa-

tible avec sa providence.

§30. Dieu, artisan de l'univers et Pere des hommes,

connait a ce titre son oeuvre et ses creatures. On ne saurait

invoquer contre la science divine l'obscurite" du temps a venir

puisque le rapport du temps a Dieu est le meme que celui du

monde et de I1 humanite": Dieu a cre*e" le temps.

§31. II est le pe"re du pere du temps, a savoir de

l'univers dont le mouvement a mis en branle le temps; qui ainsi,

se trouve etre le petit-fils de Dieu. Par univers on entend

l'univers sensible, le fits oadet de Dieu, le fits atne etant

le monde intelligible reste" aupres de son cre"ateur.

§32. C'est done le mouvement du monde sensible qui a

suscite" le temps. Pour Dieu qui a en son pouvoir le commence-

ment et la fin des temps, il n'est pas d' e" vehement futur.

D'ailleurs Dieu n'existe pas dans le temps, mais dans la dure*e

Eternelle dont le temps n'est que 1'image. I/Eternite" ignore

passe" et avenir, elle permane dans un Eternel present.

(b) §§33-50—Quel est done le sens de eveduuVi^n—6ievoT*|dri?

Cette deuxieme partie de la solutio propose une

r^ponse positive quant au sens de ces deux formes verbales et de

la phrase qui les contient. On observera que cette partie est

introduite par la transition ex^g^tique qui, ordinairement,

marque le passage d'une Quaestio a une autre: %Ixavcoc ouv

i, rcepL TOG ufi xpno"Oai uexavoLg. T 6 6V dnoAoudcos &TTO-

TL feaxL T 6 £veduuY|On . . . K.T.X.
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Toutefois I1absence d'un nouveau lemme scripturaire et

la forme drto6a)aouev "nous allons rendre compte," indiquent que

nous avons affaire a une solutio ou plus exactement a la suite

d'une solutio.

§33. Philon va examiner le sens des mots eveOuu^n et

6ievoT*idri puisqu'il tient pour de'montre" qu'on ne saurait leur

faire exprimer le repentir de Dieu.

§34. Ces deux mots correspondent respectivement a la

"notion" et a la "reflexion" divines, deux faculte*s tres sures

qui permettent au Createur de voir constamment ses creatures et

de sanctionner leur fide"lite" ou leur desertion.

§35. Suivant le "regard" divin, Philon entreprend une

description de la condition des etres mate'riels qu'il distingue

selon qu'ils sont constitue's par une "maniere d'etre" ou un

"etat" (e^LQ) ; une nature (cpuoig) ; une ame (Lpux̂ ) ; une ame

raisonnable (Xoyiut) liiux̂ l) .

L'hexis ou "^tat organique" est ce qui caracte"rise des

corps inanime*s comme des pierres ou des fragments de bois. Leur

condition de matiere organised est due a la vertu du nveOua qui

les enserre et assure leur cohesion. Ce rcveOu-ci ne doit guere

diffe*rer du Logos qui maintient la cohesion de l'univers et de

toutes choses. L1activity du Ttveuua qui assure 1' eEig est

de"crite d'une maniere qui fait penser a la description de l'ame

du monde en Timee 34 b et du mouvement du Logos en De Planta-

tione 8.

§36. Les coureurs au theatre illustrent la double course

du TcveOucx.

§37. La natuve caracte*rise les ve"ge*taux et se compose

de plusieurs faculte"s: nutrition, transformation, croissance.

L'arrosage ou la privation d'eau met en lumiere la faculte" de

nutrition ainsi que la faculte" de croissance.

§38. Les transformations saisonnieres mettent en

lumiere la faculte* de transformation. Au solstice d'hiver la

nature ve*ge*tale entre en son repos.
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§39. Elle se reveille au printemps et en ete et ses

variations sont couronne"es par la production du fruit.

§40. Le fruit mur se detache de lui-meme de l'organisme

vegetal auquel il appartenait. Ses graines sont capables de

produire des plantes semblables a celles qui l'ont produit.

§41. L'ame posse"de, en plus de la nature, la sensation,

la representation, 1'inclination. Les plantes sont de*pourvues

d'ame; tous les animaux, au contraire.

§42. La sensation consiste en une introduction des

ph^nomenes aupres de I1esprit qui les emmagasine.

§4 3. La representation est la faculte qui interprete

toutes les sensations introduites. Elle en marque l'ame comme

un sceau marque de la cire.

§44. L'inclination est la reaction de l'ame a" la repre-

sentation qui s'est imprimee en elle. Les animaux l'emportent

sur les plantes parce qu'ils possedent l'ame. On va voir ce qui

fait la superiorite de l'homme sur les animaux.

§45. L'ame rationnelle. L'apanage de l'homme est

1'intellect par lequel il comprend la nature des objets mate-

riels et des realites immaterielles. L'intellect est a l'ame

ce que la vue est au corps et la lumiere a la nature.

§46. II est en effet la vue de l'ame. Formee a" partir

d'un element superieur commun aux natures divines, cette partie

de l'ame est imperissable.

§47. A elle seule Dieu a donne liberte et libre arbitre.

En effet, les autres creatures qui sont depourvues de 1'intellect

destine a la liberte, ont ete livrees aux hommes comme des

esclaves. L'homme qui a obtenu le libre-arbitre est par la"

meme responsable du bien ou du mal qu'il fait.

§4 8. Les animaux, en effet, ne sont pas responsables

de leur actes. L'ame humaine qui a ete affranchie par Dieu et

rendue semblable a lui par la liberte qu'il lui a
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seule peut etre accuse*e d' ingratitude envers son Bienfaiteur et

subir le chatiment inexorable des affranchis ingrats.

§49. Le sens de eveduuVjdn HOU 6ievoTidri 6 Oe6e, est done

que Dieu avait su et connu de tout temps quel etre e*tait l'homme

qu'il avait c r ^ . L'homme a e'te' c r ^ affranchi et libre,

capable de discerner le bien du mal et de choisir le bien.

§50. La preuve en est le passage de Deut. 30, 15-19,

dans lequel Dieu laisse a l'homme le choix entre la vie et la

mort, le bien et le mal et lui conseille de choisir la vie. La

mention de la vie et de la mort mises devant lui presuppose que

l'homme a e'te* cre"e* avec la notion du bien et du mal. Le conseil

de choisir la vie et le bien montre que l'homme en a la liberte"

grace au juge incorruptible qu'il porte en lui, le jugement

fidele aux suggestions de la droite raison.

Quaestio et Solutio VIII: §51-§69

§51. Le Lemme Soriyturaire. Philon introduit la

Quaestio VIII par une des formules de transition qui lui sont

familieres Ae6nA.coK6xec; o5v drcoxP&vxGoe nepi, XOUXGQV xd egfjg C6a)u.ev.

Le lemme de la question est la fin du verset 7 qui est

a present cite* completement. Le verbe catotAeiiJjCji) est cette fois

conside're' comme une manifestation de la colere de Dieu.

' AnaAe LIJJO) x6v avdpamov bv eTtoinoa drc6 rtpooamou xfjs yf)Q,

and avdpamou Sooc nxrivoue, dn6 epnexcov GGOS Txexeivciav xou oupavoO,

OIL £duucodnv OIL ercoLno-a aux6v.

"J'effacerai l'homme que j'ai cre*e* de la face de la

terre, depuis l'homme jusqu'au be*tail, depuis les reptiles

jusqu'aux oiseaux du ciel, parce que je suis irrite* de 1'avoir

cre*e*." Le lemme, a la difference de Deus 70 et QG I, 95 n'est

pas exactement cite. Le texte correct est OIL ino£r)oa auxouc,.

Le singulier marque plus clairement que la menace a pour cause

l'homme et lui seul.

§52. Quaestio. Le verbe £duu.wdnv variante ancienne,

pour le re*pe*ter, de eveOuu^Onv ne peut signifier que "je me suis

irrite," je suis irrite." II est done inevitable que certains

pensent que Dieu est sujet a des acces de colere. Mais Dieu ne

connait aucune passion. La passion est liee a la faiblesse



L'Exe*gese de Philon 33

humaine, tandis que le caracte"re incorporel de Dieu le rend

inaccessible a* la passion.

§52. Solutio. Le Le*gislateur ne parle de cette maniere

de la divinite" qu'eu e"gard a l'e*tat d'impre"paration spirituelle

des homines auxquels s'adresse son instruction.

§53. La partie legislative du Pentateuque comporte deux

propositions capitales concernant la Cause premiere. L'une

affirme que Dieu n'est pas oomme X'homme (Nombres 23, 19);

l'autre qu'il est comme I'lnomme (Deut. 8, 5).

§54. La premiere proposition est I1expression de la

pure ve"rite"; la seconde est all^gu^e pour 1' instruction du

vulgaire.

§55. Les homines se re"partissent en effet selon deux

categories. L'une est celle des amis de fame capables d1abstrac-

tion et qui n'ont besoin pour concevoir Dieu de la mediation

d'aucune representation emprunte"e au domaine du sensible. U s

appre"hendent I1 existence de Dieu purifie*e de tout attribut

he"te*rogene.

§56. Les hommes implique"s dans les r&alit&s oovpovelles

et incapables de concevoir rien qui en soit inde*pendant, pro-

jettent dans le domaine divin 1'image qu'ils se font d'eux-memes.

Pretant a Dieu une plurality de faculte*s, ils ne se doutent pas

qu'ils lui attribuent ainsi une plurality d'organes correspondant

a ces faculte"s. Mais ces faculte*s et ces organes n'auraient

de sens qu'eu e"gard au sensible. Or Dieu n'a besoin de rien de

ce qui se trouve dans le sensible.

§57. Preter a Dieu des organes serait aboutir a des

absurdit^s. A quoi lui serviraient des pieds a* lui qui emplit

l'univers et ne saurait aller nulle part? Des mains, I lui qui

ne saurait rien recevoir et qui a tout donne*, non de ses mains,

mais par 1' interme"diaire du Logos?

§58. Aurait-il besoin d'yeux? Mais il voyait, avant

que fut la lumie"re sensible ne"cessaire I la vision charnelle,

grace a" la lumie*re qu'il est lui^-meme.
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§59. Faut-il parler des organes de la nutrition? Celui

qui en possede est sujet a la faim et a 1'Evacuation. C'est done

une fiction mythique impie que de preter a Dieu des organes qui,

plus encore qu'a la forme humaine, le soumettent aux servitudes

humaines.

§60. Pourtant Moise attribue a* Dieu prEcisEment des bras

et des jambes. II le montre en train de se dEplacer. II lui

prete des armes dont certaines ont leur Equivalent dans la

mythologie. II le montre anime* de sentiments de jalousie et de

colere analogues a ceux qu'Eprouvent les hommes. Philon s'en

explique de la manie"re suivante:

§61. Moise desire etre utile a tous ses disciples. Or

ceux-ci, nous 1'avons vu, constituent deux classes. La classe

supErieure des amis de I 'ame chemine sur la route royale sous

la conduite de la vEritE qui les initie aux mysteres authentiques

de I1 Etre, c'est a dire a cette vEritE que Dieu n'a d'analogie

avec rien de ce qui est dans le devenir.

§62. Ces amis de I1 ame professent que "Dieu n'est pas

comrae un homme," en fait comme rien de sensible. On ne peut

saisir de lui que son existence pure et simple.

§63. Les amis du corps dont, du fait de leur Education,

I1esprit est infirme, ont besoin de moniteurs en guise de mEde-

cins.

§64. De meme que les esclaves sans Education ni dis-

cernement sont incitEs a la sagesse par la crainte que leur

inspire le maitre, que les amis du corps y soient conduits par

des mensonges s'ils ne peuvent l'etre par la vEritE.

§65. II y a la* un procEdE comparable a ce que I1 on

observe dans la pratique des mEdecins. Les mEdecins pour con-

duire les malades vers la guErison leur mentent sur leur Etat.

§66. Ces mensonges rehaussent le moral des patients

et leur permettent de supporter les traitements mEdicaux les

plus pEnibles.
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§67. De meme le parfait m^decin des passions qu'est le

L^gislateur, recourt au mensonge comme a un artifice pe"dagogique

dont la fin est 1'Eradication des maladies de l'ame.

§6 8. Les representations oil Dieu apparait anime" de

colere, prof^rant des menaces, brandissant des armes contre les

transgresseurs, constituent I1unique moyen d'amender l'insense.

§69. Tels sont les procEdes pEdagogiques qi'il faut

appliquer a ceux qui croient que "Dieu est comme un homme." Les

Lois pour exhorter les hommes a la piEte" s'adressent soit a la

crainte soit a I1amour.

Ceux qui imaginent Dieu comme un homme pourvu de membres,

capable d'e*prouver des passions humaines et d'infliger des chati-

ments mate*riels servent Dieu par crainte.

Ceux qui savent que Dieu n'est pas oomme un ^ommeetqu'ils

n'ont ci en redouter aucun des maux qui peut infliger un homme,

ceux-la rendent a Dieu un culte de'sinte'resse' et qui n'est mele"

d'aucune consideration extrinseque. U s servent Dieu par amour.

Quaestio et Solutio IX: §70-§85

§70. Le Lemme Soripturaire. eduuxodnv OIL eTtotnaa auTOUs

(Gen. 6, 7). Ncoe 6t eupe x&PLv (Gen. 6, 8).

La pr£sente Quaestio est sans doute architectoniquement

la moins claire et exEgEtiquement la plus faible et la moins

convaincante de tout le traite".

§70. Quaestio. II est certain que dans la Quaestio

pr^c^dente Philon a plutot traite de 1'anthropomorphisme et de

l'anthropopathie dans l'Ecriture, qu'il n'a indique" le sens

intrinseque de eduu-wSriv OIL £noCr)oa auxoug. Certes, Moise prete

parfois des sentiments de colere a la divinity par concession a

la grossierete spirituelle des amis du eorps. Mais il s'agit

ici d'un re"cit et non d'une interdiction ou d'une pare"nese

destin^e ^ les impressionner. De toute facon, comment peut-on

dire que Dieu s'est irrite" d'une action qu'il a faite lui-meme?

II faut done proposer une explication des mots dont se sert ici

l'Ecriture. Philon le fait dans les §§71-72 qu'il pre"sente

comme constituant la conclusion des Quaestiones pr^c^dentes ou

il voit un ensemble de considerations prEalables: "A u£v ouv
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xng £r\TAoe<x>Q apuo'xxov fiv, xoiaOxd feaxiv. 'Eixa-

inl xf}v ££ dpxnc ax£iKv xad' Yiv f)Ttopo\3u.ev, xiva UTLO-

Ypdcpei vouv T 6 "6duuoo$Tiv OIL feTtoinaa atjxous."

Le verbe KpoHaxaaxtfoaadai s1applique certainement a

toute la partie du texte qui va du paragraphe 20 au paragraphe

69. Les Quaestiones que nous y avons distingue*es, sont, de fait,

organiquement lie"es. Comme il apparait du §72, Philon considere

que la cole*re n'est qu'une espece du genre qu'est le changement

d1 opinion ou repentir: xouxo u£v Y & P uexavoouvxos ?jv. . . .

On serait done tente" de conside"rer que les §§70-72 appar-

tiennent I la partie pre'ee'dente consacre'e a e*lucider le sens de

la colere divine. En fait cette conclusion apparente constitue

1'introduction d'une partie de transition qui traite d'un pro-

bleme different. Philon y prend comme lemme scripturaire la fin

du verset de Gen. 6, 7 et le d£but de Gen. 6, 8 auquel sera

consacre"e la Quaestio X (§§86-103) . La juxtaposition des mots

£duu&driv OIL £-noLno"a auxouc et de Ncoe 6£ e5pe xdpLV montre que

ce qui est re"ellement traits dans la pre*sente partie est la

signification de I 'apparition des me'ehants et du juste par

rapport a la providence divine dont il est improprement parle"

en termes de sentiments, colere ou plaisir.

§70. Solutio. Moise veut peut-etre dire que la colere

de Dieu est une facon de mentionner 1'apparition des me'ehants,

comme la grace trouve*e aupres de lui, I1 apparition des gens de

bien.

§71. II emploie a propos de Dieu improprement, mais de

facon excellente dans la perspective de son sens figure", le mot

duu-6g entendu au sens de passion. Grace a quoi il peut en effet

re've'ler une tres ne"cessaire ve"rite", a savoir que tout ce que

nous faisons sous I1empire de la passion est mauvais, tandis

qu'est louable tout ce que nous faisons guide's par la droite

raison et la connaissance.

§72. Le style de Moise confirme une telle interpreta-

tion. II e"crit, on l'a vu, eduuxodriv OIL eTtoinaa auxoug et non

AL6XL ertOLnoa auxouc, feOuua>&nv. La premiere formulation engage

a comprendre la phrase de la facon suivante: "J'^tais en colere,

comme le prouve le fait que je les ai erne's"; dans la seconde,

la phrase eut immanquablement signifie" "e'est parce que je les

ai erne's que je suis irrite" et impliqu^ un changement d'e*tat
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d1esprit incompatible avec 1'omniscience divine. La phrase dont

a fait usage Moise suggere seulement un lien de cause a" effet

entre la passion et les fautes, les oeuvres droites et la

raison.

§73. Ces ve'rite's philosophiques e*tablies, Philon revient

au sujet propre de la pre"sente quaestio, tel qu'il l'avait

indique" au §70: ol \ikv cpaOAoi duuxp yeydvaoi deoO, ol 6' dyaOoL,

Lorsque tous les hommes allaient succomber sous les

u'ils avaient volontairement cc

pas que 1' humanite" pe"rit tout entiere.

1 n
pe'che's qu'ils avaient volontairement commis, Dieu ne permit

§74. C'est ainsi que Noe" trouva grace tandis que les

autres hommes e*taient de*truits du fait de leur ingratitude. De

la sorte la mise'ricorde de Dieu contrebalance sa rigueur.

§75. C'est la* chose ne"cessaire, car sans la mise'ricorde

divine nul homme ne saurait subsister.

§76. Pour que 1'humanite* ne soit pas a tout jamais

efface"e, pour sauver le genre humain meme lorsque sont engloutis

de nombreux individus, Dieu fait don aux hommes, meme s'il en

sont indignes, de sa mise'ricorde en la personne de Noe*. Le don

de Noe" precede le chatiment de l'humanite, parce que Dieu use

de mise'ricorde avant que de juger.

§77. Ce qui signifie que sa mise'ricorde consiste a*

adapter son jugement a" la faiblesse humaine. II tempere ses

puissances lorsqu'il a affaire aux creatures. Ces dernieres

sont en effet incapables de les accueillir dans leur inte'grite'

sans melange.

§78. L'homme qui est incapable de contempler les rayons

du soleil, lequel n'est pourtant qu'une oeuvre de Dieu, serait-

il capable de conside*rer dans leur purete* les puissance inengen-

dr^es dont la divinite" rayonne?

§79. Pour le soleil lui-meme, Dieu a tempe*re* d'air

froid la chaleur de ses rayons afin de rendre la perception

visuelle possible. II est done Evident que nul homme, pas plus

que le ciel et l'univers tout entiers, n'est capable d'accueillir

dans son absolu aucune des vertus de Dieu.
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§80. C'est pourquoi, connaissant la faiblesse humaine,

Dieu proportionne ses bienfaits et ses chatiments a la capacity

de ceux qui vont les subir ou en be*ne"ficier.

§81. L1 humanite" ne saurait pre"tendre a" autre chose qu'a*

ces puissances divines dilutes en proportion de sa faiblesse,

les puissances pures £tant du domaine de Dieu.

§82. Cette ve'rite' que ce qui est pur et sans melange

est du domaine de Dieu, tandis que ce qui est mixte est du

domaine de la creature, est prouve"e par le verset 12 du psaume

61: "Le Seigneur a parle" une seule fois, deux ai-je entendu

cela."

§83. La parole de Dieu qui ne met pas en jeu des

organes de phonation ni l'air est incorporelle et une.

§84. Mais nous, nous entendons grace a la dyade. Nous

avons besoin des organes de la parole et de l'air et notre parole

comporte des sons aigus et des sons graves.

§85. Philon explique a present, pour conclure, pourquoi

la grace divine a consist^ en I1 apparition d'un seul juste oppose"

a la multitude des raisonnements injustes. S'il est infe"rieur

par le nombre, le juste est supe*rieur par la valeur a toute la

masse des injustes. II suffit done a faire contrepoids et a

empecher que le mal ne 1'emporte.

Quaestio et Solutio X: §86-§103

§86. Le Lemme Soripturaire. Le Lemme est apparemment

le meme que dans la Quaestio pre*ce"dente et que dans la Quaestio

suivante. En particulier si 1'on compare les deux formules intro-

ductoires:

To 6£ £OTI x6 "Nwe eupe x&piv £vavxiov nuptou xou OeoO"

auveTCLaKe^cjueda (§86)

Tt 6^ eon x6 "N65e e5pe X6LQLV napa. nupicp xcp deep" 6ian:opr|T£ov

(§104) la pens^e semble n'avoir pas progress^.

§86. Quaestio. En re"alite", il n'en est rien. Nous

avons vu que la partie pre*ce*dente £tait consacr^e a ^claircir

1' id^e que les me*chants apparaissaient selon la colere de Dieu
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et les justes selon sa grace. La majeure partie du passage a

trait a" la signification cosmique de I1 apparition du juste et

constitue le commentaire du mot Ncoe de Gen. 6,8. La present

partie propose 1'interpretation de e5pe. Dans la Quaestio et

Solutio XI: §§104-121 Philon commente x&PLV £vavciov nupCou TOO

OeoO. Qu'est ce que trouvev dans le cas de Noe"?

Solutio, Philon propose de distinguer entre

iverte" et dveupeoug "red^couveri

ceux qui ont I coeur la proprie*te" des termes.

eupeaue "de'couverte" et aveupeoug "rede'couverte" conune le font

§87. 'Aveupeaig. La loi du Nazir (Nombres 6, 2) con-

cernant le grand voeu fournit un bon exemple de ce qu'est la

rede'couverte. Le voeu est une prie*re pour demander des biens;

le grand voeu consiste a professer que Dieu seul est I1unique

cause des biens que I1on regoit.

§88. C'est que Dieu peut faire que les causes secon-

daires produisent des effets contraires a leurs effets ordinaires.

L'homme qui prononce ce voeu est "saint": il a I1obligation de

faire croitre en son esprit les principes oapitaux des vertus

qui forment comme une chevelure.

§89. Parfois il les perd soudainement par suite d'une

inconstance spirituelle dont il n'est pas maitre, qui souille

son esprit et qu'il appelle mort.

§90. Mais il reconquiert son inte"grite* spirituelle.

Les jours qui se"parent sa chute de son re"tablissement sont

appele"s alogoi c'est-a-dire "en discordance avec la droite

raison" ou "nuls et non avenus" parce que de*pourvus de valeur

et de ce fait n1entrant pas en ligne de compte.

§91. Eupeais. La de"couverte peut etre une aubaine

mate'rielle inesp^r^e comme dans le cas du laboureur qui trouve

un tre"sor en creusant la terre pour y planter un arbre fruitier.

§92. Le cas de Jacob fournit, sur le plan de I1esprit,

un autre exemple. Jacob trouve sans effort au cours de sa

chasse spirituelle le tre"sor de parfaite f^licite1 dont Dieu lui

fait don.
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§93. C'est une illustration de ce que nous observons

sous nos yeux. Certains ne dgcouvrent rien malgre' de laborieuses

recherches. D'autres sans y penser font d'abondantes et faciles

de"couvertes grace a un pouvoir d1 intuition qui fait de"faut aux

premiers.

§94. C'est a ceux qui trouvent sans chercher que fait

allusion l'Ecriture lorsqu'elle parle des Israelites qui vont

jouir de biens qu'ils n'ont pas produits. (Deut. 6, 10-11):

cites, maisons, citernes, vignes et oliviers.

§95. Les cites sont les vertus ge'ne'riques; les maisons

les vertus individuelles.

§96. Les citernes non creuse"es sont les reservoirs des

eaux celestes et deiicieuses des vertus; les vignes symbolisent

1'alle*gresse que les vertus procurent et les oliviers, qui sont

a l'origine de l'huile, la lumiere dont elles emplissent 1'ame.

§9 7. Heureux sont ceux-ci: le monde leur est donne"

sans peine. Mais ceux qui s'acharnent apres des biens qui leur

sont inaccessibles et auxquels ils pr£tendent par une sorte

d1 esprit de contestation sont des infortune"s.

§98. Non seulement ils n'obtiennent pas ce qu'ils

recherchent, mais encore ils s' inf ligent des dommages qui re"-

jouissent leurs ennemis.

§99. Tel est le cas de ceux des Israelites qui, months

malgre l'ordre recu, sur la montagne de l'Amoreen s'en font

chasser par les habitants qui les mettent a mal comme feraient

des abeilles (Deut. 1, 43-44) .

§100. Philon propose une explication aliegorique de ces

deux versets qu'il vient de citer. La montagne de l'Amoreen et

l'etat d1esprit des Israelites qui y montent symbolisent la

demarche des gens qui forcent leur talent pour pratiquer des

arts et metiers; la deroute symbolise l'echec honteux auquel

ils sont voues; la poursuite des Amoreens qui piquent leurs

agresseurs comme des abeilles, les morsures du sentiment que

l'on a de la contrefacon commise et qui empeche la supercherie

de reussir.
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§101. Philon illustre cette derniere proposition par

1'attitude des gens qui restituent des depots de peu de valeur

parce qu'ils sont £ l'affut d'une spoliation plus importante.

Lorsqu'ils restituent le de"pot, ils font violence £ leur mau-

vaise foi naturelle qui ne saurait jamais cesser de les percer
21de son dard.

§102. Les hypocrites religieux souffrent eux aussi

lorsqu'ils contrefont une pie*te" qu'ils n'e"prouvent pas.

§103. Apre*s avoir donne" le change un court moment, ils

se de*masquent et sont confondus. Toute violence est de courte

dureS.22

Quaestio et Solutio XI: §104-§116

§104. Le Lemme Seripturaire . Comme nous 1' avons note",

bien que le lemme seripturaire alle*gue* soit le meme pratiquement

que dans la quaestio pre'ee'dente, le commentaire ne porte pas sur

la meme partie du verset. Dans la Quaestio et Solutio X (§86)

le lemme e"tait cite* sous sa forme exacte: Ntoe etjpe xoi-PLV evavxi-

ov xupiou TOO deou. La derniere partie du verset, de xd-piv 6.

deou n'e'tant pas commente*e. Ici nous avons le verset en grec

plus classique: evavxiov K U P L O U TOO deou est correctement

interpre'te' et rendu par napd nupL(p Tcp deep.

§104. Quaestio. Bien que dans le §104 le commentaire

semble encore porter sur la notion de trouver et bien que le

verbe eupiaxeiv figure dans les versets d'Ex. 33, 7 et Gen. 39,

20-21 qui commandent les articulations du passage, la vraie

Quaestio porte ici sur X&PLV—Tiapd Kupucp xcp deep.

A Noe" qui est le sujet de cette phrase, s'opposent en

bien Moise qui a trouve* XOCPLV—napd xcp deep (§109) et en mal

Joseph qui a trouve" xoi.pi'V--TLapd xcp dpXL^eauocpuAaKL (§§111-116) .

§104. Solutio. Le lemme au premier regard, peut se

prendre en deux sens:

(a) Noe a obtenu la grace. Cette acception n'est

pas recevable, puisque Noe" n'a pas, sous le rapport de la grace,

de situation privile'gie'e. Toutes les creatures sans exception
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one be"nificie* dans une mesure e*gale de la grace de leur Cre"-

ateur.

(b) Noe a £t£ jugi digne de la grace.

§105. Cette interpretation du lemme est meilleure.

Dieu juge dignes de sa grace ceux qui restent fideles a" la

nature morale qu'il leur a assignee. Mais il est impossible

d1entendre cette proposition en rigueur.

§106. Pour etre digne, au sens propre, de la grace de

Dieu, il faut posse"der une perfection dont la premiere, la plus

grande, la plus parfaite des oeuvres de Dieu, a savoir l'Univers,

est peut-etre elle-meme de"pourvue.

§107. II faut done chercher un troisieme sens au lemme

scripturaire examine. C'est peut-etre le suivant:

(c) Noe deoouvrit ce qu'est la grace ou plutot

quelle est sa fonction oosmique. Noe*, la sage ami de la recherche

et de la science, a de"couvert que la grace divine est a* l'origine

de tout ce qui existe et vit dans l'univers. C'est la faveur par

laquelle Dieu a donne" le monde au monde.

§10 8. Le monde n'y a eu aucun me*rite, aucun droit qui

l'eut rendu digne de le recevoir. Mais Dieu a cre"e* le monde avec

une ge*ne*rosite*, une bonte" qui de"passait de tres loin I1 Evalua-

tion des me*rites. La Bonte" est la vertu divine supreme et la

source de toutes ses graces.

§109. A Gen. 6, 8, verset selon lequel Noe" a plu au

Seigneur et a Dieu, qui sont des puissances de 1'Etre, s1oppose

le verset d'Exode, 33, 17 selon lequel Dieu dit a" Moise: "Tu

as trouve" grace aupre"s de moi," ce qui implique que Moise a plu

a" I1 Etre qui est au dela" des puissances denommees Seigneur et

Dieu et qui se d£signe ici a I1exclusion de tout autre attribut.

§110. La Sagesse de Moise est done juge*e digne de l'Etre

lui-meme tandis que celle de Noe* qui n'est qu'une image de la

pr^c^dente et a une envergure plus individuelle, trouve l'agre"-

ment du Seigneur et de Dieu, puissances subordonne*es par les-

quelles l'Etre manifeste sa souverainete et son role de bien-

faiteur.
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§111. A Noe* et a" Moise qui ont trouve" grace aupres de

Dieu s 1 oppose Joseph qui a trouve* grace aupre"s de geolier en

chef. Joseph est I 1esprit ami du corps et des passions, esclave

de l'eunuque chef-cuisinier. II est conduit a" la prison des

passions oil il trouve une grace infamante aupre*s du maitre de

ces lieux.

§112. Les prisonniers qui y sont detenus sont ceux que

la nature a condamne*s pour les dispositions de leur ame emplie

de vices.

§113. Quant au chef-geolier c'est une figure qui sym-

bolise I 1ensemble des vices qui emprisonnent I 1ame. II est tout

a fait funeste de lui plaire et de le seconder, tache que cer-

tains tiennent pour louable.

§114. En fait cette autorite* et ce commandement en

second sont pire que 1'insupportable esclavage. II faut se

proposer toujours un ide"al de vie libre des passions.

§115. Si 1'on succombe a la passion, mieux vaut etre

prisonnier que geolier. Ressentir les souffrances de la prison

est le signe que tout espoir de liberation n'est pas perdu. Se

faire au contraire geolier c'est, sous les especes de la course

aux emplois et aux honneurs, consentir a" sa captivite" et la

rendre perpgtuelle.

§116. II est done ne"cessaire de fuir les faveurs du

chef geolier et de rechercher celles de la Cause premiere. A

d£faut de pouvoir y parvenir, il faut se faire le suppliant des

puissances de la Cause Premiere, du Seigneur et de Dieu, qui

touches du culte authentique et sans d^faillance qui leur sera

ainsi rendu, mettront leur suppliant au nombre de ceux qui leur

ont plu comme l'a fait Noe* dont les enfants sont cite"s d'une

maniere tres e"tonnante et tres ine*dite.

Quaestio et Solutio XII: §117-§121 2 4

§117. Le Lemme Seripturaire. A U T O U al yevioiQ Ncoe *

Nc5e dvOpcoTioc 6IHCXIOC,, x£Aeio£ cov ev x̂ j yevegl auxoO' xcp deep

e()T\pioTr\oe Ncoe. (Gen. 6, 9)
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"Voici les generations de Noe* : Noe" fut un homme, juste,

parfait en sa generation, Noe plut a Dieu."

§117. Quaestio. Philon ne tient compte ni dans les

Quaestiones in Genesim ni dans notre passage du verset de Gen.

6, 10: 'Ey£vvr)oe 6e Nc5e xpeig uloue,, T6V Etfu, T6V Xdu, T6V

'idcped, qu'il avait pourtant commente implicitement lorsqu'en

De Gigantibus 1, il avait mentionne la naissance de Noe et de

ses fils par reference a Gen. 5, 32.

Detache de son contexte, le verset de Gen. 6, 9 a une

allure etrange. Apres 1'annonce "voici les generations de Noe"

on se serait attendu ci voir enumerer des noms de descendants,

or on lit la mention de quatre vertus:

1: dvdpoyrioc,

2: 6LHO.IOC

3: x£Xeiog

4: T(p deep eunpe'axrioe

§117. Solutio. Cet enonce est pourtant naturel. De

meme que des organismes donnent naissance a des organismes qui

leur sont semblables,

§118. une ame vertueuse donne naissance a l'humanite,

a la justice, a la perfection, a la grace aux yeux de Dieu. Ces

vertus sont enumerees en gradation ascendante. Voila pourquoi

la derniere en laquelle culminent toutes les autres est, dans

le verset, citee en dernier lieu.

§119. Apres 1'enumeration des "generations" de

Philon revient sur le sens du mot yiveoiQ. Le vocable comporte

une acception positive comme dans le cas de Noe et du reste de

toutes les plantes et de tous les animaux. II peut designer

aussi une evolution negative que suggere le verset de Gen 37, 2

a propos de Jacob. La formulation de ce verset est en effet

tout a fait parallele a celui qui concerne les generations de

Noe. Auxai 6e at Yeve'aeis 'laxu)(3* ' Icooficp 6£xa erexd exabv Tjv

£T6. TGDV d6eAcpcav xd Txp63axa, GOV V£OQ uexd TGSV ULCOV

xal xcov ulcov ZeAcpdQ xcov yuvaiHcov naxp6Q auxoO.

"Voici les generations de Jacob: Joseph age de dix-sept

ans faisait paitre avec ses freres, etant un jouvenceau, avec
2 7

les fils de Bilha et Zilpah, les femmes de son pere.
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Le debut du verset qui concerne les generations de Jacob

est, au nom propre pre*s, le meme que celui qui est relatif aux

generations de Noe, et bien que dans le cas de Jacob, la formule

soit suivie de la mention d'un etre apparemment concret, il y a

entre la formule et la mention une sorte d1hiatus logique que

Philon interpre"te comme si la phrase signifiait que Jacob suscite

Joseph age de dix-sept ans: Cf. §12 0 * Icooficp eudus 6jioYevvdTai.

§12 0. Joseph en effet n'est que 1'image amoindrie,

retrecie, infidele de la vertu de Jacob. II apparait aussitot

que Jacob se relache et abandonne le domaine de Dieu, cher aux

disciples de Moise, pour le domaine du corps et des biens du

corps auquel se devouent ceux qui, quel que soit leur age,

restent des jeunes gens dans l'ordre spirituel.

§121. VoilS. pourquoi Moise depeint Joseph comme paissant

son troupeau en compagnie non des fils d1 Israel, ses fre"res

legitimes, mais des fils des concubines Bilhah et Zilpah.

Quaestio et Solutio XIII: §122-§139

§122. Le Lemme Soripturaire. 'Ecpddpn f) yn evaviiov TOU

deoO xai fenA/iaOn 6.6 ix tag.

"La terre se corrompit devant Dieu et se remplit d'in-

justice." (Gen. 6, 11) °

§122. Quaestio. Pourquoi immediatement apres la men-

tion des quatre "generations" de Noe, Moise dit-il que la terre

se corrompit et se remplit d1injustice? Philon affecte de voir
^ 29dans cette juxtaposition une relation de cause a effet, et

declare que 1'intention de 1'auteur sacre n'est pas difficile £

apercevoir pour qui a regu une formation philosophique.

§123. Solutio. Lorsque 1'element incorruptible se lê ve

dans 1'ame I1element mortel se corrompt ou se detruit aussitot.

§124. Selon la meme doctrine, si de la couleur vive

apparait sur le corps du lepreux, il sera souilie (Lev. 13, 14).

Moise precise que "la couleur vive souillera" {Lev. 13, 15) au

contraire de toutes les idees regues.
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§125. Mais c'est la une manifestation de 1'originality

de la sagesse de Moise. II veut dire que la couleur saine et

vive qui apparait dans l'ame est le te*moin qui la confond.

§126. Ce te"moin recense toutes les fautes de l'ame et

ne cesse de lui en faire le reproche et l'ame se rend compte

qu'elle est pleine d1injustice et de souillures.

§127. Ce principe explique aussi la regie tre"s para-

doxale formulae par Moise et selon laquelle le le"preux partiel

est conside're' comme impur, tandis qu'est pur le malade dont le

corps est entierement recouvert par la lepre.

§12 8. Le corps entierement recouvert par la lepre

symbolise les transgressions involontaires qui sont, en quelque

maniere, pures et e*chappent au reproche de la conscience; la

lepre partielle est le symbole des fautes volontaires qui sont,

si limite" que soit leur domaine, condamne'es par le juge qui

siege dans l'ame et les declare impures.

§12 9. La lepre qui a une double nature et se couvre

d'efflorescences de deux couleurs de*signe le vice volontaire,

puisque l'ame qui possede en elle la raison vivifiante la re*cuse

comme pilote et confie le gouvernail a ceux qui ignorant tout de

1'art de naviguer conduiront au naufrage l'esquif de sa vie.

§130. La lepre qui a vire* tout entiere au blanc

figure la de'faillance involontaire: 1'esprit est alors ampute*

de tout pouvoir de reflexion et se trouve plonge" dans une nuit

totale ou il subit des chutes incessantes et involontaires.

§131. Un autre commandement analogue se trouve en Le*v.

14, 35-36 concernant la plaie de lepre affectant une maison.

Le proprie"taire de la maison atteinte doit avertir le pretre qui

fait vider tout le mobilier pour qu'il ne devienne pas impur,

puis entre examiner 1'habitation.

§132. C'est done l'entre*e du pretre qui, d'une maniere

paradoxale, rend impur ce qui e*tait pur.

§133. II y a la une importante ve*rite" "naturelle," meme

si elle ne s'accorde pas avec le sens littoral de la prescription.
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§134. Aussi longtemps qui le pretre, I 1 £Aeyxos, guide

de l'ame, n'est pas entre" dans la maison de notre arae aucune de

nos actions commises dans I1ignorance du bien, n'est blamable.

§135. La lumie"re de I1 SXeyxos au contraire agit comme

un reVe"lateur et fait prendre a l'ame conscience de son impurete*.

Le pretre ordonne de vider la maison afin de la de*barrasser de

ses fautes et de pouvoir soigner ses maladies.

§136. Philon trouve une autre illustration de sa doc-

trine dans 1'Episode d'Elie et de la veuve de Sarepta (I Rois,

17, 9-24). La femme de Sarepta est une veuve en esprit, c'est-

a-dire une femme qui a fait son deuil des passions qui corrom-

pent et souillent l'ame. Apparente"e a" la figure de la veuve de

Sarepta est celle de Tamar.

§137. En effet, Tamar devenue veuve s'e*tablit dans la

maison de son Pe"re celeste en renoncant a" tout ce qui est mortel

jusqu'a ce que, ayant recu la semence divine, elle enfante les

vertus qui lui feront acque"rir la palme a laquelle elle doit son

nom.

§138. Toute ame de"sireuse de devenir une veuve en

esprit, de*pourvue de tous les vices, dit au prophete avec la

femme de Sarepta: "O homme de Dieu, tu es entre" chez moi pour

rappeler mon iniquite" et ma faute" (I Rois 17, 1 8 ) . En effet

1'entree dans l'ame de ce personnage sacre*, interprete et

prophete de Dieu, oblige l'ame a ge"mir sur ses errements passes

et a en hair les consequences.

§139. Les anciens de"signaient le prophete tantot par

I1appellation d 1"homme de Dieu" tantot par celle de "voyant"

qui toutes deux en de"crivaient excellemment le caractere inspire
34et le don de vision.

Quaestio et Solutio XIV: §140-§183

§140. Le Lemme Seripturaire. Apres une phrase qui est

la conclusion apologe*tique de la partie pr^c^dente et qui sert

de transition aux paragraphes qui suivent, Philon introduit le

verset de Gen. 6, 12: fiv 6£ xaxecpdapu^vri, O I L Hax£(pdeipe ndaa

o&pg TT*IV 666v auxoO tnl xne 35
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"Elle e*tait corrompue parce que toute chair avait

corrompu sa voie sur la terre."

§141. Quaestio. Les mots T^V 666v auiou semblent ren-

voyer a I1 expression ndoa odpE, et pourtant 1' anaphorique au

ge*nitif masculin ne semble pas pouvoir s'accorder avec un sub-

stantif f^minin.

§142. Solutio. En re'alite", cette apparente impropriety

montre qu'il n'est pas seulement question dans le verset de la

chair qui corrompt sa propre voie, mais encore qui corrompt sa

voie a Lui, la voie qui conduit a Dieu.

§143. Cette voie est la sagesse dont le terme est la

connaissance et la science de Dieu. Tout compagnon de la chair

s'efforce de la corrompre, car la s

excellence du plaisir de la chair.

s'efforce de la corrompre, car la science est l'ennemie par

§144. La notion de la voie de Dieu e"voque dans 1'esprit

de Philon un Episode fameux de 1'itin£raire spirituel de la

nation horatique—Israel dans sa progression vers Dieu au long

de la voie royale est combattu par le terrestre Edom qui menace

de rendre la route impraticable.

§145. Les messagers d1Israel lui demandent de traverser

a* pied ses terres sans passer a travers champs ni vignes, sans

boire l'eau de sa citerne. U s suivront la voie royale sans

s'en de"tourner a droite ni a gauche. Edom leur interdit le

passage et les menace de la guerre. Les Israelites reviennent a

la charge en specifiant qu'ils de"sirent suivre le chemin de la

montagne et s'engagent a payer a Edom une compensation pour

l'eau qu'eux et leurs troupeaux pourraient boire. Mais,

assurent-ils, il n'y a ici rien qui vaille. U s ne feront que

suivre le chemin de la montagne. Nouveau refus d'Edom.

§146. Philon commente de"sormais Nombres 26, 17-20. II

commence par rappeler 1'anecdote selon laquelle Socrate de"signait

les richesses exhibe*es au cours d'une fastueuse procession comme

tout ce dont il n1avait pas besoin.

§147. Cette victoire definitive sur les richesses est

le fait d'une ame admirable.
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§148. Mais si chez les Paiens il ne s'est trouve" qu'un

seul nomine exceptionnel pour triompher des richesses, a" l'e*cole

de Moise, c'est toute une nation tres populeuse qui, ayant appris

les preliminaires de la sagesse accomplit le meme exploit. C'est

ce que montre 1'audace des paroles que l'ame de chaque disciple

adresse au terrestre Edom, le roi de tous les biens d'apparence

que sont les biens de la terre.

§149. "Je vais traverser ton territoire." Israel se

fait fort, de la sorte, de de"passer tous les biens terrestres

d'un irresistible e"lan.

§150. II me"prisera les biens de convention: richesses,

distinctions sociales, noblesse, gloire. II me*prisera meme les

biens dit "indif fe"rents" : sante", exactitude des sens, beaute",

force physique.

§151. L'ide*al d1 Israel est celui de la Migration qui lui

fait quitter la region terrestre pour vivre au milieu des natures

divines.

§152. Cet ide"al doit proce*der d'un choix de'libe're" et

non de la paresse ou du manque de gout pour les biens dont on

s'abstient.

§153. C'est pourquoi Israel dit: "je de*passerai ces

biens en passant a travers ton territoire" c'est-a-dire en con-

naissance de cause de ce qu'il me'prise.

§154. Mais, selon le lemme scripturaire, Israel s'engage

au contraire a" ne pas de"passer les champs et les vignes symboli-

sant la culture qui fait murir les vertus et 1' alle"gresse que

l'exercice des vertus procure.

§155. Israel qui boit l'eau du ciel et sur qui Dieu

re*pand sa manne n'a que faire de la citerne d'Edom qui ne

recueille que l'eau mate"rielle, l'eau de la terre.

§156. L'idge meme de thgsauriser de l'eau dans une

citerne est une marque de defiance a l'e*gard de Dieu dispensa-

teur de l'eau de son tre"sor celeste.
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§157. Mais Israel que ni le ciel ni la pluie ni la

citerne ni rien de cre'e' n'est capable de nourrir entie"rement,

compte sur le Dieu qui I1 a rassasie" depuis son enfance. II

n'aura aucun regard pour l'eau amasse"e sous terre.

§158. II ne risque pas de boire a la citerne d'Edom,

lui a qui Dieu dispense l'ivresse soit par l'entremise d'un

ange soit directement.

§159. II veut done marcher au long de la voie royale en

me"prisant les biens terrestres. La voie royale est celle qui a

pour maitre le vrai Roi.

§160. C'est la sagesse, qui permet aux ames suppliantes

de se re"fugier en Dieu vers lequel mene la voie royale.

§161. Ceux qui auront acce'de" a Dieu connaitront aussi

sa beatitude et leur peu de valeur comme Abraham qui ayant
39

approche" Dieu sut aussitot qu'il n'e"tait que terre et cendre.

§162. II faut avancer sur la voie royale en en suivant

1'exact milieu sans en deVier ni a droite ni a gauche. La devi-

ation est blamable quel que soit le sens selon lequel elle

s'e'earte de I1 exact milieu.

§163. Les gens qui vivent inconside're'ment versent dans

les exces opposes: t^m^rit^, avarice, fourberie, superstition

en deViant a* droite; lachete", prodigality, naivete, impi^te", en

deviant a gauche.

§164. Pour eViter de tomber dans les vices opposes, il

faut avancer droit sur la route me"diane. Celle qui, borde"e

par la te'me'rite' et la lachete", la dissipation et I1 avarice, la

fourberie et la naivete", la superstition et l'impi^t^, passe

par le courage, la moderation, la prudence et la pie"te".

§165. Chacune de ces vertus constitue une avenue prati-

cable situe"e a e"gale distance entre les deux exces opposes, et

que les organes corporels ne sauraient emprunter, mais bien les

mouvements d'une ame qui toujours desire le bien supreme.

§166. Edom hait la vertu. II craint qu1Israel en

traversant son territoire ne saccage les fruits qu'il a produits
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pour ruiner la sagesse et qui sont encore sur pied. II menace

done de s'opposer a Israel par les armes.

§167. Sans se laisser intimider, Israel declare qu'il

veut suivre le chemin de crete de la montagne. Marcher au haut

de la montagne lui convient a lui qui contemple la nature la

plus sublime et de*daigne comme trop basses les re'alite's cor-

porelles. Mais le meme mot signifie £ la fois "montagne" et

"definition." La seconde acception est, elle aussi, tres appro-

prie"e ci la vocation d1 Israel qui de*finit tout ce qui existe.

II ne touchera done §. aucun des biens d'Edom.

§168. Y toucher serait en effet honorer Edom qui

pourrait se vanter d1 avoir se*duit les amants de la vertu par

les appats du plaisir.

§169. C'est pourquoi il dit "si je bois de ton eau je

te rendrai hommage." Par TIUYIV il entend "l'honneur."

§170. En effet, lorsqu'un d^bauche" ou un coquin voit

un homme qui avait 1' apparence de la vertu ce*der a" la malhonne-

tete" ou au vice il se rgjouit et croit en etre honore*, puisque

le personnage respectable semble confe"rer une garantie morale

aux vices qu'il pratique comme lui.

§171. II faut done dire a" tout coquin: "Boire de ton

eau ou toucher a tes biens reviendrait a" t1 honorer et a t'approu-

ver." Mais tout ce qui fait l'objet de tes soins n'est qu'un

ne*ant absolu.

§172. En effet tout ce qui est mortel est dans une

oscillation continuelle et a 1'inconsistance des songes trom-

peurs.

§173. Les vicissitudes des pays et des peuples en

fournissent une preuve frappante. En Europe les Macedoniens

brisent la Gre"ce; puis leur Empire mondial est partage" entre

les Diadoques.

§17 4. Les Empires ou royaumes barbares offrent le meme

spectacle. Les Perses vaincus par les Mace"doniens sont domine"s

par les Parthes. La grandeur de l'Egypte n'est plus qu'un
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souvenir. Les Ethiopiens, Carthage, la Libye, les rois du Pont

ne sont plus rien.

§175. L'Europe, L'Asie, le monde entier sont aussi

instables qu'un navire ballote" par la tempete.

§176. C'est la ronde du Logos divin que le commun des

hommes de*signe du nom de Fortune qui explique ces vicissitudes

historiques. Le Logos redistribue sans cesse a chacun les biens

de tous de sorte que le monde semblable a une cite" unique soit

soumis au juste regime de la democratic.

§177. Le re*sultat est que toutes les affaires humaines

sont oeuvre de n£ant et chose nulle. Elles n'ont pas plus de

consistance que le vent ou que I1ombre. Elles sont inconstantes

comme le flux et le reflux.

§178. Pareille a eux, la prospe'rite' se retire complete-

ment d'une nation qu'elle avait d'abord couverte.

§179. Seuls entendent la raison de ces phe'nomenes les

Israelites qui disent a" Edom que tout le devenir est chose de

rien et qu'ils suivront le chemin de crete.

§180. II faut en effet emprunter les chemins de crete

des definitions philosophiques pour etre capable de renoncer a

ce qui est mortel et e"migrer vers les re"alite*s incorruptibles.

De meme que le terrestre Edom veut barrer la route a

^mules.

41Israel, le Logos divin veut barrer la voie d'Edom et de ses

§181. Au nombre des e"mules d'Edom il faut compter Balaam

qui meme lorsqu'il apercoit 1'ange qui lui barre la route, con-
42tinue son chemin pour accomplir ses oeuvres perverses.

§182. C'est que lorsque la maladie spirituelle a

atteint un certain point de gravite* nous sommes incapables

d'obe"ir aux admonestations de 1'Elenohos qui veut nous de"tourner

de notre voie mauvaise.

§183. Le re*sultat est "la mort avec les blesses" qu'ont

transperce"s les passions. La triste fin de Balaam doit inciter
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ceux dont les maux spirituels ne sont pas comme les siens

incurables, a se rendre favorable le juge inte"rieur et a ne pas

contester ses sentences.

C. Recapitulation et Conclusions G£n£rales

Nous avons cru bon de pratiquer I1analyse des deux

traite's de Philon d'une manie*re beaucoup plus de"taille*e qu'il

n'est habituel. Ce n'est qu'ainsi, pensons-nous, qu'il devient

possible de formuler un jugement precis sur l'exe*ge"se de Philon

d'Alexandrie dans De Gigantibus et Quod Deus.

(a) Gig. Deus et QG

La premiere constatation que cette analyse nous permet

de faire, c'est qu'elle confirme, nous semble-t-il, d'une facon

tres nette 1'impression que nous avions retiree d'une lecture

courante de notre texte. Les deux traite's sont constitue"s par

une suite de quatorze quaestiones et solutiones sur quelques

versets de la Genese.

L'objet, la me*thode et souvent la teneur de cette suite

de commentaires exe*ge"tiques sont les memes dans De Gigantibus--

Quod Deus sit Immutabilis d'une part et dans Quaestiones in

Genesim I, 89-99 d'autre part. II est inde"niable cependant que

des differences existent entre les deux series.

Le commentaire dans les deux traite's est, d'une maniere

ge"ne"rale, plus ample, plus e'labore', plus riche que dans QG. Si

1'on n'y trouve pas de deVeloppement arithmologique sur les cent

vingt ans de la vie de l'homme comparable S. celui qui se lit en

QGt I, 91, Philon a au contraire e'toffe' et eiargi le commentaire

dans les traite's, de parties qui n'ont rien qui leur corresponde

dans les QG, ainsi les passages concernant la grace trouve"e par

Moise en opposition a celle de Noe" ou celle de Joseph con-

trasts avec celle de Noe"; "les generations" de Jacob; 1'Episode

d'Edom et celui de Balaam.

Considers globalement Quaestiones in Genesim I, 89-99

font figure d'e"bauche lorsqu'on les compare a" De Gigantibus et

a Quod Deus sit Immutabilis. Pour la raison, probablement, que

les premieres ont precede* les seconds dans le temps.

Articule"es entre elles au moyen de formules de transi-

tion, transformers en texte suivi, les quatorze quaestiones et

solutiones qui forment la trame des deux traite's n'en consti-

tuent pas moins une paraphrase et un commentaire philosophique
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perpe*tuel du texte scripturaire. Le lemme est decompose* en

parties secondaires dont chacune est analysed dans le de"veloppe-

ment exe'ge'tique qu'elle balise en quelque sorte et dont elle

jalonne le progres. Ces references constantes au lemme comments,
4 3 ^ces mots-e'chos qui parsement le discours permettent souvent

d'en percevoir les intentions et la signification exactes. II

arrive meme, comme nous 1'avons note* a propos d1 eyyova (§138)

ou de OIL x6 xne iK>xn£ UEUU H 6 Q ouuot ava(3A.£klja£ (§181) que les

termes du commentaire philonien referent a des parties du lemme

qui ne sont pas cities.

Quant a l'art de composer, notre analyse a fait appa-

raitre, pensons-nous, que le jugement de Massebieau est plus

pres de la ve"rite" que 1'appreciation negative d'E. Herriot.

Philon pratique en fait l'art de composer et meme, dans la

perspective re"elle de sa pense*e qui est celle des quaestiones

et solutiones, il le pratique d'une facon parfaitement cohe*-

rente et rigoureuse, avec une logique sans faille. C'est un

auteur clair.

Les deux traite"s n' apparaissent comme de"concertants,

pleins de matieres h^t^roclites, de"pourvus de coherence, que

lorsqu'on y cherche une pense"e syste"matique expose"e synthe"tique-

ment. Et, re'ellement 1'unite* interne existe si peu que, nous

1'avons mentionne", son absence a peut-etre 6te responsable de

la scission en deux Merits distincts de ce qui, a l'origine,

e*tait un seul traits.

(b) Problemes de I'allegorie

"La me"thode alle*gorique chez Philon, ecrit E. Bre"hier

ne prouve rien et ne veut rien prouver, ce n'est pas un instru-

ment apologe"tique. . . . "

Le commentaire alle*gorique dans nos deux traite*s permet

de s'inscrire en faux contre 1'assertion de Br^hier. L'all^go-

rie dans De Gigantibus--Quod Deus apparait avec des fonctions

apologe"tiques non Equivoques dans le propos commun et principal

qui est de fournir un recours contre le mythe.

Le De Gigantibus e*vacue grace a l'all^gorie des repre-

sentations concernant la reVolte des anges du genre de celles

qui remplissent la literature de 1' Intertestament, la littera-

ture chre"tienne et la litt^rature midrashique. La giganto-

machie appartient au domaine de la fable avec tout ce que cette

notion implique de perils pour la raison et la pie"te" humaines.
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C'est pourquoi, lorsque le L^gislateur met en scene des grants,

la tabulation ne lui en reste pas moins e*trange"re.

Les conceptions anthropomorphiques et anthropopathiques

sont elles aussi, et entre toutes, lie"es au mythe. Elle con-

duisent a" des representations impies de la divinite", a" un culte

inade"quat et servile, en un mot a la superstition.

L'interpretation all^gorique permet a Philon, meme

lorsqu'elle d^passe le sens littoral de l'Ecriture, de louer la

lettve du texte sacre" et d'en porter les e"trangete"s apparentes

au compte de 1'incomparable originality philosophique de Moise.

Nos deux traite*s contiennent toute une se"rie d'expressions lau-

datives a" la gloire du texte scripturaire dont elles soulignent
4 8la ve"rite* que l'aliegorie, surtout, fait resortir.

Ceci dit, il n'est pas douteux que Philon considere

l'exe'ge'se aliegorique comme un instrument de de"couverte spiri-

tuelle et le plus puissant outil au service de la philosophie

entendue comme une interpretation de la parole de Dieu et une

contemplation de l'univers.

L 1usage qui est fait dans nos deux traites de l'exegese

aliegorique pose avec une particulie*re nettete le probleme de

la legitimite de cette methode, de ses droits par rapport au

sens litteral de l'Ecriture, du role, du statut et de la dignite

de ce dernier et, de facon concomitante, la probleme de la Bible

de Philon dans le Be Gigantibus et le Quod Deus.

Philon soule"ve lui-meme en Deus 13 3 la question de savoir

si son exegese aliegorique de la Loi sur la lepre des maisons

s'accorde avec la signification litterale de ce commandement.

" AAAA xaOxa utv ei auvc},6e i xf̂j pnx^ xal npoxeLpcp Siax&Eiei,

OK^iiiovxau O L Q £0os xaL COLAOV. . . .

On aurait sans doute tort de conclure de cette formule

que Philon n'^prouve que mepris ^ l'endroit du sens litteral en

tant que tel. Ce qui est vise ici est non pas le texte litteral

lui-meme, que Philon ne dedaigne pas, comme le laissent appa-

raitre plusieurs de ses remarques, mais 1'objection qui viserait

a declarer irrecevable une interpretation aliegorique inspiree

par la droite raison au nom de son incompatibilite avec le sens

litteral. Meritent d'etre qualifies de litteralistes non pas

les exegetes qui admettent et tiennent en estime le sens

litteral de l'Ecriture, mais ceux qui emprisonnent l'Ecriture

dans les limites de ce qu'ils croient etre le sens obvie, qui

rejettent toute interpretation a" laquelle il serait possible

d'opposer le sens litteral.
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Pour Philon, 1'interpretation aliegorique d'une loi n'en

annule pas en principe la validite" legale et le plus souvent une

disposition qui a e"te" interpr^t^e aliegoriquement dans ce qu'on

est convenu d'appeler le Commentaire aliegorique est commente*e

sur le plan de la pratique dans I1Exposition de la Loi. Mais il

existe aux yeux de Philon quelques cas qui font exception. A

tort ou a raison il estime que la loi concernant la n^cessite"

de restituer avant le coucher du soleil un manteau donne" en gage

est dans sa teneur litte"rale indigne de la sublimite* et de la

pitie" de Dieu. C'est pourquoi il s1 attache fort longuement en

De Somniis I, 92-102 a mettre en lumiere les difficulte"s du sens

littoral, I I1 intention des litte"ralistes e'voque's au paragraphe

102. II estime que la loi edictee en Exode XXII, 26-27 n'en est

pas ve"ritablement une et il n'en traite pas dans le De Speoiali-

bus Legibus.

II peut arriver qu'une inconsequence dans un detail de

la partie narrative lui paraisse appeler les memes remarques et

inviter a" un abandon du sens litte*ral. Ainsi lorsqu'il lit en

Genese 9, 25 que Canaan est maudit et destine a servir ses freres

pour une faute commise par Cham. II laisse aux litteralistes,
49avec une ironie assez perceptible, le plaisir de debrouiller

la difficulte et il feint d'admettre qu'il y sont parfaitement

parvenus. Quant a lui-meme il suivra 1'inspiration de la droite

raison.

La loi sur la lepre devait sembler a" Philon assez

etrange dans sa formulation litterale et surtout assez depourvue

d'application pratique possible pour appeler le meme jugement.

La Loi sur la lepre, qu'il s'agisse de la lepre des personnes

ou de la lepre des maisons ne recoit dans le corpus philonien

de commentaire qu'aliegorique et le De Speoialibus Legibus

1'ignore.

Voila pourquoi nous pensons que la formule qu'il emploie

en Deus 133 signifie surtout qu'il ne sait pas ce que la loi sur

la lepre peut bien vouloir dire litteralement et qu'il

n'accepte pas qu'on puisse opposer le sens litteral a 1'inter-

pretation qu'il propose lui-meme et qui est garantie par la

profonde vevitt naturelle sur laquelle elle debouche: ouvcp6ov

OUTCOS o06£v aXXo oiAAcp, d)g x6 etaeA06vxos TOU lep£a)S x& xaxdc xfiv

ouiav utaiveadaL. C'est la, bien entendu, encore une facon de

sauver le texte de l'Ecriture, mais surtout une telle attitude

est ^ la fois l'origine et 1'explication du caractere en appa-

rence contradictoire de l'exegese de Philon. Philon propose
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d'une part une interpretation minutieuse, qui est attentive aux

moindres details de texte sacre", qui en valorise la lettre a"

I1extreme et pourrait etre qualifi^e de lectuve talmudique. Mais

d' autre part, il parait ne pas he*siter ci adapter de diverses

manieres le texte scripturaire au propos du d^veloppement oil il

est lui-meme engage, allant jusqu'a omettre tel ou tel verset

dont la teneur lui semble incompatible avec sa pens^e du moment.

Cette liberty d^concertante unie a* une extreme soumission M

la lettre du texte scripturaire, ne doit pas s'expliquer par la

de"sinvolture ou la suffisance de Philon. II croit au caracte"re

inspire des suggestions de la droite raison et il estime que le

texte de Moise qui enferme toute la nature, qui est ine"puisable

comme elle, souffre d'etre ainsi—non pas manipule, comme nous

serions tenths de qualifier un tel traitement, mais mis dans une

perspective le*gitime, qui en deVoile une dimension supple"mentaire,

qui le reVele en profondeur au lieu de le trahir.

Pour le lecteur moderne, a quoi tiennent les sentiments

mele"s, ou la fascination le dispute a" la deception, que provoque

souvent Philon?

Si hasardeux qu'il soit toujours de comparer auteurs

anciens et auteurs modernes et des auteurs aussi eioign^s dans

le temps et l'espace que Philon d'Alexandrie et Franz Kafka,

nous tenterons tout de meme un parallele. Comme Philon, Kafka

est un extraordinaire cre"ateur de symboles. Sa puissance

d'envoutement et le sentiment d'insatisfaction qu'il laisse

parfois a certains lecteurs que 1'"indetermination" met parti-

culierement mal a l'aise, proviennent de l'obscurite" du sens qui

sous-tend les paraboles et dont aucune exe"gese rationnelle ne

parvient a rendre compte d'une fagon convaincante ou exhaustive.

Les representations plastiques sont mises au service

d'un langage qui est proprement musical et qui, autant que la

musique, semble rebelle a toute traduction discursive. Qui

suggere et se derobe.

Philon quant a lui, fascine par sa virtuosite exegetique,

par sa faculte d'apercevoir des rapports inattendus entre le

texte biblique et des realites apparemment tres eioignees, par

la puissance avec laquelle il invente des symboles originaux,

souvent baroques, mais toujours expressifs ou frappants, tandis

que le discours philosophique auquel ces elements correspondent

risque de sembler trop clair, au contraire de celui de Kafka,

trop pauvre et decevant eu egard aux moyens mis en oeuvre.
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II serait toutefois Equitable de ne pas perdre de vue

que ces de*fauts sont, en partie au moins, inseparables du carac-

tere d'apologie de l'Ecriture qui est propre a l'alle"gorie de

Phi Ion et en vertu duquel l'exe"gese s'ef force, au moyen des

symboles qu'elle invente de retrouver dans le texte sacre* des

ve"rite*s reconnues. En definitive d'ailleurs, les themes ex^ge*-

tiques par quoi surtout Philon a influence* la post^rite", com-

binent en une creation nouvelle les ide"es philosophiques et des

symboles scripturaires. C'est a cela que devra prendre garde le

lecteur soucieux de de*passer les pre"juge*s modernes et de ne pas

perdre de vue que, selon la fameuse formule d1Ernest Renan, il

n'est d1admiration qu'historique.



NOTES

Cette singularity s'explique peut-etre par le fait que
le De Gigantibus et le Quod Deus ne constituaient a l'origine
qu'un seul et meme traits. Le Catalogue d'Eusebe (Histoire
ecclesiastique II, 18, 4) les mentionne sous le titre commun de
nepl YLY&VTOOV f] [ou xal] nepl TOU un xpe'Tteodai x6 deiov.
L'auteur du florilege dit de Johannes Monaehus ineditus intro-
duit des extraits du Quod Deus par la formule ex TOU nepi
YIY&VTGOV; voyez E. Schiirer, A History of the Jewish People in
the Time of Jesus Christ translated by Sophia Taylor and Rev.
Peter Christie, Vol. Ill, Edimbourg 1891, p. 326, 334-35. H.
Leisegang (Philo von Alexandria Die Werke in Deutsoher Uber-
setzung, Band IV, 2. Auflage, Berlin 1962, pp. 53-54) qui ren-
voie au catalogue d'Eusebe estime que la partition actuelle du
traite* a e"te* ope"re"e par quelque copiste. II souligne qu I1 on
ne trouve jamais entre deux traite"s conse"cutif s, mais distincts
de Philon une formule comparable aux trois derniers mots du De
Gigantibus.

Voyez notre article "L,Exe"gese de Philon d' Alexandrie"
Revue d'Histoire et de Philosophie Religieuses LIII (1973) pp.
309-29 spe'cialt. pp. 323-24; et notre ouvrage Le Commentaire de
I'Ecriture ehez Philon d'Alexandrie Leyde 1977, pp. 1, 170 et ss.

Voyez Die Werke in Deutsoher Ubersetzung3 Inhaltsuber-
sioht p. 55 et s; Loeb Philo II, pp. 443-45; De Gigantibus; Quod
Deus, £d A. Mose"s p. 21 (non pagine"e) , "Analyse du traite"" dont
le texte fournit aux intertitres.

Depuis I1Edition de R. Marcus, indispensable, mais
souvent tre"s imparfaite, dans la Bibliothe"que Loeb (1953) , les
Quaestiones ont suscite* re*cemment des travaux signif icatif s.
On mentionnera ceux de F. Petit, "Les fragments grecs du livre
VI des Questions sur la Genese de Philon d'Alexandrie11 Le Museon
84 (1971) 93-150; ce travail sur QG IV, 154-248 a e*te" e*tendu a
1'ensemble des fragments grecs dans Philon d'Alexandrie Z33
Quaestiones Fragmenta Graeca, Paris 1978. F. Petit a public
aussi une Edition critique et un commentaire d'une ancienne
version latine partielle datant du IV° siecle des Questions sur
la Genese qui contient quelques fragments remarquables non con-
serves dans la version arme'nienne. Voyez L'anoienne version
latine des Questions sur la Genese de Philon d'Alexandrie I
Edition Critique II Commentaire TU 113-14 Berlin 1973. E. Luc-
chesi "La division en six livres des Quaestiones In Genesim de
Philon d1Alexandrie" Le Museon 89 (1976) 384-95. On trouvera
aussi des remarques utiles dans 1'ouvrage du meme auteur:
L'usage de Philon dans I'oeuvre exeg£tique de Saint Ambroise3
Arbeiten zur Literatur und Gesohiohte des hellenistisohen Juden-
tums IX, Leyde 1977. CH. MERCIER, Philon dfAlexandrie 34 A
Quaestiones in Genesim Livres I-II, Paris 1979 contient le texte
latin de J. B. AUCHER et une traduction franchise faite sur la
version arme'nienne. P. BORGEN—R. SKARSTEN, "Quaestiones et
solutiones: some observations on the Form of Philo's Exegesis,"
Studia Philonica 4 (1976-1977), 1-13; J. ROYSE "The Original
Structure of Philo's Quaestiones , Ibid., 41-78.
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Voyez note comple'mentaire 1.

i

VI, 3.
Philon n'a pas commentE ailleurs le verset de Genese

Voyez note comple'mentaire 2.

o
Quaestiones in Genesim I, 92 semble tres en retrait,

par rapport 1 notre texte, relativement aux gEants issus de
1'union des anges avec des femmes mortelles. Philon commence
par indiquer que pour Moise les Grants ne sont pas les etres
nEs du sol et fils de la terre, mais que le prophete emploie ce
nom au sens figure" pour designer des hommes dont la taille hors
du commun semble imiter celle d'Hercule. Hercule Etait selon
la fable un demi-dieu; les grants sont, d'apres Moise, les
enfants des anges et des femmes. Les anges, creatures spiritu-
elles, peuvent, cependant prendre 1'apparence humaine pour les
nEcessitEs du moment telles que connaitre des femmes pour en
engendrer des Hercules.

II est tres frappant de constater que dans la suite de
la Quaestio les anges ne sont pas blame's pour leur commerce
charnel. Philon ne stigmatise que la perversity des meres
mortelles. Les "grants" place's entre la vertu paternelle et
le vice maternel sont condamnEs s'ils s'Ecartent de la premiere
et mEprisent l'Etre Supreme. La rEalitE mythologique, appa-
remment conserved, semble dEboucher sur une allEgorie morale
analogue a I1apologue de Prodicos. II parait en tout cas Evi-
dent que Philon se refuse, meme aux dEpens de la clartE ou de
la logique, a impliquer ici les anges dans le mal et le pEchE.

Q
Le texte de Quaestiones in Genesim I, 92 permet de se

rendre compte que c'est Philon lui-meme qui doit avoir EtE
responsable de 1'alteration du verset de Genese 6, 2 {De Gigan-
tibus, 6) ou au moins de Genese 6, 4 {Quod Deus 1) ou les mots
ULOL TOU Oeou que donnent la majorite" des manuscrits de la LXX,
ont EtE remplacEs par 1'expression Equivalente d1 OLYYE^OL TOU
Oeou. En effet, la fin de la Quaestio est constitute par une
discussion de ULOL TOU Oeou. Philon y observe que Moise appelle
parfois les anges Fils de Dieu parce que ce sont des etres incor-
porels qui ne doivent leur naissance a aucun mortel. Surtout,
Philon voit dans 1'appellation de Fils de Dieu une signification
morale. Moise qualifie les hommes excellents et vertueux de
Fils de Dieu, tandis qu'il appelle "corps" les hommes mEchants
et pervers; les hommes vertueux Etant incorporels comme les
anges.

II est Evident que, de la sorte, OL &YYEA.OL T O U Oeou
devait dans la perspective de 1'interpretation philonienne de
De Gigantibus--Quod sit Deus, paraitre prEfErable a ULOL TOU
Oeou.

Voyez note comple'mentaire 3.

Sur la question de la stErilitE d'Anne, nous nous per-
mettons de renvoyer a notre Etude "STeCpa, ETeppd, TTOAAI*) et
1'exEgese de 1 Samuel 2, 5," Sileno, Roma, Aprile-Dicembre 1977
(paru 1979) pp. 149-85.

Voyez la note de Leisegang dans Philon von Alexandria,
Die Werke in Deutsoher XJbersetzung Band IV 2. Auflage, Berlin
1962, p. 76 n. 2.

Nous avons en Quaestiones in Genesim I 93 1'Equivalent
des §§20-49.
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Toutefois le partie de QG I, 93 qui correspond aux
§§33-49 de Quod Deus, traite plutot que la responsabilite" de
l'homme, de sa nature mixte irre"sistiblement, du fait du corps,
entraine*e au mal.

14
QG I, 9 3 confirme ce jugement. Toutefois Philon omet

en Deus de commenter les mots &TI6 epTiexcov ecoe, nexeivcov xou oupa-
vou (Gen 6, 7) qui ne sont pas cite"s en §§20-49, qui sont cite"s
au §51 mais ne font l'objet d'aucun conunentaire en §§51-69.
Philon leur consacre la Quaestio 1, 94, ou il les explique au
sens littoral, puis au sens alle"gorique. Le conunentaire alle"-
gorique qui differe des explications que nous lisons en Deus
§§33-49, lui est cependant, un peu analogue.

Ces remarques correspondent a une partie du texte
scripturaire (verset 7) concernant les animaux qui n'est pas
cite*e, comme nous 1' avons note*, dans la Quaestio VII, qui sera
cite*e, mais non commente'e dans la Quaestio VIII. Comparez §47
x& \±tv Y&p aAAa ĉpa . . . axmep oix^xai 6eon:6xaic, et QG. I, 94:
" . . . not necessarily and primarily were beasts made but for
the sake of men and for their service."

Tous ces paragraphes de Philon nous paraissent reve-
tus d'une tres grande importance. Les faculte"s dont il est
question ici sont, bien entendu, essentiellement concues comme
analogues aux faculte"s ou fonctions organiques humaines et dont
chacune implique I1existence d'organes corporels destines a en
~)ermettre la mise en oeuvre. Mais le texte, qui insiste sur le
fait qu'on ne saurait a" propos de Dieu concevoir rien d'autre
que son existence pure et simple, semble bien indiquer que les
faculte"s que Philon distingue ailleurs a* propos de la divinite"
n'ont pas d1 existence ve"ritablement objective. Ce sont des
propositions the"ologiques que 1'esprit humain de"gage de l'Ecri-
ture, ce miroir parfait qui re'fle'chit la nature. L1 allusion au
Logos dans le §57 ne nous parait pas infirmer cette observation.
Parler du Logos est une facon d1indiquer sans rien en dire
d'autre, que Dieu dispense ses biens sans recourir a des organes
corporels et d'une maniere qui lui est entierement particuliere.
Le Logos est Dieu lui-meme et nullement un instrument de Dieu au
sens propre du terme.

II va sans dire que ces explications peuvent sembler
a la fois force*es et de*bouchant sur une banalite" philosophique.
Mais il est certain que Philon se heurtait a des versets dont
il e"tait particulierement difficile de rendre compte a la
lumiere de la doctrine de 1'immutability de Dieu. QG I 95
te*moigne d'un embarras analogue et d'une pauvrete" philosophique
comparable. On y trouve d1ailleurs la doctrine de nos §§71-72.

18
Cette proposition, comme la fin de QG I, 95 a une

porte"e purement ge'ne'rale et ne concerne naturellement pas les
oeuvres de Dieu. Les fautes des hommes qui procedent non de
la divinite", mais comme l'indique le §73, du libre arbitre
humain, sont mises en relation avec la passion par la formule
que Moise emploie tout a fait improprement de Dieu: "J'ai e'te'
passionne" (ou irrite") comme le montre le fait que je les ai
cre'e's. "

•I Q

Philon n1explique pas clairement, a 1'inverse de ce
qu'il fait pour 1'apparition de Noe", par la grace de Dieu, le
sens de la proposition ot cpaOAoi Ouuxp Yeyovaca OeoO. A moins
qu'il ne s'agisse que de la manifestation des cpaOAoi en tant
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que tels qui re'sulte du seul jeu de leur libre arbitre (§73) et
n'est mise en relation avec la cole"re de Dieu que pour les
raisons philosophiques e'nonce'es aux §§71-72.

II ne dit pas non plus comment il concoit qu'un Dieu
immuable et de"pourvu de sentiments comparables a ceux de l'homme
inflige des chatiments ou dispense des graces. Nous nous mouvons
d'ailleurs sur un plan qui semble situe tantot dans la re'alite'
concrete tantot sur le plan de l'alle'gorie psychologique. Ainsi
au §85 l'humanite* est de'signe'e par les mots xcp nA^dei x&v a6ix.Gi>v
AOYLOUWV: "la foule des raisonnements injustes" et au §12 3 Noe"
est 1'element immortel qui p^n^trant dans 1'ame corrompt l'eie-
ment mortel.

Voyez note comple'mentaire 4.

Voyez note comple'mentaire 5.

II peut sembler que ce de*veloppement nous ait consi-
d^rablement eioignes de la recherche sur "trouver" et du contexte
du traite". En realite il n'en est rien. Les paragraphes §§92-
103 illustrent a oontrario le cas de ceux qui trouvent sans avoir
eu a chercher. Dans tous les exemples cites, qu'il s'agisse de
nazir qui "retrouve," du laboureur, de Jacob ou des Israelites
he"ritant des villes, maisons, citernes, vignes et oliviers qu'ils
n'ont ni baties ni creus^es ni plante*es, I1idee de "retrouver"
ou de "trouver" est lie"e 1 celle de la grace divine et n'en con-
stitue qu'un aspect. Voila pourquoi si Philon commente dans ce
passage le verbe eupe cette forme verbale est, tres significa-
tivement lie*e au mot &

Le texte de Quaestiones in Genesim I, 96 contient une
interpretation plus simple et de caractere littoral du verset.

II nous semble done le*gitime de penser que nos Quaesti-
ones IX, X, XI repre"sentent une interpretation qui sous une
forme approfondie et eiargie procede de QG I, 96.

La Quaestio X, §§86-103 qui est une meditation sur e5pe
n'a pas de correspondant dans QG I, 96. Inversement la deuxieme
explication mentionnee en QG I, 96 n'a pas ete reprise en Deus
70, 116, etc.

Nous distinguons dans les §§117-121 une Quaestio et
Solutio distincte coirane dans les Quaestiones in Genesim ou le
commentaire de Gen. 6, 9 constitue une Quaestio a part.

II convient de remarquer que le present passage est lie
au precedent non seulement par la derniere phrase du §116 qui
l'annonce, mais encore par le fait que le troisie"me descendant
spirituel de Noe est xcp deep eunpe'aTriae Ncoe qui est un equivalent
de Ncoe eupe xdpiv rcap& Kupiop xop deep telle que cette phrase est
commentee dans les §§104-116. On rele"vera les termes euapeaxfj-
aai §109; x6 euapeaxfjaai §113; xde. euapeaxr^aeLQ et xoov euapeaxn-
advxcov §116. Mais le sujet reel de ce passage est tout a fait
independant de celui qui est traite dans la Quaestio precedente.

En QG I, 97 il s'agit, dans le lemme, non des descen-
dants de Noe, mais de ses ancetres. Mais dans le corps de QC
I, 97 les generations de Noe designent comme dans notre passage
les vertus auxquelles donne naissance l'ame du sage. QG I, 9 7
distingue trois vertus (au lieu de quatre comme dans notre pas-
sage) qui par leur nombre correspondent aux trois fils de Noe
mentionnes dans l'Ecriture.

La citation de Philon ne reproduit pas tout a fait
exactement le texte des LXX. Voyez le tableau que nous donnons
a la section C. 2.
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Les fre"res dont il est question dans ce verset sont les
memes que ceux qui sont de'signe's ensuite sous le nom de fils de
Bilha et Zilpah comme le montre bien le §121.

2 8
Philon omet, comme on l'a signale", la premiere partie

du verset de Genese 6, 11: 'Eyivvr\oe 6£ Nate xpeis uioug, T6V
SriU/ x6v Xap./ T6V Iouped. Comme, nous l'avons constate, il
n1ignore ni dans les Quaestiones in Genesim ni dans le De Giganti-
bus I1 existence de Sem, Cham et Japhet qu'il interpre"te alle"go-
riquement quoique de facon divergente. Ici, il semble conside"rer
que la particule &k introduit d'autres "generations spirituelles"
de Noe" qu'il a d^j^ commente'es et sur lesquelles il n'a plus a"
revenir. QG 1, 98 propose une exe"ge*se assez insignifiante de
Gen 6, 11.

29
II est done ne"cessaire de traduire les deux aoristes

du lemme biblique par des passes simples et non par des impar-
faits. Les vertus de Noe" manifestent instantan'ement la corrup-
tion de la terre.

Le texte exact de LeV. 13, 15 est: HCXI uiavei a0x6v
6 XP&C 6 t>YLf)£. Sur ce passage, voyez encore la section C. 2.

Le blanc e"tait le couleur de la lepre ainsi qu'il
apparait d'un Episode tel qu'Exode 3, 6. II va sans dire que
l'exe'gese de Philon est elle-meme paradoxale. Une ame couverte
de toutes les fautes, meme involontaires, devrait etre tenue pour
irresponsable plutot que "pure." Sur ce passage, voyez encore
la section C. 2.

Pour I1Evacuation du mobilier, on notera, bien entendu,
la distorsion du sens littoral. L'Ecriture recommande de vider
la maison de tout son mobilier afin de preserver celui-ci de la
contagion du mal qui affecte 1'Edifice. Philon explique qu'il
faut eVacuer le mobilier pour que 1'entree du pretre ne le rende
pas impur et il tire de cette disposition la preuve que 1'entree
du pretre implique ipso facto la souillure de la maison et de
son contenu. Seule cette preuve compte parce que l'Ecriture n'en
comporte pas d'autre de la proposition que le pretre souille le
lieu ou il pe"netre. On se gardera done de pousser a sa conse-
quence logique la proposition de Philon et de faire observer
qu'eVacuer le mobilier de la maison revient a preserver des
fautes involontaires de la justice de l'gAeyxoe.

II serait peut-etre ne*cessaire de mettre les guillemets
fermants apres x6 &6iHnux5L uou et de consid^rer que les mots x6
CL]I6.QTT\\X6. ]iov appartiennent a Philon. En effet, le texte des LXX
est le suivant . . . "xi £\ioi Mat aoL, avdpame xou OeoO; etanX-
des Tip6c. ]it xou dvauvfjaai CL&IKICLQ UOU, nal Oavaxcooai x6v ulov
uou. "

II est probable que x6 dudpxnuA uou est une interpreta-
tion que Philon fait de davaxcoaai x6v ui,6v UOU. Un detail
montre qu'il avait cette expression a 1'esprit. II note en effet
que la veuve prend horreur non seulement de son ancienne infi-
deiite (xfiv TiaAaidv xpoiiT*|v) mais qu'elle hait les enfants de
cette infideiite (xd u^v fexeuvriS Syyova \iior\oaoa) ou si l'on
pr^fere les "enfants" qu'elle a eus elle-meme lorsqu'elle etait
sous 1'empire de cette inf ide"lite". Le mot gyyova correspond
done, avec un pluriel plus "naturel" en 1'occurrence, au vocable
uL6v. L'"homme de Dieu," appellation qui chez Philon de*signe
le "pretre" et le "prophete," p^netre chez la veuve de Sarepta,
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e"tablie, telle Thamar dans la maison de son pere, comme le
pretre de la Loi sur la Le'pre pe*netrait dans la maison contami-
ne"e: afin d'obliger 1' ame I avoir conscience ou me'moire de son
iniquity et afin d'en tuer les fruits. On voit done comment
Philon a e'te' amene" a rapprocher les deux textes.

Le §139 est une sorte de note explicative, visant a"
justifier la double appellation de l'SAeyxoe dans le §138:
"Homme de Dieu" et "Prophete." Philon rappelle que les anciens
le qualifiaient aussi de "voyant." Dans le Chap. 9 de I Samuel
oil Samuel est appele" tantot "homme de Dieu" (6, 8, 10) tantot
voyant (9, 18, 19) le verset 9 precise "le prophete d'aujourd'hui,
on l'appelait autrefois le voyant."

Philon adapte la citation scripturaire a son texte.
Les LXX ont: xal f\v Haxecpdapu^vn. Les Quaestiones in Genesim
I, 99 ont une exe"gese de Gen. 6, 11 tres analogue a celle qui
se lit ici.

QG I, 99 cite" ci-dessus admet aussi que la voie
corrompue est a la fois celle de I1 homme re"duit a" la chair et
la voie de Dieu.

C'est une paraphrase du lemme scripturaire. Cf.
encore QG I, 99.

3 8
Cf. Gen. 48, 15. L'homme dont il s'agit est Jacob,

done Israel. Philon faisant fi de 1'ordre du texte, place ce
passage apre*s la priere de Moise en Deut. 28, 12 et considere
que la profession d1Israel "Dieu qui me nourrit depuis mon
enfance" atteste que Moise a e'te' exauce". Israel est nourri non
par l'eau de terre, mais par l'eau du Ciel.

Gen. 18, 27: eyo) 6£ etui vn nai OTLO&6Q. II ne s'agit
done pas d'une citation explicite. Sur le sentiment du ne"ant
humain on pourra voir notre e"tude "Les suppliants chez Philon
d'Alexandrie" Revue des Etudes Juives, 1963, pp. 241-78.

Voyez note comple"mentaire 6.

II n'est pas certain qu'il s'agisse ici du Logos de
Dieu: tout ange peut etre qualifie" de 1' appellation de A.6yo£
OBLOQ et c'est d'un ange qu'il s'agit dans Nombres 22, 31 cite"
au §181. Au §182 le Xdyoc, deios est eVoque" en des termes qui
constituent une citation implicite de Psaumes 90, 11-12 et qui
s'appliquent dans ce poeme aux anges de Dieu.

42
Le texte de la LXX contient certaines analogies

d1 expression qui ont pu favoriser le rapprochement de l'e"pisode
de Balaam avec celui d'Edom.

L' ange de Dieu s'oppose a Balaam l'e'pe'e a la main, comme
Edom s'oppose a Israel (Nombres 22, 22, 23, 31, 32). Au verset
32, il declare: HOU C6ou £Y&> eEn^^ov etc 6ua3oA^v aou, 6 TL
OUK daTEia n 666c aou evavxiov uou.

L1attitude de Balaam dans tout I1Episode a beau
paraitre respectueuse de la volonte" de Dieu et de son ange;
il a beau ne se mettre en route vers le roi de Moab qu'avec
l'expresse permission de Dieu (versets 20, 21), son voyage est
juge" condamnable par Dieu qui s'en irrite (v. 22) et l'ange lui
declare que sa voie n'est pas sage (v. 32). II n'en continue
pas moins a la suivre avec la permission conditionnelle de
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l'ange. La tradition juive considere que Balaam, malgre sa
benediction forc^e, est un ennemi d1Israel et elle le traite
s^verement. Comme le rappelle Philon, il trouve la mort de la
main d'Israel.

43
II serait naturellement trop long d'en dresser ici un

catalogue complet. Nous nous contenterons de quelques exemples.
A oL dvdpomoi TtoAAoC du lemme (Gig. 1) correspondent les mots

(ibid.); nduTtoAu (ibid.); uupious, dTteipov oonv
(§2) ; T 6 uupiov, noAAous (§3) ; xous TLOAAOUQ (§5) .
A duyax^pes du lemme (Gig. 1) correspondent les mots

dnAuyovoOoiv, dr|Au6piai, YVVCLIM&&EQ (§4); duyax^pae, dnAux6Hog
(§5) .

Le mot lepeug de Deus 131 est repris aux paragraphes 132,
133, 134 et paraphrase au paragraphe 135 par les expressions 6
Lepeus 6VTGJQ SXeyxoc et 6 lep&uevos £AeYX.os. Le mot OIHICXV de
Deus 131 est paraphrase au paragraphe 134 par naddnep Tivd eoiiav.
Le mot dnddapxa de Deus 131 est prolonge par nadapd, dxddapxa,
KEKadapu^vou, dxaddpTcov, naOapd (§132); utaiveadau (§133); nada-
po)xdxn, nadapdv (§135) .

44
E. Brehier, Etudes de Philosophie antique, Paris 1955:

"Philo Judaeus," p. 212.

Voyez nal unc-ete uTtoAdftn uudov etvai x6 eipnu.evov a
propos d'une representation philosophique liee a* 1'interpreta-
tion aliegorique que Philon fait de I1union des anges de Dieu
avec les filles des hommes (De Gigantibus 7). Surtout De
Gigantibus 58-60.

Le texte de Quaestiones in Genesim I, 92 auquel nous
avons deja eu I1 occasion de faire allusion est tre"s interessant
a comparer avec le passage de notre traite. Pour autant qu'il
soit possible d'en juger avec certitude a partir de la traduction
latine de J. B. Aucher, I1esprit de ce texte est foncierement le
meme que celui du traite, malgre une sorte d'incertitude qui
domine I1ensemble de QG I, 92. Philon y indique d'abord que
Moise emploie le terme de geants improprement pour designer les
hommes d'une taille exceptionnelle. Mais il semble admettre
que les anges puissent s'unir a" des femmes pour en engendrer
des "geants." Nous paraissons etre en plein mythe, bien que
la suite du texte le dilue en aliegorie morale. Mais ce qui
reste le plus remarquable, c'est que, comme nous avons eu I1occa-
sion de le noter, Philon n'a pas un mot pour qualifier morale-
ment I1action des anges. II se tait, croyons-nous, parce que
sa pensee lui interdit de penser que des messagers de la divinite
puissent etre compromis dans des actions deshonorantes. L'exe-
gese de De Gigantibus est en progres par rapport I QG I, 92,
dans la perspective propre a" Philon, parce qu'elle est parvenue
a surmonter les residus de mythe qui subsistaient dans la Quaes-
tio. II s'agit d'une exegese arrivee a maturite plutot que
d'une difference volontaire explicable par le fait que les deux
oeuvres auraient eu des destinataires qualitativement distincts.

D'apres Philon, 1'interdiction mosaique des images a
ete motivee par les liens qui existent entre les arts plastiques
et le mythe. La poesie lui est parfois suspecte pour la meme
raison. II va sans dire que Philon n'hesite pas I emprunter a
la mythologie des elements d'ordre culturel ou stylistique. En
Deus 155 il eclare que la nourriture que la Ciel prodigue a
Israel est superieure au nectar et a" l'ambroisie de la fable:
xijiv v£xxapoc, xal duPpoatas xcav ueuudeuu^vcov dueLva) xpocpr̂ v. On
lit en Deus 60 une allusion plus obscure et de valeur plus
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incertaine a 1'ouragan et a la foudre dont les poetes font les
armes de la divinite". Partout ailleurs, dans les deux traite*s,
la mythologie est rejete*e avec horreur comme une manifestation du
mensonge et de l'impie'te'. Dans le cas de la trahison des anges,
le mythe en accordant une volonte" personnelle et perverse a des
etres ressortissant a la sphere divine pouvait sembler mettre en
danger le dogme du monothe'isme lui-meme. Les representations
anthropomorphiques et anthropopathiques de la divinite* proce*dent
de la mentality mythique installed par une Education de"fectueuse
(Cf. a oontrario Deus 61) . Elles restent lie"es au mythe et a*

dae(3cov auiai UUOOTIOILCXI (Deus 59).
Leurs consequences les plus funestes sont d'emprisonner

les ames dans l'erreur et de soumettre 1'amour pour Dieu a la
peur, I1 une des redoutables passions e'nume're'es en Timee 69 d et
dont Philon declare, faisant e"cho au passage de Platon, que si
Dieu n'a assorti les commandements de De*calogue d'aucune pro-
vision pe*nale c'est pour que I1on chpisisse le Bien librement
en e*chappant a la contrainte de la peur, ce conseiller insense":
UT*| TICOS (p6(3cp xig dcppovi auu(3ouA.(p xpnoduevos . . . (De Decalogo,
111) .

Comme 1' indique le nom meme de 6eiai6aiuovicx, la
crainte est le moteur premier de la superstition.

La sagesse du Le"gislateur est tout a* fait nouvelle:
Haiv6xaxos 6' iv anaai xfiv aocpiav 6 vouod^xns (Deus 125). Son
originality s'exprime volontiers par le paradoxe sous lequel se
dissimule une v^rit^ profonde: Txapa6o£6TaTov v6uov (Deus 127).
On relevera les expressions suivantes d1intention apolog^tique
et destinies I mettre en lumiere la conformity de l'Ecriture a
la nature, la vgrite*, 1'exactitude, la raison, la beaute",
l'excellence p^dagogique: ELK6TO)Q O 5 V (Gig. 3); COQ dv TLQ
TipOTp£<4iaiTO \xaXXov . . . ?) TOUTOV T6V Tp6fiov (Gig. 33) ; TiaYKd-
ACOQ Kai acp66pa TiaL6euTLKc5Q eipnTau (Gig. 40); cpu a in arc ax a (Deus
11) ; diiieu6coQ nat acp66pa evapywc (Deus 14) ; opdcSc xal TipoonK6vT0JQ
(Deus 16) ; dKpt3^o"Taxa (Deus 123) ; AnAoC 6̂ : . . . 6id
TOUTCOV dAnO^axaxov ^KeCvo (Deus 128); xupta 6v6uaxa nat yp
(Deus 139) ; TipoariH6vxa)Q (Deus 140) . Une e"tude syst^matique de
ces expressions ou d'expressions analogues dans tout le corpus
philonien serait tres souhaitable.

4 9
Voyez Sob. 33: 'AXX' 6aK£i|Kxvxo \i£v £cp' eauiwv Cows

O L S SdoQ dnpL^oOv xdg pnxds wai npoxeLpous drco66aeLS ev XOL S
V6UOLQ. . . .

Outre les passages du Deus, la loi sur la lepre des
personnes est commentee en Post. 47; LA 3, 7; Plant. Ill; Sob.
49; la loi sur la lepre des maisons en Det. 16.

Voyez note comple*mentaire 7.

Voyez le tableau donne" en section C. 2.



NOTES COMPLEMENTAIRES

La situation chronologique des Quaestiones par rapport
aux autres Merits ex£g£tiques de Philon, fait toujours probleme.
Au sie*cle dernier, H. EWALD, Gesohiohte des Volkes Israel, 3.
Aufl. Band VI, S. 294 les conside"rait comme plus anciennes;
A. F. Dahne, "Einige Bemerkungen liber die Schriften des Juden
Philo, angekniipft an eine Untersuchung iiber deren urspriingliche
Anordnung" Theologisohe Studien und Kritiken VI (1833) p. 1037
soutenait au contraire qu'elles e*taient plus re*centes. Voyez
aussi Chr. GROSSMAN, De Philonis Judaei operum oontinua serie
et ordine ohronologico oomment. I II Leipzig, 1841-1842, II p. 14-17.

Le fait est que certains traite*s, essentiellement des
traite*s perdus, sont mentionne"s dans les Quaestiones ou a* la
fois dans les Quaestiones et dans le Commentaire. Ainsi dans
QG II, 4 Philon renvoie a" propos de l'Arche du Temple "au
traite" qui concerne ce sujet." II n'apparait pas clairement
s'il s'agit d'un traits consacre a l'Arche du Temple ou, ce qui
serait peut-etre plus vraisemblable et comme semble le penser
R. Marcus qui donne une reference inadequate, d'un traits du
Commentaire, oil se trouverait un deVeloppement relatif a l'Arche.
En QG II, 34 Philon mentionne qu'il a deja" parie en detail du
pacte d'alliance avec Dieu. R. Marcus {Supplement II, 76, a)
renvoie a" De Mutatione Nominum 53, oil se lit la phrase suivante:
T6V 6£ TiepL 6iadnxcov ouunavxa Xdyov 6v 6uolv dvay^vpexepa ouvxd-
Eeai soit "j'ai ecrit tout ce qu'il y a a* dire sur les alliances
en deux ouvrages (ou deux livres d'un ouvrage)." Particuliere-
ment inte"ressant est le cas d'un ouvrage riepl dpLdyxov que Philon
cite sous ce titre a" la fois dans le Commentaire et dans les
Quaestiones. On lit en effet en De Vita Mosis II, 115, a" propos
de la tetrade, £xei °£ KCL^ "c&£ dAAas duudr'ixouG dpexdc n xexpde,
cSv xds nXeiOTCLQ r)xpi|3ooaauev £v XT} rtepi dpiduxSv Ttpayua-xe Cq,. "La
t^trade a encore d1 innombrables vertus dont nous avons examine*
la plus grande partie dans le traite" sur les nombres." Dans le
De Opifioio Mundi 52 il parle d'un traite" qu'il doit e*crire
particulierement sur le sujet de la te"trade, TIOAACUS 6£ xat
dAAais K£xpr\Tai 6uvdueou n xexpdg as dnpLP^oxepov xal ev xcp Ttepl
auxne L6LCP A6ycp TipoouTxoSeLKX^ov. "La te"trade possede beaucoup
d1 autres proprie*te"s que 1' on exposera encore avec plus de pre-
cision dans le traite* special qui lui sera consacre"."

II est possible qu'au moment oft Philon e*crivait cette
phrase il n'avait pas encore une vue tres claire du traite* qu'il
se proposait de composer. D'ou" cette formulation qui ne permet
pas d'etre absolument certain que le traite" de la te"trade et le
traits des nombres sont un seul et meme ouvrage. La chose est
cependant vraisemblable. Elle permettrait d'e*tablir que le De
Opifioio Mundi est ante"rieur au De Vita Mosis. Le nepl dpidu£>v
est encore mentionne* comme publie* dans QG IV, 110: "Now, what
sort of nature the decad has both in respect of intelligible
substance and in respect of sense perceptible (substance) has
already been stated in the book On Numbers."

Le traite sur les nombres est aliegue aussi dans le
fragment 9 de l'ancienne version latine. Ces allusions ont, en
tout etat de cause, l'interet de montrer que lorsque Philon
redige certaines Questions il a deja publie des traites du type
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de ceux qui sont contenus dans le Commentairei Ainsi QG IV, 110
serait poste'rieur a De Opficio Mundi etc.

Voila pourquoi Schurer, op. cit. Ill (trad, anglaise)
p. 329 n. 82 a peut-etre raison de soutenir que les Quaestiones
sont pour partie plus anciennes et pour partie plus re"centes que
le Commentaire. Voyez aussi R. Marcus, Supplement I, X, n. a.

On s'est intEresse" aussi a l'origine, a la forme des
Quaestiones ainsi qu'a leur rapport littEraire avec le Commen-
taire. Quelles que soient les similarity exte"rieures qui exis-
tent entre les Quaestiones et les scholies des grammairiens grecs
aux textes classiques, l'origine des Questions doit tres vrai-
semblablement etre cherche"e I la Synagogue. Le lecture publique
de l'Ecriture y e"tait, lors des sabbats, suivie d'un commentaire
ou le texte biblique Etait repris verset par verset et explique"
en tout detail ou toute partie qui, dans ses donne"es littErales,
semblait appeler un Eclaircissement. Puis le commentateur pas-
sait a une exe*gese moins Etroite et exposait tous les problemes
d'ordre moral ou religieux qui lui semblaient lie's au passage
considEre". Philon dans les Quaestiones parait avoir conserve"
cette demarche caracte"ristique. Son apport propre pourrait avoir
consists dans le caractere philosophique et alle"gorique de
l'exEgese npbc, 6udvoLav dont il fait suivre son Elucidation du
sens littEral (x6 pnx6v). Quant aux traitEs du Commentaire, ils
constituent une adaptation e"tudie"e et littEraire des Quaestiones.
II semble que les Questions de Philon aient donne" naissance a un
genre litteraire de la litte"rature patristique, qui a e"te" Etudie"
par G. Bardy: voyez E. Lucchesi, L'usage de Philon . . . p. 122
et n. 4; p. 130. H. Savon l'a retrouve" dans la correspondance
de St. Ambroise; voyez Saint Ambroise devant I'Exegese de Philon
le Juif 2 vol. Paris 1977 I, p. 13 et, plus gEnEralement, p. 27
et suivante.

La "simplicity" de l'exe*gese dans les Quaestiones nous
parait avoir e*te* fort exage"re"e. H. Savon (op. laud. I p. 216)
qui releve avec justesse que la demarche de Philon reste sem-
blable dans les Quaestiones et dans le Commentaire croit pouvoir
Ecrire: "Le genre particulier des Quaestiones in Genesim impose
une autre demarche. Philon s'y tient beaucoup plus pres du sens
obvie des rEcits qu'il commente; il n'allegorise que la oil il y
voit une nEcessite* impErieuse." La description de S. Sandmel
(Philo of Alexandria An Introduction, New York--Oxford 1979,
p. 79) nous parait beaucoup plus proche de la rEalite* philolo-
gique. "Philo's ordinary manner in Questions and Answers,"
Ecrit Sandmel, "is to ask why the biblical verse says what it
does, or else, what is the meaning of the verse as he quotes it.
Almost invariably his answer respecting the literal is very
brief, and he gives an elaborate philosophical explanation, and
frequently proceeds to an allegorical interpretation."

Quant a la fonction ou aux destinataires des Quaestiones,
il n'existe pas d1opinion unanime pour en rendre compte. L'avis
traditionnellement rEpandu est que les Quaestiones reprEsentent
une exEgese populaire, non-scientifique, s'adressent a un public
plus populaire que le Commentaire. On trouve ce jugement sous
sa forme classique chez Schurer (op. cit. Ill, trad anglaise,
p. 329) qui Ecrit: "while this shorter explanation in a cate-
chetical form was intended for more extensive circles, Philo's
special and chief scientific work is his large allegorical com-
mentary on Genesis. . . ." La nature philologique re"elle des
Quaestiones que Sandmel caractErise si justement empeche de
croire aux "more extensive circles."

Sandmel fait une autre proposition (ibid. ) "Since there
is so much overlap in content between Questions and Answers to
Genesis and The Allegory," Ecrit-il , "scholars have wondered
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why the two presentations. My published suggestion that Ques-
tions and Answers is mostly on the order of preliminary notes
for treatises, some of which Philo wrote and others he planned
but did not get around to, has met with approval by those who
have seen it." Cette suggestion est effectivement se"duisante.
Toutefois, avant de I1accepter, il serait n^cessaire de faire
une e"tude compared, syste"matique et sans pre"juge"s de l'exe*gese
que Philon propose pour les memes textes scripturaires dans
chacune des deux series.

Un progres tre"s important pour l'e*tude des Quaestiones
et la connaissance de Philon en ge'ne'ral nous semble avoir e'te'
accompli par Peder Borgen et Roald Skarsten dans leur £tude des
Studia Philonica que nous citons supra a la note 4. Nous
y voyons 1'amorce de recherches formelles tres fructueuses qui
devraient trouver leur place dans le Philo Project de Claremont
anime" par Burton Mack. La derniere phrase de I1 article en in-
dique tre"s clairement l'enjeu: "On the base of these findings,"
e"crivent les auteurs, "the issue of the essential distinction
between the Quaestiones and the Allegorical Commentary must be
raised anew in relation to formal structure, content and inten-
tion." Dans leur note finale {Studia Philonioa 4, 15) ils font
observer que "Carsten Colpe, 'Philo,1 Religion in Gesohichte und
Gegenwart 5. 342, makes too sharp a distinction when he writes
1Ph's wissenschaftliches Hauptwerk ist der grosse allegorische
Kommentar zur Genesis . . . Nicht wissenschaftlich, sondern
kateketisch gemeint sind die Quaestiones in Genesin und in
Exodum (armen).'" Ce que Borgen et Skarsten mettent ici en
question c'est en fait le jugement de Schiirer scolastiquement
transmis par Colpe. Rien ne saurait mieux indiquer que les
recherches projete"es marquent un tournant dans l'e"tude de Philon.

La traduction d1 Andre" Moses pour De Gigantibus 65-66
n'est pas adequate. Les mots dpEavxoc xou £pyou Ne(3pa>6 n e
signifient pas "Nemrod dirigeait 1'operation," mais bien "Nemrod
fut l'initiateur de ce processus." Le participe apEavxog anti-
cipe sur le verset de Gen 10, 8 qui le justifie: OIJXOQ npEaxo
e£vai ytyaQ enl xfJQ yf\Q. En outre xf} navaOAiqi. 4JUX̂ I est dit de
Nemrod: il faudrait traduire "a cette ame infortune"e. " Quant
a la reVolte de Nemrod contre Dieu, elle est tres clairement
de"crite en Quaestiones in Genesim II, 82. II est probable que
Philon rattache le nom de Nemrod a* la racine he'braique marad
"se rebeller." II de"duit 1'hostility de Nemrod a l'endroit de
la divinity de Gen X, 9 ou YLYO-G KUVTIY^S £vavxiov nuptou xoO
deou est interpre"te" comme "un ge*ant chasseur contre le Seigneur
Dieu." De meme au verset 10. Dans le texte des Quaestiones
Philon de"duit en outre le caractere sauvagement passionne" de
Nemrod de sa qualite" de chasseur. II faut noter encore que
Philon y propose une deuxieme e"tymologie du nom de Nemrod qui
signifierait "Ethiopien" et indiquerait que le ge"ant n'a aucune
part a la lumiere. On a souvent fait observer que cette e"ty-
mologie convient non a Nemrod, mais a Cush, son pe"re. II y a
certainement ici une confusion, car il est Evident que le nom
de Nemrod ne peut signifier a la fois "desertion" et "Ethiopien."
Mais d'apres le de"but de la Quaestio, il semble que Nemrod ne
soit qu'un aspect de 1'ame de Cush I1Ethiopien et, de la sorte,
Ethiopien lui aussi. On a I1impression qu'il y a eu interfe-
rence ici d'une tradition concernant Cush I1Ethiopien et d'une
e"tymologie, peut-etre particuliere a* Philon, qui explique le nom
de Cush par le grec xouc "amas de terre." Voyez Quaestiones in
Genesim II 81 et 82 (de"but) . Voici d'ailleurs le texte de la
Quaestio 82 dans la traduction de R. Marcus oil nous corrigeons
la formulation du lemme.
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82 (Gen. X 8-9) Why did Cush beget Nimrod who began to
be "a giant hunter" against the Lord, wherefore they said "like
Nimrod a giant hunter against God?"

It is proper that one having a sparse nature, which a
spiritual bond does not bring together and hold firmly, and not
being the father of constancy either of soul or nature or char-
acter, but like a giant valuing and honouring earthly things
more than heavenly, should show forth the truth of the story
about the Giants and Titans. For in truth he who is zealous for
earthly and corruptible things always fights against and makes
war on heavenly things and praiseworthy and wonderful natures,
and builds walls and towers on earth against heaven. But those
things which are here are against those things which are there.
For this reason it is not ineptly said "a giant against God,"
which clearly is opposition to the Deity. For the impious man
is none other than the enemy and foe who stands against God.
Wherefore it is proverbial that everyone who is a great sinner
should be compared with him as the chief head and fount, as when
they say "like Nimrod." Thus the name is a clear indication of
the thing (signified) for it is to be translated as "Ethiopian"
and his skill is that of the hunter. Both of these are to be
condemned and reprehended., the Ethiopian because pure evil has
no participation in light, but follows night and darkness while
hunting is as far removed as possible from the rational nature.
But he who is among beasts seeks to equal the bestial habits of
animals through evil passions. ITap6 nal dpxfiv xcp Ne(3pcb6 Tfje
3acaAeiac, OnoYpdcpei 3a.(3uA.Gc>va. Ici encore la traduction d'A.
Moses doit etre corrige"e: dpx^v ne signifie pas "capitale" mais
bien "commencement." La phrase re"fere a Genese 10, 10: Hal
iyivzTO apyj) Tf)S ftaaiAeias auxou (3a3uAa)v . . . qui, a son tour,
correspond a l'he'breu . . . watehZ re's'it mamlakto babel. II
est certain que Philon entendait ici dpx̂ l coirane signifiant
"commencement," puisqu'il explique ce mot par le vocable npo-
OLU-LCX "pre*ambule. "

Ceci dit, il importe de remarquer que Philon ignore le
nom de Babel et ne connait que celui de Babylone. La raison, qui
est une preuve supplementaire de son ignorance de l'he'breu, est
que le verset de Genese XI, 9 ou I1on trouve le nom de babel
rapproche" de balal est traduit par les Septante de la manie*re
suivante: Aid T O U T O exAYidri T 6 6VOU.CX CXUTOO (scil. TOU TTUPYOU)
O U Y X U O I Q (ou EUYXUOLQ) , OIL EHEL O U V ^ X E E H U P I O Q Td xeiXr\ Ttdarie
Tns Yns» Philon ne donne jamais le preuve qu'il est au courant
du fait que la tour E U Y X U O I Q est la tour de Babylone puisque le
mot BaftuAobv de Genese 10, 10 correspond comme E U Y X U O I Q de
Gene"se XI, 9 a I1 original babel. Contrairement a la literature
jude'o-helle'nistique et au midrash, Philon ne rapproche jamais le
texte relatif a Nemrod et a Babylone (dont il n1 explique alle"-
goriquement le nom que dans le seul passage du Be Gigantibus 66)
de l'e'pisode de la Tour de Babel, pour lequel on verra De Poste-
ritate Caini 53, 81; De Confusione Linguarum 1, 9, 158; De
Somniis II, 283-290. Un seul texte pourrait faire he"siter,
c'est le passage de Quaestiones in Genesim II, 82 que nous avons
cite* oft se lisent les mots "builds walls and towers on earth
against heaven." Mais la traduction n'est ici pas assure"e et
R. Marcus note que "walls and towers" devrait etre peut-etre
"heaps and mounds." Ces mots correspondent a la phrase suivante
de la traduction latine de J. B. Aucher "aggerem construens
terram contra caelum," soit "faisant de la terre une terrasse
d'assaut contre le ciel." L' image a e'te' suscite*e par la compa-
raison des actions de Cush-Nemrod avec celles des Grants et des
Titans de la fable. Nemrod prgfere les choses terrestres aux
celestes, la terre entiere lui sert de tremplin pour se conduire
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hostilement contre le ciel. QG II, 82 prouve pre"cise"ment que
le rapprochement de Nemrod et des Grants procede des expressions
de Genese X "ge'ant chasseur contre Dieu" et non de 1'Episode de
la tour S U Y X U O I S narre" au chapitre XI de la Genese.

En somme nous avons ici une Evacuation totale de la
gigantomachie mythologique. L'histoire des grants et de Nemrod
est entierement alle"gorise"e.

"Avva, xfjg xoO deoO 6a)pnuot aocpiac,. Le vocable 6o)priua
permet de pre"ciser le sens de xdpis auxfjc,: il s'agit du "don
gracieux." Cette acception n'est pas compatible avec l'he*breu
hinnfth. Reste a savoir comment il faut interpreter ici les mots
xfjg T O O deou 6a)pnua oocpiag appliques a Anne. On trouve une
exe'ge'se alle*gorique de la figure d'Anne en De Ebrietate 145 et
ss; De Mutatione Nominum 143 et ss; De Somniis I, 254. Dans ces
trois traite"s le nom d'Anne est explique" e"tymologiquement par
X&pi£. En De Somniis I, 254 et De Ebrietate 145, on trouve une
justification du nom de x&pig applique" a Anne.

Soit Ebr. 145: OIJXOS ur|Tp6s y^YOvev "Avvne, i"ie xouvoua
u.exaAncpd£v eaxi xoLpi-S* dveu y&P Oeuae X&PLTOS dunxcxvov n ALTCOXCXH-
xfjaou xd Ovnxd ?) xoie dcpddpxois del napaue£vai. "Celui-ci
(Samuel) eut pour mere Anne dont le nom traduit est grace: en
effet, sans la grace divine, il est impossible soit de deserter
les choses mortelles soit de se maintenir parmi les choses im-
mortelles." Le nom de grace qualifie done ici le comportement
d'Anne et le §146 montre qu'Anne est a" la fois la grace qui
permet de s'eVader du mortel et l'ame a qui la grace a permis
cette fuite. En De Somniis I, 254 Philon invoque le te"moignage
d'Anne: r\ TxpocpfjxLQ xal Ttpo<pnTOT6HOc, "Avva, J\Q uexaAricpd^v xouvou-a
HaXeUxai XOLPLQ. T6V ydp ulov 6u66vaL (prjo"L xcp dyicp 6c5pov SauounX
(I Sam I, 28) "la prophe"tesse et mere de prophete, Anne dont le
nom en traduction est grace. Elle dit, en effet, qu'elle fait
don au Saint de son fils Samuel." II est possible que la grace
soit ici, comme dans notre passage, le "don gracieux."

En Deus 5 et ss on pourrait interpreter xfjg xoO OeoO
6a)pnu-cx oocpias comme signifiant qu'Anne est un don de la Sagesse
divine ou que l'ame atteint ci la divine sagesse lorsque s'y
manifeste le type d'Anne ou encore que le don de la sagesse
divine est realise* lors qu'Anne enfante Samuel et qu'elle le
donne a Dieu. II est peut-etre plus probable qu'on a ici une
explication analogue a celle d'Ebr. 145 cite"e supra. Anne
s'appelle "don de la sagesse divine" parce qu'elle sait que tous
les accomplissements spirituels loin de repre*senter son oeuvre
propre sont des dons gracieux de Dieu: un6£v C6iov eauxfjs Hpi-
vouoa dyad6v, 6 û l xdpLQ eaxL Oeia. En d'autres termes, son
nom de*crit son comportement ou sa profession de foi qu'elle
exprime en "donnant I Dieu son fils donne"." Du meme coup elle
est aussi "grace-gratitude" comme le montrent les termes du §7
qui font e"cho au paragraphe pre"ce*dent: euxa.piaxnx£ov 6ud xcov
On' auxoO 6o0^vxcx)v; euxa-PLOxriTLKcos £xeLV.

La particule ydp au de"but de la deuxieme phrase du §5
re"fere aux termes uotOnxpLs HOU 6LCX6OXOS de la premiere.

Philon attribue cette distinction a "des gens qui se
soucient de la proprie*te" des mots." Par une tres curieuse
ironie, la distinction que Philon re*pete en leur nom relive
d'une tres detestable grammaire grecque.

*Aveupeoic, est un mot rare en grec. Chez Philon il ne
se rencontre que dans notre passage, mais il y a dans le corpus
philonien cinquante rieuf exemples du verbe dveupioHetv: sur les
nuances the"oriques qui distinguent les synonymes dveupioxeiv,
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£Eeupiaxeiv ecpeupioxecv on verra Jean BRUNEL, L'aspect verbal et
I'emploi des preverbes en gveos pavticulierement en attique Paris,
1939, p. 59, 103 et 144.

Le preVerbe dvd a des valeurs fort diverses: "mouvement
de bas en haut"; "valeur privative"; "de nouveau." Dans le cas
d'dveupLOKELV le pr^verbe sert simplement a souligner "I1effort
pour faire aboutir le proces ou pour le mettre en train." Le
verbe dveupicmeiv, entre dans le meme cat^gorie que les verbes
dvcupcuveodcu "se d^couvrir"; dvaPp&TTeiv, "mettre a bouillir";
dvepo)Tdv, "interroger"; dva(3odv, "pousser un cri. " Cf. P. Chan-
traine, Diotionnaire Etymologique de la Langue Gveoque , I, p. 83
s. v. dva-.

La difference que Philon pretend e*tablir entre eupecas
"d^couverte" et dveupeois "rede'couverte" est done simplement
impossible.

II n'y a dans I1usage philonien aucune difference per-
ceptible entre eupioneiv et dveupioxeiv. Le sentiment que Philon
avait de la langue grecque est en effet bien meilleur que la
reflexion th^orique sur la langue a laquelle il affirme ici
donner son approbation.

Le verbe dveupLoneiv a chez lui les acceptions suivantes
a, "trouver, d^couvrir, inventer" et au passif "etre trouve""
etc. b, exclusivement au passif: "se reV^ler, apparaitre avec
telle ou telle quality."

Certains emplois excluent totalement qu' dveupioneLv
puisse signifier "rede*couvrir. " Ainsi en Opif. 114 ou il est
question des navigateurs qui de"couvrent des terres auparavant
inconnues: xds nplv d6nAouu£vas x̂ pa-S dveOpov. D'ailleurs,
dans certains contextes Philon emploie cote a cote et sans
difference de sens eupioxeiv et dveupicmeiv. Par exemple en
De Plantatione 78, a propos du "puits du serment," un dveupi-
OKELV u6cop est le commentaire philonien du lemme biblique: oux
eupouev 06o)p. En De Confusione 75, Philon emploie lui-meme,
sans distinction de sens eupeuv et dveupLoxei.

Le caractere fautif de 1'analyse d1 dveupeots que 1'on
ne retrouve ni dans la literature grecque ni chez Philon semble
rendre tres douteuse la valeur technique de I1expression oL
^nTriTLKOL TCOV xupCoDV OVOUXXTGOV. Le terme ^nxriTLKOL ne designe
pas des "sp^cialistes," mais des "gens qui recherchent" "qui se
soucient ou sont curieux de." Comparez l'emploi de l'adjectif
CnTr)TLK6Q en Leg, All. Ill 3, 249; Deus 107; Confus 5; Migr.
214-16.

II n'est pas impossible que Philon qui avait a placer
ses exemples de rede*couverte de*couverte, ait imagine* ici lui-
meme, de fagon malheureuse et fugitive, la difference dont il
fait etat entre eupeoic d'une part et, sous I1influence,
probablement d1 dvduvnouCf dveupeaic d'autre part. Dans cette
perspective I1 expression ol ^nxriTiHol xfiv nupicov ovouoexwv dont
Philon se sert aussi en Quod Deterius 76, pourrait n'etre pas
une supercherie, mais avoir simplement une valeur indefinie.
Elle signifierait "lorsqu'on est soucieux d1employer les mots
exacts." Philon pourrait s'inclure dans cette categorie de
personnes et de designer lui-meme par cette expression gene-
ralisante.

Les Amoreens qui blessent les fuyards a la fagon des
abeilles et symbolisent la conscience, correspondent ici a
I1 SuxpuTOc, dTtLOTLa des escrocs. C'est cette malhonnetete innee
qui souffre lorsque lui faisant violence, ils restituent un
depot. C'est pourquoi, si 1'on admet que dans le §100 les mots
xccTopdoOv et Ttp6c, xoO auvei6oTos designent respectivement une
conduite droite et la conscience morale, on devra convenir que
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I1interpretation symbolique que Philon fait de Deut. I, 43-44 au
§100 n'est illustre'e que bien imparfaitement par les exemples
alle"gue*s dans les §§102-103.

II nous semble done plus probable que 111*1 xctxopdoOv et
Tipoe TOO auvei66Toe sont d^pourvus ici de coloration morale.
Philon emploie en effet quelquefois le verbe naxopdoOv dans le
sens de "re'ussir" dans le bien comme le mal. Nous nous conten-
terons ici de quelques exemples. D'abord au sens de "bonne
realisation" ou de "reussite technique" avec une valeur favorable:
apropos des saisons qui menent tout a bonne fin: At 6'a)pou
ixdvTa xeAeocpopoOacxL xaxopdoOcav . . . ; Op. 59; des yeux qui per-
mettent a toutes les parties du corps de fonctionner convenable-
ment: ocpdaAuol . . . xfiv TOO 6uvaadau xaxopdouv CUXLCIV . . .
Txap^xouoiv, Spec. 1, 340; des chefs-d'oeuvre de la peinture ou
de la sculpture: 60a Ypacpinne £pya HCU TtAaaxLHfjg iv tnaTlpq.
x£xvn naxopdouueva, Abr. 267; d'admirables executions musicales
. . . UOUQLKI'IV ercL6eLKVUuev6v xiva 61' auAcov ?) Aupac, Hal acp66pa
xaxopdoOvxa . . . Spec. II, 246.

Mais Philon peut employer le verbe naxopdoOv pour
designer le succes des malfaiteurs. Ainsi en Spec. 1, 314,
6LK6Q &t xat aval-Lous ovias xaxopdoOv . . . bntp xou AimeUodaL
. . . nudg, ou en Flace. 1: OZQ Y & P IOXVQ O U Ttp6aeaxi xcov xdc
(puaeug TUpavvLKcov, navoupY LOLLS T6LQ £TtL3ouA6.Q HaxopdoOoLV. Quant
a ouvou6a et a x6 O U V S L 6 6 S , il est ind^niable que la plupart des
exemples que 1'on trouve chez Philon concernent la conscience
morale. Parfois cependant ces deux vocables sont employe's pour
designer le sentiment intime sans qualification morale. Le verbe
OUVOL6CX peut alors signifier "avoir conscience" e'est a dire
"savoir bien" et fonctionne comme un synonyme renforce de oT6a.
Par exemple SuvLoaca 6' OL TOLLS LepaCs 3L^A.OLQ evTUYxecvovxes,
"De cela ont parfaitement conscience ceux qui pratiquent les
Livres sacres" . . . De Vita Mosis II, 11; MapTuptfau) 6£ xai
aux6g 60a auvoL6a . . . "j'y joindrai le temoignage de mes
informations personnelles . . . " In Flaooum, 99. En De losepho
265, Joseph cite Dieu comme temoin de ses dispositions intimes:
*6v uoLpxupa xaAco TOO ouveL66xoe en' di|ieu6̂ aL HaxaAAaYaUe. Sur-
tout en De Deoalogo 91 T 6 OWSL&6Q designe les dispositions
intimes mauvaises, par lesquelles le parjure pretend faire de
Dieu l'associe de ses crimes . . . un;ep(3oA?iv aoefieiaQ OUK dno-
XiXoinaQ \£yoyv, eC xal ]±t\ ox6uaTL nal Y^wTxn, T(p YOUV OUVEL66TL
TIP6Q 0e6v xd i]jeu6fi UOL UXXPTUPEL etc.

C'est pourquoi malgre la phrase de Deus 134 ou "avoir
le sentiment immediat," "avoir conscience" est exprime par TIOL-
oOvxaL HaxdAn'i'Lv et oti la reussite (naxopOoOv oppose a nxcu-
OUOL) s'entend certainement d'une reussite morale, nous croyons
que dans notre passage les personnages mis en scene sont tortures
par le sentiment intime qu'ils ont de ne pas. reussir dans les
entreprises perverses qui les contraignent a forcer leur nature
veritable. Agissant contre leurs veritables instincts, appetits
ou dispositions d1esprit, ils ne cessent d1avoir la conscience
deplaisante de faire ce que reellement ils n'aiment pas. Ce
sentiment les empeche de durer tres longtemps dans leur simula-
tion. Mettant bas le masque, ils denoncent eux-memes leur
comedie et se laissent confondre. II ne s'agit pas ici de
remords, mais de 1'impossibilite de faire violence 1 sa vraie
nature. Le mot de Deut. 1, 4 3-44 qui est ici reellement^com-
mente est napa$iaa&u-evoL. Le theme du passage est resume a
la fin du §103. La violence est de peu de duree: tout ce qui
est (3L(XLOV est 3ou6v c'est a dire OALYOXPOVLOV.

6Philon met souvent en rapport la loi de Moise et la
doctrine du juste milieu. Selon Spec. IV, 102, le Legislateur
a cherche une voie moyenne entre l'austerite de Sparte et le
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luxe et 1'he'donisme des Ioniens et des Sybarites. Les The*ra-
peutes eux-memes atte"nuent la rudesse des moeurs spartiates
(Cont. 69). A la mort de Sarah (Abr. 257-261) la douleur
d1Abraham se maintient a une egale distance des convulsions et
de 1'impassibility.

On comparera a notre passage les textes suivants: Post.
101-102; Gig. 64; Deus 61; Fug. 203; Mig. 146, s.; Abr. 269;
Speo. IV, 144, 167-168; QE 2, 26.

Mais le "juste milieu" qui est intelligible lorsqu'il
s'agit de caracteriser le comportement recommande par Moise a
des hommes contingents, Israelites, The*rapeutes ou Abraham d^crit
comme un personnage historique, est plus difficile a entendre
lorsqu'il s'agit, comme dans notre passage de iponou de l'ame.
Tout le discours au terrestre Edom est ici place" sous le signe
de I1 apatheia et non de la metriopatheia. C'est un hymne non a
la moderation, mais a la migration. C'est pourquoi il faut ou
conside"rer qu'il y a ici, chez Philon, une certaine inconse-
quence, au moins dans la presentation, ou supposer que la voie
royale est moins la voie du compromis que celle de 1'exacte
mesure et de l'harmonie. La vertu est atteinte lorsque l'ame
est ajustee rigoureusement comme une lyre. Le ciel et sa
musique sont les archetypes de l'ame vertueuse et la notion du
"temperament" au sens musical du terme, qui est presente dans
certains passages de Platon comme Rep. 410 D-E est a plusieurs
reprises liee chez Philon a 1'idee de la voie moyenne ou de la
vertu. Ainsi en Deus 24-25 ou Speo. 4, 102. II est du reste
frappant de constater {Mig. 147) que Philon semble dissocier
la philosophie de Moise et celle des philosophes qui pratiquent
xnv nuepov nal KOLvcovLxfiv . . . cpiAoaocpiav c'est a" dire des
aristoteiiciens dont le temoignage n'est invoque que pour con-
firmer une verite decouverte par le Legislateur.

Une autre valeur de la voie m&diane est celle de la
fideiite a l'ordre recu. En Post. 102 c'est le verset de Deut.
28, 14 qui est aliegue": "tu ne te detourneras ni a droite ni
a gauche de la parole que je t'ordonne aujourd'hui." Comparez
Speo. 4, 167.

On trouve chez Philon quelques formules frappantes pour
exprimer l'embarras oil le plonge la signification de la lettre
de la Loi. On peut citer les passages suivants: Bet. 167: xal
TOO T O Tiva £xei X6yov Ttp6s rds pnxds 6iepux)veuoeis OUH o£6a
Agr. 131: HCXLTOI ye Ttp6s T^V pnTî v tjiiane^iv OUK O£6* ov Sxei
A6yov f] TtpoaanoSodeioa aixia . . . Fug. 106: f\ TtpodeauLa . . .
no\\r)v ev xcp pnxcp UOL napdxouaa SuanoAiav.

Chaque fois qu'il estime la chose possible, Philon ne
manque pas de louer le sens litteral. Voyez LA 2, 14: "Eaxi
6i nal f\ Tponinf] nal fi pr\Tt) 6m;66oai£ d^ta TOO Oauud^eadai;
Ebr. 130: Oauudaai u^v o^v eCndTcos dv TLQ nal T 6 pnxov TT\Q
TipoaxdEewe; Sob. 65: xat x6 pnx6v U^VTOL owfy&eiv Soixev;
Conf. 190: LOCDQ Ŷ -P dAn^eC nat aOxot xpcovxaL A6ycp; Somn 1,
120: dauudoai dv . . . xat Tr\v priTT*|v.

Philon parle avec le plus grand respect et I1admiration
la plus fervente des docteurs juifs qui scrutent le sens litte-
ral de l'Ecriture. En Spec. 1, 8 il rapporte les motivations
medicales et morales de la circoncision, qui, transmises en des
traditions anciennes remontant a des hommes admirables, qui ont
scrute tres diligemment les ecrits de Moise, sont parvenues a
ses oreilles. Apres quoi Philon expose deux interpretations
aliegoriques du meme rite. II n'est pas certain qu'il soit
legitime de voir comme on le fait quelquefois des Litteralistes
dans ces maitres qui rapportent d'antiques justifications d'un
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commandement. Rien n'indique qu'ils eussent rejete les deux
interpretations alle'goriques, compiementaires et non contra-
dictoires, que propose Philon. Le proble"me du litt^ralisme ne
se pose qu'au cas oil le sens litte*ral et le sens aliegorique
sont en conflit et, pour le re'pe'ter, le litte'ralisme consiste
alors a" rejeter le second au nom du premier. En Spec, 3, 178
Philon qualifie d'hommes admirables les exe*ge"tes qui voient dans
la plupart des dispositions de la Legislation les symboles
visibles de re*alite*s invisibles. En Spec, 1, 314 les homines
admirables sont les exe'ge'tes juifs en ge*ne*ral sans qu'il soit
fait de distinction entre les tenants du sens littoral ou les
alle"goristes.

Chaque fois que la chose apparait possible, Philon
utilise les deux types d'exe"ge*se. II est des cas, comme nous
l'avons note, oil son embarras I1incline a penser que le sens
littoral doit etre abandonne. Citons, outre les exemples que
nous avons alle*gue*s dans le texte, LA 2, 19; Det. 15; Plant.
113; Agr. 157. Mais, plus souvent encore, dans la partie legis-
lative elle-meme de son commentaire, Philon fait suivre I1expli-
cation ou la motivation litterale d'une disposition legale, d'une
interpretation aliegorique en laquelle l'exegese culmine et qui
est censee proposer les apercus les plus profonds, la motivation
fondamentale et transcendante du commandement. On comparera les
textes suivants: Mig. 89, 93; Somn. 1, 164; Abr. 68, 88, 119,
200, 217, 236; Ios. 23, 125; Spec. 1, 200, 287; 2, 129, 147;
Pvaem. 61, 65; Cont. 28, 78. Par une exception notable, en Abr.
131, le sens litteral est donne apre*s 1' interpretation alie-
gorique et mystique qu'il renforce.

Dans le cas de la Loi sur le le*pre, il nous parait
probable que ce qui a incite Philon a" en re*pudier le sens litte-
ral, c'est moins son caracte"re paradoxal ou son apparence
etrange que le fait qu'elle ne devait correspondre a rien
d'intelligible dans le milieu de Philon et dans la pratique
medicale qui y etait courante. Au contraire une disposition
aussi singulie"re pour la raison que la purification par les
cendres de la vache rousse (Nombres XIX, 2-10) mais qui, a
l'epoque de Philon, etait toujours en vigueur, est commentee
en Spec. 1, 268, cependant qu'au paragraphe 269 il est fait
allusion a* une exegeise aliegorique qui ne nous est pas parvenue.

V. Nikiprowetzky





B. The Formal Structure of Philo rs
Allegorical Exegesis

That Philo of Alexandria is dependent to at least some

extent on Greek rather than traditional Jewish models for the

specific form of his allegorical exegesis of the Pentateuch has

been recognised long before this, and is accepted by such author-

ities as Zeller, Bre"hier and Leisegang. These have suggested

in particular the Stoic exegesis of the Homeric poems as likely

models for Philo's remarkable enterprise, and I believe that

they are right. However, the formal structure of Philo1s exe-

gesis and the precise characteristics which he derives from his

presumed sources has not, it seems to me, been up to now sub-

jected to sufficiently detailed examination. A number of

scholars have set out to analyse Philo1s methods; their studies

have borne interesting titles such as "The Allegorical Exegesis

of Philo of Alexandria" (Stein), "The Literary Form of Allegori-

cal Exegesis in Philo's Commentary on Genesis (Adler), or "The

Technique of Allegorical Interpretation in Philo of Alexandria"

(Irmgard Christiansen), but when one turns to examine the con-

tents one is disappointed. Stein gives an excellent survey,

but confines himself to the Hellenistic Jewish antecedents of

Philo, and is unwilling to grant Philo any great measure of

originality. Adler makes a useful five-fold division of types

of exegesis, according to the degree of complexity of the indi-

vidual lemma, and whether or not Philo introduces the exegesis

of parallel passages, but he does not relate Philo's method to

any other. Fraulein Christiansen seeks the roots of Philo"s

method of allegory in the Platonic diaeresis, a rather desperate

suggestion which may or may not have some merit as a general

principle, but does not contribute to the explanation of the

particular form which Philo employs. These and other studies

have failed, in my judgement, to contribute much to the solu-

tion of the question, through failing to take into account one

class of evidence which seems to me to be capable of throwing

Note: This section first saw the light as a talk to the
American Philological Association, which will explain its lack
of particular reference to the present treatises.
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considerable light on the problem here to be examined, to wit,

the Neoplatonic commentaries on Plato.

In this essay I propose to go through what appear to be

the salient formal characteristics of Philo's exegetical method,

in each case giving sufficient examples from both Philo himself

and from the Neoplatonic commentators, primarily Proclus, to

make clear the essential unity of the tradition of commentary

which each exemplifies.

II

(i) First, the text to be commented upon is divided

up into lemmata, short passages, from one line to a paragraph,

on which the commentary is then based. The text of the lemma

is taken either phrase by phrase--sometimes word by word—or

first as a whole, and then in detail, depending on the nature

of the subject-matter. A.-J. Festugiere, in a most useful

article published some time ago, analyses the practice of

Proclus and Olympiodorus in this matter. Olympiodorus is very

schematised in his procedure, while Proclus is much freer, and

thus more closely analogous to Philo, so I will confine my com-

parisons to him. The subject matter of the whole lemma is

referred to by Proclus as the Oewpia (and often, also, simply

as xd TLp&Yuaxa), as opposed to the details of the text, which

he terms A££ie or xd prfuaxa. He may adopt any of three possi-

bilities: (i) theoria first, then lexis; (ii) lexis first, then

theovia; (iii) a mixture. Festugiere documents the first two

possibilities fully on pp. 86ff. of his article; the third

possibility does not concern him. When we turn to Philo, we

find that he uses the same procedure, in the same free way as

Proclus does, but with enough unmistakable technical expressions

to make it clear that he is aware of what he is doing. At LA

1.65 for instance, we pass from the general comment to the

particular with the phrase i6aniev 6£ xal xds A£E|ei£. At LA

2.31, on the question of Adam's trance {Gen. 2:21), we make a

similar transition with the phrase: XOUXGOV eCpnu^vcov £(papuoa-

x£ov xdc A£E|eic. At Fug. 38, we pass from a general discussion

of the "endurance" of the doHnxixdc to a consideration of the

text with the bridge-passage: xoiauxa OcpriYeixai xcp dannxLHcp n

uirou-ovrl, xdg &t Xi^eic, dnpiftcox^ov. With these we may compare

such phrases as £TIL 6£ xi*)v A££LV enavLOJuev KCLL xd pnuaxa xou

EcoHpdxous (Procl. In Tim. I 32, 19 Diehl ) ; xaOxa \ibv uepi
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6\r\Q TWV inns IU^VGOV fbnu.&TG)v 6iavoCac/ feneE^Adcou-ev &i nal TOIQ

xadJ £HCXOTOV OUVT6VLO)Q {ibid, 187, 12); or a\\' inei&t) rcepi TT\Q

TCOV TipaYudTcov T&Eewg eipnTai, cp£pe nat Tnv A.£giv decopT̂ ocouev

atjTT̂ v (In Parm. 776, 1-3 Cousin).

Philo, we may note, also uses the opposition of TxpdYuaxa

to pT*iuaTa, e.g., Somn. 2.97, Her. 72, though not, admittedly, in

such a technical way.

I do not find Philo, on the other hand, making the pro-

gression from the particular to the general that Proclus makes

on occasion; what he does often do is to break up the lemma into

phrases and discuss them consecutively. This procedure of his

is too common to require documentation. Similarly, Proclus will

not rigidly observe a distinction between theoria and lexis if

the text does not seem to require it. Nevertheless, the tradi-

tion in which both these men are working does seem to have

employed this distinction, for use when the text required it.

(ii) Within the individual section (xecpdAaiov) of com-

mentary, one proceeds from the literal interpretation (n PHTri

eE^Yncas), which may include historical or philological comment,

to the "ethical" (riding), which considers the moral lessons to

be derived from the passage--this level of commentary may be

either literal or allegorical—and then to the "physical"

(cpuQLKT*i) or allegorical proper, in which the subject matter

of the lemma is taken to represent metaphysical truths. In a

commentary on Plato, this progression is only fully relevant to

the introductory portions (npooLUia) of the dialogues, and other

similar passages, where non-philosophical activities are being

described which make a distinction between a literal and an

allegorical interpretation necessary. In the case of Genesis

or the Homeric Poems, on the other hand, such a distinction is

constantly necessary. However, there is quite enough of this

sort of material in the Platonic commentaries to allow this

method ample exercise. Again, in the cases both of Homer and

of Genesis, the literal meaning often has to be explained away

as something of an embarrassment, which is not really the case

with the Platonic dialogues, so that Philo may be presumed to

be nearer than the Neoplatonists in this feature to the common

source.

Sometimes the literal interpretation is tolerable

(though i t never comprises the complete s e n s e ) , e . g . , LA 2 .14 :

tozi dt xa l n TpOTiLK̂ i xa l n pr}TT) &Tt66ocac, ctgia TOU dauud£eodcu;
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more often it has to be explained away, e.g., ibid. 19 (Eve

being formed out of Adam's rib): T 6 pnx6v tnl TOUTOU uudc56£c,

feaxi or Det. 95 (Exod. 2:23, the Children of Israel mourning the

death of the Pharaoh) : npog u£v ouv x6 pnxov n AeE;t£ "to euAoyov

ou nepidxei-. Cf. also Deus 71: eipnxou xpOTiiHcbxepov (see note

ad l o c ) . We may note here that Proclus does not employ the

terms pnx6c or X P O T H H 6 S in this sense (although Olympiodorus

does use pnx6e). Proclus simply begins with philological or

historical comments on the literal level of the text (usually

replies to criticisms of Plato; see below under aporiai), and

then passes on to the allegorical interpretation, whether ethi-

cal or physical, with some such formula as dAAd xouxcov d6nv

(I 82, 19) , or xd-puevxa \itv ouv Ttdvxa xaOxa xai 6aa xoiauxa dv

XLC £TtivoT^oeiev eCs decopiav xfis TtpOHeiu^vnc, p̂ aecoc, (I 15, 22f.),

in which latter passage the word pf)Oic, is used more or less to

mean the literal text. A commentator on Plato does not have to

worry as much as Philo does about the historicity or otherwise

of details of the text, although in the case of such an event

as the War with Atlantis in the Timaeus, Proclus feels the need

to discuss whether this actually happened (I 75, 30ff.), while

taking it primarily as a symbol of cosmic truth.

At any rate, one passes from the literal to the ethical

interpretation. In Philo we find such bridge-formulas as f\ &t

Tip6g x6 fidoc om:66ooL£ eon xouauxn {LA 1.16); A.CKX£OV OUV

ndiHcos u£v xoOxo, or Mos. 2.96. As I have said, the ethical

interpretation may be based on either a literal or an allegori-

cal interpretation of the text, from either of which moral

lessons may be drawn. In Proclus1 Timaeus Commentary the ethi-

cal interpretations, while given, are usually being disparaged,

since, following Iamblichus, Proclus has settled rigidly for a

"physical" interpretation of the whole Prooimion. Porphyry,

however, commenting more loosely, had given ethical interpreta-

tions, and these are faithfully reported (e.g., I 16, 31ff.;

24, 12ff.; 29, 31ff.; etc.). That such comment was recognised

normally as being respectable, however, can be seen from such a

passage as the comment of Proclus1 comrade Hermeias on Phaedrus

229B (the Myth of Boreas and Oreithyia), where he offers first

an f)diHO)x£pa 6idn:xuEL£ and then n £TIL xd 6Aa u.exa3i|3d£ouoa x6v

A6yov. The ethical interpretation here is literal, the physical

allegorical. Proclus himself accepts an ethical interpreta-

tion of the very first lemma (the whole kephalaion is a very

good, because very full, example of his exegetical method), at
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I 15, 25 f. : ouxouv f)dixd u£v Ad|3oic. 3LV evxeudev nuday6peLa

66yuaTa xoiauxa. As is often the case, the comment here is on

the literal interpretation of the text.

To return to Philo, we find him also moving formally

from the ethical to the "physical" level, e.g., LA I, 39:

&e \itv (actually preceding ndix&s 6£); ibid. 100: xal

(following an ethical exegesis); ibid. 2.12: cpuoixfts

6£ exeivo (following Aexx£ov oftv ndixcoc, u£v xouxo, quoted above),

etc. The "physical" level of exegesis, as we have said, is

always allegorical. Proclus makes the same progression. In

the first kephalaion of his Timaeus Comm., mentioned above, we

find the following bridge passage: xauxct ]itv o5v nal oaa xoi-

auxa, ndixd* cpuoixd 6£ xoiaOxa (I 16, 20). In the Timaeus

Commentary, however, the "physical" interpretation is often

attributed in the first instance to Iamblichus, who is often,

in turn, correcting the "ethical" interpretation of Porphyry

(e.g. I 117, 18: 5 ye \it\v (piA6aocpoG 'I&u3Aixos (puaix&s xauxa

d^ioi OecopeCv, aXX' oux ridixcos) . Proclus normally agrees with

Iamblichus, however, though often modifying him. That all

three levels were fully recognised by the Neoplatonists appears

from a significant passage at the beginning of Olymp. Commentary

on the Aloibiades (2, 16f. West.), where he explains that the

full significance of Plato has often escaped earlier commen-

tators because they have not realised that he must be under-

stood 'HCXI cpuouKcoQ xal rjOixcSQ xal OEOAOYLXCOQ xal dnAcog noXXa-

X&c', even as is the case with Homer. The Neoplatonist com-

mentators make a distinction between "physical" and "theologi-

cal" comment (e.g., Procl. In Tim. I 8, 5) which Philo does not

make explicitly. Obviously he is not satisfied with what the

Stoics thought of as "physical" exegesis, but he merely extends

the significance of the word to comprise "theology." On a

number of occasions, indeed, he takes issue with Stoic physical

interpretations (whether genuine or fabricated by himself will

be discussed further below), as in the case of The Tree of Life

(QG I 10), or of the Cherubim and the Flaming Sword (Cher.

25ff.), or of the Fathers of Abraham [QG 3, 11), and proposes

a better, theological exegesis, though without using the word.

(iii) The next notable characteristic is the following:

near the beginning of a kephalaion, normally within the area of

the literal interpretation, but not necessarily so, there may

occur the criticism of previous commentators, and the raising
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and solving of "problems" (anopLou) arising from the text. In

the Neoplatonic tradition we find two classes of commentators,

those individually named, and those left unidentified, normally

designated as dl u£v, o€i &£, or &AA01. Of those who are raising

aporiai, some may be termed friendly, that is to say Platonists

who are genuinely baffled by something, and others "hostile" or

"eristic," that is, non-Platonist critics who are trying to

make a fool of Plato. We have ample evidence that Homer too

was beset by such gadflies.

A perusal of a Neoplatonic commentary, in particular

of Proclus1 Comm. on the Timaeus, where Proclus deals with his

predecessors, both named and unnamed, very fully, will show how

this aspect of the commentary form has developed by their time.

For the later Platonists, there was no lack of previous com-

ment, both constructive and hostile. They could base their own

positions on the criticism and further refinement of a long

line of predecessors. In the very first kephalaion of Proclus1

Timaeus Commentary, one finds, first, aporiai by Longinus and

one Praxiphanes, and then an answer to these and an ethical

comment by Porphyry, before Proclus contributes his own thoughts.

Proclus often presents elaborate doxographies, comprising both

anonymous and named commentators, before stating his own view

(e.g. I 75, 30 ff., on the Atlantis Myth). The anonymous dl

u.£v and o'l 6£ seem in the Timaeus Commentary to designate

chiefly Middle Platonic commentators, while Proclus1 immediate

Neoplatonic predecessors, Amelius, Porphyry, Iamblichus and

Syrianus are usually mentioned by name, though in the Parmenides

Commentary everyone is made anonymous, save for occasional

references to "my revered teacher," Syrianus. In either case,

however, there is no question about the existence of a long

line of predecessors.

When we turn to Philo, on the other hand, we find a

curious situation: properly speaking, he had no predecessors,

that is, no one who indulged in allegorical interpretation of

the Old Testament on anything like the scale that he did. I

realise that this is still a controversial question, but the

fact remains that, outside of the evidence of Philo's own

writings, we are unable to uncover any authority who seems to

anticipate his particularly comprehensive type of commentary

—one Aristobulus, I would maintain, does not make an exegeti-

cal tradition. And yet Philo undoubtedly appears to make refer-
o

ence repeatedly to previous authorities.
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Certainly, the Therapeutae and the Essenes indulged in

allegorical interpretation; we have no reason to doubt Philo's

testimony on this point. It may, indeed, have been his contact

with the Therapeutae that turned his mind to his own great

enterprise. There were also some, to whom he objects, who chose

to take everything in the Pentateuch as "spiritual" and thus

felt themselves free of the provisions of the Law (Mig. 89).

But what we find on a number of occasions in Philo's commentary

also is an apparent class of exegete who interprets the text of

the Pentateuch in a Stoic sense, giving a determinedly material-

istic explanation of the text, and showing in the process more

than a passing acquaintance with the details of Stoicism. Such

a class of critic appears, for instance, in LA 1,59 and QG 1,10,

identifying the Tree of Life of Gen. 2:9 with the heart, wherein

they situate x6 fiYeuovix6v. At QG 1,10 there are in fact three

other "physical" (in the Stoic sense) explanations given as well,

amounting to a set of four anonymous groups of critics. On the

question of the Cherubim and the Flaming Sword, again, {Cher.

25ff.) we find two unsatisfactory materialistic exegeses—one,

that the Cherubim are the spheres of the fixed stars and of the

planets respectively, and the sword the principle of their

motion; the other that the Cherubim are the two hemispheres,

and the sword the Sun—both of which Philo rejects before coming

to his own explanation. QG 3,11 (on the "fathers" of Abraham)

and ibid. 13 (a suggestion that Moses accepted the Stoic doc-

trine of eluapU^vn) are further instances of this curious class

of criticism. Such passages are not to be confused with others

where Philo is criticising literal interpreters, who are doubt-

less orthodox rabbis, or certain "pious" and "admirable" men

(e.g. Abr. 99, Jos. 151, Spec. 3, 178, Spec. 2, 147) who may

very well be none other than the Therapeutae, though Philo does

venture modestly to dispute their interpretations. The Stoic

interpreters, then, are a special problem. The suggestion that

I have to make in their regard may seem extreme, and I emphasise

that it is speculative, but our alternative is to postulate, as

scholars have indeed done, a class of Stoicising (and, in

orthodox Jewish eyes, godless and blasphemous) interpreters of

the Pentateuch, of whose existence we have really no other

evidence than that of Philo himself.

Before presenting my suggestion, I wish to turn back

briefly to Proclus. One is from time to time inclined to doubt,

when faced by an anonymous aporia or by a list of anonymous
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doxai , whether in fact they represent the views of any real

person. Especially when Proclus presents us with an extended

list, as he does, for instance, at In Tim. II 104, 17 ff. (on

the identity of TO viioov at Tim. 34B) or ibid. 212, 12 ff. (on

the seven opoi of the soul at Tim. 35B). In each case five

anonymous opinions are mentioned. The difficulty of even theo-

retically attaching names to all these putative critics leads

one to wonder if perhaps he is not just listing all the possible

interpretations that occur to him of the important passage in

question. I wish to suggest that Philo is doing in the passages

I have referred to above what I feel that Proclus is doing here,

setting up straw men in order to shoot them down. In Philo's

case I would view such a procedure as a way of attacking the

Stoics, and I would suggest that he may be adapting it from a

Neopythagorean tradition of commentary on Homer (which we know

to have existed later from the evidence of Numenius, and of such

a passage as Origen, Contra Cels. VII 6, but which may already

have existed in Philo's time, in which the Pythagorean commen-

tator would naturally systematically attack Stoic physical inter-

pretations and substitute his own theological ones. My sugges-

tion is that Philo, who criticises Stoic materialism from a

Pythagorean standpoint on many other occasions, is here adapt-

ing to his own purposes a characteristic of Neo-Pythagorean, not

Stoic, Homer commentary.

The problem of aporiai is similar. Philo uses formulae

for introducing aporiai that are familiar from Neoplatonic com-

mentary, e.g. ^rixnaeLe 6'av TIG {LA 1, 48), oraEiov 6£ 6Larcopn-

aai {ibid. 85) or a£iov 6£ OHf^aadoa {ibid. 2, 42, cf. Gig. 1).

These formulae are picked up, when the solution is presented,

by phrases like \EKT£OV oftv {LA 1, 86) or unuoT * ouv dAXriYO-

pouvTes Auacouev T 6 &TtopnO£v {ibid. 3, 60, cf. Deus 106,122).

Many of these aporiai seem to presuppose a tradition of

"eristic," hair-splitting, criticism of the books of Moses such

as certainly existed in respect of both Homer and Plato. Now

it is quite possible that some Jew-baiter of the type of Apion

had got to work on the books of Moses by Philo's time, but my

suggestion is tnat it is not necessary that there should be any

real author for most of these aporiai; it was simply part of

the tradition which Philo was adapting that problems, both con-

structive and destructive, should be dealt with and "solved."
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(iv) We come now to a characteristic of Philo's exegesis

which is not paralleled in the Neoplatonic tradition, and which

was, on the other hand, a part of Jewish (or at least Essene)

tradition, that is, his systematic etymologising (which

involves translating), of the proper names in the Pentateuch.

Philo himself plainly did not know Hebrew to any significant

extent, so that for these translations he is dependent on a

word-list compiled by someone who did. Not that all the etymol-

ogies are accurate—some are very strange—but they are plainly

the work of someone who knew Hebrew well. On the translations

thus provided, Philo builds many remarkable interpretations.

The Neoplatonists make no use of such a tool in the

exegesis of Plato's dialogues; they took the characters in the

dialogues as symbols of metaphysical realities, but they made

no effort to interpret the actual names of Socrates, Timaeus,

Zeno or Parmenides in such a way as to support their exegesis.

On the other hand, we know that the Stoics were much given to

the etymologising at least of the names of the Homeric gods,

though I know of no such attempt on the names of, say, Achilles,

Agamemnon, or Penelope.

It seems to me in this case that Philo is making a

genuine synthesis between a native Jewish form and a Greek one,

which results simply in a more elaborate application of the

existing Stoic exegetical device. Philo does in fact try a

Greek etymology of Jewish names on six occasions (Stein, p. 60),

for no obvious reason, and with no apparent consciousness that

he is doing anything absurd or remarkable. For instance,

Pheison, the river of Eden, he derives at LA 1, 66 from cpei-

6eadai, and Leah, Rachel's sister, from XELOQ {ibid. 2, 59),

although he knows also a Hebrew etymology for her (e.g. Mig. 26;

Mut. 253-5).

Here, then, as also, I think, in the case of his very

extensive use of parallel passages, Philo is employing a native

Jewish exegetical form which happens also to be a Greek one.

In the matter of the use of parallel passages, which Philo uses

very diffusely, we are faced, I think, with another instance of

cross-fertilisation. We can certainly observe in the Neo-

platonists the practice of bringing in other Platonic texts to

explain a particular position (the Phaedrus myth, for example,

to elucidate the psychology of the Timaeus), and the copious

quotation of parallel passages of Homer in the pseudo-Plutarchan

Life and Poetry of Homer shows this to be a characteristic of
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Homeric commentary, but it is undeniable that the Midrashic

tradition also made much use of parallel passages, so that here

we see rather a synthesis of two traditions than a wholesale

adoption of the Hellenic one.

Ill

I have tried to show, in summary fashion, that the tra-

dition of commentary with which Philo on the one hand, and the

Neoplatonists on the other, are working is essentially the

same. Even if we make ample allowance for the idiosyncrasies

of such figures as Philo and Proclus, it is possible, I think,

to see in broad outline the formal characteristics of their

common source. This, I suggest, was the tradition of commentary

developed by Stoic scholars of the last two centuries B.C.E., in

particular Crates of Mallos and his pupil Herodikos of Babylon,

of whose work the Homeric Allegories of Herakleitos (probably
Q

of the late first century C.E.) is a reflection. Even Hera-

kleitos, however, preserves sufficient traces of literal, ethi-

cal and, above all, physical exegesis to constitute good evi-

dence in confirmation of my thesis.
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41, Vol. 20:1 cols. 36-9.

E.g. Edmund Stein, Die allegorische Exegese des Philo
aus Alexandreia, Beihefte zur Zeitschr. f. die alttest. Wiss.
51, 1929; Maximilian Adler, Studien zu Philon von Alexandreia,
Breslau, 1929; Irmgard Christiansen, Die Teohnik der allego-
risohen Auslegungswissenschaft bei Philon von Alexandrien,
Beitr. z. Gesch. d. Bibl. Herm. 7, Tubingen 1969.

"Modes de composition des Commentaires de Proclus,"
Mus. Helv. XX 1963, pp. 77-100.

4
See index to Westerink's ed. of Olymp. Comm. on the

Alcibiades, s.v.

Hermeias, In Phaedrum, p. 28, 24-5 Couvreur.

The use of x& 6Aa here to mean the general truths
behind the particular text is common also in Proclus (e.g. In
Tim. I 37,18; 53, 24; 73, 12.
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Cf. a l so In Parm. 677,13: &TT6 6£ xfjc ndiHfJs A&|3oi£
dv . . . ; 6 78 ,11: £xi TOLVUV (puoincos £ TIL OK eilxbue^a; 718,5: x6
U^v oaov ndLx6v ^v TOUTOLS . . . 27 et 6̂ ; xai xaOxa

TIL i d de i a . . . .

o
The evidence is well set out by Stein in his monograph,

pp. 26-41.
Q

Cf. Buffiere's introduction to his Bude" ed. of Hera-
kleitos, Allegories d' Homere, pp. xxxii-xxxvii.

J . Dil lon





C. Philo's Bible in the De Gigantibus and the
Quod Deus sit Immutabilis

1. The Textual Tradition of
Philo's Biblical Citations

It is notorious that while the text of Philo's biblical

citations presented by some Philonic manuscripts follows the

standard LXX translation, the text presented by other Philonic

manuscripts differs widely from the LXX in many places. To

complicate matters further, manuscripts do not consistently

present the same text-type throughout all the treatises, but

follow now one text-type and now the other. In our two trea-

tises the manuscripts MAPHG are those which present the cita-

tions in the LXX-tradition, while the manuscripts UF present a

text of another kind.

The nature of this different text was long the subject

of debate. As late as the middle decades of this century it

was being argued by some (i) that Philo must have had access to

a Greek translation different from the LXX; (ii) that sometimes

he used this different translation for his citations from the

Old Testament; and (iii) that in the course of the transmission

of the text, passages cited from this other translation were

"corrected," in most manuscripts, though mercifully not in all,

to bring their wording into line with that of the LXX.

That this is no longer thought to be so is due largely

to the work of two scholars: the late P. Katz (Walters) and

D. Barthe'lemy. Katz in his Philo's Bible3 The Aberrant Text of

Bible Quotations in Some Philonic Writings and its Place in the

Textual History of the Greek Bible, Cambridge University Press,

1950, showed that the characteristic readings of the non-LXX

text-type occur in the lemmata preceding Philo's expositions,

and are often in conflict with the wording of the citations

adopted by Philo in the course of the expositions themselves;

and that secondly, these characteristic readings are in fact

the result of a revision, based on some translation like that

of Aquila, and aimed at bringing the original LXX-translation

89
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into greater conformity with the Hebrew. Katz thought that this

revision was the work of some Christian reviser living towards

the end of the fifth century A.D.

In this latter particular Katz, who was working before

the evidence from the manuscripts discovered in the Judaean

Desert became generally available, was mistaken. Barthe"lemy

in an article entitled lEst-ce Hoshaya Rabba qui oensura le

"Commentaire Allegovique"?% , first published in Philon d'Alexan-

drie, Lyon 11-15 Septembre 1966, in Editions du Centre National

de la Reoherohe Soientifique, Paris, 1967, pp. 45-78, reissued

as pp. 140-73 of 'Etudes d'histoire du texte de I'Anoien Testa-

ment, ' Ovbis Biblious et Ovientalis 21, Gottingen 1978, has

shown (i) that the hebraizing readings in question are not

merely like Aquila's renderings: they are taken from him and

from him only; and (ii) that the reviser who substituted these

readings for the LXX readings in Philo's citations was in fact a

Jew, who, not to put too fine a point on it, moved in the circle

of both the Christian scholar Origen and the Jewish scholar

Hoshaya Rabba in Caesarea in the first half of the third century

A.D. But Katz's main contention that the non-LXX readings did

not come from some different Greek translation available in

Philo1s time, but were introduced by some later reviser of

Philo's text, has been amply confirmed by Barthe'lemy.

The tracing of this hebraizing revision to its source

has opened a very interesting window on to the study of Philo

by both Jews and Christians in the third century A.D.; but since

the revision was made long after Philo's time, its readings are

irrelevant to the ascertaining of Philo's meaning, and further

study of them would be out of place in this volume.

D. Gooding
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2. Philo's Citations of and allusions
to the Bible in the De Gigantibus and
Quod Deus

La meilleure maniere d'apercevoir les problemes qu'impli-

quent les citations scripturaires contenues dans le De Giganti-

bus et le Quod Deus sit Immutabilis nous a paru etre de dresser

le tableau que nous donnons ci-dessous.

La premiere colonne de ce tableau indique le paragraphe

du traite" oil se trouve une citation ou une allusion scripturaire.

La deuxieme colonne contient les references bibliques a la

version des LXX. Les textes correspondants sont consigned pra-

tiquement d'apres A. Rahlfs dans la colonne trois, tandis que

dans la quatrieme colonne se trouvent les textes de Philon qui

les reproduisent ou s'en inspirent.

Gig. LXX Texte des LXX Texte de Philon

1 Gen 6,1 Hal £Y£VGXO nvixa « HOU 6ri ey^vexo,

"HPEOCVTO Ol dvdpCOTTOL f)VlKCX HP^aVTO OL

noXXol YLveaOai inl dvdpcoTtoi TLOAAOL

xfje yf\Qf nat Ouya- yiveodai eni xns yns,

x^pee £YevT*|dnoav nal duyax^peQ tyevvA-

a u i o i s dnoav auTotc»

6 Gen 6,2 L66vxes 6̂ : ol ULOL « C66VTGQ 6̂ : OL ayye-

xoO deou TOLS duya- A.OL TOO deou TOCQ du-

x^pae Tc5v dvOpco- yot-T^pac TCDV avdpconcov

ncov, OIL xaXai OIL xaAai eioi eA.a(3ov

eCouv, £Aa3ov eauxoUc YVVCLZKCLQ and

eauxocs yuvaiKae rcaacov, a)v eE;e^

anb naoCSv, uv

17 Ps 77,49 'EEan^axeLA.ev eie, « 'EEan^oxe iXev SLQ

atjxotie 6PY^|V Ou- auioue OPY^V duuoO

uou aOxou, 0uu6v auxou, duu6v naL

xal OPYI'IV nat opYnv xal OAL ^ L V ,

, dTiooxoXfiv dTTOOxoAfiv 6i'dYYe-

Tiovn- Xcov Tiovr|p2>v»

pGbv
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Gig. LXX Texte des LXX Texte de Philon

Gen 6,3 xai elnev xupios

6 Oe6s Ou vu*l naia-

ueivn T6 nveOud

uou £v TOZQ dvdpw-

T I O L C T O U T O L Q G L Q

T6V aucova 6ud T6

eUvai auToue odp-

« Elne Kupuoe 6 deog

00 KaxaueveU T6

uou ev TO is

eCs TOV

aC&va 6id T6 etvai

adpxae»

22 Gen 1,2 xal TiveOuoc deou

xoO

OeoG

pexo fendvco xou

06aToc>:>

23 Ex 3 1 , 2 [2] C6ou d v a x ^ -

KATIUCXL ^E 6v6ucx-

TOS T6V BeoeXer}X

T6V TOO Oupiou

T6V Qp Tfjs cpuXfjc

' Iou6a . [3] xaL

aux6v

deuov

oocptaQ xat

oecos nai

uns ^v TiavTL 5pY(p

[4] SiavoeUadai,

« aven&Xeoev 6

TOV BeaeXef]X xal

aocpuaQ,

Tiavxl Spycp 6 i a -

voeiadaL»

24 Nombres KaL dcpeAco dn6 TOO

1 1 , 1 7 Txveuua-Tos TOO e n l

ooL xaL

£Tt' aUTOUQ

cj and TOO

u e TOO £TTL

OOL Hal

xovia

poue»
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Gig. LXX Texte des LXX Texte de PhiIon

32 Lev 18,6 "AvOpcoiroQ dvdpomoQ

Tipoe Tidvxa oCxeCa

oapx6s auxou ou

TipooeXeuoexaL

dnoxaAu^aL doxn-

uoouvnv* iyu>

xupLOg 6 de6s

upxov

: "Avdpamoc dvdpamos

up6s Tidvxa OLXELOV

oapx6g auxou ou

TtpooeAeuoexaL duo-

vriv* xupioe»

48 Nombres t\ 6e

14,44 6LadT*ixriG XUPLOU

xaL McouofjQ oux

exLvr^Onoav ex

TfJS

« Mwuofic i

x6e oux

49 Deut ou 6e auxoO oxfjdL « Su 6e auxou oxfjdL

5,31 u£t* euou \IET* euou»

50 Ex 18,14 &Ld XL ou xdOnoaL « ALd XL OU xddnoaL

u6voe u6vos;»

55 Gen 6,3 SoovxaL &b a t
nu^pexL auxcov,
exax6v ELXOOLV

« "EoovxaL at. nu£paL

auxwv Sxn exax6v

e L xoo L v »

56 Deut
34,7

Mcouonc 6e f\v exa-
x6v xaleCxooL
excov ev xcp xeAeu-
xdv aux6v• oux

nuaupwdnoav ot

ocpdaXuoL auxoO,

ou6e ecpddprioav xd

veAuvLa auxou

« 'AAAd xaL Majuofis
XCOV LOCOV Y£V6\1€VOQ

excov xou Ovnxou
3 LOU u.eTavLoxaxaL»

63 Gen 17 ,1 Syco el]ii 6 de6e

oou* euap^oxeL

evavTtov ^uou, xat

oou% euap£ox£L

evavxCov euou, xa l
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Gig. LXX Texte des LXX Texte de PhiIon

65 Gen 2,24 HCXI Soovxai oi. 6uo « ey^vovxo Y & P OL

eCs adpna \iiav 6uo eis aapxa uiav»

66 Gen 10,8 ouxos fipEjaxo eZvai « oftxos fip^axo eZvai

enl TT\Q Y ^ S ^

Deus LXX Texte des LXX Texte de Philon

Gen 6,4

Gen

22,2-9

KO.I UEX' EK6LVO,

cos *&v eCaeiropeu-

ovxo OL ULOL xoO

OeoO ixp6s xds Ouya-

x^pocs xcov dvOpcoTLcov,

Hal eYevvcoaav eau-

xois* exELVOL ?iaav

oL YLYOCVXES ol

an ' aCcovos, OL

ol ovo-

« nat \IST' ineZvo we

av eCoeTiopeuovxo

OL dYYeAoi xoO Oeou

Tip6s xds Ouyax^pac

xcov dvdpcmcov, ua l

^ auxoCs>:>

La fin du verset

manque

[9] wal au]iTio6Laas ouuTio6LaaSf cos cpnaiv
*Ioadx x6v uL6v 6 v6uos

auxou ETieOriKev
aux6v £TXL x6 Ou-

eTtdvco

Gen 15,6

1 Sam

1,11

Hcci ETiiaxeuaev
A^pau Tcp deep HCU
tXoyio^r] auxcp e C s

6iHaioauvnv

6coaco aux6v eveb-

TLL6V aou 6ox6v

oxe xnv rcepL

dvevSoi'aaxov

3e(3aL6xnxa,

xau TieTiLaxeu

« A L 6COU L GO L

6 o x 6 v » ev Z

x6 ov

gYvco

3 AeYe

K^vat

aux6v

aco xco

6ox6v ovxa, coax'

SZVOLI « x6v

vov 6L6COUL»
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Deus LXX Texte des LXX Texte de PhiIon

Nombres i d 6£>pd uou 66uaid

2 8,2 uou, xapTtcouaid uou

e lc oaufiv euco6Las

6LcxiripT^oeie rcpoa—

cpe'peLV euoL ev

iaUs eopiaUs uou

« i d 6copd uou, 66uocid

uou, Hapncjoucxid uou

Tipoo-

e uo L »

10

16

20

1 Sam

2,5

Gen 38,9

Gen

6,5-7

OIL axeupa Siexev

enxd, nal f] TXOAA.T*I

ev X^KVOLS

Tvoue 6̂ : Auvav,

OIL OUK auxcp £axai

" l6d)V &£ KUpLOQ

6 de6g OIL enAri-

duvOnaav ou nanta t

xcav dvdpd)ixa)V enl

xfje yns, Hal Tide

XLS 6iavoeCxai ev

xf̂  xap6LQ. auxou

eTLLueA.c5s tnl xd

rcovnpd Tidaas xdc

[6] Hat

6 Oe6e,

OIL enoiTioev x6v

dvdpamov tnl xns

Yns, xal 6LevoT*|drr

[7] xal elnev 6

i x6v
p , £TIOI-

naa, and npoacoTiou

xfje yns dti6 dvdpd)-

TCOU ea)Q HXT*|VOUC

xal dn6 epnexabv

nexeiv&v xou

« oieCpa eienev

VOLQ riad^vr|oe»

* 0 YOOV Auvdv,

« aCod6uevos OIL

OUK auicp SoiaL 16

'I6d)v

OIL

at nan oai xcov dv-

dpwncov tnl xfjs YnC/

HOU nds XLC 6iavo-

ev xfl Kap6ia

xd Ttovnpd

rcdaae xde

eveduu^^n 6

OIL en:oLrio"e x6v

dvdpamov tnl ifjg

YfJG/ HCXL 6L£VOT*|dr|.

ual elnev 6 Oe6c

* ATtaA.eLi|iGL> i 6 v d v -

OpCOTCOV %6v ETCOLTlOa

duo Ttpoacbnou ifjc

Yns»
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Deus LXX Texte des LXX Texte de Philon

23

50

Deut

5,31

Deut

30,15-19

oupavou- OIL
Ouu^Onv, oxi

riaa auxous

au 6e auxou

uex' euou

[15] 'I6ou 6

eve-
GTIOL-

axfjdi

>^6a)xa

Tip6 Txpoacbrcou aou

xat x6v Odvaxov,

x6v dyaO6v xai

xov xaxdv

« au 6 :̂ auxoO

' I6ou 6^6coKa Ttp6

TcpoacaTiou aou xf)v

â)i1iv Hal x6v ddva-

xov, x6v aYOLO6v xal

x6v nandv,

[19]
u]_uv ar'mepov x6v
xe oupaviv xa l
yfjv, x îv ĉaî v xai
xov Odvaxov 6^6coxa
np6 Ttpoawrtou uuwv *
x îv euAoyuav xaL
Tf\v xaxdpav * ex-
AeEau xi*iv £arf]v
au . . .

51 Gen 6,7 duaA.£Li|ja) x6v dv-

dpcjOTiov, %6v enoLriaa,

dn6 TipoacjTcou xfjs

yfjc drco dvdpd)Tiou

ecos XXT^VOUQ, xai

drc6 epnexcov ea)Q

TxexeLvov xou oupa-

vou* OIL eOuuw-

Onv 6xi enoiriaa

auxoue

x6v dv-

OpcoTtov *6v £noir\oa

and Ttpoa&Tiou xfjg

, duo dvdpd)Tiou

, duo

epTiexcov ecoQ uexei -

vcov xou oupavou,

ox L eduuwOriv 6x L

auxov»
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Deus LXX Texte des LXX Texte de Philon

5 3 Nombres oux oog dvdpomog 6 « o u x a)Q dvdpamoc; 6

23 ,10 de6g deos»

54 Deut 8,5 &>Q ei TLS rtai6eu-

aa i dvdpojrtog x6v

ul6v auxoO, ouxoog

xupiog 6 deog oou

Tiai6euaei ae

<< QQ dvdpwTios Tiai6eu-

aeu x6v uL6v auxoO»

70 Gen 6,7 eduucoOnv OIL ETIOL- « eduuwdnv OIL EHOL

noa auxoug noa auxoug»

Gen 6,8 Ncoe 6e eupe « Node && eupe

74 Ps 100,1 "EAeov xal xc

OOL

« "EAeov nat KPLOLV

OOL»

77

82

86

87

Ps 74,9

Ps 61,12

Gen 6,8

Nombres

6,21

Nombres

6 , 5

"OXL TtoxT*ipiov ev

XeLpL XUpLOU,

OLVOU dxpdxou TiA.fi-

peg xepdauaxog

"Arca^ eA.dA.noev 6

de6g, 6uo xauxa

nxouaa

Ncoe 6e e5pe XOLPLV

evavxLov xupCou

xou deoO

*6g edv uEY^A-cog

eu^rixcxL euxnv

dyLOQ SaxaL x p ^ -

cpcov x6p,nv xpLXQ-

« nox^pLov ev xeLpl

xupCou, OLVOU dxpd-

xou TiAnpeg xepdoua-

xog»

« drtaE xupLog eXa-

Anoe, 6uo xauxa

nxouoa»

« Ncoe eupe XOLPLV

evavxLov xupCou xou

deou»

TiepL xfjg TJ.eYOLA.ng

euxng

« xp^cpovxa nd\xr\v xpL

xa xeo?aXfig»
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Deus LXX Texte des LXX Texte de Philon

89 Nombres 'Edv be XLS dnodd-

6,9 VT̂  e^drcLva en '

auxcp napaxpnucx

ULavOnoexaL n HE-

cpaAfi euxns auxoO

6 6e xucpa)v ouxos
XpOTXT*! X L S e O X L V

dnouoLos Tiapaxpnua.

x6v voOv u^aLvouaa,

riv naAeU ddvaxov

90 Nombres HCXL aL nu^pcxi ct»-

6,12 Tipoxepai dAoyoi

eaovxa i , OIL ey.L

auxoO

d)Q xdg Tipoxepae

xponns nu^pocs dA6-

youc

92 Gen 2 7,20 eZnev 6e Iaaax

xcp uLcp auxou TL

xoOxo, b xaxu

eupeSr w X^HVOV;

6 6e etnev "0

6 Oe6c oou £vavxi-
ov uou

6 yoOv daKrixfic TIU-

Oou^vou xoO rcaxp6e

auxoO xfjc eTiLoxfiun

x6v xp6nov xoOxov
11 XL xouxo b

dnoKpLvexaL xat

«b nape6coxe

6 Oe6c evav-

XLOV uou»

94 Deut 6o0vaL ooi

6,10-11 ueyaAas naL

as OUH (pHo66unoas

[11] oLHLas nXf)-

pe L s ndvxcov dyaOcov,
%ds OUH

OUH

Xcovag nal eAaicSvag

ouc ou xaxecpuxeu-

aas

XOUXOLQ 6

(pr\oi 6L6oadaL «n6-

XEIQ \IEY&XOLQ nal

*dQ OUK

pe L e xcov dyadcov ,

*ds OUH

OUQ OUH

e^eXaT6\ir]oavf dvute-

X&VOLQ KCLI EXCLI&VCLQ ,

oug OUH dcpuxeuoav»
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Deus

99

104

109

LXX

Deut

1,43-44

Gen 6,8

[Gen 6,9]

Exode

33,17

Texte des LXX

xa L napa3 L aadpevo L

dve"|3rixe e t c x 6

6po£. [44] xal

e^fjAdev 6 ApoppaL-

oc 6 xaxoLx&v ev

xcp opeL exeLvcp e t c

auvdvxnaLv UULV

xal xaxe6La)Eav

up.dc coc el noLT*|-

aaLaav a t p£XLaaaL,

xa l extxptoaxov

updc dno EneLp

ecog Eppa

Ncoe 6e eijpe xdpLv

evavxLov xupLou

xou Oeou

[xcp deep eunpe'axri-

aev Ncoe]

eupnxac ydp xdpLv
evconL6v p.ou

Texte de Phi lon

« napa3Laadp.evoL XLVCC

dv^3n^av enI x6
opoc Hal einAOev

6 'ApoppaUoc 6
xaxoLxcov ev xcp opeL

exeLvcp, xaL ETL-

xpeoaxev atjxouc/

cbc dv noLT^aeLav a t

p^ALaaaL, xa l t8C-

cjQ̂ ev auxouc dn6

Snetp ecoc % Eppd»

« Ncoe eupe xdpLv

napd xupLcp xcp Oecp»

napaxnpnx^ov 6 ' OIL

x6v pev Ncô  cpnaLv

euapeaxfjaaL xaUc

xou ovxoc 6uvdpeaL,
xupCcp xe nat deep

« eupnxac xdpLv nap '

epoL»

111 Gen 39 ,1 Hal eKXT*iaaxo auxov

nexecppi*is 6 euvou-

xoe Oapaco, 6

"Exepos 6e XLQ cpL-

Aoacouaxoc na l cpLAo-

vous TipaOeCc
apxi-uayeLpcp xou

ĵ nal eEeuvou-

xd dppeva

nal yevvnTLHd xnc

ndvxa



«5UiAa o

SCOCJX O 13A.T01T1 TTO>I

a o ScpdX o

i3A.ioiTt ITOH

5codX

1T013Ol,l§<\10irl 'AXO]]

SoodX cb iax) <\3 Q^(J)9

T6d3TlU <Y)pr IJl 1TOK

ITOK ao3§ a o i

nirvD<\3 UA U

UA U

a o i rvon 1^10^3

UA U I I ' 9 U30

« Q O I Q T O 5odix)U

ry.(r)Knx)r\aA A.COI 5pcb

-Y3Z ^S?1^ ^001 T913TI

ITOH Sp

<\C01 T013TI '

A.0013 T01113 T0H3g

5 1 3D

aoiaio

a o i r\a?Hmor\aA rvcoi

STOCKY3Z ^COTH rvcoi

1913Tl ITOH SioYY^a

A.C01Q A.C01 T013TI

191 aoirno

r)i3Tl

191113

-3A.3A iio 3g iioiav » -3A.3A iio

513O

iioiav Z'LZ 6TT

A.91 'TIU2

A.91 'Saoia 5 i 3 d i

0 1 ' 9

3DUlD3d

-UQ3 cb30 (!?i .aoiaio

•t>3<\3A Q l A.3 A.CQ

5 O 1 3 Y 3 1 'SOITOKig

513D3A.3A iio nioiav »

(\3DUlD3dUQ3

cbi .aoiaio

Q l A.3 A.CO 5O13Y?1

'SOTTOHig SOlLCOdQ

-A.p 3COM .3COM 51 3D

-3A.3A i io ^g i i o i a v 6 y 9 LIT

XXT sep XXT sndQ

001



Philo's Bible 101

Deus

127

131

LXX

Lev

13,11-13

Lev

14,34-36

Texte des LXX

[11] Ae'iipa naXaioD-

u£vri eox iv , ev xcp

6^pucix L xoO XP^XOC

eox iv . [12] edv 6e

e^avOoOoa eEcxvOT̂ oî

f\ Ae'upa ev xcp 6£p-

l iaxi , na l xaAuijiia

f] Xinpo. ndv x6 6e"p-

ua xfjs dcpfje dn6

xecpaAfjc Scos TIO6COV

xad ' 6A.nv xfiv opa-

OLV xoO lepdcdc,

[43] xa l o^exai 6

lepeuc >tal I6ou
eKdAuipev f] A^Kpa

ndv x6 6dpua- xoO

XPcox6c/ Hal xada-
pueC auxov 6 lepeuc
xfiv dcpT v̂, ox L ndv

uex^3ocAev A.eux6v,
Ka0ap6v eoxiv

[34] * Qc dv e l a -

£Adrixe e l c Tfjv yr\v
xwv XavavalcDV, f\v

eyu &C&(D\±i UULV

ev Kxnoec, xa l

6(JJO0) dcpf}v A^Tipac

ev xaCc oiKiaLC xfjc
YfJC tfjc ŶHXT*|xou

UULV, [35] xa l

n^ei XLVOC auxou

f) olxCa xa l dvaY-

YeA.eU xcp lepeU

Xiycxiv "fioTiep oicpfi

ecopaxai uou ev xf̂
oCxia [36] xal

npoaxdEei 6 lepeuc

Texte de Phi lon

Ai6 xa l Ttapa6o£6-
xaxov v6uov dva-

Ypdcpei, ev cp x6v

uev ex u^pouc ovxa
Aenp6v d x d d a p x o v ,

x6v 6e oAov 6 L '

oAcov dTi6 dxpcov

TXO6C5V dxpL xecpaA.f)c

eoxdxnc nal ^oxn~
U^vov xf3 A^npa

xadapov cpnoLV e^vai

« edv Y^vrixau dcpi*i

A^npac £v o l x i a
dcp^Eexai 6 xexxnu^-
voc nal avayyeXeZ
xcp lepeU A.e"Yu>v#

coonep dcpf] A^npac

ewpaxai \ioi ev x̂ j

o lxua . xa l Tipooxd-

^ei 6 lepeuc dno-

oxeudaau xfiv oCxuav
Tip6 xou eCoeA.06vxa

x6v lepda e l c xfiv

o l x t a v C6euv xa l
ou Y^vrioexai dxd-

dapxa ooa ev TTJ

OLXLCX. Kal ue~cd
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Deus

1 3 6

1 3 7

LXX

1 Rois

17,40

Gen 38,11

Texte des LXX

dnooKeodoai xfiv

OLKLCXV TIp6 XOU ClO-

eAd6vxa I6e iv x6v
Lepe'a XT*)V acpriv KaL

ou û i dKdOapxa

Ye"vnxai ooa edv

ĵ ev xf|) o iKia ,

KaL uexd xaOxa

eloeAeuoexai 6

Lepeus KaxauadeCv
xfiv OLKiav

KaL dve'oxn KaL eno-

peuOn eCg Eapenxa

CLQ x6v nuXwva TT)Q

U6\E(X)Q , KaL C6ou

tneZ yuvt\ x^pa-

ouv^Aey^v E^̂ cx >taL
e(36r)O"ev OTILOCO

auxfje HALOU KaL

6T*I UOL 6A.LYOV 06cop

eCc &YYOC naL TIL-

EZne 6e Iou6ac

©aucxp x̂ i VUUQ^

auxoG, Kadou x^pa

ev xcp OCKCP XOO

naxp6s aou . . .
'ArceA-OoOoa 6e

6auap eKdOnxo ev

XCp OLKCp XOO T i a -

xp6e auxfic

Texte de Phi lon

xauxa eCoeXeuoexai

6 Lepeus KaxaucxdeCv

MeuLunTau 6e xouxo

KaL n ev xauc Baoi-
XetaiQ evxuYxd-

vouoa xcp Tipocp/ix^
y\jvr\ <x^lpa>

KaL Ydp xauxi^

Tipoox^xaKxaL x^ipe^"
ouon KaO^^eodau ev

xcp xoO uovou KaL

ocoxfjpos OLKCp naxp6e
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Deus LXX Texte des LXX Texte de Philon

138 1 Rois KaL elne Tip6g HALPU, « "Avdpame TOO deou,

17,18 i t feuoL xaL aoL dv- eCafjAdeg nppg ue

OpcoTie TOU OeoO; dvauvfjoaL T6 d&L —

eCafjAdeg np6g ue Kr\\xd uou KaL TO

TPO dvauvfjaaL Tag

d6LKLag uou, KaL

T6V UL6V

uou

139

140

1 Sam

Gen 6,

9 , 9

12

TtpO(

. PTL T6v

pi*|Triv CKdAeL 6

Aa6g Su^PoaOev, 6

3A^T

KaL

6 06

KaL

uevr

ICJV

EZ&EV KupLpg

-6g xfiv Ynv,

fjv KaTecpdap-

1, PTL x a x i -

cpOeLpev ndaa a d p i

Tnv

tnl

666v auTPu

Tng Yng

Tpug Y^P

eKaApuv

TOTE uev

deou, TP

6pa3vTa

ĵv 6e na

OTL naxe

adp^ T^V

enL Tffg

•npocpnTag

PL Ttp6TepPL

dvdp^TiPug

TC 6e

Tecpdapusvn,

cpOeLpe ndaa

666v auTpO

YfiQ

145 Npmbres [17] TxapeAeua6- « TiapeAeup6ue0a 6Ld

20,17-20 ueOa 6Ld Tfjg Yng Tng Yng aau* ptj

aou, PU 6LeAeua6- 6LeAeua6ueOa 6L*

6L ' dYPcov ou- aYpwv, ou 6L* du~

6L* durteAwvoov TieAcbvcov, ou TIL6-

TiL6ueOa u6cop ueOa u6a)p AdKKOU

in AdKKOU aou, 6&cp PPU* 66cp

Tippeua6-

t, PUK CKKAL-

, OUK

eucbvuucx, ecos av

TiapeAOcouev Td op id

oou. [18] KaL

elnev
00

6 i ' feuoO* eC

dv iiap^Adcouev aou

Td 6 p i a » lO 6̂ :

'E6a)u dnoKpLveTai

cpdaKCOv* « ou 6 i e -

Aeuar} &i

eC 6 :̂ utf, iv
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Deus LXX Texte des LXX Texte de Philon

148 Nombres

20,17

e l s

auvdvxnaLv OOL.

[19] Kal AeyouaLv

auxcp OL u lo l l a -

par) A. napd TO

opog napeAeuaoueda*

edv 6e TOO u6axoQ

aou TiLcouev eycb TE

Hal xd KTT^vri, 6a>aa)

OOL' dAAd x6

ou6£v EOILV

napd TO opos rcape-

Aeua6ueda. [20] lO

6e eZnev Ou 6ue-

Aeuarj 6 L ' euou.

napeAeua6ueOa 6id

eCg auvdvxr|O"Lv» .

Kal A^youaiv auxcp

OL ULOL 'IapariA*

« rcapd x6 opoQ

TiapeA.euo6ij.eda.

"Eav 6e xou u6a-

xos aou KLCO eycl) xe

Hal xd Kxnvn / 6a>aco

OOL XLU^V* dAA.d

x6 TipdYua ou6^v

eaxL, napd x6 6poc

6e
Aeuarj

"H6ri

Ou 6Le-

e]iou»

156 Deut 28,12 'AVOLEJCIL CTOL

KUPLOC x6v dnaau-

p6v auxoO x6v
dyadov, x6v oupa-
vov, 6ouvaL x6v
0ex6v xfj yrj aou
enI xaLpou auxou

i KUpLOQ

xov driaaup6v auxou
x6v dyaOov, x6v
oupav6v, 6ouvaL
uex6v»

157 Gen 48,15 6 Oeos 6 xpe'cpoov

ue ex ve6xnTOC

« 6 de6s 6 xpe"cpa)v

in ve6xr)Tos»

161 Gen 18,27 xal dnoKpLdels

A3paau eCne Nuv

np^dunv A.aXflaaL

np6s x6v KUPL6V

uou* eya) 6e C l

yfj xa l an66o£

Kal yap 'A(3padu

eyyCaas xcp deep

eaux6s eudug Syvco

yfjv Kal xe"cppav

6vxa
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Deus LXX Texte des LXX Texte de Philon

181 Nombres

22,31

'Ari£x&A.uit>ev 6£ 6

Oe6c TOUQ ocpdaAuoue,

BaAaau, KCXL opgc

x6v dvYeAov Hupiou

avdeaxrixoxa iv TTQ

66cp

x6v
xou OeoO avdeaxa!>xa»

183 Nombres xai X6V BaActau

31,8 Becop du^Kxeivav ev

poucpaicjc ouv XOLS

xpauuaxiais auxajv

xcov xpauucxxicov>>

Ce tableau nous parait appeler une observation ge*ne*rale.

C'est que les guillemets que contient le texte de Philon et qui

sont ceux du texte de P. Wendland et de la traduction de J.

Leisegang d'ou il sont passes dans 1'Edition de F. H. Colson et

dans celle d'A. Moses sont, d'une maniere g^n^rale, tres grave-

ment inade"quats et constituent des facteurs d'erreur. Tous les

textes qu'ils encadrent ne sont pas, il s'en faut parfois de

beaucoup, des citations ve*ritables. Les renvois de Philon au

texte scripturaire sont de nature diverse et vont de I1allusion

fugitive a la citation implicite, de la paraphrase a la cita-

tion vraie. L'emploi errone* des guillemets peut etre a l'ori-

gine de jugements inexacts concernant le texte biblique auquel

se r^f^rait Philon et, par suite, l'histoire de la Septante

elle-meme.

II nous parait done utile d1examiner un a un chacun des

passages contenus dans le tableau et d'en discuter individuelle-

ment tous les problemes.

1. Gig 1 = Gen 6,1. II s'agit ici d'une vraie citation

a un minime detail pr^s: le xcu des Septante a e"te* renforc^,

vraisemblablement par Philon lui-meme, a l'aide de la particule

6T*I pour former la locution tres fre"quente nau 6^: "et voici

que. "
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Rahlfs e"crit evev^drioav au lieu du causatif

Sur le probleme, on verra Peter Walters (formerly Katz), The

Text of the Septuagint its Corruptions and Their Emendation,

edited by D. W. Gooding, Cambridge University Press , 1973, p.

115 et ss.

II nous parait toutefois assure" que Philon lisait ici

l'aoriste passif, non de yeviodai mais de yevvdv. En effet, en

Gig. 5 la phrase Hat duya.Te'pec evevvrfdnoav CXUTOLS est reprise

de la maniere suivante: oij X&PLV OuyaT^pas OL dvdpamoi OUTOL

yevvfjaai A£YOVTCLL . . . . La forme eyevv^drioav nous semble

indiquer d'une maniere beaucoup plus de"cide*e et plus claire

qu' tyevA^oav la responsabilite* des ge"niteurs incapables d'en-

gendrer autre chose que des femelles.

2. Gig 6 = Gen 6,2. C'est une vraie citation, mais

ici, comme en Deus 1, si I1 expression ol OLYYE^OL TOU deou du

texte de Philon correspond OL uLot TOU deou dans le texte de

Rahlfs. On verra sur la question, Peter Katz, Philo 's Bible,

The Aberrant Text of Bible Quotations in Some Philonio Writings

And Its Place In the Textual History of The Greek Bible, Cam-

bridge University Press, 1950, p. 20 et s.; et Peter Walters

(formerly Katz), The Text of the Septuagint . . . p. 255.

Nous r6sumons les arguments que Katz-Walters deVeloppe

contre le texte de Rahlfs qui lui parait e"tonnant et qu'il est

enclin a rejeter.

La traduction de D̂ ri>tfn "Oil est &YYe^.oi TOU deoO pour

Gen 2 dans A n a s, la tradition lucianique, la version bohairique,

le Speculum et Philon, Josephe, Clement d'Alexandrie. Pour

Gen. 6 elle est ULOL T O U Oeou chez tous les te*moins a 1'excep-

tion de Philon et du manuscrit minuscules (72).

Katz-Walters considere que pour Gen 6, 2, comme pour

Gen 6, 8 la traduction ancienne est &YYEA.OL T O U Oeou. II fonde

ce jugement sur des considerations d'ordre the"ologique. Aux

yeux des traducteurs anciens Dieu ne pouvait avoir ni fils ni

compagnons e"gaux a lui-meme. L1 existence de creatures sur-

humaines n'e*tait naturellement pas nie"e, mais I1 on exigeait que

leur subordination a la divinite* fut indique*e sans hesitation

possible par les termes servant a les designer. C'est le cas

de 1'appellation d'&YYeA.oL T O U deou. Avec les Trois (Symmaque,

Aqila, Th^odotion) les preoccupations changent du tout au tout.

Ce dont il est de*sormais question, ce n'est plus d'e*viter des

^nonce's choquants, mais seulement de coller a" l'h^breu d'aussi
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prds que possible. Quant aux difficulte's exe"ge*tiques et the"-

ologiques qui peuvent re"sulter de cette fide"lite" absolue a 1'ori-

ginal, les traducteurs laissent le soin d'en traiter et de les

re"soudre aux docteurs dont c'est I1 office propre. II est done

certain qu}6.yyeXoi repre*sente dans les deux passages le texte

authentique, tandis que ULOL procede d'une revision d'une date

certainement plus re"cente (il se trouve chez les Trois et chez

Origene (Syr. Hexapl. etc.). Au contraire une transformation

d'uLoi! en dyye^OL eut e"te" inconcevable. Rahlfs agit done d'une

manie"re surprenante lorsqu'il introduit, pour les deux passages,

ULOL dans son texte. Peut-etre, suppose Katz, Rahlfs a-t-il

voulu harmoniser Gen 6,2 et Gen 6,4 ou, comme il a e'te" signale",

tous les te'moins a* 1'exception de Philon et de m (72) ont ULOL.

Katz explique cette particularity en invitant a" y voir une

inconsequence du proces de modernisation subi par la plupart

des te'moins.

Ce qui nous empeche d'accepter sans reserves de telles

explications c'est 1'existence du texte de Philon dans Quaesti-

ones in Genesim I, 92 sur Gen 6,4.

Les CPjlVKn \35i y sont de*crits a la fois comme des anges

et des "fils de Dieu": "Caeterum aliquando Angelos vocat Dei

filio quoniam non ab ullo facti sunt mortali incorporei, quum

sint spiritus corpore carentes. Potius autem exhortator iste

(sive praeceptor Moyses) optimos praeditosque virtute viros

filios Dei nominat, pessimos vero et pravos, corpora (vel

carnes)." Tout se passe en somme comme si Philon lisait dans

sa Bible &YY£^OL T O U deou en Gen 2 et ULOL T O O deou en Gen 6,4.

C'est lui-meme qui aura pu ramener Gen 6,4 a Gen 6,2 pour la

raison qu'il indique. L' appellation de "fils de Dieu" de"signe

surtout des hommes de sagesse et de vertu, ce que les "anges

de Dieu" mis en scene dans le De Gigantibus ne sont pas. Que

ce soit entre autres dans notre passage que Moise a appele" les

anges "fils de Dieu" 1'allusion a "corpora vel carnes" semble

l'indiquer, puisqu'il fait probablement e"cho aux mots 6 L & T 6

etvoiL auTOug adpxac de Gen. 6,3.

3. Gig. 17 = Ps. 77349. Citation vraie.

4. Gig. 19 = Gen 633. C'est une veritable citation avec

quelques particularite"s de peu d' importance. (a) Philon ne cite

pas le xai initial du verset. (b) II substitue a la forme hel-

lgnistique etrtev avec la nasale ephelcystique devant un mot a

initiale consonantique (Cf. F. M. Abel, Gvammaive du Gvec
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Biblique, Paris 1927, p. 24) la forme classique. (c) A ou \it\

HCtTaueLvn du verset correspond otj HctTauevei dans le texte de

Philon. Voyez Peter Katz Philo's Bible . . . p. 17 et s. Katz

suppose que la forme xcuraueveC a pu s'introduire ici sous I1in-

fluence du present HcxTcxuivei de Gig. (2). (d) La variante ou

la divergence la plus remarquable est constitute par I1omission

du de"monstratif T O U T O I S du verset. Ce vocable grec ne corre-

spond du reste a rien du texte original qui a le collectif D 1}^-

Peut-etre la traduction des Septante repr^sente-t-elle une

interpretation comparable S. celle de Philon en ce se qu'elle

suggere que les anges ou les fils de Dieu n'e"taient que des

hommes. Cette tendance est nettement perceptible chez Symmaque

qui traduit tPrfrttlj \3B par ot, utot TGOV 6uvaoTeu6vTcov et dans le

Targoum d'Onkelos qui a KJJ'n'i ^ ? * C n e z Philon la disparition

de T O U T O L S peut avoir ê e" purement accidentelle. II parait

Evident qu'il connaissait le texte exact des LXX dont on trouve

un e*cho indubitable dans la phrase initiale de Gig 19 qui annonce

la citation de Gen 6,3: 'Ev 6̂i T O L Q T O I O U T O I S du^xo-vov T O T O U

deou KaTaueCvai xal 6iaia)viaai Tiveuua, cos 6n;\.oi xal CIUT6S 6

5. Gig 22 = Gen 132. Citation vraie qui laisse en

dehors la conjonction de coordination initiale du verset.

6. Gig 23 = Ex 3132-4. Sur ce passage, voyez Peter

Katz, Philo's Bible . . . p. 18.

(a) Philon commence par ne pas rapporter la filiation

de BeaeAenA. parce qu'elle n'importait pas a son propos.

(b) II corrige le sole"cisme qui consiste a faire suivre,

d'apres l'he*breu, le verbe £UTCIUTIA.&V d'un double accusatif:

Tiveuua deCov du verset devient TiveuuaTos Oeuou.

La traduction des LXX est sans doute soucieuse de

serrer 1'original he"breu qui a: nD^rja tPn>K n-1^ 'iriW «50«'T.

"et je l'ai empli d'esprit divin dans

le domaine de 1'intelligence, du discernement, du savoir et de

tout metier" . . . nveuua deUov oocpua etc. est une tentative

d'exprimer le meme rapport; ev naviL epyop est une interpreta-

tion qui consiste a supprimer la derniere copule -1 et a lire

Philon considere que les ge"nitifs oocpuas,

eTTLGTT*iuris sont des appositions a TIVCUUCXTOS dont i l s de*crivent

le contenu.
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(c) ev TxavxL 5pYV du verset devient chez Philon eni

TiavTL £py<P peut-etre, selon P. Katz, sous I1influence du vocable

£TI LOT nuns ^ ui pre'ce'de.

(d) La forme 6iavoeiadai constitue le premier mot du

verset d'Ex. 31,4.

(e) P. Katz considere que Philon cite ici, avec les

modifications que nous venons de signaler non pas Ex. 31,2-4

mais Exode 35,30 oil l'e'nonce" se trouve a la 3~ personne, le

discours e"tant place* dans la bouche de Moise qui rappelle aux

Israelites que Dieu a appele" Bezale"el par son nom etc.

L'hypothese de Katz n'est peut-etre pas absolument indispensable.

Une adaptation consistant en un changement de personne est fa-

cilement concevable de la part de Philon. L'autre part tv/enl

TiavTL Spycp 6iavo£Lodai appartient sans conteste a Ex 31,3-4.

En Ex. 35,30 on a avax£xA.nxev au lieu de avex&Aeoev chez Philon,

qui n'a pas non plus tg 6v6uaxos d'Ex 31,2 et 35,30.

En resume* il est difficile de dire en quelle mesure la

citation de Philon me*rite les guillemets: on devrait en rigueur

les placer a partir de aocpiag.

7. Gig 24 = Nombres 11317. Philon omet la conjonction

de coordination xou. II remplace auious par les mots T O U Q

e36ouTl|HOVTa Tipeo3ux£poug qui appartiennent de facon manifeste

non au verset, mais au texte de Philon. Les guillemets fer-

mants auraient done du ^ I1 Evidence etre places apres

8. Gig 32 = Lev 1836. Sur ce passage cf. Katz, Philo's

Bible . . . p. 18 etc.

Katz fait observer que la legon manuscrite majoritaire

des LXX TI&VTCX OLKeCa est unique, car partout ailleurs 1'original

IK̂ i "parent" est rendu correctement par un masculin ou un fe"mi-

nin et jamais par un neutre ainsi en LeVitique 18, 12, 13, 17;

21,2; 25,49; Nombres 25,5; 27,11. II estime done que le texte

de Philon permet ici de reconstruire le texte original du verset

qu'il propose de lire, d'une maniere conforme a la citation de

Philon U&VTCX oixeUov au lieu de n&VTa

9. Gig 48 = Nombres 14,44. C'est une citation incom-

plete qu'il eut fallu e*crire: «M<jouafis xal r\ KL3<JL)T6C: . . . oux

eKLvndnaav . . . » C'est aussi une citation libre dans laquelle

les mots Mcouons et f) XL(3COT6S sont donnas dans l'ordre inverse

de celui du verset.
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10. Gig 50 = Ex 18314. Citation exacte.

11. Gig 55 = Gen 6,3. Citation exacte, sauf que le

verset pour enax6v eCnoaiv £xn suit l'ordre des mots de l'he*breu,

tandis que Phi Ion probablement par souci d'e'le'gance, inverse et

e"crit: £xn eHctx6v ELKOOLV. Cf. YEYOVGJC, exn xpia artoAe ircovxa

xc&v exax6v Isocrate, 12, 270.

12. Gig 56 = Deut 34,7. II ne s'agit pas d'une citation.

13. Gig 63 = Gen 17,1. Citation exacte.

14. Gig 65 = Gen 2S24. Les guillemets ont e*te* abusive-

ment place's devant ey^vovxo. II eut fallu e"crire: «oi 6UO etc,

odpna uiav»

15. Gig 66 = Gen 1038. Citation exacte. Notons que la

traduction des LXX rend d'une maniere apparemment assez gauche

le TM: VJJJ^ ̂ ? ^^^V ^DH ̂ ^n "ce fut lui C3ui commenga a etre
un puissant h^ros sur la terre." Mais comme 1'original he"breu,

la version grecque suggere que Ŷ YOtQ d^signe plutot un comporte-

ment qu'une nature physique, particularity qui a pu etre a l'ori-

gine de 1'interpretation all^gorique de Philon.

16. Deus 1 = Gen 634. Citation exacte sauf que 1'im-

parfait iyevvCooav avec la desinence de la 3~ pers du pluriel

-oav peut-etre d'apres fjaav, qui est une forme de la KOIVT\

fr^quente chez les LXX, a &t& remplac^ par l'imparfait classique

. La fin du verset a e*te" volontairement omise.

17. Deus 4 = Gen 22,2-9. Le texte de Philon ne con-

stitue qu'une allusion a un re*cit scripturaire. Le mot ouu-

Tio6LaaQ aurait pu etre mis entre guillemets.

18. Deus 4 = Gen 25,6. Le texte de Philon constitue

une simple allusion au passage scripturaire.

19. Deus 6 = 1 Sam 1,11. Le texte de Deus 6 "AL6COUL OOL

auxov 6oxov" est une adaptation non de 1 Sam 1,28, mais de 1 Sam

1,11 ou se lisent les mots 6o)oa) auxov evd)TCL6v oou 6oxov.

La re*fe"rence errone"e figure dans 1'Edition de

P. WENDLAND et la traduction allemande de H. Leisegang; dans
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I1edition de COLSON et dans celle de MOSES. Elle est aggravEe

par une note de COLSON (PHILO III, 483 sur le §6 "I give him to

thee a gift." The stress which Philo lays on 6C6c*nju and 6OT6V

suggests that he had in mind a different version of the text

from that of LXX, where, though in v. 21 we have "the Lord gave

me my request," v. 28 runs "I lend him (xixp63) to the Lord, a

loan (xpnoiv) to the Lord."

L1allusion a Anne et a Samuel qui se lit en De Somniis

I, 254, rgfere elle aussi a I Samuel I, 11.

La traduction allemande (t. VI, p. 224) et 1'Edition

de Lyon (Philon d'Alexandrie 19, p. 126) renvoient toujours £

I Samuel I, 28, mais COLSON (Philo V, 429) donne la reference

correcte et propose 1'observation suivante a la p. 605 du meme

volume.

§254 I Sam I, 11—WENDLAND erroneously gives the refer-

ences as to v. 28 ("I lend him as a loan"), as also in Quod Deus

6, on which passage, carelessly following WENDLAND, I suggested

in a note that Philo in v. 28 had a different text from the LXX.

A German reviewer pointed out the mistake."

Les INDICES de J. W. Earp (Philo X, 259 et s.) refletent

les variations de COLSON.

Le verset de I Samuel I, 11 est donne" pour comment^

dans I De Somniis, 254. EARP renvoie a la note de COLSON que

nous venons de citer et dans laquelle l'e'diteur reconnait son

erreur initiale. Chose plus curieuse, Deus 6 continue a etre

rattache", sans aucun Eclaircissement a I Sam I, 27, 28.

Les erreurs, une fois e*tablies, sont vivaces et cer-

taines references fautives ont pu parfois etre transmises d'une

Edition savante ^ une autre durant des siecles. On reprochera

a MOSES et, plus encore, a P. SAVINEL, l'e'diteur du De Somniis,

de n1avoir pas pris garde a 1'importante retractation de COLSON

et d'avoir de la sorte contribue" a la perpetuation scolastique

d'une erreur qui n'Etait pas tout a fait sans consequence pour

1'Etude de Philon.

20. Deus 6 = Nombres 28,2. C'est une citation veritable,

mais incomplete. Outre les derniers mots du verset, Philon

omet I1 expression etc. oaurjv eua)6ias. Sur cette omission voyez

P. Katz, Philo's Bible . . . p. 21-23.

Philon omet regulierement la traduction de f̂iYp.? fp}.

lorsqu'il cite Nombres 28,2 en LA III, 196; Cher 84; Saor 111;

Migr 142.
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II cite incompletement Gen 8,21 en Congr 115: 'Qocppdvdn

xupLOQ 6auf)v eucdSiac. et note que 1'expression est employee par

Moise au sens figure et signifie que Dieu a "approuve*" (auvctiv£-

aai): ou yap avdpayrtduopcpos ou&e UUHX7*IPG)V n TLVCDV dAAcov opyavu-

KC5V uepcov XPECOQ.

Notons d'ailleurs que xuptoQ au lieu de xupioQ 6 de6g

des LXX est conforme au TM qui a seulement mrp . Toutefois en

QG II, 53, le verset est cite" completement et l'essentiel de

1' aporie consiste dans le fait que Noe" sacrifie xcp deep et non

xcp xupicp (Cf. Gen 8,20: Hal 4)Ho66ur|O"ev Ncoe Ouoiaaxripiov xcp

deep, commente* dans la Quaestio 51) , mais qu'il rend grace nupicp

xcp deep. L'explication fournie dans la Solutio II, 53 implique

une interpretation aliegorique d'oour) eua)6iag analogue a* celle

de Congr 115 et qui est indique*e dans la Quaestio II, 53 elle-

meme: "I 'acceptation se fait par les deux puissances, du

Seigneur et de Dieu." II eut done &t& facile a Philon de con-

server, au prix de la meme interpretation alle"gorique, cette

expression dont le caractere anthropomorphique etait choquant

lorsqu'on l'entendait litt^ralement. Simplement, elle n'aurait

rien ajoute* a l'id^e que Philon voulait tirer ici de l'Ecriture

a savoir la "propriety" des offrandes que Dieu commandait de

lui offrir. II est done vraisemblable que, pour emprunter les

termes de Peter Katz, Philon "I1a n^glig^e comme un detail de

peu d1importance."

21. Deus 10 = I Sam 2^5. Citation exacte. Philon "met

une virgule" apres f] 6e TIOAA.^.

22. Deus 16 = Gen 38,9. Les guillemets doivent etre

places a « 6XL oux auxcp etc.

23. Deus 20 = Gen 635-7. Sur quelques divergences

entre le verset et Philon voyez Peter Katz Philo's Bible . . .

p. 24. Nous les indiquerons toutes.

Tout d'abord la premiere phrase du verset est extra-

ordinairement gauche puisqu'elle est constitute par une pe*riode

participiale d'ou le verbe principal est absent. On le trouve

au d^but de la seconde phrase apres la conjonction nat. Philon

corrige * I6d)v 6e nupioe . . . Tidaae, xde nuepag. KaL eveduu^On

. . . en ' I6o)v nuptoc, . . . Tidaae xdc nu£pa£, eveduu^drj 6

Oe6c . . • La particule 6£ a ete supprimee et remplacee par

ouv qui appartient sans doute au texte de Philon.
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La construction 6iavoeixcu . . . eui x& Tiovnpd "me'dite

. . . en vue du mal" est remplace"e par la construction directe

plus courante.

L1 expression tv xfj nap&Cq. auxoO est re"duite a ev XT^

Kap6igc, plus classique. Philon supprime, dans le meme esprit

le nu e"phelcystique d' enoinaev devant le mot suivant a initiale

consonantique.

24. Deus 23 = Deut 5,31. Citation exacte.

25. Deus 50 = Deut 30,15-19. Citation exacte, mais

"e'clectique. " II eut fallu mettre des points de suspension

apres TtpoawTtou oou apres x6 HCXH6V et apres xriv ^CDT^V.

Sur I1omission de cn^uepov de Deut 30,15, on verra

l'excellente remarque de Peter Katz, Philo's Bible . . . p. 24

note 2.

26. Deus 51 = Gen 6,7. Citation exacte. Le mot aux6v

n'en fait pas partie et les guillemets fermants devraient etre

place's apres le mot pre'ce'dent. Pour Philon la colere de Dieu n'a

pour origine que l'homme et les autres creatures n'en sont

atteintes que par voie de consequence.

27. Deus 53= Nombres 29,19. Citation exacte.

28. Deus 54 = Deut 8,5. Ce n'est pas une citation au

sens technique du terme, mais une phrase rewrite a partir du

verset ou tous les mots de Philon figurent dans la forme qu'ils

ont dans son texte.

29. Deus 70 = Gen 6,7. Citation exacte.

30. Deus 70 = Gen 6,8. Citation exacte.

31. Deus 74 = Ps 100,1. Citation exacte.

32. Deus 7 7 = Ps 74,9. Citation exacte avec omission de

OIL du verset.

33. Deus 82 = Ps 61,12. Le verset a 6 Oe6s conforme"-

ment au TM. Dans le texte de Philon on a xupiog, peut-etre

parce que ce mot sugge"rait mieux la puissance de la divinite".
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L'ordre verbe, sujet est inverse". Le nu e"phelcystique est

supprime". Sur ce passage et son contexte, voyez le reflexions

de Peter Katz, Philo's Bible p. 24-25. Katz conside're comme

des changements ope*re"s volontairement par Philon les divergences

minimes qui se"parent le texte de Philon de celui du verset.

34. Deus 86 = Gen 6,8. Citation exacte. La particule

bi du verset est supprime"e.

35. Deus 87 = Nombres 6,2. II ne s'agit naturellement

pas d'une citation. Philon forge I1 expression de ueYdAn GUXT*I

a partir de ueydXtoC, eC^rixaL eux^v.

Deus 88 = Nombres 6,5. Citation exacte adapte"e a la

tournure infinitive. Le verbe sustantif passe a l'infinitif

conforme'ment a la construction et au sens.

36. Deus 89 = Nombres 6,9. Le texte de Philon est une

allusion au verset. Le vocable Tiapaxpnua lui appartient; les

mots U-Lcuvouoa, ddvaxov s'en inspirent.

37. Deus 90 = Nombres 6,12. Citation implicite. Les

mots x&s Tipox^pae • • • fjÛ pa-c; dA.6youc, s1 inspirent du verset.

38. Deus 92 = Gen 27,20. Paraphrase du verset avec

des e*le"ments de citation incomplete. Dans la question d1 Isaac

& est omis devant T£HVOV.

Dans la re*ponse de Jacob le nu ephelcystique devant le

mot suivant a initiale consonantique est supprime". Jacob dit

KUPLO Q 6 O E 6 Q et non comme dans le verset xupios 6 Oe6c oou,

formule qui, au premier regard, pouvait laisser penser que Jacob

se dissociait de son pere et ne reconnaissait pas la meme

divinity.

39. Deus 94 = Deut 6,10-11. Le texte de Philon est une

citation adapte"e du verset. Le verbe 6ouvai est repris sous la

forme 6L6oodai. Avec le discours indirect les deuxiemes per-

sonnes du singulier deviennent des troisiemes personnes et

passent, ad sensum, au pluriel. L'expression nA^peis rcdvTcov dya-

dajv est re*crite en TiA/ipeLS xcov dyadcov qui a le meme sens.

40. Deus 99 = Deut 1,43-44. C'est une paraphrase des

versets avec des e*le*ments de citations exactes. Le discours est
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transform^ en re"cit avec les changements de personnes verbales

que cette transposition implique. Philon corrige dv£(3nxe ei£

T 6 6poc en enL T 6 opoc,. On a une citation exacte du debut du

verset 44 avec omission de etc, auvdvcnaiv Ou-Cv. Pour la seconde

partie du verset, les pluriels verbaux collectifs sont trans-

formes en singuliers. Philon change l'ordre des actions. Les

ennemis blessent les Israelites et les poursuivent de Se"ir a

Herma. La fin de la phrase pouvait sembler quelque peu dure

sur le plan de la logique. La forme verbale a preVerbe du ver-

set est ramene"e a la forme simple. Philon conserve la m^taphore

des abeilles, mais il re*crit d)S eC en ODQ 'dv et ramene la forme

d'aoriste optatif en -cuaav a la forme classique.

41. Deus 104 = Gen 6,8. La fin de la citation est

re"crite en style plus classique.

42. Deus 109 = Gen 6,9 = Exode 33,17. Le texte fait

allusion a Gen 6,8. Le verbe euapeaxfjoai du texte s'inspire de

Gen 6,9 verset qui, pourtant, interdirait 1'interpretation que

propose Philon. Dans la citation d'Ex 33,17, Philon fait subir

au verset une modification analogue a celle du verset de Gen

6,8 en Deus 104.

43. Deus 111 = Gen 39^1. Le texte de Philon est une

allusion au verset, dpx L uay e L pep reprenant 6 apxi-udye Lpos et

6 eOvouxos donnant lieu au commentaire qui chez Philon commence

a

44. Deus 117 = Gen 6,9. Citation exacte. Philon sup-

prime le nu ephelcystique devant un mot a initiale consonantique.

Le verset 10, incompatible avec 1'interpretation de

Philon, n'est pas cite.

45. Deus 119 = Gen 37,2. Citation exacte avec de minimes

retouches. Philon supprime auxoO apres TCOV d6eA.cpcov et TOO devant

Tiaxpoc, auxou.

46. Deus 122 - Gen 6,11. Citation exacte avec deux

minimes simplifications. Philon supprime la particule 6£ et

les termes n yf\ repetes devant le dernier mot du verset.
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47. Deus 123 = Lev 13,14. C'est une "citation" entiere-

ment re"crite. Seuls les mots XP&£ £&v ev et ULavO^aexaL devrai-

ent etre pourvus de guillemets.

48. Deus 124 = Lev 13,15. Sur ce passage, voyez P. Katz

Philo's Bible . . . p . 2 7 - 2 8 .

P. Katz fait observer que les LXX se trompent sur la

signification de TM *»n "UtfB qui d^signerait des "bourgeons de

chair" se manifestant sur l'endroit lgpreux. La Septante tra-

duit par consequent 1'expression h^braique par XP&£ £&v et

Ignorant l'hebreu, Philon entend XP&£ £cov et xpiOQ u

au sens de "chair saine," au contraire de ce que font le TM et

meme dans une certaine mesure les LXX. En effet, le texte ori-

ginal des LXX etait peut-etre, comme le pense Grabe, conforme

dans sa signification a l'hebreu. La distorsion des LXX par

rapport au TM, que I1on constate aujourd'hui, a pour origine la

ponctuation, element ext£rieur et poste"rieur au texte lui-meme.

On aurait eu de la sorte, primitivement: xou oijjexai 6

uepeus x6v XQ&TQL T6V OYLTI XOLL u^avei aux6v {soil. x6v AeTtp6v)

6 XP^Q 6 OYII*)£ [OIL] dKdOapx6s eaxuv, A.£TtpaQ eaxuv. Done ce

serait ici 6 XP&Q 6 UYL^|£ qui serait objet d'impurete* parce que

manifestation de la lepre. Philon a lu et compris Hal u-LaveC

aux6v 6 xptbQ 6 byi^Q comme si la chair saine souillait le malade;

provoquant la corruption de la chair malade et, par voie de con-

sequence, le deterioration de l'organisme tout entier. Katz

voit dans tout le passage une premonition de la doctrine de

l'Epitre aux Romains, 3, 20: "Car nul ne sera justifie devant

lui par les oeuvres de la loi, puisque c'est par la loi que

vient la connaissance du peche" et de 5, 20: "Or la loi est

intervenue pour que 1'offense abondat, mais la" ou le peche a

abonde, la grace a surabonde, afin que, comme le peche a regne

par la mort, ainsi la grace regnat par la justice pour la vie

eternelle par Jesus-Christ notre Seigneur."

La ressemblance nous parait assez superficielle et les

textes de Philon semblent bien eioignes de la profondeur et des

implications mystiques de l'Epitre.

Philon omet aux6v apres ULOLVSL. Cette omission, pro-

bablement volontaire, donne une portee generale a" sa proposition.

49. Deus 127 = Lev 13,11-13. II ne s' agit pas d'une cita-

tion, mais d'un resume et d'une appreciation du passage biblique.
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50. Deus 131 = Lev 14,34-36. Sur ce passage, on verra

P. Katz, Philo's Bible . . . p. 28-30. P. Katz souligne bien

que la "citation" de Philon est une paraphrase de caractere

abre*geant, et que le texte de Wendland ne fait pas un usage

tre"s precis des guillemets.

Philon omet toute la premiere partie du verset 34 qui

semble restreindre 1' application de la disposition le"gale con-

cernant la le"pre des maisons au seul pays de Canaan. II pre"-

fere la formule impersonnelle £dv Y^vnxcu a nal 6d)oco qui semble

impliquer Dieu dans le mal. Seuls les mots d(pn A^rcpac ev me*ri-

tent les guillemets. Encore le cas du premier est-il adapte*

au contexte de Philon.

Dans les versets 35-36 nEei xivoc, auxou f\ OLHLCX es t

remplace" par le tour classique dcpiEexou 6 Hexxnu^voc;. Suit , de

"xai, dvaYYeAei x<$> LepeU a1 dnooxeudoai xfiv OLxtav," une c i t a t ion

ver i table avec deux variantes minimes. Au l ieu du texte sc r ip -

tu ra i r e cocrnep dcpn fecopctxai uou 6v xfj OCHLQ. on a chez Philon coo-

nep dcpf] Â TtpaQ ecopaxai UOL £V xf̂j OLKLQ..

P. Katz suggere que Philon a pu ici conserver le texte

original du verset; il a le soutien de certains MSS des LXX,

des Peres et des traductions.

La suite du verset 36 est elle aussi re"ellement cite"e

par Philon, mais avec des modifications qui sont le fait de

l'Alexandrin lui-meme Ttplv (xou eioeXddvTcx) est remplace" par

Ttp6; xou euaeA.d6vxa LSGLV X6V iep£a* xi'iv dcpi*iv devient xoO

eCaeAd6vxa x6v Lep^a eCc XT^V oCxiav C6eiv; nal ou un dxddapxa

Y^vnxai devient nal ou Yevtfoexcu dxddapxa; dans ooa ̂ dv ij ^v

xf̂  oiKiq. les mots &dv TJ sont supprim^s, de meme que xfiv otKiav

a" la fin du verset.

51. Deus 136 = Lev 17310. Seuls les mots Y^vn <xnpa>

pourraient etre mis entre guillemets.

52. deus 137 = Gen 38,11. Paraphrase du verset que

rappellent les mots xnpeuouan xad££eadai £v xcp xou . . . oincp

naxp6s.

53. Deus 138 = 1 R 17,18. Citation partielle du verset.

Philon remplace xde d6ix.Las uou par x6 d6iHnud uou. Les der-

niers mots xal x6 dudpxnuci uou semblent devoir etre exclus des

guillemets. Comme nous 1'avons indiqu^, ce sont, croyons-nous,
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1'Equivalent de T6V ut,6v UOU, interpre*te* plus loin comme xd

\xtv eneivne (= TpoTifie) §YYOva.

54. Deus 189 = I Sam 9,9. Simple allusion au verset.

55. Deus 145 = Nombres 20,17-20. Sur ce passage, voyez

P. Katz Philo's Bible . . . p. 31-32.

Pour le verset 17, on note quelques modifications

minimes du verset chez Philon: ou6£ . . . ou6£ devient chez

Philon ou . . . ou; u6cop ex Xdnxou Q O U est simplifie* en u6cop

X&KKOV aou; xd opia oou est modifie* en aou x& opia.

Le de"but du verset 18 jusqu'au discours d'Edom est

re*crit. La fin est exactement cite"e. Au verset 19 Philon a

TXLCO pour TiLcouev du verset; 6coaco OOL TLUT^V pour Scoaco TLU^V O O L .

56. Deus 148 = Nombres 20,17. Philon ajoute wH6n et

met le verbe au singulier, peut-etre pour souligner I1unanimity

de la resolution de disciples de Moise: n ^xdaxou <4JUXI*1

auxou.

57. Deus 156 = Deut 28,12. Citation adapted au con-

texte de Philon: 'Avowal OOL Hupiog est modifi^ en dvoisn

Kuptoc nutv. La fin du verset xf̂  Yti oou enl Kaipou auxou n'est

pas cite*e.

58. Deus 157 = Gen 48,15. Citation exacte.

59. Deus 161 = Gen 18,27. Allusion au verset que rap-

pellent les mots ynv xal x£cppav ovxa.

60. Deus 181 = Nombres 22,31. Allusion au verset et

citation partielle. Comme on l'a signale", les mots du texte

de Philon x6 xfje ^uxne U E U ^ K 6 S 6UUCX dva^A^ijjac referent a

' An£K&\\)[\)£v . . . 6 Oe6g xous ocpdaAuous BaAaau; dvdeaxcoxa

remplace dvdeaxnx.6xa ^v xfj 66cp et devrait etre exclu des

guillemets.

61. Deus 183 = Nombres 31,8. Les mots du texte de

Philon ne devraient pas etre mis entre guillemets: ils ne con-

stituent pas une citation de Nombres 31,8, mais une simple

allusion a ce verset.

V. Nikiprowetzky
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3. Philo's Knowledge of the Hebrew
underlying the Greek

Next the question arises whether in all his citation

and exposition of the Old Testament Philo shows any awareness

of the Hebrew underlying the Greek translation which he so uni-

formly quotes, or any evidence of having had access to the mean-

ing of the Hebrew independently of the Greek translation. On

both counts the answer must be no.

In the first place Philo himself as good as tells us

that the Hebrew was to him irrelevant. In his account of the

origin of the LXX translation he maintains that the Greek was

directly and equally inspired as the original Hebrew: the

translators "like men possessed prophesied not each man some-

thing different but all of them the same actual nouns and verbs,

as though some invisible prompter were dictating to each one

of them" {De Vit. Mos. II, 7, 37). Obviously, if a translation

is produced by direct inspiration of God, there is no need to

refer to the original.

Moreover, as evidence of the complete detailed accuracy

of the translation Philo cites the verdict always given, so he

claims, by "any Chaldaeans who learn Greek, or Greeks who learn

Chaldaean, and then come across both Scriptures, the Chaldaean

and the (Greek) translation . . ." (op. cit.r 7, 40). Interest-

ing here is the way he phrases himself: it suggests that he

himself was not among those who have learned what he calls

"the Chaldaean." And if that is so, it further suggests that

Philo could not have consulted the Hebrew himself, even if he

had thought it necessary or desirable to do so.

Furthermore, he asserts that as a result of the divine

inspiration with which the translators were favoured, the Greek

words they chose corresponded with the "Chaldaean" with the

precision of geometrical or philosophical terminology. Granted

that Philo may have allowed himself some exaggeration here for

the sake of propaganda, one must conclude that the man who could

write these words had no conception of the material differences

that exist in many places between the Hebrew original and the

LXX translations.

This conclusion is borne out by what we find when we

turn to his actual expositions. First, there is the general

evidence, amply set forth in (ii) above, that he uniformly cites

the Old Testament in the LXX translation, which, given the fre-

quent inadequacy of the LXX, he would surely not have done, or
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not have done without protest or explanation, had he known the

underlying Hebrew. Secondly, from time to time he offers expo-

sitions of the Greek which the Hebrew, had he known it, would

have forbidden him. Here are some representative samples:

(a) He will expound a passage by playing on the (sup-

posed) etymology of a word in the Greek translation regardless

of whether the Hebrew word which it represents has a similar

etymology. So in Quod Deus 3:13 he suggests that the true mean-

ing of axeipctv, "barren" is axeppdv, "firm." Etymologically

there may be some connection between oxeipav and oxepp&v (though

such etymology would not justify his exposition); but the Hebrew

Tilp^ has no such etymology. Again, in Quod Deus 22:103, Philo

cites Deut 1:43, where for •TTTFli "they acted presumptuously,"

the LXX has napa3ia.o&uevoi, "acting by force or violence against

{sail, what God had said)." The context indicates that immedi-

ately after taking this attitude Israel was repulsed by the

enemy; and had Philo been content with that observation, all

would have been well. But on the basis of the Greek word Ttapa-

(3iaaduevoL he maintains that all such violence (x6 (Bicuov) is

short-lived (oAiyoxpoviov), "as the very word shows derived as

it is from (3ai6v: and (3ai6v was a word the ancients used for

short-lived." Well, to start with, 3CXL6V has nothing to do

etymologically even with Greek (3iaiov; but what is more to our

point the Hebrew A p T has no etymological connection with either

the notion of "violence" or that of "short-lived."

(b) Where a Greek word has more than one meaning Philo

will sometimes select and insist on one of those meanings against

any of the others, regardless of whether the underlying Hebrew

word can have the meaning which he insists on. So in Quod Deus

35:168-36:171 Philo refers to Israel's attempted negotiations

with Edom: "But if I and my cattle drink of your water, I will

give you the price of it" (Num 20:19). For the "price of it"

the LXX has simply xi|_u*iv. TIUTI, however, is a word of many

connotations: worship, esteem, honour, worth, value, price,

compensation, satisfaction, penalty, fine, punishment. Obvi-

ously the connotation intended by the LXX is that which corre-

sponds to the underlying Hebrew D1DD which means "the price,"

or "value of them." But Philo explicitly insists that xiurjv

does not mean "the pelf, to use the poet's word, silver or gold

or aught else which the purchaser is wont to give in exchange
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to the vendor, but by TiyViv he here means 'honour1

(translation by Colson and Whitaker). He seems totally unaware

that the Hebrew *"OD only means "price" or "value," or "merchan-

dise"; it does not have the connotation "honour."

(c) Philo sometimes quotes a phrase from the LXX, where

the Hebrew, or at least the MT, has something quite different;

and Philo does not show himself aware of the difference. For

instance, as its last phrase in Num 20:19 the LXX has napa x6

6poc TtapeAeuo6ueda, thus repeating a phrase which comes earlier

in the verse. Philo, Quod Deus 31:145, follows the LXX. But

the iMT has the quite different nHhjJK ^JD? "let me pass through

on foot."

In the light, then, of evidence such as this that Philo

had no conception of the Hebrew underlying the Greek, the fact

that from time to time he quotes the meaning of Hebrew proper

names (see, for example, De Gigantibus 14:62, where the name

A|3p&u is interpreted as meaning naxi^p uex£copoe) cannot be taken

to imply that Philo had a detailed knowledge of Hebrew. Jews in

Alexandria would be aware that their own personal names meant

something in Hebrew, even if they themselves did not know much

Hebrew. Indeed, in Hellenistic times it was common for Jews to

use Greek translations (and not transliterations) of their

names, e.g., Theodotion, or, Theodoros, for Jonathan. There may

well have been "dictionaries" giving Greek equivalents of Hebrew

proper names which they and Philo could have consulted.

Finally, there is one place in our treatises where, had

Philo been aware of the Hebrew underlying the Greek and had he

been competent to discuss the exact meaning of the Hebrew, sheer

honesty, one would have thought, must have obliged him to cite

the meaning of the Hebrew. In Quod Deus 5:20ff. he quotes the

LXX translation of Gen 6:6, which runs: "And God had it in his

mind (^veduu^On) that he had made man on the earth, and he

bethought him (6ievoTs|dn) . " He then comments "Perhaps some of

the uncritical (xcov dveEetdoxtov) will suspect that the Lawgiver

is hinting (aivixxeodai) that the Creator repented (UET^YVG)) of

the creation of man . . . ." The comment is interesting. Why

should people, we may ask, suspect this? One reason could be

the unnaturalness of the sense in the Greek. Another could be

that even in Philo's day it is possible that some people were

faintly aware that the LXX Greek translations were apt in places

to use euphemistic paraphrases, as the Targums do; and that the
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unnaturalness of the Greek expressions in this verse suggested

to them that here was one of those euphemisms. However that may-

be, the fact remains that the LXX rendering here is a euphemis-

tic paraphrase; the Hebrew says: "And the Lord repented (DH>^;

or, was sorry) that he had made man on the earth, and it grieved

him (l^V?*]) at his heart." In other words, the meaning of the

Hebrew is exactly that which Philo is at pains to deny that the

LXX rendering is hinting at. Had Philo known Hebrew, he must

have admitted that at least there was some superficial difficulty

here, and he must have invented some argument to explain it, or,

as is more normal with him, to explain it away. Instead he

speaks as if the Lawgiver himself had used the terms found in

the LXX, and then he denies that in using these (Greek) terms

the Lawgiver was hinting at the meaning which (we can see, even

if he could not) the Hebrew conveys.

4. Philo's Misuse of the Greek
Translation

Philo, then, bases himself entirely on the Greek trans-

lation. But is he always fair to the intended meaning of the

Greek? Here it may be helpful to make a distinction between:

(a) instances where all would agree over what the Greek says,

but Philo with his hermeneutical principles makes what the Greek

says mean what the Greek never meant; and (b) instances where

Philo misconstrues Greek grammar and syntax to make the Greek

say what it never intended to say. The distinction is a fine

one, and not, perhaps, ultimately valid. But from a practical

point of view it may be useful. Under both heads, Philo is not

seldom unfair to the Greek.

Examples under (a) are so numerous in the treatises, and

so obvious, that it is almost arbitrary to cite anything less

than the whole of Philo's work. Nevertheless let us take one

small example. When in De Gigantibus 11:50-51 he cites the

words of Jethro to Moses "Why do you sit (x&OriaaL) alone?"

(Ex 18:14), all would agree, Philo included, as to what the

Greek says: it says "Why do you sit alone?" But the question

arises, what does "sit" mean in this context? The context is

one of judicial proceedings, and to common sense it is clear

that "sit" means "sit as judge." But Philo's hermeneutical

principles allow him to disregard the context, and interpret

"sit" to mean "to be stable," "to be able to maintain fair

weather in a storm, or calm in the swell of a raging sea." Here,
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then, is no question of what the Greek says, but only of what

it means; and Philo's interpretation is arbitrary and far-fetched.

Under (b), however, one might list instances where Philo

misconstrues the syntax of the Greek in order to make it say

something other than what it was intended to say. In Gen 6:7

the Greek quotes God as saying "I will wipe out man whom I made

from the face of the earth, from man unto beast, from creeping

things unto the fowl of heaven, OIL dduu&dnv, 6TL eTioinoa au-

TOVQ." The question arises, how the two OIL-clauses are to be

understood. The natural way would be to understand both as

causal clauses, the first giving God's reason for destroying

mankind: he was wroth; the second giving the reason for the

wrath: he was angry because he had made man. But such an under-

standing of the syntax would offend Philo's philosophical pre-

suppositions, and so he sets out to show that the syntax should

be construed differently (Quod Deus, 11:51 and particularly,

15:72): "You see what great caution he has employed even over

his form of expression. He says o n £duu&Snv OIL £Ttoinoa au-

xoue," and not in the reverse order "6L6TL inoir)oa auxoug £0u-

u-wdnv." This latter order, Philo goes on to explain, would imply

change of mind on God's part, a thing impossible in Philo's

philosophy. In other words, put the oTi-eTroinoa-auTOus-clause

first, and change the O I L , as Philo does, to 6L6TL , then the

clause is undeniably a causal clause giving the reason for the

wrath: "because I made them, I was wroth." Leave the order of

the clauses as it is in the LXX, and then Philo claims, it

"brings before us a most essential doctrine that wrath is a

source of errors." In other words Philo is claiming that the

6xi-£TTOLr|o-a-auTouc,-clause is not to be understood as a causal

clause giving the cause of the wrath, but as an explanatory

clause offering the evidence that justifies the statement, "I

was wroth." Thus: "I was wroth, as is proved by the fact that

I made them" or, "I was wroth in that I made them." Now it is

true that a cai-clause can in certain contexts be used in this

sense. Liddell-Scott cite Iliad 16.35: Ŷ -OCUKI*) &£ oe TLKTE

ddAaooa . . . OIL IOL V6O Q £ O T I V dnnv/is . . . "as is proved by

the fact that . . . " But to insist on this meaning of the O T L -

clause in our context is to pervert the plain straightforward

meaning of the Greek in the interests of preconceived philo-

sophical views.
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5. Where Philo 's dependence on the Greek
translations leads him to misrepresent
the meaning of the original Old Testament_,
how far is this the fault of the poor
quality of the Greek translations?

The answer here is that there are several places where

the poor quality of the LXX translations has led Philo to make

wrong deductions from what they appear to say. In fairness to

Philo, of course, we should remember that his belief that the

translation was equally inspired as the original, would prevent

him from suspecting that the translation could on times be mis-

taken, and from regarding its literalistic renderings as mis-

leadingly inadequate translations: to him oddities and seeming

imperfections in the Greek translation would appear as indicators

of profound meaning. Two examples will suffice.

In Lev 13:14, 15, in the course of instructions on the

diagnosis of leprosy, the Hebrew talks of ^n "ijtf 5' literally,

"living flesh," meaning "raw flesh." It is clearly something

bad. The LXX, however, translates it literalistically in 3:14

as XP&£ £&v, "living flesh," and then, misinterpreting what

"living flesh" means, puts in 13:15 x6v xpcoxa x6v OyLn, "the

healthy flesh." Philo can hardly be blamed for the use which

he proceeds to make of the LXX's misinterpretation, even if he

does manage to introduce an additional misinterpretation of his

own: the Greek word XP&S can mean "skin" or "flesh," or "the

colour of the skin, complexion," or simply "colour"; Philo

chooses to understand it as "colour."

Again, an idiomatic way of saying in Hebrew "Not a

single man shall do so-and-so," is to use the expression, "A man,

a man shall not do so-and-so." This is not, however, a Greek

idiom, and therefore when in Lev 18:6 the LXX translates the

idiom literalistically dvdpomog dvdpcoTiog Ttpoc, rcdvxa OLKELOV

oapx6e auxou ou TtpooeAeuaexou, it sounds very strange. As might

be expected, Philo is sure that this strange-sounding phrase is

full of deep significance, and he comments (De Gigantibus 8:34):

"The repetition dvdpomog dvdpomog, instead of the single expres-

sion, shows that he is indicating not the man compounded of body

and soul, but the man who practices virtue. For he indeed is

the true man. . . . "

But to be fair to Philo, in this instance we should

recognise that he was not alone in misinterpreting the signifi-

cance of the repetition. And for him there is the excuse that

he did not know Hebrew. But later Jewish rabbis, who had expert
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knowledge of Hebrew, followed hermeneutical principles that led

them likewise to see all kinds of strange significance in this

same Hebrew idiom. In Num 5:12, for instance, the repetition

"man, man" occurs as an idiomatic way of expressing a generali-

sation: "If any man." The Midrash Rabbah, Numbers IX, 2,3,4,5,

offers no less than six different, and to us equally unwar-

ranted and far-fetched, interpretations of the significance of

the repetition.

But the relation of Philo's exegetical principles to

those of later rabbis takes us beyond our present concern. The

topic is dealt with elsewhere.

D. Gooding





II. PHILO1S STYLE AND DICTION





A. Philo 's Knowledge of Rhetorical Theory

Philo's acquaintance with rhetorical theory might be

inferred both from his interest in Hellenic education, dominated

in his time by grammar and rhetoric, and from his frequent use

of poetic and rhetorical devices in his own writing. But Philo

has left far more specific evidence of his knowledge of the

details of rhetorical theory in his use of terms and in his many

reflections on language and persuasion in the texts of his

essays. His own comments leave the reader in little doubt of

his awareness not only of the basics of rhetorical theory as a

branch of preliminary education, but also of the philosophical

debates on the value and perils of rhetoric that began in the

speeches and dialogues of Plato and Isocrates and were still

very much alive in the time of Quintilian. In various passages

scattered throughout the essays, Philo gives a definition of

rhetoric that is reminiscent of that assigned to Theodorus in

Quintilian 11.15.16, enumerates the divisions of the subject

(Invention, Arrangement, Diction, Judgment, Memory, and Deliv-

ery) , refers to rhetorical genres (Judicial, Deliberative, and

Epideictic, including encomiastic speeches in praise of the

Lord, like the later prose hymns of Aristeides and Julian), and

uses the terms for the parts of an oration (-prooimia, diegeseis 3

pisteis3 epilogoi) . There can be little question that Philo

was conversant with schoolroom rhetoric and that he used the

terminology freely in later life. His interest in the inter-

pretation of texts and his habit of labelling his own divisions

and proofs led him to use rhetorical terms where even the best

trained Greek orators would have avoided them.

In the area of rhetorical invention, Philo was aware of

the reliance of Aristotelian rhetoric on the acceptability of

probable rather than necessary premises in arguments aimed at a

popular audience. The possibility of making formally valid

arguments from probable premises is at the very heart of Aris-

totle's method in rhetoric and dialectic, and Philo is very

uncomfortable with this aspect of conventional rhetorical theory.

To Philo, probability arguments are associated with the hired

lawyer whose aim is to trick the jury into accepting a bad case

129
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{Agr. 13) or with the more sinister worldly wise sophists who

corrupt the morals of their hearers (Det. 38, in contrast to

the Egyptian sophists, Moses has no talent for TI'IV TUV euAoycov

xcu Tiidavcov eCKaaTLKfiv pnTopeiav), or even the clever-talking

serpent in the Garden of Eden {Agr. 96). This, along with his

frequent use of the contrast between appearance {to dokein) and

reality {to einai) , places him firmly in the camp of the philos-

ophers who were hostile to conventional rhetoric rather than

those who sought to tame and analyze it. Philo's figures of

the "Egyptian" sophists and Jethro are strongly reminiscent of

Plato's attacks on probability and sophistical rhetoric in the

Gorgias and Phaedrus. His attitude toward pathos, which he

knows as an integral part of the conventional rhetoric, is

similar, and is in keeping with the Platonic and Stoic attitudes

on rhetoric rather than the tradition represented by Aristotle,

Isocrates and Cicero. The only justification for pathos appeals

would be in bringing the ignorant and undeveloped souls closer

to a perception of the truth that would free them from the domi-
4

nation of the passions.

Whatever his feelings about conventional rhetoric, Philo

makes use of the language of rhetorical invention. He knows the

terms enthymema3 paradeigma3 parabola > and tekmevion, all of

them Aristotelian or conventional in origin. In his near parody

of a philosophical debate on the theme "Will the wise man

indulge in drunkenness?", he refers to the distinction between

"artistic" and "inartistic" proofs, a specific piece of Aris-

totelian lore which he probably includes in order to character-

ize his imaginary speaker. The same debate reveals that Philo

or his source was thoroughly trained in the use of formal topics

for philosophical and rhetorical argumentation. Again the

pedantic introduction of the actual rules and definitions of

the arguments employed seems to be intended as a reflection of

the sophistical character of the imaginary speaker. The topics

employed are definition {Plant. 154-155), synonymy {Plant. 150),

etymology {Plant. 165, cf. Aristotle Topioa 112a32ff. and

Cicero Topioa 35), and the joint applicability of contraries

within a genus {Plant. 172, cf. Aristotle Topioa Illal4ff. and

113a33ff.). Formal topics belong to the inner mysteries of

rhetorical invention and are not adequately covered in most

rhetorical textbooks. They are especially at home in Aristo-

telian rhetoric and dialectic, in the debating techniques of

the New Academy, and in Ciceronian rhetoric {Topioa and
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De oratore 11.39,162). Cicero comments that the Stoics were

very deficient in this regard, and I would suspect that Philo,

like Cicero, came into contact with this method through the

Academic and Peripatetic practice of debating theses through

topical reasoning rather than through Stoic logic or rhetoric.

Philo uses a good many of these formal topics in Deus,

though he is much more subtle than in the set-piece debate in

De plantatione. Among the more obvious instances of formal

topics are a fortiori {Deus 105-106; 148), definition {Deus 83,

86, 179-180), cause and effect {Deus 11-19, cf. topics 17 and 24

in Aristotle Rhetoric 11.23), genus-species {Deus 95, 117-119,

cf. Aristotle Topioa Illal4ff.), contraries {Deus 124, cf.

Aristotle Topioa 112a26ff.), results {Deus 75-76, cf. topic 13

in Rhetoric 11.23), incredible but true {Deus 91, cf. Aristotle

Rhetoric 11.23, topic 21), and etymology {Deus 103, cf. Aris-

totle Topica 112a32ff., though here the influence of Stoic

grammar may be at work). Most of these were known to Cicero

as well as Aristotle and may have been current in Philo's time,

but this is advanced rhetoric or dialectic, not the schoolroom

variety. The proper use of these topics is not taught in basic

schoolroom rhetoric and the texts that seek to explain it are

very difficult; the best way to learn this system is to use it

in the defense or destruction of theses with a teacher practiced

in this art. It seems to me very likely that such debating

formed a part of Philo's education.

Philo's Knowledge of the Terminology
of Diction

Philo uses the actual terminology of Greek grammar and

rhetoric more frequently than is customary in literary prose.

This is not, as in the case of invention, out of any tendency

to label his own rhetorical devices, but results from the

necessity of interpreting particular passages in his text. This

is Philo the commentator rather than Philo the debater of theses.

Most of the stylistic terms that Philo uses throughout his essays

are found in the immediate context of an interpretation of a

Biblical text. Philo's technique here is closer to that of the

Stoic allegorist or the grammarian glossing the text of a clas-

sical author for his class than to the style of the sophists and

philosophers, like Plutarch, Maximus of Tyre, or Dion
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Chrysostomus, who sometimes use Homer or exotic mythologies as

texts from which to preach a lesson.

Philo's acquaintance with the technical language of

grammar and style seems to have been very wide indeed. He knows

phonology (the seven vowels, semi-vowels, etc.), the parts of

speech, the Stoic classification of questions and statements,

the terms for grammatical errors, and a large repertoire of

figures of speech. He has a large vocabulary, as might be

expected, for allegory and types of comparison: ainigma, alle-

goria, analogia, eikdn, metaphora, symbolon, tropos, and hypo-

noia. For most of these terms he has verbal, adjectival, and

adverbial forms as well. These terms, however, must already

have been established in the allegorical tradition well before

Philo; most of them are found in Heraclitus, in allegorical

contexts in Plutarch, and in the scholia to authors like Homer,

Hesiod, and Aratus, as well as in late, Neo-Platonic allegorists,

like Iamblichus, Porphyry, Sallustius, and Proclus. This is a

fairly consistent tradition, and there would be little need for

an author like Philo to go directly to the rhetoricians who also

use these terms. Allegory, symbol, and such like terms already

had quite distinct applications for the allegorist and the rhe-
o

torician.

Another class of terms that occur in the analysis of

particular passages seems to belong to grammar and the Greek

manuals of style, material common to rhetoric, poetics, and

literary criticism: anastrophe, glaphyrotes, episphragizo,

epiphoyied , makrologia , ogkos , homonymia , paroimia , parabole ,

periploke, ptosis, and sunuphaino. Almost all of these terms

can be found in the Greek literature on style, from Book III of

Aristotle's Rhetoric, through Demetrius On Style and Dionysius
9

On Verbal Composition. Terms not attested in Greek authors

before Philo often have their Latin equivalents already in the

Fourth Book of Rhetorioa ad Herennium and also occur in late

Greek rhetoricians like Hermogenes. Taken as a whole, the

grammatical and stylistic lore employed by Philo belongs to the

specialized Hellenistic tradition on those subjects rather than

to the philosophical and literary rhetorics, like Aristotle's

or Cicero's, which try to place rhetorical techniques and

stylistic devices in the context of a general theory of per-

suasion. Some of the terms listed above are distinctively gram-

matical, like homonymia and ptosis, while others are found in

the Hellenistic doctrine of the virtues of style, like
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glaphyrotes and ogkos. It is unlikely that Philo followed only

one grammar or manual of style; his acquaintance with the tradi-

tion was rich enough that he could be somewhat eclectic in his

use of it.

The Greek rhetorician treated figures of speech and

thought as intentional devices of the author aimed at producing

a particular effect in the souls of the audience. Appropriate-

ness of style to subject matter or to the level of style sought

by the author was the standard against which Demetrius or

Dionysius judged the use of stylistic devices in the authors

studied. This is not generally Philo's aim in using rhetorical

terms; for Philo the important thing is to find a grammatical

or rhetorical justification for his interpretation of a specific

text. A consideration of some of the rhetorical and grammatical

terms used in Deus is offered in illustration:

Deus 1 anaphora: Anaphora occurs as the name of a

rhetorical figure in Demetrius On Style 141 and Longinus On the

Sublime 20.1 (cf. also repetitio in Ad Herennium 4.13.19). To

the rhetorician, this term means repetition of a word or phrase

for emphasis or stylistic effect. In Philo, the word seems not

to mean repetition at all, but, as Colson translates, "refer-

ence back." At any rate, there is no instance of rhetorical

anaphora in the Septuagint text cited; met1 ekeino is not

repeated for emphasis at the beginning of adjacent clauses.

Anaphora does occur as a grammatical term in Dionysius Thrax

(637bl6) in a sense parallel to this use in Philo.

Deus 20 sunuphaino: This word belongs to a family of

terms that refer to interweaving of words, sounds, or ideas

(Rhetorica ad Alexandrum 33.8; Dionysius of Halicarnassus On

Verbal Composition 18, 23; enuphainb in Demetrius On Style 166).

Frequent in Philo, who knows sunuphaino also as a music term,

as a word for making connections between ideas or interpreta-

tions in the course of his exegesis. Not precisely equivalent

to the rhetorical usage.

deus 71 tropikos and kuriologoumenonz For the history

of these terms, see the note ad loo. The kind of distinction

made here is already expressed (in different language) in

Isocrates, Aristotle and the Rhetorica ad Alexandrum (haplous

and metapheron 23.1434b34). There is no doubt about the
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rhetorical and grammatical background of these terms, but, again,

Philo's use of them may not be a direct application of his rhe-

torical training. The distinction between figurative and proper

discourse may already have become a commonplace in allegorical

exegesis. Plutarch has kurios . . . legousin in his interpreta-

tion of the Egyptian habit of associating the dog with Hermes in

De Iside 11.355b and says that Plato in his Laws speaks ou dir

ainigmon oude sumbotikos 3 alia kuriois onomasin {De Iside 47.

370f.). Similar contrasts are to be found in other Greek alle-

gorizing texts.

Deus 72 prophora: See note ad too. for the details.

Prophora is more a grammatical term than a rhetorical one. Here

it is used to introduce a point about the precise word order of

the text which is intended to support Philo's interpretation of

the passage.

Deus 72 anastrophe: In Quintilian 8.6.65 (cf. Rhetorica

ad Herennium 4.32.44 perversio) and Hermogenes Peri ideon 1.12

this is the name of a figure of speech in which the normal word

order is deliberately reversed for stylistic effect. In Philo,

a reversal of the order of clauses is meant, and that is impor-

tant in this instance because of the implication of the text for

the consistency of Moses1 description of God's relationship with

man. Philo's interpretation removes the suggestion that God is

capable of repenting of actions, a suggestion that a more

literally-minded reader might pick up from reading the narrative

of the Creation and the Flood. There is no rhetorical point to

be made in Philo's analysis: again he has used a familiar rhe-

torical term in a non-rhetorical application that suits his

needs as a commentator.

Deus 141 ptosisi Philo's use of this term is perfectly

regular and fits both the rhetorical (Aristotle Rhetoric 11.23,

1364b34) and the grammatical traditions (Dionysius Thrax 12.634b

and 636b3). The analysis of inflexions for their argumentative

implications was a feature of Aristotelian dialectic {Topioa

106b29) and it would seem natural that one educated in debating

theses would look for significance in the gender or case of a

word. Argument from grammatical cases, however, may already

have been established in the allegorical method before Philo.
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Cicero uses it in his explanation of the name of Jove in De

natura deorum 11.25.64.

Deus 146 dia brakheias phones: This is perhaps a genuine-

ly rhetorical observation as well as an ethical one. Philo makes

a similar comment about Moses1 brevity in Op. 130, and Plutarch

has an extensive discussion of loftiness of thought with brevity

of expression in his Phooion 5.2-4, cf. also Demetrius On Style

103.

The main inspiration in Philo's use of terms shared by

grammarians and rhetoricians seems to have been grammatical.

Philo rarely uses these terms to introduce a point about Moses1

style. This may be attributed to Philo's needs as a commentator

building a case for his interpretation of the text rather than

to any lack of interest in style on Philo's part. Philo's appre-

ciation of style is displayed in his own use of figures and in

his own diction rather than in his analysis of texts. As gram-

matical analysis is really part of Philo's invention or proofs,

it should be noted that what he is doing is closely parallel to

the analysis of premises and arguments in Greek dialectic as

well as to the application of rhetorical techniques in the Greek

allegorical tradition. Verbal objections, arguments from etymol-

ogy, from names, and from inflexions, and analysis of the forms

of statements are all used in constructing dialectical proofs in

Aristotelian and Stoic logic. In the latter school, grammatical

learning was a sine qua non for both dialectic and allegorical

interpretation. It should not be surprising that Philo uses much

grammatical terminology in the Genesis commentary and that, in

doing so, his aim is more philosophical than literary.

NOTES

Rhetoric in the enoyolius paedeiai Agr. 18; Cher. 105;
Cong. 11-19. See I. Heinemann, Philo's grieohisohe und judisohe
Bildung, Breslau, 1932, pp. 436ff. and 519ff. and T. Conley,
"'General Education' in Philo of Alexandria," Colloquia of the
Center for Hermeneutical Studies in Hellenistic and Modern Cul-
ture, 15 (March 1975).

The divisions of rhetoric: Som. 1.205. The parts of
the oration: Plant. 128; Mos. 11.51. Epideictic speeches in
praise of the Lord: Plant. 130-131.

For probability as an issue, see Plato Gorgias 454D-
455A, Phaedrus 272D-274A; Isocrates 13.1-3; 15.184, 271-274;
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Aristotle Rhetoric 1.1-3; 11.24; Cicero De oratore 1.30; II.
107-109; Quintilian 11.14-21.

4Pathos vs. logos: L.A. III.116, 155; Agr. 78; Cher.
105.

Enthymeme: Det. 40; L.A. III.230. Example: Plant.
134. Parable: Conf. 99. Token: Deus 148 and frequently.
Artistic/Inartistic proofs: Plant. 173-174.

For the various types of topics employed by Philo, see
section 'E' below. The formal topics I refer to here correspond
to those characterized as "dialectical" by Prof. Conley.

Phonology and basic grammar: L.A. 11.16; Op. 126-127.
Stoic doctrine on statements: Agr. 140-141.

o
See below, section 'D', for a fuller discussion of

allegorical terms.
9 -
Anaphora {Deus 1), anastrophe {Deus 72), glaphyrotes

{Cong. 16, 78) , episphragizo (cf. Deus 124) , epiphone~d {Plant.
51, cf. Demetrius On Style 106-111), makrologia {Plant. 153),
ogkos {Plant. 157, cf. Aristotle Rhetoric III.6), homonymia
{Gig. 56), paroimia {Exs. 150), periploke {Det. 41), ptosis
{Deus 141) , sunuphaino {Deus 20) .

Sunuphaino occurs also as a music term in Post. 104.
It should be noted that by this time sunuphaino may have been a
very dead metaphor and that in logical and grammatical contexts
it may do no more than refer to a grammatical conjunction or a
logical connection.



B. Philo's Vocabulary and Word Choice

The richness of Philo's vocabulary has frequently been

noticed both in this commentary and in the older literature on

Philo. Philo not only draws upon a rich and eclectic fund of

philosophical terms from the Academic, Peripatetic, and Stoic

traditions, but also rejoices in a fullness of expression that

is one of the chief ornaments of his style. Like Plutarch and

"Longinus," Philo is very fond of verbal antithesis, synonymy,

and other types of "doubled" expression; he rarely uses one

word where two will serve. Lists and catalogues of virtues,

vices, duties, attributes, and philosophical classifications

abound in Philo's essays, and the words in the lists are often

arranged in sets of three or five with the last member in the

list suitably amplified for a crescendo effect. Such are the

"triads" which have been identified in a number of the notes in

the commentary. Philo is also very free with metaphors,

similes, and extended comparisons, and develops these with

great fullness of style. Where Teles or Epictetus would be

content with a few nautical or weather terms in a storm at sea

comparison, Philo regularly continues the figure, often with

every idea doubled through synonymy and with a richer selection

of nautical words, some of them paralleled only in the poets.

Each of these factors contributes to the richness of Philo's

vocabulary, and the frequency both of Platonic and poetic echoes,

and of words first attested in Philo is reflected on almost

every page of the commentary.

On the whole, Philo's grammar and word choice are con-

sistent with a mildly atticizing type of literary Greek. He

does not restrict himself to a narrowly classical word list

culled from the prose writers of the fifth and fourth centuries

B.C.E., but, on the other hand, he generally avoids vulgar and

koine forms and expressions. Considering his subject matter,

he is remarkably free of the influence of the Greek of the Sep-

tuagint, which he sometimes corrects in quotations from memory

and paraphrases. One might say that his Greek is influenced

both by the authority of the classical prose writers and by the

educated usage of Hellenistic and contemporary authors who were

137
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not strict atticists. Aside from Stoic terminology, which even

a strict atticist might well use despite its late origin, Philo

uses many words which are found first in such sources as Polybius,

Strabo, Diodorus Siculus, or Dionysius of Halicarnassus. Some

of his rhetorical and grammatical terms occur first in Dionysius

or Philodemus and are the likely products of the elaboration of

the technical language of these subjects that took place in the

Hellenistic period. Since Stoic philosophy, grammar, and alle-

gorical technique are important influences on Philo's approach

to his subject matter, it seems only natural that Philo's dic-

tion as a whole should have been influenced by educated Hellen-

istic prose style.

Aristotle and the Stoics seem to contribute mainly

technical terms to Philo's language, though there are a few

favorite Stoic metaphors and similes, like wax impressions for

the mechanics of Stoic phantasia {Deus 43). The Platonic tradi-

tion, on the other hand, supplies Philo both with technical

terms and with a rich source of poetic language and imagery.

There is a distinctly Platonic coloring to much of Philo's

diction, and this derives both from the use of many individual

words and phrases that are familiar from Plato's dialogues and

from the extensive use of Platonic similes and imagery. The

chariot, the light imagery, and the struggles of the soul in its

journey from the Phaedrus myth are favorite sources of imagery

for Philo, just as they are for Plutarch, Dion, and Maximus

Tyrius, and Philo1s allusions to Plato's poetic phrases and

images from Socrates' "dithyrambic" second speech in that dia-

logue would have been readily recognized and appreciated by his

audience. In Philo, poetic passages, usually from Plato's

myths, are offered as similes or extended comparisons and are

shorn of their context in a mythical utterance and the warnings

that usually accompany such speeches in Plato's dialogues. The

distinction between myth and dialectic, so important for Plato

and maintained by Plutarch and some later Platonists, seems not

to be very important for Philo. In Philo, the poetic imagery

from Plato's myths is translated into figurative language with

no fictional context. Philo also transforms some of his Pla-

tonic material. In Gig, 31, for instance, he develops the Pla-

tonic image of the world seen from above by the liberated soul

{Phaedo 109B-110E) into the elaborate figure of the universe as

a theater.
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A great many words have been designated in the commentary

as "first attested in Philo." Some of these are the result of

stylistic variatio and Philo's need to fill out a doubled expres-

sion, as in Deus 59, where we find the Hellenistic term an thro -

pomorphon balanced by the apparently original coinage anthropo-

pathes. Other pairs also include a previously attested word and

a new word, such as aklines and arrepes (Deus 23) and philoso-

matos and philopathes {Deus 111). Fullness of expression must

often have been a factor in Philo's choice of words which are

either unattested in surviving predecessors or actually coined

by Philo himself. There is a much larger category of words,

however, which are first attested in Philo, but occur also in

Plutarch. Siegfried lists some of these and others have been
o

noted in the commentary. As Plutarch is neither too remote

in date from Philo nor likely to have been influenced by his

diction, it seems likely that both authors are drawing upon the

diction of educated but non-archaizing Greek prose writers from

the third century B.C.E. and after. This supposition receives

occasional support from words like libas (Deus 155), which

occurs in Strabo, philautia {Deus 16), which is one of the Greek

words in Cicero's letters, and phruattomai applied to persons

(Deus 168), which is in Diodorus Siculus. Philo seems to pre-

serve for us something of the quality of educated and literary

prose before the strong influence of the Atticist movement of

the first century B.C.E.

NOTES

Antithesis and synonymy: C. Siegfried, Philo von
Alexandria, Jena, 1875, pp. 132-137.

2Triads: Gig. 27, 37; Deus 107, 114, 126, 149, 182.
Classical examples may be found in Demosthenes 3.26 and Cicero
Pro Arahia 16. A similar style is often adopted by "Longinus,"
cf. On the Sublime 9.6; 10.3.

3Compare Teles in Stobaeus III.1.98 (p. 41.9-14) with
Philo Gig. 13ff. and Deus 26, 60, 89, 98, 129, 177.

For Philo and LXX, see the notes on Gig. 34, 61; Deus
9, 28, 54, 89, 137, 158, 165.

For Hellenistic diction, see the notes on Gig. 31 and
Deus 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 16, 17, 18, 59, 72, 95, 138, 141, 144, 154,
155.

For individual words and phrases, see Gig. 33, 35, 39,
50; Deus 4, 22, 27, 28, 30, 67, 86, 156, 162. There is a list
of Platonic words in Philo in Siegfried, op. cit. , pp. 31-37.
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Platonic imagery: Gig. 12, 17, 31, 46, 61; Deus 2, 78,
79, 105, 135, 137, 151, 181. For Platonic similes in Philo, see
Billings, The Platonism of Philo Judaeus, Chicago, 1919, pp. 88-
103.

1Gig. 31, 61; Deus 2, 135.
o
Siegfried, op. oit. , pp. 38-45.

Commentary: Deus 23, 34, 56, 60, 72, 75, 76, 79, 83,
111, 115, 150.



C. Charaoteristios of Ph-ilo's Style -In the
De Gigantibus and Quod Deus

The ancient literary critics maintained that style and

word choice should be appropriate to the genre and subject

matter of the speaker. From this point of view, Philo's style

poses some interesting problems. By Philo's time, the scope of

rhetorical theory had expanded to include new genres of litera-

ture, but there is no evidence that allegorical or philosophical

commentaries were ever regarded as a distinct literary genre by

Greek rhetoricians. The surviving ancient commentaries on

authors like Homer, Hesiod, and Aratus, and the fragments of

Didymus' Demosthenes commentary are largely lacking in literary

pretensions of their own. Comment on classical authors is found

in more literary types of writing, especially the dialogue, the

symposium, and the literary or philosophical letter, but, though

Philo is plainly influenced by these genres and actually makes

use of the dialogue and letter forms elsewhere, he has not chosen

to imitate them closely in the form of his essays in the Genesis

commentary. The literary effort that Philo puts into his com-

mentaries can be paralleled in some of the more ambitious Neo-

Platonic and Christian commentaries, but even in the fourth

century, when such attempts were more common, there are no

literary canons for the commentary. In his own time, Philo is

unique.

If one were to compose a rhetoric for philosophical com-

mentaries of a more literary type, certain parallels might be

drawn from the comments on dialogue and epideictic writing in

the literary critics. A conversational style, employing periods

of moderate length and an unobtrusive prose rhythm, rich in

question figures, apostrophe, exempla, and analogies would seem

the appropriate style for up-grading the textbookish prose of a

commentary and presenting the material in an appealing way.

Cicero, Seneca, and Plutarch approached the problem of translat-

ing textbook philosophy into literary prose by adopting the

dialogue or letter forms, already recognized as literary genres,

and in the case of Cicero, there is direct evidence that non-

literary textbooks and hypomnemata have been re-written as

speeches in the mouths of characters. The style is Cicero's

141
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and usually involves a florid style for the exposition of doc-

trine and a grander style where the subject matter provides

opportunities for praise or exhortation. On at least one occa-

sion, Cicero actually presents a commentary in literary form;

in Be legibus II-III, he explicates his own model law code,

based on the Twelve Tables. The full dialogue form allows him

to recite and explain the laws himself, while Quintus and

Atticus raise objections and ask the questions that maintain

the flow of the argument. The letter form provides similar

opportunities for Seneca in his Moral Letters and for authors

like Dionysius of Halicarnassus in his works of literary criti-

cism. Interlocutors in a dialogue and the recipient of a letter

lend dramatic significance to many of the question figures,

objections, and exhortations employed by the author and justify

their presence in a philosophical or scientific work. Philo seems

to have been influenced by the dialogue tradition both directly,

from his reading of Plato's dialogues, and indirectly, from what

modern scholars have called the diatribe tradition, which makes

use of many of the rhetorical devices of the dialogue style.

The dialogue style offers the most obvious and effective tech-

nique for translating the textbookish subject matter of a com-

mentary into a recognized literary form and also allows for the

discussion of problems and difficulties through the speeches of

the interlocutors. Plato also serves as a model for the poetic

treatment of philosophical themes, and later practitioners of

the dialogue form were not deterred by the criticisms of Caeci-

lius and Dionysius in this regard. Cicero, Plutarch, and Dion

Chrysostomus all include highly poetic passages in their dia-

logues on the model of the very Phaedrus myth attacked by the

critics who sought to set literary standards for the dialogue

style. Philo, in his own non-dramatic essays, is also an imi-
2

tator of this aspect of Plato's style.

The dialogue is, however, a dramatic form. Conversa-

tional diction, apostrophe, "Du-Stil," and illustrative compari-

sons from daily life all fit the dramatic situation of a ficti-

tious conversation among friends. The same devices occur, for

similar reasons, in the symposia of Plutarch and Athenaeus, and,

to a lesser degree, in non-dramatic but conversational literary

letters. Philo's writing is non-dramatic in form and there are

some non-dramatic models for what he is doing. The diatribe is

not a form specifically recognized by surviving Greek rhetori-

cians, but it may be broadly subsumed under the handling of
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general themes in display oratory and mingles some of the tech-

niques of dialogue with those of the school orations on theses,

or general questions. The dramatic features of the dialogue

are maintained to some degree in a non-dramatic form by the fic-

tion that the speaker is addressing the individual member of the

audience. Philo often adopts this style when he has already

proven his point through allegorical exegesis and wants to bring

home the moral to his audience. In many of his essays, there

is a kind of rising and falling rhythm of exegetical passages

in conversational but technical style and more rhetorical pas-

sages, either poetic flights of the Platonic type or diatribe

passages. Diatribe style offered Philo a technique for convey-

ing the impression of a philosophical dialogue without the need

for interlocutors. This is one of the important differences

between Philo and the real diatribists like Maximus of Tyre and

Epictetus; Philo is writing long, continuous discourses that

form a fairly complete system of Mosaic philosophy, much more

ambitious than any treatment of subject matter in the diatrib-

ists. Philo's treatment is extended and exhaustive, and the

diatribe elements are not isolated sermons on the conventional

themes of popular philosophy, but extended lessons based on the

exegesis of a continuous text. For Philo, the diatribe tech-

nique is a method of breaking out of the textbook style and

making his work more literary and more philosophical. Without

fiction, he succeeds in giving something like the impression of

a philosophical dialogue. I think that the more important model

for Philo in this respect is Plato rather than the contemporary

diatribists whose methods permit Philo to seem more Platonic in

his exegesis of Jewish law.

Under the heading of appropriateness to subject matter,

one might mention the various rhetorical aims which Philo assigns

to Moses himself in various places. Moses teaches the Law

itself and suggests its various levels of significance, he

praises the Lord and His creation, he advises his people and

exhorts them to virtue. For teaching, the plain style of the

textbook or the conversational passages in dialogue would be

appropriate; for some deeper levels of significance, the teach-

ing may take on the form of allegory. Praise is served by a

grander style, with fullness of diction and thought and poetic

language to lend dignity. For the praise of the gods and of

divine works, the Greek rhetoricians actually recommend the use

of allegorical language, which in both Moses and Philo, can
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excite awe as well as conveying a message. Advice and exhorta-

tion seem to call for a more vehement and forceful style, like

the style of Demosthenes' courtroom speeches or the diatribes

of the Cynics. In general Philo uses the plain style in pas-

sages of exegesis, a richer more poetic style in the exposition

of philosophical doctrine, and the vehemence of the diatribists

in drawing the moral, especially when it involves warning or

reproof. The diatribe style also serves him in the refutation

of alternative and inferior interpretations of the text. Philo

actually has many styles, not only in the whole corpus of his

works, but within the individual essays. Long stretches of his

essays are in the florid style, richly decorated with metaphors

and similes, but devoid of question figures, apostrophe, and

the short kola and kommata that are characteristic of the dia-

tribe. These passages bear a stronger resemblance to Plutarch's

essays or the long speeches in Cicero's dialogues than to Epic-

tetus or Paul. In other places, Philo mixes the diatribe fig-

ures with the more Platonic flights of poetic fancy that are

found in Plutarch and Dion, but not in Teles or Epictetus.

There is more than one way of giving philosophical themes rhe-

torical treatment, and Philo's extended pursuit of philosophical

subject matter in Jewish law is too grand a plan to be contained

in the form or style of the diatribist.

Levels of Style and Major Figures

Though Philo's essays in the Genesis commentary some-

times have a recognizable proem and epilogue, the arrangement of

material and its stylistic treatment rarely resemble the struc-

ture of a formal speech. In Philo, style and argument follow

the order of the Biblical citations in the continuous commentary

and each of the members of the series is developed individually.

A Biblical text is explained allegorically in the plain style,

its meaning is further expounded with the aid of philosophical

doctrine and parallel Biblical texts, and, where appropriate, a

moral lesson is driven home in a more vehement style, employing

figures that have been associated with the diatribe form. In

some sections of Gig, and Deus, the middle style predominates

almost to the exclusion of diatribe elements, while in others

the diatribe style is followed more consistently as if Philo

were delivering a short sermon drawn from the lesson in his text.

In general, the individual sections of his commentary follow the
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same pattern, with similar figures repeated at similar points in

the development of his argument. The level of style rises and

falls in rhythm with the introduction of sections of text in the

commentary.

In both the middle style passages and the diatribe pas-

sages, Philo's style is rich in metaphors and similes, a general

characteristic of the florid style of writing which Cicero asso-

ciates especially with Demetrius of Phalerum and the oratory of

those trained in the schools of philosophy. The similes often

grow into extended comparisons which also serve as illustrative

comparisons (parabolai) and analogies to support the proof.

While it is possible to find parallels to this technique in the

Stoic similitudines—most of them serving the double function of

ornamentation and analogy—discussed by Cicero in De natura

deorum and De finibus and in the diatribes of Epictetus, none of

the writers in this tradition uses these devices as frequently

or with the same fullness of expression as Philo. In Deus 33-

50, for instance, Philo takes a bit of philosophical doctrine

which might occupy a single short paragraph in a textbook and

exploits it for its full value as a rhetorical distribution in

which each part is made to yield its lesson. The passage begins

with praise of order in God's plan for the universe, developed

further through a metaphor from war, the rewards for those who

keep their place in the rank to which God has assigned them and

the punishment meted out to deserters. The distribution of the

four principles that apply to bodies follows, with each of the

four illustrated with similes and extended comparisons. The

operation of hexis is like the circuit of the diaulos, which is

itself a human imitation of the divine order of the universe

(35-36). Phusis, personified as the power of growth and recall-

ing Lucretius' Venus and the Natura of Cicero De natura deorum

II, is the subject of a highly poetic passage which describes

the growth of plants according to the seasons (37-40). Two

related similes compare the buds of the plants to eyes and the

yearly cycle of plant life to waking and sleeping; a further

comparison from human or animal life refers to the unseen

channels through which plants take their nourishment as analo-

gous to breasts. The whole treatment of plant life is done in

a very fulsome rhetorical style, with elaborate periodic struc-

ture and doubling of expression through synonymy and many minor

metaphors. This richness of expression in the description of

natural phenomena recalls Vergil's Georgios and Lucretius' De
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rerum natura as well as the style attributed to Poseidonius, but
o

not well-illustrated, in Strabo and Cicero. Psukhe is also

explained with the aid of extended comparisons; the mind is like

a treasure house for perceptions (42) and phantasia leaves its

print on the mind like the impression of a sealing ring in wax

(43). The rational principle, last of the series and the best,

has its similes as well: light and darkness imagery (46) and

another comparison elaborated almost to a parable, the slave and

master analogy applied first to the relationship between men and

animals and then to men themselves, when they abuse their priv-

ileges as ungrateful freedmen of the cosmic community (47-48).

Even the brief conclusion to this section, which returns to a

consideration of the Genesis text, has a simile of its own—the

reason as an incorruptible judge. In addition to the similes

and extended comparisons that serve as important illustrations

for Philo's proofs, there are many minor metaphors throughout

the passage. As a whole, the style of this section, with its

strongly figurative language and periodic structure falls into

the middle style described by Cicero in the Orator as typical or

the orators who emerge from the schools of philosophy.

Deus 33-50 is almost entirely in the middle style and

diatribe figures like apostrophe, hypophora, rhetorical question,

and prosopopoiia are absent, but Philo often mixes the two styles,

enlivening his exposition with occasional appeals to the audience.

This applies to much of Gig. (1-5, 6-18, and 58-67) and to parts

of Deus (20-32, 70-85, and 122-139). In these sections the expo-

sition of doctrine in the middle style is occasionally enlivened

with brief appeals to the audience through apostrophe, clusters

of questions, and the use of first and second person "communica-

tive" plurals. Here I believe some caution should be exercised

in attributing figures to the diatribe or homiletic styles.

When Philo introduces an objection through hypophora or prokata-

lepsis at the beginning of a passage of exegesis {Gig. 20, 58;

Deus 21-22, 51, 122), uses "Wir-Stil" in a transitional passage

(Gig. 28; Deus 20, 33), or puts a syllogistic argument in the

form of a series of questions {Gig. 10-11), he is doing no more

than following the common practice of writers of Greek argumen-

tative prose from the author of the Hippocratic essay On Ancient

Medicine and Aristotle in his esoteric works through later
9

writers like Dionysius and Strabo.

This applies equally to an argumentative device which

Philo uses repeatedly in Deus. When he has already made his
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interpretation of the text and expounded its philosophical mean-

ing, he often drives home the moral in an a fortiori comparison

expressed as a conditional sentence ending in a question—if you

can accept xr how can you fail to accept the greater truth in y?

He repeats this device at similar points in the development of

the argument in Deus 8, 26, and 78. The most felicitous of

these is Deus 26, which begins with an extended comparison

between the soul in its resistance to wickedness and a sudden

storm at sea that gives way to calm, bright weather. The com-

parison is developed through a long series of metaphors from

weather lore arranged in balanced clauses with great fullness of

expression. The continuous interweaving of moral terms with

weather imagery, as in the chiastic arrangement of Ttveuua T 6

HaHiac, and eTLiaTT*|un£ ĉxl oocpias aupais in successive clauses,

maintains our attention and carries us along with the flow of

the argument as no simple analogy could. In the second half of

the sentence, we are asked, just when we are most under the

influence of Philo's eloquence, how we could doubt that the con-

sistency we have observed in the human soul applies even more

to a God whose very titles suggest that He is unchanging. Again

there is great fullness of expression, especially in the cata-

logue of divine attributes, and the whole passage ends in a

series of balanced clauses illustrating some of Philo's favorite

rhythms (YVGOUTIC, u.eTa(3oA.T3, . . . dpxfiQ e3ouA.euoa.TO . . . OLUTCDV

ue'T&TLdeLQ; ) . Bultmann and Thyen allude briefly to this sort of

argument in the diatribe style, and similar arguments are indeed

found in Stoic fragments, in Dion, and in Epictetus, but the

same type of argument is also found in writers outside this

tradition, including Aristotle, Dionysius, the Pseudo-Aristotelian

De Mundo, and Ptolemy. This device might reasonably be attrib-

uted as much to the characteristics of Greek argumentative prose

in general as to the diatribe tradition.

There are, however, sections of Gig. and Deus which bear

a stronger resemblance to the diatribe style. These include the

digression on Moses1 pneuma in Gig. 24-57 and parts of Deus

51-69, 86-121, and 140-183. In passages like these, Philo's

style rises from the florid tones of the philosophical lecturer

to the force and vehemence of the orator in the grand style.

Metaphors and Philo's characteristic fullness of expression are

still in evidence, and far more so than in the typical authors

of the diatribe style, but in these passages, Philo is actively

trying to involve his audience in the argument rather than
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merely presenting them with weighty thoughts in beautiful and

impressive language. Clusters of question figures grow more

frequent, second person singular and first and second person

plural forms occur continuously,rather than in isolated tran-

sitional passages, types of apostrophe peculiar to the diatribe

style appear (0 psykhe, Gig. 44 and Deus 114; 0 dianoia, Deus 4),

and the sentence structure is broken up, here and there, into

shorter kola and kommata. It is also in passages like these

that Philo makes use of Greek chriae {Gig. 33, Deus 146),

proverbs (kat' ikhnos bainein, Gig. 39), and exempla {Deus 91),

as well as the figures prosopopoiia and personification, devices

rare in the florid style. While most of these devices can be

paralleled in Greek political oratory and, to a lesser extent,

in philosophical writing that does not fall within the diatribe

tradition, there is a fairly close correspondence between Philo's

practice here and that of the diatribists as characterized by

Wendland, Bultmann, and Thyen.

In the digression on Moses1 pneuma, for instance, Philo

drops into "Du-Stil" immediately after introducing his text

(25). He then moves rapidly through a series of similes from

cutting, from transferring a flame from torch to torch (25),

from drawing water (25), and from shredding (26). These are

introduced in short kola and are not elaborated as are the

similes in Deus 33-51. The moral is drawn in characteristically

diatribe fashion; in the sentence beginning nun de . . . , we

get a kommatic catalogue of six attributes of Moses1 pneuma with

asyndeton, balanced by an equally rapid set of antitheses in

short verbal clauses (27) . The use of a rapid series of meta-

phors or similes to characterize Moses1 pneuma is a particular

feature of the use of metaphor in the diatribe style, and

Bultmann mentions clauses with nun de . . . as typical of the

way in which diatribists draw conclusions from analogies.

The argument in 28-31 begins with a rhetorical question in the

first person plural (28) and continues through a brief compari-

son of human affairs with a scale (28) and a catalogue of

worldly concerns that distract men from continuously receiving

the divine spirit as Moses did (29). The argument is rounded

off neatly in a short metaphorical epigram: upiv oocpiav dvOfj-

oai, Kaxeudpavav. In 30-31, Philo grows more expansive, and

the contrast between free souls and those still burdened with

the flesh is developed in longer periods and with the rich

imagery Philo uses elsewhere in the middle style passages. At
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section 32, a new text is introduced, followed by a rhetorical

question and Philo's usual exegesis is enlivened with a Cynic

chria (34). A moral lesson follows, very much in diatribe

style, with first person plural hortatory subjunctives, short

kola, and vulgar diction {skovakisteon 34, and the unlovely com-

parison of the appetites with rabid dogs, 35).

Sections 36-4 3 continue in much the same vein, develop-

ing particular points from the text of Leviticus 18.6, but at

43-44 Philo employs devices new to this digression, but perhaps

quite old in the diatribe tradition. If this passage were pre-

served in some author like Stobaeus, we might well take it as

a portion of a lost diatribe. The short sentences, the stock

metaphors (lipotaktesai and automolesai, ton hedones philtron,

and hos sideritis lithos. . . . ) , the love of paradoxical antith-

esis {blaptei men gar hotan didoi) , the personification of

Pleasure, and the apostrophe of the soul combined with second

person singular imperatives are all typical of this style and
14difficult to parallel elsewhere. The apostrophe of the soul,

for instance, is found in Theognis, but is rare in later Greek

or Roman writers; the closest parallels to Philo's use of

apostrophe are in Seneca, Epictetus, M. Aurelius, and Tertul-

lian. The type of personification used here is found in Plato

and Xenophon, and may be at home in Greek didactic literature

as far back as Hesiod, but in the First and Second Centuries of

the Common Era, it is especially typical of Dion, Seneca, Epic-

tetus, and M. Aurelius.

Diatribe figures and short kola continue in the remainder

of the digression on Moses1 pneuma (45-57), though they are

increasingly rare and subordinated to key Biblical texts and the

lessons to be derived from them. The typical short and common-

place metaphors continue with the master and slave terminology

at 46 (also found in Teles and Epictetus), and the proverbial

measuring stick, a standby of Greek wisdom literature from

Theognis to Plutarch, at 49. The war within the soul (57)

and the storm at sea imagery in the same passage are also found

in the diatribists. While these images are commonplace enough

in all types of Greek literature that they cannot serve as

direct evidence of Philo's use of the diatribe as a model, it

may be significant that Philo has not given these figures the

full poetic treatment here. In this section he introduces an

image briefly and moves quickly on to his next point and his

next image in the rapid-fire style familiar to readers of
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Epictetus. This does not hold true, however, for the mystery

imagery in 53-54; this is the sort of fully developed comparison

in periodic style that is especially characteristic of Philo and

not so easy to find, nor as impressive to read when it is found,

in authors like Teles and Epictetus. In Philo, too, we get not

only the full battery of mystery terms and images, but also the

tent from the Exodus text and the allusion to an audience whose

ears are "purified," elements which lend a specifically Jewish

coloring to the otherwise Platonic mystery imagery. The effect

here is of the grandeur of the poet-philosopher rather than the

speed and vehemence of the Cynic preacher.

The digression on Moses1 pneuma ends with a transitional

passage which is not in a very vehement style. It does pose a

paradox for the audience—Moses1 life spanned only one hundred

and twenty years, a degree of longevity matched by many mortals

who were no match for him in spirit. The paradox is stated as

a question, as if it were one of Aristotle's dialectical prob-

lems and a fuller exposition, or initiation {mueisthai) is

promised in the future. This is a nice pedagogical style, but

not at all typical of the Stoic-Cynic sermons, which are com-

plete in themselves rather than parts of a continuous discourse.

For an epilogue more suitable to the diatribe, one might turn

to Deus 172-183, where the mutability of human affairs is made

the subject of a kind of peroration. Philo sets out to prove

that to be concerned with pleasure and the things of this world

is the pursuit of a false dream. He states his conclusion in

the form of a rhetorical question in the second person singular

at 172 and offers exemplary proofs from the vicissitudes of the

nations and empires of the past in 173-175. Short, commonplace

metaphors, brief rhythmical clausulae, and clusters of questions

and answers abound. This passage could have been declaimed by

a student of Polemon:

Maxe6ovLa TI&AIV flvdnoev,

6iaipedeioa

uoupas nod£vnaev,

eCs x6 navTeXtQ &Ttea3£o"dn.

This fast-paced catalogue of fallen glory ends with a final

question about the present in similarly Gorgianic style, employ-

ing Philo's favorite storm at sea imagery:

xal OUVEX6VTL cpp&aai ndaa f) oiHOuu.£vr);

0 0 K &VG) xal H&TG)
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HCCL
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£ nal

After this series of examples in question form, Philo presents

his major premise, a maxim about the cyclical dance of the divine

Logos that recalls similar maxims in Herodotus and Aristotle

(176). The conclusion is then re-stated and amplified. Philo

has presented us in t.xis passage with a full-fledged rhetorical

epicheireme, a syllogism with all of the parts present and each

premise proven or illustrated in its turn, and with the conclu-

sion at the beginning and repeated, with amplification, at the

end. This is the rhetorician's syllogism, not the logician's,

and even the examples brought in to prove the premises are put

in a highly ornamented rhetorical form. At 177, Philo ampli-

fies further on his theme of mutability, this time picking up

the sea imagery from 175 and developing it more fully. In 179-

180, he is back with the figure of the road, which has dominated

the earlier part of this diatribe section (the whole of 140-183).

The conclusion of the essay as a whole comes in 181-183, with

Balaam and the personified Elenchos, the bad example that serves

as a warning and the divine reason that should serve as a guide

on the right road. While there is no summary of the contents

of the essay as a whole, as required by rhetorical theory, this

figure serves as a fitting conclusion to the spirit of Deus,

which combines exhortation with warnings in the vehement style

in most of the diatribe passages.

Like his teacher and the subject of his essays, Moses,

Philo expounds doctrine, offers praise of the Lord and His cre-

ation, admonishes the wicked and the ignorant, and exhorts the

audience to virtue and the pursuit of knowledge. He has many

styles, plain, florid, solemn, poetic, and vehement, and he

must have had many models, Plato and later Academics as well as

the Stoic-Cynic diatribists, but, in Philo, it strikes me that

the tribon of the philosopher is almost always embroidered with

the fancy stitching of the poet, who needs a metaphor to

denounce even the least of the vices.

NOTES

Cicero on his own technique in translating from text-
book to dialogue style: Ad Attioum 12.52; 13.19; De natura deo-
vum II.7.20; De finibus 1.3.7-10; II.1.1-3; De legibus 11.14-18.
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Rhetorical canons for the dialogue: Aristotle Rhetoric
III.16; Demetrius On Style 19-21, 223-227, 296-298; Dionysius of
Halicarnassus Be Demosthene 2, 5-8; "Longinus" On the Sublime
32.5-8.

Poetic flights: Cicero Somnium Scipionis; Plutarch De
genio Sooratis 591A-529E; Amatorius 764D-765E; Dion Chrysostomus
36.39-61.

I am taking as my main authorities for the diatribe
style P. Wendland, Philo und die Kynisch-Stoische Diatribe_,
Berlin, 1895; R. Bultmann, Der Stil der Paulinischen Predigt und
die Kynisch-Stoische Diatribe (in Forschungen zur Religion und
Literatur des Alten und Neuen Testaments 13), Gottingen, 1910;
and H. Thyen, Der Stil der Judisch-Hellenistischen Eomilie (in
Forschungen zur Religion und Literatur des Alten und Neuen Tes-
taments 65), Gottingen, 1955. There is a recent discussion of
the problem of the diatribe as a literary genre in G. Kustas,
"Diatribe in Ancient Rhetorical Theory," Center for Hermeneuti-
cal Studies in Hellenistic and Modern Culture: Colloquy 22
(1976).

I prefer to regard the diatribe as a useful modern con-
struct rather than as a recognized genre of classical rhetoric.
The stylistic devices of authors like Teles, Maximus Tyrius,
Epictetus, Musonius, and M. Aurelius are distinctive and tend
not to occur in the same combinations in authors outside the
tradition. When Philo uses the same devices in the same com-
binations, I think that it is useful to associate his style
with theirs. The diatribe is, however, not the only way of
dealing with philosophical themes rhetorically, nor is it even
the only way of defending an ethical thesis in popular form.
Writers like Cicero, Plutarch, Dion Chrysostomus, and Seneca
have a much wider range and are capable of dealing with the
same theme in various styles and genres. Some of their efforts
resemble the diatribe style and some do not. The remarks of
Synesius on Dion (Dion Chrysostomus, Discourses, V., ed. H. L.
Crosby, London, 1951, pp. 364-387) are instructive in this
respect; a late antique reader of great rhetorical sophistica-
tion finds Dion a very difficult author to classify according
to the conventional types of the philosopher, the political
orator, and the sophist. To solve the problem by classifying
Dion as an author of diatribes did not occur to him.

4
For Moses1 various rhetorical aims, see L.A. 1.93-101;

11.67, 98, 105; III.244-245; Gig. 13, 38; Deus 32-33, 125;
Plant. 128 ff.

For solemnity and the associated stylistic devices,
see Hermogenes De ideis 1.6 (pp. 242 ff. Rabe); vehemence is
discussed in 1.8 (pp. 260 ff. Rabe).

Cicero Orator 26.91-27.96. The importance of the
Academic and Peripatetic schools in relation to the rhetorical
treatment of philosophical themes, both in the origin of thesis
declamations and in the development of the florid style is
often neglected in discussions of possible models for Philo.
Demetrius of Phaleron was not only an orator bred in the Peri-
patetic school, but a pioneer in the collection of chriae and
apophthegmata, later mainstays of the so-called diatribe style.

Zeno in Cicero De natura deorum II.8.22; Stoics gen-
erally in De finibus III.6.22; IV.27.75-76; Epictetus 4.5.16-18;
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4.8.35-40. For Cicero's terminology in these passages, see
McCall, Ancient Rhetorical Theories of Simile and Comparison,
Camb., Mass., 1964, pp. 121-129.

o
For Philo's nature imagery, cf. especially the breast

analogy in Lucretius Be rerum natura 5.807-815. Cicero De
natura deorum II is replete with rhetorical amplification on
natural themes as are some of the essays in Seneca Quaestiones
naturales. Strabo mentions and partially illustrates the rhe-
torical fullness of Poseidonius' treatment of natural phenomena
in II.3.5 and III.2.9.

9
Rhetorical questions: On Ancient Medicine III.49.54;

VII.1-16; Aristotle An. -post. 89all ff.; Topica 158a28-30;
Dionysius De Demosthene 13; Strabo 1.2.5; 1.2.6; 1.3.6. Dio-
nysius and Strabo use questions in syllogistic arguments and
in refutations.

Wir-Stil: On Ancient Medicine XIII.26 ff.; Aristotle
Topica lOlbll; Strabo 1.2.31; Pseudo-Aristotle De mundo 391b3-9;
394a7.

Stoic: Cicero De natura deorum II.8.22; Epictetus
1.9.7; 1.14.10; 2.18.29.

Elsewhere: Aristotle Physica 199b26-30; Dionysius De
Demosthene 37; I. Cor. 14.7-9; De mundo 6.398a6-398bl4; 399b9;
400b25 (all without the question figure—question figures are
unusually rare in De mundo); Ptolemy Tetrabiblos 1.2.5.

The theory of the a fortiori comparison is dealt with
by Quintilian VIII.4.9-14, but all of his illustrations are
from courtroom speeches; Quintilian regards this as a figure
of amplification.

See esp. Bultmann, op. cit. , pp. 20-46 and Thyen, op.
cit. , pp. 47-63.

For nun de, see Bultmann, pp. 42 ff.

For this image, cf. Plutarch Praec. ger. reip. 804E.
The strikingly similar epigrams in Plutarch and Philo may have
their origin in the commonplaces of the Hellenistic funerary
epigram, a number of examples, including one from the First
Century B.C.E., are collected by R. Lattimore Themes in Greek
and Latin Epitaphs, Urbana, 111., 1962, pp. 195 ff.

14
Stock metaphors: M. Aurelius 11,9, 20 (desertion);

Plato Ion 533D and Achilles Tatius 1.17 (magnet); Plutarch Numa
16 (philtre).

15Thume: Theognis 695-696; 1029-1036; Psukhe: M. Aure-
lius 2.6; 11.1; Vita: Seneca Ad Marciam 20.3; Phantasia: Epic-
tetus 2.18.24.

Personification of Pleasure: Kakia: Xenophon Mem.
II.1.21-34 (Prodicus); Hedonei Dion Chrysostomus 16.1; Maximus
Tyrius 14.1a ff.; Seneca De vita beata 11.2; 13.4-5 (Voluptas
and Virtus). This sort of personification is very common in
the diatribe tradition and in Philo (cf. Elenchus in Deus 181-
183); there is a discussion in Bultmann, p. 34.

17Master and Slave: Plutarch Mor. 46E, 692E; Epictetus
2.1.24-28; 3.24.66-77; 4.1.33 etc.
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Measuring Stick: Theognis 805-810, 995-996; Pindar
Pythian 1.62; Demosthenes 18.296; Plutarch Praec. ger. reip.
807D; Epictetus 1.28.28.



D. Rhetoric and Allegory

Many of the terms and techniques of allegorical exegesis

belong also to the rhetoricians and are sometimes attested

earlier in rhetorical sources than in the surviving allegorists.

Riddles, similes, analogies, metaphors, and name arguments are

all found in the Greek literature on style from Book III of

Aristotle's Rhetoric through Dionysius of Halicarnassus. Rheto-

rica ad Herennium, Cicero, and Quintilian provide further evi-

dence, especially for allegory as extended comparison and alle-

gory as a technique of indirection in political speeches and

poetry. Philo and the rhetoricians appear to be speaking a

common language and, if other evidence were lacking, it would

seem reasonable to suppose that Philo applied his rhetorical

training directly to his work as commentator. While this may

be true of some of the details in Philo's exegesis, I think

there is some reason to doubt that Philo is making any large-

scale adaptation of rhetoric to the ends of allegory on his own.

The Greek allegorical tradition, despite some important dis-

tinctions between Platonic and Stoic allegorizers, is remarkably

consistent in its terminology and methods. The same groups of

allegorical terms and characteristic phrases turn up in the

Scholia to Homer, Pindar, and Aratus, in Heraclitus and Cor-

nutus, in Philo and in Plutarch's Be Iside. Some of these words

and phrases are translated into Latin in Cicero's De natura

deorum and appear also in the Neo-Platonic allegorists like

Porphyry and Sallustius. When Heraclitus, Cicero, and Philo

make similar comments about the "invented fables of the poets,"

or make similar arguments from etymology or from cases {ptoseis) ,

it seems doubtful that any of them is being original. Indeed,

the physica ratio of the Stoics produces similar etymologies of

Kronos (from Khronos), similar explanations of the battle of

the Gods with the giants, and similar interpretations of Homeric

epithets like "swift Night" in many of the later authors in this

tradition.

Granted that Philo gets his terms and methodology partly

from a pre-existing tradition and partly from his own knowledge

of rhetoric and grammar, there is the further question of

155
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Philo's awareness of the rhetorical perspective on allegory.

The rhetorical accounts of allegory, riddle, symbol, and similar

devices assume that all of these devices will be used deliber-

ately by the author in order to communicate some message to his

audience indirectly. Indeed, the rhetorical textbook definition

of allegory, shared also by Heraclitus as a starting definition,

is saying one thing in order to communicate another. There are

many techniques for doing this, but the one most often mentioned

by the theorists of style is extended metaphor or extended com-

parison. Both Quintilian and Heraclitus quote poems which

employ an extended use of the ship of state image as examples

of literary allegory. For the rhetorician, there are distinct

stylistic criteria for using and identifying allegory, a point

which is partially acknowledged in the allegorical tradition by

the frequent use of figurative analysis to identify an allegory

in Homer or Moses. There are also specific rhetorical ends for

the use of riddles and allegories. The most primitive and

obvious of these is represented by Hesiod's fable of the Hawk

and is actually stated in Phaedrus1 collection of Aesop's

fables—to criticize the powerful indirectly. Since the fable,

myth or allegory may be interpreted in various ways by the

audience, it is up to the object of the criticism to admit that

it applies to him by taking offense. This is the root of the

type of political allegory discussed by Cicero and Quintilian,

an extended innuendo expressed in figurative language, often

with the names of important men concealed under mythical or

historical personae. When the rhetoricians speak of allegory

and ainigma, they refer above all to this type of allegory,

which was employed in political orations, in comedy and satire,

and even in letters written in politically dangerous times.

Similarly, an allegory may be used to convey in brief or popu-

lar form a philosophical message that would otherwise require

a long dialectical proof or even a life-time's study. Dionysius

refers to Plato's use of allegory and the Stoics, from Zeno on,

seem to have been very fond of the extended comparison in their
4

teaching. The secrets of a mystery religion may be recalled

for the initiate and at the same time protected by the use of

myths, symbols and allegories. The last of these motives

derived from subject matter is the probable source of a peculi-

arly rhetorical motive for allegory—allegory arouses fear,

reverence, and a sense of the mysterious in the audience. The
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specific connection between rhetorical allegory and religion is

made in two Greek rhetoricians, Demetrius and Hermogenes. For

Demetrius, allegory inspires awe because of its indirection and

ambiguity, because people are more frightened by hints and sug-

gestions than by direct statements. The mysteries derive their

impressiveness from this technique, which inspires in the audi-

ence something like fear of the dark, since "allegory resembles

darkness and night." Hermogenes actually advises the use of

consistent allegory in order to achieve the rhetorical ideal of

Solemnity with religious or philosophical subject matter (the

Gods and their works, nature, the deeds of great men in which

the Gods took a hand). The rhetorical doctrine on allegory

implies an author with a message to be conveyed indirectly, a

stylistic effect to be achieved through figurative language,

and an audience that will recognize that something non-literal

is being said. The orator who uses these techniques must signal

clearly to his audience that he is shifting from the literal to

the figurative or the message will not be conveyed and the

audience will not be impressed.

The allegorists vary considerably in the extent to

which they show an awareness of the rhetorical implications of

the type of analysis they employ. Heraclitus, Cornutus, and

the author of the Pseudo-Plutarchian De vita et poesi Homeri,

having once decided that Homer and Greek mythology contain a

systematic account of Greek philosophy, medicine, and natural

history, look for allegorical interpretations throughout the

text and not only in the obviously figurative passages. Hera-

clitus makes a clear distinction between literary allegory, for

which he quotes the textbook definition and a textbook example

from Archilochus, and the allegories in Homer. The poetic

allegories are mainly for stylistic effect and are subject to

more than one interpretation, whereas Homer is always clear and

systematic in his allegories. Allegory is not a mere figure

for Homer, but a consistent technique of philosophical instruc-

tion. For Demetrius, allegory must be ambiguous to work; for

Heraclitus it is important that Homer be represented as not

speaking in ambiguities or giving allegories that are subject

to debate. As a consequence, the allegorist cannot rely mainly

on stylistic criteria for identifying allegories. The chief

criteria for the Greek allegorists are the resemblances between

the poet's "system" of myth and legend and the philosophical

system it is supposed to express and the existence of apparently
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impious or inappropriate elements in the myths that demand

allegorical interpretation. If Homer has a representation of

the world on the Shield of Achilles, that must encode a philo-

sophical world with similar subdivisions. If Homer represents

the gods at war, that must represent the conflicts among the

elements of which the world is made or the cosmic conflict

between intelligence and stupidity; this is determined both by

the symbolic significance of the gods involved and by the need

to refute the accusation that the story is blasphemous. In

all of this, the rhetorical perspective on allegory tends to

get lost and it is often forgotten that Homer is an author com-

municating with an audience.

Plutarch and Philo both use the old Stoic system of

physical and ethical allegory and both accept the idea of sys-

tematic allegory in Egyptian myth or Jewish law, but both are

also aware of the problem of author and audience and take some

care in their explanations of how the allegorical message got

into the text. Plutarch's Egyptian priests do hint that their

wisdom is enigmatic by setting up sphinxes before their temples

as a sort of prooemium to the mysteries concealed in their

myths and rituals (De Iside 354C). Isis-Athena declares in the

inscription on her statue at Sais: "I am all that has been,

and is, and shall be, and my robe no mortal has yet uncovered."

The wisdom conveyed in the Egyptian lore is still a mystery even

after it has been interpreted allegorically and, like the inner

mysteries of Platonism itself, it is not perfectly grasped even

by the initiates. Plutarch has the advantage of defending and

explicating a body of myth and ritual rather than a single text;

he is at liberty to reject some versions of the myths entirely

and, like Philo, he discusses alternative interpretations more

than the Allegorists of Homer do. Perhaps the difference

between Plutarch and the Stoic allegorists is illustrated most

clearly by Plutarch's handling of the objectionable stories of

wanderings and dismemberments of the gods. The Stoics saved

these stories through physical allegory; Plutarch advances a

theory which explains both the stories and how they came to be

told. Isis and Osiris were once demi-gods, subject to the same

trials and tribulations, actions and passions as mortals. After

the sufferings hinted at in the myths, they were transformed

into demi-gods, but before her transformation, Isis herself

mixed in with the Egyptian rituals reflections (eikonas)

allegories (huponoias), and representations (mimemata) of her
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sufferings to serve as a lesson in piety and a consolation in

trouble for mankind. She is herself the author of the mysteries,

but clarity and system were less important to her purpose than

the permanent invitation and training offered by enigmas. This

may help to explain Plutarch's marked preference for ainigma as

opposed to allegoria in comparison to Heraclitus and Philo. In

fact, Plutarch refers to "allegory" mainly to criticize those

who place too much reliance on facile allegories derived from

the phys-ioa ratio. Plutarch's comparative method and his

interest in mysteries and enigmas impel him to take the problem

of defining a figurative or allegorical approach in his sources

more seriously than the Homeric allegorists.

One might almost say that Philo's problems were the

exact opposite of Plutarch's. Philo follows one text even more

closely than the Homeric allegorists and, unlike the Homeric

allegorists, he starts from the premise that there is nothing

mythical in Jewish law. Where the Homeric allegorists distin-

guish between the frivolous myths of the poets after Homer and

Homer himself and Plutarch distinguishes between fictional myths

and folk or religious myths as authorities, Philo has rejected

the idea of myth entirely and the greater flexibility of inter-
9

pretation that goes along with it. While Philo is capable of

going along for many pages of the type of unrhetorical alle-

gorical exegesis performed by the Homeric allegorists, his

awareness of the problem of the author's intentions is evident

not only in certain programatic passages and asides, but even

in some of the formulae with which he introduces allegorical

interpretations. As a lawgiver, Moses has chosen the middle

way between a bald set of commandments and the myths and fic-

tions of the Greek poets {Op. 1.1-3). In the law there is

nothing mythical or superstitious, nothing impious even in the

surface meaning, as Philo tries to prove through many a pains-

taking grammatical argument. Trivial or problematic elements

in the literal text are evidence for a deeper meaning, but

there are no combats, wanderings or bindings of the gods as in

Homer or Egyptian myth. In the law there is nothing to corrupt

or lead men astray and Plato's motives for banning the poets do

not apply. The main source of difficulty comes from passages

whose literal meaning seems to permit an inappropriate inter-

pretation. Philo quarrels more with other interpreters than

with the surface meaning of his text, a contrast with the

Homeric allegorists.
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In De gigantibus and Quod Dens, Philo makes a number of

comments on Moses1 intentions as an author. In De gigantibus,

he twice makes the point that Moses does not use myths, once

with a physical explanation of the supposedly mythical reference

{Gig. 7-8) and again on Genesis vi.4, where he goes to some

length to prove that the giants mentioned are not the giants of

Greek mythology but the "earth-born" among men (58-61). In the

latter passage there is an implicit comparison with Plato; both

Plato and Moses banish the myths and representational art from

their republics on the grounds that they are full of deception

and lead men away from the truth. In this case an allegorical

explanation of the problem passage is combined with the compara-

tive method that Plutarch recommends in De audiendis poetis.

It would be contradictory of Moses to have introduced a myth,

given his views on idols and the whole art of representation.

One of Philo's most glaring aporiai in Quod Deus results from a

similar conflict; on the one hand, Moses has clearly indicated

that God is not like men, on the other hand, in Genesis, he

seems to attribute mortal attributes to God in the course of his

narrative. As in Plutarch, both his theology and his use of the

comparative method told him that Moses could not have meant that

God really had hands and feet, that God was really subject to

mortal passions. For part of his solution to this difficulty,

Philo appeals to Moses as teacher and law-giver, a Moses who

speaks to all men, not only to the wise. Those who are more

advanced in their rational and spiritual development will imme-

diately see that God cannot literally be angry with his people,

but Moses also wishes to persuade the dense and the ignorant to

accept his laws. Moses sounds oddly like a Greek philosophical

lawgiver or like Cicero in his De legibus and De divinatione,

where superstition is refuted but permitted as a tool for the

rulers who must legislate for the masses as well as for the

wise. He manipulates his two audiences through two types of

emotional appeals, love of God for the wise and fear of punish-

ment from an "angry" deity for the ignorant {Deus 60-68). Thus,

the apparently inappropriate in the Genesis story is attributed

to a calculated use of figurative language on Moses1 part, aimed

at a particular segment of his audience; this is a fairly sophis-

ticated theory of how the allegories got into the text and there

is nothing quite like it in the Homeric allegories. Homer is

sometimes spoken of as "teaching" or "initiating" the Greeks,
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but Moses not only teaches and reveals but also commands, warns,

advises and exhorts his hearers on various levels {L.A. 1.96-

101) .

Philo also indicates his concern with this problem in

some of the formulae he uses to introduce allegorical interpre-

tations. Philo accepts the term allegoria from the Greeks and

the associated divisions of physical and ethical allegory, though

he uses these term far less often than Heraclitus. In contrast

to the Greeks, and above all in contrast to Plutarch, Philo

avoids ainigma terms in his Genesis commentary. These are

totally absent from L.A. I-II, and when they do occur in L.A.

Ill, it is in the context of an attack on the ainigmatistai and

Esebon, who represent for Philo speculative reason without divine

guidance. Riddles and probabilities are inherently untrustworthy

and Moses is warning us in Numbers 21.27-30 to trust in God

rather than in mortal guesswork {L.A. III.225-233). Elsewhere

Philo does make use of the ainigma terms, sometimes with an

expression of doubt about his own interpretation or when listing

alternative interpretations, sometimes quite casually, as in

some of the Homeric allegorists. In the Genesis commentary,

these terms are used rarely and often with a negative connota-

tion, as in Gig. 58 and Beus 21, where ainittomai is used in

reference to hypothetical objectors who pose alternate and false

interpretations of the text. The casual use of ainittomai in

the sense of "allude" is more common in works like Be somniis

and Be speoialibus Iegibus, but even in those texts the riddle

technique is not extolled as it is in Plutarch and some later

Platonists like Maximus Tyrius and Julian.

For Philo, the riddle terminology simply does not fit

his conception of Moses as a divinely inspired lawgiver; Moses

is no Sphinx or Sibyl—his mode of prophecy and teaching is

quite different from that of the Egyptian priests and the Greek

oracles. The mysteries of Moses are approached through the

reason of those who are spiritually prepared and they are sug-

gested through his legislation, not through enigmatic utterances.

In the law, the literal interpretation must also be valid; Moses

may speak to his audience on more than one level, but none of

the levels can be reduced to mere myth or riddle. Philo shows

a similar care in other formulae. He introduces divine speeches

from Genesis by saying that Moses speaks through the persona of

God; the words of God in the text are not literally transcribed
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from a divine apparition, but spoken by the prophet, who trans-

lates from the logos endiathetos to the logos prophorikos.

Philo repeatedly shows that he is aware of the rhetorical impli-

cations of an allegorical interpretation of Moses1 words and,

unlike the Homeric allegorists, constantly keeps before us the

presence of Moses as an author speaking to an audience.

NOTES

Kronos and Khronos: Heraclitus Quaestiones Homerioae
41.6; Cicero De natura deorum 11.25.64; Cornutus De natura deorum
11.142; Plutarch De Iside 363D.

Gods and Giants: Heraclitus 52 ff.; Cicero 11.28.70-71;
Cornutus XX.189.

"Swift Night": Heraclitus 45.3-7; Plutarch Moralia 410D;
923B.

The continuity of the Homeric allegory tradition is well
illustrated in F. Buffie"re, Les Mythes d'Homere et la pensee
grecque, Paris, 1956. There are occasional curious correspon-
dances of detail between Philo and pagan allegory. One of the
oddest is between Plutarch De Iside 364C and Philo L.A. 11.67.
In both cases allegorical use is made of the observation that
the part of the eye that sees is black, a kind of physical para-
dox. In Plutarch it.is the name of the land of Egypt, Chemia,
that is allegorized, while in Philo it is the Ethiopian woman,
whom Moses took to wife.

Heraclitus 5.2, with illustrations in 5.3-11. Cf. the
definitions in Tryphon On Tropes 3 and Gregory of Corinth On
Tropes 1. In Latin, and of earlier date, see Rhetorioa ad
Herennium 4.34.46 (permutatio) and Quintilian 8.6.44 ff.

Phaedrus Liber fabularum III.1.33 ff.; Cicero Ad Atti-
oum 2.19.5; 2.20.3; 7.13; Quintilian 6.3.69; 8.6.44-58.

Dionysius of Halicarnassus De Demosthene 5-8; Cicero
De natura deorum II.8.22.

5Demetrius On Style 99-102, cf. 151, 241, 243; Hermogenes
De ideis 1.6.

6Heraclitus 5.12-16.

For Heraclitus1 methods, see especially his account of
the battles of god with god and gods with giants in 52 ff. (cf.
Buffiere, pp. 100-105 and 290 ff.). Cicero comments on a number
of aspects of allegorical method in De natura deorum Book II:
physical interpretation of myths (11.24.63 ff.), impiety and
inappropriateness as criteria for identifying allegories (II.
28.70-71), and systems of resemblances between mythical divisions
and the divisions of physics and ethics (11.23.60 ff.). For
comments on both pagan and Jewish allegory, see C. Siegfried,
Philo von Alexandria, Jena, 1875, pp. 160 ff., S. G. Sowers, The
Hermeneuties of Philo and Hebrews, Zurich, 1965, pp. 11-27, and
I. Christiansen, Die Teehnik der allegorisohen Auslegungs-
wissensohaft bei Philon von Alexandrien (Beitrage zur Geschichte
der biblischen Hermeneutik 7), Tubingen, 1969. The last is
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interesting as an attempt to relate Philo's method to the
technique of division in Platonic dialectic.

o
Plutarch De Iside 361D-E. For Plutarch as an alle-

gorist, see A. B. Hersman, Studies in Greek Allegorical Inter-
pretation, Chicago, 1906, esp. pp. 25-38.

Q

Philo's rejection of myth: Op. 1-3, 157; Gig. 7-8,
58-61.

Plutarch's comparative method for ethical analysis of
poetry: De audiendis poetis, esp. 14E-17F and 19A-20E.

Cicero De legibus 1.43 (friendship and fellowship of
all rational beings as the motive for just actions), but 11.16
(usefulness of the fear of divine punishment in enforcing the
laws) and 11.27-31 (various primitive features of Roman religion
defended as deterrents to crime or examples of virtue). De
divinatione 11.42-43, 54, 70-71 (political control through types
of divination that don't actually work).

Philo Op. 72 {eisagei gar ton patera ton holon tauti
legonta), Deus 23 and 109 {ek prosopou tou theou). The first
is certainly a metaphor from drama; the second may be interpreted
differently, as in H. A. Wolfson, Philo, Camb., Mass., 1947, II, pp.
36-4 3. The whole question of prophecy in Philo is a very com-
plex one; it seems to me that Philo is sometimes referring to
Moses as an author who introduces divine speeches in his own
words and sometimes attributing the words themselves miracu-
lously to direct divine interference with the vocal cords of the
prophet (as at Spec. IV.49 and Her. 263-266). The need to dis-
tinguish the various types of utterance in the Law would be, at
any rate, an additional motive for Philo's awareness of Moses as
an author.

APPENDIX

Allegorical Terms in the Greek Tradition and Philo

This tabulation of the allegorical terms and charac-

teristic phrases used by Heraclitus, Plutarch, and Philo is

intended to provide evidence for the consistency and continuity

of the tradition and also for the deviations from it in Plutarch

and Philo. Heraclitus represents the standard Stoic approach to

Homeric allegory, while Plutarch relies on Pythagorean and Pla-

tonic as well as Stoic methods and has a comparative approach to

mythology all his own. Philo uses much of the technical appar-

atus of the Homeric allegorists, but follows up a single text

more consistently and has a special view of the relationship

between the literal and the allegorical meanings in that text.

Like Plutarch, Philo makes specific reference to Pythagorean

allegory {Op. 100, cf. L.A. 1.15) and uses numerological as well
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as "physical" interpretations. Such numerological interpreta-

tions are common in Plutarch (De Iside 373F-374B, 376E-F, cf.

De E 387F-391E) and are also found in the Pseudo-Plutarchan De

Vita et poesi Homeri, but are rare or absent in Heraclitus,

Cicero De natura deorum II, and Cornutus. Both Philo and Plu-

tarch are more eclectic in their modes of interpretation and

admit more controversy than the Homeric allegorists. L.A. I-II

has been chosen over Gig. and Deus for the comparison, since in

that work Philo is more consistently involved with allegorical

interpretations and has fewer axes to grind than in the works

covered by the commentary. Heraclitus, Plutarch's De Iside, and

Philo L.A. I-II are of approximately equal length and are com-

parable in the degree to which they pursue allegorical method.

Philo's allegorical terms in Gig. and Deus are listed at the

end of the comparative table.

Philo's corpus is very extensive and his use of terms

changed with time and with his aims in the various works. Where

a term is absent from L.A. I-II, but occurs elsewhere in Philo,

I have marked the entry with an asterisk. The three works are

similar in scope and length, but Philo L.A. I-II is slightly

longer than Heraclitus and Plutarch De Iside.

All three of our allegorists share a common terminology

for physical and ethical allegory, for the analysis of the mean-

ing of proper names and epithets in their sources, and an inter-

est in playing on the Greek terminology of mystery religion (con-

cealing and revealing) as a model for the process of allegorical

interpretation and the intentions of the author to be interpreted.

I think that, on the whole, the mechanics of allegorical inter-

pretation are similar in all three authors, and that, so far as

they employ grammatical, etymological, physical, and ethical

interpretations, Philo and Plutarch are drawing upon the same

tradition as Heraclitus. There are, however, some important

divergences from this tradition in both Plutarch and Philo.

Plutarch and Philo make much more extensive use of the term

eikon, the earthly, mythological or religious image of a form

or an idea, than the Stoic allegorists do. In Heraclitus, this

term is used only of the shield of Achilles, interpreted as an

image the universe, a legitimate use of the term for a Stoic;

in Philo and Plutarch, the term is used much more broadly, even

of the religious stories themselves as containing images or

representations of the Platonic forms. The terms mimema,
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Heraclitus
Quaestiones
Homericae

Terms for the essential activity
or interpreter of a text to be

ainigma

ainigmatodes

ainittomai
proainittomai
hypainittomai

allegovia

allegorikos

allegove~b

hyponoia

hyponoed

1

1

4
1
4

19

15

25

—

—

The Levels of Allegory:

physikos

ethikos

psykhikos

23

2

Analysis of Proper Names
and Epithets:

onoma

onomazo

eponomazo

eponymos

prosrema

homonymos

paronymos

patronymikos

polyonymos

myrionymos

synonymos

prosegoria

prosagoreuo

9

46

1

9

2

1

1

18

Plutarch

De Iside

of the author
allegorized:

5

1

13

2

3

3

2

1

—

42

25

2

4

1

1

1

3

13

Philo
Legum alie-
goviae I-II

*

*

* 
*

i 
i 

i
i 

i 
i

*

*

2

*

*

10

5

9

24

8

*

*

*

1

1

*

*
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Interpretation of
and Images:

Inevmeneub
hevmeneia
hevmeneus
hevmeneutiko s
methevmeneuo
dievmeneuo
exevmeneub

katakhvestikos

metaleptikos

metaphovikos

tvopikos

analogos

analogeb

eikbn

mimema

symbolon

symbolikos

semainb
diasemainb
huposemainb
semeion

Myths:

muthos
muthikos
muthodes
mutheub
muthologia
muthologeb
muthopoiia
mutheuma

Mystery Language:

apovvetos

amuetos

epopteub

epoptes

epoptikos

hievophantes

hievophanteb

mustagogos

Heraclitus
Quaestiones
Homevioae

Names, Words,

1
2
3

2

1

2

2

4

8
1

10
3

12
5
1
4

1

1

1

—

—

1

1

Plutarch

De Iside

2

1
2
1
2

Philo
Legum alle-
goviae I-II

8
*

1
1

*

1

(but
metaphevb twice)

9

6

6

4

9

14

4

3
10

1

4

—

1

1

1

2

15

5

6

6

1
*
*

3

* *1 
1

 rH
 

rH
 

| 
| 

rH
 
I

I
I 

I
I 

1
I

I 
I

I
I

1

1

*

*

*

*
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Mystery Language:

mustevion

musteriodes

mustes

mustikos

orgia

teletai

hoi teloumenoi

Heraclitus
Quaestiones
Homerioae

1

2

1

2

1

Revealing and Concealing:

amudros

anaptusso

anaptuxis

apophaino

deloo
prodeloo
hup ode loo

emphaino
emphane s
emphasis

enarg'es

kalumma

kalupto
apokalupto
epikalupto
parakalupto
pevikalupto

krupto
epikrupto

1

11

17

2

8

i 
i 

i 
i 

i
i 

i 
i 

i 
i

i 
i 

i 
i 

i

Plutarch

De Iside

1

—

2

4

2

2

1

8

7
1
4

12
3
3

2

— _

1

3
2

3
1

Philo
Legum alle-
goviae I-II

1

—
*

*

*

*

*

*

*

1

2

13
*
*

5
1
*

1

1

*
1
1

1

apovvoia, paradeigma (in its Platonic sense), and huponoia are

found in close connection with eikon in Plutarch, and these are

specifically Platonic terms avoided by Heraclitus. Plutarch and

Philo seem to be drawing upon Platonic and Pythagorean methods

of interpretation as well as the Stoic tradition. A further

distinction may be drawn between Philo on the one hand and the

Greek allegorists on the other. Philo, at least in the Genesis

commentary, seems to be hostile to the riddle terminology

favored by Plutarch and common throughout the Greek tradition,

and also rejects mythology, both literary and religious.
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Allegorical Terms and Phrases in
Gig. and Deus

Be gigantibus: ainittomai (58), onoma (16, 17, 62),

onomazo (6), metonomazo (50, 54, 62, 63), homonymia (56),her-

meneuo (62 bis, 66) , s'emeion (33) , muthos (7, 60) , mutheuo (58) ,

muthopla.stein (58) , hierophantes (54) r mueisthai (57) , mustes

(54), orgia (54), teletai (54), anaptusso (36) , apophaino (2,

33), deloo (19, 23, 34), snarc/is (39), katapetasma (53 and prc-

kalumma) , apokalupto (32, 35, 39), diaporeo (1), protrepei (32),

hupographei (23, 66).

Quod Deus: ainittomai (21), huponoein (104), onoma

(86, 103, 141), ̂ erminewS (5 bis, 137), Zexis (141, 142), ptosis

(141), sumbolon (96, 128), sumbolikos (96), hierophantes (156),

hierophanteo (62), mueisthai (61), musteria (61), amudros (43),

deloo (45, 51, 103, 104, 128), emphainei (129), emphanes (37),

enar^is (1, 4, 10, 14, 87), diaporeo (104), epipherei (124),

hupographei (79, 95).

Other Sources for Allegorical
Terminology

Cicero De natura deorum II.: nomen (11.61, 62, 64, 66

ter, 67 bis, 71, 72 bis), nominare (61, 62, 66 bis, 67 bis, 68,

69 bis), appellare (60, 61, 62, 64 bis, 72), casus - ptosis

(11.25.64 quern conversis casibus appellamus a iuvando Iovem),

similitudo (38, 66, 70), physicus (23, 63, 64, 70), fabula (64,

66, 70, 71), mysteria (62), id est = toutesti (64 bis).

Cornutus De natura deorum: ainigma (35), ainittomai

(1, 7, 17 bis, 18, 27, 28, 30, 32), allegoria (2), allegorikos

(2), huponoia (34), huponoein (18, 24, 31, 34, 35), physikos

(19 bis, 35), onoma (14, 16, etc. 11 times), onomazo (1 bis, 4,

5, etc., 34 times), onomasia (9, etc., 7 times), eponomazo (6,

20 bis, 22, 30, 34 bis), exonomazo (2), prosonomazo (32),

homonymia (14, 16), prosegoria (1, 13, etc., 6 times), pros-

agoreuo (9, 11, etc., 21 times), etymologia (1), etymologeo

(1, 32), dusetymologeo (20), kat 'antiphrasin (16, 35), sumbolon

(9, 14, 16 bis, 20, 30, 31, 33, 35), s'emeion (16, 33), semaino

and ep is emaino (6, 16 bis), muthos (2, 6, etc., 10 times),

muthikos (17, 35), mutheuo (3, 6, etc., 14 times), muthologia

(8), muthopoiia (17), aporretos (30), epoptes (9, 34), musteria
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(28 bis), orgia (30), emphaino (16, 17, etc., 13 times), em-

phasis (15, 34), dia to plus inf. (6, 12, 13, 14, etc., fre-

quent), apo plus gen. (14, etc., very frequent in introducing an

interpretation), hoionei (1, 6, 16, etc.), toutesti (14, 17,

etc.), hosperei (18, 20).

Pseudo-Plutarch De vita et poesi Homeri 91-128: ainigma

(92), ainittomai (100, 102, 126, 201), allegorikos (102), alle-

goreo (96), huponoia (92), physikos (92, 108, 109, 144, 218),

onoma (103, 123, 127 bis, 128, 175 bis, 183), onomazo (133, 182),

prosagoreuo (95, 99, 104, 107, 124, 126, 128, 131 bis, 148),

analogia (99), analogos (102), eikon (150, 182), sumbolon (212

bis), semaino (92, 93, 103, 114, 131, 200, 212), semeion (202),

muthos (101), muthikos (92), muthodes (114), apokalupto (214),

apcrrit^s (187), epikrupto (213), krupto (209), apophaino (123,

130, etc., 9 times), deloo (94, 103, etc., 15 times), diasaphei

(130, 138), emphaino (92, 102, 109, 110, 116, 131, 166, 169 bis,

217), enarges (91, 118, 123, 182, 207), epipherei (142, 217),

toutesti (96, 97, 102, 104, etc., 12 times).

In addition to describing Homer as "teaching" the Greeks,

an idea which is common to all of the Homeric allegorists and

Philo's Moses, the author of this treatise describes Homer as

bearing witness (marturei 138, 168, 172, 175), advising (parai-

nei 129, 149, 165, 178, 198, 213), and exhorting {protrepei 168).

This closely parallels Philo's terminology for Moses1 intentions

as an author of works requiring interpretation, but is not typi-

cal of the other Greek allegorists. It indicates a greater

awareness of Homer as an author addressing himself to an audience

than is usual in this sort of interpretation (contrast Heracli-

tus and the remains of Stoic allegory).

Elsewhere in Plutarch: De aud. poet. 19E (allegoria

and huponoia) ; De E ainigma (389A), ainittesthai (389A), hupo-

noein (386A, 391C), physikos (387B), onoma (386B, 388F, 391A,

393C, 394D), onomazo (385F, 388F, 389A, 393C), eponomazo (388A),

prosagoreuo (392A), prosagoreusis (392A bis), eikon (391C,

393D), sumbolon (386B, 391C), semaino (392A), semeion (387E),

apomimoumenon (388D), homoiotes (388A), amudros (391E), apo-

phaino (391F), deloo (386E), emphasis (393E), krupto (388F),

mutheuma (389A); ainigma, all'egore'd, emphaino, prosegoriai,

sumbolikos, etc., in fr. 157.
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Scholia to Aratus (E. Maas, Commentariorum in Aratum

Reliquiae, Berlin, 1968): ainigmatodes p. 356, ainittesthai

pp. 335, 350, 359, 429, 541, allegorikos p. 386, sumbolon pp.

343, 423, 494, 497, 533, 534.

Iamblichus Protreptious: ainittomai (21 three times),

onoma and onomazo (21) , hermeneia (21) , eik"bn (21) , sumbolon

(20, 21, very frequent, in reference to the Pythagorean "sum-

bola"), muthos (17), deloo (8, 10, 20), emphaino (20, 21).

Porphyry Cave of the Nymphs: ainigma (21, 32), ainitto-

mai (1, 3, 5, 18, 23, 31, 36), allegoreo (3, 4), onoma (28),

eponomazo (6, 35), episemaino (19), eikon (6, 12, 21, 32, 34,

36), sumbolon (4, 5 bis, 6, 7, 9, 10, 13 ter, 14, 15, 16, 17 bis,

18, 19, 21, 27, 29, 31, 32 bis), sumbolikos (4).

Sallustius On the Gods and the World: ainigma (6.4),

ainittomai (4.1, 8), theologikos (4.1), physikos (4.1, 2),

psykhikos (4.1), hylikos (4.1), miktos (4.1), mimesis (15.2),

mimeomai (3.3 bis, 4.10, 7.3, 15.2), homoiotes (3.1, 14.2,

15.2), anomoiotes (3.1, 14.2), semaino (9.6), muthos (3.1

quater, 2 bis, 3 ter, 4 bis; 4.1 bis, 2, 4, 6, 7, 10, 11 bis),

muthologeo (4.11), teletai (3.1, 12.6), deloo (4.5), krupto

(3.3 bis), phaneron and phainomenon in opposition to the pre-

ceding (3.3), epikrupto (3.4), prokalumma (3.4).

J. Leopold



E. Philo's Use of Topoi

Given the intellectual and educational milieu in Philo's

Alexandria, it is hardly surprising to find topoi in his works,

particularly in works which are generally conceded to be "rhe-

torical," as is the case with, e.g., Quod Omnis Probus Liber.

However, topoi are found also in the allegorical works, includ-

ing Gig. and Deus. Moreover, the presence of several distinct

kinds of topoi in those works and the various uses to which they

are put suggest, among other things, that current notions of the

nature of topoi may be in need of revision if we are ever to

understand properly Philo's exegetical and argumentative pro-

cedures.

Topoi

The conception of topos as nothing more than a "motif,"

a fixed and established cliche", not only makes it impossible to

see how Philo used topoi; it also fails to do justice to the

rich rhetorical tradition concerning topoi as storehouses or

places for invention which had developed by his time.

In a superficial way, it is possible to distinguish two

senses of "topos" (or locus) in Hellenistic sources: (a) topos/

loous as sedes argumentorum or dcpopu.̂  TtioTecoQ (or £Ttixei-pflua.TOQ) ;

and (b) topos/loous as a standard "topic" on which an orator

might or should speak, given the appropriate opportunities or

circumstances. The functions of the former sort might con-

veniently be characterized as "analytic"; those of the latter as
4

"cumulative." A close examination of the sources reveals a

more complex picture yet, as, on the one side, the traditional

dialectical topoi seem to be the most purely analytic; and, on

the other, the stock epithets, exempla, and themes for amplifi-

cation are the most purely cumulative and commonplace. Between

these extremes lie the so-called philosophical topoi (divided

into theoretical and practical), and "stasiastic" topoi (which

can control the arrangement of a discussion as well as supply

special topics on which the orator may hold forth). Instead of

a simple notion of topos, therefore, the tradition distinguishes

171
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among a variety of "topical" types and uses, none of which could

fairly be called a cliche".

Topoi in Philo: A Conspectus

An awareness of that variety enables us to approach the

topoi in Gig. and Deus in a more refined way than previous com-

mentators have done. To that end, we may survey the topoi in

Gig. and Deus under three broad headings, beginning with that

which most closely corresponds to the notion of topos as a

stereotyped formula:

I. "Commonplaces"'. Philo makes extensive use of common-

place comparisons and similes, exempla, and themes in Gig. and

Deus. Of the comparisons and similes, we might note, for

example, the sea "imagery" (cf., e.g., Gig. 51; Deus 26, 98, 129,

177) which, though in places evidently traceable to passages in

Homer or Plato, is in fact to be found all over in Hellenistic

literature.7 Light imagery (cf. Deus 3, 46, 78, 129, 135), the

image of the road {Deus 61, 142, 159f.), and athletics (Deus
o

36), all by Philo's time commonplace, appear also. Secondly,

proverbs (e.g., Deus 75: un<5ev6£ dvOpwuoiv T6V &TX6 Yeveaecoc OLXPL

TeA.euxfjQ (BLOV dTiTaiaxov t^ eauiou 6pau6vTos; and cp. Deus 90) ,

commonplace themes (e.g., Gig. 14 and 28 on the uncertainty of

dvdpcoTiLva TipdYUaxa; Deus 27 ff. on the fickleness of man) , and

chriai {Gig. 33 f., of Diogenes; and Deus 146, of Socrates) are
9

all used by Philo in the development of his argument. Thirdly,

there are apparent "school cases" (e.g., Deus 101, on "deposits"

and perhaps ibid. 90, the tale of the farmer unexpectedly find-

ing a treasure) and topical groupings (Gig. 51; Deus 58-9,

173 ff.) and lists: e.g., Deus 149 ff., which is reminiscent

of stock epideictic topoi, and ibid. 17 f., a list which,

though perhaps "Stoic" in origin, is by Philo's time common-

place. These latter are more or less "philosophical" in

origin usage and bring us to our second set of topoi.

II. Philosophical topoi. These are generally traceable

to a philosopher or to a school but had become commonplace in

Philo's time. The idea that philosophy is a preparation for

death (cf. Gig. 14, Deus 159 f.) is common in Hellenistic writ-

ings, as are also the themes of the constancy of the sage (cf.

Deus 22) and that of the burden of the flesh (Gig. 31, Deus

143). 1 2 The theme of "the two ways" (Deus 4 9 f., 61, etc.),
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the notion of virtue as a mean (Deus 164 ff.)/ of God needing

nothing (Deus 56), and of the kinds of psyohai (Deus 35 ff.) may

also be considered not as transmissions of doctrine but as

instances of the use of philosophical commonplaces. In at

least one case—Deus 30, the analogy between parent and offspring

and the craftsman and his product—we see a commonplace perform-

ing a distinct argumentative role, as AfjAov \i£v o5v . . . erci-

axtfuova etvai 6ei . . . supplies a major premise for Philo's

argument that ouxe y&P d6r|Aov ouxe ue"AAov ou6ev deep.

III. "Dialectical" topoi. These go back to the lists

of topoi collected by Aristotle in his Topics and in those parts
14

of the Rhetoric devoted to the so-called koinoi topoi. In

Gig. and Deus there are three such dialectical topoi which are

noteworthy:

(a) "from etymology." Cf. Deus 42 (cuadnois from eCa-

deaic) and ibid. 103 ((3iaiov from (3ai6v) . Etymology was not

only an instrument of allegorical exegesis but part and parcel

of the standard way of dealing with written texts in rhetorical

settings, and a long-recognized source of arguments in the

rhetorical tradition. It is a common argumentative "move" in

Philo. 1 6

(b) ek to mallon kai hetton. The argument "from the

greater and lesser" was also isolated by rhetoricians as a line

of argument, and appears frequently in the works of Philo and

his contemporaries. Two good examples of the use of this

topos are: Deus 26: OTTOU youv dvOpwrcwv ^ux.n • • . eC T" ev-

6oid£eig, O I L 6 dcpdapxoe xai uandpuoQ . . . ; ibid. 78: ri

vovuLeLS dxpaxov \ikv xnv nAiou cpA6ya ur) 6uvaadou Oeadfjvai . • •

xaQ 6e dyevtfxous dpa 6uvdueis exeivac, . . . dxpdxoue Tiepivofjacu

6uvaa0ai; Cf. also Deus 8 where an argument for approaching

temples with purified minds is based upon the observation that

one may not enter a temple without cleansing one's body.

(c) ex enantion. This topos, too, is fairly common in

Philo and is of particular interest in Gig. and Deus since it

serves not only as an exegetical tool but also as an armature

for Philo's homily. 1 8

(1) Philo grounds his explanation of the two parts

of Gen 6:1 (at Gig. 1-3, 4-5) on topoi ex enantion, chiefly xcp

ydp evavxicp xd evavxia rte'cpuHe' ncoc uaAiaxa yvcopL^eaOai at §3 fin.
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and dutfxoivov y&P T & aux& Ttp6s TCOV ^vavxiGov, 6AA& uf) x& fevavxia
19

TT&AIV yevdadai at the end of §5. In sec. 1-3, Philo manipu-

lates the contrariety topos by juxtaposing different kinds of

contrariety: "rare" vs. "abundant" is a contrariety of a dif-

ferent order form "just" vs. "unjust," for instance. But the

differences in kinds of contrariety discussed by rhetoricians

can be overlooked in view of the belief that the just are few

(cp. Migr. 59 f., citing Deut. 7:7), which may itself have been

a "philosophical" topos. As for sec. 4-5, the principle of

contrariety there is coherent.

(2) Deus 122 ff. Probably inspired by his text of

Gen. 6:11 (ecpd&pn f\ yfj £vavxiov xou Oeou) , Philo introduces one

of the topoi ex enantion: inei&div ev ipuxfa x6 dcpdapxov eldoQ dva-

xeiAn, x6 dvnx6v eOd£a)s cpdeipexai, xxA. This topos is the

"backbone" of the curious exegesis of Lev. 13:14-15 which follows

in this part of Deus.

From the brief conspectus we have given, it is obvious

that, although Philo uses a number of "formulaic motifs" and

stereotyped schemes of rhetorical development, it is not the

case (as many scholars have been inclined to assume) that he

simply transmits those formulas. Philo's reliance on topoi is

understandable, and not only because he was a product of his

times, when rhetoric was nothing if not pervasive. He was,

after all, seeking both to communicate and support his inter-

pretations and, moreover, to impress upon his audience both the

historical and ethical importance of the passages from the Penta-

teuch which are the subjects of his treatises. As common

"places," topoi served both as familiar references which rang

true without explicit argumentative support and as argumentative

premises which no audience could find easy to deny. Thus, the

interpretations Philo offers are rendered plausible by as much

as they are grounded on what his audience already knows and

accepts. Philo's intentions, in short, may have been in some

sense philosophical. But—as with many philosophers of his era—

his methods were thoroughly rhetorical.

NOTES

The most firmly established (and hence most frequently
encountered) conception is that which understands by "topos" a
formulaic or stereotyped motif which remains constant as it is
transmitted from author to author. See, for example,
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R. Volkmann, Die Rhetorik der Griechen und Romer in systema-
tischer Ubersicht (Leipzig,2 1885) (esp. at pp. 266 ff. and
320 ff.); E. Pflugmacher, Locorum communium specimen (diss.
Greifswald, 1909); E. Norden, Die germanische Urgeschichte in
Tacitus Germania (Leipzig, 1920); J. Martin, Zur Quellenfrage
in den Annalen und Historien (W'urzburger Studien 9 [1936]),
etc. In the last century—as indeed in the present—the dis-
covery of topoi in Philo was an indispensable way of tracing
influences. Cf., above all, P. Wendland, Philo und die kynische-
stoische Diatribe (Berlin, 1895) ; H. von Arnim, Quell enstudien
zu Philo von Alexandria {Philol. Unters. XI: Berlin, 1888) .
This notion of ^pos-as-cliche" persists (cf. , e.g., K. Thraede,
Grundz'uge griechisch-rb'mischer Brieftopik, Zetemata 48 [Munich,
1970]; H. Fischel, Rabbinic Literature and Graeco-Roman Philos-
ophy [Leiden, 1973]) despite recent critiques: see E. Mertner,
"Topos und Commonplace," Strena Anglican Otto Richter zum 80.
Geburtstag, ed. G. Dietrich and F. W. Schultze (Halle, 1956),
pp. 178-224 (repr. in P. John [ed.], Toposforschung [Frankfurt,
1972], pp. 20-68).

Cf., e.g., Cicero, Topica ii.8; Alex. Numenius and
Neokles in Anon, Seguer, , pp. 448.23 ff., L. Spengel, Rhetores
Graeci I (Leipzig, 1853) (repr. Minerva GmbH, Frankfurt/Main,
1966) .

Cicero, de Orat. III.27.106 ff. ; Aphthonius, Progymn.
1 (pp. 11.32 Sp; 1.80 ff. Walz); Theon, Progymn, 7: Tdnog eoxL

dv6paYad^ua.TO£ (p. 11.106 Sp; 1.222 Walz). Such topoi come
close to the modern sense of "commonplace" and are spoken of
disparagingly by Quintilian at, e.g., II.4.28 ff., where he says
that "they were trotted out so frequently that they became old
pieces of furniture which no one wanted to set eyes on again."
Such themes as "the fickleness of fortune" and the "degeneracy
of the present age," stock loci concerning envy, poison, and the
desire of criminal parents for innocent children, descriptions
of shipwrecks or of the torture inflicted upon a woman by a
tyrant apparently became too common. But the fact that some
loci appear so often in what remains of the literature of
Antiquity should not prompt us to imagine that their appearance
in a speech would have affected the audience the way it did
Quintilian. We have to bear in mind that the very "commonness"
of Hellenistic commonplaces was precisely what made them rhe-
torically effective. An oral culture such as the one in which
Philo flourished puts a premium on expected performances, look-
ing for proficiency, not originality. Moreover, such A.6YOL
augnTiHoC do not really become hackneyed until they are separated
from any actual argumentative situation.

For this distinction, see W. J. Ong, The Presence of
the Word (Yale, 1967), pp. 79 ff. The distinction is clear,
however, in Quintilian V.10.20 and X.5.12 (cf. 1.11.12).

Such topoi are frequently treated in connection with
theoretical and practical d£aeis. See Cicero, de Orat, III.
106 ff. (Crassus speaking); Theon Progymn, 12 (11.120 ff. Sp;
1.242 ff. Walz), where Hermagoras and Theodorus of Gadara are
also mentioned; Anon, Seguer, , loc, cit, for Neokles, etc.
That these topoi were recognized as part of rhetorical invention
is clear from, e.g., Seneca, Controv. 1.7.17: Cicero, Tusc,
1.4.7, II.3.9; Tacitus Dial. 30, etc. On philosophical "theses"
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in rhetorical schools, cf. G. Reichel, Quaestiones Progymnas-
matioae (Leipzig, 1909), pp. 99 ff.

This class of topoi was derived from the status causaez
for the conjectural issue, for instance, there are loci ex causa,
ex persona, and ex facto (Cicero, de Inv. II.5.16-12.38 f., for
instance). Quintilian gives a rather more exhaustive list at
V.10.53 ff. As these loci became formalized, they provided (as
the authors of the handbooks intended) "check lists" and could
be used as armatures upon which a speaker could shape his case.
Hence, stock topics emerged for the 8ir\yr\OiQ/narratio (cf. , e.g.,
Quintilian IV.2.52 ff.), for encomium (cf. Hermogenes Progymn.
1 [pp. 11.11 f. Sp; 1.35 ff. Walz]; Menander Rhet. 6iaip. ferci6.
1.631 Walz), etc. The stock topics associated with the status
causae were systematized by Hermagoras, whose authority prevails
among Hellenistic rhetoricians; but the tradition of such stock
topics goes back much further in time (cf., e.g., Aristotle,
Rhetoric 1.5 ff.; Anaximenes Rhet. ad Alex. 7.2, 1428a 17 ff.).

Cf., e.g., Seneca Controv. 7.14, 8.6; Suas. 3.2;
(Pseud. Dion.) Techne 10.17; Lucian Tox. 19, Hermot. 28; Lucan
5.597 ff.; Seneca Ep. Mor. 108.37. M. P. O. Morford surveys a
great deal of storm-at-sea material in his The Poet Lucan
(Oxford: Blackwell, 1967), chs. 3-4. For further citations, see
commentary below.

o
All of these similes were used by the Stoics (cf.

K.-H. Rolke, Die bildhaften Vergleiche in den Fragmenten der
Stoiker von Zenon bis Panaitios, Spudasmata 32 [Hildesheim,
1975], passim); but light "imagery" appears elsewhere, particu-
larly in religious texts (cf. M. Nilsson Acta Inst. Romani R.
Sueciae xv [1950] 96 ff. [= Opuscula III. 189 ff.]). Imagery
of the road is to be found in Greek literature at least from
Xenophon on; but it also appears in Jewish Wisdom literature
(cf. J. Laporte, "Philo in the Tradition of Wisdom" in Aspects
of Wisdom in Judaism and Early Christianity, ed. R. Wilken
(Notre Dame, 1975), p. 132 ff., and B. Otzen, "Old Testament
Wisdom Literature and Dualistic Thinking in Late Judaism" in
VT Suppl. xxviii (Congress Volume, Edinburgh 1974) (Leiden,
1975), pp. 146-57). On the topical status of such similes
and comparisons, see Rolke op. cit. , pp. 510 ff.

Similar topoi find their way into the younger Seneca's
Epistles (cf., e.g., 20.3-4; 45.6; 52.1-2; 95-57 f.; 120.19-22)
and into Hellenistic consolation literature (e.g., Seneca Vit.
Beat. 1.1-3; Ad Marc. 26.2, etc.). A good survey can be found
in E. Stemplinger, Das Plagiat in der griechischen Literatur •
(Leipzig, 1912), pp. 228-41. On chriai, see H. Fischel, "Studies
in Cynicism and the Ancient Near East." Religions in Antiquity
(ed. J. Neusner) (Leiden, 1970), esp. at pp. 372-85: 402 ff.;
On Philo's handling of such a commonplace theme ("degeneracy of
the present age"), see E. J. Barnes, "Petronius, Philo and Stoic
Rhetoric," Latomus 32 (1973) pp. 787-98.

The deposit case was a stock example in the schools.
Cf. Cic. Tusc. III.8; De fin. III.17.58; PLond 256 (1st C. A. D.:
cf. F. Kenyon "Fragments d'exercice de rhe*torique," Melanges
Weil [Paris, 1898], pp. 243-8), etc. Stock epideictic topoi
(see above, Note 6) clearly inform Philo's Life of Abraham,
for instance. Preissnig "Die literarische Form der Patriarchen
Biographien des Philon von Alexandrien," MGWJ 73 [1929], pp.



Philo's Use of Topoi 111

14 3-55) has shown that the structure of Abr., and that of the
other Lives, is dictated by rhetorical conventions of the period.

The fortunes of, e.g., the commonplace lists of duties
that evidently originated with the Stoics are traced by J. E.
Crouch, The Origin and Intention of the Colossian 'Haustafeln'3
FRLANT 109 (Gottingen, 1972), pp. 57-101. See also P. Wendland,
Die hellenistische-romische Kultur (Tubingen, 1912), p. 86.

These apparently originated, respectively, with the
Stoics and with Plato, but soon achieved commonplace status.
Cf. Reichel, op. oit. 99 ff. A. D. Nock is always valuable on
this matter. See his Introduction to Sallustius' Concerning the
Gods and the Universe (Cambridge, 1926) passim, for instance.

Some putative philosophical doctrines had, in fact, a
wider provenance. For instance, the connection Philo makes
between flesh and servitude, mind and freedom can be found in
Greek drama and hence perhaps can be considered a literary
commonplace. The disquisitions at LA iii.89, Cher. 71 ff., and
Agr. 57 ff. evidently draw upon Sophocles fr. 940 (cf. TrGF IV,
ed. S. Radt (Gottingen, 1977) (= fr. 854N): ei awua 6oOAov,
a\\' 6 voOc, eXeudepoQ. To this we should compare Menander
fr. 722.7 f. (Korte) : ei 6' n xuxri x6 ocoua Haxe6ouA.G)aaxo,/
6 ye vous undpxei xoig xp6noi£ 6Aeudepoc. Both authors were,
of course, read in the schools.

Some "philosophical" issues were stock issues for dispute
in the schools of rhetoric, furthermore. See, e.g., Theon
Progymn. 12.1 (p. 244 Walz) on the question ei OeoL TcpovooOvxcu
TOU K6OU.OU, and, later (p. 250 ff. Walz) , a list of stock argu-
ments concerning the existence and powers of the gods. At
Prol. in (Hermogenes') Peri staseos (VII. 43.21 ff. Walz), we
find a school exercise which consists of a prosecution of Epi-
curus.

On God needing nothing, cp. , e.g., LA iii.181: xpe^oc,
yap ou6ev6c. EOTLV 6 &V. See Nock, op. oit. p. xv. It is a
widespread notion in Hellenistic literature: cf., among others,
Plutarch Comp. Arist. et Catonis 4; Stoic. Repugn. ll(1034B)
41(1952E); Lucian Cynicus 12; Diogenes Laertius VI.105, etc.

1 4Cf. Topics 1.13, 105a 22 ff., and passim in Bks. II-
VII; Rhetoric Il.xviii, xxiii. Interest in these in Philo's
time was considerable: cf., e.g., Cicero, Topica I.I ff.,
II.7 ff.; de Orat. 11.163-73; Quintilian V.10.53 f.; and the
lists of Minoukianos (Epich. 3: pp. 419 ff. Sp; IX.604 ff.
Walz); Neokles ap. Anon. Seguer. 448-50 Sp; and Apsines Rhet.
10, I pp. 376 ff. Sp, etc. I have tried to describe the nature
and function of dialectical/rhetorical koinoi topoi in my
"'Logical Hylomorphism' and Aristotle's koinoi topoi," Central
States Speech Journal 29 (1978), pp. 92-97.

Cf. Cicero, Topica ii.10; viii.35; Acad. i.32 (with
Reid's note); Tusc. 3.8.11.

In Philo, see, e.g., Plant. 165: duo 6iacpepouans xfje
ixpoe T?IV tTV\io\oyiav Tndav6xnxos npxnuivoe (u£$n from ui^eo-is) ;
Op. 127, etc.

17See Cicero Topica iv.23; de Orat. 11.40.172. In
Theon, this topos can be used in ovyupioiQ (cf. Ip. 108.4 Sp) :
x6 yctp Haxnyopouuevov Ocp' fiucov ?i ]ie L[OVL eauxou ouynpCvouev
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'f\ eAdxTOVL ?) Cocp. Aristotle considers it one of the enthyme-
matic topoi: cf. Rhetoric Il.xxiii, 1397b 12 ff. In Philo, see,
e.g., Sobr. 3, Heres 88 ff., Somn. 11.145.

18In Philo, see, e.g., Agr. 118; Heres 242; Somn. 11.134;
and Mos 1.247 (to which Aristotle, Rhet. I.vi, 1362b 30 ff. may
be compared). It is of course in Aristotle's Topics and Rhe-
toric that we first find systematic discussions of this topos:
see Topics II. 112b ff., Rhet. Il.xxiii, 1397a7 ff. Cf. also
Cicero, Topica xi.47; Quintilian V.10.73 f., etc.

19
For the former, compare Aristotle Topics 1.14, 105b

24 and 30 ff. and, perhaps, Rhetoric III.17, 1418b 5; and for
the latter, cp. Topics II.7, 113a23 and especially II.9, 114b
16 ff.

20Cf. Aristotle Topics II.7, 112b-113b 14; IV.4, 124b
15 ff.; Cicero Topica xi.47-50; Minoukianos Epich. 3, (Ipp.
422.6 ff. Sp.).

21See now the commentary below.

T. Conley



III. PHILOSOPHICAL THEMES IN THE BE GIGANTIBUS

AND QUOD DEUS





A. Philo's Doctrine of Free Will*

The much disputed question of free will owes much of its

notoriety to the cloud of semantic ambiguities which has envel-

oped it ever since it became an issue between competing philo-

sophical schools. When Philo dealt with it, it already had had

a checkered career and a distinctive terminology attached to

it. Most discussions of Philo's position, however, unfortu-

nately have not taken adequate account of the philosophical

matrix out of which his analysis arises and either have mis-

construed his intentions or have accused him of contradictions

of which he was not guilty. We shall therefore seek to track

the relevant Philonic texts within their immediate philosophical

context in an effort to extract their true meaning.

Philo'sideal man would be one who most nearly approaches

the Ttpoyuoc, avdpamoc, described by him in Op. 136 ff. The latter

had a mind unalloyed (dnpaxos)(150), able to receive sense im-

pressions in their true reality and encased in a body which God

molded out of the purest and most subtly refined material avail-

able in order to serve as a "sacred dwelling-place or Temple of

the reasonable soul" (137). Such a mind was in complete control

of its sense-perceptions and thus guaranteed inner harmony and

wholeness to its possessor. No warring dualities disturbed the

stillness of this unperturbed being. "But since no created

thing is constant," continues Philo, "and mortal things are

necessarily liable to chances and reverses, it could not but be

that even the first man should experience some ill-fortune. And

woman becomes for him the beginning of the blameworthy life"

(Op. 151). Overcome by desire and pleasure, "the beginning of

wrongs and violation of the law," man chose "that fleeting and

mortal life, which is not life at all, but a period of time full

of misery" (Op. 152). Having abandoned the Creator for the

created, he forfeited his immortality, and became embroiled in

the war of the passions.

*This section reproduces D. Winston, "Freedom and
Determinism in Philo of Alexandria," SP 3 (1974-75) 47-70. The
notes, however, have been considerably curtailed.
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Man before the "fall" thus represents for Philo an ideal

human type which unfortunately is theoretically precluded by the

actual conditions of earthly life. He therefore proceeds to

analyze man's present "fallen" condition while attempting to

lend to it an air of tragic grandeur. Though second best, it is

nevertheless a life far more elevated than that of the lower

animals. Endowed with mind, man possesses an unique, divine

gift which guarantees his relative preeminence in the scale of
2

being.

For it is the mind alone which the Father who begat it
deemed worthy of freedom, and loosening the bonds of
necessity, allowed it to range free, and of that power of
volition which constitutes his most intimate and fitting
possession presented it with such a portion as it was
capable of receiving. For the other living creatures in
whose souls the mind, the element earmarked for liberty,
has no place, have been handed over to the service of man,
as slaves to a master. But man who is possessed of spon-
taneous and self-determined judgment and performs for the
most part activities deliberately chosen, is rightly blamed
for what he does with premeditation, praised when he acts
correctly of his own will. In the others, the plants and
animals, no praise is due if they are fruitful, nor blame
if they fail to be productive: for they acquire their
movements and changes in either direction through no
deliberate choice or volition of their own. But the soul
of man alone has received from God the faculty of voluntary
movement, and in this way especially is assimilated to him,
and thus being liberated, as far as possible, from that
hard and grievous mistress, Necessity, may suitably be
charged with guilt, in that it does not honor its Liberator.
And therefore it will in all justice pay the inexorable
penalty reserved for ungrateful freedmen. [Deus 47-4 8]

The first thing to be observed is Philo's emphatic

insistence on man's culpability and responsibility for his evil

actions, thereby explicitly absolving deity from any share in

the latter. The prime motivation of Philo in this passage is

thus very similar to that of Plato when he discusses the laws

of reincarnation both in Tim. 41E ff. and in Rep. 10.614 ff.

The dominant motif is there sounded by the oft-quoted phrase:

ouxia £Xou.£vou, de6g avaixioc, (617E; cf. 379B) . An analysis

of the Platonic passages may therefore help considerably in

unraveling the meaning of Philo. It has sometimes been assumed

that Plato was somehow attempting to reconcile the laws of

destiny with the absolute autonomy of human freedom. The fact

is, however, that in the very same dialogue in which Plato seeks

to clear the gods of blame for the individual soul's destiny

{Tim. 42D), he asserts that the soul may very well be plagued

by disease due to a defective bodily constitution coupled with
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bad upbringing, and that this could lead to its being overcome

by the passions {Tim. 86B). In Laws 644DE, Plato speaks more

bluntly of the ultimately determined character of man's moral

nature:

Let us suppose [says the Athenian] that each of us living
creatures is an ingenious puppet of the gods, whether con-
trived by way of a toy of theirs or for some serious pur-
pose—for as to that we know nothing; but this we do know,
that these inward affections of ours, like sinews or cords,
drag us along and, being opposed to each other, pull one
against the other to opposite actions. [Loeb ed., 1.69;
cf. Laws 732E, 804B; also Fug. 46; Op. 117; QG 3.48]

It should be abundantly clear, then, that all Plato is

asserting by insisting that the blame is that of the soul that

chooses, is that the moral career of the latter is not a product

of fatality, but a result of its participation in the complex
4

process of choice. That this process is itself ultimately

determined is part of the thorny problem of necessary evil which

Plato seeks to mitigate elsewhere {Tim. 48A, 56C; Laws 896-97;

Phaedv. 247) by pointing to an ineradicable residue of random

motion in the cosmos and an inherent ignorance within the human

soul. In any case, the attribution of moral blame or respon-

sibility to man is fully justified, as far as Plato is concerned,

as long as man's soul is not caught in the web of a fatality

which would constrain its actions arbitrarily. By participating

in the choice process, man becomes willy nilly a moral agent.

Thus, for Plato, a concept of relative free will is quite suf-

ficient to allow for the notion of moral responsibility.

Returning to Philo, it should now be clear that unless

an explicit statement of absolute free will can confidently be

extracted from the passage under consideration, the internal

logic of Philo's argumentation does not demand it and is fully

compatible with a relative free will concept. Though fully

cognizant of this fact, Wolfson has argued that

when Philo says that God gave to the human mind a portion
"of that free will which is His most peculiar possession
and most worthy of His majesty" and that by this gift of
free will the human mind "in this respect has been made
to resemble Him," it is quite evident that by man's free
will Philo means an absolutely undetermined freedom like
that enjoyed by God, who by his power to work miracles
can upset the laws of nature and the laws of causality
which He himself has established. [Philo 1.436]

The fact is, however, that Philo is only adapting here for his

own use a characteristically Stoic notion. Epictetus, for

example, writes:
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But what says Zeus? "Epictetus, had it been possible I
should have made both this paltry body and this small
estate of thine free and unhampered. . . . Yet since
I could not give thee this, we have given thee a certain
portion of ourself, this faculty of choice and refusal."
[Diss. 1.1.10]7

Now the Stoics held a relative free will theory of the causal

type, and all they meant by saying that God has given us a por-

tion of himself thereby enabling us to make choices is that

(as A. A. Long has neatly put it) "the logos, the causal prin-

ciple, is inside the individual man as well as being an external

force constraining him. . . . This is but a fragment of the

whole, however, and its powers are naturally weak, so weak that

'following1 rather than 'initiating' events is stressed as its
o

proper function." For the Stoics, man is not a mechanical link

in the causal chain, but an active though subordinate partner of

God. It is this which allows them to shift the responsibility

for evil from God to man. Cleanthes says as much in his famous
g

Hymn to Zeus. According to Long,
Cleanthes is thinking of God as an absolute power, embracing
all things and uniting good and evil. Yet evil actions are
not planned by God in his identity as one omnipotent ruler.
What he does is to unite all things in a harmonious whole.
Can we say that evil actions are ones purposed by certain
fragments of his logos? They would bear no more resemblance
to God as such than does a brick to the house it helps to
form.10

Philo's meaning, then, is that in so far as man shares

in God's Logos, he shares to some extent in God's freedom. That

this is only a relative freedom is actually emphasized by Philo

when he says that God gave man such a portion of his freedom

"as man was capable of receiving" and that he was liberated "as

far as might be." Yet this relative freedom, in Philo's view,

is sufficient for placing the onus of moral responsibility on

man and clearing God from any blame for man's sins. It is

impossible, then, to locate in our Philonic text an explicit

statement of absolute free will. For the sake of the argument,

however, let us follow up the logical consequences of an abso-

lute free will doctrine and see how these would chime with

Philo1s philosophical system as a whole. If absolute free will,

for Philo, means that man's will is completely autonomous and

independent of God, then he would be ascribing to God the ability

to do something involving a contradiction. It seems, however,

highly unlikely that Philo's formula TidvTa deep 6uvaxd would

include the logically absurd. For Philo (as later for Saadia),
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the latter would signify nothing and it would be meaningless

to ascribe it to God's omnipotence. Similarly Origen would

exclude from the general principle that all things are possible

to God, things that are contrary to reason (TxapdA-oya) or to

God's own character {Contra Celsum 5.24).

Moreover, if, as Wolfson believes, absolute free will

means that, contrary to the laws of nature, the mind by virtue

of its mysteriously free will can miraculously override the

effects of the warring potencies of two conflicting drives

(opuai)/ then we shall be ascribing to Philo the use of vacuous

terminology. For the term "will" in this context cannot mean

(on the assumptions made) either the predominance of the more

potent drive in man or some sort of rational process, but

remains a mysterious component never identified. But even if

we were to accept the existence of this mysterious entity, it

would be difficult to ascribe either merit or blame to man for

its inexplicable (or uncaused) inclinations now towards the

good, now towards evil. It were as if some alien force lodged

in our mind made decisions which we could not account for in

any rational manner. One could always argue, of course, that

Philo was unaware of these contradictions and difficulties,

but in the light of the fact that he was undoubtedly acquainted

with the subtle and detailed discussions of the Stoics and their

adversaries, it does not seem likely that this would be the

case.

Finally, Philo explicitly teaches that God "knoweth

well the different pieces of his own handiwork, even before he

has thoroughly chiselled and consummated them, and the faculties

which they are to display at a later time, in a word, their

deeds and experiences" (LA 3.88; Seneca, Ben. 4.32). It is

difficult to believe that Philo would be willing to involve him-

self in such a palpable contradiction (i.e., maintaining at the

same time both man's absolute freedom and God's complete fore-

knowledge of all man's future actions), when he had ready to

hand a relative free will theory which could serve all his needs

and which had probably already been accepted and adapted by some

Jewish Hellenistic and rabbinic writings. Still, it would

be hazardous in the extreme to draw any conclusions from this

kind of argumentation. Much depends on how one reads the central

character of Philo's thought. Wolfson sees Philo as essentially

a pious Jew who rarely allows philosophic principle to override

the self-evident teachings of Scripture, and thus finds in him
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a paradigm for much that was characteristic of medieval reli-

gious philosophy. It is becoming increasingly clear, however

(at least to this writer), that there are numerous hints in

Philo's writings that indicate an ambivalence in his manner of

philosophical exposition and which would seem to place him in

the ranks of those whose philosophical convictions run con-

siderably deeper than their adhesion to religious dogma. In

any case, our main line of argumentation is in no way involved

in the larger controversy concerning Philo's philosophical per-

spective.

Since many interpreters of Philo had taken his concept

of freedom in an absolute sense, they were somewhat puzzled by

the fragment from the lost fourth book of his Legum Allegoviat

which contains the following homily on Deuteronomy 30:15 and 19:

It is a happy thing for the soul to have the power to choose
the better of the two choices put forward by the Creator,
but it is happier not for the soul to choose, but for the
Creator to bring it over to himself and improve it. For,
strictly speaking, the human mind does not choose the good
through itself, but in accordance with the thoughtfulness
of God, since He bestows the fairest things upon the worthy.
For two main principles are with the Lawgiver, namely, that
on the one hand God does not govern all things as a man and
that on the other hand He trains, and educates us as a man
[cf. Somn. 1.237; Deus 53 ff.]. Accordingly, when he main-
tains the second principle, namely, that God acts as a man,
he introduces that which is in our power as the competence
to know something, will, choose, and avoid. But when he
affirms that first and better principle, namely, that God
acts not as man, he ascribes the powers and causes of all
things to God, leaving no work for a created being but
showing it to be inactive and passive.I7 He explains this
when he says in other words that "God has known those who
are His and those who are holy and he has brought them near
to himself" (Num 16:5). But if selections and rejections
are in strictness made by the one cause, why do you advise
me, legislator, to choose life or death, as though we were
autocrats of our choice?!^ But he would answer: Of such
things hear thou a rather elementary explanation, namely,
such things are said to those who have not yet been initi-
ated in the great mysteries about the sovereignty and
authority of the Uncreated and the exceeding nothingness
of the created.I9

Having committed himself to ascribing an absolute free will

doctrine to Philo, Wolfson is constrained virtually to transform

the simple meaning of the above fragment. "In the first place,"

he writes, "the fragment deals only with man's choice of the good

but makes no mention at all of man's choice of evil." This omis-

sion, which "cannot be accidental," can be

accounted for only by the fact that the point which Philo
was going to make in this homily was that only the choice
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of good was caused by God, but not choice of evil. In the
second place, with regard to the choice of good, we may say
at the very outset that such sweeping statements in this
passage about the "exceeding nothingness of the created"
. . . and about the unreality of the presentation of the
human mind as being "capable of knowing something, and
willing and choosing, and avoiding" do not in themselves
indicate that Philo denied of man the freedom to choose
good. Even with his belief in absolute human freedom he
could make these statements, in view of the fact that the
freedom, as he has said in his extant works, is a gift
bestowed upon man by God, a portion of his own proper
freedom, whereby he is made to resemble God. . . . Further-
more, God's direct causation of man's choice of good is
described as "the thoughtfulness of God, while he bestows
the fairest things upon the worthy." This quite obviously
implies that man must first do something to render himself
worthy of the bestowal upon him by God of the power to
choose good, and this must inevitably refer to some act
of free will.

Wolfson thus concludes:

The cumulative impression of all these statements then is
that, while a man is able to choose the better, he will
not have to rely upon his own power, that is to say, that
power of free will with which God will aid men, for, if
he proves himself worthy, God will aid him in making that
choice by bringing him to himself. The direct interven-
tion of God in man's choice of good dealt with in this
fragment must therefore be assumed to refer only to some
help lent by God to man in the choice of good, when man
proves himself worthy of such help.21

Now Wolfson's first argument is easily countered when

one remembers that it is a basic principle with Philo not to

ascribe evil to God, a principle which he shared both with Plato

and the Stoics. Our fragment is assessing man's actions from

the perspective of God, and since in that perspective evil does

not really exist, its focus can only be on man's choice of the

good. Wolfson's second argument that since man's absolute free-

dom is itself a gift of God it is proper to speak of his "exceed-

ing nothingness," falls between two stools. For if God's gift

is real (or absolute), then man's will is truly sovereign and

independent and it would then be improper to speak of his

nothingness, and if on the other hand, it is somehow unreal (or

relative), then man does not indeed possess an absolute freedom

of the will. Finally, the third argument revolves around the

word "worthy," which according to Wolfson, must imply that man

already possesses some portion of free will. As a matter of

fact, however, it need imply no such thing. The "worthy," may

simply be those whom God in his infinite wisdom has predeter-

mined to be his chosen ones. Philo, for example, writes:
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"God has not fashioned beforehand any deed of his, but produces

him [Melchizedek] to begin with as such a king, peaceable and

worthy of his own priesthood" (LA 3.79). Similarly, we read in

Ben Sira: "To fear the Lord is the beginning of wisdom, and

with the faithful was she created in the womb" (1:14).

More decisive, however, for the interpretation of the

fragment from the Legum Allegoria, is that its plain meaning is

fully consonant with the rest of Philo1s writings and is actually

reinforced by them. The theme of man's nothingness and utter

passivity runs through much of Philo1s works. In Cher. 11,

for example, he writes:

What more hostile foe could there be for the soul than one
who in his boastfulness claims for himself what is proper
to God? For to act is the property of God, something which
may not be ascribed to created beings whereas it is the
property of creation to suffer. Ke who recognizes this in
advance as something fitting and necessary, will readily
endure what befalls him, however grievous it may be.2 3

Philo1s language is occasionally almost identical with that of

the Stoics when he wishes to emphasize the relative passivity

of man's role in the cosmos. He writes, for example, in Cher.

12 8: "For we are the instruments, now tensed now slackened,

through which particular actions take place; and it is the

Artificer who effects the percussion of both our bodily and

psychic powers, he by whom all things are moved." (Cf. Ebr.

107). The Stoics similarly say: "The movements of our minds

are nothing more than instruments for carrying out determined

decisions since it is necessary that they be performed through
24

us by the agency of Fate." More specifically, Philo insists

again and again that man's virtue is not really his own. "It is

necessary," he writes in LA 3.136, "that the soul should not

ascribe to itself its toil for virtue, but that it should take

it away from itself and refer it to God, confessing that not its

own strength or power acquired nobility, but He who freely

bestowed also the love of it." Indeed, in spite of the fact

that, according to Philo, God bestowed some of his own freedom

on man, only God, says Philo elsewhere, is E;KOUOLOV in the

absolute sense of the word, since our own existence is ruled by

necessity (Somn. 2.253). Moreover, terms such as CUJTE^OUOIOS

or auxoHpdxcop are never used by Philo to designate man's free-

dom, but refer only to God's sovereign power. Again, Philo's

constant use of medical figures in describing the various con-

ditions of the soul and his insistence that at a certain stage
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its diseased state becomes incurable clearly implies a deter-

ministic scheme. For if the soul were endowed with an absolute

freedom it should be able to overcome the natural forces attempt-

ing to enslave it. Nor does Philo assert in these frequently

recurring passages that God has withdrawn our absolute free will

in punishment for our previous choices. Finally, the Stoic ter-

minology to which Philo consistently resorts in his definition

of the passions (du-expoe HOU TtA.eovd£ouaa 6pu.T*i: Spec. 4.79; cf.

1.305; 1.8), and his description of the diseased or healthy

state of the soul in terms equivalent to the Stoic axovia and

euiovta (Conf. 165-66; Virt. 13), lead us once again to a form

of ethical determinism.

It would thus appear that the general tone of Philo's

ethical thought is evidently deterministic, inasmuch as it seems

to be tied to the notion of an all-penetrating divine Logos which

reaches into each man's mind, thus converting it into an exten-
2 8

sion of the divine mind, albeit a very fragmentary one. In

the light of this reading of man's psyche, it should be evident

that the relative free will doctrine which characterized much of

classical and Hellenistic Greek thought and had already left its

mark on some Jewish Hellenistic and rabbinic writings, was the

most natural option for Philo's thought to take. At any rate,

we have found nothing in Philo's writings sufficiently explicit

to warrant attributing to him an absolute free will doctrine,

and much that would seem to contradict it.

NOTES

For a brief account of the history of this question in
Greek philosophy, see D. Winston, Wisdom of Solomon (N.Y. 1979)
51-55.

Cf. Plotinus 3.2.9.30: "In this way man is a noble
creation, as far as he can be noble, and, being woven into the
All, has a part which is better than that of other living things,
of all, that is, which live on the earth" (cf. 3.1.8; Speo.
3.83; 4.14).

Cf. Plotinus, 3.2.7; Corpus Hermetioum (ed. Nock,
Festugiere) 1.52. According to Justin Martyr {Apologia 1.44.
1-8 [81B-E]), this dictum was taken by Plato directly from Moses.

A

This process is clearly described in Laws 733B: "We
desire that pleasure should be ours, but pain we neither choose
nor desire; and the neutral state we do not desire in place of
pleasure, but we do desire it in exchange for pain; and we
desire less pain with more pleasure, but we do not desire less
pleasure with more pain; and when the two are evenly balanced,
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we are unable to state any clear preference" (Loeb ed., 1.343;
cf. Aristotle, Be Caelo 295b31). For the Socratic paradox that
no one voluntarily does what is wrong, and its distinctively
Platonic formulation (Gorgias 509E; Laws 731C, 860C ff.), see
the excellent discussion of Norman Gulley, The Philosophy of
Socrates (London 1968) 75-204. Plato's widening of the class
of involuntary actions by defining voluntary as that which one
"really" desires, i.e., what one rationally desires, involves
him only in a semantic dispute with both Socrates and Aristotle,
and as Plato himself notes {Laws 864B) : f)\±Zv &t oux SOIL T6L
vuv OVOU&TCOV rc£pi 6uoepi£ XdyoQ ("we are not now concerned with
a semantic dispute").

Cf. H. Cherniss, "The Sources of Evil According to
Plato," Plato: A Collection of Critical Essays, ed. G. Vlastos
(Garden City 1971) 2.244-58. Plato, moreover, indicates (Tim.
41B-C) that mortal creatures came into being so that the Heaven
be not imperfect, which it would be if it did not contain all
the kinds of living being. Cf. Conf. 179; Spinoza, Ethics (New
York: Hafner, 1953) 1, Appendix, ad fin.: But to those who ask
why God has not created all men in such a manner that they might
be controlled by the dictates of reason alone, I give but this
answer: because to Him material was not wanting for the crea-
tion of everything down to the very lowest grade of perfection:
or to speak more properly, because the laws of His nature were
so ample that they sufficed for the production of everything
which can be conceived by an infinite intellect." Similarly,
Jalal al-Din Rumi writes: "Could He not evil make, He would
lack skill" (R. A. Nicholson, The Mystics of Islam [London 1963]
99) .

Plato, however, makes a sharp distinction between, p
dyvoia and duadia. The former designates a lack of
"a kind of emptiness of habit of the soul" (Rep. 585B), which
can be filled by voOc, and xpocpn (reason and training) . The
latter, on the other hand, is a condition of fundamental ignor-
ance produced by dTiai6euTOQ xpocpT*i or improper training, and a
Ttovnpdv 2E|iv TOO QWUCXTOQ or a faulty habit of body due to a
physiological defect. It is a psychic disorder caused by a
pathological condition of the body, as, for example, when the
seed in the marrow is copious with overflowing moisture, it
causes states of frenzy in which one experiences excessive
pleasures and pains (e.g., a state of sexual licentiousness)
(Tim. 86B ff.). In short, Plato is referring here to biological
drives whose normal intensities have been rendered abnormal by
diseased neurophysiological conditions. In the Sophist (228 ff.)
Plato adds that a state of duadia can be produced by duexpia by
which he apparently means a disproportion between the three
parts of the soul. In this case, we have an CLZOXOQ or deformity
(rather than a V6 O O Q or disease), i.e., a structural defect in
the soul itself. Cf. Philo, Virt. 13 (in Laws 731E-732B, he
speaks of an excessive love of self as cause of duadia). Pre-
sumably this may be the result of either vooos or OLZOXOQ. Dia-
lectic is a useful treatment both for dyvoia and duadia, but is
obviously most effective in the former case, least effective in
the latter (Sophist 228 ff.). In any case, Plato would apply
punishment as a deterrent and rewards as positive reinforcement
in all cases that are judged to be curable to some extent (Laws
862D, 934A; cf. Protagoras 324B), but when neither dialectic,
nor deterrent punishment, nor the rewards of positive reinforce-
ment prove effective (i.e., incurable conditions), then the
only recourse is execution. (Cf. Protagoras 325B; Rep. 410A,
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Politicus 309A). Cf. E. R. Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational
(Boston 1957) 207-35; J. J. Walsh, Aristotle's Conception of
Moral Weakness (New York 1963) 4-59; A. A. Long, "Freedom and
Determinism in the Stoic Theory of Human Action," Problems in
Stoicism, ed. A. A. Long; London 1971) 174; R. Hackforth, "Moral
Evil and Ignorance in Plato's Ethics," Classical Quarterly 40
(19 46) 118-20; P. W. Gooch, "Vice is Ignorance: the Interpre-
tation of Sophist 226A-231B," Phoenix 25 (1971) 124-33; J.
Stenzel, "Das Problem der Willensfreiheit im Platonismus," Die
Antike 4 (1928) 293-313; F. Guglielmino, "II problema del libero
arbitrio nel sistema platonico," Archivio di Storia delta Filo-
sofia Italiana 4 (1935) 197-223; A. W. H. Adkins, Merit and
Responsibility (Oxford 1960) 302-8; I. M. Crombie, An Examination
of Plato's Doctrines (London 1962) 1.275-80. J. V. B. Gosling,
Plato (London 1973) 82-99.

Cf. Epictetus, Dissertationes 1.17.27; 2.8.11 (Loeb
ed., 1.261): "But you are a being of primary importance; you
are a fragment (&n6aTiaaua) of God; you have within you a part
of Him" (cf. Her. 283; Op. 146; Somn. 1.34).

o
A. A. Long (cited n. 6) 178-79. Long also correctly

notes: "In fact, though he is not explicit on the point, Epic-
tetus1 freedom of the Logos seems to be subject to the same
qualifications as Chrysippus1, and for the same reasons."

o
Nothing occurs on the earth apart from you, O God,
nor in the heavenly regions nor on the sea,
except what bad men do in their folly;
but you know how to make the odd even,
and to harmonize what is dissonant; to you the alien

is akin.
And so you have wrought together into one all things

that are good and bad,
So that there arises one eternal "logos" of all

things. . . .
The translation is that of A. A. Long in his Hellenistic Philos-
ophy (London 1974) 181. For the Greek text, see J. U. Powell,
Collectanea Alexandrina (Oxford 1924) 227-31 {SVF 1.537). For
a detailed discussion, see A. J. Festugiere, La Revelation
d'HermZs Trismegiste (Paris 1944-54) 2.310-30.

10Long (cited n. 6) 179. Cf. W. Theiler, "Tacitus und
die antike Schicksalslehre," Phyllobolia fur Peter von der M'uhll
(Basel 1946) 54-55 (reprinted in Theiler1s Forschungen zum Neu-
platonismus (Berlin 1966) 46-103. Cf. Epictetus, Dissertationes
1.12.

Briefly stated, the contradiction consists in asserting
that God, who alone is self-caused, can create a human will whose
moral choices are all self-caused. It is therefore equivalent
to saying that God can create another God. Maimonides1 comment
on this was: "We do not attribute to God incapacity because he
is unable to corporify his essence or to create someone like him
or to create a square whose diagonal is commensurate with its
side" {Guide 1.75).

See D. Winston, "The Book of Wisdom's Theory of Cos-
mogony," History of Religions 11 (1971) 197, n. 33; cf. Philo,
Abr. 268: "Though he can do all things, he wills only what is
best" (cf. Op. 46; QG IV 51).
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Epicurus had already cautioned against the use of
KEVOL CP06YYOL or words devoid of meaning (Epistula ad Herodotum
1.38; K.D. 37; Cicero, Fin. 2.48; Tusc. 5.26.73) Epiot. 2.6.19;
2.17.6. Cf. Aristotle, Ethioa Eudemia 1.8.1217b, 22; Cicero,
Tuso. 1.10.21; Aristotle, Metaphysioa 991a, 20 (KevoXoyeiv);
Alexander Aphrodisiensis Be Fato chap. 2; Philo, Spec. 1.327;
Seneca Ben. 5.12.4; Corpus Hermeticum 11.5.15; Plotinus 2.4.11;
Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan (ed. A. R. Waller; Cambridge 1935) pt.
1, 23-25: "And words whereby we conceive nothing but the sound,
are those we call Absurd, Insignificant, and Non-sense. And
therefore if a man should talk to me of a round Quadrangle, or
accidents of Bread in Cheese, or Immateriall Substances, or of
A free Subject; A free-Will; of any Free, but free from being
hindered by opposition, I should not say he were in an Errour;
but that his words were without meaning; that is to say, Absurd.
. . . The seventh [cause of absurd conclusions I ascribe] to
names that signifie nothing; but are taken up, and learned by
rote from the Schooles, as hypostatical, transubstantiate, con-
substantiate, eternal-Bow, and the like canting of Schoolemen."
David Hume, An Inquiry Concerning Human Understanding, sect. 2,
in English Philosophers of the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Cen-
turies (Harvard Classics 37; New York 1910) 320: "When we enter-
tain, therefore, any suspicion that a philosophical term is
employed without any meaning or idea (as is but too frequent),
we need but inquire, from what impression is that supposed idea
derived? And if it be impossible to assign any, this will serve
to confirm our suspicion."

Wolfson {Philo 1.432) writes: "This power with which
the human mind was endowed to choose or not to choose refers not
only to the choice of good, but also to the choice of evil, even
though the mind is by its very nature rational, for, as says
Philo, there are in our mind 'voluntary inclinations (GHOUOLOUC
xpoTi&e) to what is wrong.' Det. 122). The essential rationality
of the mind does not preclude the possibility of its acting, by
the mere power of its free will, against the dictates of reason."

15See Winston (cited n. 1).

See D. Winston, "Philo's Theory of Cosmogony," in
Religious Syncretism in Antiquity, ed. B. A. Pearson; Missoula
1975) 157-71. Cf. Isaak Heinemann, Philons griechische und
judische Bildung (Breslau 1932) 542-74; S. Sandmel, Philo 's
Place in Judaism (Cincinnati 1956) 1-29; Walther Volker,
Fortschritt und Vollendung bei Philo von Alexandrien (Leipzig
1938) 1-47; H. Thyen, "Die Probleme der neueren Philoforschung,"
Theologische Rundschau, N.F. 23 (1955-56) 230-46.

Cf. R. Mordechai Joseph Leiner of Izbica (d. 1854; a
disciple of R. Menahem Mendel [Morgenstern] of Kotzk [1787-
1859], according to whose view the signal characteristic of the
future world is that in it the illusion of free choice will
vanish, and that acts will no longer be ascribed to their human
agents but to God, their true author. To substantiate his view,
he quotes the following passage from BT Pesahim 50a: "the
future world is unlike our present world, for in our present
world I (God) am written as YHWH but am called Adonai, but in
the future world, I shall both be written as YHWH and be called
YHWH" {[Mei ha-Shiloah] pt. 1:14b). "Know and understand," he
writes elsewhere, "that everything you do is from God and save
for him, no one may lift hand or foot to do aught, and you should
not boast about your actions. . . . for all the good which you do
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you may refer to God, but all the evil you must attribute to
yourselves" (55b). See Joseph Weiss "The Religious Determinism
of Joseph Mordecai Lerner [sio] of Izbica," Yitzhak F. Baer
Jubilee Volume (eds. S. W. Baron, S. Ettinger, et al.; Jerusalem
1960) 447-53.

1 8Cf. Plato, Laws 9.860E (Loeb ed., 2.223, 225): "If
this is the state of the case, Stranger (i.e., that all bad men
are in all respects unwillingly bad), what counsel do you give
us in regard to legislating for the Magnesian State? Shall we
legislate or shall we not?1 'Legislate by all means' I shall
reply."

19
Fragments of Philo Judaeus (ed. James Rendel Harris;

Cambridge 1886) 8. (I have quoted the Drummond-Wolfson transla-
tion of this fragment, but have made a number of modifications.)
For the two principles "God is as a man, God is not as a man,"
cf. Deus 60-68.

Drummond observes that this fragment "reduces the
belief in free will to a useful delusion of the less educated."
He concludes, however, that "if this passage has been correctly
preserved, it stands alone among Philo's utterances, though not
without important points of contact with them, and I must be
content to leave it without attempting a reconciliation" (James
Drummond, Philo Judaeus [reprint, Amsterdam 1969] 1.347, note).
E. Goodenough, on the other hand, has correctly understood
Philo's intent (see his The Theology of Justin Martyr [reprint,
Amsterdam 1968] 229).

2 1H. Wolfson, Philo 1.442-46 (I have somewhat abbrevi-
ated his remarks).

Those commentators who find an inconsistency in Plato's
ethical determinism naturally find the same inconsistency in
Philo's. Billings, for example, writes: "Such passages (which
ascribe all human activity to God, including moral progress) are
in flat contradiction to the group in which man's freedom and
responsibility are asserted, but this inconsistency is one that
Philo shares with most determinists. It is in Plato. . . .
There is a similar inconsistency in Stoicism" (Thomas H. Billings,
The Platonism of Philo Judaeus [Chicago 1919] 71).

2 3Cf. Cleanthes, SVF 1.52 7: "Guide me, O Zeus, and thou
Fate, whither I have been appointed by you. For I will follow
freely; and if, grown evil, I prove unwilling I shall follow no
less." Chrysippus and Zeno illustrated this as follows: "Just
as a dog tied to a cart follows while being pulled, if it is
willing to follow, making its own self-determination comply with
necessity; yet it will be in all respects subject to compulsion
if it is unwilling to follow. So it is too with men" (SVF
2.975). Epictetus quotes Chrysippus: "As long as the conse-
quences are unknown to me, I always hold fast to what is better-
adapted to secure preferred value, for God himself created me
with a faculty of choosing them. Yet if I really knew that it
was ordained for me now to be ill, I should wish to be ill; for
the foot too, if it had a mind, would wish to get muddy" (SVF
3.191). Cf. Epictetus, Dissertationes 2.10; 3.5.8 ff.; 4.1.
89 ff.; 4.7.19 ff.; Marcus Aurelius, Meditationes 5.8; 4.34;
6.39; 3.16; 7.57; 12.1; 4.23; "All that is in tune with thee,
O Universe, is in tune with me! Nothing that is in due time
for thee is too early or too late for me!" Seneca, De Providentia
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5.4 ff.: "Good men labor, spend, and are spent, and withall
willingly. Fortune does not drag them--they follow her, and
match her pace. If they had known how, they would have out-
stripped her. Here is another spirited utterance which, I
remember, I heard that most valiant man, Demetrius, make:
'Immortal gods,1 he said, 'I have this one complaint to make
against you, that you did not earlier make known your will to
me; for I should have reached the sooner that condition in which
after being summoned, I now am. Do you wish to take my chil-
dren?--^ was for you that I fathered them. Do you wish to take
some member of my body?—take it; no great thing am I offering
you; very soon I shall leave the whole. . . . What, then, is
my trouble? I should have preferred to offer than to relin-
quish. What was the need to take it by force? You might have
had it as a gift. Yet even now you will not take it by force,
because nothing can be wrenched away from a man unless he with-
holds it. '"

SVF 2.943: Animorum vero nostrorum motus nihil aliud
esse3 quam ministeria decretorum fatalium, siquidem neoesse sit
agi per nos agente fato. Cf. Her. 120; Cher, 64, 71: "But, if
you reform and obtain a portion of the wisdom that you need,
you will say that all are God's possessions and not yours, your
reflections, your knowledge of every kind, your arts, your con-
clusions, perceptions, in fact the activities of your soul,
whether carried on through the senses or without them." Cf. LA
2.46; 1.4 8 ff. ("when God sows and plants noble qualities in the
soul, the mind that says 'I plant' is guilty of impiety"); Cher,
40-52; LA 2.32; Mos. 2.147 (sin is congenital to every created
being); Conf. 125.

See M. Harl, "Adam et les deux arbres de Paradis,"
Rech SR 50 (1962) 377. Cf. Her. 201; Conf. 125; LA 3.198; Somn.
2.29 3. auTeEooaios, referring to man's freedom, does occur,
however, in a fragment printed in C. E. Richter's edition of
Philo (Leipzig, 1829) 6.219.

26See, for example, Post. 73; Bet. 178; Somn. 2.195;
Abr. 115; Ebr. 140; Mut. 144; Speo. 1.281, 2.17, 3.11; Virt. 4;
Deus 89; Spec. 4.82; Decal. 142; Virt. 13; Billings, Platonism
(cited n. 22) 93-95; Volker, Fortschritt (cited n. 16) 47-95,
115-22.

27For the Stoic doctrine of ciTOvia see SVF 3.473, 2.531;
J. M. Rist, Stoic Philosophy (Cambridge 1969) 87-95. Conf. 166:
"For when the bonds of the soul which held it fast are loosened,
there follows the greatest of disasters, even to be abandoned by
God who has encircled all things with the adamantine chains of
His potencies and willed that thus bound tight and fast they
should never be unloosed." See Volker, Fortschritt, 93; cf.
Sacr. 81; Ebr. 95, 122 (here he implies that when the T6 V O Q of
the soul is loosened, man can no longer act voluntarily).

2 8
See, for example, Bet. 90: "How, then, was it likely

that the mind of man being so small (cf. Aristotle, EN 10.7.7),
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 portion of that divine and blessed soul? For no
part of that which is divine cuts itself off and becomes sepa-
rate, but does but extend itself. The mind, then, having
obtained a share of the perfection which is in the whole, when
it conceives of the universe, reaches out as widely as the bounds
of the whole, and undergoes no severance; for its force is
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expansive (6XH6Q)." Cf. Gig. 27; LA 1.37; Corpus Hermetioum
12.1; Manilius 2.117 ff.; Plotinus 5.2; 1.7.1.25: "for the
light is everywhere with it [the sun] and is not cut off from
it": OUK dTtOT^xuriTai; 5.3.12.

D. Winston





B. Philo's Doctrine of Angels

This essay will be confined largely to the discussion of

Philo's doctrine of angels as presented in the De Gigantibus,

which is, in fact, one of his main treatments of the topic,

though reference to other key passages will be inevitable. The

problems to be addressed are these: (1) Is Philo's angelology

essentially an adaptation of Greek, and more specifically,

Middle Platonic doctrine on daemons, or does it contain dis-

tinctly Jewish elements? (2) What is the status of the heavenly

bodies in Philo's theological scheme? (3) Does Philo recognise

the existence of evil daemons of any variety?

1. Sources of Philo's Doctrine

At Gig. 6, Philo declares, commenting on Gen 6:2:

"Those beings which other philosophers call 'daemons' Moses is

accustomed to term 'angels'. These are souls flying in the

air." The Greek &AA01 cpiA6aocpoi conceals an ambiguity. Moses

may either be contrasted exclusively with "the (Greek) philoso-

phers," or inclusively, with "the philosophers other than him-

self." Either interpretation would be possible grammatically,

but since Philo's basic position is that Moses himself is the

first and greatest of philosophers (e.g., Opif. 8, Deus 110,

etc. See Leisegang's Index s.v. Mcouong), the latter interpreta-

tion seems the more natural. We may conclude from this that

Philo intends that Moses and "the rest of the philosophers" are

talking about the same beings, but that (as usual) Moses has a

somewhat more accurate conception of them, even to the extent of

propounding a more suitable name. Nevertheless, as we shall

see, "the others," whom I take to be a series of thinkers begin-

ning with Plato himself (esp. Symp. 202E and Phaedr. 246 ff.),

through Xenocrates and the author of the Epinomis (984D ff.), to

Posidonius (in his work On Daemons and Heroes, perhaps), and

Eudorus of Alexandria, had preserved enough that was accurate

for Philo to feel justified in claiming it back. Philo's doc-

trine will therefore concord very largely with whatever else we

know of Middle Platonic daemonology, which is derivable chiefly

197
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from Plutarch, Albinus, Apuleius and Maximus of Tyre, writing

from a century to a century and a half later.

Philo begins his theoretical exposition, at Gig. 1, from

a Platonist principle, derivable from the Timaeus (39E-40A), that

every part of the cosmos must be ensouled (e^uxcoaSoti) f and

inhabited by beings proper to it. Plato actually expresses

himself somewhat ambiguously at this point in the Timaeus, with

the result that some of his later followers were led astray. He

distinguishes four ideai in the Essential Living Being, which

the Demiurge (here termed nous) resolves to implant in the physi-

cal cosmos—"one, the heavenly race of gods; second, winged

things whose path is the air; third, all that dwells in the

water; and fourth, all that goes on foot on dry land." It may

seem obvious to us that what Plato is intending to distinguish

here are, broadly, stars, birds, fish and land animals, but this

was by no means so obvious to later Platonists.

Proclus1 commentary on the passage {In Tim. I 107,26 ff.

Diehl) notes that there are two schools of thought among earlier

commentators. One would take the four categories referred to as

being the heavenly gods and the various classes of (sublunar)

mortal being. The other—with a more thorough grasp of the

truth, in Proclus' view—would take them as referring to, first,

the gods, and then to the various classes of "beings superior

to us" (T& HpeiTTOva nu&v Y£VT]), daemons in the air, and demi-

gods (nuCOeoi) in the water, arguing that the creation of these

is described as preceding our own, and the Demiurge should pro-

ceed in proper order, not creating birds and fish before men.

Some from this school of thought, he adds, adduce the evidence

of the Epinomis (984D ff.) to strengthen their case.

This is, in fact, precisely what we find Albinus doing

in his account of Platonic daemonology in the Didaskalikos

(ch. 15), written about the middle of the 2nd cent. C.E. His

account is as follows:

There are also other daimones (sc. than the planetary gods,
which he has just dealt with), which one might also call
"created" (yevvnTOi, Tim. 40D) gods, throughout each of the
elements, in aether and fire and air and water, in order
that no part of the cosmos should be devoid of soul (cf.
Tim. 41B), nor of a living being superior to mortal nature;
and to these are made subject all things beneath the moon
and upon the earth.

Here Timaeus 39E-40A is interpreted in the light of Epinomis

9 84D ff., aether being introduced from the Epinomis, between
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celestial fire and air, to complete the picture, with its proper

inhabitants.

Philo himself vacillates somewhat on the subject of

aether, but he does distinguish between fire-animals and the

heavenly bodies, thus seeming to discriminate between sublunar

and heavenly fire. His interpretation falls between the two

later schools of thought, since he takes the proper inhabitants

of earth to be land-animals, and those of the sea and rivers to

be water-animals. Only on the question of the inhabitants of

air does he take a different line. Philo does not explicitly

disqualify birds as the proper inhabitants of air (indeed else-

where, at Plant. 12, he identifies them as such), but he is here

plainly following a line represented later by Apuleius in the

De Deo Sooratis, ch. 8. Apuleius, after laying down that each

of the four elements have animals proper to them (and he here

includes the animalcules in fiery furnaces mentioned by Aris-

totle) , argues that birds cannot be considered the proper inhab-

itants of air, since they are really earthy, spending most of

their time in and around the earth. The proper inhabitants of

air must themselves be composed of air and invisible to us.

These are the race of daemons.

The argumentation so closely parallels Philo's as to

make it probable that they are two versions' of the same source

(although in Apuleius1 case the ultimate source is probably

mediated through Varro). Posidonius naturally comes to mind,

as being known both to have written a work On Daemons and Heroes

(Macr. Sat. I 23,7), and to have commented on the Timaeus. At

any rate, Philo's basic argument here is Middle Platonic.

In his account of the role of angels, Philo also follows

closely Middle Platonic doctrine, based as it is on the well-

known passage of Plato's Symposium (202E). Certain souls, Philo

tells us (12), "have never deigned to be brought into union with

any of the parts of earth. These are consecrated and devoted to

the service of the Father, and the Demiurge is accustomed to

employ them as ministers and helpers for the overseeing of

mortals." They serve as "ambassadors backwards and forwards

between men and God." (16). Here one difference is noticeable.

Plato does not clarify the relationship between daemons and

souls, including human souls. Indeed, the implication is that

they are distinct species. Later Platonism, as we can see, for

instance, from Apuleius {DDS, chs. 15-16), made them just one
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variety of soul, and that is what Philo does here. Since Philo

is not here primarily concerned with angels proper, but only

with fallen ones (who exactly these are we shall consider below),

he does not dwell much on them, though he has a good deal to say

elsewhere about their role in the universe (e.g. Somn. 1.141;

Plant. 14; Abr. 115; QE 2.13). However, enough is said here to

make clear that the Symposium passage is the ultimate source of

his doctrine, as it is for that of Plutarch, Albinus, Apuleius

or Maximus, though mediated through the Epinomis and later theo-

rising.

2. The Heavenly Bodies

If the angels are properly inhabitants of air, they are

not on the same level as the stars or planets, whose proper

realm and composition is that of pure fire. As to whether Philo

regarded the stars and planets as intelligent and divine, there

has been some dispute. At Gig. 8 he seems unequivocal enough:

"The stars are souls through and through immaculate (dHripcnroi)

and divine, wherefore also they move in a circle, which is the

motion most akin to intellect; for each is an intellect of the

purest type (dHpaicpv^OTaTog)." The adjectives dx^paTOQ and

dxpaLcpv^s certainly signify freedom from any admixture, and

since the stars are unmixed souls or intellects, one would sup-

pose that, in Philo's view, they must be wholly immaterial and

imperceptible to sense. But this the stars and planets plainly

are not; they are visible as concentrations of fire.

H. A. Wolfson, in his great study of Philo (Vol. I,

p. 364), is made so uncomfortable by this that he seeks to deny

that this is Philo's true opinion, and cites in support of his

view certain other passages, to wit, Plant. 12, a parallel pas-

sage to Gig. 8, where Philo attributes this doctrine to "those

who have studied philosophy (ol cpiAoaocpnaavTee,) , and Opif. 73,

where he says, rather vaguely, "these (sc. the stars) are said

to be not only living creatures but living creatures endowed

with mind (voepd), or rather each of them a mind (vous) in

itself." This seems a rather desperate suggestion. It is more

plausible, surely, that Philo in these other passages is being

somewhat more circumspect than at Gig. 8, attributing a view

which he actually held himself to the intelligentsia in general,

though not excluding himself—"those who have studied philoso-

phy," after all, is not a class from which Philo can reasonably

exempt himself.
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The real problem is, rather, how something can be a pure

mind and yet visible, and this is a problem common to all the

passages concerned. Only a Stoic, surely, could think of a nous

as pure fire? Not necessarily, I would suggest; the position

is somewhat more complicated than that. One of the more curious

aspects of the revived dogmatic Platonism of Antiochus of

Ascalon is the degree to which he seems to have accepted Stoic

physics as a true interpretation of Platonism. In a significant

passage of Cicero's De Finibus IV (s. 36), which is clearly

dependent upon Antiochus, we find the statement, concerning the

mind, that it is "not an empty, impalpable something (a concep-

tion to me unintelligible), but belongs to a certain kind of

material substance" {cum praesertim ipse quoque animus non inane

nesoio quid sit (neque enim id possum intellegere)3 sed in quodam

geneve corporis . . . ). This remark is made by Cicero in the

process of a criticism of the Stoics from an Antiochian per-

spective. Again, at Aoad. Post. 39, Zeno is reported as main-

taining, against Xenocrates {not Plato), that nothing incorporeal

is capable of acting or being acted upon. There is no suggestion

that Antiochus (represented by Varro) disagrees with Zeno on this.

The truth seems to be that Antiochus, Platonist though

he was, did not have any use for a concept of incorporeal sub-

stance. For him, mind and soul were the purest kind of fire;

"incorporeality" would mean simply freedom from the grosser,

sense-perceptible varieties of matter, being visible, perhaps,

only to the mind's eye. How exactly Antiochus got round the

sharp contrasts in Plato's written works between the realm of

true being and that of becoming we cannot be sure, but such a

passage as the discussion in Sophist 246A-248C (the dispute

between the "earth-born" and the "friends of the Forms"), cul-

minating in the definition of true being as "the presence in a

thing of the power of being acted upon or acting in relation to

however insignificant a thing," which might inevitably seem to

involve materiality, must have been an encouragement for him,

as it may have been for Zeno before him. The terms docouaxos or

duAoQ on Antiochus1 lips need, then, mean no more than "uncon-

taminated by any of the four sublunar elements."

The stars and planets, however, are in a different

situation from minds or souls. The latter are not sense-

perceptible; these are. If the stars have, or are, minds, they

also, surely, have bodies. Later Platonists viewed them as

minds presiding effortlessly over bodies of pure fire (e.g.
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Plot. Enn. II 1, 4), but the Stoics certainly made no such dis-

tinction, and Antiochus can hardly have done so either. Where

does Philo stand on this? He can use phraseology, as we see,

differing little from that of Zeno himself, who defined a

heavenly body as voep6v HCXI cpp6viuov, Ttupivov Txup6c TexvixoO

{SVF I 120, from Stobaeus). The concept of Txup T6XVIH6V holds

the key, perhaps, to the difficulty. This sort of "creative

fire" is so different from ordinary fire (TXUP dxexvov) and the

other elements as to be contrastable with them almost after the

manner of Platonic true being with the realm of generation. It

is preservative of beings that are made up of it, while ordinary

fire is destructive, and unchanging, while the other elements

are subject to constant change. Philo on numerous occasions

refers to nous, or the Logos, as a fiery substance, and is nor-

mally taken to be speaking metaphorically when he does so. But

there is really no reason to assume this. When, at Fug. 133,

he describes nous as evOepuov xai TxeTxupwu^vov TxveOua, or in the

most revealing discussion of the nature of soul and mind at

Somn. I 30-33, where the mind is at once pneuma, and asomaton

and akatalepton to the senses, we have not, I suggest, a sys-

tematic ambiguity, or confusion of mind, on Philo's part, but

an acceptance that the divine substance, at least in so far as

it operates in the universe, is TXUP T6XVIH6V. While he does not

actually use this key expression, he shows his awareness of the

distinction of the two types of fire on various occasions (e.g.,

Mos. I 143; Deo. 48), and in a significant phrase at Eeres 119,

describes the theios logos as &6pcu;oe M L OTtepua.TiH6e M L T6X~

VIK6Q. The problem of the stars' being visible is not, I think,

a great one. What we actually see, after all, is an auge given

off by a great concentration of pyr tekhnikon. We do not actu-

ally see the divine substance of the heavenly body as we would

see a physical object in the sublunar realm. We see, perhaps,

its most "material" aspect (the product, in Stoic doctrine, of

anathymiasis from the sublunar realm, but an anathymiasis which

distills only the purest aspects of the sublunar elements), not

the star-soul. Similarly, we can "see" lightning, but not the

electricity which causes the lightning. The Logos, or the nous,

or angels, we cannot see; they are too subtle, or fast-moving.

Are we, then, to make Philo a materialist? Such an

appellation, I think, would be misleading, for two reasons.

First, Philo certainly envisages God, in his transcendent aspect,

as utterly beyond characterisation, and therefore devoid of any
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attribute, material or otherwise. He is not even the purest

type of fire. Secondly, even the Logos, and pure souls, can be

described as asomatoi and auloi, despite their identification

as pneuma. At Conf. 176-7, for example, rational beings are

divided into two kinds, the mortal and the immortal, the latter

being T 6 IJJUX&V aocou&Tcov {SZ6OQ) , at HOCT& xe &£pa Hal oupav6v

nepiTtoAoOai. Those who go about in the air are the angels/

daemons with whom we are here concerned; those who go about in

heaven are necessarily the stars and planets. Their fiery

integuments do not prevent them from being asomatoi in the sense

of being free from a mortal, changeable soma, "that dwelling-

place of endless calamities," as he characterises it just below.

At LA I 82, similarly, the nous is described as aulos kai aso-

matos (symbolised by Judah), as opposed to Issachar, who has

need of hyle somatike. Both the angels and the heavenly bodies,

then, are composed of pyr tekhnikon; they are not, however, for

that reason to be described as somatika or hylika. Those terms

have connotations of corruption and passivity which do not suit

these entities.

3. Evil Daemons?

A third problem raised by the early sections of the De

Gigantibus is that of the existence and status of anything that

could be denominated an evil daemon or angel. We must distin-

guish here at the outset between angels whom God may use to

punish mortals for their own good, as agents of his Punitive

Power (kolasterios dynamis) , and evil daemons in the strict

sense, beings whose nature is evil, and who, although perhaps

comprehended on the highest level within God's providence, are

immediately in the service of another master, Satan.

As to the first category, there is no problem. Philo

repeatedly talks of God's kolasterios dynamis (e.g. Saor. 132;

Conf. 171 ff.; Spec. Leg. 1. 307), and the beings that serve

as His agents in this area. At Fug. 66, Philo tells us that

"it is unbecoming to God to punish, seeing that He is the

original and perfect lawgiver; he punishes not by his own hands,

but by those of others who act as his ministers (OnxipeToOvTee)."

These ministers are connected in Philo's mind with the "Young

Gods" of Plato's Timaeus, whom the Demiurge uses to create the

lower parts of man's soul, his body, and irrational creation

in general (41A ff.), but the category is broader than this,



204 Two Treatises of Philo

comprising angelic entities which would be much more particular

in their operation than the Young Gods, who by Philo's time were

generally equated with the planetary gods (and by Philo himself

at Opif. 46, for example). At any rate, all these entities are

essentially good, and we are not concerned with them in the

present connection.

What we seem to have a reference to at Gig. 16-18, on

the other hand, is a class of evil daemons, such as abound both

in Jewish apocalyptic literature, such as the Book of Enoch, and

in early Christianity, as well as in popular Greek belief. The

passage needs to be quoted in extenso:

The common usage of men is to give the name of daemon to
bad and good daemons alike, and the name of soul to good
and bad souls. And so, too, you also will not go wrong
if you reckon as angels, not only those who are worthy of
the name, who are as ambassadors forwards and backwards
between men and God and are rendered sacred and inviolate
by reason of that glorious and blameless ministry, but
also those who are unholy and unworthy of the title.
(Colson's trans.)

Philo then quotes, to support his point, a passage of Psalm 77

(78):49, which goes in the LXX as follows:

i£ auiouc opynv Ouuou auiou,

Ouuov nat opy^v nat

These angeloi poneroi Philo seeks to equate with the angels of

God of Gen 6:2 (in his version)—quite unsuitably, one would

think, since the context of Psalm 77 makes it clear that these

angels are agents of God, and thus kolasterioi rather than

poneroi in the sense that Philo requires. At any rate, Philo's

point seems clear enough: the "angels" of Gen 6:2 are "unholy

and unworthy of the name of angel." Had Philo read I Enoch

6-21 (and he may well be acquainted with something of the tra-

dition on which Enoch depends), he would have learned much about

these fallen angels, under their leaders Semjaza and Azazel, and

about their terrible punishment at the hands of God, through the

agency of the archangel Michael and others.

But is Philo really here talking about fallen angels?

For those who think he is, there is something strange about this

passage. Wolfson, who assumes that he is {Philo, I 383),

expresses the problem as follows: "But Philo speaks also {Gig.

17-18) of another class of angels whom he calls "evil angels,"

first referring to them as if they were real beings and then
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treating them allegorically, without any formal transition from

one of these methods of treatment to the other." This would

certainly be the case, if Wolfson were right. Whatever Philo

is talking about in 16, by 18 he is talking about various types

of embodied souls, who pursue one sort of pleasure or another,

these latter being "the daughters of men"—as opposed to the

virtues, "the daughters of right reason."

Now, however, Valentin Nikiprowetsky, in a most per-

ceptive article, has provided a persuasive solution to this

problem. Despite appearances, he argues, Philo is not here

envisaging a class of fallen angels at all, but is simply telling

of souls who fall into embodiment, as opposed to those who remain

pure from such contamination. It is we, in fact, in our unre-

formed state, who are the angeloi ponevoi , and it is in this

sense that Philo must be interpreting Psalm 77:49. I myself

had previously {Middle Platonists, p. 173) gone along with pre-

vious interpreters of Philo and seen a description of evil

angels in this passage, though, like Wolfson, I was disturbed

by the sudden "transition" in 18. I am persuaded now by Niki-

prowetsky 's exegesis. It clears up a bothersome anomaly in

Philo's doctrine. Whatever traces of dualism may be discernible

in odd corners of the Philonic corpus (and I continue to see

such a trace in QE 1.23, for example), there are not necessarily

any such here, though one could wish that Philo had made himself

clearer than he has done. Certainly, his remark in 16 about

"the common usage of men" (\£yovoiv oi TTOAAOL) not distinguishing

good and evil daemons in their terminology seems to imply his

acceptance of the fact that entities of both these varieties

exist; what follows, however, serves effectively to undercut

that assumption on the reader's part.

NOTES

Whether or not the argument in Philo (11), not reflected
in Apuleius, that the air is a source of life to others and thus
can hardly be devoid of life itself, is derived from Philo's
source or is an elaboration of his own, is not clear. On the
question of origins, see the useful survey of J. Beaujeu, in his
Bude edition of the De Deo {Apulee, Opuscules Philosophiques et
Fragments, pp. 219-22.

He repeats his view, after all, at Gig. 60.

3 "Sur une lecture de*monologique de Philon d'Alexandrie,
De Gigantibus 6-18."

J. Dillon





C. The Idea of Conscience in Philo of Alexandria

In attempting to assess the significance and originality

of the notion of conscience in Philo, I find myself hampered by

the scarcity of contemporary evidence against which to evaluate

his doctrine. It is clearly fallacious of Wolfson to treat

Philo as the source of any doctrine not attested in any earlier

philosopher; yet even this reflection does not express the full

measure of our difficulty. Our knowledge of Plotinus' philosoph-

ical predecessors is scarcely more detailed than our knowledge

of Philo's background; yet, even though we can rarely with cer-

tainty claim Plotinus as the source of a particular idea, we can

at least see that in his work we are dealing with doctrines

that have been fully thought out and thoroughly integrated into

his system. In Philo, on the other hand, we are faced with sug-

gestions thrown out at need in order to explain particular bib-

lical texts, which are not and do not claim to be part of a

fully formulated body of doctrine. And this is even more true

of a nebulous notion like conscience than of such more concrete

metaphysical doctrines as the negative theology or the Platonic

ideas as thoughts of God. What we can ask is, first, what is

the notion's significance for Philo himself and, secondly, what

do we find in him that is not present in preceding or near-

contemporary authors whose works survive. Even after formulat-

ing the problem in this way we shall still find certainty hard

to come by in a field where our comparisons must be based on

fine shades of meaning. In reaching my own highly tentative

conclusions I must express my great indebtedness to the well-

documented paper of Valentin Nikiprowetzky, with whose main

conclusions I find myself in general agreement.

Clearly, as even Bre"hier, who stresses Philo's original-

ity, admits, Philo was by no means the first to formulate the

notion of conscience. The Homeric notion of aidos, for a start,

carries much of the undertones of what we understand by con-

science. If we seek more exact parallels, as Bre"hier and Niki-

prowetzky observe, they are to be found less in Plato, Aristotle

and the Old Stoa than in poets and popular moralists, such as

Euripides and Menander and, above all, in the Epicureans'

207
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constant stress on the pangs of conscience suffered by the

guilty sinner. The closest verbal anticipation of Philo, as

has been noted, comes at Polybius 18.43.13, with its close fore-

shadowing of the language of Philo Bet, 23. It is true that

such passages stress the idea of a guilty conscience (or, con-

versely, the benefits of a clear conscience) and Philo might

therefore be thought to be original in his emphasis on the role
o

of conscience as a moral teacher and healer. Yet such ideas are

by no means lacking in contemporary literature; one may especi-

ally note Seneca Be Ira 3.36, where the positive role of con-
9

science in moral self-examination is stressed. The Polybius

passage at all events should warn us that closer parallels to

Philo may have existed in literature now lost. Does Philo's

originality then lie in his Jewish consciousness of man's weak-

ness in the face of God and his need for divine help? There is

indeed likely to be much in this suggestion; yet we should

remember the stress laid by Euripides, in particular, on man's

moral imperfection and that the late Stoics, whom we cannot

reasonably suppose to be drawing on Philo, are no less emphatic

than he is in their stress on these themes and in the new dimen-

sion of inwardness which they give to man's moral life. Pur-

suing such lines of thought we may be tempted to conclude that

Philo1s originality lies in no more than his application of such

nonessential Jewish imagery as his comparison of conscience to

the High Priest. It will therefore be best, before proceeding

further, to survey both the function and the metaphysical status

of conscience in Philo before returning to see what conclusions

regarding his originality can be drawn.

We may first deal with Philo's vocabulary. To express

the concept of conscience he uses two main terms, either singly

or in combination, elegohos and to syneidos. The latter, more

frequently in the form synesis or syneidesis (or their cognates)

is the normal Greek term for conscience. The former, on the

other hand, does not appear to be found in precisely this sense

in Greek authors before Philo. As a legal or philosophical term

(the latter applying particularly, of course, to the Socratic

method of argument), it connotes interrogation or cross-

examination and has sometimes the further sense of proof, refu-
14tation or conviction. And while the parallel, and sometimes

the contrast, is drawn in contemporary philosophical literature

between conviction by an external court or accuser and by the

inner voice of conscience, Philo's use of the term to mean
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conscience as such still seems to be original. This seems

equally true of Philo's Hellenistic Jewish predecessors as of

Greek philosophy, despite the term's use, noted by Nikiprowetzky,

in the Wisdom of Solomon. Philo's use of the term to mean "con-

science" as such does not seem to occur there. Professor J.

Milgrom, however, observes that the LXX version of Lev 5:24

anticipates him on this point. To turn from Philo's terminol-

ogy to the substance of his doctrine, the most complete descrip-

tion of the function of the elegohos comes at Bet. 22-23, a pas-

sage already noted, in which conscience is described as the true

man, dwelling in each individual's soul, who at different times

performs the function of ruler and king, judge and umpire of

life's contests, or again of a silent internal witness or

accuser, who does not even suffer man to open his mouth, but

bridles his stubborn tongue by the reins of conscience (TOILS TOO

auvei66xos fjviaic,) . The image of a judge or a law-court recurs

in several passages, notably Fug. 117-18, where elegohos is

identified with the most holy Logos, whose presence in the soul

prevents even involuntary sin from entering her. Therefore, it

is affirmed, we should pray that conscience should live in our

soul; for as both high-priest, king and judge, he obtains our

mind as his court and is put to shame by none of the sins brought

to him for judgment. At Virt. 206 we learn that conscience is

the only court not swayed by artifices of words, while at QE

2.13 he is the only counsellor unswayed by fear or favor, and

whose function, like that of the Socratic elegohos, is to con-

vict the soul of its false conceit of wisdom. Similarly at

Deus 125 ff. the elegohos is represented by the "living color

upon the leper" {Lev. 13.11-13), who makes a catalogue of man's

sins, so that the soul, being convicted of her offences against
19

the orthos logos, recognizes her own impurity. And, like the

Socratic elegohos, that of Philo has not just the negative role

of an accuser, but the positive function of a teacher. That the

criticisms of conscience are beneficial in themselves is stated

at Bet. 146, where we are urged to pray for God to punish us,

as a mercy, to correct our sins and heal us by sending this

Logos, in the form of conscience, into our mind to reproach us

and put us to shame for our sins. At Beus 138 conscience is

said to rouse in the soul a memory of her sins so that she may

turn away from them with weeping and loathing. At Becal. 87

the elegohos is once again described as accuser and judge, who

by blaming and reproaching the soul puts her to shame, while in
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the role of judge he teaches and admonishes her and exhorts her

to change; if the soul should prove recalcitrant, it is added,

he wages unceasing and merciless war on her by day and night

until he breaks the thread of her wretched life. Hence, it is

natural that Op. 128 should describe the Sabbath as having been

instituted so that man, by keeping away from external work,
22

should improve his character and attend to his conscience.

The most positive passages, however, are Deus 182-83 and Fug.

5-6. In both these passages the elegchos is identified with the

angel of the Lord (in the former of them also with the Logos),

who guides man and keeps him from stumbling; at Fug. 6 the

words philos and symboulos, are used of the elegchos without

qualification, while at Deus 182-83 we are exhorted by our

behavior to keep the internal judge kindly toward us, so as to
24

prevent our sins from becoming incurable. It is passages like

these which bring us to the element in Philo, other than his

terminology, that seems most original. In his account of the

functions of conscience his difference from his contemporaries

would be at most one of greater emphasis on the role of con-

science in man's moral life; as a transcendent gift of God to

the soul, or as a transcendent being, like the Logos or an angel.

And this in turn raises the most difficult problem in Philo's

account of conscience, that of whether such passages can be

reconciled with those which appear, in traditional Greek fashion,

to speak of conscience as immanent in the soul. To decide this

question we must first examine the most important relevant pas-

sages and secondly see what contemporary or near-contemporary

doctrines provide the closest parallels to this thought.

The most emphatic affirmation of the immanence of the

elegohos comes at Deoal. 87, where it is described as exdoTT^

4juxt) auurcecpuH&s nai OUVOLHQV. In similar vein come two passages

where the elegohos is identified with the true man within the

soul, Fug. 131, and the already referred to Det. 23, where the

true man is said to dwell within each individual's soul and

admonish him invisibly from within, and is further identified

with npdpGou^vr) nal Xoyinf] 6iavoia. Less definite, but still

pointing in the same direction is Op. 128, where the conscience

is described as seated in the soul like a judge (evi6puu-£vo£ xti

^uxfi, Kaddnep 6iKaoTTiis) . More numerous, however, are the pas-

sages where the transcendence of conscience is upheld. And even

the above passages are not entirely free from ambiguity regard-

ing immanence versus transcendence, as the notion of Logos,
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while the npdpcou^vn HOU Xoyiut) 6i&voia could refer, not, like

the Stoic orthos logos, to a power innate in the human soul, but

to reason enlightened by divine grace. Other passages leave less

doubt. Thus at Det. 146 conscience is described as the divine

Logos sent by God into man's soul, while at Fug. 117-18 the

elegchos, identified with the high priest, is said to die, not in

the sense of undergoing destruction, but of being separated from

our soul. These passages, we may observe, come from the same

treatises from which the above "immanentist" texts were taken,

and it may therefore be that the latter texts, where we have

found them ambiguous, should be interpreted in the light of

those which more definitely point to the transcendence of con-

science. Whether all contradiction could be removed in this way

is, however, more than doubtful. Two further texts identifying

conscience with the divine Logos or angel were quoted above

{Fug. 5-6, Deus 182-83), yet at the same time the latter passage
2 8refers to conscience as the interior judge. Other texts in

the same vein include Fug. 203 (conscience as an all-seeing
2 9

angel), QG 4.62, where the divine Logos is said to enter man's

soul to examine and convict it, and QE 2.13, where it is identi-

fied with the divine Logos and with the subject of the text, "I

will send my angel before thy face" (Exod 23:20-21). Perhaps

most impressive of all is Deus 135-38, where conscience, iden-

tified with the High Priest, is described in quasi-mythical

terms as entering the soul like a pure ray of light, to reveal

our hidden sins in order to purify and heal us. Later in the

section {ibid. 138) it is described as 6 £punveue, TOU OeoO

HCU TTpO(pT*|TriQ.

Is there any hope of reconciling such transcendentalist

texts with the immanentist one quoted earlier? I think there

may be, though I am very doubtful whether Philo had consciously

worked out such a theory. It appears to me that the different

sides of Philo's thought here answer partly to a conflict between

his Greek and Jewish sides, partly perhaps to a conflict within

the Jewish tradition regarding man's capacity, but also largely

from a hesitation in Philo's own experience similar to that

which in more developed theologies has produced the nature-grace

controversy. One obvious and easy way to resolve the dilemma,

by supposing Philo to refer to a power innate in man's soul which

is yet ultimately a divine gift, is disproved by Philo's refer-

ences to conscience as entering and withdrawing from the soul.

Nor, conversely, can we dismiss his portrayal of conscience as
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a substantially existing entity by the argument that such a

picture follows from the need to allegorize individual biblical

characters. There are, in fact, two problems: (a) Is conscience

man's innate possession or a transcendent gift of God? (b) In

the latter case, is it given to man as a permanent gift, or one

that enters and leaves him? Plotinus is the first Platonist

whose extant works attempt to resolve the conflict. Man's nous

is regarded as a transcendent entity, sometimes equated with his

guardian daemon, by a minority of Middle Platonists, cf. Plutarch,

Be Fac. 943A ff. ; Gen. Soor. 591D ff.; Corp. Hermet. I 22, X

19-21. Further light may, perhaps, be thrown on the problem if

we consider the closest Greek parallels to Philo's doctrine. For

while, as we have observed, the idea of conscience as a tran-

scendent force appears unparalleled in Greek thought, there are

important resemblances to a closely related Greek notion, that of

man's guardian daemon. We may briefly survey three such con-

ceptions, those of Apuleius, Plotinus and the Late Stoa. The

distinctiveness of Philo's own position may then become appar-

ent.

We may first conveniently consider Apuleius, in whom, as

Nikiprowetzky observes, the moral role of the guardian daemon

receives greatest stress. Yet while the operations of that

daemon, as described in chapter 16 of the Be Beo Socvatis, are

remarkably similar in many ways to those of conscience in Philo,

and while the daemon is said to operate in men's innermost minds

like conscience (in ipsis penitissimis mentibus vice conscien-

tiae deversetur), it appears to be conceived wholly as a tran-

scendent being and in no sense as a force innate in and the

property of the human soul. Hence a full parallel to Philo is

lacking. Plotinus, on the other hand, in his discussion of the

guardian daemon in the treatise 3.4, is especially concerned to

resolve the immanence-transcendence dilemma. His solution rests

upon the principle that our soul contains the whole intelligible
34world—that we are "each of us an intelligible cosmos," —and

that our guardian daemon is the level in the hierarchy of being

next above that on which we are habitually operative. Hence,

though immanent within us, it is yet transcendent to our normal

life. Thus the apparent contradictions within Plato as to the

status of the daemon can be explained. But here two obvious

differences from Philo reveal themselves. First, as we have

noted, Plotinus differs from Philo in his concern, in which on

the whole he succeeds, to produce a coherent theory on the



The Idea of Conscience 213

subject; secondly, and even more important, the daemon appears

to have no moral role in his system save insofar as it assumes

the leadership of good souls once their present life is through

and guides them to a place or state appropriate to their moral

condition. Any notion of the daemon as watching over man's

moral life in the form of conscience appears to be wholly lack-

ing in Plotinus, as does Philo's stress, in his transcendental-

ist passages, on man's weakness and his need for divine help.

Whether there is a place for grace in Plotinus' system is a

much-debated question; but certainly all his stress falls on

man's power to save himself by his own moral effort. He thus

seems further removed from Philo in these respects than either

Apuleius or the Late Stoa.

It is in the late Stoics, like Epictetus and Marcus

Aurelius, that the resemblance to Philo is closest. The moral

function of the guardian daemon for them is only too obvious.

The daemon is the nous and logos, which Zeus has given to each

man as his guide and is a particle of the divine substance, a

guardian of man's acts who never sleeps and is never beguiled,

who sees and hears all, and whom we should therefore keep
3 8

unsullied by upright speech and action. At first sight,

indeed, the metaphysical status of the daemon seems to offer a

complete contrast with Philo's "transcendentalist" passages,

since, whereas he stresses man's total dependence on God, the

Stoic view involves the conception of the highest part of the
39human soul as a particle of the divine substance. Yet that

this is not the whole story can be seen from Marcus Aurelius

2.17, which stresses, no less than Philo, the weakness and
40transience not just of man's body, but of his soul. As we

have remarked, the feeling of human weakness becomes much more

pronounced in the Late Stoa than it had been in the founders

of the school and this, combined with the references to the
41daemon as a gift of God, suggests that in their emotional

attitude the Late Stoics are, at times at least, much closer to

Philo than their formal theory allows and as close as any con-

temporary or near-contemporary pagan author. Once again,

perhaps, we have the old theological conflict of human respon-

sibility versus divine grace.

It seems, then, that the originality of Philo's concep-

tion of the moral role of conscience has been greatly exag-

gerated, and lies mainly, as compared with his predecessors

whose works survive, in his emphasis on its god-given nature.
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Nor, as I have said, do I think he has achieved a consistent

metaphysical theory on the subject. If we ask how he could have

attained one, our best hope seems to be in a suggestion of

Professor David Winston, that "the divine Logos is ever present

to man, but its consummation in any particular case is condi-
42tioned by the fitness of the subject." Similarly, we may

recall, Aristotle's Passive Nous had been actualised by its

transcendent, Active, counterpart. With these suggestions in

mind, we can develop a theory which avoids the difficulties of

an exclusively immanentist or transcendentalist view and which

would, furthermore, anticipate the later Neoplatonists' desire

to preserve the transcendence of the divine Nous--a. view which

ran counter to that of Plotinus, and one with which any ortho-

dox theist would presumably feel considerable sympathy. For

Iamblichus and his followers, man's nous is only an irradiation

(£AAau4nc) from the transcendent Hypostasis (cf. Proclus, E.T.

props. Ill, 175, 204; In Tim. 3.245, 18 ff.). Philo's doctrine

of conscience could similarly have postulated two entities, the

"irradiation" being man's inherent possession (as at Deo. 87),

but remaining a mere potentiality until actualised by the divine

Logos. Such, at least, whether he actually drew it or not, is

the logical conclusion of Philo's various pronouncements on

conscience.
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D. The Nature of God in the 'Quod Deus'

In his theology, Philo follows a system in which the

Supreme Principle is a Monad, though for him it is also, of

course, the personal God of Judaism. He frequently calls God

"one" (e.g. Op. 171; LA 2.1-3; Cher. 87, etc.), the Monad (LA

2.3; Her. 183; Deus 11), or "the really existent" (Op. 172;

Deoal. 8; Spec. 1.28). At Spec. 2.176, however, the Monad is

said to be "the incorporeal image of God," whom it resembles

because it also stands alone, and in a remarkable passage at

Praem. 40 God is described as dyadoO Hpetxxov xai uovd6oc, npea-

(Buxepov HCCL ev6s e lAiHpiv£axepov, but even this flight of

negative theology can be taken as meaning only that God does

not have goodness as a quality, and that he is not a countable

unit. Along with the "normal" epithets for God, such as

"eternal," "unchanging" and "imperishable," Philo produces

others for which he is our earliest authority. At Somn. 1.67,

for example, God is described as "unnameable" (akatonomastos)

and "unutterable" (arrhetos) , and "incomprehensible under any

form," none of which terms are applied to God before his time

in any surviving source.

The question thus arises as to whether Philo is

responsible for introducing the concept of an "unknowable" God

into Greek thought. H. A. Wolfson, in Philo, Vol. II, pp. 110-

26, argues (against Eduard Norden, in Agnostos Theos ) that he

did, and, though it is not strictly relevant to our present

theme, it seems worth discussing this claim, since a decision on

it will throw some light on the sources of Philo's theology in

general.

Wolfson points out correctly that neither Plato nor

Aristotle declares God to be unknowable. Indeed, Plato regards

the realm of Ideas in which the Demiurge of the Timaeus and even

the Good of the Republic are included, as "comprehensible by

intellect with the aid of reason" (Tim. 28A). Aristotle, how-

ever, provides at least the seeds of later negative theology by

declaring God to be "simple and indivisible" (Phys. VIII 10,

267b25-6, Met. XII 7, 1072a32-3), which makes God by Aristotle's

own rules of logic undefinable and unknowable, since knowledge

217
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is dependent upon definition, and definition involves the dis-

tinction of genus, species and differentiae, which is not

possible in the case of God. However, as Wolfson says, Aris-

totle does not explicitly draw this conclusion in the case of

God. The question is, therefore, whether anyone else in the

Greek philosophical tradition could have done so, or whether

the idea of the unknowability of God is altogether alien to

Greek thought until Philo introduced it.

It does not seem to me that the concept of the unknow-

ability of God's essence, as opposed to his attributes or activi-

ties, is one that is alien to Greek thought. The difficulty of

naming Zeus adequately is, after all, familiar enough to Greeks

on the poetic level. But there is, admittedly, a dearth of

explicit philosophical statements of this before Philo's time.

In claiming this for a Philonic contribution, however, Wolfson

does not take proper account of all that has perished in the

Hellenistic period—the writings of Speusippus and Xenocrates,

all of the early Stoics, Panaetius, Posidonius, Antiochus of

Ascalon, Eudorus of Alexandria. We have fragmentary reports of

these people's views, but there is inevitably much that is lost

to us. What we do find is, on the one hand, an important state-

ment of later Platonic doctrine on the nature of God in Albinus'

Didaskalikos, ch. 10, and an interesting Pythagorean pseudepig-

raphon, an extract from "Archytas," On First Principles (Peri

Arohon) , preserved by Stobaeus (Anth. I, 41.2). Wolfson quotes

this on p. 115, but actually misinterprets it against himself.

It is not God that "Archytas" denominates as "pertaining to an

irrational (alogos) and ineffable (arrhetos) nature," but simply

the second of his pair of principles, Substance or Matter (osia),

as opposed to Form (morpho), which is rhetos and logon eohoisa.

"Archytas" does, however, introduce God as a third principle

above these two, as "not only nous, but something superior to

nous." It is plain that "Archytas" wishes to make God a prin-

ciple above the opposition of logikos-rhetos/alogos-arrhetos,

though he stops short of saying that. The passage is not, there-

fore, quite as troublesome for Wolfson as he thought it was, but

it is significant none the less. Wolfson was driven to what

seems the desperate expedient of assuming that "Archytas" must

be dependent on Philo. These treatises are, of course, not

exactly datable, but, if anything, it is more likely that Philo

is influenced by Pythagorioa (he does, after all, know works

of "Philolaus" {Opif. 100), and of "Ocellus Lucanus " (Aet. 12)).
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The connection of "Archytas" with Eudorus of Alexandria is more

interesting to pursue, especially since Eudorus seems to have

known "Archytas" On the Categories (the purported original of

Aristotle's Categories). Eudorus also follows a system, which

he attributes to "the Pythagoreans," which involves a supreme

principle, called the One, above a pair of opposites, a Monad

and a Dyad, the Monad representing Form, the Dyad Matter (Simpl.

In Phys. p. 181,10 ff. Diels). Whether or not Eudorus knew

"Archytas," he certainly seems to have known a Pythagorean tra-

dition representing the same doctrine, and this indicates that

a doctrine of a One above all attributes (i.e. all members of

the Pythagorean Table of Opposites) was a part of the Pythagorean

tradition at least by the first century B.C.E. It seems more

reasonable, then, to assume that Philo is influenced by the tra-

dition of which "Archytas" is a representative than that

"Archytas" is influenced by Philo.

Still less plausible is Wolfson's suggestion that
4

Albinus is influenced by Philo. There is no indication that

anyone within the Platonic tradition, with the possible excep-

tion of Numenius, had ever heard of Philo, and one would

require much more compelling evidence than this before conceding

such a possibility.

Albinus begins ch. 10 of his work with the remark that

Plato considers his supreme principle, God, to be "all but

indescribable" (ULHPOO 6eiv xau dppnxov). After this signifi-

cant initial qualification, however, he has no hesitation twice

later in the chapter about giving God the epithet &ppnTO£ tout

court. On the second occasion, though, he expands on this in

an enlightening way. "God," he says, "is ineffable, and com-

prehensible only by the intellect (cf. Rep. 7.529D), since

there is neither genus nor species nor differentia predicable

of him." He is, in fact, neither qualified (poios) nor unquali-

fied {apoios), since he is above qualification. We have here,

surely, the missing link which Wolfson sought, though a few

hundred years later than one would wish. On the other hand,

there is small likelihood that Albinus is indulging in bold

innovation here: his concern is to present the consensus of

Platonic doctrine as it appears to him. This formulation, if

not produced already in the Old Academy, is at any rate a good

deal older than Albinus, and, based on good Aristotelian prin-

ciples as it is, there is nothing "unhellenic" about it.
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All this, however, by way of background to the proper

subject of this essay, which is the doctrine of the immutability

and impassivity of God, and the consequences of that doctrine

for the more religious side of Philo's thought. It was the argu-

ments for this contained in this treatise which made it particu-

larly popular, among Philo's works, with the Church Fathers,

both Greek and Roman, from Clement and Origen on, and sects. 51-

68 in particular constitute one of the most comprehensive attacks

on anthropomorphism, and explanations of anthropomorphic ter-

minology, surviving from antiquity (Cicero's Be Natura Deovum

II 45-72 being another, from a Stoic perspective).

Philo begins, in 52, by asserting, against certain

literal interpreters (or perhaps just the uneducated believer),

that the Existent (to on) is neither subject to "the irrational

passions of the soul," nor does he possess bodily parts or

limbs. Despite this, Moses frequently uses expressions which

suggest that God is subject to passions and has bodily parts.

This constitutes a problem to be solved. The solution, of

course, lies in the very crudeness of Moses' expressions in

their literal interpretation. The real meaning lies beneath.

Philo's doctrine is based on the juxtaposition of two

passages of Scripture, in their LXX version, Num 23:19 (God is

not as a man—oux o)Q dvOpcorcoQ 6 de6e) , and Deut 8:5 (The Lord

your God will discipline you as a father disciplines his son—

COQ ei Tie Ticu6euaai T6V UL6V CXUTOO OUTCOQ xupioe 6 Oe6g oou TTCU-

6euoei ae) . Num 23:19 is actually an inspired utterance by

Balaam, which allows it to qualify, with Deut 8:5, as a "summa-

tion" (kephalaion, 53) of Moses1 laws about the proper way to
o

refer to God. The verb paideuo in Deut 8:5, which the LXX is

using in a "vulgar" sense, to translate the Hebrew yasser,

meaning "to punish, discipline," Philo takes in the Classical

sense of "educate," which enables him to see this passage as

alluding to the educational purpose of Moses1 anthropomorphic

references.

Such paideia, however, is only necessary for those whom

Philo calls "the Friends of the Body," the non-intellectual man

in the street. The Friends of the Soul, on the other hand, have

a true concept of the Deity. They do not compare Him with any-

thing created, but see Him as free of all qualification (poio-

tes) , only apprehensible in respect of His bare existence (kata

to einai; psile hypavxis). Later, at 62, this is reiterated.

God cannot be equated with the cosmos or the heavens, as the
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Stoics would have him, since these are poia eide, qualified

forms; He cannot be apprehended even by the mind, except as

regards His bare existence: "It is only His existence {hyparxis)

that we can apprehend {katalambanomen)."

This distinction between hyparxis and poiotes r borrowed

from the Stoics (not necessarily by Philo, however; very pos-

sibly by a Platonist intermediary) is of great importance for

Philo's doctrine. The connection with Albinus, in the passage

of Bid, ch. 10 quoted above, is clear enough, and Wolfson's sug-

gestion that Albinus is here influenced by Philo is, as I have

already suggested, implausible. Elsewhere, at LA 3.206, for

example, Philo comes even closer to Albinus1 formulations: "Who

can assert of the First Cause," he says, "either that it is

without body or that it is a body, or that it is qualified

{poion) or unqualified {apoion) ? In a word, who can make any

positive assertion concerning its essence (ousia) or quality

{poiotes) or state or movement?" It should be plain enough from

this that Philo is able to draw on a tradition of scholastic

discussion as to the apprehensibility of God which Albinus is

also reflecting, The precise identity of this source is beyond

our knowledge (to talk of "Neopythagorean sources" is only to

give our ignorance a name), but the admixture of Aristotelian

and Stoic terminology with Platonist doctrine points to figures

such as Antiochus of Ascalon, Eudorus of Alexandria or Arius

Didymus.

The argument, at any rate, is conducted entirely in

terms of Greek philosophy. Our concept of God involves His

transcending any genus or species, since these are divisions of

created things, and involve having other things similar to Him,

and thus in some sense equal to Him. This is not possible for

God. Philo does on occasion describe God and His Logos, in

terms of Stoic logic, as "the most generic {genikotaton) of

entities, the 'something' {ti)" {LA 2.86; 3.175; Bet, 118), but

it is plain from the consensus of these passages that it is

really the Logos that is the primary genus. When God himself

is described as genikotatos , this must be taken to mean that

there is no genus which comprehends Him. The most general Stoic

category, "ti," is in any case designed to cover both bodies

and incorporeal entities {asomata) , such as Space, Time, and

lekta {SVF II 329-332), so that it asserts bare existence, and

does not categorise or describe an entity.
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Such being God's nature, it is impossible that He be

subject to passion or affection of any kind. This conclusion,

however, though philosophically excellent, could prove to be

subversive of all religion. In what sense, Philo must ask him-

self, can our actions be open to praise or blame, if God is not

moved by them (71)? Is there any sense in which God takes note

of our activities, to punish or reward them? To deny this

would eliminate the doctrine of divine providence, to which

Philo is certainly committed, and would really sever all con-

nection between the Creator and His creation.

Philo's solution to the problem is the following.

Although God cannot be known or described as to His essence, He

can be characterised variously in His relation to man and the

world. First of all, he is "good," he possesses "perfect good-

ness in all respects" (t\ rcepL Tiavxa x£A.eia dyadoTne, 73; but

cf. Praem. 40, quoted above). But this need mean no more than

that, like the Demiurge of the Timaeus, He works to bring all

things to their best form. His task is complicated, by His own

decision, in the case of man, because He has granted him, alone

of all beings, free will (47), and that means that He has to

put up with many short-term frustrations of His purpose.

In this context, what can be the meaning (other than

mere propaganda for the "friends of the body") of Moses1 talk

of God's "wrath" (thymos)? Philo's answer is somewhat obscure,

and involves some rather desperate juggling of the LXX text:

eOuu-wSriv OIL ETtoinaa auxous (see notes to 70, and introductory

notes to Sect. VII). What he seems to want to say, however, is

that thymos, action prompted by irrational impulses, is an

essential component of our mode of existence, leading to what

will be denominated in normal parlance "sinful" or "wicked"

behavior, which in turn draws down upon it, not God's wrath,

but its own natural consequences. Such behavior is balanced

and emended by logismos, rational calculation and repentance

(taken from the dienoethe of the lemma), which God's general

agathotes works to promote. In all this process no actual pas-

sion of God is involved; yet His benevolent pronoia is exercised

throughout. The administration of the world is the function of

God's two chief Powers (expressed by his two LXX epithets "god"

(theos) and "lord" (kyrios)), his creative Power, by which he

brings the world into being, and his sovereign or governing
q

Power, by which he administers the world, once created.
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This, it seems to me, has to be Philo's philosophical

position, based on his doctrine of God's transcendence. But it

is notable that, immediately following on this exposition (ss.

74-81), he enters upon a distinctly theological discussion of

God's tempering of his justice with mercy, since the human race

would not otherwise be able to survive the just consequences of

their wickedness and folly. This disquisition, which is typical

of many others in Philo's works, must either be taken as being

presented on the popular level, but translatable into philosophic

terms, or as being simply inconsistent with his philosophical

position. The religious nature of Philo's thought makes the

latter alternative more likely; he cannot really abandon the per-

sonal aspect of Jahweh's relations with his creation without

rejecting his ancestral faith altogether.

There is, certainly, an interesting passage at 80, where

he says:

The Creator, then, knowing His own surpassing excellence and
the natural weakness of His creatures, however loud they
boast, wills not to dispense benefit or punishment according
to His power, but according to the measure of capacity (&£
Sxovxas . . . 6uv&uecL>cJ which he sees in those who are to
participate in either of these dispensations. (Colson's
trans.)

This, transposed into philosophical terms, seems to be a version

of the later Neoplatonic doctrine of "suitability for reception"

(£TiiTr)6ei6Tr)e Ttp6e UTto6oxT*)v) , according to which God, or the

gods, are constantly benevolent in their bestowal of benefits

and wisdom, but creatures can only receive as much as they are

constitutionally able to absorb (cf. Post. 143-5). The purpose

of prayer and ascetic exercises, therefore, is to increase one's

receptivity, not to produce changes in the attitude of the deity.

However, one must admit that that is not how the doctrine comes

across in this passage. To all appearances we are back with the

personal God of Judaism, albeit a much more benevolent figure

than Jahweh appears in the tradition. Philo perhaps reconciled

his philosophy with his religion in the privacy of his study,

but, if so, he has covered his tracks pretty well.

There is, however, one line which Philo could have taken

in attempting to reconcile his philosophical with his religious

convictions, and I do not see that any scholarly attention has

so far been paid to it. God is free from passions, but might

he not enjoy the rational equivalent of passions in Stoic

theory, eupatheiai or "equable states"? In terms of Stoic
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theory, the attribution of eupatheiai to God would make no sense,

since God is not a person but an impersonal force, and there is

naturally no evidence of any such attribution in the sources,

but for Philo the case is different, and a creative extension of

the Stoic concept might well be in order.

For Philo, the Sage, as exemplified by the Patriarchs

and Moses, is a man very much in the image of God. He enjoys

eupatheia, and this passionless eupatheia of his is to be seen

as a mortal reflection of an equivalent state in the divine

nature. There are two passages of particular interest in this

connection, Abr. 202-3 and Spec. 2.54-5. Again and again, when

mentioning eupatheia or eupatheiai, Philo makes it clear that

for him the chief eupatheia is Joy (ehava) , exemplified particu-

larly by Isaac, whose name he translates into Greek as "laughter"

(e.g. LA 3.86; Migr. 157; Congr. 36; Mut. 167). The other two

eupatheiai recognised by the Stoics, Caution {eulabeia) and Will

{boulesis), are very much in the background, though they are

implied in the repeated mention of "the eupatheiai. " At Abr.

202-4, in connection with Abraham's sacrifice of Isaac, which

is interpreted as the Sage's offering of his ohava to God as

being its source, we find the following:

The nature of God is without grief or fear and wholly
exempt from passion of any kind, and alone partakes of
perfect happiness and bliss. The frame of mind which has
made this true acknowledgement God, who has banished jeal-
ousy (phthonos, cf. Plat. Phaedr. 247A) from His presence
in His kindness and love for mankind, fitly rewards by
returning the gift in so far as the recipient's capacity
allows. And indeed we may almost hear His voice saying:
"All joy {ohava) and rejoicing I know well is the possession
of none other save Me alone, the Father of All. Yet I do
not grudge that this My possession should be used by such
as are worthy, and who should be worthy save one who should
follow Me and My will, for he will prove to be most exempt
from distress and fear if he travels by this road which
passion and vice cannot tread, but good feelings {eupa-
theiai) and virtues can walk therein." (Colson's trans.)

Here God himself, in spite of His freedom from pathe, is made

to acknowledge his peculiar possession of chara, which is char-

acterised as a eupatheia. One cannot reasonably argue that

while God dispenses ohara, He does not actually possess it Him-

self, since it is described as his particular possession {ktema).

This doctrine is repeated at Spec. 2.54-5, where the subject is

Sarah and her laughing to herself (Gen 18:12):

And so it was that in the days of old a certain mind of
rich intelligence (sc. Sarah), her passions now calmed
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within her, smiled because joy {ohara) lay within her and
filled her womb. And when, as she considered the matter,
it seemed to her that joy might well be the peculiar
property of God alone, and that she herself was sinning in
taking for her own conditions of well-being (eupatheiai)
above human capacity, she was afraid, and denied the
laughter of her soul until her doubts were set at rest.
(Colson's trans.)

Just below, Philo declares that the unmixed and pure form of

Joy is "especially characteristic" iexairetos) of God, so that

God possesses at least one eupatheia, or better, eupatheia in

at least one aspect, since in Stoic doctrine the eupatheiai,

like the virtues, are mutually implied. We may note also the

notion, expressed in Sarah's fear of going beyond her station,

that there is a level of eupatheia above human capacity. Philo

seems here to imply, then, a divine level of eupatheia. It is

notable, though, that Philo makes no effort to attribute either

eulabeia or boulesis to God. Perhaps he felt some danger of

falling into absurdity here. Of what could God be cautious?

Or what could He wish for that He had not got? But one would

have thought that it would not be beyond Philo's ingenuity to

work out a divine equivalent of these eupatheiai. Indeed, such

seems to stand ready to hand in the form of God's two chief

Powers. The ruling power could, after all, be characterised as

a form of eulabeia (as also could God's pronoia), while His

creative power could be seen as boulesis. Certainly Philo

talks much of God's boulema (e.g. LA 3.239; Post. 73; Her. 272,

and Abr. 204 above), so that recognition of His boulesis should

not be a problem. But, for whatever reason, Philo does not

explicitly credit God with any eupatheia other than ohara.

This doctrine of divine eupatheia is, of course, non-

sense in Stoic terms, and is liable to the accusation of inco-

herence on any terms. Joy, for instance, is defined as "rational

elevation of the soul" (^uxne euAoyoc, ftnapoic,) . Now even if God

may be said to have a soul (and Cleanthes and Diogenes of Baby-

lon (SVF I 532), at least described God as "the soul of the

cosmos"), it would not be proper for his soul to suffer periodic

"elevation," even of a rational nature. The term eparsis,

after all, implies alteration of some sort in the soul. Some-

times the Sage is in a more elevated mood than at other times.

Not that the Sage is ever sad; it is just that he may normally

be taken to be in a state of psychic equilibrium, with occasional

rational rufflings of joy, caution or anticipation. Such changes

do not seem to me to be suitable to God, and indeed Philo makes
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it clear that God's chara is His permanent state. He equates

it with His eudaimonia (Abr. 202). So this is Stoic doctrine

used for non-Stoic purposes, and with the meaning of the terms

somewhat altered. But Philo need not apologise for that. He

is not claiming to be a Stoic. Platonists had been borrowing

Stoic formulations, and investing them with varying degrees of

new meaning, ever since Antiochus, and Philo is quite entitled

to do the same.

Whether this doctrine (if he really holds it) solves all

his problems is, however, another question. It does not seem to

solve the problem of God's wrath or God's mercy, both of which

we are concerned with in the Quod Deus (and throughout the

Philonic corpus). The Stoics recognised no rational form of

either anger or grief. The Peripatetics did, however, and it

may be that Philo is able to profit from Antiochus of Ascalon's

juggling of Stoic and Peripatetic ethics to attribute rational

forms of these emotions to God. At any rate, such language used

of God requires "translation" before it can concord satisfac-

torily with Philo's philosophical doctrine of the divine nature,

and Philo makes it less than clear that he intends such transla-

tion.

NOTES

Wolfson manages to dispose of all of Norden's alleged
counter-examples quite satisfactorily, but this does not leave
the way clear to his own solution, as we shall see.

Collected in H. Thesleff, The Pythagorean Texts of the
Hellenistic Period, Abo, 1965, pp. 19-20.

3Simpl. In Cat. 206, 10 ff. Kalbfleisch, etc. See my
discussion in Middle Platonists, pp. 134-35. It is also pos-
sible, of course, that "Archytas" was acquainted with Eudorus,
and that the influence goes in the other direction.

If it is indeed Albinus who composed the Didaskalikos.
John Whittaker has recently given persuasive arguments for
resuscitating the Alcinous of the mss. {Phoenix 28, 1974). For
our present purpose the question is fortunately not crucial.

Wolfson carried his speculations further in an article
in the Harvard Theological Review for 1952, "Albinus and Plo-
tinus on Divine Attributes" (now included in his Studies in the
History of Philosophy and Religion, Vol. I), but without adding
anything substantial to his arguments. See also his "Answers to
Criticisms of my Discussions of the Ineffability of God," HTR
67 (1974) 186-90 (included in vol. 2 of Studies).
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Also, when a man like Clement of Alexandria {Strom.
V.12)—quoted by Wolfson in Philo, Vol. II, pp. 113 and 154 —
declares that God is "neither genus nor differentia, nor species,
nor individual, nor number," it is much more likely, -pace Wolf son,
that he has derived this from some handbook of Platonism very
like that of Albinus than from the works of Philo, familiar
though he was with the latter.

The phrase "T6. ^uxnQ dAoya naOn" might seem to leave
open the possibility that God might experience rational eupathei-
ai , though that does not seem to be in Philo's mind at the moment.
On this question, though, I shall have more to say at the end of
the essay.

o
This pair of precepts is employed again by Philo at

Somn. 1.231, to make the same point, and at Saor. 101 Philo
refers to Deut. 1:31, in which (be dvOpcoTtos is also used of God
("You saw there how the Lord your God carried you all the way
to this place, as a father carries his son"—G)Q eC TIC, xpocpo-
(poprjotL dvOpomoc T6V ul6v atjToO. This passage Wolf son strangely
appears to confuse with Deut. 8:5, Philo II, p. 129 (apparently
following Cohn-Wendland1s false reference; see Leisegang's note
to Deus 54).

Q

These powers, and others, are discussed extensively
elsewhere, e.g., Cher. 27-28, Abr. 120-30, QE 2. 61-62, but do
not enter into the exegesis here. On the powers, see Wolfson,
Philo I, pp. 217-226.

10E.g. Proclus, In Tim. I, p. 51, 25 ff., 139, 20 ff.
Diehl; Elem. Theol. 71, 79.

I am indebted to Prof. David Winston for pointing this
out to me.

Only in one passage, I think, QG 2.5 7 (where the
Armenian translator has in fact obscured the subject-matter;
see Dillon and Terian, "Philo and the Stoic Doctrine of Eupa-
theiai," Studia Philonica 4, 1916-11, pp. 17-24) are all the
eupatheiai mentioned together, and there Philo has added a
fourth, non-Stoic one, degmos, as a rational equivalent of
Grief! Philo also calls the virtues eupatheiai, or at least
links them closely together, another non-Stoic development;
see Wolfson, Philo II, pp. 275-79.

13See Dillon, The Middle Platonists, pp. 75-78 for a
fuller discussion of this.

J. Dillon
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Gig. 1-5

Commentary on Gen 6 : 1 : xal 6^ ey^ve io , fivixa n

ol dvTpcoTiOL KOAAOL yCveoQai inl TT)Q yf\Q, xa l OuyaT^pec tyevvr\-

dnoav auTOis.

6f) add. P h i l o ; TIOAAOL yiveodai LXX, c e t t . c o d . P h i l o n i s ,

U.

A. General Comments

In Philo's great scheme, the pair of commentaries De

Gigantibus--Quod Deus sit Immutabilis resume the exegesis of

Genesis after a brief gap, occasioned by the rather intractable

material, genealogical in nature, which comprises Genesis,

chap. 5. The previous treatise, On the Posterity and Exile of

Cain, took us to the end of chap. 4, the birth of Seth. The

treatise On the Giants thus constitutes a new beginning to a

rather greater extent than most of the treatises. Equally

clearly, it is closely connected, structurally and thematically,

to the treatise which follows it. Between them they constitute

a commentary on that part of Genesis covering the period from

the birth of the sons of Noah (and the multiplication of the

human race) to the Flood (Gen 6:1-12).

Philo's exegesis of Gen 6:1 is at first sight surprising.

Why should the growth of population and the birth of daughters

in itself be a bad thing? This can partly be explained, perhaps,

by the nature of the preceding chapter, "The Book of the Genera-

tions of Adam," where each of the patriarchs is described as pro-

ducing both sons and daughters, culminating with Noah (v. 32),

who engenders only sons (cf. BR 26.4, T-A 246); and partly also

because the concepts of multiplicity and the female had definite

negative connotations in contemporary Platonism (particularly in

the Pythagorean wing of it) to which Philo was fully alive. The

juxtaposition of the fewness and maleness of Noah's progeny, with

the pullulating anonymous femininity of what follows him was

something too striking for Philo to miss.

231
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Overriding themes, therefore, in this pair of treatises,

are the duality and tension between the spirit and the flesh,

virtue and pleasure, self-abnegation (or God-centeredness) and

self-centeredness; the nature of God's providential care for us,

not governed by any passion, as a superficial reading of the

inspired text might suggest, but purely by reason; and, as a

corollary, our responsibility for our actions, our freedom of

will, and the role within us of the Logos, acting as a conscience.

In this introductory passage, a comment on Gen 6:1 ("When

men began to increase on earth and daughters were born to them

. . . " ) , Philo begins by establishing a contrast between the

rarity of excellence and the frequency of its opposite, such that

the excellence concerned actually makes clear the existence and

nature of its opposite (this notion takes on great importance in

relation to the doctrine of Conscience, below, Deus 122 ff.).

Eucpuia is thus contrasted with dcpula; the scarceness of excel-

lence in arts and sciences with the ubiquity of its contrary

manifestations; and, with the adducing of one of his favorite

images (cf. F. N. Klein, Die Liohtterminologie bei Philon von

Alexandrien und in den Hermetisohen Sohriften [Leiden 1962]),

the singleness of the sun as opposed to the vast multiplicity

of darkness. The fewness of Noah and his sons brings us to a

consideration of the multitude of wicked men—opposites are best

illustrated by the use of opposites. We may note here how Noah

returns as a point of contrast in Deus 122-23, this time his

virtue being contrasted with the wickedness of the generality

of men, which it makes manifest, thereby bringing on the Flood.

Next, we are presented with a contrast between Male and

Female, another of Philo's favorite images (cf. R. A. Baer,

Philo1s Use of the Categories Male and Female [Leiden 1970]).

The wicked man does not generate anything "male" (virtuous) in

his soul, but rather produces multitudinous "female" offspring

(wicked), and this is the meaning of the statement that they

produced daughters, but no son. Noah, by contrast, produced

only male offspring (T£\£IOQ nal 6pd6g Xdyoc,) , thus revealing

the wickedness of the Many--for opposites produce opposites.

It is instructive to consider how Philo treats this

verse of Genesis in the corresponding section of his other great

project of the commentary, the Questions and Answers on Genesis

and Exodus (the sections parallel to De Gig. and Quod Deus as a

whole are QG 1.89-100, i.e., the end of Book I). Section 89

raises the question, "Why, from the time when the great flood
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drew near, is the human race said to have increased into a mul-

titude?". A remarkable contrast is immediately apparent. For

Philo in the Quaestiones, the TtoAuavdpcoTiia, like all abundance,

is essentially a good thing. It simply in this case presages

disaster:

Divine favours always precede His judgements, for His
activity is first to do good, while punishment is sec-
ondary. It is then normal, when great evils are about
to take place, that an abundance of great and numerous
good things should come about first. In this same manner,
when the seven years' barrenness was about to come, as the
prophet says (Gen 41:25ff.), Egypt became fruitful for the
same number of years in succession, through the beneficent
and preserving power of the universe.

The second part of the section introduces a moral ele-

ment:

In the same way as He does good, He teaches men to refrain
and keep themselves from sins, lest they change the good
into the opposite. Because of this now too cities grow to
excellence through freedom of customs, so that if after-
wards disaster arises, they may blame their own immeasur-
able and irremediable wrongdoing, and not make the Deity
responsible, for He is innocent of evil and evil deeds,
since His proper activity is to bestow only the good in a
primary way.

Philo is presumably saying that men learn through their misuse

of God's blessings to blame, not Him, but themselves, for such

disasters as may follow. The reference to contemporary luxury

seems to confirm this interpretation. (Cf. the comment on the

prosperity of the Sodomites at Abr. 134 ff.) If so, it is easy

to see that Philo's understanding of the meaning of "multiply-

ing" and abundance in De Gigantibus is more sophisticated than

that in the Quaestiones. Here it is a sign of decadence and

inferiority in itself, not at all a blessing or benefit. The

exegesis is enriched by the contrast between the oneness or

simplicity of the Divine or the Good, and the variety and mul-

tifariousness of evil and of the human or earthly condition in

general, a contrast characteristic of Greek philosophy, and of

Platonism in particular.

B. Detailed Commentary

. . 6ia.Tiopfioai • A common Philonic formula for

introducing an aporia, cf. LA 1.85; Det. 57; Post. 33; Cong. 73.

Closely analogous to the formulae of Neoplatonic exegesis, e.g.

Procl. In Tim. 1.325.14 ff.: onopouai 6£ xiveg; In Parm.
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1184,9 ff. , Cousin: IOOOC 6' dv TI C dnopriaeie . . . suggesting

a common source, perhaps, in Stoic-influenced exegesis of Homer.

dei ydp fcn:ei6dv TO QTidviov (pavg. Doctrine of symmetri-

cal contrast: "good/bad," "few/many." (Mss. reading x6 andviov;

the conjecture of Conn, TL andviov, is unnecessary. For the

rarity of the good, cf. LA 1.102; Ebr. 26; Mig. 59, 61, 63, 123;

Mut. 34-56; Abr. 19; Prob. 63, 72; Agr. 180; Plato, Phaedo 90A;

491B;Rep. 6.503D;Arist. EN 2.1109a29; 7.1145a27, etc; Seneca,

De Ira 2.6; De Const, 7.1; Ep. 105.3; SVF 3.658:

aTtaviooxepov xou CPOI-VIHOQ.

2 eucpuia/dcpuia. Contrasted also at Her. 212. eucpul'a is

not a Platonic term, but Aristotelian (EN 3.5.1114bl2) ; dcpul'a

also (Arist. PA 659a29), but not contrasted. Cf. Fug. 27.

3 fcv xcp Ttavxi. nAioQ. Contrast of nAioc/cpooc anc^ OK6TOQ

very popular with Philo (see Leisegang's Index s.v. O H 6 X O Q ) .

Cf. e.g. Virt. 164: Kaddnep ydp dvaxeuAavTOC t\\lox> T O U^V

OK6 T O C dcpavL^exau, (p&xoc && TiAnpoGxau xd ndvxa. The contrast

between nAioc a s e^£ an<^ OK6TOQ as U^PLOQ is not found else-

where, n.b. Philo vacillates between O H 6 X O C , - OU m. and an6xoCf

-ouc n. Always neuter in LXX. Philo always uses g. OK6TO\JQ,

but d. an6x(p

xcp ydp fcvavxicp . . . Yvcopi^exai. The principle that

opposites are most easily recognized by opposites is perhaps a

development of the principle xcov £vavxL0)V n auxfi feTiLaxi'iun (Arist.

Topics 1.105b25), but its immediate ancestry is not clear. Cf.,

however, Plato, Phaedo 70E (opposites generated by opposites);

Ep. 7.344B (opposites must be learned simultaneously); Chrysippus

ap. Gellius NA 7.1 {SVF 2.1169): opposites can only be known

through opposites; Chrysippus ap. Plut. Stoic. Rep. 35.1050F:

vice is not useless, for otherwise there could not be any good

(there is a hint of this already in Plat. Theaet. 176A). Cf.

discussion of Philo's views on origin of evil in M. Hadas-Lebel,

De Providentia pp. 112-14; and Plot. 4.8.7.14-16.

This principle seems to be operative at Deus 122, where

the point is that only at the appearance of a sense of good (or

of conscience, x6 auvei66c) does evil become recognizable. The

imagery of light and darkness is used there too: Y^VEOLQ ydp

xcov KaA.Gov ddvaxoc aCaxpcov feTiixnSeuudxojv £OXLV. tnel HCCL cpooxoc

dcpavL^exai x6 ax6xoc. Cf. LA 1.46; 3.73; Ebr.
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186; (6th trope of Aenesidemus); Fug. 27; Her. 213: "For the

two opposites together form a single whole, by the division of

which the opposites are known." (Philo attributes this prin-

ciple to Heraclitus, but insists that Moses had already dis-

covered it; cf. QG 3.5)

This figurative use of dnAuYov^co is unique, but the

equation of the female with the lower parts of our nature, the

passions or the irrational soul, is a basic Philonic image,

e.g. Saor. 10 3: df)Au \ibv o5v BYYOVOV ijiuxnc £o"xi nania xal Tiddog,

o£s Had' £naaxov x&v feTTtxnSeuudxov £HdnAuv6ue$a, dppev 5b eund-

deia Mat apexr1), Ocp* 5>v tyeip6]ie^a naL p(DVvi)]±eda. (It may be

noted that Philo here ignores Ham, who in QG 1.88 [cf. 2.71] is

designated as symbolizing evil.) dnAuxondo) is used in the same

way in Mig. 206 (commenting on Num 27:3). Cf. also the descrip-

tion of Lot as duYOtTpOTtoi6Q at Ebr. 135. For the male-female

contrast, see R. Baer, Philo 's Use of the Categories Male and

Female (Leiden 1970).

6£v6pov dpexfiQ. This image takes its origin from the

allegorization of the trees in the Garden of Eden, e.g. LA 1.56

(on Gen 2:9): & cpuxeuei ev xfi ̂ uxfi 6£v6pa dpexfjc, vuv

SGTL 6£ xaOia at xe naxd u^pos dpexai nal at xai' auxds

Hal xd xaxopdcouctxa, xal xd Xey6\xeva Ttapd XOLQ cpuAooocpoOaL KaOi1!-

Kovxa* xauxd eaxi xoO Tiapa6eLoou xd cpuxd. Cf. also Op. 153-54.

&UT*i"xavov Ydp xd auxd Tip6£ x&v tvayxLcov. For the prin-

ciple that opposites arise from opposites, see Arist. Phys.

188b21 ff., Be Caelo 310a23 ff., Gen.Corr. 331al4, and G. E. R.

Lloyd, Polarity and Analogy (Cambridge 1966) 15-171.

suet Ydp 6 6LKaiQQ. Note the use which Philo makes of

the 6iHaLos-d6iHOC contrast throughout §§3-5: f\ xoO 6iHaiou

Ncoe Y^veoiS — XOUQ d6iHOue; d6iHOS &£ ou6eic; 6 6LHaioc Ncoe —

d61H L a.

dppevoYOveC. A biological term, used by Aristotle and

Theophrastus. Philo's exegesis here takes account only of the

masculinity of Noah's progeny, taking no account of the per-

sonalities of his sons. At QG 1.88, by contrast, we read: "who

are the three sons of Noah—Shem, Ham and Japheth?" "These

names are symbols of three things in nature—of the good, the

evil and the indifferent. Shem is distinguished for good, Ham

for evil, and Japheth for the indifferent."
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II

Gig. 6-18

Commentary on Gen 6 :2 : 'I66VTZQ 6e OL &yye\oi TOO deou

T&Q Ouyax^paQ IQV avdpamcov 6TL xaAcu CLOLV, £Aa(3ov eauxoiQ

rcaocov, &v £E;eA

UIOL LXX (&YYeAoi Ar) .

A. General Comments

For a fuller discussion of Philo's theory of angels/

daemons, see the essay on the subject in the Intro, pp. 197-206.

The present section shows both that the Middle Platonic theory

of daemons was well developed by Philo's time, and that he was

well acquainted with it. The analysis of the true relation

between the terms "daemon," "angel" and "soul" is for Philo a

matter of some importance. The relation is indeed obscure.

Plato, in an influential passage of the Timaeus (90A), had iden-

tified the rational part of the soul as the daimon of each man,

and later Platonism made no very clear distinction between

daemons and angels (6v6uaxa \xtv 6ia(p£povxa, "ev 6e HOLL TCXOTOV

uTtoneiuevov). What "other philosophers" (the Greeks) call

daemons, he says in sect. 6, Moses is accustomed to term

"angels."

But does Moses in this passage refer to angels at all?

This is one of Philo's more interesting departures from the LXX

text as we have it (apart from a corrector of the Codex Alexan-

drinus) . In place of OL ULOL TOU deou of Gen 6:2, Philo reads

ol &YY£A.OL TOU deou. This must have been the tradition avail-

able to him. He makes the interesting remark at QG 1.92 that

Moses "sometimes calls the angels 'sons of God,1 because they

are made incorporeal." Since here too he seems to read dyYeAoL

at Gen 6:2 and 4, the reference may be to some other passage,

such as Deut 32:8, where, however, most manuscripts of our LXX

text also have OLYY^AWV deou, but one, 848, from the first cen-

tury B.C.E., gives ULCOV (see J. W. Wevers, Text History of the

Greek Deuteronomy [Gottingen, 1978] 85). He is certainly not

making his own translation from the Hebrew, which speaks also

of "sons." It seems as if someone in the Alexandrian tradition

was offended, as well he might be, by the idea of God having

sons, and glossed "sons" by the less offensive term
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(cf. P. Katz, Philo's Bible [Cambridge 1950] 20-21). On the

question of Jewish angelology, see further D. S. Russell, The

Method and Message of Jewish Apooalyptio (Philadelphia 1964)

235-62; J. Z. Smith, "The Prayer of Joseph," Religions in

Antiquity, ed. J. Neusner (Leiden, 1968) 253-94; J. Strugnell,

"The Angelic Liturgy at Qumran," VT Supp. 7 (Leiden 1960) 318-

45; Urbach, The Sages 115-60; M. Margoliot, Sefer Ha-Razim

(Hebrew) (Jerusalem, 1966); I. Gruenwald, Apooalyptio and Merkavah

Mysticism (Leiden/Koln, 1980); IDB, s.v. angel.

The discussion of angels here starts from the argument

that every element, every part of the universe, must contain

forms of life proper to it (7). Therefore air too, contrary to

appearances, must have its proper forms of life. These will be

souls (cf. Plant. 14). Philo does not make the point, made

later by Apuleius in a parallel argument in the De Deo Sooratis,

ch. 8, that birds are not the proper inhabitants of air, being

earthy. On the other hand he produces an argument not used by

Apuleius, that the air is actually the element which gives life

to the inhabitants of earth and water. Must it not, then, a

fortiori support living beings itself? Further, when the air

is corrupted, plagues of various sorts are liable to break out

among earth-creatures, and clean air is eminently conducive to

health (9-10).

Souls, then, are what we are talking about. "Angel"

and "daemon" are simply terms for souls performing certain roles.

Philo proceeds (12) to make a distinction between two classes of

souls. The one class descend into bodies and become human souls

(the reason for this he leaves aside for the moment); the other

scorn all contact with the earthly realm, and remain above, to

serve God as his agents for the supervision of mortals.

Among the former class, there are some who succeed in

rising above the torrent of earthly existence (see note ad loo.)

sufficiently to rise again, after one (?) incarnation, to whence

they came. Others sink beneath the waves, becoming fascinated

by bodily or external goods (15). It is not at all clear here

how far Philo is subscribing to the Platonic theory of reincar-

nation on which this whole distinction is based. We are left in

some uncertainty as to what happens to those who "sink." Cer-

tainly elsewhere he envisages reincarnation, e.g. Somn. 1.139.

Philo now feels he has cleared up the confusion in some

quarters about souls, daemons and angels, and about the problem

of good and evil daemons or angels. Evil angels (HCXHOI
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so-called, are simply souls which have descended into cor-

poreality, and have become fascinated by the pleasures asso-

ciated with it (17-18). Whatever about his doctrine elsewhere

(e.g. QE 1.23), Philo does not here seem to recognize any such

thing as an evil daemon. Hanoi &YYeA.oi are souls which have

become enamoured of "the daughters of men," which he allegorizes

here as the pleasures of the flesh, in contradistinction to

"the daughters of right reason (6pO6s XdyoQ)," the branches of

scientific knowledge and the virtues, which are presumably the

"brides" both of those souls who preserve a correct attitude to

incarnation (i.e. ol dv6da)S (piAooocpoOvTee) , and of those who do

not descend at all.

B. Detailed Commentary

6 ijiuxcxi * . . TieT6uevon - The other passage in which Philo

sets out his daemonology (or angelology) is Somn. 1.135-43, in

connection with the exegesis of Jacob's Ladder (Gen 28:12). The

Ladder symbolizes the element of Air, which is the abode of

souls. The argument there is parallel to this (see Intro.

p. 199). BR 26.5, T-A 247 reflects a similar motivation to deny

that the biblical passage is literally referring to fallen

angels. R. Simeon b. Yohai says the reference is to the sons

of judges, and curses those who insist that it refers to the

sons of God. Cf. Justin, Dial. 79. "From allusions in the

Talmud (BT Yoma 67b) it is clear that also in authoritative

Jewish circles they were formerly of the opinion that it was

actually to angels that the passage referred " (U. Cassuto,

Biblical and Oriental Studies [Jerusalem 1973] 1.20).

7 u-Odov* For Philo, a word of negative connotation, con-

nected with Greek traditions, e.g. Her. 228: Stoic theory of

£HTtupa)Oi£ and a void a uuSeuou^vn TepaToAoyLCX. At Conf. 2 ff. ,

certain ill-intentioned persons (disloyal Jews, presumably) are

said to assert that there are UOOOL in the Pentateuch, and com-

pare the Tower of Babel story to that of the Aloeadae. At the

outset of Op. Moses is praised for not tricking out his law-

giving with uu3ix& TiA&auaTa, such as obscure the truth. Cf.

also Op. 157, 170; Det. 125; Gig. 58; and Prov. 2.109, where

the Cyclopes are described as nAaoua uuOou; LA 2.19, 1.43; Deus

59; Agr. 96-97; Sacr. 13.
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Y&p . . . A parallel argument to this is given

by Apuleius, De Deo Soovatis, ch. 8, showing it to be part of

the Platonic tradition. Apuleius1 source may well be Varro {ap.

Aug. CD 7.6), whose source in turn might be Posidonius, though

possibly also Antiochus of Ascalon. Cf. Plato, Epin. 984BC, Ar.

Gen.An. 3.762al8 ff.; Cic. ND 2.42; Sext. Math. 9.86; D. L.

8.32 (attributed to Pythagoras); Plotinus 3.2.3.26. See also

J. Beaujeu in the commentary of his Bude" ed. of Apuleius, ad

loc; Bre"hier: 126-28; W. Bousset, Judisch-ohristlicher Sehul-

betvieb in Alexandria und Rom (Gottingen, 1915) 14-22; H. Lei-

segang, Der heilige Geist (Leipzig, 1919) 51 ff.

fcijJUX&oOai. For the doctrine, cf. Plat. Tim. 40A and

41BC, where it is laid down that all varieties of living things

must exist, in order that the cosmos may be complete. Philo

states the doctrine clearly at Prov. 2.110: dvaYHaiov \L£V Ydp

fiv etQ TI*)V TOU oAou ouuJiAtfpaxJiv, Uva Y^vriTai K6O\LOQ, £V exdaxcp

u£p£L cpuvai £cpa)v i6£ac dudvxae,. Cf. Conf. 179; Plotinus 6.7.11.

For the idea of the apportionment of living beings among the

different elements, cf. Det. 151: xoig £(poig f) (puaig 6icup£-

povxas xaL OUXL TOOQ CXUTOUC T6TIOUS TIP6Q 6iauovnv e6a)pnoavTO,

ddActTTOtv . . . Y^V. . . . For the actual verb IK>X6GO Philo

seems to be our earliest extant source. In fact he is not using

it here in a fully Platonic sense, since 6Aov 6i* 6A.ov x6v

K6OUOV eijjux&adai should mean that the cosmos is ensouled as a

whole, whereas all that Philo means is that every part of it is

full of souls.

xat Tcp6ocpopa. Philo employs these two terms also

at Mut. 230, as a seeming variatioi ouxdauxd, dAXd XOLQ u£v xd

np6a(popa tva un6* OXCOQ VOOT^OOXJL , X OLS &t xd oiKeCa, OTIWQ TIP6Q

x6 UYL£Lv6xepov u.£Ta(3dAcooi. Cf. Det. 151: xde OLK6L O U Q x^pac;

same collocution in Epicurus, Fr. 250, Usener. The argument for

air having its proper creatures is a development of Aristotle's

argument, apparently in the lost riepl OiAooocpias (Fr. 21 Ross) ,

in support of fire or aether having their proper creatures. Who

extended the argument to air is not clear. Aristotle must have

said something about air, but it seems likely that he claimed

birds, not souls, as its proper inhabitants. We may note that

at Plant. 12, where Philo is following Aristotle's argument more

faithfully, and is not concerned with proofs of the existence

of angels, he accepts birds as the proper inhabitants of air

(xd 6£ nxnvd d£pi). This is presumably, then, the original form
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of the argument. Just below, however, in 14, Philo amplifies

it to include pure souls, declaring now that the air supports

two classes of being. We seem here to catch the argument at an

intermediate, and rather incoherent, stage. The affinity of

various types of creatures for different elements was already

taught by Empedocles, A,12, and adopted by Plato, Tim. 39E ff.;

cf. Diod. 1.75.

T & TiupiYova. Cf. Aet. 45; QE 2.28. Philo is the first

attested user of this word, but the "fire-born creatures" are

introduced first by Aristotle, at HA 5.19, 552b. The connection

with Macedonia, which Philo makes again at Plant. 12, is not

derivable from Aristotle's account, which described the crea-

tures as appearing in copper-smelting furnaces in Cyprus, and

is of mysterious provenance. Cicero knows the argument {ND

1.103), but talks of the little animals as appearing in ardenti-

bus fornaoibus, which assumes A.'s account in the HA. It may be

that Aristotle spoke of these creatures also in the nepi ®iAo-

aocpias, which Cicero also knows {ND 1.33, 2.42; cf. BT Hulin

127a [the salamander lives in fire]). There is also the pos-

sibility of Posidonius as an intermediary. In ch. 13 of Achilles1

Commentary on Aratus (p. 41,10 Maass), we have a context where

Posidonius has just been quoted on the subject of the stars'

being alive, and the statement is then made, 'xal OIL TUXVTCX xd

OTOLxeta £cpa ex.ei,' but it is not quite clear that Posidonius

is still being quoted, or that, if he is, he understands the air

as being inhabited by daemons, though this is probable. Cf.

Cic. Divinat. 1.64; Aelian NA 2.2.

8 ijiuxaL . . . axfipaTOL TC xai Oeiai. For the doctrine of

stars and planets as pure souls, see Intro, p.200. It takes its

origin from Timaeus 40A-D. Cf. also Op. 27, 73, 144; LA 2.10;

Cher. 23; Deus 46; Somn. 1.135; Spec. 1.19; QG 4.157; Plant. 12.

See Zeller, Stoics 206; Wolfson, Philo, 1.363 ff., 417 ff.

KivoGvTai . . . xivnoiv. Cf. Tim. 34A: HLvnoiv ydp

dri£veiu.£v aOxcp T^\V TOG OWUXXTOG oixeiav TG5V eiXTa xfiv ixepl vouv

xal <pp6vnaiv udXiaxa oftaav, and the discussion of Laws X 897C-

898B, esp. 898A.

voug . . . dHpai(pv£oTa,TOQ. dKpat(pv^s not a Platonic

word, nor found in Classical Attic prose, except Thuc. (1.19

and 52). Ps.-Plat. Axiochus uses it, however, at 366A. A

popular word with Philo.
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9 cpavTaoicjOfivai. Philo is the first attested user of this

word, which is plainly, however, to judge from its use by Sextus

Empiricus (e.g. Math. 8.506) and Plutarch {Soil.An. 960D), a

technical term in later Greek philosophy.

£Ti£L xal TL (pT*|oou£v; . . . TL 6£; . . . TL 6e; For dis-

cussion of Philo1s use of rhetorical apostrophe, see Intro, p.

141.

10 O U K d£pL Hal TiveuuaTL £fi. Cf. Diogenes of Apollonia B.4

and 5.

de'pos HCXHtode'VTOQ. Cf. Prov. 2.24: H O U yccp et E V d£pL

yeyevf\vTo AOLULHCP, TtdvTws wcpeiAov voafjacu; 1.18; 2.67, 102;

Prob. 76; Aet. 126. On the origins of the physical theory

envisaged here, cf. Leg. 125-26, and Smallwood's commentary

ad loo. On the importance of the quality of the air, cf. Prov.

2.109; Cic. ND 2.17 and 42; Sextus Math. 9.79.86. Philistion,

Fr. 4, Wellmann (the air that is breathed is vital for the

entire body).

11 £CPOTOH£Q. In sense of "producing living things," this

verb seems peculiar to Philo, cf. ^cpoyoveuv, Prov. 2.104, and

Somn. 1.136: HCCL \it\v ZIM6Q ye d£pa yf\Q uaAAov xai u6aTog £cpo-

xpocpeCv.

12 TCOV otjv ii>u-x.a3v . . . Theory of pure souls, again,

Platonic. Their being consecrated to the service of the Demi-

urge is a development of Plato's statements in Symp. 202E and

Polit. 271DE. Philo seems to be the first prose author to use

the word dcpiep6a) (isolated instance in Aesch. Eum. 451) .

i nai 6iaK6voig. Collocution of 6ia.HoveLv and

at Plato, Rep. 5.466E. UTinp^Tne and UTio6idHovo£ are

combined at Spec. 3.201.

13 &OTt£p ei£ Tt6Tauov . . . Cf. Somn. 1.147. Plainly

borrowed from Tim. 43A: al &£ eCs noTauov ev6eOeUoaL; with

overtones of the Phaedrus myth (248A ff.), but with Philonic

elaborations. aupy.6c is not a Platonic word, nor even a Clas-

sical one, but one that Philo likes in nautical metaphors

referring to human affairs in general, or to human desires, cf.

Deus 111; Sacr. 61; Bet. 144; Mut. 214-15; Spec. 3.1-6; 4.50;

Prob. 38 (the adjective dvepudxLOTOS, which occurs frequently
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in these passages, shows the influence also of Theaet. 144A) .

Aivn is used by Plato once metaphorically, at Crat. 439C: etc

xiva 6ivnv £uneo6vxes HUHGOVXCXI but we may also recognize the

influence of Stoic allegorical interpretation of Odysseus1 ship-

wreck in Odyssey V; dvevT^avxo i n particular is reminiscent of

the repeated use of vtfxeiv in the passage. Cf. Mut. 10 7. There

may also have been allegorization of the Scylla and Charybdis

episode. dve*Tixr|oev is, again, reminiscent of the Phaedrus myth

(Phaedr. 249D). For various types of souls, see Plut. De Gen.

Soo. 591D ff.

14 Tcov &V6OGL)Q cpiAooocpnodyxoyv. dvodoQ/dv6da)C is to all

appearances a Philonic term, but there is a reference here to

Phaedrus 249A: TOO cpiA.ooocpT'ioavxoG d66A.a)C,. Cf. Prov. 2.22:

dvodog cpiAooocpia.

iteAexcooai . . . (Biov. A ref. to Phaedo 67DE.

15 at 6e KaxaTtovxa)deioai . . . HaxaTTOvxi£a)/-6oi) in meta-

phorical usage is post-Classical. This is only semi-metaphorical,

however, being part of the extended sea-imagery. Reminiscent of

language of Phaedrus 248A: UTTO3PUX.ICXI auuTiepicpe'povxai. Cf. LA

2.103-4.

doxdxoic Hat xuxnpQLS Ttpdyuao"iv » Philo likes doxcxToe,

and associates it in various places wii:h sea imagery. A good

passage is Post. 22, with extended nautical imagery. Also LA

3.53.

T6V ouuxpud veKp6v. A reference here, perhaps, to

Aristotle's story in the Protreptious (Fr. 10b Ross), of Etrus-

can pirates tying living prisoners to corpses, used by him as an

image of the linking of the soul to the body. Admittedly here

the corpse is ouucpuî g. Cf. LA 3.69, 74; Agr. 25; Migr. 21;

Somn. 2.237; Flac 159.

xd di|)ux6Tepa TOUTOU. Distinction of three grades of

good, in normal Middle Platonic manner.

xcov û l xeOeau^v^v td rcp6g dAfldeiav naAd. Phaedrus myth

again, 248BC.

dva.TiA.dxx£xai nai £a)Ypa(pe ixoa . Similar collocution at

Plant. 27, in ref. to Bezalel who, in contrast to Moses, xdg

OK tag TtAaxxei xaddTiep OL ^c^ypacpoOvxes, OLQ OU O^ULQ ou6ev
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ov 6riULOupYnacu, which has a clearer reference than this to

the Platonic theory of art in Rep. X. Cf. comm. on Gig. 59.

16 6eioi6aiuovia. It is of some interest to work out what

Philo means by this term. At Deus 164, it is seen as one of the

(Aristotelian) vices—do£(3eia being the other—between which

euo£(3eia is set as a mean, but Aristotle does not include these

at EN 2.6-7. The term first appears in a bad sense only in

Theophrastus, Char. 16. Plutarch assumes this development of

Aristotelian doctrine in his essay On Superstition, making it

explicit in the very last sentence (171F) : ouxo) Y & P SVLOL cpeu-

dvxLTimov, 0TtepTir|6rfaavTeg £v u£acp Heiu£vnv xf\v e0o£(3eiav—though

he uses dde6xn£ as the other extreme instead of do£(3eia. But

this shows that it is part of the Platonic-Peripatetic tradition,

rather than anything original to Philo. The same scheme appears

at Spec. 4.147. At Saor. 15 6eioi6ouuovia is a irddo£, fostered

in children by nurses and paidagogoi. An example is given at

Plant. 107-8: thinking to escape blame for one's transgressions

by sacrificing oxen and suchlike expensive things is 6eiai6ou-

uovia. Cf. also the definition of 6e ioi6cuu.ovia at Prov. 2.81

as "metus malorum daemonum. " At Cher. 42, 6eica6ouuovLot is

connected with the use of "the birdlime of verbiage and preten-

tious clap-trap of ceremonial."

17 T-iapTupeL 6£ uou* Philo here quotes a passage of the

Psalms (77:49), where bad angels surely are being referred to,

but he enlists it, allegorically understoody to support his

position that "bad angels" are no angels at all (cf. Conf. 17).

Philo, it may be noted, very rarely moves outside the Pentateuch

in his quotations. There are only 19 instances in his works

preserved in Greek where he quotes the Psalms.

x6 dYY^Axov 5vou-Qi 0TTO6U6U-8VOI . The verb UTTO6UOUCU here

does not imply any activity of disguise on the part of these

souls. Philo is here thinking of Gorgias 464C ff., where Plato

describes f\ xoAaHeuxiHT*! as UTLO6UOCX 0TC6 exacnrov xcov uopucov (sc.

of the virtues), and pretending to be that onep UTI£6U.

T&g u£v opdoO A6 Y O U OuYaxdpag. For Philo, 6pO6s XdyoQ

is both a cosmic principle and an aspect of the human soul, cf.

Op. 143, Jos. 31, etc., as against LA 3.106, Saor. 51, etc.

Contrast between immortal/mortal and Yv^aios/vodos frequent in
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Philo, and thoroughly Platonic, cf. Deus 151-52. For mortal

and immortal goods, cf. Plato Laws 1.631BC. For YVT*iaioc,/v6dos,

Rep. 6.496A, 7.535C-536A, 9.587B.

6.XX' gvioi evLag ex ux>PLQ)v. For an analogy to the notion

of being controlled by one or another consuming passion, cf.

Plato, Rep. 9.573AB. The worst condition of all is that of the

"tyrannical" man, in whom a single desire is dominant.

18 TTOIHLAOII Y&p . . . The variation of desires is curiously

arranged, initially by senses, then by parts of the body, in

degree of distance from the head, seat of the logos. The phrase

T & Q uriHiaxae £v ^CXUTOCQ T E L V O V I E S ^TLLOUULCXQ calls for comment.

There are textual difficulties here, addressed by Wendland, but

they do not greatly affect the sense, which appears to be that

some fallen souls extend themselves to the ultimate, stretching

like the longest string in a lyre, for instance, in their pur-

suit of recherche" and contradictory pleasures.

The whole of §18 is concerned with explaining the &TI6

TKXG&V of the lemma.

Ill

Gig. 19-57

Commentary on Gen 6:3: elne xupioc, 6 de6g* ou xaxa-

u x6 nveOud uou £\> T O I Q dvdpayrtoIe etc T6V atcova 6i& x6 e£vcu

auxouc adpnas, Saovxai 6£ at nu^pcti aOxcov tnaidv eCxoaL exn.

Textual variants: ou û l HaxaueLvn U. ou û l Haxaueivn

LXX. ev TOLC dvdpa)TioLQ xouTOLQ LXX. Heb. yadon obscure. Usu-

ally rendered "shall not abide in" or "strive with"; new JPS

trans.: "shall not shield." Heb. besagam equally obscure. New

JPS: "Since he is but flesh" (another translation: "by reason

of their going astray they are flesh").

A. General Comments

We move now to an exegesis of Gen 6:3, closely linked

by Philo to his preceding exposition by the introductory
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sentence ' £v 61*1 TOLQ TOLOUTOLC . . . " The theme of this passage

is the dealings of the spirit with the flesh, and the imperfec-

tions attendant thereon. Philo departs from the obvious meaning

of the LXX here, in which TtveOu-a means only "the breath of life,"

and the sense is simply that men will not live for ever. He

takes up a position concordant with Stoicism and Stoicizing Pla-

tonism as against a more "broad-minded" Peripateticism. These

positions were liable to be confused if one did not clearly grasp

the contrasting psychological doctrines on which they were based.

What the Aristotelians meant by moderation of the passions might

in practice be little different from what the Stoics meant by

their extirpation, so that Aristotelian metriopatheia might

result in what the Stoics would accept as eupatheiai, but the

Peripatetic ideal did not theoretically demand complete elimina-

tion of irrational emotions, only their moderation and control.

The moderated passion of the Peripatetic would thus not be

properly equivalent to the Stoic eupatheia, which is a completely

rational feeling from the very first, and requires no moderation.

The soul for the Stoics is a unitary entity. The Stoic sage,

guided by an infallible process of reasoning, engenders within

his psyche only rational emotions, since they are the result of

perfectly rational ideas as to what is best for the human organ-

ism in its drive to increase its power to persevere in its own

existence. (See on this J. M. Rist, Stoio Philosophy, ch. 3,

with the refs. there given.)

The Peripatetic, who recognized an irrational "part" of

the soul, would thus presumably moderate his fear or his grief

to the point where he could feel adequate self-control, whereas

the Stoic wise man would never experience fear in the first

place, but only a completely rational feeling of caution or

wariness which requires no further moderation or modification.

Grief, on the other hand, he would never be subject to at all,

experiencing at the most a mental sting or minor soul contrac-

tions, which are morally neutral and betray not the slightest

trace of irrationality. Their Peripatetic opponents undoubtedly

argued that such a psychic state was an impossible ideal and

untrue to the human condition, but, in any case, the chasm

dividing the two schools was a deep one and due to substantive

philosophical differences, cf. Cic. Fin. 3.41.

Philo in fact vacillates a good deal between these two

positions (cf. Abr. 257) . His predominant position, however, is
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Stoicizing, reflecting the dominant trend in Alexandrian Platon-

ism in his time (see on this Dillon, Middle Platonists, ch. 3).

In this passage Philo's position is relatively austere,

although in §34 it becomes clear that what are to be avoided are

x& TiepLTTd, not T & £rciTT'|6eia. This is reinforced by an allegori-

cal misinterpretation of up6c. Ttdvxa otneiov oapn6s auxoO ou

TtpooeAeuaexai in Lev 18:6, the ou being taken closely with TidvTa

(see comment on text), which produces an injunction "not to

approach all properties of one's flesh," and thus allows moder-

ate use of the good things of life. This is Philo's basic posi-

tion, as is evident from many other passages (e.g. Her. 285-86;

Virt. 78-126; QG 3.16; Spec. 4.168).

We have in this passage a good example of his exegetical

method. First, in 23 and 24, he brings in parallel texts from

Exodus (31:2-3)--adduced also in the parallel passage QG 1.90—

and Numbers (11:17) to support his allegorical interpretation of

nveuua in Gen 6:3 as t\ dni'ipaTOC, eTtiaTT*|uri. 25-27 expand on the

exegesis of Num 11:17 on a point relevant to the main subject,

to wit, that dcpaipeoie. of an intellectual quality like £TtiaTT*|ur|

entails no diminution of the original source—a commonplace of

Platonic teaching. In 2 8 we return to the main point, that the

divine nveOu-ot cannot remain permanently in the human soul, bound

as it is to the flesh. Then in 32 a passage from Leviticus

(18:6) is introduced which on its literal level prohibits incest,

but which Philo takes as an exhortation against indiscriminate

yielding to the desires of the flesh. From this point until 51

we are involved in a detailed exegesis of this supporting text,

with a number of small digressions, only at 52 returning to Gen

6:3, with which we continue until 57.

At 40, Philo turns to comment on the last two words of

Lev 18:6: tyco Hupioc., which he seems to take first as meaning,

not so much "I am the Lord," as "I am the real thing" or "I am

in the truest sense," implying "I am the true dyad6v" (cf. sect.

45). He finds here an allusion to the great chasm dividing God

from created being, a recurring theme in the Philonic corpus.

Man must turn away from pleasure's lure and fix his gaze instead

on the genuine beauty of virtue. It is the paradoxical nature

of pleasure that she harms when she gives and benefits when she

takes away. The words "I am the Lord," continues Philo (45 ff.),

are especially addressed to those who need to be threatened by

God's sovereign power of chastisement. The wise man, on the

other hand, lives in unperturbed tranquillity by the side of
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God. The worldly-wise vanity called Jethro, however, stands

dumbfounded in amazement before this phenomenal serenity. In-

deed, contemplative reason alone can attain the high spiritual

state of perfect stability, since the two-fold nature of uttered

speech robs it of constancy. Philo thus returns to one of his

favorite themes (53 ff.), namely, that only the celestial type

of soul which has abandoned the earthly regions and has disrobed

itself of all concern with externals can enter into the "dark-

ness" of divine being and become privy to its holy mysteries.

Ss. 55-57 contain a brief exegesis of the superficially

troublesome remark at Gen 6:3: SOOVTOU &£ at nu.£pai auxcov

6KaT6v etxoai Sun, which, as Philo notes, would make the god-

forsaken of equal age with Moses himself (cf. Deut 34:7).

Herein must surely lie some hidden meaning. In fact, however,

Philo begs off explaining this for the present, simply taking

refuge in the suggestion that the two 120's may be homonymous,

and thus not strictly comparable (not having the same XdyoQ xf)S

ouoiac, Ar. Cat. lal). He promises to discuss the problem in

more detail elsewhere, in his examination of the TtpocpnxixoG (3ios

as a whole (the prophetic life in general, or that of the

Prophet [Moses] in particular?), a promise not, so far as we

can see, fulfilled (see note ad loo.). In the parallel passage

QG 1.91, we find an elaborate arithmological excursus on the

virtues of the number 120 (on which see further K. Staehle, Die

Zahlenmystik bei Philon von Alexandreia [Leipzig-Berlin 1931]),

but no suggestion that there is any problem about the equality

of age between Moses and the many.

B. Detailed Commentary

19 6icaa)VLoai. First attested in Philo, and used by him

frequently {Plant. 93; Congr. 38; Mut. 209, etc.). Presumably

provoked by etc x6v aCova in the lemma.

20 TLQ Y&p OOTCOQ aAoyos . . . ; Cf. LA 1.33-35. Every

being possessed of a human soul has some £vvoia of the good at

some time. This can be seen as an application of the Stoic con-

cept of Hoival £vvoiai, which are imprinted on human reason. In

the writings of Epictetus we find the Natural Law grounded in

the TipoAruJjeLC or preconceptions which the Stoics believed were

common to all men (1.22.1; 2.11; 4.1.41), cf. Arist. EN 6.114b5;

Cic. Fin. 5.4.3. [virtutum quasi scintillas]', Tuso. 3.2 [semina

innata virtutum]; Sen. Ben. 4.17.4: "Of all the benefits that



248 Two Treatises of Philo

we have from Nature, this is the greatest, the fact that Virtue

causes her light to penetrate into the minds of all; even those

who do not follow her, see her"; 7.19.5; Ep. 108.8; Stob. 2.7.5b8;

cf. LA 1.34-35, 38; Det. 86; Musonius, 2.14 Lutz: on^pua dpexfJQ

exdaxcp nucov £veivcu. We may also note Plato's doctrine in the

Phaedrus (249B) that no soul that has never had a vision of the

truth will rise from brutish into human shape. Conversely, then,

any human soul must have seen something of truth at some time—

in terms of Plato's myth, during the Heavenly Ride.

tmTioxaxai. Poetical word—Aeschylean (Pers. 668, Eum.

378)—though Herodotus uses £TTITT£XOUOU , of a dream, at 7.15.

Philo uses this verb also at LA 2.11, of the passions fluttering

about over the mind like birds; and at Somn. 2.212.

21 OLKT*iTOpac. The image of visiting and leaving houses

recurs in connection with conscience at Deus 131 ff., influenced

by Lev 14:34-36.

£K6iaixdouou with accusative is Hellen-

istic, cf. Dion. Hal. Ant. 5.74.

£t ufl TOO 6ieA£y£ai. Cf. LA 1:35: "One, then, into

whom real life had not been breathed, but who was without experi-

ence of virtue, when punished for his transgressions, would have

said that he is unjustly punished, for that it was through inex-

perience of good that he failed in respect of it, and that the

blame lay with Him who had failed to breathe into him any con-

ception of it."

22 A^yexai 6e Oeou nvgOua . . . 6 p£a)v df)p dTi6 YT\Q. Cf.

Ps.-Arist. De Mundo 394b8: ou6£v yap eaxiv OUXOQ nXf\v dfip TTOAUQ

p£a)v nal dOpooe* OOT L Q &ua xal TiveOua X&^znai; QG 1.90; Det.

83: n 6£ [sc. 6uvavu£] tn xfjs AoYLKfjg dTroppueCaa nxiYfje T6

OUH d£pa HLVO U U E V O V , dAAd TUTTOV Tivd KCU xa.paKTfjpa ^^Lae

Emped. DK, B.100, 13-15; Plat. Cvat. 410B; SVF 2.471;

Dox. 374a,19; Heron, Pneum. 6.5. See O. Gilbert, Die meteorolo-

gischen Theovien des gviechischen Altertums (Leipzig 1907) 512 ff.

H. Leisegang, Der heilige Geist (Leipzig-Berlin 1919) 15-75.

£TuaTT*iun. Cf. QG 1.90: "For the divine

spirit is not a movement of air, but intelligence and wisdom";

Det. 83-90; Plato, Phaedrus 247D: £maTT*iUTa dnnpaTcp xpecpou^vn

(OeoO 6L&VOICX) ; Laws 735C; Congr. 25; Mut. 219; Jos. 146; Virt.

55. A completely different allegorical interpretation of Gen 1:2

is given by Numenius, Fr. 30 Des Places = Porph. Antr. 10.
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23 ercl TOG TCOV dYicov Spycov 6rtUioupYoO. For Bezalel, cf.

LA 3.96-103; Plant. 27; BT Ber. 55a (cf. note on Gig. 15). No

contrast is made here, however, between Bezalel and Moses in

respect of the nature of their knowledge of God.

Adverb first extant in Philo; cf. Deus 167;

Sextus, Math. 7.426; D.L. 9.71; Hermog. Stat. 8.

25 KCIT& drcoKOTTfiv KCXI 6id£euE|iv. Platonic doctrine of the

imparting of spiritual qualities, without loss to the source.

Cf. Bet. 90: xe'uvexou Y & P ou6ev TOU Oeiou nai' dndpxriaiv, dAAd

u6vov ^KTeiveiaL . . . 6\K6Q Y & P 6uvau-LS auxou; Spec. 1.47;

Wisd. 7:27: xai u.e"vouaa ev aux^j xd ndvxa Haivi^exai. For the

concept, see Ennius, quoted by Cicero, Off. 1.51; Ps.-Ar. De

Mundo 398blO ff.; Sen. Ep. 41; M. Aurel. 8.57; 7.59; Numenius,

Fr. 14 Des Places (a torch lighting another does not lose any-

thing of its own light, nor is the teacher's learning diminished

when he imparts it to his pupil [cf. Plot. 6.5.8; 4.9.5]).

There is an analogy in Persian tradition, Ormuzd's creation of

the Bounteous Immortals being compared to the lighting of a

torch from a torch (Ayadgar I Jamaspiq, ed. G. Messina [Rome

1939] 3.3-7). In the Indian tradition, cf. The Questions of

King Milinda, trans. T. W. Rhys Davids (Dover rep. N.Y., 1963)

1.111 [3.5.5]: "'Suppose a man, 0 king, were to light a lamp

from another lamp, can it be said that the one transmigrates

from, or to, the other? 'Certainly not.1 'Just so, great king,

is rebirth without transmigration.'" Also, Shir HaShirim R. on

Cant 3:10; BT Sanh. 39a; B.R. 68.9; Tanhuma, ed. Buber,

BehaQalotkha 22 (torch image); Plot. 1.7.1; 5.3.12; 5.4.2;

3.8.10; Justin, Dial. 128 ad fin.; Tert. Apol. 21.10-13; Lac-

tantius, Div.Inst. 4.29.4-5; Aug. Conf. 9.5.1.

oooTiep cpaoL T & £ dTcavTA,ouu-£vcxG rcnYd-S. A piece of agricul-

tural lore, to the effect that the more water one draws off from

a spring, the sweeter it becomes. Clement uses this image also,

at Strom. 1.12, but he may simply be borrowing from Philo.

26 ueA.£Tnv KCXI aoKnoiv. A frequent collocution: Saor. 85;

Agr. 91; Conf. 110; Mig. 31; Mos. 2.27; Ebr. 21, etc.

27 T 6 acresLOV. For Moses as doxeCoe,, cf. Conf. 106.

28 616 61*]. We return to the main theme: the divine pneuma

cannot remain permanently in the soul of man.
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dvTipp£Ti6vT(jjv Hal Tcp6g endxepa xaA.avxeu6vxcov. Same

notion emphasized in Somn. 1.153-56 (for this theme applied to

nations, see Gen.Comm. on Deus 140-83, ad fin.). Cf. also LA

2.83; Post. 22, 100; Plant. Ill, etc.

29 n TXP6Q a&pKa oiKeiaxjig. Cf. Post. 157; Her. 154. For

that oikeiosis by means of which we become well-disposed not just

to ourselves but to other people, see Cic. Fin. 3.62-68, 5.65;

and S. G. Pembroke, "Oikeiosis," in Problems in Stoicism, ed.

A. A. Long (London 1971) 114-49. OLKZIUXJIQ is probably an antic-

ipatory reference to Lev 18:6, Ttp6c, ndvxa oixeiov oapnbQ auxou,

which he turns to in §32.

Y&u-OQ nai Ttca6oTpocpLa. The Stoic attitude towards the

practical life was not unambiguous: cf. SVF 3.691, 693-94, 698

with 703, and Epict. 3.22, 67. (See E. Zeller, Stoics, Epicu-

reans and Sceptics [repr. New York 1962] 321-26; J. M. Rist,

Stoic Philosophy [Cambridge 1969] ch. 1; J. Gould, The Philoso-

phy of Chrysippus [New York, 1970] 172-73; and the excellent

discussion of Seneca's position on this matter in M. T. Griffin,

Seneca, A Philosopher in Politics (Oxford, 1976) 315-66. Philo's

attitude is similarly not free from ambiguity. Philo never

loses track of the body's legitimate needs and functions, though

he is keenly aware of its capacity to entrap and entice the

higher self. He believes that most men must wean themselves

from the physical aspect of things only very gradually, and with

the expenditure of much effort and toil, though he is aware of

the psychological contamination which may result from too

extended an exposure to bodily concerns (cf. Cont. 18-20; Praem.

17-19; Spec. 2.44-46; QG 4.47). He is convinced, however, that

some, though not many, may ultimately succeed in focussing their

minds much of the time on the eternal realities, while yet going

through the motions of somatic activity which will have finally

faded into insignificance.

reply . . . dvdfjoai, Kaxeuoipavav« Same image and phrase-

ology in Plut. Mor. 804E: 616 TIOAAOL irplv dvdfjaai, fiepL xo 3nua

xaxeuap&vdnaav, so a common source is indicated. Cf. Prov. 2.21:

KpLV eni U^HLOXOV dvdfjoai • • • duaupwaac; Post. 112; Jos. 130:

Tipiv dvdnaai ua.paiv6u.evov; Spec. 1.311 (ua.paiv6ue;va . . . Ttpiv

dvdfjoai (3e3a-Loog) . KaxauapaLvco is only found once in Philo.

30 Kadduep X I Q Oeue'AiOQ . . . UTioge'gA.riTai, qp . . . eTtoiKQ-

6oueCxai. Cf. Mut. 211; Cher. 101; Somn. 2.8.
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31 IJIUXCXL * * « doapKOL xat docjuaxoi. Cf. Fw^. 58: Spcoxi

nat cpiAiq. deoO dadpncp xat dacoudxcp Haxeaxfjadai; #£r. 87. At Spec.

2.44-46, the wise are described as the closest observers of

Nature, who, "while their bodies are firmly planted on the land

provide their souls with wings, so that they may traverse the

upper air and gain full contemplation of the powers which dwell

there." Cf. also Deus 151; Mos. 1.190.

ev T(p xou Txavx6£ de&xpcp. The "theater of the universe"

is a striking image, and one which was very influential in the

Renaissance (see Frances Yates, The Art of Memory [1966] 129 ff. ,

149, 302, 330; and E. Curtius, European Literature and the Latin

Middle Ages [1953] 138 ff.). The soul, when freed from its

fleshly envelope and worldly concerns, will be a spectator of

the divine sights and sounds which are denied to mortal men;

they will be able to see the world from above and observe the

divine order of the universe directly, and they will be able to

hear the music of the spheres. In Somnium Soipionis (Cic. Rep.

6.15), the universe as perceived from above is compared to a

temple; Plato does not refer to the universe as either a temple

or a theater, but the joy experienced by souls free to observe

the symmetry of the world and the harmony of the stars and

planets is a recurrent theme in the Phaedo, Phaedrus, Republic,

and Timaeus. Plato usually uses decopia or dedouai (esp. Phaedo

109B-110E: decopouaa, 109E: ei X I Q dvoodev decpxo, H O B ) . For

Philo, cf. Op. 53-54, 77-78; Spec. 3.1-6. In Op. 77-78, the

souls are invited as to a banquet or a spectacle (d£axpov-d£au.oO

where the entertainment is, again, Platonic.

dTtAnoxoQ . . . gpcoQ. dnAnoxos a good Attic word in

Plato and the Orators. Usually refers to excessive or uncon-

trollable desires, especially greed. In Plato, Rep. 562B,

dnAriaxLa is desire for a good, but still excessive and dangerous.

unoevoQ KGoAuoiepYoOvxoQ. HGoAuaiepY^a) a Hellenistic for-

mation, first attested in Polybius (6.15.5).

x6v oapK&v cp6pxov dxdocpopoOoi. dxOocpop^a) also first

attested in Polybius (4.32.7).

flapuv6u.evai Hat Ttie£6uevai» A frequent collocution in

Philo, Deus 14; Vet. 16; Ebr. 104, 214; cf. LA 3.152; Spec.

4.114. A reminiscence of Phaedo 81C: ^uxn 3cxpuvexai, cf. Wisd.

9:15: (pdapx6v yap acoua. (Bapuvei ipux^v; Jos. BJ. 7.346. A frag-

ment of the Pythagorean Onatas states that "the earthly mixture

of the body defiles the purity of the soul: (Thesleff, p. 140,
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9 f.) and Ecphantus taught that on earth man is "weighed down

by a large portion of earth" (Thesleff, p. 79, 3 ff.; L. Delatte,

Les traites de la royaute d'Ecphante3 Diotogene 3 et Sthenides

[Liege 1942] 189). See also Plutarch, Isis and Osiris 353A:

"But they want their bodies to be compact and light around their

souls and not to oppress or weigh down the divine part with a

mortal element"; Epict. 1.1.15; CH Asclep. 1.9; Sen. Ep. 65, 16;

Plot. 6.9.8,16.

dvo) u£v PA^Tteiv. Cf. Plant. 16-27; Bet. 85; QG 4.46;

Xen. Mem. 1.4.11; Plato, Tim. 90A-D; Cic. ND 2.140. See A.

Wlosok, Laktanz u. die philosophisohe Gnosis (Heidelberg 1960)

8-69.

TtpooeppL £cL)VTai. Verb first attested in Philo. Also at

Bet. 85, in a similar context.

32 £Kv6uouc Hat, eKOe'ououc . Cf. Praem. 126; Spec. II 50;

Mos. II 19 8. SKVOUOQ an Aeschylean word {Eum. 92; adverb, Ag.

1473); gxdeauoc first attested in Philodemus, Sto. 339, 18.

npooiUici£eTai- Cf. Op. 1-3; Plato Laws 11.926E; Cic.

Leg. 2.14. It was similarly characteristic of the Book of

Deuteronomy, which was profoundly influenced by ancient Near

Eastern wisdom literature, to counsel and persuade. Its legis-

lation is never in the lapidary style, as in the Book of the

Covenant, but is invariably accompanied by explanatory clauses

which address the heart and mind of man. See G. von Rad, Studies

in Deuteronomy (London 1953) 8-9; M. Weinfeld, "Zikato shel Sefer

Devarim la-Hokhma," Kaufmann Jub. Vol. , ed. M. Haran (Jerusalem

1961).

dvOpomoc dvOpamog . . . Philo recognizes the literal

meaning of Lev 18:6, but his interest is in the allegorical

meaning.

33 KaiToi OOK dnoTpe'Tie I u6vov. Treatise from here until

51 now becomes an exegesis of Lev 18:6.

Txay L a)£. Possibly a vox Platonioa for Philo (cf. Rep.

434D; Theaet. 157A; Tim. 49D).

6 Tipoc dArjOeiav dvOpamoc. Theme of the "real Man" very

common in Philo and in Greek literature. See Her. 231; Fug. 71;

Somn. 1.215, 124-25, 2.167; Bet. 23',S3',Fug. 131; Jos. 71; Spec.

1.303; Congr. 97 (the man within the man; cf. Plato, Rep. 589B:
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6 £V T 6 S dvdpoyrtoe; Hipp. Maj. 304D; Exoerpta ex Theodoto 51.1);

Plant. 42; Prob. Ill; Arist. EN 1166a; Cic. Somn.Scip. [Rep. 6]

26; Tuso. 1.52; Aloibiades I 130C (Plato, Phaedo 115C; Rep. 469D;

Laws 959B) . For a detailed discussion see Jean Pe"pin, Idees

gveoques sur I'Homme et sur Dieu (Paris 1971) 71-86. Cf. also

Plot. 1.1.7.20.

aXXoTpitooiv. Opposite of oCxeiaxJie; cf. Plant. 25; Post.

135: n Ttpoe T 6 yevr|T6v dAAoxpioxJis Ttpos Oe6v oiHeioooiv eipydaaTO;

Cher. 41, 74; Conf. 82.

T 6 \itv O 5 V Û l dTiaE dAAd 6ig (pdvai. Note Philo's indif-

ference to the Hebraism here, as so often. Rabbinic exegesis,

attuned to the slightest superfluity of expression in Scripture,

derives an additional legal ruling (i.e., that Gentiles are

included in the prohibition) from the £nava6LTiAG)ai,s or doubling

of the word 3is (Sifra} Ahare 9-13; BT Sank. 57b). Here the

doubling simply indicates for Philo 6 Tip6c, dA^detav dvdpamoe.

TCOV TTaAaiaJv . . . Tig. Use of the famous story of

Diogenes and the Lamp (cf. D.L. 6.41). See Intro, p. 171 on

Philo's use of Greek anecdotal tradition.

34 TIP6Q TtdvTa OCKEIQV. A strained interpretation of rcavxa

as distributive rather than inclusive. Since this interpretation

really makes nonsense of the literal meaning of the passage,

which forbids all intercourse with any member of one's family,

it is plain that Philo's rules of allegory allow of this.

£via Y & P TtpoaeT^ov. Distinction between £THTT^6eia and

nepiTTd. At Deus 162-65, Philo espouses the Aristotelian mean,

identifying the \i£or\ 666s with the fta.oiAiHi'i 666c leading to God,

and at Spec. 4.101-2 he says that "Moses opened up a path midway

between Spartan austerity and Sybarite luxury." Those who need-

lessly fast, or refuse the bath and oil, or are careless about

their clothing and lodging, thinking that they are thereby prac-

tising self-control, are to be pitied for their error (Det. 19-

21). Even the wise man will indulge in heavy drinking, although

in the more moderate manner of the ancients rather than in the

style of the moderns who drink "till body and soul are unstrung"

(Plant. 167-68. In Cont. 73 and QG 2.67, however, Philo sug-

gests that the use of wine is superfluous). Frequently, however,

as here, he emphasizes the need to be content with little (6Ai-

Yo6e*La) , for the less one needs the closer one is to God (Virt.

8-9). Cf. Xen. Mem. 1.6.10 ("to have no wants is divine; to

have as few as possible comes next to the divine"); Praem. 99-100;
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Somn. 1.97; Virt. 6-7; Prob. 11, 84; Op. 164; Somn. 1.124-25,

2.195, 2.40, 64; Ebr. 58, 214-15; Mos. 2.185 ("But in very truth

that most holy company, justice, temperance, courage, wisdom,

follow in the train of the practisers and all who devote them-

selves to a life of austerity and hardship, that is to continence

and self-restraint, together with simplicity and frugal content-

ment") ; Cont. 37-39; Spec. 1.9 ("thus making circumcision the

figure of the excision of excessive and superfluous pleasure"),

173-74, 2.159-60; QG 3.48; LA 2.17, 3.140-43, 147, 154, 236;

Saor. 59 (Jethro is the man of superfluity; cf. Gig. 50; Mut.

103); Det. 101; Xen. Mem. 1.3.5-6; Musonius (in Stob. 751, 526.16,

173). Wendland has pointed out the parallels between numerous

passages in Philo and Musonius, and argues that they must have

had a common origin in Cynic-Stoic diatribe. See P. Wendland,

Philo und die Kynisah-Stoische Diatribe (Beitrage zur Gesch. d.

griechischen Philosophie ) (Berlin 1895); and D. R. Dudley, A

History of Cynicism (London 1937) 186, 32, 67, 189-201.

Although the Epicurean distinction between necessary and

unnecessary desires was already anticipated by Plato {Rep.

558D ff.; cf. Tim. 70E; Phileb. 62E; Arist. EN 1147b24), Philo's

contrast of the gifts of nature with those of nevf] 6oEja (Praem.

100; Virt. 7; QG 3.47; Somn. 1.255) in addition to his contrast

between necessary and unnecessary desires points to his depen-

dence on an Epicurean source. (See Usener, Epiourea 456. Sohol.

in Arist. EN: cu 6e [sc. eTTiduuiai] ouxe avaYHCxCcu O U T S (puoiHCti

6AAA HO.T& xevfjv Y£v6u-£vai 66Ejav; Cic. Tuso. 5.93: tertias3 quod

essent plane inanes neque neoessitatem modo. Plut. Grylli 989B:

T 6 6e xcov UT*JT' dvayHaLcov U^TS cpuoiHcov aXX* £EC^EV 0TL6 66^n

D.L. 10.149: ai. 6e ouxe cpuaiHou o d e avaYHOuai 6AA6. rcapd

66£av YIYV6U.EVCU; K.D. 30.) For other possible Epicurean echoes

in Philo, see Bre"hier 263-64.

OKOpaKLQT^ov. OXOPCXHL£G) rather a slang word, formed

from "ee ndpanaQ" and found first in Philo, except once in Ps.-

Demosthenes (11.11). OKOPCLKIO\L6Q in LXX (Sir 41:19), so that

may be the relevant influence. See Intro, p. 137 for discussion

of Philo's vocabulary. Vulgar elements appearing in LXX had

considerable effect on him, paralleled later by that of NT on

Church Fathers. However, we know that vulgar diction was to be

found in Comedy, and in some of the orators (Hyperides and the

author of Dem. 17), so the word may have been more common than

we would suppose in Classical Attic authors.
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Ocp* &V eEjaTtTou-gvai . . . puuq Ui<?> Kaxa^Xiyovoi. For

image of passions as a consuming fire, cf. Virt. 9: dTxA^axou

xal dxope"oTou . . . £TitduuLa£, Viv Ttup6c TP6TIOV dvappLTiL^cov Hal

£TTI rtdvTa ui-Kpd xe aft xai ueY&Aa TELVEL.

35 n6ovai Y & P dTidaooi. Comparison of the passions to wild

beasts very frequent in Philo: LA 1.69 (desire compared to a

tiger, animal least capable of being tamed) (dTidaaonrdTcp £cjxp) /*

ib. 2.9-11, 92; ib. 3.156; Sacv. 62; Plant. 43; Conf. 24, 110;

Mig. 219; Abr. 32; Spec. 1.148; 2.9; 4.94; Praem. 59, 88 (the

wild beasts within the soul must be tamed); Cont. 74. The image

is Platonic {Tim. 70E; Rep. 588C). Cf. Plot. 1.1.7.21. dxida-

aog (aside from a dubious reading in Hdn. 5.6.9) found only in

Philo, who uses it frequently.

OTCXV HUV&V Tp6TtOV TtpOOOCll VOXJIV . . . dVLCXTa 86CIKOV.

Philo is fond of the image of rabid dogs whose bite is irremedi-

able. See Prob. 90: HUVQV LO(36A.G)V Tpdnov TtpoaoouvovTeg, dvi-

dxa)v yev6\ievoi naxcov O U T I O I ; Cont. 40: Hpd£ouoi HCLL

TP6TCOV KuvaJv dxiddocov nal dTiavLaxduevoL 6dxvouaLv

"During the early stages of the disease a rabid animal is most

dangerous because it appears to be healthy and may seem friendly

but will bite at the slightest provocation" {Enoyol. Brit. s.v.

Rabies) (1963, v. 18, p. 863a). For the signs of a mad dog

(KUV6Q AUOOCOVTOQ anueCa), see Philumenus, Be venenatis animali-

bus 1.1.1 ff.; Paulus Aegineta 5.3, ed. Heiberg in CMG 9, p. 8;

Theophanes Nonnus, Epitome de ouratione morborum 271, ed. Bernard

(1795), p. 324; PT Yoma 8.5 {BT ib. 83b); Shir Hashirim Zuta 6.6

(discussed by S. Lieberman, Hellenism in Jewish Palestine [New

York 1950] 188-89). See also J. Dillon and A. Terian's note on

the four eupatheiai in QG 2.57 in Studia Philonioa 4 (1976-77).

(At Decal. 115, the dog is called xou dnp£a)V dpaouxdTOu.) uno-

OTpocpi1) found in Philo only here.

Possibly here vox Platonica, containing

reminiscence of Gorgias 507E: OUK eniduuLas ecovxa

ZIVQLI nat TauTas ercLxei-poOvTa TLXTIPOOV, dv^vuxov nandv, a sen t i -

ment which para l le l s Phi lo 's thought here.

6A.iYo6e'iav. Seems to be first used by Philo (later

found in Gregory of Nazianzus, Nilus of Ancyra, and Isidore of

Pelusium). For frequency of usage in Philo, see references in

note on £VLCX Y & P npooex^ov above. (At Sacr. 27 it appears as
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part of a long list of similar virtues. For connection between

6A.iY66eia and intelligence, cf. Prov. 2.110.)

36 &Eiov dvaTtTuElai. dvaTLXuaato seems to be only poetical in

this sense in Classical period. Cf. Agr. 136: T & £ 6iTtAdc, KCXI

du.cpi3oA.ouc, Ad^ac. dvauTuaacov; Cont. 78: xd ]itv auu(3oA.a 6ICUTTU-

Eaaa HOLI 6iaxaA.uijjaaa; Spec. 3.6; Porphyry, Antr. 4; Iambi. Protr.

21.

TtoAAdxie oO yev6\ievoL TIVEQ nopLOTai xPnû -Tcov. The idea

of the danger of having wealth, fame, and physical excellence

thrust upon one Philo may, at least in the case of the first two,

be applying to himself, although three different sets of people

are mentioned.

euTOVLd. etJTOv£o), EUTOVOQ, eOxovia seem to occur earli-

est in the Hippocratic writings (Ep. 16,17; 15; Aph. 3.17),

though how early these are is not clear. T O euiovov at least is

used by Plato in Laws 815A, in a context of prescribing suitable

physical exercise.

6f) . . . For a parallel to the admonitory

phrase, cf. Prov. 2.2.

37 Ttpoo£pxeo$ai• As Moses says (comm. ad loo. p. 38),

Philo invests this word (taken from ou TtpoaeAeuaeTai of Lev

18:6) with much significance, making it a theme-word for his

homily. It connotes here assent to the trio of "human goods,"

wealth, fame and health. It is taken up by Ttp6oo6og and ou

Tipoaepxou-evoi further down, and finally by the Homeric-Platonic

phrase wax' ixvoc, |3aiveiv (see below) .

(piA.ddA.oic,. First attested in Philo. Used here to

buttress (piAoYuuvaaTcus and balance cpiAapYUpois and cpiAo66Eoic.

(For the collocation of cpuA.aOA.oe and cpiA.OYUu.vGLOTTIS , see Congv.

25 and Somn. 1.251.) Note his triadic construction, with the

third colon of the triad suitably amplified. Cf. 27 above, and

Longinus, Subl. 9.6, 10.3. A good parallel, which also involves

a series of qualities, is Demosthenes 3.26. The amplification

of the final clause is very common with three or more cola.

T 6 YQip dueLVOV. The theme of submitting soul, which

should naturally rule, to the soulless, which should naturally

be ruled (cf. Phaedr. 246B: ii»ux̂l ndaa Ttavxoe iniueXe LTCXI TOU

, is trite enough. Cf. Decal. 76 yr|6eL£ ouv xcov exovxcov

TLVL TipoaKUveLTa); LA 2.50; Cont. 9; Wisd 15:17.
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38 o)£ f)Y£u6vi T(p vcp. VOOQ as fiyeu&v is a popular turn of

phrase with Philo, of obvious Stoic provenance, cf. Ebr. 60;

Heres 186; Spec. 2.61, etc., but it is noteworthy that the actual

phrase is nowhere in Old Stoic sources. It may be that Philo is

being original here, giving a Platonist tone to the Stoic t]ye\io-

VLK6V.

d)£ no.t 6LXCX auTcov. Definite rejection here of Peripate-

tic ethics. Happiness is independent of any material advantages.

Cf. LA 2.16-18, a good exposition of Philo's views.

39 KCXT' LXVO£ floaveiv. Echo here of Homeric phrase: 6 6'

gTieixa u£T# Lxvia (3aive Oeoto (Od. 2.406; 3.30, of Telemachus

following Athena in the guise of Mentor, and 5.19 3, of Odysseus

following Calypso, allegorized as the initial leading of the

soul forth to begin its journey through life). Cf. Mig. 128.

aCoxpcxQ avajti\inXr\oi 66Enc (piAooacpiav. The translations

of Colson ("with the baseness of men's opinion") and Moses

("d'une opinion de"shonorante") are unsatisfactory, Colson "over-

translating," Moses being indefinite. The meaning surely is

"gives philosophy a bad name."

TICOAOUVTCJV . . . xai £Tteua)vi£6vTa)v. Cf. Mos. 2.212;

Cher. 123. Latter word Demosthenic (23.201). A Demosthenic

echo, direct or indirect, is possible, but cf. also Plato, Prot.

313CD (Sophists as crooked market traders); Soph. 231D. Also

Lucian, Bion Prasis (cut-rate sale of philosophies).

TOT£ U£V uiKpou Arfu-uaTOQ. All these genitives presumably

refer to the various pitches which the hawkers are making. Cf.

Plato, Soph. 234A: TI&VU ou-LKpou voutouaioc &TIO6L6OTCU.

eunapay&YOU. A theme-word of Philo's (cf. 59 below; Agv.

16, 96; Ebr. 46; Fug. 22; Spec. 1.28, etc.). May be a vox Pla-

tonioa, echo of Tim. 69D: £A.7ii6a 6' eOnap&YooYOV, though Philo

uses it in the active sense here, as "seductive" (Philo uses

tXniboQ just after this). The Platonic image of the sophist as

huckster is elaborated in typical Philonic fashion.

40 & YewcxLe- The homiletical formula employing direct

address in a very personal manner, as here, is very frequent in

Philo. Cf. LA 3.75; Bet. 150; Agr. 86, 167; Her. 91; Mut. 177,

187; Somn. 1.93, 2.253; Deoal. 73; Speo. 2.84; Prov. 2.31.

(Equally common is & \\)VxA or & 6i&voia: Gig. 44; Cher. 29; Deus
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4, 114; LA 1.49; Somn. 2 . 6 8 , 76; Saor. 20; Prov. 2 .16 ; e t c . )

See H. Thyen, Der Stil der judisoh-hellenistisohen Homilie

(Gott ingen 1955) 94-100. I t i s a l s o common, as a s l i g h t l y

i r o n i c a l a d d r e s s , in P l a t o ' s d i a l o g u e s , e . g . Ale. 1.135E; Hipp.

Mao . 298A; Gorg. 521B.

TtaYHdAoas Hat O(p66pa Tiai6eux incog. Same formula occurs

a t Spec. 4 .39 ; cf. Mig. 14; Spec. 4.66 (ocp66pct n. ) ; Virt. 165

(dyav n. ) ; Saor. 42 (6OYUOLTLHO5S nal re . ) .

6 voOg x&v OAGJV , 6 de6g. This Stoic formula {SVF 1.157:

voOv K 6 O U O U uupivov) appears frequently in Philo: Mig. 4, 192-93;

Op. 8; L4 3.29; Speo. 1.18; Fu#. 46. de6g here should properly

refer to God's logos, however, rather than to God himself.

41 ecp&uiAA6s Y£ n aouYKpiTQQ OU Y K P L O L Q . Cf. Ebr. 43: 6TCXV

auYKpLvns xd dauYHpixa; Somn. 2.2 84: ouuxpoovia . . . dauuxpoovog.

Some corruption seems to have crept in here. Wendland conjec-

tured n dauYHpLTGov ouYKpLGLQ. Colson suggests the following

reconstruction: OUHOUV <eC> T 6 U^V oapx6s eoiuv dAoYoc f)6ovn,

x6 6̂ : ijjuxns xal TOU TiavT6c 6 VOUQ TCOV oAcov, 6 Oe6c £q>a\ii\\6c,

<xe> ?) <d>ouYHpLT(ov n ouYKpLOLG, et |if| . . . i.e., "then if the

first is . . . , and the second is . . . , the comparison is not

an evenly balanced one or between two really comparables, unless

we are prepared to admit . . . ," etc. But Wendland1s emenda-

tion makes good enough sense, if we assume Philo to be speaking

ironically, i.e., "the comparison of the (essentially) incompa-

rable is, forsooth, a serious context, . . .". The reading of

H, which omits U.T*I after eC, seems to give a rather easier sense:

"that is, if one is also prepared to say that" all opposites are

really the same.

4 2 x6 u£v Y£YOV£ TE nod TteioeToa, 6 &' £oxiv

HCXL Ttoi&v dec . A development on P l a t o , Tim. 3 8AB, wi th a S t o i c -

i n f luenced c o n t r a s t between x6 Ttoiouv and x6 rcdoxpv (SVF 1 .85) .

43 û l A.iTtoxaKxnoai u£v TTIQ XOO OeoO xdEea>£. Cf. P l a t o ,

Apol. 28E-29A: xou 6 :̂ Oeou xdxxovxoc . . . cpiXoaocpouvxa ue 6eUv
£fjv • • • Xinoi]ii xfiv xd^LV. Deus 34; Ebr. 145; Cher. 32; Det.

142; Aet. 65; Cont. 1 1 : na l uno^noxe Tf]v xdEiv xauxnv AeiK^xa);
Decal. 104, 178; a l s o E p i c t . 1 .16-21; 1 .9 .16 ; 4 Mace 9 : 2 3 .

x.givoxdxri . . . f\ cpuoig. This remark on t he p a r a d o x i c a l

q u a l i t y of p l e a s u r e , t h a t i t s bes towals do good and i t s
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deprivations harm, is a notable conceit, a development of the

comparison with mad dogs at 35.

44 n6ovfJQ cpiATpcov. A frequent collocution in Philo. Post,

135; Deus 170; Agr. 98; Sobr. 23; Spec, 1.9; Cont. 69; Op. 165.

First in Philo. Cf. Post, 100, 111; Deus

180; Corc/. 129; Mig, 184 (generally refers to a shift away from

an erroneous path).

dvTiTiepi&YOuqa. Cf. Agr. 70 (where it refers to pulling

the horse's neck around the other way). A reminiscence of Plato,

Rep. 518B ff. , where true education is spoken of as a

(518D) of the Sipig of the soul.

£vTa.Kfj 001. In earlier usage (Soph. El. 1311;

Plato, Menex. 245D; Lucian, Peregr. 22) ^VTI^KO) leans to a bad

sense (cf. Post. 165). Philo, however, uses it mostly in a

good sense: Ebr. 159; Mig. 157 (6 deioc evTaneic, Luepoc); Her.

310; Congr. 64; Mut. 174; Prob. 117; cf. Julian 130C: dv£Tn>t£

UPL 6eiv6e TOO OeoO TI60OC.

xat cog oi6npiTic, Aidos eriioTidoT|Ta£ oe . . . xai eEjap-

TT*|on. Cf. Praem, 58; Plato, Ion 536A: xal coanep en Tfjs ALOOU

fexeLvnQ 6puad6g Ttdu.TtoA.us fei^pTriTaL xppeuTcov. (See Saor. 20 ff.

where" both virtue and vice are personified; cf. Xen. Mem. 2.1.

See Me'asson's introduction to Saor., pp. 28-35.) There is a

good description of the lodestone in Pliny, NH 36.126-27. Cf.

Plut. Is. et Os. 376BC; Platon. Quaest. 7, 1005CD.

4 5 ey&> 6 dpxa)v nal ftaaiAefrg xat 6eoTi6Tri£. The rabbis

interpreted Lev 18:6 in a similar manner. Sifra, Ahare 9.1:

"'I am the Lord, (Lev 18:6). I am the judge who punishes, and

faithful to reward." Cf. Wayyikra R. 23.9.

47 Tt&vTa Y & P TT£TiA.riPioHcbs 6 Oe6g eyy^Q £OTIV, COOTS ecpopajyTog.

Cf. LA 3.4; Saor. 67; Bet. 153; Post. 14, 30; Deus 57; Conf.

136; Somn. 1.62, 2.221; Sen. Ep. 41.1-2, 83.2; Epict. 1.14;

2.8.9-14: "You are bearing God about with you, you poor wretch,

and know it not . . . But when God himself is present within

you, seeing and hearing everything. . . . "

KoAxxoTriPLcp 6uvdu.ei. Philo explains God's designation

as KUPL O Q as a reference to his e^ouaia or sovereignty, and his

designation Oeos as a reference to his dyadoTne or goodness.
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To the former he applies the adjectives (3aoiAiHT*|,

vouoOexLHT^, and HoAaaTi'ipiog, whereas for the latter he employs

the adjectives TIOITITIH^, euepYexiH^, xa-pLcrciKri, 6o>pr|TiKtf, and

lAecog. On the powers of God, see Wolfson, Philo I pp. 217-26.

r)peurfo~cdU£v« ripeû co c. part, or inf. in the sense of

refraining from doing is apparently first attested in Philo (and

only once at that). Cf. Lucian, Jud. Voo. 4.

T 6 oocpiag TtveOua Oeiov. Eocpict is here identified with

the TtveOua or XdyoQ of God pervading the universe, as a force

both cosmological and ethical. For the relationship of aocpia

to \6yoQ, see U. Friichtel, Die kosmologisohen Vorstellungen bei

Philo von Alexandrien (Leiden 1968) 172-83. Cf. esp. Fug. 97

and 109.

4 8 6 oo(p6g dxcopiQTOQ dpsxfjQ. According to the Stoics, whom

Philo is following, the Wise Man is no longer separated from

virtue, whereas the TtpoH6TtTOVTeg are still liable to reverse

course and slip back into their former habits. "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" {LA 1.89). At Agr. 160, Philo is

apparently reproducing Seneca's three-fold classification of

the TipOK6TiTOvxeg (Ep. 75). He speaks there of beginners, those

making progress, and those who have reached perfection but are

still unpractised in virtue. In describing the latter, he uses

the Stoic expression 6LaAeA.nO6xec oocpoi (unwitting wise men) .

Seneca describes this group as men who have already laid aside

all passions and vices, but whose assurance has not yet been

tested. They have already arrived at a point from which there

is no slipping back, though they are not yet aware of the fact

(cf. SVF 3.539-42). Philo also seems to be referring to this

stage at Somn. 2.270, where he says that the "destruction and

removal of passion is a good, yet it is not a perfect good, but

the discovery of wisdom is a thing of transcendent excellence."

Although both Chrysippus and Philo agree that once a man achieves

wisdom his actions acquire a firm consistency and he is no

longer liable to slip back into vice (SVF 3.510), they neverthe-

less insist that the onset of a diseased physiological condi-

tion, such as melancholia, lethargy or various drug-induced

stages, could temporarily interrupt the sage's virtue (D.L.

7.127-28; Abr. 207).
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opOoO Xdyov gegai6xr)xi t6puue'vov. Cf. SVF 3.510: dxav

at u^oat updgeiQ aftxai TtpooAd(3coai x6 3e"|3aiov nal exxiH6v xal

C6iav TifjELV xivd AdPcoai. For TifiEiv cf. Agr. 160, where Philo

employs the same image; LA 2.55; f) cpiA.6deo£ ii»uxfi ex60aa x6

acoua . . . TifiEtv xal |3e|3aiG)oiv nal i6puaiv ev xois TSXSCOIQ

dpexffg 66yuaai A.au.£dve i.

49 "ou 6e auxoO oxfjOi uex* euoO". (Deut 5:31) (v. 28 in

Heb.) The rabbis deduced from this verse that Moses separated

himself from his wife, and that God gave his approval to this

act (BT Shab. 87a. cf. Mos. 2.68-69; Sifre on Num 12:1 [99],

ed. H. S. Horovitz 98). The ideal of eOaxdOeua or inner calm

and stability is a central theme running through Philo's writ-

ings. At Post. 23 Philo writes: "Proximity to a stable object

(xcp eaxcoxi) produces a desire to be like it and a longing for

quiescence (npeuLas). Now that which is unwaveringly stable

(dxAivcos &axcos) is God, and that which is subject to movement

is creation. He therefore that draws nigh to God longs for

stability . . ."; ib. 27: "Abraham the wise, being one who

stands, draws near to God the standing One (xcp £oxtoxi deep) , for

it says, 'he was standing before the Lord1 (Gen 18:22). For

only a truly unchanging soul has access to the unchanging God

(dxpenxov Oe6v) . . . But what shows in the clearest light the

firm steadfastness of the man of worth is the oracle communi-

cated to the all-wise Moses which runs thus: 'But as for thee

stand thou here by Me' (Deut 5:31). This oracle proves two

things, one that the Existent Being who moves and turns all else

is Himself exempt from movement and turning; and secondly that

he makes the worthy man sharer of his own nature, which is

repose (npeuLag);" ibid. 29: OIL deou u£v C6iov npeuta nal

oxdoLg. Cf. Cher. 19; Somn. 1.15 8, 2.219: "to be unswerving

and stable belongs only to God and to such as are the friends

of God" (for the last phrase see Plato, Tim. 53D: oc dv eneuvcp

cpLAos fi); Virt. 32; Legat. 113; Conf. 130-32; Fug. 174; Abr. 27;

Ebr. 100, 76; Saor. 8; Flao. 135. For the earliest application

of the term eOoxadi*ig to the human soul, see Democritus, D-K B.

191: at 6' ex ueydAtov 6iaaxnudxtov Hivouuevai xcov iliux̂ cov ouxe

£uoxade"ec euoLv ouxe euduuoi. Cf. also Epicurus, fr. 11 (Bailey);

Epict. 1.29; SVF 3.280, 264; Muson. Ruf., fr. 38; Ps.-Aristeas

261 (ipuxnQ euoxddeia); Aristobulus, FPG 224; Wisd. 8:16: npoa-

avaTtauoou-Oti auxf^ (sc. Sophia); Corp.Her. 13.20: (SouAf̂  if) of}

dvajie"Tiauuai; Exoerp. ex Theod. 63.1; Gosp. of Philip 119.13-15;
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Plot. 6.9.11, 6.9.8, 4.8.1, 4.8.5; Plat. Rep. 532E. See

H. Gomoll, Der stoisohe Philosoph Hekaton (Bonn 1933) 21 ff.;

Y. Amir, "A Religious Interpretation of a Philosophical Concept

in Philo," (Heb.), Memorial Vol. for Prof. Benzion Katz (Tel-

Aviv 1970) 112-17; P. Vielhauer, Aufs'dtze zum Neuen Testament

(Munchen 1965) 215-34; O. Hofius, Katapausis (Tubingen 1970)

75-90. (It may be noted that Clement of Alexandria, after cit-

ing Deut 5:31, writes: "The Adherents of Simon want to be like

in conduct to the 'standing one* whom they worship" [Strom. 2.

52.2].) See H. Leisegang, Die Gnosis (Stuttgart, 1955) 62 ff.

oxdaic,. Stability or aTdaig is one of the five cate-

gories (the u^YLOxa y£vn of the Sophist) applied by Plotinus to

the Intellectual Principle. For CLHXIVAQ cf. Plato, Phaed. 109A;

Aet. 116. The adv. dxAivcds appears to be first attested in

Philo. Stability, as opposed to regular, eternal motion, is

the characteristic which Numenius discerns in his First God or

Father, as opposed to the Second or Demiurge (fr. 15 Des Places).

i Hav6vL. Cf. LA 3.233; Aet. 116.

50 6 Tiepioo6g xGcpog, ininXr\oiv 'Iod6p. In two other places

Philo explains the name Jethro, *Io06p in Greek, by Ttepiao6c:

Mut. 103; Agr. 43. "Amir pointed out," writes Rokeah, "that in

all other cases Philo uses the Attic form TL£PITT6Q. Moreover

in the same sentences, after using the form Tiepiaa6g, he reverts

to the Attic style and uses uepLiioQ in his own syntactical con-

struction. He does this also when he gives the meaning of the

Hebrew without stating that it is a translation {Saor. 50).

Amir argued that this interchange of dialects in a writer who

took pains to write in a pure style can only be explained on the

assumption that there was in front of Philo, in writing, the

form Tiepiao6c as a translation of 'Iod6p, and that, as Philo

wrote, he did not think himself privileged to change it. Amir

added that he did not dare say whether this was a bare list of

biblical names and their Greek equivalents, or a literary essay

which contained etymological explanations. In any case, it is

difficult to suppose that this document contained only the

explanation of the name Jethro, and not also explanations of

other names that Philo needed. Therefore, said Amir, whoever

wishes to attribute to Philo a knowledge of the original lan-

guage of the Bible will no longer be able to make use of Philo's

explanations of Hebrew names as evidence. Amir omitted a third
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example of translation of a sort by Philo, where he therefore

had 'Iod6p-Tteptaa6e, i.e., our passage. Now three cases of

Ttepioadg as over against about seventy cases of Ttepixxog is very

telling, even if there were no strict distinction between the

Attic and the xoivn as argued by H. D. Mantel. Indeed, I cannot

see any other satisfactory explanation of this phenomenon than

the above suggested. In fact we have at our disposal part of

this compilation in the Greek onomastica, the Oxyrhynchus papy-

rus, and Hieronymus1 Onomasticum (Ox. AB 15 reads Iedep neptaaog),

With their help we can solve almost all the problems that the

Philonian etymologies pose." (David Rokeah, "A New Onomasticon

Fragment from Oxyrhynchus and Philo's Etymologies," JThS N.S.

19 [1968] 76-77; Y. Amir, "Explanation of Hebrew Names in Philo,"

Tarbiz 31 [1962-63] 98-99 [Heb.]; Y. Kohen-Yashar, "Did Philo of

Alexandria know Hebrew?", Tarbiz 34 [1964-65] 337-45. [Heb.])

There is no need, however, to say with Amir that Philo did not

"think himself privileged" to change Tiepiao6s into Tieptxxde,.

What is clear is that Philo did not bother to change it, and

this is sufficient to establish Amir's basic point.

xf)v ctppeTifj . . . xat naxd xd auxd Hat ooaauxcjoe,

Tipoaipeoiv. Cf. Deus 23; Conf. 30, 32; Mut. 87, 183; Somn.

2.220, 227; Abr. 170; Prob. 29. dppeni^c apparently first

extant in Philo (also common in later Platonism). xaxd xd auxd

xal tbaauxooc, Sxouaav is a basic Platonic phrase, e.g. Phaedo 78D.

The use of Ttpoatpeotg to mean something like "character" is

common in later Stoicism, particularly Epictetus {Diss. 1.8.16,

1.29.1, 2.10.25, etc.; cf. J. M. Rist, Stole Philosophy 228-31),

but can be discerned also in Philo, e.g. Leg. 230; Cont. 2; Deus

102, 114 (it. Biou) .

51 x6v fev etp^vn quvexfi Tt6A.eu.ov dvOpa)Tia)v. Cf. Conf. 46:

"For all the deeds of war are done in peace. Men plunder, rob,

kidnap, spoil, sack, outrage, maltreat, violate, dishonor and

commit murder sometimes by treachery, or if they be stronger

without disguise." This war-in-peace antithesis was a common

theme in the Cynic-Stoic diatribe literature of the first

century C.E. Cf. Ps.-Heraclit. Ep. 7: "In peace you make war

with words; in war you deliberate with iron . . . Give me an

opportunity for laughter in peacetime, when you do not do battle

in the lawcourts with weapons on your tongues, after committing

frauds, seducing women, poisoning friends, spoiling temples,
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procuring, being found faithless in your oaths." See H. W.

Attridge, First-Century Cynicism in the Epistles of Heraclitus

(Missoula 1976) 73 line 17, 69 lines 21-25. Cf. Ps.-Diog. Ep.

28 (Hercher, Epistol. Gr. [Paris 1873] 242); Wisd 14:22.

T6V ev TCXLC iliuxcxig . . . ftapuv xeiufiva-' F o r image of

storm in soul, cf. Congr. 60 (|3apuv

52 6 apxiepeug A.6YOQ. The equation of the High Priest with

the Logos is a common one in Philo (cf. Fug. 108 ff.; Mig. 102;

Somn. 1.215), but here it plainly cannot be the Logos of God

which only attains union with God once a year; it must refer

simply to human reason, but it is a human reason which is able

to function only rarely on a level of reflection without words

{\6yoQ

HOLTO. Tipocpopdv. Cf. Mig. 71-81; Mos. 2.121-30; Anim. 12.

The Stoic distinction between Aoyoe £v6i&deToc and \6yoQ upo-

(popLK6s goes back to Plato (Theaet. 190A, 206D; Soph. 263E) and

Aristotle {Anal.Post. 1.10.76b24), though, of course, without

the cosmic dimensions which Philo here presupposes. See

Heraclit. Quaest. Horn. 72.14-15; Sext. Math. 8.275; Plut. Prin.

Phil. 777B; Sollert.Anim. 973; cf. Plot. 1.2.3, 27-31; E. Zeller,

Stoics3 Epicureans and Sceptics (rep. New York 1972) 73 n. 2;

M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa (Gottingen 1959) 1.39; K. Otte, Das Sprach-

verstandnis bei Philo von Alexandrien (Tubingen 1968) 131-42.

5TL HCXT& T?IV d6ia.LpeTOV EoTCXTai uov&6a. Cf. Deus 83-84:

uov&6ag \itv oftv &XP&TOL>S 6 Oe6s AaAei. Mention of the dyad,

though ostensibly only referring to the duality of speaker and

hearer produced by utterance, also has reference to the dyadic

aspect of the Logos in the universe, and of Sophia. Some Neo-

pythagorean influence is manifest here.

53 yvuvvi Tfi 6iavoiqc. Cf. LA 2.59-60; Cher. 31; Sacr. 84;

Ebr. 34; Mig. 90, 192; Mut. 199; Somn. 1.43; Abr. 236; Spec.

1.63, 4.71; Prob. 43. The image of stripping goes back to some

extent to the myth of the Gorgias 523A ff. Cf. Plot. 1.6.7.5-7;

Proclus, Comment, on Alcib. 138.16-18, p. 63, Westerink; Excerp.

ex Theodoto 21; Emped. B.12 7: aapxcov dAAoyvc&Ti nepiOT^AAouoa

XiTcovi; Plato, Phaed. 87E. It is also common in Gnostic texts.

In the Poimandres, for example, "the ascent of the knower's soul

after death is described as a series of progressive subtractions

which leave the 'naked1 true self free to enter the divine realm
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and to become one again with God (cf. Plot. 1.6.7). Similarly,

the Mysteries of Mithras had for their initiates the ceremonial

of passing through seven gates arranged in ascending steps

representing the seven planets (the so-called xAiu-aE; ^TXTC5LTIUAOQ,

Orig. C.Cels. 6.22); in those of Isis we find a successive put-

ting on and off of seven (or twelve) garments or animal dis-

guises" (H. Jonas, The Gnostic Religion [2nd ed. Boston 1963]

166. See also W. Bousset, Die Himmelreise der Seele [Darmstadt

I960]; Dodds, Proclus 307; Rist, Plotinus 188-91; P. Wendland,

"Das Gewand der Eitelheit," Hermes 51 [1916] 481-85; Dodds,

Pagan and Christian 94-95).

54 eiQ T6V YV^cpov. A reference to Exodus 20:21; cf. Post.

14; Mut. 7; Mos. 1.158; eig xe x6v Yv6cpov . . . eCoeXOeUv \£ye-

xcxi, xoux£oxiv etc, xfiv dei6fi HCLL aopaxov nal dacouaxov xcov ovxcov

Ttapa6eiYU0cxiH^v ouoiav. Clement borrows from Philo, e.g. Strom.

2.6.1. For the use of this image in Gregory of Nyssa, see

J. Danie"lou, "Mystique de la Te'nebre chez Gre"goire de Nysse,"

Diet, de la spirituality, ed. M. Viller (Paris 1932 ff.) 1872-85.

tepocp&vxris OPYLCJV. Philo uses this designation for

Moses frequently. See LA 3. 173; Saer. 94; Post. 16, 164, 173;

Cher. 49 (of Jeremiah); Deus 156; etc. On the whole question

of the correct evaluation of mystery imagery in Philo, see

V. Nikiprowetsky, CEP 17-28. Useful discussion also in Salva-

tore Lilla, Clement of Alexandria 148 ff.

55 The rabbis had already connected this verse with Moses.

BT Hulin 139b: "Where is Moses indicated in the Torah (i.e.,

where is his coming foretold)? In the verse *Beshagam hu basar*

(the numerical value of *beshagam* is equivalent to the name
%Mosheh. ' Moreover this verse adds, 'Therefore shall his days

be 120 years, which corresponds with the years of the life of

Moses).1" Cf. BE 26.6, T-A 253; Midrash Tannaim, Deut. 34.7.

Cf. 2 Baruch 17.1-4: "With the Most High account is not taken

of much time nor of a few years. For what did it profit Adam

that he lived 930 years, and transgressed that which he was

commanded . . . Or wherein did Moses suffer loss in that he lived

only 120 years, and, inasmuch as he was subject to Him who

formed him, brought the law to the seed of Jacob, and lighted

a lamp for the nation of Israel?" A detailed arithmological

discussion is given by Philo at QG 1.91.
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56 T & 6u&vuuoi« See Arist. Cat. lal. Two things are

homonymous, according to Aristotle, if the same name applies to

both but not in the same sense. Thus, for example, both a man

and a picture are animals (£cpov had come to be used also of

pictures or other artistic representations, whether of animals

or not). Cf. Plant. 150 ff.; frag, from QE, R. Marcus' Supple-

ment to Philo II (LCL) no. 5, p. 259.

6t6uuov eCo&YeTai. Cf. Praem. 63: aua xfi yev£oei xuo-

cpopei 6i6uua f) IJJUX^ / HCXH6V . . . xat dY<xO6v. Colson and Whitta-

ker have suggested that we have here an echo of Socrates' remark

concerning pleasure and pain to the effect that if a man "pursues

the one and captures it, he is generally obliged to take the

other also, as if the two were joined together in one head"

(Plato, Phaed. 60B) ; cf. Heraclit. B.lll. Moses suggests that

Philo is here alluding to the births of Cain and Abel which are

allegorized at the beginning of Saor. There are two opposite

views of life, says Philo, one which ascribes all things to

man's own mind, the other which follows God. The first is

figured by Cain, the other by Abel. "Now both these views lie

in the womb of the single soul. But when they are brought to

birth they must needs be separated." Neither of these analogies

is persuasive. It is probable that Philo's point is a more

general one.

57 T6V 6£ a.HpL3n Xdyov. This corresponds to nothing in

Philo's existing Life of Moses, so that it seems to be a promise

unfulfilled. If it refers to an intention connected with the

Life of Moses, this would be interesting for the chronology of

his writings.
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IV

Gig. 58-67

Commentary on Gen 6:4: ol 6e yCyavieQ fjoav inl xffQ yf\Q

ev xous nu^pcxie SHeivaiQ.

A. General Comments

This section is concerned with the contrast between the

"giants" of Gen 6:4, denominated by Philo "the Men of Earth,"

and "the Men of God," a class of whom Moses is the paradigm case,

but which includes "priests and prophets," and all those who

have "risen above the whole universe of the senses and trans-

ferred themselves to the intelligible world" (61). The doctrine

here is largely based on the Stoic theory of the Sage, though

with the important difference that Philo's sage transcends the

material world in the precise Platonic sense of partaking of a

separate incorporeal and truly real realm of being, a process

which is in contrast to the Stoic conception of the active

rational divine nature as immanent within the physical universe,

though logically transcending it.

We have also in this section a most interesting three-

fold distinction (60-61) between the Men of Earth, the Men of

Heaven, and the Men of God. (There is no comparable distinction

in the parallel passage of the Questions and Answers: QG 1.92.)

It is the middle category here that requires comment, and the

idea of a threefold distinction. A simple antithesis between

the sensual and the godly is trite enough, derivable from, among

other sources, Plato Sophist 246A ff. (where, however, the con-

trast is between physical rather than ethical doctrines), but

the antecedents of this schema are obscure (see comment, on 60).

Once again, we may note Philo's adducing of parallel

passages. In 62, he brings in Abraham as the prime example of

the mind which progresses from a "Chaldaean" or intracosmic

state of mind to a higher, transcendent one. This leads him to

quote Gen 17:1: ey& eiui. 6 Oe6s oou* euape'oxei, evavxiov euou,

Hat ytvou du-euTTXos, in connection with Abraham's change of

name (63). In 65 he transfers his attention to the Yns TxaC6eQ,

which leads him first to quote Gen 2:24: £Y£VOVXO Y & P oi, 6UO

£LQ o&pxa utotv, and then to bring in Nimrod (Gen 10:8) , as a

prime example of a giant.
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B. Detailed Commentary

58 'ot 6E YLyavTeg . . . ' According to BR 26.7, T-A 254,

the "nefilim" were so called "because they caused the world to

fall (Heb. nfl), and fell from the world, and filled the world

with abortions through their sexual promiscuity."

T & Ttapfl, TO is TioiriTaig u£Ui>Oeuu£vcx • . »

Philo is plainly sensitive about apparent analogies between the

Pentateuch and Greek mythology (cf. note on sect. 7; Fug. 121;

Mig. 76; Sacr. 28, 76; Aet. 56; Cont. 63). See Wolfson, Philo,

1.22-26. Aristobulus had already taught that if men are to

understand the philosophical or real (cpuoiHoJs) meaning of the

Torah, they should not "fall victim to mythological and human

conceptions" (FPG 217, 22-27). Cf. Fug. 130; Mig. 128; Op. 144.

TOLQ dXnOeiag Cxveoiv . • . fcTiiftaivsiv. A further

reminiscence of Od. 5.193. (Cf. note on sect. 39).

59 Tiap6 . . . eEj^Aaoev. Moses, like Plato, is a stern

censor of the arts. Philo is thinking of the Second Commandment

(Exod 20:3). Cf. Ebr. 109; Decal. 66, 156; Spec. 1.28-29; Her.

169; Wisd. 14:18-21; Cic. ND 1.42: ipsa suavitate noouerunt (of

the poets); ib. 77 (these are Epicurean arguments); Sen. Ep.

88.18: "For I do not consent to admit painting into the list of

liberal arts, any more than sculpture, marble-working and other

helps toward luxury" (unlike Seneca, however, Philo condemns

sculpture and painting as aids to myth-fabrication, not luxury);

Clem. Alex. Protr. 4: "In Rome, the historian Varro says that

in ancient times the Xoanon of Mars—the idol by which he was

worshiped—was a spear, artists not having yet applied them-

selves to this specious pernicious art; but when art flourished,

error increased." See J. Gutmann, "The Second Commandment and

the Image in Judaism," No Graven Images (New York 1971) 12-14:

"Philo1s strictures bore little relation to the Temple cult,

which in its own day was known far and wide for its artistically

wrought appurtenances, but were expressed in terms of how one

might best attain the goals established by a philosophic system

. . . His statements cannot be used to establish an antagonism

toward images on the part of Judaism; nor do they indicate a

strict enforcement of the second commandment during the Hellen-

istic period." There is an obvious parallel here to Plato's

"driving out" of the poets in Republic III. The talk of Moses1

TtoAiTeia is also significant.
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60 Pi u£v Yns . . . YLYOCS is taken etymologically as

Ynyev^c This threefold division of classes is most interesting.

There is a possible parallel to Philo's triadic distinction of

Men of Earth, Men of Heaven and Men of God in Plato's enumera-

tion of three classes of men at Rep. 9.581C: the philosopher

or lover of wisdom, the lover of victory, and the lover of gain

(cf. Phaedo 68BC); and in Aristotle's distinction of three types

of life in the Nicomachean Ethics (1.3, 1095bl7 ff.), the Life

of Enjoyment, the Life of Action, and the Life of Contemplation.

(Cf. EE 1215a25; QG 4.47; Fug. 36; Decal. 100-101. See Wolfson,

Philo 2.262-66.) This doctrine of the three lives may even be

seen as going back to Pythagoras, who is said to have compared

human life to a festival celebrated with magnificent games, at

which three classes of men appear: those who come to compete,

those who come to buy and sell, and those who come to contem-

plate the spectacle (Cic. Tuso. 5.3.8; cf. Iambi. VP 58.). For

a similar Stoic distinction of lives, see D.L. 7.130; Plut. Mor.

8A; Sen. De Otio 7.1. A detailed treatment of this theme may

be found in R. Joly, "Le Theme philosophique des genres de vie

dans 1' antiquite* classique," Academie Royale de Belgique 3

Memoires, Classe des Lettres et des Sciences Morales et Poli-

tiques, 51 (Brussels, 1956).

On the other hand, this threefold distinction, in the

particular form Philo gives it, seems to prefigure to some

extent the later Christian and Gnostic distinction between

oapKLKOL (or XOLKOL) liiuxLKOL, and nveuucxTiHOi (see Iren. 1.1.14;

Exo. ex Theod. 54.1). The Men of Earth, as one would expect,

are devoted to pleasure and material things. The Men of Heaven

are very much like the I|IUXI<HOL of later systems, intellectuals

((piAouadeCe) and skilled craftsmen, but lacking the light of

higher wisdom (they are portrayed here, however, as acting not

according to psyche but to nous.) They are the masters of ta

enkyklia, developing their nous and contemplating the noeta—

whatever Philo means by that in the present context.

T 6 yctp oOpaviov T&V ev fju-iv 6 VOOQ. By itself this is

a thoroughly Stoic remark.

Hal aKOV&v. Cf. Fug, 125; Congr. 25; Ebr.

159. For the image, cf. Isoc. Antid. 261 ff.

HO,i QUYKpOTcov. Cf. Fug. 5; Mut. 85; Somn.

2.263. (Another frequent collocution is dAeicpco HCU O~UYHPOT£G):

Legat. 39, 178; Somn. 1.251.)
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61 Oeou &£ avdpomoi. The actual phrase Philo may derive

from LXX. Cf. Deut 33:1. Among the men of God Philo here

classes priests and prophets, but plainly the class is larger,

including, in Platonic terms, ol cpiAoaocpouvxec, opOcos. These

rise above purely human, or even cosmic, wisdom, and disdain

even the ideal of becoming xoauoTtoXCxai (a dig here at the

Stoics—cf. D.L. 7.87—we may note, however, that elsewhere

HOOu.OTtoA.LTne is a term of commendation for Philo, e.g. , Op. 3,

142; Spec. 2.45) .

T 6 6£ aiodr)x6v nav UTtepKUi|;avxeQ. There is a conscious

reminiscence here of the Phaedrus myth (esp. 249C: dvanu^aoa

elg x6 6v 6VXCDQ) . Philo also uses the term noetos kosmos, of

which he is actually the first extant user {Op. 16, 25; Mos.

2.127; Deus 31; etc.), though the concept may be regarded as

present in the noetos topos of the Phaedrus , as well as implied

in the Paradigm of the Timaeus. The idea is further developed,

by way of contrast with the Stoic concept, in the phrase dcpddp-

TO)V xal dacoudxcov C6ec5v uoAixeia. For the realm of Ideas as the

home of truly philosophic souls, cf. Her. 280.

62 *0 YOQV *A(3padu» For Philo, Abraham is a paradigm of

conversion—specifically from the state of an oupdvioe, a cosmos-

bound intellectual, who (coming as he does from Chaldaea) is one

of those who worships the heavenly bodies (xd uet^Gopa) rather

than their Creator—a reference here surely to the Stoics, and

in particular to the heliolatrous tendencies developed a genera-

tion or so before Philo by Posidonius (F 17, 20, Kidd). (Cf.

Sandbach, The Stoics [London 1975] 72-75.) For Abraham's prac-

tice of astrology, see G. Verities, Scripture and Tradition in

Judaism (Leiden 1973) 76-83.

XT*IV xe uetdpoiog . . . cpuoiv. uexdpoioc is slightly

post-Classical in prose (first in Theophrastus Ign. 3), but its

technical use here, as opposed to cud£pio£, to signify the

intermediate realm of the upper air, is only found later, in

Achilles In Aratum 32, probably deriving from Posidonius. That

Philo knows this usage is made plain by his employment of it

elsewhere {Plant. 3).

'Aftpdu ydp epurtveu^etc Ttaxrfp eoxi ue^Gopog. Hebrew:

*ab = "father," and ram = "lofty." Cf. Cher. 7; Mut. 66, 69-76;

Abr. 81-84; LA 3.83-84, where "Abram" is given a favorable inter-

pretation.
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6e TOO QUYKpiuaxoG 6 VOOQ. Father-mother antith-

esis between nous and psyche (or alogos psyche) common in Philo,

especially in relation to Adam and Eve in LA 2.5 ff., 38-45,

68-70; 3.56-58, 220-24. Eve here is regularly ctiodnoic,, sense-

perception. (See Baer, Categories.)

64 KOLAS ixai Y&p uaxfrp £K A S K X 6 S TJXOOQ. According to A.

Hanson, this derivation is apparently from the three Hebrew

words: ^ab, bor, and horn or hamo. In the LXX bor and baror

are occasionally rendered by EKASKX6Q, and nxeiv is a frequent

translation of horn and hamo (JTS N.S. 18 [1967] 128-39).

Another possibility is that it derives from *ab and ra*am. See

E. Stein, Exegese des Philo aus Alexandria (Giessen 1929) 58.

^ ouvnxoOuev. auvnx.e'oL) here presumably means "sound

together," in the sense of making mutually comprehensible

sounds.

TipooKeKAflpajxal. Verb, in passive, first extant in

Philo. Cf. Spec. 1.114; 4.159; Leg. 279; Post. 41; Virt. 34.

(In active not before Lucian.)

6TKX66S. Perhaps a vox Platonica for Philo; cf. Phaedr.

252C: xcov A I 6 Q OTta6cov; Phileb. 63E: deou 6TLCX6OL.

xcp ovxi xp&uevos 66Q. The allegorization of

the Royal Road of Num 20:17-20 is a favorite of Philo's; cf.

Deus 140-66, and notes ad loc.

TiavxoKp&xopoc,. TtavxoHp&xcop is very frequent in LXX for

Heb. sebaot and saddai.

65 ot 6e vnc •nai6ec.. The YLYCtvxec of 6:4 seem here to be

interpreted in the light of the "earth-born" of Sophist 246A ff.

uexaAAoi&oavxgc,. This is actually Wendland's conjecture

for uexaAAeuoavxeg/ueTCLAAeuovxes of mss (with an apparent emen-

dation or gloss ueTafB&AAOvxeg in A) . Wendland may be right,

but there is a possibility that Philo may be using uexaAAeuo) in

the sense of "alter for the worse," "pervert." We find such a

curious usage in Wisd. 4:12; 16:25.

'ey^vovTO Y & P ot 6uo CIQ odpna uiav'* Gen 2:24; cf. LA

2.49 ff., where the text is quoted more accurately: "fioovxcu

ot 6uo . . . ."

x6 dpioxov eKifi6T^Aeuoav v6utouci. The image of adulter-

ating the coinage is common in Philo: Post. 89, 98; Congr. 159;
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etc. Its remote origin, presumably lies in the story told of

himself by Diogenes the Cynic, as to why he was expelled from

his native city (D.L. 6.20).

66 fcpunvetieTai 6£ Ne[3pa)6 auTou6A.noig. The rabbis deduced

from Gen 10:9 that Nimrod knew his Master and intentionally

rebelled {marad) against him {Sifra, Behuqqotay 2.2). Cf. BT

Pesah 94b (Nimrod caused the whole world to rebel [himrid]

against God); Ps-Jonath., ad loo. The association of Nimrod

with rebellion against God may be rooted in the fact that Gen

10:8 says of him "he was the first man of power (gibbor) on

earth," which in the LXX is translated, "he began to be a giant

(gigas) upon the earth." Since the rebellious nefilim were also

designated as gibborlm (translated as gigantes in LXX) (Gen

6:4), Nimrod was placed in their bad company. Ps-Eupolemus,

who probably wrote in Palestine in the first half of the first

century B.C.E., had already identified Nimrod with Bel and

Kronos, considering him as the only one of the "giants" to have

been rescued from the great Flood, after which he founded Baby-

lon and built the famous Tower (according to BT A. Z. 53b, he

built the Tower for idol worship). (FGH 124, F 1 and 2. Ps-

Eupolemus thus combined Gen 6:4 and 10:8, LXX with the account

of Berossus about the foundation of Babylon by the creator God

Bel and the myth of the revolt of the Titans in Hesiod. Philo,

at Conf. 2, also assimilates the building of the Tower to the

Greek legend of the Aloadae in Od. 3.310 ff. See Freudenthal,

Hell.St. 35-82; Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism 1.89; Wacholder,

Eupolemus 104-5; Ginzberg, Legends 1.177, 5.198-204.) In QG

2.82, Philo interprets Nimrod to mean "Ethiopian." Marcus says

that he is confusing the etymology of Nimrod with that of his

father Cush, but according to BR 41.4, T-A 408, Cush is only

another name for Nimrod. Ginzberg suggests that Philo is con-

necting Nimrod with nmr "spotted." Moreover, Philo, following

Jewish tradition, condemns Nimrod's hunting as something that

is "as far removed as possible from the rational nature," for

"he who is among beasts seeks to equal the bestial habits of

animals through evil passions"; cf. Virt. 140. (The rabbis

interpreted Gen 10:9, "he was a mighty hunter," to mean that

Nimrod caught people through their own mouths [BR 37.2, T-A

345] .)
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TTJ TiavadAiq. ijiuxti' nav&dAiog, a poetic word, is found

in all the Attic Tragedians. Cf. Det. 109; Post. 53; Congr. 159.

UET&decag &£ xaAeiTai 3a.3uA.cov. Gen 11:9 connects Babylon

with Heb. balal "confound" (a play on Babel).

6 7 xa.T& T6V tepcoTaTov Mcouo£a 6 \itv (paOAog . . . Moses

seems here to be adding to the usual Stoic paradoxes about the

phaulos and the spoudaios.

. . eLpnxoTeg. Common formula of transition

also in Neoplatonic commentaries. Here we see the essential

unity, or continuity, of these two treatises.

Deus 1-19

Commentary on Gen 6:4: ncxl U E T ' exeivo, COQ dv eiaeTto-

peuovTO OL dvYe^oi TOU deou np6g T&Q duyax^pag TG5V avdpconcov, xai

ey^vvcov CUJTOLQ.

Textual variants: OL ULOL TOC OeoC . . . ncxl tyZwojociv

eauTOLg, LXX; atjTOLQ mss. Philon. , exc. A. (Philo's ty^vvodv is

a "correction," rather than a variant.) New JPS translation

reads: "It was in those days, and later, that the Nephilim

appeared on earth—after the divine beings had consorted with

the daughters of man, who bore them sons." The Hebrew is ambigu-

ous; weyaldu lahem might mean either "they (the Giants) begot for

themselves" or "they (the daughters of men) generated for them

(the Giants)." It is quite possible that Philo's LXX text

actually read atjTOLg, taking the latter interpretation, but it

is clear that he understands atjTOLQ, something that it would be

quite easy for him to do, since the rough breathing was not

operative by his time, and may not even have been written in the

manuscript. It is also noteworthy that Philo is either ignorant

of the last phrase of 6:4: exeivoL fiaav . . . OL OVOUOCOTOL, or

deliberately ignores it. This is a troublesome statement for

his interpretation, and would surely have deserved comment.
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A. General Comments

This whole first section (§§1-19) follows on directly

from De Gigantibus , being still concerned with "the sons of god"

and their commerce with "the daughters of men." The theme of

God's immutability is not broached until §20f making it plain

that for Philo there is no sharp break between the two treatises.

It is, indeed, not quite clear why the break is made here.

The Hebrew of Gen 6:4 reads awkwardly. It is unclear

whether the divine beings continued to consort with the

daughters of men even afterwards, or whether the union with the

daughters of men was a one-time occurrence, as a result of which

were born the giants, who continued to beget after their own

kind. The rabbis understood the vague phrase "and also after-

ward" to signify that "the latter did not learn from the former,

the generation of the Flood did not learn a moral lesson from

the generation of Enos, nor did the generation of the Tower

(lit. "of Division") learn from the generation of the Flood"

(BR 26.4, T-A 254). Philo, as is often the case, takes advan-

tage of the lack of clarity in the verse and explains the phrase

"and also afterward" as referring to the spiritual fact that it

is only after the departure of the divine spirit from man, when

the light of wisdom ceases to illumine the soul, that the forces

of darkness and falsehood take over, and, mating with the emas-

culated passions, beget offspring not for God but for themselves,

thus producing vices instead of virtues. The 6.yyeXoi are plainly

here not evil spirits of any sort, but represent the irrational

impulses, which "mate" with the passions to produce evil actions.

(At QG 1.92, the angels are not treated as blameworthy, but the

exegesis takes quite a different turn.)

"Begetting for oneself" is the central theme of the

passage, interpreted as (piAauxia, "self-love" (18). The prin-

cipal axis of development is an opposition between "begetting

for God," i.e. manifesting the virtues. Philo proceeds to

introduce the perfect Abraham as the paradigm of those who beget

for God, inasmuch as he had offered up Isaac, or self-learned

wisdom, as a thank-offering to the deity, which signifies either

that he had abandoned mortal concerns in his single-minded devo-

tion to the divine, or that he wishes to give a firm basis to

his knowledge of the sense-world. Here we are again confronted

with one of Philo1s central religious themes, namely, that it is

due to God's singular gift of grace that man is bidden to render
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Him what is His own, since it is in this way that man is enabled

to purify his soul.

This leads Philo to an exegesis of I Samuel 1:11 (5-7)

where we are presented with Hannah, who is interpreted as "the

gift of divine wisdom." Hannah is a soul which receives the

logos of God, and produces offspring which she dedicates to God,

i.e., a virtuous disposition. Philo's interpretation of the LXX

6L6COUL GOI auxov 6ox6v, as "I give him (back) to you as some-

thing given (to me)," allows him, by adducing Num 28:2, to empha-

sise the point that the truly virtuous soul knows that all things

are from God, and so on offering things to Him one is only

returning to Him what is His own. Cf. Her. 124.

He next embarks on a digression, in diatribe style, con-

trasting men's concern with bodily purity when entering temples,

with their indifference to spiritual impurity in the same cir-

cumstances (8-9). He then turns from this to an exegesis of

Hannah's utterance, in the course of her psalm, at I Sam 2:5:

"The barren has borne seven, but she who has many children has

languished" in which he returns to one of his favorite numero-

logical principles, the identity of the hebdomad with the monad,

and so back to his starting-point, the rejection of those who

are characterised by self-love and a self-centered cosmic per-

spective, and therefore beget only for themselves (16-19). Of

these the type is Onan (Gen 38:9), who meets with (spiritual)

death through recognising no loyalty except to himself. Onan,

we may note, is depicted as sinning not only against piety, but

against philanthropy, through neglecting his duties to his

relations and to the community.

B. Detailed Commentary

2 TtoAuoxioeE. First attested in Philo in general sense

of "much-divided," and only here in an unfavorable sense. Later

in Sextus Emp. Math. 7.349; Iambi. VP 29.161. Cf. Op. 69; Mos.

1.117: xcp TxoA,L)Tp6ii(p HCXL TcoA.ucrx.L6eL T<5V ercLaxnuovLKcov £PYCOV;

Spec. 2.63. For the doctrine of the division of the soul when

joined to the body, see V. Nikiprowetzky, "SxeCpa, Exeppa, noAA.fi

et l'ex^gese de I Sam. II 5," SILENO, Roma, 1979, pp. 27-28.

ggpuxaxov &XOO Q . See comment, on Gig. 31.

6uoepyo£. First used in Plb. 28.8.3 in the sense of

"hard to effect," "difficult."
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Hadapat (ppovfloecog auyaL. Cf. Praem.

37: "For a beam purer than ether and incorporeal suddenly shone

upon him and revealed the conceptual world ruled by its chari-

oteer. " The phrase O.UY?1 nadapd derives from the striking passage,

Phaedr. 250BC. Philo uses the phrase repeatedly. Cf. Deus 29

and note.

Only found here. {\\)e\)6dyyeXoQ appears

in II. 15.159.)

TtepippavTnpieav. cf. Cher. 96: £Eu> TcepLppavTnpLcov arie-

Aauvexai, (Boouoic OUH ecouevov Ttpooaxdnvai. For Philo's use of

temple and mystery imagery, see Intro, p. 150.

&u.u6pG)d£v. au.u6p6a) is first attested in Philo (later in

Proclus and Olympiodorus). Cf. Deus 78; Praem. 28. Reminiscence

of 6i" du.u6pcov opyoLVcov in Phaedr. 25OB.

ot TOO OK6TOUC fciaipoi. Analogous expressions at LA

3.22; Somn. 2.64, 205; Deus 143; etc.

Ttapeuriu-epflo'avTes. In active sense of "flourish,"

"abound," first attested in Philo, who uses it frequently.

(Passive sense, "be surpassed," found in D.S. 20.79.) Found

again in Patristic Greek.

eTILonicxodfj. eTxiaxi&^Go in the metaphorical sense of

"conceal," "obscure," first attested in Philo. Cf. LA 2.30, 58,

3.7; Gig. 2; Deus 103; etc. Cf. ouaKLd^eiaL, Deus 30.

KOt.Tea.Y6oi xai TeOn^TJUU^voig. Cf. Gig. 4: HOU Ha.Tea.Y6-

Teg nal OnAu6pLai.

4 6A.6KATIPPL apeTau . . . dvdpuPOTOL xaKLai. 6A.6KAriPOC is

used at Phaedr. 250C. dvdpuoaTOS is also a Platonic word asso-

ciated with vice in the soul, Gorg. 482B; Phaedo 93C; cf. Phaedo

93E6: n uev Kaxia dvapuooTia. Note that this whole sentence is

a commentary, in chiastic form, on the previous clause, Hal

eauTots, ou deep.

6' . . . & 6idvoia. For Philo's use of rhetorical

apostrophe, see Intro, p. 141. This is probably best understood,

however, as directed, not to Philo's own mind, but to his audi-

ence.

T 6 dYaTir)T6v nal u6vov . . . (gYYQVQv) » Cf. Ebr. 30;

Abr. 196, 168; Mos. 1.13.
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oocpiac,. For Isaac as auxouadT*|£, cf. Sao. 6;

Det. 30; Post. 78; Plant. 168; Ebr. 60, 94; Sob. 65; Con/. 74,

81; #£#. 29 ff., 101, 125, 140, 166-67; Congr. 34-38, 111; Fug.

166; Mut. 1, 12, 88, 137, 255, 263; Somn. 1.68, 160, 168 ff. ,

194, 2.10; Praem. 27, 59.

ouuJto6ioae,. In fact, Abraham is here "binding his own

feet" (Isaac being an aspect of himself), either, as Philo says,

as an indication that he wishes to have no more to do with mor-

tal things, or that he recognises the instability of the realm of

generation. In the one case, presumably, he is "tying up" his

auxouadfis aocpia; in the second case he is "tying it down."

Tiap6oov. Tiap6aov with indie, for cog with participle is

post-Classical. Cf. Gig. 9 (where, however, 6TI with indie,

seems the more exact equivalent); and Sextus, Math. 7.419.

dvi6puTOV. Classical, but not used metaphorically

before Philo. Cf. Gig. 67; Ebr. 170; Congr. 58; Abr. 85; Mos.

1.196; Virt. 40; etc. For the collocution dviSpuxov xal daxa-

TOV, cf. Det. 12; Post. 22; Somn. 1.156. For d(3£3aios xal dvi-

6puxos, cf. Op. 156; Abr. 84; Spec. 1.29, 4.88, 139, 153.

(daxaxos is a word favored by Epicureans, cf. Epicur. Ep. 3,

p. 65 U.; Diog. Oen. 18.)

dvev6o£aoxov. First attested in Philo, cf. Det. 148.

uxxdnxpLg. Feminine form found only here. Use of terms

uaOnxfis HCXI 6id6oxoc borrowed from terminology of succession in

philosophical schools.

"Avva . . . x&pig auxfje,. Hannah = hinnah. Cf. Ebr.

145 ff. ; Mut. 143 ff. ; Somn. 1.254. X&pt-S can have the sense

of "free gift."

xeAsocpopoiQ . . . d)6iQL. A development on I Sam 1:20:

nal tyevA^T] xcp Kccipcp xcov nuep&v nal £xenev UL6V. xeXeocpop^a) is

used in later Greek for "bearing perfect offspring." Artem.

1.16; Dsc. Eup. 2.97, but Philo may also not be oblivious to the

fact that ieXeo(p6poQ (like Haip6c,) is a Pythagorean term for the

number "seven" (cf. Op. 102), which as it turns out (11), Samuel

represents. [Such an interpretation seems arbitrary, V.N.]

SauourfA . . . xexayu^vog Oecp. Cf. Somn. 1.254; Mig.

196; Ebr. 144. Samuel is here derived from som, szm = set,

appoint + *el.
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ur)6ev i6iov eauxfjg xpivouoa dYaO6v. A basic motif in

Philo. Cf. LA 3.209, 1.82; Her. 85f 103-8, 111; Ebr. 106-7;

Bet. 56: "To God men can bring nothing except a disposition full

of love to their Master." Cf. Epict. 1.16.15-21. See Jean

Laporte, La doctrine euoharistique ohez Philon d'' Alexandria e

(Paris 19 72). Laporte shows that Philo interpreted the whole

liturgical practice of Judaism eucharistically. A parallel to

the doctrine may be found in Plutarch, Consol. ad Apoll. 116AB:

all good things are only loaned to us by the Gods, so that we

should not take it ill when they ask for them back (Euripides,

Phoen. 555-56 is quoted in this connection). As a biblical

parallel cf. Job 1:21.

6 "6i6a)U-i 001 aux6v 6ox6v". Philo is following the LXX on

I Sam 1:11, which may either be translating a Hebrew text dif-

ferent from ours, i.e., unetattw la^adonoy mattana (although

mattana is elsewhere rendered in the LXX as 6oua, e.g., Ez 46:17),

or else represents a slight expansion of the Hebrew text as we

have it.

x6v 6e&ou£vov 6i6o)U.i. Cf. I Chr 29:14: "For all things

come from thee, and of thy own have we given thee." Cf. LAB

32:2: "Lo, now my son, I offer thee for a burnt offering and

deliver thee unto his hands who gave thee unto me."

xd 6c5pa . . . 66uaxa . . . Kaprccouaxa. Cf. LA 3. 196,

and Cher. 84, where a distinction is in fact made between these

three terms. Here they are taken as equivalents, since the idea

is that one is offering back to God his own gifts.

7 XPSLOQ. In prose, only Hellenistic. Not attested

before Philo in this sense. Cf. Deus 37.

7-8 euxcxpioxriTiK&g• Adverb only here. The adjective euxcx-

piaxnxiH6g is found thrice in Philo and nowhere else: Saor. 74;

Ebr. 94, 105. XIUTIXIKWQ also, in this sense, only found in

Philo. Adjective not before Jos. Ant. 19.8 and Plutarch Consol.

ad Apoll. 120A.

KaOapeuoouev &6iKnudxQ3v £Kvii|Kxuevoi xd Kaxappimaivovxa

x6v ftiov . . . o£ dv yj\ Ttp6x£pov Aouodytevog (pai6puvnxai xo ofiua,

« « « £Tuxeipeiv £TI Kenr\Xi6(^\iivr) next n£(pupu^vTj 61a-

voiqc. We have here a conceit and a family of words of which

Philo is particularly fond. Cf. Her. 112-13: cp HCtdapdn06ueOa

. . . xd HaxappUTtcuvovxa nuxov T6V ddAiov . . . (3£ov;
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Cher. 94-9 7: xd \itv ocouaTa AouxpoCs xal Hadapoiois dTtoppuTixovxai,

xd && iK>xns exviijiaodai Ttddn, OLC HcxxappuTiaivexai 6 |3ioe, ouxe

3O\JA.OVXCLI . . . dKnA.i6coxoue feadfjxac dujiex^uevot 6idvoiav 6

. . ; Fug. 41; Mut. 49, 124.

8 eig xd Lepd yt) i^eivaL (3a6i£siv. See Maim. M. T. , Laws

of Temple Entry, chs . 3-5. On the d i a l e c t i c a l topos £x XOU

xal fjxxov, see I n t r o , p . 171.

Cf. Ecphantus, p . 80.17 Thesleff : xad6

HCXI xcbs dyLcoxdxcos X6KO)S £KCL\I6OXJ6.V x ivee. (For CLKT)\£6U>TOQ , cf.

Wisd. 4 :9 , 7:26; Apoc. Abr. 17, where " spo t l e s s " i s one of God's

a t t r i b u t e s . )

dKddapxog &v. Cf. Spec. 1.283; Plant. 164; Her. 82; LA

1.62. Cf. Agr. 130, and the similar argumentation used by the

rabbis in MRS, Epst-Mel.: 157; Tosef. B.Q. 7.6; Mek. Bahodesh

11, Lauterbach, 2.290. For an analogous use of the trope £x xoO

uaAAov nal nxxov, cf. Semahot 8.16, Higger: 165: "Similarly,

it is written: Thou shalt build the altar of the Lord thy God

of perfect stones (Deut. 27.6)—of stones that establish peace

in the world. Let us reason a minori ad majus: If of stones

î hat neither see, nor hear, nor speak, nor eat, nor drink, but

because they establish peace between Israel and their Father in

heaven, the Holy One, blessed be He, said, 'Let them be perfect

before me 1—in the case of students of Torah, who effect atone-

ment for the world, how much more necessary is it that they be

perfect before the Holy One, blessed be He." Cf. Spec. 1.89.

See J. Neusner, A Life of Yohanan Ben Zakkai (Leiden 1970) 128-

36; 24-42.

uexavoT*|oeLV. For Philo's doctrine of repentance see

TDNT 4.993-94; Wolfson, Philo 2.252-59; Volker 105-15, and

Winston's forthcoming study "The Limits of Jewish Piety and Greek

Philosophy in Philo's Thought," in Jewish and Christian Self-

definition, v. 3: Hellenistic Judaism in the Diaspora.

9 6uoKd0apxoc,. First attested in Philo. Cf. Det. 144;

Post. 75; Deus 183; Plant. 107; etc. Found, however, in a

slightly different sense, in Soph. Ant. 1284, and Ar. Peace 1250.

£uTtepiTiaxoOvxa. Cf. LXX Lev 26:12; Det. 4; Post. 122.
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10 P h i l o here r e t u r n s t o the d i s c u s s i o n of Hannah. Com-

mentary on I Sam 2 : 5 : oxe ipa Sxexev enxd, n 6e no\\t) ev T^KVOLC

f\od£vr\oe. (Textual v a r i a n t s : HCCI f) TTOAAT1) ev xe'xvoie. riade"vnaev.)

11 \LOv6.6a efl6oud6i xflv auxfrv . . . voyage i . Cf. Op. 100;

Post. 64; Decal. 102; Spee. 2 .59 ; LA 1 .15.

evape'xou. Cf. SVF 3.295; Plot. 1.3.3; Jos. B. 6.1.8.

Only here in Philo.

12 dvcmauou£vr)£ ev deep . . . nai nepi ux|6ev T&V dvnxfiv

gpYcov Sxi Tiovouyî VTlS. Cf. LA 1.16: "whenever there comes upon

the soul the holy Logos of which Seven is the keynote, six

together with all mortal things that the soul seems to make

therewith comes to a stop"; Spec. 2.59. The identification of

seven with both light and Logos was already made by Aristobulus:

"God created the world and, because life is troublesome to all,

gave us for rest the seventh day, which in reality ((PUOIHCOC)

could also be called the prime source of light, in which all

things are comprehended. The latter could also be transferred

metaphorically to wisdom, for all light comes from her" (Fragm.

Pseudepig. Graeoa, ed. A. M. Denis [Leiden 1970] 224). See also

N. Walter, Der Thoraausleger Aristobulos (Berlin 1964) 65 ff.

For the rest of the soul in God, cf. Post. 28; Somn. 2.228; Fug.

174; LA 1.6; Philolaus, DK A.12.

£f36oud6oQ . . . xaxd dTi6Aeii|jiv e£d6oQ. e£ds is first

attested in Philo, and used frequently by him. For a Pythago-

rean exposition of the hexad cf. Anatolius, ap. Theol. Ar. p. 42,

19 De Falco; Theo Smyrn. p. 102,4 ff. Hiller. Cf. Op. 13; LA

1.4, 16; Post. 64; Spec. 2.58-59, 64. Hannah has transcended

the |3£o£ TIPCLHTIH6Q symbolised by the hexad, to attain to the

3LOQ decopnxIH6£, symbolised by the hebdomad, the number proper

to the Logos, and to God himself. For the notion of moving up

the scale of being described in terms of numbers, cf. The Eighth

Reveals the Ninth (Tractate 6, Nag Hammadi Codex 6): "0 Lord,

grant us wisdom from thy power extended unto us, that we may tell

ourselves the vision of the eighth and the ninth. We have

already advanced to the Seventh, practising piety and being

citizens in thy Law" (L. S. Keizer: 97-98); Congr. 103-5: "for

they have learned to rise above the ninth, the seeming deity,

the world of sense, and to worship Him who is truly tenth and

alone" (referring to the mystical identity of the Ten and the

One) .
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13 oxeipav . . . oxeppdv. Is this a piece of "creative

etymology," or simply an instance of paronomasia? The former

view gains support from the confusion that seems to have taken

place, at least in later antiquity, between the two words, e.g.

in mss of Eur. Andr. 711, where a scholiast on V notes that

axeipog is "Attic" for axepp6s (meaning "barren," not "firm").

But cf. also oxeppdc, meaning "barren" in Arist. GA 773b27 ff.

For a similar exegesis in Philo based on this verbal connection,

cf. Philo, LCL Supplement, II p. 273, line 9 (on Gen 26:32):

stabilitatem non sterilitatem, presumably representing oxepe6-

xnSf oO axepp6xns. A passage in Plutarch's Isis and Osiris

(366E) tends to confirm the possibility of such an eytmological

word-play. Here, Nephthys is described as being at first oxeipa

after her marriage to Typhon. Plutarch wishes to interpret this

as referring to x6 TtavxeAcoc, xfjc, ync dyovov nal dxapTtov UTI6

oxepp6xnxoc, that is, the barrenness of the earth due to its

sun-baked hardness. Wyttenbach's emendation oxeip6xnxoe, is

quite misguided. Admittedly, Plutarch is here using oxepp6xnc

to mean "hardness," whereas Philo, if our rendering is correct,

is using it to mean "barrenness," but it is the connection

between the two meanings that is the important factor. Philo

elsewhere does recognise a "positive" meaning for oxeipos, in

the sense of "barren, unreceptive, to vice." At Congr. 3, we

find this stated as a startling paradox, yet true. Virtue

(Sarah) is "barren" (£axeLpanrai) as regards all that is bad,

but shows herself a fruitful mother of the good (euxoHiqt xpf)"tai) .

At Praem. 159, the soul is described as "many" (TTOAAT*I) , full,

that is, of passions and vices, which makes her feeble and sick.

But when she has become "barren" (axeipoodeCaa), and ceases to

produce these children, she is transformed into a pure virgin.

Cf. also Mut. 143, where I Sam 2:5 is explicitly quoted, and

explained in the same way as in the present passage. In none

of these places, however, is any connection made between oxeipoQ

and axepp6g. [For a persuasive argument against any etymologi-

cal intention on Philo1s part, however, see V. Nikiprowetzky,

"Exeipa, Sxeppd, ITOAAT1! et l'exe"gese de I Sam. 2:5 chez Philon

d'Alexandrie," SILENO, Roma, 19 79.]

Hannah is "barren" as regards the realm of Generation

and particularly as regards Vice, but this involves firm estab-

lishment in the realm of Being and Virtue. For a similar con-

trast between sterility and fecundity, cf. Wisd. 3:13-15, where

we are told that sterility, if pure, is redeemed by a spiritual
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fertility; Sir. 16:3: "For better is one than a thousand, and

to die childless than to have a presumptuous posterity." For

other etymologizing by Philo, see Intro, p. 173,

14 T^JV 6£ TtoAAfiv dodeveiv iv T^KVOLQ. Cf. Praem. 159.

This word-order makes it plain that Philo has deliberately con-

strued the LXX text to suit his allegorical purposes, by taking

ev T £ H V O I Q with f|od£vnoe • While this makes no significant dif-

ference to the meaning, it is worth noting as another example of

Philo's troubles in construing the "translatorese" of the LXX.

It does, however, enable him to take TtoAA.r'i by itself as meaning

"multiple" or "multifarious," in a bad sense.

dijjeu6o3g KCXI O(p66pa evapycoc,. One of Philo's favored ways

of introducing an allegorial interpretation. Cf. acp66pa opdcos

nat Ttpoonx6vTa)C,, 16; Praem. 17: aivixTETai 6£ evapycog.

TCOAAA 66ivn TOG 8V6Q ajiooT&oa. Platonic-Pythagorean

contrast of One and Many. The sensible and the flesh imply

plurality. The soul diversifies itself into various potencies

in the process of becoming linked to matter.

du(3Aa)dpi6ia. In the sense of "abortive child" only in

Philo (although frequent later in Patristic Greek). Cf. LA 1.76;

Mig. 33: du3A.codpi6ia, nAixdunva. Contrast here with xeAeacpo-

poi£ &>6LOL of 5, above.

(3apuvou£vT1 xal THS£OU£VTI • See comment, to Gig. 31.

15 TCOV On' auTT^v. I.e., sexual lusts. Cf. Cher. 93: HCLL

TOLQ uexd Yocox^pa CLTioXiyzxai; LXX Jonah 4:8.

POOL . . . eauTOLg . . . yew&oiv. Note how here, as

well as with the ref. to Gen 38:9 in 16, CLUTCOV evexa in 17 and

oL yevv&vxec a^toUs in 19, Philo keeps recalling the lemma

auxoiQ.

16 cpLAauxLa. For bad sense, cf. UPZ 42.10 (ii B.C.E.).

Abraham's faith (ELOILQ) in God is paradigmatic for Philo of the

"unswerving and firm assumption" that is attained when the mind

has a vision of the First Cause, the truly Existent. The oppo-

site of pistis is called by Philo oCncae, xucpoc / nevf] 6oEa,

dcppoauvn, dAaCoveia, TO un^pauxov, and (pcAauTia (Mut. 176; Spec.

1.10; Somn. 2.48-66, 162, 192; Her. 106; Mig. 147; Ebr. Ill;

Sob. 57). It consists in giving to the senses or to the thought
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based on them that trust which should be bestowed on God alone.

Cf. Saor. 58; Post. 52, 180-81 (contains a long list of duties

similar to the one in Deus 19); Her. 106-111; Congr. 130; Spec.

1.334-45, 4.131; Praem. 12.

6 youv Atjydv. Cf. Post. 180, where Onan is similarly

depicted as the type of (piAauTia, with a very similar string of

clauses.

17 u-1*) YOV£CJI)V TiufJS

with genitive not in classical prose. Note the impressive

sequence of eight parallel cola, one of them actually double

HOIV&V) .

Late Greek prose. Cf. Strabo 4.4.5; Plut.

Brut. 36; Caes. 69; Bet. 61; Fug. 144; Abr. 137.

19 UT*1 T & Tt&VTa TtpoodT*JKnv eau-coO . . . vou.i£ovTa. Cf. Somn.

2.115-16; Prov. 2.84; M. Aurel. 9.39: "the part ought not to

grumble at what is done in the interests of the whole"; 10.6:

"as I am a part, I shall not be displeased with anything allotted

me from the whole"; Epict. 2.5.25; Plato, Laws 90 3 BD; Plot.

2.9.9.75.

Tiaxpi, uriTpL . . . Kca nyeuovi ~c&v ouuJt&vTGov. A Middle

Stoic concept which is found also in Antiochus. According to

the latter, friendship is seen extending outwards from the fam-

ily until it includes even the gods (Aug. CD 19.3). "This affec-

tion comes into being right from our birth, in that children are

loved by their parents and the whole family is held together by

the bond of marriage and parenthood. From there it gradually

spreads beyond the home, first through ties of blood, then

through marital relationships, then through friendships, later

by association with neighbors, afterwards to fellow-citizens and

to partners and friends in public life, and finally by embracing

the whole human race" (Cic. Fin. 5.65). Cf. also Apuleius, De

Plat. 2.2.222, for the doctrine in later Middle Platonism. For

Philo's doctrine of cpiAavdpamia and its Stoic antecedents, see

Winston, "Philo's Ethical Theory," forthcoming in ANRW.
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VI A

Deus 20-32

Commentary on Gen 6:5-7: * I6a)V ouv, (pnoi, xupioc 6 de6c

OIL fenAnduvdnoav at xaxiai x&v dvdpamoov inl xfje yf\Q, nal ixds xis

6iavoeixcu tv XT^ Hap6ia ferciue^&G xd novripd Tidaae xdc, nu^pas,

eveduu^On 6 de6c OIL £rioir|oe xov avdpamov tnl xfjg vnS/ nai 6ie-

vo7*|dri. xat elnev 6 de6e# 'AnaXei^co x6v dvdpamov 6v eTtoinaa dTi6

TtpoowTiou xfjc yne.

Textual variants: C6a)V 62: Kupuos . . . xat eveOuu^^n.

Hebrew: By translating eveduu^dn and 6ievoT*|dri the LXX

has expunged all reference to God's repenting and its attendant

sadness which is found in the Hebrew text. It should be noted,

however, that when the biblical context deals with God's love

for man, and his compassion and forgiveness for those who repent

or those who have been punished and are in need of his merciful

love, the LXX translators do not deviate too sharply from the

Hebrew text. Cf. Deut 32:36; Exod 32:12 and 14, where the

Hebrew words wehinnahem, wayyinnahem, yitneham, are translated

as if the verb meant in the nipcal "have compassion," or in the

hitpacel "be comforted." (See Gutman, 2.12 7-2 8.)

A. General Comments

The whole passage from 20-69 constitutes in fact a single

commentary on Gen 6:5-7, but, following A. Moses, we have thought

it best to divide it into three parts, for ease of exposition.

In the first passage Philo turns to the question which

gives this treatise its name. He engages first in a well-

wrought polemic in diatribe style against those who would base

themselves on this passage of Genesis to argue that God is sub-

ject to change, even change of mind. His position here is based

ultimately on Plato's "second canon of theology" in Republic II

(380D-383B), that God suffers no change either from any external

force or from his own volition (cf. Sen. Ben. 23.1). His first

argument proceeds from a Stoic base; we assume that the true

philosopher is superior to the changes of fortune (u?l XO L Q

TipdyuocoL ouu.u.£Ta|3d;\Aeiv) , and maintains an undeviating single-

ness of purpose. (Cic. Tusc. 5.81; Pro Murena 61; SVF 3.548;

Sen. Ben. 4.34.3). Moses also holds this to be the ideal of the

Sage; Deut 5:31 (a popular passage with Philo, who uses it for

various purposes) is brought in to support this point (23).



Commentary. Deus 20-32 285

This prompts Philo to celebrate the harmony of the soul,

or at least of the well-tempered soul, which, if itself cor-

rectly tuned, can impose calm upon the storms suddenly whipped

up by nan La. The train of thought is not difficult to follow.

Deut 5:31 is interpreted as an exhortation to the sage to

achieve npeu-La. In 26 we come back to the point that God (6

dcpdapxoc nal uanapioQ) can hardly be supposed to be less stable

than the well-tempered human soul.

From 2 7-29 a contrast is then made between the uncer-

tainties and inconsistencies of human life and the constancy

of God's existence. This develops, in 30-32, into a contrast

between the conditions of temporality and eternity, which owes

much to the discussion of Time and Eternity in Timaeus 37C-39D.

This passage is of particular interest, both for its importance

in the debate about divine "foreknowledge," and as suggesting a

possible link between Philo and Plotinus via Numenius. Note

the ideas that God knows temporal events (a) in a timeless eter-

nity, and (b) as their cause. Both ideas recur in Plotinus as

regards the knowledge possessed by the World-Soul 4.4.12), and

a fortiori by Nous (e.g., 6.7.1). That they are of Stoic

inspiration is shown by Cicero, Div. 1.82 (divine causal knowl-

edge) and 1.125-27 (simultaneous knowledge of events divided by

time). Cicero's immediate source is stated in the passage to

be Posidonius.

In 31-32, the notion of God as Father is developed

remarkably; if God is father of the cosmos (Tim. 28C), then the

cosmos is plainly his son: cf. Ebr. 30; Mos. 2.134; Spec. 1.96;

Plut. Quaest. Plat. 1001B; Is. et Os. 373A (Horus, begotten by

Isis, is the perceptible world, an image of what is spiritually

intelligible); the idea of sonship of the cosmos is no doubt

helped by the description in Rep. 6.509E, etc., of the Sun as

Snyovos of the Good. But Time is the measure of the motion of

the cosmos {Tim. 38B ff.), and is therefore produced by it, and

is therefore its son; so Time will be the grandson of God. (Cf.

Dante, Inferno 11.105, where Virgil describes human art as the

"grandchild of God," since art is said to copy nature, and nature

is the child of God.") Further, the intelligible cosmos is prior

to the physical cosmos, so that this latter is the younger son

of God as opposed to his elder son, the intelligible cosmos.

The contrast between the elder son who stays at home with his

father, and the younger son who wanders abroad, finds an inter-

esting parallel in Plotinus 5.8.12-13 and 5.5.3 (originally
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parts of a single work, cf. R. Harder, Hermes 1936, pp. 1-10;

V. Cilento, Plotino: Paideia Antignostioa, Florence, 1971).

For Plotinus the sensible world is God's youngest son Zeus (5.

8.13.1), who alone appears "without," whereas his elder brothers

remain with their Father (Nous-Kronos), who "abides bound in

identity" (5.8.13.1), and gives the sense-world to his son (now

apparently regarded as the World-Soul) to rule. Note also in

5.8.13 and 5.5.3 the genealogical language used of the three

Plotinian hypostases, of which the highest (the One) is the

grandfather of the World-Soul (5.5.3.23). We may note also the

possibly Hebraising phrase "King of Kings," ibid. 20, and the

more mythological expression of the genealogical relation at

5.1.7.

Of course in Philo's less elaborate scheme, God is the

grandfather of Time, not of the World-Soul. If there is any

connection between Philo's language and that of Plotinus, it

will almost certainly be an indirect one, through Numenius of

Apamea. Numenius does use genealogical language about his

three gods (Procl. In Tim. 1.303.27 ff. = Fr. 21, Des Places;

cf. Dillon, Middle Platonists: 366-67).

B. Detailed Comments

20 TOUTCJV u£v 6^ aAi£. Compare other phrases of transition,

e.g. Gig. 67; Deus 33, 51, 70.

xd 6* dK6A.ouOa. For Philo, &H6Aoudo£ implies not just

"following next after," but "following logically upon" (cf. the

use in Stoic logic of dKoAoudua). We find it, throughout his

works, in various usages:

(1) used absolutely: LA 3.150; Det. 81; Deoal. 32

(ouvucpcuveiv . . . xd 6,x6A.ouda) ; Agr. 124, etc.

(2) followed by a dative: Deoal. 128; Agr. 32; Ebr.

206 (inl xd a.H6A.ou0a xcp A6ycp xpe^coueda) , etc.

(3) followed by a genitive: Gig. 67 (eni xd a.K6A.ou0a

xoO A6you Tpei[iCL>ueOa) . For the use of auvucpaivco here, cf. Post.

14, Cher. 171 ( T O U T O U 6n Tipo6iou.oAoYnS£vxos, a.K6Xoudov dv ein

auvucpaiveiv xd dpu6£ovxa) ; Fug. 119. Since this verb can be

construed both with a direct object only, and with an indirect

object, also, in the dative, xcp A6ycp could be taken either with

dx6A.ouda or with auvucpaivoou-ev. In the former case, it would

refer to the text of Scripture; in the latter to Philo's own
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discourse. For similar use of Ttpoau(paiva), cf. Her. 17, Congr.

122.

In fact there is a logical link between De Gig.-Deus

1-19, and the present section. After having described and com-

mented upon the multiplication of evil on the earth, Philo

embarks on the subject of the reaction of God to the spectacle

of evil.

21 TLV^C TC5V aveEex&oxcov. Compare with other phrases of

referring to superficial or literalist critics and commentators.

Cf. below, 52. These literalists are in this case not to be

taken as literal-minded exegetes, but rather "the man in the

street." The term aveE^Taaxog is no doubt derived ultimately

from Plato Apol. 38A. Cf. Spec. 2.244; Somn. 1.39, 102, 301;

Cher. 42; Origen C. Cels. 6.54; A. von Harnack, Marcion (rep.

Darmstadt, 1960) 279*.

£TteAacppiCouoi xai £TtiKOU(piCouoi. For collocution cf.

Spec. 4.171; Legat. 27. T̂teAacppL̂ a) first recorded in Philo

(̂ TteAacppuva) in Plut. Superst. 165F, Dio Chrys. 56C) .

ade6xnxo£. Parallels for ade6xr)S as a term for the

holding of false views about God; Conf. 114; Decal. 90; Ebr.

110; Mos. 2.193; Aet. 10; Legat. 163.

2 2 Toug &66Aa)g KQI Kadapo3£_(p. A reference to philosophers

of the type of the Stoic sage, but couched in language remini-

scent of Phaedrus 249A (xou cpiAoaocp^aavxos &66Aa)g) . Cf. Decal.

58, where this appellation serves to characterise the disciples

of Moses.

x6 U-T*I xoig Ttp&YU-aca auu-U-exaft&AAeiv. Cf. SVF 3.5 48,

23-24: ou6£ u-exa(3aAAeadai &b xax' ou6£va xp6nov ou6£ uexaxi-

deadai ou6£ acp&AAeadca. auu-uexaP&AAeiv in this sense ("change

along with") an Aristotelian term, e.g. EN I 10, 1100a28.

23 "ou 5£ auToO oxfjdi yi£xJ ^yioO". Philo gets a good deal

of value from this passage. See list of parallels in note on

Gig. 49, where he uses it in connection with Moses1 euax&deia

and npeuua. To capture Philo's meaning, one must render the

text "remain immobile here with me."

x6 & K ; U V £ S nod appends xfjg yvcouns. Neither appends,

nor &HAiVT*ig in the sense of "steadfast, unwavering," is attested
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before Philo. 'Appends is used by Plutarch (Proo. An. 1015A) as

an epithet of Matter. Both adjectives are common in Philo, being

used in a parallel context in Gig. 49-50, and Conf. 30: anXivzl

Hal apperteU; Mut. 87: CLHXIVOUQ HOU dppenouc,; ib.183; Somn. 2.220,

227; Abr. 170; Prob. 29. The collocution is found also in Pro-

clus, In Tim. 2.313.5: fi Ttpdrun TtAnpouu.£vn yvtboiQ and TCOV VOHTCOV,

ayi\ivt)Q HOU appends HOU duexdTiTcoTOS uTidpxouaa.

24 COOKS p Tivd Aupav. As usual, when Philo fixes upon a

metaphor, he exploits it to the full. (For other uses of the

metaphor cf. Saor. 37 and Ebr. 116). Here the figure of the

soul as a harmony is elaborated upon variously. The notion that

it is harmonised by eTiiaTT̂ uri TCOV evavTicov, playing the role of

high and low notes, is peculiar. The Platonic theory that knowl-

edge is of opposites is never elsewhere connected with the

notion that knowledge harmonizes the soul. The image is con-

tinued with eniTeivei and dveivou, reflecting ultimately the

precepts of Rep. Ill, esp. 412A, where the effects of a good

blending of gymnastic and music are being summed up: oncos dv

dAAnAoiv Euvapuoodnxov STILTS IVOU£VCO HOU dvieu.e'vco uexpt xoO Tipoa^-

HO V T O S ; and then with KP O T S L V and tni\\)dXXeiv, the latter a rare

word, found before Philo only in a fragment of Sophocles (fr.

60) .

Txpoouirep(3dAA.ovTa. Verb not found before Philo.

TCOV cpuoe i KdAcov. It is not quite clear to what this

phrase refers. Moses (trans, ad loo.) seems to take it as

referring to natural good parts ("les merites naturels"); but

it may just be a synonym for the virtues.

25 5pYavov Y&p TeAecoTCXTOV. The image is continued further

with the description of the soul as a perfect instrument fash-

ioned by Nature (cf. Saor. 37; Stoic influence here, surely,

overlaying that of the Timaeus) as an archetype of those (musi-

cal instruments) fashioned by human skill. Its perfect tuning

consists in the 6\ioXoyLa of all its actions with each other, the

Stoic ideal. This is its T£XOQ. Perfect tuning is connected

here with the notion of perfect stability, npeu-ia, with which

we began in §23.

dpx^TUTtov TCOV xeipOHUT*)Tcov. Cf. S e n . Ep. 9 0 . 2 2 - 2 4 .

ouyicpcovLav. Cf. SVF 1 . 1 7 9 : Had ' e v a A.6yov u a t auuxptovov



Commentary. Deus 20-32 289

26 xfrv noXbv KXV&UJVCL KCXI odA.ov. His thought moves effort-

lessly now to another of his favourite images, the storm at sea.

(Cf. LA 2.90; Cher. 12-13, 38; Saor. 13, 90, etc.) The sudden

blasts of evil break upon the soul, rousing up a raging sea,

which the well-tempered soul reduces to calm.

yaAnvid^ei. The verb is found before Philo only in the

Hippocratic corpus, Viet. 2, though YaAnvida) is used by Epicurus

[Fr. 425 Usener] , but ycxAnvri in the metaphorical sense is to be

found in Plato {Phaed. 84A, Laws VII.791A), as well as elsewhere

in Philo (e.g., Saor. 16, 90; Somn. 2.229).

zli' fcv6oid£eic,. We arrive at the point to which all

this has been building up. If the soul of the philosopher is so

steadfast, how can we doubt that God himself, who is not subject

to corruption, and is the origin of all the virtues and excel-

lencies of the Sage, could be any less steadfast? The whole

passage 24-26 constitutes a good example of Philo's rhetorical

style (cf. Intro, p. 141) .

&vr)U-u.£vo£ T 6 Kpdxog. Better to render this, with

Colson, "who has taken as his own the sovereignty of the vir-

tues," than with Moses, "qui a attache" sa puissance aux vertus."

2 7 avdpomoie, u.£v oftv x6 euuexaftoAov. Men have two sources

of a3e3oLLOTnQ, an internal and an external. On the first, Philo

makes the interesting psychological observation that we some-

times change our friendships into indifference, or even enmity,

for no very positive reason, showing in this a Houcpn zux&pzia.

The combination of euu.6Td3oA.ov and d(3e(3ca6xr|£ may own something

to a reminiscence of Rep. VI.503C: xd (3e'3cua a5 ndn xai OUK

euuexd|3oA.a, where Plato is analysing the various types of char-

acter which must be possessed by candidates for guardianship.

28 KpaxaicoQ. A poetic adjective. Adverb found before

Philo only in LXX (Judges 8:1).

6 6e OeoQ oOx cuiaKopoc,. Is a certain degree of sarcasm

discernible in the use of this adjective? In the Platonic

corpus, it is found only in the Axioohus (369A), which Philo

would have accepted as genuine, as an epithet of the 6fju-OQ. It

is frequently used by Plutarch (Mor. 7B, 20A, 93D, 752B, etc.),

of greed and of the bad sort of democracy, and Dio Chrysostom,

33.369C (also of the bad sort of democracy).



290 Two Treatises of Philo

nal uflv Soxiv oxe. The second source of human variabil-

ity is external, but here Philo specifies rather the inconstancy

of other individuals (our partners, perhaps, in some enterprise),

than inanimate causes. This may be because in fact it is easier

for the wise man to remain constant in face of the vagaries of

nature than of those of his associates.

29 •npoi6£odai ydp. A chief cause of our inconstancy is our

inability to foresee the future, whereas to God all things are

plain. This involves Philo indirectly in the problem of human

free will (a problem that will recur later, §§47-48). God can

see all things tv auYt) nadapq. (a Platonic echo, Phaedr. 250C4) ,

and administers all things TipounOeigi HCXI npovoia. This means he

allows nothing &TieA.eudepi&£e iv (a word not found before Philo),

or to stray outside of his Hax&A.niKs« The statement o06£ t\ xcov

ueAA6vxcL)V a&r\\6TT)Q auxcp ouu-ftaxT1! could be taken to imply that the

contingency of future events can have no substance from God's

point of view; therefore future events are not ultimately con-

tingent. This might seem in turn to involve strict determinism,

but we may postpone discussion of this question to the commen-

tary on 47-48. Philo1s concern here, however, is simply to

emphasise God's omniscience and omnipotence.

gpi6r)Aa. Apart from Herod. 8.65, a poetic word.

TnA-auycoc,. Poetic word in Classical times; found in

Hellenistic prose, e.g. Diod. Sic. 1.50; Mark 8:25.

30 xo3v 6nuioupYr|d£vT(x)V. Cf. LA 3.88: 6 ydp

xa £auxou

6 6£ Os6c, Tict.TT*)p Hat XEXVITTIS nod sruxpOTtoc,. The first

two epithets of God are a variation of the "nax^p xal TXOLrix]*ic of

Tim, 28C, and the title of 6TILXPOTIOC. arises naturally out of his

Ttp6voia of the universe. Cf. Op. 1 ff. for discussion of God's

relation to the world; Post. 68-69; Congr. 118: 6 xcov

31 AnuioupY&C 6"£ Hat, xpflvou Oe6g. The familial relation-

ships here listed have been noted already in the General Com-

ments. The definition of Time as the measure of the motion of

the cosmos (Chrysippus1 formalisation of Plato's doctrine in

the Timaeus, SVF 2.509-16) is general in Middle Platonism, e.g.
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Albinus Did. ch. 14, p. 170,21 Hermann: Tfjg Hivtfoecog TOU H O O U O U

32 ou6£v rcap& deep u-£AAov . . . aAA& yiovov u(p£oTnKgv. For

Philo's concept of time, cf. Fug. 57; Jos. 146; LA 3.25; Mwt.

11; Saor. 76; Af£#. 139; Ebr. 48. See J. Whittaker, God Time

Being (Oslo 1971); S. Lauer, "Philo's Concept of Time," Journ.

of Jew. St. 9 (1958) 39-46.

u(p£oTr)Kev. Chrysippus makes a distinction (SVF 2.509,

518) between past and future time, which OcpeaT&vai u£v, imapxeiv

&k ou6auxos, and present time, which uovov bnd.pxei. Philo here

makes use of this distinction to assert that aCd)v uovov OcpdaTn-

KEV. See H. Dorrie, "Eypostasis, Wort- und Bedeutungsgeschichte,"

Nachriehten dev Akad. d. Wiss. z. Gotting en, phil.-hist. Klasse,

1955, 3, pp. 35-92; reprinted in Dorrie's Platonioa Minora

(Munchen, 1976) 13-69, esp. p. 31.

VI B

Deus 33-50

Commentary on Gen 6:6: £veduuY|Ori 6 Oe6c 8TI tnoir\oe T6V

dvdpcoTiov tnl Tfjc Yne xal 6uevoT*idri.

A. General Comments

After having dismissed, on grounds of general principle,

the possibility that God can be subject to change of mind, Philo

here returns to the solution of the problem raised by the expres-

sions ^veduu^Ori 6 Oe6s . . . wat 6ievoT*|dn. To explain the mean-

ing of the LXX rendering of Gen 6:6, Philo provides us with an

analysis of the hierarchic structure of being and man's place in

it, in accordance with Stoic theory. He begins with an attempt

to distinguish between Svvoia and 6i&voia, corresponding to LXX

eveduu^^n and 6LevoT*|dri respectively. The former, he says,

employing a Stoic usage, is "thought stored up" or quiescent

(evajioHeiu^vn v6noi£: SVF 2.89), whereas the latter is thought

in its [all-traversing] course (vo^aecoc 6i££o6ov) (cf. Det. 90;
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Gig. 27; D.L. 7.138-39: "Reason [VOUQ] pervades every part of

the cosmos just as does the soul in us. Only there is a differ-

ence in degree; in some parts there is more of it, in others

less. . . . " Philo's use of 6iav6riai£ here instead of vouc is

undoubtedly dictated by the 6ievoT*|dn of his text, but it corre-

sponds with Stoic usage. See Plut. Soil. An. 961D [referring

to the Stoics] : cooirep 6.\xiXzi T & nepi T & Q votfaeis, dg £vaTtoxei-

u£va£ \ibv "£vvoiac" xaAoOcav, Hivouu£va£ 6£ "6iavoT*iaei,c,. " As

Philo explains in QG 2.54, only God employs 6i6.voia in the strict

sense (nupicocj of that term, since his firm and unvacillating

thought "is extended (&HTeiveadai) and passes completely and

effortlessly among all things." (He explains elsewhere that

God's thinking is simultaneous with his acting or creating and

there never was a time when he did not act. See Prov. 1.7; cf.

Saor. 65-68; LA 1.5; Mos. 1.283: "God cannot repent or fail to

abide by what He has once said. He will utter nothing at all

which shall not certainly be performed, for His word is His

deed." Strictly speaking, then, God's £vvoia is not distinct

from his 6i&voia. Only in man do they constitute two distinct

phases.) For the analogy between the twofold Logos in God and

the twofold logos in man, see Mos. 2.127-29; LA 2.23; cf. Deus

31. See M. Heinze, Die Lehre vom Logos in der heidnisohen

Philosophie (Oldenburg, 1872) 231-35. Scripture is thus empha-

sizing that it was part of the unchanging divine plan to deal

with man in accordance with his essential nature, which involves

the responsibility of choosing between good and evil. Hence God

is constantly praising those who do not leave their posts in

life, and punishing those who depart from it.

In order to explain man's exalted and unique position

among earth creatures, Philo now proceeds with a detailed

account of the scale of being, beginning with £ELS/ or cohesion

which holds the cosmos together and prevents its disintegration

in the void (SVF 2.540, 552-53). This ££IQ operates not only

in inanimate objects, such as wood and stones, but also in parts

of animals, such as the bones and sinews (SVF 2.634). It is

identified by the Stoics with the active cause, the source of

qualities, and is effected through pneumatic motion {SVF 2.449).

In describing the next level, that of cpuoig (growth or nature),

exemplified by the plant world, Philo characteristically employs

vivid imagery. His anthropomorphizing of nature is very effec-

tive for his purpose, which is presumably to contribute to the

notion of the ouuTi&deia of all creation (cf. D.L. 2.140). He
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then continues with the level of ^)\JXA (life) , which is charac-

terized by aCoOriaus (sensation) , cpavTacaa (impression) and 6pvtf

(impulse), all of which are lacking in plants (cf. Arist. Be

An. 2.2, 413b2; 3.3, 427bl5-16; 3.10, 433b28-29). Finally he

turns to a description of man's unique superiority over the

animals, and provides us with a eulogistic account of the human

intellect (voOg) that emphasizes its indestructibility and its

freedom. (For the orderly progression in creation, cf. Op.

65-68). [For a detailed analysis of Philo's conception of human

freedom, see Introduction p. 181.] It is man's unique freedom

to choose between good and evil that constitutes him a moral

agent who is responsible for his actions. Philo has thus

arrived at his goal, which was to explain God's continuous and

unchanging contemplation of man's nature, through which he

holds him accountable for his various actions.

B. Detailed Commentary

33 "£veOuuT^On". evOuuoOuau in the meaning of "be irri-

tated" is already a Classical usage, e.g. Thuc. 7.18, Dem.

1.43. In the parallel passage of QG (1.93), Philo seems to be

taking the verb in its more normal sense of "be concerned,"

"take thought for," and his exegesis is accordingly different.

34 £van;oKeiu£vr|v. First attested in Philo, but only here

in a technical sense. Cf. Plut. Aem. 14; Plot. 3.6.2.40; SVF

2.89 (ap. Galen): tnivoid £ O T I V fevajiOHeiuevn v6noig.

6i£Eo6ov. Cf. Bet. 130; Post. 79; Agr. 145; Plant. 49;

etc. Also Plot. 6.7.13.48: "Since it does not change, Nous

ever pursues the same course {xf\v auxfiv 6i££o6ov) through things

that are not the same."

yif) AeuTiovTa T^V T&EIV. Cf. comment, on Gig. 43.

35 T & u£v £ve6^oaTO ££ei . . . (puoei . .

£ve6^aa,TO should be taken as middle rather than

passive, "he bound down." Possibly a reminiscence of Tim. 43A

£v£6ouv, though the verb there is active. The cosmic pneuma,

according to the Stoics, has a fourfold function. In the form

of £ELS it provides unity and quality; in the form of cpuaie,

nutrition and growth, in the form of I|JUX̂  , sensation and move-

ment; and in the form of voug or X6yog, it provides rationality.

Inanimate objects possess only £ELg; plants possess, in addition,
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cpuais; irrational animals possess ipuxtf; and man and the cosmos

possess also reason (SVF 2.473, 460, 634, 714-16, 804, 1013; cf.

LA 2.22-23; Her. 137; Aet. 75 [where there is a further elabora-

tion: "mind and reason in men and the perfection of virtue in

the good" (SVF 458-59)]). Whereas Cleanthes had followed Aris-

totle in distinguishing three psychic functions (dpen;xix6v;

aCodnxix6v; 6iavonxix6v, AOYLO*XIX6V: Cic. ND 2.23-24; 30-31;

Arist. De An. 2.2-3.8; EN 1097b33 ff.; GA. 736a32), Chrysippus

added a fourth, ££i-S/ the distinctively Stoic contribution. See

S. Sambursky, Physios of the Stoics (London 1959) 7-11; David E.

Hahm, The Origins of Stoic Cosmology (Ohio State U.P. 1977)

136-74. The Stoic scale of beings is obviously indebted to

Aristotle's scale, in which plants possess only the nutritive

soul, animals also possess the perceptive soul, and man possesses

mind in addition to the two lower forms of soul. For the back-

ground of Aristotle's scale, see F. Solmsen, "Antecedents of

Aristotle's Psychology and Scale of Beings," AJP 76 (1955) 148-

64, reprinted in his Kleine Schriften (Hildesheim 1968) 588-604.

Cf. also J. Moreau, L'ame du monde de Platon aux Stoiciens

(Paris 1939).

auucputag. First found in Philo (though cognatio in Cic.

ND 2.19 may be a translation) and used by him fairly frequently.

Cf. Flac. 71; Cont. 7. The pneuma makes the cosmos a living,

organic whole, with each part grown together (ouuxpu^e: SVF

2.550) in living sympathy with all the rest {SVF 2.473, 912).

Plutarch uses the word in Mor. 923C, 1080F, 1112A-C.

TtveOucx avaoxp£cpov £(p' eaux6. Pneumatic motion has two

phases, a movement into itself (Kp6c or eCs £aux6) and a move-

ment out of itself (e£ auxou) , or movements back and forth

(TIP6OCL) xal 61110(0) , either from the center of the cosmos to its

extreme boundaries, or from the center of any given entity to

its surface (SVF 2.442, 471, 551). The inward movement toward

the center holds the body together and produces cohesion

(auv£x.eia) , unity (SVGXJIS) , and being (ouoia) ; the outward

movement causes dimensions and qualities (SVF 2.451-52, 551).

According to some sources, tensional motion (xovixf) XLVTIOLQ)

is a simultaneous motion in opposite directions (Alex. De Mixt.

10.224.25; Mant. 131.10, 16, 19-20). Both these texts are

polemical "and the notion of simultaneous motion," writes

Robert B. Todd, "may have been an accretion to the description

that we find in the doxography. It is only reported elsewhere
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by Nemesius" (SVF 2.451) {Alexander of Aphrodisias on Stoio

Physios [Leiden 1976] 37 n. 86). The exact nature of this

motion is by no means clear. Hahm believes that "the image of

compressed air gives, on the whole, the most satisfactory expla-

nation of the pneumatic motion and its effects. Such pressure

has no local motion and the fact that it acts simultaneously in

opposite directions could have given rise to the notion that it

comprises a simultaneous motion toward the center and toward the

periphery" {Origins 167). Sambursky's interpretation of this

motion as something akin to wave motion, according to Hahm, is

an interesting thesis which goes beyond the texts. Cf. Conf.

136; Plant. 9; Mig. 181. It is odd that although 6i& TI&VTGOV

6if)Hov is an almost formulaic description of pneuma' s motion

{SVF 2.416, 1035, 1021; Alex. De Mixt. 216.15; D.L. 7.139),

Philo never uses the verb 611*1x03 in this context. (It is used,

however, by the author of Wisdom [7:24].) On the other hand,

Philo does consistently use the verb Teivco to indicate the ten-

sional character of pneumatic motion. (The Stoic concept of

x6vog is first met with in the fragments of Cleanthes, who said

that it was a "stroke of fire" [TXATIY^ uup6c] : SVF 1.563. For

the origin of the concept of T 6 V O S , see Hahm, Origins 155.)

36 6iauA.OQ. Philo is rather fond of this image. Cf. Mut.

117; Spec. 1.338; 2.246; Plant. 9, 76, 125; Aet. 58; Op. 44, 47.

Aristotle (GA 741b21) compares nature to a runner covering a

double course (6iauAo6pououanG) and retracing her steps toward

the starting-point whence she set out. Pausanias (5.17.6) uses

this comparison to illustrate Boustrophedon writing. The main

point of the comparison here is simply to emphasize that the

motion is one that returns on itself and need not indicate that

it is necessarily sequential. (According to F. H. Sandbach,

Philo "must intend a continuous stream of which at any moment

part is moving outward, part turning, part coming back": The

Stoics [London 1975] 77-78.)

37 uexaftA-riTiKfic,. This is the only occurrence of this word

in Philo. Cf. Arist. Met. 1020a5.

v 6£. Characteristic rubric for introducing

supporting evidence, cf. deus 148, 181.

Cf. Her. 137: au^nTix&c, Hivouueva, in the

course of a similar contrast between eEjie and cpuoig.
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38 It is not surprising that Philo's imagery here is pri-

marily of vines (cf. Mut. 162; Anim. 78) and that he seems well

acquainted with them (for his acquaintance with the cultivation

of vines and trees, cf. Bet. 107), for "one of the earliest steps

taken by the Ptolemies to satisfy the ever-growing demand of the

Greek inhabitants for wine was an extensive planting of vines of

various kinds. There is evidence of this in many documents.

Our fullest information relates to the Arsinoite nome. This nome

in the time of Philadelphus was covered with vineyards large and

small, some planted by the kings, but most by immi-grants, not by

natives. Vines were planted with feverish activ-ity on the

doreai (gift-estates) of Apollonius the dioioetes.Many sorts of

vine were tried. In 256 B.C.E. Apollonius sends messengers to a

certain Lysimachus to get cuttings of vines and fruit trees from

him. Nicias, Lysimachus1 manager, replies to the message from

Apollonius and attaches a list of cuttings. Eleven varieties of

vine are named, among them Cilician, Mendean, Maronean,

Phoenician, and Alexandrian, and some others, all famous for

their quality. In one letter, Apollonius speaks of 10,000 vine

plants (cpuxd apji^Aiva) and 1,700 shoots (uooxeu-

ucxxa) " (M. Rostovtzeff, Social and Economic History of the

Hellenistic World [Oxford 1941] 1:353-54; cf. P. M. Fraser,

Ptolemaic Alexandria [Oxford 1972] 1.166-67; 2.282, for further

bibliography). In this regard we may also compare Seneca, who

was a prosperous vine grower and who often resorts in his Letters

to figures dealing with the vine. {Ep. 112.1; 104.6;86.14 ff. ;

12.2; 83.16; NQ 3.7.1). See M. T. Griffin, Seneca3A

Philosopher in Politics (Oxford, 1976) 290; C. Magenta,

"Riflessi di agronomia et economia agricola in Seneca Filosofo,"

RIL 73 (1940) 244 ff.

gQArijT̂ c. Athletic imagery is extremely frequent in

Philo. Cf. LA 1.98; 2.21; 3.14, 70, 72, 201; Cher. 80; Sacr. 160;

Bet. 49; et al. See V. C. Pfitzner, Paul and the Agon Motif

(Leiden 1967) 16-75; and H. A. Harris, Greek Athletics

and the Jews, ed. I. A. Barton and A. J. Brothers (Cardiff 1976)

51-95.

39 TiepiavaoTaoa. First found in Philo. Cf. LA 2.26;

Cher. 62: in |3ad£oQ UTIVOU Tiepiavacnr&c; Somn. 2.106.

ol TOig £v YDVonEi. ucxaxoig avaAoYoOoi. Note how Philo

keeps before our minds the unity of nature, by such analogies

as this. The (3ctduc UUVOQ image serves the same purpose.
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41 ddpunTot./ d(p&VTaaTa, aCodijoecos au^xoxo-* All three nega-

tive adjectives found first in Philo (except for one doubtful

use of &U£ T O X O Q in Thuo. 1.39).

42 eLOOSOLQ. First found here and not used again by Philo.

(See also Damasc. Bub. et Sol. 102 p. 265,11 Ruelle, opposed to

d(pcupEOis) . aCodncas/eCodeois is apparently an attempt to under-

stand Plato's etymologizing at Tim. 43A5-6. Proclus and the

Platonic tradition took this as a derivation from d'iooeiv {In

Tim. 332,5 ff.), but knowing Plato's powers at etymologizing,

euadecac is not too bad a suggestion as to what he might have

intended. If it is Stoic, it may nevertheless derive ultimately

from Tim. 43C. (Modern linguists prefer to derive aCoOnatQ from

dlco, "hear, perceive," cf. Skt. avih, "evidently," OCS ave, Lat.

audio.)

TO.IJ.EIOV . . . svaTtoOnoaupi^STai. Cf. SVF 2.56: uvrjuri,

dnoa.upiou.6g ouoa cpavxaaicov; M 3.36: TL Y & P xdg cpauAas 6oEae

. . . TOLULeueig wat Onaaupi^Eig, & 6idvoia, ev aauxfi; Post. 57;

Plato, Phaedr. 276D. Also Cic. Aoad.Pr. 30 (representing

Antiochus' doctrine). For voug as Tauetov, cf. Bet. 68. For

Tiav6ex£ef cf. Tim. 51A, where Plato speaks of the Receptacle as

Ttav6ex^C (though Philo must here be thinking of a Tiav6oKeLOv) .

Cf. LA 1.61; Saov. 135; Bet. 34. Cf. also Iamb. V.P. 29.162.

Philo's preference for voOg over nyeuoviKdv o r 6i&voia in ref-

erence to man's reason is a mark of his essential Platonism.

43 (pavTaoia 6£ eon TUTTCJOLC. Cf. LA 1.30. Philo is influ-

enced by the Theaetetus account, as were later Platonists in

general (Ar. Didymus, ap. Euseb. PE 11.23.36-; Plut. Is. et 0s.

373B), but also by Stoic doctrine. Cf. SVF 2.55-56.

cjonep 6aKTuAi6£ T I C n ocppayLg. Cf. SVF 1.484.

A characteristically Stoic term, used in

the definition of the HaTaAnTiTiHf) cpavxaaia; D.L. 7.46: evcuie-

acppa.Yiaue'vriv xal evanoueuoiYU^vriv; SVF 1.59 (Zeno, ap. Sext.);

cf. Op. 151; LA 1.79; Post. 165. etc.; [Plut.] Be Lib. Ed. 3F:

xaddnep y&P O(ppayZ&eQ TOZQ anaXoiQ evaTioudTTOvxaL

xnpcp 6e eotKd)£ 6 voug. This description of the process

by which the mind acquires concepts is peculiar, in that it seems

to revert to the more primitive doctrine of the Old Stoa (Zeno,

Cleanthes), disregarding the more sophisticated model proposed

by Chrysippus, according to which each new image introduces a
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"modification" (exepoiojcac) into the r\yE:\IOVLKOV (Sext. Emp.

Math. 7.227, 372 = SVF 2.56), rather than impressing anything

upon it. Philo is perhaps influenced by what he (or some inter-

mediate source?) takes to be the doctrine adumbrated in the

Theaetetus. The manner in which Aridn "smooths out" and "effaces"

the imprints of memory is, also, far from clear. It is perhaps

fair to say that Philo is not vitally interested in the techni-

calities of epistemological theory. Cf. Op. 166, where he

accepts the same doctrine.

4 4 xox£ \ibv OCKSLCDQ XOX£ 6£ GJQ

A reference to the Stoic doctrine of opuri (resulting in oixei-

OXJLQ) , and dcpopu^ (resulting in aAAoxpiojoie) , arising from the

reaction of the Soul to the impressions it receives (SVF 3.169-

77), though Philo here uses 6puY| for both types of impulse. The

subject of §(paoav in the next sentence is left vague by Philo,

but since "they" define opuYi as Rpcjxn ijjuxns Hivnaig, the subject

is inevitably the Stoics.

45 ooju-dxojv xe 6uoO Hat, Ttpa.YUQ.TOJv. What contrast is

intended here? Neither Moses nor Colson in their translations

("aussi bien les corps vivants que les choses," "both of all

material objects and of things in general") seem quite adequate.

The contrast aoJuaxa-TxpoLYUaTa is a very common one with Philo

(see Leisegang's Index, s.v. np&YUa.) , and in many cases it seems

to be simply between animate and inanimate objects (e.g. Op.

150, Bet. 165, Conf. 21), though sometimes npcxYuaxa could be

taken as meaning intelligible objects (Post. 57; Ebr. 167).

When Philo wants to make this latter contrast, he usually says

so, Somn. 2.134: xoie xaxa. ijiux̂ v Ttp&Yua.aiv; Mut. 56: xf)V x£>v

docju-&xa)V 0£av TtpaYUOixojv; but at Her. 130 we find oa>u.axa and

•np&Yuexxa. contrasted in a way which, as becomes clear in 131,

involves their reference to sensibles and intelligibles respec-

tively; and so it seems to be in the present passage. (Cf. also

Somn. 2.101: npa.Yudxa)v ou awudxcov.) This curious usage must

derive from the Stoic use of TtpdYua to mean A.exx6v, as attested

in SVF 2.173, and especially Diog. Laert. 7.59: Ttpocp£povxai

u£v at cpcovau, A^YEXOU 6£ xa. npcxYuaxa, & 6t\ HCXI Aenxd

Also Sextus, Math. 8.11-12, cf. [Plut.] Plac. 1.6.13.

46 ipuxns Y&p 5iRs o5xo£. See Plato Rep. 7.518BC. So, too,

Arist. Top. 1.17, 10 8a: ojg OIJJIC £v 6(pdaAu.(p voue ev ii»ux"Q - Cf.
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EN 1.6.1096b28. In Art of Rhetoric 3.10.7, 1411b, Aristotle

quotes from an unknown writer the following example of a meta-

phor: "reason is a light that God has kindled in the soul."

Also, Cicero ND 1.19: ooulis animi, in a reference to Plato.

TTSpiA,aun:6uevog gOyaCe,* Cf. Spec. 1.42; Praem.

45; SVF 2.54, 63.

(3cxduc, £6cpog. £6cpoc, is a Homeric term and carries with

it the connotation of the £6cpoc, r)£p6ei£ which Hades has for his

portion (II. 15.191), though by Philo's time this connotation

may not have much force. Cf., however, Plut. Mor. 48C. x6v

6' evx6g eupcoxa xfjs ipuxnc nat £6(pov is reminiscent of the Locpos

etjpcoeis of Hades mentioned in Horn. Hymn to Demeter 488. Philo

likes the word, cf. Praem. 82: coonep £K £6(pou 3ad£oc, eiQ cp&c

&vaxd£vxa; LA 3.171, etc.

Kadapa)x£pas 6t xai dueivovog SA.ax£ xfjg ouoiag. The

reference could be taken to be to Aristotle's Tidurtxn ouaia. Cf.

Cic. Acad. 26; Her. 283; QG 3.6. At Plant. 18, however, Philo

seems to reject the aCdT*ip as the source of the mind, which he

assigns instead to the divine pneuma, which is immaterial, and

this seems to be rather his meaning here. Cf. Det. 86; LA 1.

37-38. Elsewhere Philo tells us that the mind is incapable of

knowing itself (LA 1.91; Somn. 1.30-33, where he insists that

the soul is incorporeal). Moreover, at Somn. 1.21, he shows

himself agnostic as to whether aither is "a fifth substance,

circular in movement, with no part in the four elements," and

concludes that "one may confidently take one's oath that the

day will never come when any mortal shall be competent to arrive

at a clear solution of these problems" (ibid. 24). Billings has

suggested that Philo's materialistic language in regard to the

rational soul is "merely metaphorical." (See T. Billings, The

Platonism of Philc Judaeus [Chicago 1919] 53-59.) It might be

more correct to say that Philo feels himself able to use mate-

rialistic terminology borrowed from the Aristotelians and

Stoics with systematic ambiguity.

47 acpexov eCaoe. The term oupexoc, seems to give a clue to

Philo's conception of the mind's conditional freedom. This word

is properly used of animals allowed to roam free (often in sacred

enclosures, and sometimes preparatory to being sacrificed),

instead of being bound in stalls and employed for specific tasks.
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TOO TxpeTuo6eoTdTQU xaL O I K S I O U xT^u-axac,. A characteris-

tically Stoic notion. Cf. Epict. 1.1.10: "We have given thee

a certain portion of ourself, this faculty of choice and refusal";

cf. 2.8.11.

uotpav, nv r)6uvaTO 6££(xo0a,i. Philo is clearly emphasiz-

ing the limited character of the freedom bestowed by God on man.

Cf. Tim. 38B: [Time] was made after the pattern of the Eternal

Nature, to the end that it might be as like thereto as possible

(HCXTCI 6uvctu.iv) ; Theaet. 176B: cpuŷ l 6£ OUOLCOOLQ deep xaxa T 6

6uvax6v; Plot. 3.2.3.32-33; Philo, Abr. 203, where God bestows

xapct on Isaac only "in so far as the recipient's capacity allows";

Virt. 203; Op. 23, where God confers benefits "in proportion to

the capacities of the recipients"; Deus 48: &>£ OLOV fiv eAeude-

pcodeCoa.

eYXaAiVG)d£vxa. In its metaphorical sense, first used by

Philo. Cf. Plut. Lys. 21; LA 3.155, 195; Cher. 19; Bet. 53.

sOeAoupYoO HCXI cuJxoKeXeuoxou yvcouris. Philo seems delib-

erately to be avoiding Stoic terminology here, since neither

tQeXovpydQ nor aOxoHe'Xeuoxoc appear to have been used by the

latter. It may well be that in those passages where he is

anxious to emphasize man's freedom, relative though it be, he

prefers to dissociate himself from the Stoic formulae which were

under heavy attack by those who accused the Stoics of trying to

camouflage their deterministic position by coating it with innoc-

uous but meaningless phrases that suggested some sort of human

freedom. (The Cynic Oenomaus called the lot accorded to man by

Chrysippus "semi-slavery." Euseb. PE 6.7.2 and 14; cf. Nemes.

Be Nat. Horn. 35; and Plotinus 3.1.7.15.) On the other hand,

when writing for the "initiated" and wishing to indicate the

very limited nature of human freedom, he does employ the Aris-

totelian/Stoic formula ecp' nuXv (fragment from the lost fourth

book of the LA; Harris, Fragments 8). It is also interesting to

note when fedeAoupYog and aOxoH^Aeuaxoc; are first used. In both

cases, by Xenophon (Eq. 10.17; Anab. 3.4.5 respectively), in the

former case in the context of "animals" (horses) doing things

willingly and spontaneously; in the latter of soldiers doing

something without command from above. We may be relatively

free, but we are still chattels of God. Moreover, edeAoupYoe

xal auTOK^XeuoTOg is a very frequent collocution in Philo, and

it is illuminating to examine the various contexts in which this

phrase occurs. They all refer to that kind of human action that
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is spontaneous and not the result of external compulsion, i.e.,

precisely what is ordinarily meant in Greek philosophy by the

term EKOUOLOV. At Conf. 59, for example, it refers to the

Israelites1 readiness to perform God's will even before learn-

ing and understanding its nature, whereas at Mut. 2 70, it refers

to the relative independence of the pupil in the absence of his

teacher's presence. Cf. Bet. 11; Mos. 1.6.3; Spec. 1.57; 2.14 6;

3.12 7; Prob. 22. Cf. also Anth. Pal. 5.22: "Love gave me to

thee, Boopis, for a servant, yoking the steer that came himself

to bend his neck to Desire, all of his own free will, at his own

bidding, an abject slave (Taupov imo£euE[ac; etc; n60ov ai)T6uoAov, /

auTodeAfj, ndv6ouAov, enouaiov, auTOHe'AeuaTov) who will never ask

for bitter freedom, never, my dear, till he grows grey and old."

eln6T(x>Q I|J6YOV U£V ftoxev. The prime motivation of Philo

in this passage, to show that man is responsible for all his

actions, is very similar to that of Plato in the Timaeus (42D)

and Republic (10.614 ff.). The dominant motif is there sounded

by the oft-quoted phrase: aiTia eAou^vou, Oe6s dvaiTiog {Rep.

617E; cf. Plot. 3.2.7.20; CH, Nock-Festug., 1:52. According to

Justin Martyr [Ap.r 1.4 4.108], this dictum was taken by Plato

directly from Moses.) The attribution of moral responsibility

to man is fully justified, as far as Plato is concerned, as long

as man's soul is not caught in the web of a fatality that would

constrain its actions arbitrarily, and thus bypass its normal

choice-process.

48 eucpopiai. Cf. Chrysippus, SVF 2.1174; Hp. Epid. 6.7.2.

KaKOTtpaYLai. This may mean either (1) "misfortune" or

"bad condition," in which sense it is applicable also to plants

and animals, or (2) "evil deed," in which sense it is properly

applicable to man. Philo's use of the word here amounts almost

to a pun.

TT*)V HOLT* &TteAeuO£pa)v dxapLOTcov . . . 6iKnv. These words

constitute an implicit commentary on the last words of the lemma

quoted in 20: dnaXeL^JO) T6V dvdpamov Sv fenoiriaa dn6 Tipoaamou Tfjg

Yfj£. The Roman law on the subject of the respect due by freed-

men to their masters is better reported than the Greek. Ulpian,

in Digest 47.10.7.2, advises judges not to admit actions for

insult and the like from freedmen against their former masters.
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49 TICXYLGOS Hal (3e(3aiG)C. For this collocution, cf. Cher. 83.

There are also many passages where these two words occur in very

close proximity: Cher. 26; Agr. 160; Plant. 84; Conf. 106; Deus

22. Philo is here concerned to emphasize that the use of the

aorists in the lemma does not imply any temporal activity on the

part of God.

50 "* I6ou 6£6coKa . . . gnXeja T^V £a)T*|v". This juxtaposi-

tion of Deut 30:15 and 19 occurs only here, and in a fragment of

LA 4 (Fr. 8, Harris), though there is an interesting use of Deut

30:15 in Fug. 58, in a different connection.

Aoyiouov SxovTeg £v eauToic. For Philo's concept of

conscience, and of the relation of our Aoyiauos to the opdoe

in the universe, see Introduction, p. 207.

VI C

Deus 51-69

Commentary on Gen 6 :7 : ' ArcaAe LIJJCO T6V Avdpamov 6v ertoL-

naa euro npoacoTtou xfJQ yf]Q, &TI6 dvOpcoTiou ewe. Hxnvoue, dix6 epTiexcov

ewe KeTeLvcov TOO oupavoO, OIL feduux^nv 6TL ^Tiotrioa aux6v.

A. General Comments

Philo moves on now to the next sentence of Genesis,

giving particular attention to the bothersome phrase "OIL edu-

UwOnv OIL euoLTioa O.0T6V." This apparently unequivocal attribu-

tion of Oup.6c to God provokes him to what becomes an important

statement both of his theology and of his theory of exegesis.

Philo accepted the Platonic-Aristotelian concept of the

deity, as an entity which could be subject to no passion, nor

even change. The previous section, commenting on Gen 6:6, con-

cerns God's changelessness; we are here concerned with his free-

dom from passions. Contrary to the view of literal exegetes,

God is totally free from any attributes which are proper to the

irrational portion of the soul (52). Why, then, does Moses

talk of his duu.6g?
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Philo's answer is that he does this only for the purpose

of eCoaycoY^f the leading to the truth—or, at least, the keeping

in order (voudexfjoai)—of those who are not susceptible to any

higher type of teaching. Philo takes as his key texts two pas-

sages which he also employs in the parallel passage Somn. 1.231-

37 (cf. also QG 2.54, a comment on Gen 8:21, where the same dis-

cussion takes place, with the use of the same pair of texts),

(1) Num 23:19: "God is not as Man," and (2) Deut 8:5: "Like a

man, he will chastise his son." (54) This juxtaposition of

apparently contradictory passages has the mark of a rabbinic

aporia. For Philo it is the starting-point for a comprehensive

theory of levels of exegesis, a theory much favored later by the

Alexandrian school of Christian exegetes, in particular Clement

and Origen (who in fact particularly valued this Philonic trea-

tise) . It is plain, after all, that only the former of these

passages is literally true. Why, then, does Moses present us

with the other?

The answer is, for the purpose of Ttai6eia and voudeoia.

Men, says Philo (55), are divided into two classes, the Friends

of the Soul and the Friends of the Body. The friends of the

soul, being familiar with the truths of the intelligible world,

are not tempted to attribute to T 6 OV (note the neuter here) any

of the attributes proper to things of generation, but free it

from all Ttoi6xnS/ comprehending it as pure uTtap^ig, endowing it

with no character or form at all (cf. also 62). This is a clear

statement of the necessity of negative theology, at least to the

extent of denying of God all attributes other than pure exis-

tence. At Somn. 1.231-37 we find also a comprehensive denial to

God of anything but simple unap^uc, and an explanation of Moses1

attribution to him of physical characteristics more or less

identical to what we have here.

The criticism of the friends of the body leads Philo into

a tirade (56-59), in diatribe style, against the absurdities of

anthropomorphism, which reproduces the criticism that Greek

philosophers had been making against popular Greek religion from

Xenophanes on, but which is also applicable to certain tenden-

cies within the rabbinic tradition. Anthropomorphism is closely

connected, for Philo, with superstitious fear, because of the

tissue of myths to which it gives rise.

To explain why Moses uses such terminology in regard to

God, Philo makes use of an elaborately worked-out medical com-

parison (65-68). This in itself, the setting up of an analogy

between the care of the mind and the care of the body, the
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Philosopher as Doctor of Souls, is trite enough, being a favor-

ite of Plato's, and is used repeatedly elsewhere by Philo, but

his use of the analogy here has a slightly unexpected twist—at

first sight illogical, but in fact sound enough. The good doc-

tor, he says, conceals the truth about the seriousness of the

disease from his patient in order not to cause mental distress

within him which would be fully as serious as the disease

itself. Even thus, Moses conceals the truth about God's nature

from the friends of the body, attributing to him human passions

such as anger, in order to protect them from sinfulness and

ruin, consequent on the recklessness they would give way to if

they knew God to be incapable of such passions. The circum-

stance that the good doctor is minimizing the seriousness of the

situation, while Moses, so to speak, is exaggerating it, is

irrelevant to the point of the comparison. In each case what

we have is a benevolent concealment of the truth. (Cf. Origen,

C. Cels. 4.71.)

He ends the discussion (69) with the reflection that the

two opposed sayings previously quoted may be associated with two

attitudes to the deity, Love (OLYOLTXTI) and Fear (cp6(3oQ) . Those

who attach no anthropomorphic characteristics to God approach

him with love; the others must approach him with fear.

B. Detailed Commentary

51 Ae6n;\.a)K6Teg axcoxpcovTcos nepl TOIJTCOV, T & ££f)£ C6couev. Cf.

formula of transition at end of Gig. (67): xoaauxa dpKOUVxwc

eCpr)x6Tec, £TII T & dx.6Aouda TOU A,6YOU Tpe^wueda. The connotation

of x& e^ns, as opposed to T & &H6A.ouda, is presumably that of

purely physical, as opposed to logical, sequence.

52 Tiv£g. Criticism of literal interpreters, probably, as

above, 21, simply "the man in the street." On the question of

Philo's criticism of literalist interpretation, see Intro, p.

77 and M. J. Shroyer, "Alexandrian Jewish Literalists," JBL 55

(1936) 261-84 and D. M. Hay, "Philo's References to Other Alle-

gorists," SP 6 (1979-80) 41-75.

T 6 OV. Here, x6 Sv, as opposed to 6 &v, seems to lay

emphasis upon the abstractness of the divinity (cf. 55). A

study of Philo's use of x6 6v/6 cov in relation to God is much

to be desired.
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nnpcxiveiv. A poetical verb in Classical times, first

attested in prose with Philo. Also Plut. Mor. 886E. The verb

seems to mean for Philo "be subject to passions" in general,

rather than simply "be sick at heart, anxious" (LSJ). Presum-

ably this is a result of TtdaxeLv having lost much of its force.

U^XPi TLV 6 Q eiaaycjYng. EiaaYcoY^ is the normal term for

an introductory handbook, e.g. Albinus' Isagoge to the dialogues

of Plato. Here the U^XPL is restrictive, "as a sort of intro-

duction." Cf. Her. 102: &TT6 oxoixe Lto6ou£

53 TCOV Y & P £v Toag TtpooxdEjeca xai dTtaYOpeuoeoi v6uiov. See

LA 1.9 3 for distinction between Tip6aTaEiQ, &TiaY<5peuoic, evxoA-T1!

and TxapaiveaLQ. Cf. Praem. 55; Congr. 120; Mos. 2.46.

"oux &C dvOpcoTTOQ 6 de6g." "cog dvOpcoTiog Tiai6guoei T6V

ui6v aOxoG." These texts are used again in just the same way

at Somn. 1.2 37. Cf. Sao. 94; Conf. 98; QE 2.54; Fragments,

Harris, pp. 8, 15, 23. Note here that Philo's interpretation

is only validated by the LXX. The Hebrew does not say "God is

not as a man," but "God is not a man."

54 "Ttai6euosi"—Ttai6eia. Use of Ttai6euco in sense of

"chastise" vulgar Greek, only in LXX and NT (e.g. Pontius

Pilate's statement in Luke 23:16: Tiai6euaae o5v aux6v drcoAuaco) .

It is not quite clear that Philo understands the usage here,

since he glosses Ttai6eLa by vouOeata, but both these words can

have overtones of "punishment" in Classical Greek; cf. e.g.

Plato, Prot. 325CD, Laws III 700C.

55 Pi \itv ijiuxn£f ot 6̂ : ocbuaxog . . . cpiAoi. Cf. Plato,

Soph. 24 8: TCOV eC6cov cpuAoug.

evouiA.£LV. Verb first attested in Philo. (Used in dif-

ferent sense by the Epicurean Polystratos [p. 32 Wilke], in

third century B.C.E.)

SH(3i(3&QavTee, a0x6 Ttdonc TIOL6TTITOS. See the comprehen-

sive discussion of H. A. Wolfson, Philo 2.101-10, on the meaning

of the denial of "quality" to God by Philo. Here Philo is simply

denying any physical quality or accident of God. Cf. Intro, p.

217.

TT'IV OuapEiiv KaTaAauftdveodai. On the grasping of the

simple existence of God, as opposed to any attributes, cf.

Intro, p. 217.
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56 anauQidoaoOai T 6 oapK&v TtepiftAnu-a. Verb first found in

prose, in Philo. The imagery presumably originates in the myth

of the Gorgias (523A ff.), but is influenced also by Gen 3:21.

Cf. Philo's exegesis of "the garments of skin" at QG 1.53.

£K TtA.e i6va)v ouv66ou 6uvduea)v. No reference here to the

doctrine of Powers. The simplicity of the essence of God is a

basic principle of Philo's theology; cf. Intro, p. 217.

5 7 ei K^xpnTcxi TOUQ OPYCXVIKOLC, u^peca. For the rabbinic

attitude to anthropomorphism, see Wolfson, Philo 1.135 ff.;

M. Kadushin, The Rabbinic Mind (New York 1965) 273-87; A. Mar-

morstein, The Old Rabbinic Doctrine of God II. Essays in Anthro-

pomorphism (New York, 1937, rep. 1968 Ktav); S. Maybaum, Die

Anthropomorphien und Anthropopathien bei Onkelos und den spateren

Targumim (Breslau 1870); C. T. Fritsch, The Anti-Anthropomor-

phisms of the Greek Pentateuch (Princeton 1943).

ou Y&P OYELCXS (ppovTL£a)V. Cf. Arist. Phys. 2.3.194b32.

6a)pecov. At LA 3.177-78, however,

we are told that God gives the principal boons in his own per-

son, whereas the secondary ones, i.e., those involving riddance

from ills, are bestowed by his Angels and Words; cf. also Fug.

67; Conf. 181. For the Logos as God's opyavov in creating the

world, cf. LA 3.96; Mig. 6. Here, Philo is concerned primarily

with freeing God from all direct activity upon the world, so

such distinctions are not to his purpose.

58 (pcoTL xP^uevQQ eonjxcp. A curious notion. God "sees,"

but not with eyes as instruments, and using as "light," in

place of the sun, which is necessary for physical seeing, him-

self. Perhaps the Sun Simile of Rep. VI is an influence here.

The Good there, the intelligible archetype of the sun, would,

in the Middle Platonic tradition, as Philo would have known it,

be identified with God himself.

59 drconaijeToa. Some mss. (MAHP) read drtoTtaxei, and this

was accepted by Wendland. It is certainly more in accord with

diatribe style, and is tempting, but (a) there is the following

Ttauaduevoc, which sounds as if it picks up dTtoTtauexai, the

simple form of the verb picking up the compound, a good stylis-

tic flourish; and (b) the notion of excretion seems to be cov-

ered more tactfully by Philo with the phrase xdAAa ooa X O U X O I Q
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<XK6Aouda OUK dv ELTTOLUL. But if Philo did not write dnxmaTe i,

it is interesting that some lively-minded scribe should have

substituted it for the rather tame dTtoTtauexat.

dvdpa)rc6u.op(pov . . . &vdpamoTiad£s. The former of these

compounds is attested first in Epicur. Frag. 353 (cf. Hecataeus

of Abdera, ap. Diod. 40.3.4); the latter seems to be a coinage

of Philo himself. He makes the contrast again at Saov. 95. Cf.

also Post. 4: dnoAoudei 6' £E dv&YHnc, xcp dvOpomouc-pcw TO dvdpa)-

KOTiad£s, SVF 2.1021, 1076; Cicero ND 2.70.

60 5i(pr|(popo0vTa ydp <ei,a&Yei> K.X.A.. Sicpncpop̂ Go first

attested in Philo (though adj. Eicpncp6poc, in Aeschylus and

Euripides). (Wendland's addition of eiodyei seems necessary.)

Cf. Exod 15:3; Deut 32:23, 41-42; Gen 19:24; Ps 104:4-7; II Sam

22:13-16.

cpOopOTioicp nupL . Presumably a reference here to Sodom

and Gomorrah. cpdopoTtoi6e first attested in Philo, but also in

[Plut. ] Plao. 5.911A: cpdopOTtoi6v y&P exax£pou uovapx^a, where

the doctrine of Alcmaeon is being given.

KaTaLYt6a KCXI Kepauv6v. Interpreting accounts of divine

warlike activity as descriptions of natural phenomena is a type

of exegesis that goes back at least to the fifth century (e.g.

Socrates' explanation of Boreas' rape of Oreithyia at the begin-

ning of the Phaedrus), and was popular with Stoic commentators

on Homer (cf. Heraclitus, All. Horn. 6-8, the explanation of

Apollo's sending of the plague on the Achaeans in Iliad I).

Philo, however, is not here saying that Moses is indulging in

the same sort of allegorizing; Moses is simply concerned, in

using this sort of language, to produce a salutary effect in the

minds of the duller-witted or corrupted hearers (cf. 63).

dvdpgyrcoAoY&v. Verb first attested in Philo, though adj.

dvdpcoTi6AoYO£ in Aristotle, EN 4.3.31.1125a. Cf. Saor. 94; Conf.

135.

61 TidyxaQ GcxpeAfjaaL TOUQ, £vTUYX.civovTac,. The notion that the

aim of a good lawgiver should be to benefit all those who come

in contact with his laws, by so framing them that they are com-

prehensible on some level by even the meanest intelligence, does

not seem to occur elsewhere in so many words. This sentiment

serves here as an introduction to the doctrine of various levels
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of understanding of scripture, a doctrine also developed at

Somn. 1.191.

euuoipou (puoecog . . . xai dycjOYnc . . . dvirrtaiTiou. A

reference to at least the first two of the three components

declared, in the Platonist-Aristotelian tradition, to be neces-

sary to the attainment of perfect virtue, cpuois, aoxriois and

u&dnoig. This goes back at least to Protagoras (80 B 3, DK:

"cpuoecoe nat dax^aecoe 6i6aaHaA.ia 6eiTai"), is alluded to by Plato

at the beginning of the Meno (70A), and is formalized by Aris-

totle {EN 10.9.1179b 20 ff.; Pol. 8.13.1332a 40; EE 1.1.1214al6

ff. Cf. Diog. Laert. 5.18); it turns up in the Pythagorica

(e.g. "Archytas" Be Eduo. 3, p. 41, 20 ff. Thesleff), and is

found in Albinus Did. ch. 28. Philo knows the formulation well,

cf. Abr. 52-54.

The adjective dvimaixioc is not found before Philo.

666v TOO &CO\J Aeaxp6pov xal eudeUav eupiOKOVTeg. The

figure of life as a road is common in Philo. Cf. LA 3.253;

Post. 31, 102, 154; Deus 143, 165, 182; etc. As usual, Philo

elaborates his image. Truth becomes a fellow-traveller (auv-

o6oLTtopoc), in the form of a goddess, who initiates one into

the mysteries of True Being. Mystery imagery thus obtrudes

itself, for a judicious discussion of which see Nikiprowetzky,

CEP pp. 17-28.

nap" ?jg ui>n^£vTes. Truth here performs the role of

6qt.6o0x.oc, and of hierophant. Cf. Ebr. 168, where Txou6eia plays

the same role as dAfideia does here. In Her. 311, it is God who

is the 6gt6ouxos.

TTpooava.TtA.&TTOuoiv. This compound first attested in

Philo. Also, "Longinus," 7.1. The sense of the verb seems to

be "to attribute imaginary qualities to," cf. Post. 3; Saor. 96;

Dec. 54, 74.

62 dAA* ou6' o)g oupav6g ou6* fog Kdouog. N O doubt, as

Colson suggests (App. p. 485), aimed at least partly at the

Stoics, who held the cosmos and/or the heavens to be the OUOLCX

deou (SVF 1.164). Here, however, what seems at issue is God's

form. For the unknowability of God, cf. Mut. 7; Spec. 1.20; QE

2.45.

frnap^LC UTt&px£Lv/uTtapELS as term for God's mode of

existence has its roots in the Stoic distinction, taken up by
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the Neoplatonists, between UTt&pxeiv and etvau. Cf. Arist. Cael.

297b22; Met. 1045bl0; SVF 2.65.

63 vcoOeoT^pQ, \itv xai au-3A.eiq. . . . xq cpuoei. Cf. Somn. 1.237,

which also employs the passages Num 23:19 and Deut 8:5.

TcepE 6£ x&s &v TTOIIOL xpocp&g KA,nuueA.r|v)£vTec,. Perhaps a

reference to the Stoic concept of Sictaxpocpi1! or nax^xricac,, wrong

instruction acquired in childhood that stands in the way of the

attainment of wisdom {SVF 3.228-236). Cf. Plato, Tim. 87B, and

Rep. II 37 7A-3 83C, where fables and myths are linked to the

education received in infancy from the mouths of mothers and

nurses.

taxpcov . . . voudexnx&v. voudexnx^c, first attested in

Philo. Here in fact it is an emendation of Wendland's, for

vouodexcSv, but a convincing one, cf. Her. 11; Flao. 15; Legat.

53. Introduction of medical parallel, to be developed in 65-68.

6 4 fcTtei nal . . . dxp£A,i;ios. Introduction of doctrine of

cp6|3oe as proper guide for the foolish, to be picked up in 69.

The notion of the advantage for a foolish slave of having a

stern master seems to owe something to the doctrine of Plato's

Gorgias (479B). Philo expresses this thought again at Conf.

165, and Prob. 57, with reference to Esau's enslavement to

Jacob. The concept of the Noble Lie is also introduced, with

x& i|ieu6fj, 6i* wv oxpeAn^aovxai.

£Ttav&xaoiQ. First attested in this sense in Philo. The

idea is that of a stick raised and stretched out against some-

one (= aneiXA). Cf. Deus 167; Conf. 165; Somn. 2.7, 96.

ot 6oHiiux>Taxoi x<5v Caxp&v. Mss. read vovuuwxaxoi, which

gives a difficult sense (perhaps "legitimate"?). But Mangey's

emendation is persuasive, unless we render voutu&Taxoir "the

most truly concerned with legality." This, however, is rather

strained.

65 xaAndfj AaAeuv oux OTIOVL^VQUOLV. Cf. Cher. 15. The same

notion is expressed by Plato in Rep. 389B. Cf. SVF 3.554-55;

2.132.

xai [ou] pGoodr)Q~ou.£vriv xfiv v6oov. Cohn seems right to

suppress ou. Otherwise pcovvuu-L would have to mean "get better,"

instead of "become stronger," which is the proper meaning,
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contrasting with Axocpfjoov below. Diseases, properly speaking,

do not "get better"; people do (but cf. Jos. 110, where A.iu.6g

is described as pcoodeioa). It is undeniable that someone took

pa)odr)aou-£vnv in this sense, and added ou. Colson keeps ou,

translating "and will bring no recovery from the malady," but

this rather glosses over the problem, surely.

66 xAnxiK&g. Adverb first attested in Philo.

douevQQ- Slight textual problem here. Mss. read douevoc

in 6£, which connects dauevog with dnepei, giving a difficult

sense, "will be glad to decline the treatment (?)." Colson pro-

poses transposing 6e to before en, giving an easier sense.

Wendland proposed moving douevog to line 15, but that is more

complicated.

67 x&v xfjg ibuxiis TTCXOCOV xal voonudTOJV dpiOTOQ Caxp6g. For

the concept of Moses, or the philosopher in general, as Doctor

of Souls in Philo, cf. Deoal. 12; Mos. 1.42. Here the notion

of removing the diseases of the soul ctOxctig pi£aig is Stoic

rather than Peripatetic. Cf. LA 3.129-31, an exegesis of Lev

8:29.

ftAaoxriv dppaxJTriua-TQ£ . . . 6uoidxou. dppcoaxnua- here,

as above in 65, is no doubt used by way of vaviatio for v6oog,

but it is also worth noting that dppaxjxnucx is a technical term

in Stoicism for the imperfection that attends all but philoso-

phers, cf. Cic. Tuso. 4.10.

68 diUJVcnpiQiQ OTtAotg. Perhaps vox Platonioa here, and at

Somn. 1.235, cf. Plato Laws 944D: xriv TCOV duuvxriPLGOV OTCACOV

6uvauLv. The context in Plato concerns the proper punishment

of army deserters, but Plato has said just above: T6V Y & P HCXXOV

del 6et xoAd^eiv, LV' dueivwv rj, ou T6V Suoxuxn / which may have

attracted Philo's attention to the passage (cf. Deoal. 178,

where the question of punishing AiuoTdHTai also arises).

69 f\ Ttpog T 6 dycxTiav n np6g T 6 cpofte Lodca. Cf. Somn. 1.237,

where, however, the contrast between Love and Fear is not explic-

itly made, but rather between T 6 dA.nOe'g and x6

x6v 6vxa. Note use of masculine here, as opposed to

neuter elsewhere in the passage (including TiepL x6 6v just
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below). God is here thought of as having relationship to Man,

and this makes the masculine more suitable.

VII

Deus 70-85

Commentary on Gen 6:7: 6TL ̂ Ouux^riv, 6TL

(Heb. "for I regret that I made them").

A. General Comments

Philo now finally comes to grips with the biblical words

which have caused grave difficulties to most Jewish commentators,

who were hard put to reconcile God's eternal and unchanging

nature with the very human attribute of a sudden change of mind

or heart. Through a type of mental acrobatics to which he had

become accustomed in the course of his long struggle to reinter-

pret Scripture in accordance with the principles of Platonism,

Philo boldly transforms the simple meaning of the biblical

verse. He suggests that perhaps the intent of the verse is to

indicate that the wicked are so through God's wrath i.e.,

through the wrath that comes from God, and the righteous by his

grace, since the next words are "but Noah found grace with Him"

(Gen 6:8). He then squeezes out of the fact that the word-order

is "I was wroth in that I made them," rather than the reverse,

"because I made them, I was wroth," the notion that these words

are only a figure to convey the meaning that it was through wrath

that God made or caused their blameworthy actions. Scripture's

meaning, then, is that those human actions which result from any

of the four primary passions or their derivatives are blame-

worthy, whereas those which are the product of right reason are

worthy of praise.

Cf. the rather more straightforward exegesis of QG 1.95,
where the possibilities of juggling the OIL clause have not yet
occurred to Philo. For similar deductions from word-order, see
LA 2.78; Mig. 140; Conf. 103. Bre*hier (p. 151) sees a possible
connection here with Philo's assignment of the creation of the
sublunary world of growth and decay to God's Regent Power, whereas
the aetherial world is assigned to his Creative Power {QG 4.8).



312 Two Treatises of Philo

Having thus rendered innocuous a most troublesome set

of words, Philo proceeds to the statement that Noah had found

grace with God, and finds in it a pointed teaching concerning

God's saving mercy. Were the divine judgment not tempered by

mercy, we should find, he says, that the human race could not

endure, since sin is unavoidable. In this connection, he makes

use of Psalm 100 (101):1: "I will sing of pity and of judgment,"

in which he sees a statement of God's mixture of these two ele-

ments in his administration of the human race. This leads into

a discussion of the nature of God's powers, which, according to

Philo, are unmixed in respect of God himself, but mixed to

created beings. He here brings in Ps 74 (75):9: "a drinking

cup in the hand of the Lord, of unmixed wine full of mixture,"

where he bases his exegesis on giving full weight to the appar-

ent contradiction between axp&TOU and Hep&auaToe, (see note ad

loc.). Man is incapable of looking even upon the sun's flame

untempered, much less upon the unmixed splendor of God's poten-

cies, though the diluted draught he does receive should prove to

be an ample source of joy. The same notion, continues Philo,

may be extracted from Ps 61 (62):12: "One thing God has spoken;

two things have I heard." "One" refers to the unmixed, which

is a monad, whereas "twice" is like the mixed, since it admits

both combination and separation. God thus speaks in unmixed

monads or unities, for his work constitutes a naked disembodied

unity, whereas man's hearing is a product of two factors, i.e.,

pneuma in concussion with air (and the consonance of a high and

low pitch). In conclusion, Philo remarks that Moses did well to

oppose to the multitude of unjust thoughts the single just man

(Gen 6:8), since the righteous few more than counterbalance the

wicked many.

2
This leads him away from the topic of God's "anger" and

immutability, a topic to which he does not, in fact, return. It
is notable, thus, that only the sections 20-72 justify the title
of the treatise, OIL dxpeTiTOv x6 deiov.

It is noteworthy that Philo quotes from the Psalms
three times in the course of this section (74, 77, 82), and
bases his exegesis in large part on these quotations. Such a
concentration seems to be matched only at Somn. 2.242-46, where
he passes from Ps 36 (37) :4 to 64 (65):10 to 45 (46) :5.
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B. Detailed Commentary

70 £TiaviT£ov . . . OK£I|JIV. Philo here indicates that he is

returning to the question originally raised in 52, "how is anger

predicable of God?" The section from 52 to 69 has been a pre-

liminary discussion.

fcOuu&Onv o n £TCOir)cxx auToug. Although some rabbis take

God's regret literally, others connect Heb. nihamti with nehama,

"consolation." Cf. BR 27.6, T-A 258: "R. Judah said: [God

said] 'I regret that I created him from the elements below, for

had I created him from those above, he would not have rebelled

against me.1 R. Nehemiah said: 'There is some consolation in

my having created man from the elements below, for had I created

him from those above, then just as he had caused those below to

rebel against me, so would he have done with those above.'" It

is noticeable that in the rejected hypothetical order of the

clauses, Philo uses 6I6TI (= "because"), whereas in the Biblical

order he uses OIL. He presumably wants to take OIL not as mean-

ing "because" (i.e. the divine anger caused by having made man),

but in the sense "as is proved or shown by the fact that." Cf.

LSJ s.v. O I L , B2. 6LOTL is not normally used in this sense;

hence Philo's use of it in the re-ordered phrase which he rejects.

OTL oi u£v cpgCAoi Ouuxp Y£Y6vaoL OeoG, ot 6' Ayadoi xapiTi.

In the Jewish Wisdom literature it is similarly assumed that not

all men are capable of obtaining wisdom, that some men are wise

and others foolish (Prov 1:7, 32, 22; 9:7; 14:6; 17:16). Ben

Sira, for example, spells out God's polar plan of creation which

provides for two antithetical categories of people: "Likewise

also all men are made from the clay, and Adam was created of

earth. In his great wisdom God distinguished them, and differ-

entiated their ways. Some he blessed and exalted, and others he

hallowed and brought nigh to himself. Some he cursed and abased,

and overthrew them from their place. As clay is in the power of

the potter, to fashion it according to his good pleasure; so is

man in the power of his creator, to make him according to his

ordinance. Over against evil stands the good, and against death

life; likewise over against the godly the sinner. Even thus

look upon all the works of God, each different, one the opposite

of the other" (Sir 33:10-15). See D. Winston, The Wisdom of

Solomon (N.Y., 1979) 48-49.
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71 KupioAoYQUugvov• First attested in Philo. Cf. Saor.

101; Det. 58; Post. 7, 168; Somn. 2.245; Abr. 120; Mos. 1.75.

(uvpioXoyia in Philodemus Rhet. 1.1745, "Longinus," 28.1.)

TPOTCLK6Q in sense of "figurative" not attested before the rhe-

toricians of the first century B.C.E., Dionysius of Halicar-

nassus, Philodemus and "Longinus." Philo uses the term fre-

quently, e.g. LA 2.14 and Jos. 125 (f) xpOTtiH?i and&ooiQ, opposed

to pnx^) , LA 1.45 (XPOTIIHGC eipnxai); Det. 167 (xpoTtiH&xepov HOU

6L' uTtovoicov) . At Post. 53 ff. it is used interchangeably with

ouu-PoAiHcdc. At Conf. 190, a propos the Tower of Babel (Gen

11:7), we find the term used in the context of a (respectful)

criticism of literal interpreters: xaOxa \L£V t\\ieZQ' oC &£

X O I Q £uxpa-v£oi, >tal npoxeipotS u^vov tTTaxoAoudoOvxec, oCovxcu

vuvt Y^veaiv 6iaA£xxcov *EAAnvix&v xe xal 3ap3dpa)v

oug oux dv cuxiaoduevoc—Cacos Ydp dAnSeU xat auxoL

TtapaHoA^acuu.' dv u^ f̂it, xouxcov oxfjvau, uexeXdeLV 6̂ : ̂ TXL xdg

xpOTiindg ano66oeiQ, voutaavxas xd \i£v pnxd xwv xpTlcruwv OKudg

XLvae axJaveC ocoudxcov eTvai, xds 6* tuxjxxi-voû vae 6uvdueLS Td

ucpeaxcoxa dAxiOeCqi TipdYuexxa. Nowhere else does it seem to be

used in conjunction with KUPLOAOYBLV.

eOOu(36AoL)g. Adverb first attested in Philo. Cf. Cher.

1: HUpLCoe Hat eudu|36A.GL>c; Det. 22; FZac. 132; Spec. 4.51; Mig.

79. There is some uncertainty among the translators as to how

this is to be taken, but it seems best to understand: "the

term 'anger1 . . . is accurately applied in a metaphorical sense

to the Existent." e0du(36Aa)C does not go comfortably in close

connection with

6i' 6PYT*|V. 6PYT*I in Stoic ethical theory is a species

of £TLiduuLa, and is defined as a desire for revenge against

someone who appears to have wronged us (SVF 3.394-98). For the

four primary passions, see SVF 3.391-93.

In sense of "culpable," first attested in

Philo.

72 rcpocpopd. Hellenistic term, attested in Philodemus,

Rhet. 1.159.5, Dionysius Thrax, On Grammar 2, D.H. Dem. 22.

xax' dvaoxpocp^v. In sense of "inversion of natural

order," first attested in Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. 71.18;

cf. Athenaeus, Deipn. 11.493d; Lieberman, Hellenism: 65-67.

The verb dvaaxp^cpw ("invert order of words or statements" and

equivalent to Hebrew sares) is found in Demetr. Eloc. 11.
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TipocpuXaKT̂ . In sense of "caut ion ," f i r s t in Ph i lo . Cf.

Mos. 2.145; Deoal. 98; Spec. 3.166; 4.104, 196. Also P lu t . Soil.

An. 978A.

" o n £duucodr)V/ o n £Tcoinoa auxofrg" eiTxcov. The f i r s t O I L ,

as Colson remarks, may e i t h e r introduce the quotat ion or be a

p a r t of i t , but the former seems more l i k e l y , in view of the form

of the quotat ion in 70.

uexavooOvxoQ. Cf. Aet. 40, where he c a l l s uexdvoia,

Tt&dos Hal v6anua

xd TtdvTa Tipou-nOouu^vn deoO (puoig. Cf. LA 3.88; Seneca,

Ben. 4.32.

ouvsKT IKGOXCXXOV . In the sense of "most e s s e n t i a l " f i r s t

a t t e s t e d in Ph i lo . Cf. Op. 8, 101, 162; LA 1.59; 3 .5 , 145;

Cher. 88, e t c .

u£v au-QipTnudxGJV 0uu.6g. In Stoic usage, duuoc, refers

specifically to the TtdSn or irrational emotions. For the dis-

tinction between xad^Kovxa and Haxopdd>uaxa, see SVF 3.516-17.

Cf. Cic. Off. 1.3.8; 3.3.14; LA 1.56.

73 xfiv 6e£i&v xai OCOXT^PLOV xg^pa- op^ycov. Cf. Sifve Numbers

Pinhas 134, where it is said that God's "right hand," represent-

ing the attribute of mercy which is extended to all, is also

called "the mighty hand," inasmuch as it has to repress the

attribute of strict justice.

74 dvaKepdonxai. Thus is introduced the theme of "mixture"

which occupies the rest of the passage, to 85.

"£Aeov KCXI KpuoLV jloouat aoi". Ps 100 (101) :1. Philo

quotes accurately here, though reading iXeov for £\EOQ with the

Codex Alexandrinus, which is the Classical form.

75 ur)6gvo£ dvOpdrncov . . . dnxaLOxov. Cf. Mos. 2.147:

TtavxL yevnxcp . . . auuxpu£e x6 duxxpxdveiv £axiv. Even Noah's

justice, we may note, is a relative thing. Without God's mercy,

he too would perish.

In moral sense first attested in Philo

and found only in this passage. For life as "one long slipping,"

cf. Mut. 55-56, 185. Cf. Plut. Mor. 49C.
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et6iKc5v. ei&indQ really seems to mean "individual"

here. Cf. note on 95.

76 fludta. First attested in Philo. Cf. Bet. 15, 100;

Post. 153; Somn. 1.122; Mos. 1.175; Spec. 3.6; Legat. 357. Also

Plut. Crass. 23. Some suggestion of the Flood seems present

here.

T6V tXeov dvaKLpvncav. On God's mercy, cf. Saor. 42;

Spec. 1.308; Praem. 163; Ps 103:7-13; 78:38; Jonah 3:8; 4:3;

Sir 17:29; 18:11-14; Wisd 11:23-26; 12:16-21; Test.Abr. A.10;

BT R.E. 17b; Ber. 7a; M.Q. 16b; PT Peak 1.1; 16b. R. Berechiah

[Amora of the 4th cent.] presents a similar view concerning

God's tempering his judgment with mercy: "When the Holy One,

blessed be He, came to create the first man, He foresaw that

righteous and wicked persons would descend from him. He said:

'If I create him, wicked people will descend from him; if I do

not create him, how shall righteous people issue from him?1

What did the Holy One, blessed be He, do? He removed the way

of the wicked from before him; made the attribute of compassion

a partner in His action, and created man." A Scriptural basis

for the idea of this partnership is to be found in the wording

of the verse, 'In the day that Y. Elohim made heaven and earth.1

The juxtaposition of the two Names was expounded by an anonymous

homilist, under the influence of R. Samuel bar Nahmani, as

follows: "It is like the case of a king who had empty cups.

The king thought: If I put hot water in them, they will crack;

cold water, they will become warped. What did the king do? He

mixed hot with cold water and put it in them, and they remained

undamaged. Even so the Holy One, blessed be He, argued: 'If

I create the world with the attribute of compassion, there will

be many sinners; if I do so with the attribute of justice, the

world will not endure. Therefore I shall create it with both

the attribute of justice and the attribute of compassion, and

may it endure!'—(this is the meaning of) 'Y. Elohim.'" {BR

8.4 T-A 59; 12.15, T-A 112.) (Cf. Tos. Sotah 4.1.) See Urbach,

The Sages: 458-60.

KpeaftoTepoc y&p 6iKn£ 6 gAeog. Cf. QE 2.62; Deus 108.

In the Yom Kippur liturgy we read: "He is merciful, and His

mercy precedes His anger." (From an acrostic poem ascribed to

Yannai, ca. 6th cent.) This statement is based on Exod 34:6,

where we are first told that God is compassionate and only later

that 'he does not remit all punishment.'
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77 otvou &Kp&TOU. Quotation from Ps 74 (75):9. Heb. reads

yayin hamar, "foaming wine." Philo bases his exegesis on the

apparent contradiction in the LXX between dxpdTou and uAfipec

HepdoucxTOC, deriving from this the doctrine that qualities or

powers present in God in a pure or "unmixed" state can only be

received or comprehended by us in a "mixed" state.

TOXIC, 6vv&\ieoi Tip6g \itv eauT6v &Hpdxoic xpnxai. For the

notion that God's powers are unmixed, cf. Op. 20, 71; Cher. 29;

Mut. 184.

78 dnpcxTOv u£v tf)v f)Aiou cpA,6ya ufl 6uvaodai Oeadnvai. Cf.

Op. 71; Abr. 76; Somn. 1.239; Fug. 165; Spec. 1.40. The imagery

derives probably from Plato Rep. VII 515C ff. and Laws 897D.

The same notion is found in Sib.Or., Frag. 1.10-14: "For what

flesh can see visibly the heavenly and true God, the Immortal,

whose abode is the heaven? Nay, not even face to face with the

sun's rays are men able to stand, being mortal, mere veins and

flesh wedded to bones." Cf. BT Hut. 59b; Bemid.R. 14.3; Clem.

Alex. Protr. 6.71; Xen. Mem. 4.3.14; Ps.-Xenoph. ap. Stob. 2

p. 15,5 Wachsmuth. See Festugiere, RET 4.13-14.

TOILS 6uvdiieoi . . . dKpdxoLg . . . Kexpaii^vaic;. Cf.

Proclus, Elements 150: "Any processive term in the divine

orders is incapable of receiving all the potencies of its pro-

ducer, as are secondary principles in general of receiving all

the potencies of their priors; the prior principles possess

certain powers which transcend their inferiors and are incom-

prehensible to subsequent grades of deity."

duu6po)Oetog. See comment, on deus 3.

TIL\r\u-cx. First attested in Philo, but obviously a school

definition. Cf. [Arist.] De Mundo 394b2; Plaoit. 2.12.1; SVF

2.668; Ps.-Justin, Quaest. et Resp. ad Graeoos 172c (6 nAios

aidepoe i6£c; TTJ OUOLCJL) ; Cher. 26; Somn. 1.22, 145.

79 T 6 O(po5p6v Tfjs &v cuJTcag Oepu6TnTO£ dveig HOIL

We find a similar idea in BR 6.17, T-A: 47: "R. Joshua said

in the name of R. Bon: 'Then the heavens proclaimed His righ-

teousness1 (Ps 50:6), in the days to come the heavens will tell

of the kindness which the Holy One, blessed be He, showed to his

world in not placing the luminaries in the first heaven, for had

He done so, no creature could have endured the day's heat." Cf.

16, "'nothing escapes his heat' (Ps 19:7), the sun has a covering;
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whence do we know this, 'he placed in them a tent for the sun1

(Ps 19:5), and there is a pool of water before it; when it goes

forth, the Holy One, blessed be He, diminishes its strength by

means of the water, so that it should not go forth and consume

the world."

Tcp Tau-ieuou£vcp tv TOILS oipeoi ovyyevei auTou xai cpiAcp

UTtavTidoav daudonxai. A clear echo of Tim. 45BC: "For they

caused the pure fire within us, which is akin (d6eA.cp6v ov) to

that of day, to flow through the eyes . . . so whenever the

stream of vision is surrounded by mid-day light, it flows out

like unto like, and coalescing therewith it forms one kindred

substance along the path of the eye's vision." Philo adopts

here the Platonic theory of vision, which was also that of the

Stoics, cf. SVF 2.863-71.

6eELcjQL£. First attested in Philo. Cf. Her. 40; Mos.

1.275. Also Plut. Lives 256B, 655B, 708F, etc.

TI'S dv dHpaicpyfj 6£Eoio"$cxi 6uvaiTo 0vnT6g coy. For the

notion that even God's benefits cannot be received by man in

their fulness, cf. Op. 23; Post. 143, 145; LA 3.163; Mut. 218.

' AXX' ou6' 6 ouunac oupav6Q is nal K6OU.Q£ * Cf. Post.

144.

81 yigcroTriTac £XOVTO£. The contrast here between

and dHp6xr|Tec below is interesting, in view of the common Middle

Platonic doctrine (Plut. Virt. Mor. 444D ff.; Albinus, Did. p.

184,12 ff.) deriving from a remark of Aristotle's in the EN

(1107a23) , that the virtues are both uea6TnTec, and dHp6TnTee,.

Philo here seems to be playing upon this theme, adapting it to

his own purposes.

82 "dTcaE Kupiog eXaXnoe". Ps 61 (62):12, LXX text: anag

i\a\r)oev 6 Oe6g. Mss UF of Philo read ULCIV tX6.Xr\oev 6 Oe6s, 6uo

TCUJTnv rjKOuaauev. Such "corrections" are quite characteristic

of this family of mss. See Intro, p. 89.

T 6 6e 6i£ xcp KSKpcqj.e'vcp. For the impurity of the dyad,

cf. QG 2.12.

83 ]iovd6ac, u£v ofiv dx,pdTOUQ 6 de6s XaAet. Cf. Gig. 52;

Mig. 52 (derived from Tim. 67B; cf. Tim. LOOT. 101A).
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d£pog TtAfjEig. This sounds very like a school

definition of speech, though it is not attested elsewhere before

Philo, cf. LA 3.183. The definition seems to be known to Plu-

tarch, De E 390B, Def. Or. 436D, and, though doubtless Stoic,

goes back in substance to Tim. 67B. Cf. [Plut.] Plac. 4, 16.

Yeycov6s \6yoQ (a phrase not found elsewhere except for Plot.

5.1.6.9) is frequently used by Philo as the equivalent of Ttpo-

(popi*6g \6yoQ. Cf. Mos. 2.127; LA 3.41; Bet. 38; Fug. 92; etc.

See Rist, Plotinus: 100-101.

&61OKpop&v. First attested in Philo. Cf. Agr. 27;

Plant. 136.

84 T 6 Y & P &P* fiYeuoviKoO nveOua. For the Stoic theory of

hearing see D.L. 7.158 (SVF 2.872): "We hear when the air

between the sonant body and the organ of hearing suffers con-

cussion (TiAriTTduevov) . Cf. SVF 2.836.

T 6 Y & P ouvnxoQv* The Y & P presumably picks up apuovtooc,.

The blending of high and low tones is the second way in which

human speech is "dyadic." Cf. Tim. 80B: ULCXV ££ 6£e:£cxs nat

85 dpLdu(p u£v tX6.TTOva, 6uvdugt && TiXeiova. It is a basic

principle of Neoplatonism that entities further down the scale

of being are greater in number than their priors, but inferior

in power. Philo seems here to show acquaintance with an earlier

form of this scholastic formula. Cf. Proclus, Elements 62:

"Every multiplicity which is nearer to the One has fewer members

than those more remote, but is greater in power"; Plot. 2.9.6.29,

6.7.8. Here, of course, there is no question of a hierarchy of

being. Philo is simply contrasting the one just man with the

many unjust, and saying that his power for good outweighs theirs

for evil. Cf. Mig. 120-26, where Abraham is portrayed as single-

handedly saving his environment.
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VIII

Deus 86-121

Commentary on Gen 6 :8-9 : Ncoe 6e eupev X&PLV evavitov

xupiou TOO OeoO. aftxai 6e a t yevioeiQ Ncoe • Nate dvOpamoe, 6iHai-

o s , xe"A.eioe cov ev xfj yeveq* auxou* xcp deep eunpe'oxricre Ncoe.

A. General Comments

Philo now turns to the next verse in Genesis, "Noah

found grace before the Lord God," the interpretation of which

he has in fact anticipated in the previous section (73 ff.),

where Noah is presented as the paradigm of the dyadoL, who exist

according to the x&PLS, or saving grace, of God, as opposed to

the cpaOAoi, who exist according to his Ouu6s. In 86, however,

Philo turns first to a discussion of the concept of eupeaiQ,

provoked by the word eupe in the lemma. He begins with a scho-

lastic distinction, possibly borrowed from some Hellenistic

source, which may have been stimulated by Plato's frequent use

of dveupioxco in contexts associated with reminiscence (e.g.

Phaedr. 252E, Meno 74A, Soph. 253E), between eupecas, "discovery,

and dveupeoie, "rediscovery." Of the former activity, he then

declares, the Great Vow of the Nazirite, as described in Num 6,

provides an excellent illustration.

His allegorical exegesis of the Nazirite Vow (87-91)

concentrates on two aspects of it, the allowing of the hair to

grow long, and the pollution, and consequent cancellation, of

the Vow, occasioned by sudden death in one's vicinity. (These

are the aspects, we may note, to which he confines himself also

on the other occasions on which he deals with the Vow, LA 1.17,

Agr. 175-76, Fug. 115.) The Vow is seen as the highest form of

prayer, which consists in recognizing God as the sole author of

all good things, indeed of all existence, not even granting the

status of assistants in production to all the other apparent

causal agents in the world. (For this form of contemplative

prayer, cf. Fug. 92; Gig. 52; Plant. 126; Mig. 12; Spec. 1.272;

Ebr. 194; Plot. 5.1.6.8-11. See also Rist, Plotinus 211-12;

R. T. Wallis, "Nous as Experience," in The Significance of

Cf. such Stoic neologisms as dcpopuVi (as opp. of ,
dTioTtporiYUe'vov, or eun&deia (as opp. to ndOos) . The distinction
between eupecag and dvetipeois seems not to be made elsewhere in
so many words. [See also on this Supplementary Note 4, p. 71].
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Neoplatonism 121-53). The growing of the hair symbolizes the

fostering of the virtues in the mind; the pollution from con-

tiguity to sudden death represents the sudden falls from grace

which may afflict anyone in a state of prokope, and kill the

sprouts of the virtues.

What this leads on to (91-98) is the reflection that

God's grace can make the attainment of virtue and happiness easy,

like the unexpected finding of a treasure. Jacob, the aoxriTrig,

is brought in as an illustration of this, with special reference

to Gen 27:20. This example leads to a contrast between the easy

success of those with natural aptitudes and the fruitless

struggles of those who are "sluggish and slow of soul," the

assumption being that natural aptitude is a grace from God.

We may compare with this contrast of these two types

the more elaborate four-way distinction which Philo makes at

Fug. 120-77, where he enters upon a full discussion of Moses1

doctrine on Finding and Seeking (eupeaic xal ^Tnaie) . There

are four classes of person: (1) those who neither seek nor

find; (2) those who both seek and find; (3) those who seek but

do not find; (4) those who find without having to seek. It is

these two latter classes that are being distinguished in this

passage. Particularly instructive is a comparison of 93-96 with

Fug. 166-77, where the fourth class is being discussed, since

Philo uses the same texts and examples in both places. First,

at Fug. 169, we have Jacob's reply to Isaac in Gen 27:20 (where

it is plain, as it is not here [see note ad l o c ] , that both are

aspects of the same person, the naturally-gifted individual).

Then, at Fug. 175-76, we find the passage of Deut 6:10-11, con-

taining the promises of God to the Israelites, where the exe-

gesis is the same as here, except that at Fug. 176 the Xannoi

and cu eucpueiQ itiuxcu, who are ready to receive wisdom, while

here they are rather T & xa)pi£ "c&v TI6VG)V TOUTOIC, np6x.eipa. &dA.a,

the intellectual prizes awaiting such souls.

Philo is not, however, it seems, really concerned to

indulge in heartless mockery of his less gifted associates. It

becomes plain from the next passage (99-103), which is an exe-

gesis of Deut 1:43-44 (in particular the phrase uapaftiaa&uevoL

TLveg &v£(3naav etc T 6 opocj , that the dullards whom he is crit-

icizing are really those who are unregenerate at heart, not

submitting their wills to God, but honoring him in externals

only, and doing violence to their evil inclinations in order to
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maintain an appearance of piety. This might seem a reasonably

commendable alternative to not doing violence to one's evil

inclinations, but it is not good enough for Philo. He charac-

terizes it as 6eioi6aiuovLa (103) , an interesting further example

of the uses he finds for this concept (cf. note on Gig. 16).

All this, then, has been paving the way for the discus-

sion of what it means for Noah to "find grace" with God. Only

those of pure mind are in a state to "find" and benefit from

the goods that God bestows.

Continuing his analysis of Gen 6:8, Philo goes on,

first (104-8), to suggest various interpretations of the words

"Noah found grace with the Lord God." (Contrast the far less

sophisticated treatment of the lemma at QG 1.96.) That Noah

merely obtained grace seems unreasonable to Philo, since, in his

view, all creatures are recipients of divine grace, but the

explanation that Noah was thought worthy of grace, inasmuch as

he did not "deface with base practices the divinely stamped coin

of his intellect," is not much better, since, strictly speaking,

no one is truly worthy of God's grace. A more likely explana-

tion is that Noah came to the realization that all things are

the grace or gift of God, x&pLQ being taken in the sense of

"free gift." God's creation of the world is thus a gift of his

goodness (cf. the parallel discussion in LA 3.77-78), and else-

where Philo designates one pole of the Divine Logos as aycL^d-

Tng or noinTLKI*I 6uvaui>C. Philo proceeds (109-10) to point out

that Noah, according to Gen 6:8, LXX, was pleasing to the Lord

and to God, that is, to the Divine Powers, whereas Moses, and

those of his company, are pleasing to God himself (this conclu-

sion being drawn from a comparison with Exod 33:17: eupnHas

X&piv nap' £uou). Elsewhere in the corpus, Philo makes similar

distinctions between the type of mind that attains to a knowl-

edge of God through his works, and one that achieves a direct

intuition of him (the "sons of heaven" and "the sons of God" of

Gig. 60). In Abr. 119-23 we are told that to the mind as yet

uninitiated into the highest mysteries and still unable to appre-

hend the Existent alone by itself, but only through its actions,

God appears as a triad constituted by himself and his two poten-

cies, the creative and the regent. Elsewhere he speaks of those

who apprehend God through his works as advancing from lower to

higher levels by a sort of heavenly ladder and conjecturing his

existence through plausible inference (6LK6TL \oyio\i$) (Praem.
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40-46). The latter are liable to take God's image, the Logos,

not as a copy but as the original form of God himself {Somn.

1.232, 238, 66, 117, 148; Mig. 174; Conf. 145-46).

Philo now (111-16) contrasts with Noah and Moses the

mind which loves the body and the passions and is enslaved by

Pleasure, chief cateress of our compound nature, utilizing for

this purpose the casting of Joseph into prison in Gen 39, in a

rather perverse interpretation (Joseph is represented as a

eunuch himself, and the fact that it was the Lord who gave him

favor with the jailer [39:21] is disregarded). Brimming with

all manner of impiety, possessors of the Joseph-mind are in the

true sense of the word prisoners, and are deluded into serving

as the courtiers and deputies of their prison warden, Lord Vice.

However, it is better for them to endure the lot of prisoner,

and through suffering find mercy, than to be prison-keepers, a

seemingly pleasant task, but in reality an unending thraldom.

Philo concludes with an exhortation to the soul to shun evil

and seek to be pleasing to God, though if that be impossible

then at least to his Powers, as did Noah.

Here (117-21) Philo turns to the exegesis of Gen 6:9,

to which he gives a curious interpretation, made possible by

disregarding 6:10, in which Noah's offspring, Shem, Ham and

Japheth, are actually mentioned. For Philo, the "generations

of Noah" consist in his being a man, just, perfect, and well-

pleasing to God, the perfect products of a perfect mind, a sort

of quartet of virtues, presided over by T 6 deep euapeaTfjoai as a

supreme virtue, and the sum of them making up e06aiu.ovia, in the

Stoic manner. The concept of generation then leads him to make

a distinction between the normal sense of Y^ V C O L S , something

coming to be (something) out of nothing, and what one might call

the Platonic sense of yiveoiQ, which consists in the change

from a higher genus to the lower species, which is referred to

by Moses when he says, "But these are the generations of Jacob.

Joseph was seventeen years old, keeping sheep with his brethren,

being still young, with the sons of Bilhah and with the sons of

Zelpah, his father's wives" (Gen 37:2). When Jacob's mind

abandoned the divine heights and sank into the realm of mortal-

ity, then at once Joseph was born, symbol of bodily things. The

treatment of Joseph in this passage is in accord with Philo's

general low estimation of him (cf. Mig. 158-59; Conf. 72; Somn.

2.10-16, etc.). Only in the De Josepho is this estimation
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reversed (apart from an isolated positive treatment at LA 3.237).

No doubt it is Joseph's connection with Egypt (the body) which

drags him down in Philo's estimation (see Colson's Gen. Intro,

to Vol. VI, pp. xii-xiii; note on Joseph, Vol X [by J. W. Earp],

and Goodenough, The Politics of Philo Judaeus chap. 3).

B. Detailed Commentary

86 ouvs TIL OK E[\)&uEda. Characteristic exegetical exhortation,

deriving from Plato (Crat. 422C; Hipp. Maj. 296B); cf. Cher. 91;

Post. 32; Saor. 24.

oi £r)TT)TiHOL T&V xupicov OVOUOLTCOV. One thinks originally

of such a man as Prodicus, but Philo must be referring to more

recent authorities. This class of person is also alluded to at

Bet. 76, as being the experts on the question whether dvdpamdTnc

is to be termed a yivoQ, an i6£a, or an £vv6nua (he himself, he

implies, would regard these terms as equivalent). At Conf. 5,

we find ol £nTm; ixol xcov (piAoo6cpo)v being in agreement that the

earth is the central point of the universe. Now Diogenes

Laertius (9.69) gives ^nxnTiHoi as one name for the Sceptics,

but that seems hardly possible here. The term seems rather to

apply to someone of Posidonius' range of interests, covering

both grammar and astronomy. R. Pfeiffer writes: "Aristotle

had apparently drawn up a list of 'difficulties' of interpreta-

tion in Homer with their respective 'solutions;1 this custom of

£nTT̂ uxxTa Ttpo(3&AAe iv may have prospered at the symposia of intel-

lectual circles . . . Although certain circles of the Alexan-

drian Museum seem to have adopted this 'method' of £nTT*iuoLTa,

which amused Ptolemaic kings and Roman emperors, as it had

amused Athenian symposiasts, the great and serious grammarians

disliked it as a more or less frivolous game. It was mainly

continued by the philosophic schools, Peripatetics, Stoics,

Neoplatonists, and by amateurs, until Porphyry arranged his

final collection of *OuriPi>H& £nTT*|uaTa in the grand style, in

which he very probably still used Aristotle's original work"

{History of Classical Scholarship [Oxford 1968] 69-70; 263) .

Lieberman has pointed out that some copies of the Hexapla trans-

late midrash (in II Chron 13:22) eH^-unous, inquiry, which is

the exact equivalent of the rabbinic use of that word. "Ezra

has set his heart to inquire into the Law of the Lord" (Ezra

7:10). The Hebrew lidros is correctly translated by LXX:

Didymus the grammarian (2nd half.of 1st cent. B.C.E.
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and begin, of 1st cent. C.E.) likes to introduce his disquisi-

tions with £nxeixcu, 6ud xi, etc., and the £nxtfuaxa constituted

a notable part of the philologic, the philosophic and the juridic

literature. (See Lieberman, Hellenism 48.) Cf. Demetrius (ear-

liest known Greco-Jewish writer; lived during the reign of

Ptolemy IV [221-204 B.C.E.]): £Tn£nxeiv 6£ xiva TXCOS OL 'Iapan-

Aixcu 6nXa fioxov OLVOTIAOL ££eAd6vxee.« (FPG 179).

87 eOxfl « - . aCxnoig dyadcov napd OeoO. A Platonic defini-

tion, based on Laws VII 801A: euxou napd decov aixtfoeie, eica, it

being added immediately afterwards that one should be sure that

one is asking for an dyaOdv. Cf. Agr. 99; Saor. 53.

unoevos ex£pou . . . ouvspyoOvxos. It seems better to

excise the xcov before eis x6 6oxeiv wcpeAeiv, as xd eCs x6 6oKeUv

6cpeAetv, meaning, presumably, "those things which are generally

thought to be useful" is very strange Greek.

6£ euxi This is derived from LXX version of

Num 6:2: 6s £&v \iey&\uQ eO^nxcu etjxnv, where

is the LXX rendering of yaplt- (lindor) , meaning "make an extra-

ordinary, special vow," but interpretable as "great." Cf. Somn.

1.252-5 3, where the special feature of the nazirite vow is

declared to be that one gives to God not only one's offering,

but oneself as well.

KapTi6xoKOS» First attested in Philo, who uses it both

in a literal sense (as here) , and metaphorically (e.g. of dpexri,

LA 1.49) .

UT*1 LaxpiKfjQ o)S OygLac* Cf. Spec. 1.252.

uexa(3oA.&c . . . next xpoTtdg. A frequent collocution in

Philo, cf. LA 1.8; Cher. 88; Det. 87; Ebr. 91; etc.

89 atcpvL6iov. At LA 1.17 and Agr. 175-76, Philo actually

quotes at(pVL6iov for fe^dnLva at Num 6:9, though he quotes cor-

rectly at Fug. 115. ££dTiiva is a vulgar form, so that we seem

to have here an instance of Philo, when quoting from memory,

unobtrusively "correcting" the LXX idiom.

o£d XLvog xucp&vog. A variant of the storm-at-sea image

(cf. Agr. 174, also dealing with the Nazirite Vow). Here again,

as in Deus 27 (see note ad l o c ) , Philo seems to recognize

the irrational in human nature in a manner which gives the

appearance of being alien to Greek philosophical thought, but
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which may in fact exempt the Sage from this liability. The

sudden fall from grace seems to be unmotivated, and can happen

to the best of us, assuming we are still Ttpoxd-rrrovxec.. TPOTXT*I

is a favorite word of Philo's for this propensity of the human

soul to vacillate, cf. LA 2.83; Det. 122; Mut. 250; etc. For

the concept of sudden changes of purpose, cf. Somn. 2.145-49,

and see A. Bonhoffer, Die Ethik des Stoikers Epiktet (Stuttgart

1894) 148-49.

90 xai &Tiep &Tc£3aAev eupioxei. From the context, one

would expect this to be an example of dveupeaiQ rather than of

eupeaic,. Philo must be thinking of the necessity of starting

again from the beginning; and yet the verb dvauLUVTJOXexou just

above makes this solution difficult to accept.

x&g TLpoT^paQ xfjg xpoirfjc, nu^pa-S & A 6 Y O U £ . As Colson

points out (ad l o c ) , the context here (and at LA 1.17, where

Philo also deals with the Vow of the Nazirite) requires that he

take Ttpox£pag . . . nu^pae as "the former days of the defec-

tion," not as "the days before the defection," as the LXX

intended. Also, he toys with the idea that dA6yous may somehow

mean TiapaA6YOU£, or "repugnant to reason," leaving the decision

as between this interpretation and taking aXdyovQ as "out of

account," as the LXX surely intends, up to the reader.

"06 XdyoQ o06' dpiduoc,"- Moses and Colson quote Theocri-

tus, Idyll 14.48: duuee 6' ouxe A6YOO TLVOQ dgioi oCx' dpiduxxxoi,

but this is only to be regarded as proof that both Theocritus

and Philo are acquainted with the common Greek proverbial expres-

sion, arising, it seems, from an oracle delivered by Delphi to

Megara (or to Aegium in Achaea), cf. Plut. Symp. V 7, 6 82F;

Parke and Wormell, The Delphic Oracle II p. 1; and Leutsch and

Schneidewin, Paroemiogr. Graec. I 19.

91 cDOTiep Yea3Ti6vov qxxoi xiveg. This is a stock school

example of a chance or accidental (and xuxnS/ xaxd ouu(3e3nH6s)

happening, deriving from Arist. EN III 3, 1112a27, and Met. 30,

1025al4: OLOV eC TIQ OPUTTCOV (puxcp (36dpov eupe dnoaupov. It is

the normal example in later treatments of the topic of fate and

free will, e.g. Ps.-Plut. De Fato 572A: OLOV T 6 eupeUv xpuoiov

oxdrcTOVTOt iva cpuxeuan, which is verbally closer to Philo.
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92 TtuOou^vou T O O Tiaxp6g auxoO xfjs ^Ttioxnunc,. T n e commen-

tators have been much exercised over the syntax of xfjs eTtiox^urie.

Txuvddvoua-L should not take a genitive of the object of enquiry.

Moses presumes a rcepL to have been omitted. Colson would prefer

to take it with ircxxp6g and translate "the father of his knowl-

edge." Colson is surely correct. The comparison with Somn.

1.47, where Abraham is described as 6 TidrcTioe auxoO xns 6TXLOXT^-

un£/ in the sense of his "intellectual grandfather," seems deci-

sive.

93 OL x& OUUXXTCX TieTinpa)U-£voi. This may be a reference to

the men of Sodom, who are given at Fug. 144 as an example of

those who seek without finding. They are xucpAoi 6idvoiav, and

are unable to find the door.

(puoecog suuoipiqi. Except for one use in Dionysius of

Halicarnassus (Ars Rhetorioa 5.3)—if this work is genuine (cf.

George Kennedy, The Art of Rhetoric in the Roman World [Prince-

ton, 1972] 634-36)—the noun euuoipia is first found in Philo.

He makes frequent use of the present phrase in discussions of

eucpuia, e.g. Post. 71; Sobr. 223; Congr. 37; Mut. 2. Cf. Ps.-

Plut. Lib. Ed. 14C.

KCXI eudiKX(p . . . TtpooftoAfj. For the collocu-

tion, cf. Post. 80. The noun eudiEia, found first in Philo, is

identified by him as a component of eucpuia, along with erttuovn

and uvtfu-n, at LA 1.55; Cher. 102; and Somn. 2.37, in a way which

suggests some scholastic source.

xflv . . . &Kpigeoxdxnv . . . KaxdAnilav. Note the Stoic

term. In this conceit, objects actually thrust themselves upon

the senses of the natural "finder" and impose xaxdAn^LS upon him.

95 Ti6A£i£ u£v o5v HCXL OLKiag. In this distinction of genera

and species of virtues Philo will presumably have in mind some

such distinction as that which Diogenes Laertius attributes to

the Stoics (7.92). Philo on various occasions makes the dis-

tinction between £L6iHau and YEVIXCXI. dpexou, e.g., Ebr. 138;

Fug. 116, but he never seems to give a list of eC6i)taL dpexau.

On many occasions he speaks of the four generic virtues as eC6i-

HCXL, as opposed to Virtue in General (e.g. LA 1.63-65), but that

does not count.

E C 6 L K 6 S , as a term opposed to yevmdQ, is Hellenistic,

being first found in Dionysius Thrax. If we consider certain
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passages similar to the present one, such as Cher. 1 or Mut.

77-80 (where Sarah's change of name is being discussed), we

find eC6iHiJ} dpexrf and el&OQ described as cpdapx6v, seeming to

indicate that SZ&OQ is understood either as "form immanent in

matter" (necessarily, of an individual body), or simply "individ-

ual." This is an interesting complication in the use of the

word.

96 oupavLcov xal TIOT i uxov &eE;au-evoit vayidTcov. The association

of the idea of cisterns with that of the sweet water of the

virtues is perhaps provoked by the figurative usage of the

adjective K6T L U O Q which depends on Plato {Phaedrus 243D) and

often in Philo (e.g. LA 2.32; 3.12; Post. 129).

9 8 cooTtep . . . fcvdaAaTTEUOuoai. Storm-at-sea imagery

again. ^vOaAaxxeuo) and UTt66pouoc, first attested in Philo, in

Greek prose.

99 "napafticiodugvoi . . . ecog *Epua". This translates the

Hebrew watazidu, and seems to mean simply "acting wilfully."

Philo gives full weight to the concept of (Bio. which he discerns

here, as can be observed from his exegesis. Those who try to

force themselves to acquire the arts for which they are not apt

are doomed to failure and disgrace, as also are those who per-

form moral duties, and divine worship, without sincerity (douy-

100 up6g T O O auvei66TOC. Philo is the first on record to

use T O auvei66Q as a term for conscience. He uses it very fre-

quently, e.g. Deus 128; Bet. 23; Fug. 159; Jos. 47-48; Spec.

3.54, often in conjunction with the verb £A£YXW» It is hard to

believe that he invented this term, but evidence to the contrary

is lacking. (Cf. article on ouvoi6a in Arndt-Gingrich, Gk-Eng.

Lex. to NT pp. 798-99.) See Intro., p. 207, and A. Pelletier,

"Deux Expressions de la Notion de Conscience," REG 80 (1967)

363-71.

101 Toug xdg oAiYOXPnudTOUS TcapaKaTaO^Hag dao6i66vTag.

6AiYOx.prfua.Toc is found only in Philo, but the example he gives

here goes back at least to Aristotle (EN V 8, 1135b3 ff., itself

a variation of Plato's example at Rep. 331C-332B; cf. Cic. Fin.

3.59). He gives the example again at Plant. 103; Cher. 14; and
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Spec. 4.67. It sounds like a stock school example of an honest

act performed for dishonest motives. Cf. also Decal. 172: x6

un TtoieCodai TtpOHaAuuua. TIIOXIV anioxiaQ.

KaTaHevTOuuevoi. In metaphorical sense, first attested

in Philo, cf. Deus 183; Mut. 203. Philo likes to use this verb

to express feelings of dissatisfaction with oneself, cf. Decal.

87: K6VTC5V nal

8TIL oxnvfiG tepoTtpgTteox&xnv . . . rcpoaipeoiv. Mangey's

reading, lepoTtperceoxaxnv, agreeing with Ttpocupeoiv (3iou, gives

much better sense than lepoTtpeTieaxdxnQ of mss., adopted by Cohn-

Wendland.

102 (3Q)UoA,oxCav. Philo uses this term again, at Spec. 1.319,

to characterize the initiation ceremonies of mystery religions,

which he declares to be forbidden to followers of Moses. A

certain degree of ritual buffoonery was associated with some

mysteries, notably the procession to Eleusis and the rites at

the Theban Kabeirion.

v. Attested only in Philo, but used by him

frequently.

103 £TciOKiaoO£vTes 6i& xcov

&£G) in a metaphorical sense is first attested in Philo (more

Classical authors seem to have used £nionoT£u>) . For Philo's

concept of 6eioi6aiuovCa, cf. note on Gig. 16.

fi iudXcLQiQ u£v soxtv 6oi6xnxog. Mss. read K^XCLOLQ,

"chastisement," which seems to make little sense. Benzel reads

KcbXuQLC, which is accepted by Colson. Cohn and Wendland, fol-

lowed by Moses, read xdAouaic,/ "curtailing," which is rather

more elegant. However, Philo does not use this noun elsewhere,

though he uses xoAoueiv at Post. 150.

cooTiep oi ^evtag aA6vxes. Details of laws concerning

citizenship in Alexandria are not abundant. The best source

for the various types of legal status in Alexandria and Egypt

is The Gnomon of the Idiologus (Select Papyri II 206, Berlin

Pap. 1.210). Cf. also the edict of the Prefect Tiberius Julius

Alexander (Philo's nephew) in Evelyn-White and Oliver, The

Temple of Hibis in the El Khavgeh Oasis, II. Greek Inscriptions,

4. These sources are discussed and translated in A. D. Johnson,

Roman Egypt (vol. II of the Economic Survey of Ancient Rome,
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Baltimore 1936, pp. 280 ff. (manumissions), and 711 ff. {Gnomon

of the Idiologus) . This might be a contemporary reference by

Philo, or an historical one. TxapeYYpdcpo) is a technical term for

enrolling oneself illegally as a citizen, cf. Aeschines 2.76;

Lucian, Bis Aaous. 27. As a leader of the Jewish community,

Philo would be much concerned with claims to citizenship.

T6 Y & P fticxiov 6AiYQXp6viov» The etymology of

[3cu6c. is very much in the spirit of the Cratylus (and of later

Hellenistic etymologizing), but seems to occur nowhere else.

104 OTOiXEiu>&eiQ anAai (puoeig. Contrast of OTOLxeta, the

four elements, with auYHpuuxxTa is Stoic in formulation (e.g.

SVF 2.310, 323).

105 v6\iio\ia. Cf. LA 3.95; Det. 152: "change, if you can,

the moulding and stamp of the divine coinage"; Plant. 18: "Our

great Moses averred it [the reasonable soul] to be a genuine

coinage of that dread spirit and Invisible One, signed and

impressed by the seal of God, the stamp of which is the Eternal

Logos"; Det. 86. The metaphor is already found in Plato's

Phaedo 69A: aXX' i*j exeivo uovov x6 vovucjua 6pO6v . . . cpp6vn-

OLQ . The Cynic slogan uapaxap&Txeiv T 6 vouiaua was well-known

(cf. DL 6.20, on Diogenes). Cf. F. W. Kohnke, "Das Bild der

echten Munze bei Philon von Alexandreia," Hermes 96 (1968) 583-

90.

106 TtpcoTov KCXI U^YIOTOV HCXI TgAecoTaxov TCOV Oeicov

EOTIV oiJTOg. A Platonic notion. Cf. Tim. 37C; Plot. 2.9.8.16:

"How should one not call it a clear and noble image of the

intelligible gods?" A similar sentiment is expressed in BR

12.1: "R. Isaac b. Maryon said, 'Such is the story of heaven

and earth as they were created1 (Gen 2:4): their Creator praised

them, who, then, will deprecate them, their Creator lauds them,

who will find fault with them, but they are lovely and praise-

worthy. "

* oftv dueivov. A characteristic formula for intro-

ducing one's preferred solution to an aporia, e.g. LA 1.90;

2.80; 3.60; etc. Cf. Proclus, In Tim. 1.65.9, 153.28, 230.18,

etc. The implication here that the two previous interpreta-

tions of x&piv e$pe are incorrect is more uncompromising than

the exegesis at LA 3.77-78.
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107 xdpiv 5vxa deoO xd Ttdvxa. Cf. LA 3.78: xdpiv 6vxa xoO

Oeou xd ouunavxa . . . xois yoOv £nxoOai, TCQ dpx̂ l yev^oecoQ,

6pO6xaxa dv xis dTtonpivoixo, OIL dYad6xn£ nal xdpis xoO deou.

It should be noted that in BR 29.2, T-A 269, R. Simon deduces

from the wording in Gen 6:8 that it was Noah who found grace,

not the Holy One, blessed be He, i.e., Noah was not really

worthy in God's eyes, but in comparison with his contemporaries

he nevertheless found grace. Similarly, in Midrash Mishle 31,

we read: "'Grace is deceitful and beauty is vain1 (Prov 31:30),

Noah's grace was false, for it is said, 'But Noah found favor

with the Lord.'"

auxcp \itv oi)6£v—ou6£ y&p 6eixoa.

The same idea is clearly expressed in Plot. 6.9.6.40: 6.XX'

§oxtv UTtep&yadov xal aux6 OUK £auxcp X O L S &£ <5AAOIQ dyaO6v;

6.9.6.34: apx^ 6£ OUK tv&£&Q xcov uex' aux6* n 6' drcdvxwv

dvev6e^c dTidvxcov.

10 8 dTti6a)v eCg XT'JV didiov dYaO6xrixa. Perhaps an adaptation

of the Demiurge's looking to the Paradigm, cf. Tim. 28A.

n xoO OV T O Q dYaO6xn£. The idea is derived from Plato's

Timaeus 29E: dyad6s i*jv, dyadcj) bt ou6eLs nepi OU6 E V 6

cpd6voc. Cf. also Op. 21; LA 3.78; Cher. 127.

xcov * * * xapLxcav o5oa eauitj. Wendland

restores the text as follows: Rpea(3uxdxn <OeoO 6uvduecov, xcov>

XCXpLxcov o5oa TinY^. Colson and Whittaker, on the other hand,

prefer to read: npeo(3uxdxn xcov <xcxpixcov, TLTIYT*I> xapuxcov o5aa

auxT*i, believing that "the scribe is more likely to have been

misled by the repeated xo-ptxcov than by the repeated xcov and that

aux^ is a less violent change from eauxfi than TiriYn." Perhaps,

in view of the question to which this is the answer, XLQ aCxia

Yev£aeco£ H6OUOU; <aCxicov> might be a more suitable supplement.

109 x6v p,£v Nco£ cpnoLv euapeoxfjoaL. Here there is no ques-

tion, we may note, of denying the natural meaning of euapeaxfi-

aai, that Noah was well pleasing to God.

6opucpopouTj.£vcp. This is a favorite word of Philo's to

describe the relationship of God to his powers, or to his angels,

cf. Abr. 122; Spec. 1.45; Sao. 59; Legat. 6; QE 2.67.

110 6i* eauxou u6vou» Cf. comment, on Gig. 45.
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TT*|V 6e dire IKOV i ode ioav en xauxrig 6euTe'pav KCLI eC6iKco-

xepav o5oav. An analogous contrast between levels of wisdom is

set up by R. Avin's statement in BR 44.12 that the Torah is an

incomplete form (nobelet) , i.e., only an image, of the supernal

Wisdom. The combination of et6iH0)Te'pa with the notion of sec-

ondary and image-like is remarkable. It should only mean "more

specific," as above, 95.

Ill (piAooa)uaTOC, xal cpiAoTtadfic, voOg. Cf. the allegory in LA

3.236; Ebr. 210 ff.; Mut. 173; Jos. 61 ff. For the sake of his

allegory, Philo has transferred the characteristics of the

eunuch Potiphar to Joseph. See Gen 39.

Cf. LXX, Gen 39:1.

TOO ouyKpiuaTOg nuxov. Cf. 117 below; LA 2.2; 3.191;

Saor. 49, 105; Bet. 52: "for if we hold in honor the mind as

father of our complex being, and sense as mother, we ourselves

shall receive good treatment at their hands. Now honor is shown

to the mind when it is cared for by the provision not of things

that give it pleasure but of things that do it good"; ib. 84,

103, 139; Post. 58, 68; Gig. 62; Fug. 164; Mut. 184. For auy-

xpiua in the sense of the compound of body and soul, cf. SVF

1.45.

e^euvouxiodeig. First attested in Philo. Cf. Plut.

Sympos. 692C; Ebr. 211-13: "For such a soul [eEeuvouxLau.e"vr|g

*K>xng] is neither able to drop the truly masculine seeds of

virtue nor yet to receive and foster what is so dropped . . .

None such does Moses permit to enter the congregation of God,

for he says, 'He who has lost the organs of generation shall not

come into the congregation of the Lord1 (Deut 23:1). For what

use can he find in listening to holy words, who can beget no

offspring of wisdom . . . " At LA 3.237, however, after a dis-

quisition on the eunuch-soul, it is suggested that there is a

favorable meaning for "eunuch," as eYHpaxfig Tp6fioc

112 6eouxoTai. Cf. Ebr. 101; LA 3.42; Mig. 9: "Depart,

therefore, out of the earthly matter that encompasses thee:

escape, man, from the foul prison-house (6eaucj0TT*ipLOv) , thy body,

with all thy might and main, and from the pleasures and lusts

that act as its jailers"; Her. 85, 109; Mut. 173; Somn. 1.139.

The exegesis of Joseph in prison enables Philo to draw upon the
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Platonic image of this mortal existence as the prison-house of

the soul (e.g. Phaed. 114B; Rep. VII 517B).

ouu<p6pnua» First attested in Philo. Cf. Saor. 108;

Somn. 1.220; Plut. Be Prim. Frig. 955A. The word is practically

synonymous with

acppoouvnc, nal 6.Ho\aoiaQ ual 6ei\laQ KCXI &6IKLCXS. Cf.

Op. 73.

113 6 riYeyifov TOO 6eonxt>TnpCou. It seems rash to speak, as

Mose*s does, of "cette figure satanique." It is not necessary

that Philo is involved in anything more than a lively personi-

fication here.

114 co ijjuxn. For this diatribe-style apostrophe, so beloved

of Philo, cf. LA 1.49, 51; 2.91, 106; 3.17.

115 dYKiQTpeuOfjs. First attested in Philo. Used in literal

sense only at Plant. 102. Otherwise, Op. 166; Saor. 21; Agr.

24; etc. Cf. Aristaenet. 1.5.

OTtou6apXLQHS* First attested, and only once, in Philo.

Cf. Plut. Aem. 38.

Aiuo6"oELais. Found only in Philo, and only here. Aiuo-

6oE£co in Spec. 2.18; Flac. 116. Cf. 6oEouav^£ and 6oEouav£co in

Fug. 30 and Somn. 2.114.

116 £av 6* dpa a6uvaTfjg. "The man who is capable of running

swiftly it bids stay not to draw breath but pass forward to the

supreme Divine Logos, who is the fountain of Wisdom, in order

that he may draw from the stream and, released from death, gain

life eternal as his prize. One less swift-footed it directs to

the power to which Moses gives the name God, since by it the

Universe was established and ordered. It urges him to flee for

refuge to the creative power, knowing that to one who has grasped

the fact that the whole world was brought into being a vast good

accrues, even the knowledge of its Maker, which straightway wins

the thing created to love him to whom it owes its being. One

who is less ready it urges to betake himself to the kingly power,

for fear of the sovereign has a force of correction to admonish

the subject, where a father's kindness has none such for the

child. For him who fails to reach the posts just mentioned,
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because he thinks them too far distant, another set of goals

have been set up nearer the starting-point—the gracious power,

the power which enjoins duties, and that which forbids offences

. . ." (Somn. 1.232, 238, 66, 117, 148; Mig. 174; Conf. 145-46).

At Abr. 124-30 also this theory of different modes of relation-

ship to the Supreme Being is developed at length. It is a dis-

tinctive feature of Philo's metaphysics.

x6v KaxdAoYOV. Cf. Abr. 31: "a sage has no house or kinsfolk

or country save virtues and virtuous actions; 'for these,1 he

says, 'are the generations of Noah.'" Philo chooses, perhaps,

to misunderstand the admittedly curious sentence-structure of

the LXX (following the Hebrew), and takes the yev£oeiQ of Noah

to be the qualities that are attributed to him in the rest of

the sentence. Shem, Ham and Japheth he omits altogether (as he

does at QG 1.97), as unsuitable to his exegesis (Ham, at least,

as is evident from his treatment of him elsewhere, would be

entirely unsuitable, as he represents npeuouoa xaHia [Sobr. 44])

1 1 7 LTtTIQl Y&p ITITtQUg . . . OU-OCcOQ 6 ^ H a l dvdpG)TtO I

(Cf. Lucret. 1.160 ff.) This is a basic Aristotelian principle,

e.g. De An. II 4, 415a25 ff.; Phys. II 1, 193b8.

118 x6 avOparriov eZvai, x6 6iKaiov eZvai. Cf. Abr. 32-33.

119 KaL 6&6Q T I C £OXI V in xou U.T*) 6vxog eCc TO eEvai—xauxn

cpuxd T S xai Ccpa ££ av&YKns del xPnodcxi Tx̂ cpunev. Cf. Spec. 2.225:

Hat, xd uA 6vxa eCs x6 etvau TiapT*iYa.YOv; Plato, Soph. 265BC. Basic

Aristotelian doctrine, cf. Phys. I 7. For the notion of ur) 6 V

as representing relative non-being, cf. D. Winston, Philo of

Alexandria (N.Y., 1981) 7-13.

&v v£og. Cf. BR 84.7: "Joseph was seventeen years old

and you say he is a lad [New JPS translation renders 'helper']?

rather he performed acts of youth, beautifying his eyes, fixing

his hair, walking mincingly."

v£og &v 5xi, xdv uV|H£i xpovou TX6ALO£ Y£VT\TCLI . For this

widespread literary motif, cf. Wisd 4:8; Men. Frag. 639K; Cic.

Tusc. 1.45; Sen. Ep. 93.2; Virg. Aen. 9.311; Cont. 67; Abr. 271;

Fug. 146; Her. 290; Sobr. 1 ff.; Plant. 68; Legat. 1, 142. There

is also an ancient Indian parallel. According to Manu (2.150 ff.),
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the young Brahmin Kawi instructed his paternal uncles in sacred

learning, addressing them as sons. Angered, they complained to

the gods, who gave the following answer: "The lad addressed you

rightly, for the unknowing is a child . . . not because he is

white-headed is a man old; he who has read the scripture, even

though he be young, him the gods account old." See E. R.

Curtius, European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages (New York

1953) 98-101.

Ma)uo£g)S diaodrcai. diaaanrnS/ with its rather Bacchic

overtones, often has in Philo a derogatory connotation, e.g.

Somn. 2.78: OOOL diaacoxai xfjs xevns 66EnG eCaCv; Bet. 45:

'Haau xoO Haniac, diaaarcou (as opposed to T6V dpexfis aaHnxnv

*Ia,Hco3) / but by no means always, cf. Cher. 85; Saor. 7. The

phrase recurs at Plant. 39: 6 T O O MG)UO£G)Q bf\ Oiaaonrnc,.

ot TtaAAaKL6cov 5V T S £ . For Philo, the wives of the patri-

archs are their virtues, while their concubines are producers of

illegitimate spiritual offspring, i.e. passions. Cf. Congr. 36:

6ouAaic nal TtaAAaHaig ouu-3icovou T^XVCUQ, v6dcov 6OYUO.TG)V oca

Ttou6a)V 6pexd£vTa, and Gig. 17.

BaAAdg Hal ZeAcpag. Elsewhere, Bilhah is etymologized as

"swallowing" and represents the necessary subsistence of the

natural life {LA 1.94-96; 3.146; Congr. 29 f.), and Zilpah as

"walking mouth," signifying oratorical power {Congr. 24), cf.

Earp's notes s.v. in Loeb Vol. X. Consorting with the sons of

Bilhah and Zilpah, then, is quite natural for a TIOA.LTLH6Q.

IX

Deus 122-139

Commentary on Gen 6 : 1 1 : £cpd&pri n Yn evavTiov xou Oeou

nal £TtA.T*iadn a S i H i a c
Textua l v a r i a n t s : ecpd&pn 6£ LXX; eTiA^adn r\ yf\ LXX.

A. General Comments

This section, one of the most important in the work,

arises from an aporia occasioned by the admittedly rather abrupt
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transition from mention of the virtue and the offspring of

Noah to the statement that "the earth was corrupt before God

and filled with injustice." Philo affects, at least, to under-

stand that the appearance of Noah on the scene somehow makes

the earth corrupt and unjust, and naturally wonders how this

can be. For him it is one of those situations where a surface

contradiction constitutes a sure sign that the true meaning lies

beneath. The application of his exegetical method readily

reveals that this is so, and the lemma in fact occasions a pro-

tracted and important discussion of the nature of Conscience

(see further R. T. Wallis' essay in the Introduction).

The doctrine which Philo derives from this passage is

that the arrival on the scene of an immortal and divine element,

either in the world or in each one of us, causes that element in

us which is "mortal" and ungodly suddenly to appear corrupt and

sinful, whereas it did not seem so before the arrival of some-

thing to provide a contrast with it. What is being contrasted

here in fact is what later theology would term "the age of

reason" in the soul with "the age of innocence." If the passage

is considered in this way, it becomes logical that the arrival

of Noah on the earth should, not cause it to be corrupt, but

rather reveal its intrinsic corruption.

To reinforce this point, Philo, as usual, adduces

parallel passages. First he directs our attention to the

so-called Law of Leprosy, in Lev 13:14-15. Here too there is

a paradoxical situation presented, which becomes logical on the

application of his principles. How can it be, first of all,

that leprosy covering the whole of the body is "clean," whereas

that which appears only in patches is "unclean"; and secondly,

how does it come about that the entrance of the priest into the

house of one so afflicted (Lev 14:34-36) makes all in the house

unclean?

In each case here there is in fact a perfectly good

literal explanation, had Philo been concerned to seek for it

("leprosy over the whole body" is not leprosy at all, but a

relatively harmless skin rash; and in the second passage he

ignores the true purport of the regulation); but he seizes

gladly on what appears a paradox, as being a sign of a higher

level of meaning. In either case, the key element in the inter-

pretation is the fact that there is a point of reference accord-

ing to which the uncleanness can be judged—in the case of
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partial leprosy, the patches of clear skin; in the case of the

visitation of the house, the priest.

Of these two, the priest lends himself more readily to

further allegorizing, and perhaps in the process to some confu-

sion. In 134, the priest is identified with 6 deios XdyoQ,

which enters into the soul, and before the entry of which the

soul is not capable of good or evil action, as having no point

of reference. This XdyoQ, on entry, becomes the ftXeyxoQ, the

conscience. It seems thus to have both a transcendent and an

immanent aspect, which is perhaps what Philo wishes it to have.

However, this seems to raise the problem of the relation of the

rational element in the individual soul to the omnipresent Logos

of God. Is it simply an aspect of it in a particular body, or

is it a separate entity? Or should any such distinction be

made? The problem is analogous to, if not the same as, that

with Aristotle's VO U Q TIPCLHTIK6Q of De An. Ill 5.

A third parallel passage is now adduced, the encounter

of the widow woman in Zarephath with the prophet Elijah (I Kings

17:8 ff.), to which is subjoined a reference to the widowhood

of Tamar in her father's house, in Gen 38:11. "Widowhood" is

here interpreted as "widowhood from the passions which corrupt

and maltreat the mind," this being a necessary preliminary (in

the case of Tamar, at least) to receiving deict yovn (137) , in

the shape of the Logos, and being filled with the seeds of

virtue, which result in the production of HOLXOLI TIPOL^EIQ.

The adducing of Tamar here is rather in the nature of a

footnote to the main point which the I Kings passage was brought

in to illustrate. That is that when the Logos enters a suitably

prepared soul, it provokes within it a new consciousness of its

past inadequacies and a firm purpose of amendment. Here the

transcendent aspect is certainly in the ascendent, the force of

conscience being described (138) as 6 £punveu£ xou OeoO XdyoQ

Hal TxpocpT̂ xriG/ but we are still talking about the individual

conscience.

B. Detailed Comments

122 ZnTT^oai 6* dv Tig. Common formula for introducing a

problem, or C^Tnua, cf. LA 1.33, 48; 2.103; etc., and above,

122. The Auais follows just below. Cf. note on Deus 86.
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12 3 £Ttei6dv . . . x6 acpdapxov CZSOQ dvaxeiAn. The "incor-

ruptible element" in the soul here is Noah, whose appearance

causes the earth (the rest of the soul) to appear corrupt. The

use of dvaT^AXa) suggests that light-imagery which recurs at

various points in the passage, beginning just below with (pG)x6e

"edv dvaxeiAn XQCOQ £fiv". It is plain from Philo's para-

phrase below, "£cov £v 4juxfi XP&ua," that he takes XP^C here as

meaning "color" rather than "flesh," another instance of his

imperfect understanding of LXX language, which is a translation

of ba&av hay.

124 •npooeTtiocpLYYcov • » « KCLJ axjnsp £vcrn;oonua,iv6|ievQC. Both

verbs first found in Philo, and only here.

126 6vei6i£(i)v HCXI 6UOG)TI&V xat £ninXAxxa)V. Characteristic

rhetorical triadic construction, cf. Decal. 87, and Intro, p.

141.

128 6id ouu3oA.g)V XOUXGJV. Cf. Deus 96 and 154 for other

instances in the present work of objects in the text being sym-

bols.

T & usv d.KoijOLa. This does not refer to "involuntary

acts" in the normal sense, but to acts committed without proper

understanding of their nature. Cf. the Hebrew distinction

between 'sogeg and mezZd, "inadvertent" and "intentional." Cf.

Post. 11, 48; Agr. 178; Ebr. 163; Fug. 65, 76, etc.

eTciuT*)KioTcx. Superlative form only attested in Philo.

129 £(I)TIKOV . . . KaL 6pd6v . . . A6yov. The adjective

£O)TIH6Q is generally contrasted with AoyLK6Q by Philo, as apply-

ing to the irrational soul (e.g. Bet. 82, 92; Abr. 140; Mos.

1.100).' Here it signifies "giving intellectual life." Philo's

use of the term 6pO6s XdyoQ is too frequent to admit of compre-

hensive illustration, but at LA 1.46 there is a passage nicely

illustrating the use of it here, interwoven as it is with light-

imagery: xaL uf)v xaxd dvaxoA.dc; eoxiv f) cpuxoupyta xou Ttapa6e LGOU*

ou ydp 6uexai nal o|3£vvuxai, aXX' det ndcpuKev dvaxe"AAeiv 6 6pO6e

, xaL cSanep, oTuau, dvaxeuXas nAios x6v 6̂cpov xou
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CPCOT6Q tv£n\r\oev, ouxwc HCXI dpexn dvaxeiAaaa tv \\)vxf) xnv dx.Auv

tvavycL^ei xal T6V noXvv OK6TOV GHeSdvvuoi. Cf. ol tv

Hal OK6T(P (Badei, below, 130.

cbg xuftepvT'ixn. A generalised reminiscence of the Ship

of Fools simile in Rep. VI 488A ff. The reference to TOIQ vau-

xiAiac dTxeupoLC makes this clear. It is also, of course, a

variant of his favorite storm-at-sea imagery.

6iaouvioxrioi. First attested in Philo.

130 dTxpoopdxcoQ. Adverb first attested in Philo.

131 "next Ttpooxdgei 6 tepeuQ . . . KaiauaOEiv". This pre-

sumably is quoted from memory. LXX text: Tip6 TOG eioeXddvTa

C6eiv x6v iep£ct x?)v dcpfiv HCU ou \it\ dnddapxa Y^vnxai oaa edv ij

iv xfi OCKLQ.. There is no significant change in Philo's version,

except that he alters the construction from the strong prohibi-

tion ou ûi Y^vnxai to the less emphatic future ou yevr\oeTai.

133 xaOxa £i auvq.6s L xQ PIIXTJ nal Ttpaxeipcp 6Laxd^ei. ouvg(.6eL

has the sense here of "is compatible with." Quite a strong

challenge from Philo to the supporters of literal interpretation.

A good parallel occurs in Sobr. 33, a comment on Gen 9:25, where

Canaan, son of Ham, is unexpectedly cursed by Noah because of

his father's action in uncovering Noah's nakedness. "What was

his offence?" says Philo. "Perhaps this question has been con-

sidered on their own principles by those who are used to discuss

in details the literal and outward interpretation of the laws.

Let us rather in obedience to right reason (6pd6c XdyoQ) expound

in full the inward interpretation" (Colson's trans.). Cf.

J. Pe"pin, "Remarques sur le the"me de l'exe*gese alle*gorique chez

Philon," in Philon drAlexandrie, Coll. Nat. du CNRS, Lyons

(Paris 1967) 139 ff.

OKi\\)OVTai O L £ gQoc, xai cpiAov. Wolfson {Philo 1.131),

plausibly enough, sees here a reference "to the members of the

court of Jewish law {bet din) in Alexandria," comparing Agr.

157, and Somn. 1.102.

134 SuYYvdmn 6£ - - - duapTdvouoiv. Properly speaking, this

should only refer to those in a state of primal "innocence."

Ignorance after the accession of reason would surely be culpable.

Cf. Plato, Tim. 87B, Rep. IX 585B; Arist. EN 1110b.
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135 fccrriep (pcjx6g xig auy^ xadapGaxdxn. Continuation of light-

imagery in connection with Logos, cf. note on 129.

tvanoytei\ieva, evaji6nei\iai first attested in Philo.

xat, UTtcaxioug. enLAnnxog in sense of "cul-

pable" first attested in Philo, as is Oiraixiog in the sense of

"blameworthy." For this collocution, cf. LA 3.247, Be Virt. 206.

dTiooKeuaodf)vai nat dTtoouAndfjvai. drtooxeud^G) in sense of

"get rid of" first attested in Philo, as is drcoouAdco in sense of

"carry off."

136 T(p xr)pe\)Eiv . . . xcov TiaOcov. Cf. Somn. 2.273: oi xe-

xnpeux6xeg yev£os(x>Q. Like eOvouxog (cf. above 111) x^pa can have

a good or a bad sense (Fug. 114 and Bet. 147 being examples of

the latter).

137 xuocpopsi xai a)6ivei xaAdg npdEsig. For collocution, cf.

Sacr. 102; Bet. 127. A Platonic reminiscence, cf. Theaet. 210B:

f\ o5v £xi HUOOU^V IL xal O)6LVOUEV, a) cpuAe, TiepL eTiLaTT̂ uriS / n

ndvTa feKTex6Kauev; Kuocpop̂ co not certainly attested before LXX,

Eccl 11:5.

.. For victory imagery, cf. 147 below.

""AvdpojTie xoG OeoO . . .". A paraphrase rather than a

direct quotation of I Kings 17:18: eCofjAOeg Ti:p6c \ie xoO dvauvff-

aai xdg d6LKiac uou.

138 6A.UUTXLQU. Philo likes this adjective, cf. 151, 156

below; Bet. 85: xpocp&c OAUUTCLOUC, xal dcpddpxoug; Plant. 63: oux

eTnlyeLov dAA' oAuvutiov nxfiua. Philo seems to be the first to

use the word in this sense of merely "heavenly."

6inpe{Ho-T-i.£vog xoig . . . dKaxaox^Toig oioxpoig. 6iepe-

OL^CO in sense of "stimulate" first attested in Philo. dxaxdoxe-

xoc, is Hellenistic, first attested in Pythagorean "Hipparchus."

This characterization of prophecy as a form of uavia owed much

to Plato's description of it as the first of three forms of

u-avLcx in Phaedrus 244BC. For oCaxpoig, cf. Ebr. 147.

uiya oxevdEaaa xat u^Ya xAauoaoa. Cf. QE 1.15: "For

those who naturally and genuinely repent become bitter toward

their former way of life and are vexed with their wretched life,

weeping, sighing and groaning . . ."; Jos. 87; LA 3.211; Wisd.

Sol. 9:3; Pes. R. 50; ShR 38.4.
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139 fcTtideiaauxp . . . Tiepiadp^aei. £Tndeiaau6c, apart from

one use in Thuc. (7.75), first attested in Philo. uepiddprioig

only attested in Philo. A reference here, surely, to Plato's

"etymology" of dvdpomog at Crat. 399C as from "dvadp&v d 6Ttame."

Kupia 6v6uaxa. For use of term xijpiov 6voy.a in sense of

"naturally correct name," cf. LA 1.75; Det. 22, 83; Mut. 11-15.

Deus 140-183

Commentary on Gen 6 :12: fjv [6t] Haxecpdapu£vn, OIL

xax£cpdeipe [v] Ttaaa adp£ x?|v 666V atjxoO enl xfj

A. General Comments

With the elucidation of Gen 6:12, Philo brings his

treatise to a close with an elaborate exposition of one of the

central motifs of his religious philosophy, that of the "Royal

Road." This is his most extended exegesis of the Royal Road,

but he makes use of it also at Post. 101; Gig. 64; Mig. 146-47

(where the connection with Peripatetic ethical theory is made

explicit), and Spec. 4.102, 168. The LXX translates darko with

666v auxoO, "his way" (thus apparently making it agree with the

general sense of kal ba^ar, "an expression occurring thirteen

times in the narrative of the Flood and denoting sometimes, as

here and v. 13, men alone" [cf., however, BR ad loc. which

takes it to include animals], "sometimes animals alone, some-

times both" [Driver]), rather than the grammatically required

auxfjs. Philo, being unable to check the Hebrew, interprets this

verse as signifying the destruction of the perfect way of wisdom

which leads to the knowledge of God. The comrades of the flesh

reject this path and seek to corrupt it, since no two things are

so diametrically opposed as knowledge and pleasure of the flesh.

This leads Philo to think of Num 20:17-20 (145), the

incident of the "Royal Road," which he then proceeds to inter-

pret in detail. When Israel, the people endowed with vision,

wish to journey along that royal road, they find their way
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challenged by Edom, "the earthly one," who wishes to prevent

them. They express their determination to proceed. Citing the

well-known story concerning Socrates, who, on beholding a gaily

decked pageant, is said to have asserted: "My friends, observe

how many things there are I do not need" (cf. Plant. 65; Cic.

Tuso. 5.91; D.L. 2.25. See also comment, on Gig. 34), Philo

points out that whereas Socrates' rejection of external goods

was the act of a lone individual, in Israel we have an entire

and mighty people following this lofty ideal which rejects wealth,

honor, glory, and bodily health and beauty. As proof he quotes

the words of the envoys to the king of all that is good in out-

ward appearance, the earthly Edom, "I will now pass by through

thy land" (148). Philo insists, however, that the rejection of

external goods must be under the guidance of right reason and

not through faint-heartedness, sluggishness, or inexperience of

them, if it is to count as perfect virtue. He is here clearly

following the Stoics who held that to act appropriately is not

in itself either good or bad, in the sense of being morally good

or bad, and had accordingly designated "appropriate actions"

(KaO/|KovTa) as "intermediate" (u£oa) . It is only when the

latter are performed by a wise man that they become "correct"

(or absolutely appropriate) actions (HaTopdwucnra) (SVF 3.49 8-99;

516-17; cf. LA 1.56, 93; 3.210; Saor. 43; Cher. 14; Deus 100.

See D. Tsekourakis, Studies in the Terminology of Early Stoio

Ethics [Wiesbaden 1974] 1-60; A. Bonhoffer, Die Ethik Epiotets

[Stuttgart 1894, rep. 1968] 193-233). At this point (154),

Philo makes something of the apparent contradiction between

"passing through your land," and "not passing through the fields

and vineyards." These latter he interprets as virtuous senti-

ments and actions, which one must not pass by, but rather remain

in.

He next turns (155 ff.) to the words, "we will not drink

water of any well of them," and elicits from them the notion that

those upon whom God showers knowledge (cf. LA 3.162: "the soul

is fed not with things of earth that decay, but with such words

as God shall have poured like rain"), will not seek for the

scanty springs that lie beneath the earth, i.e., for earthly

goods. Similarly, Israel who claimed that it was God himself

who nourished him (Gen 48:15), would clearly not even cast a

glance upon the waters gathered beneath the earth. He who had

received the undiluted draughts of knowledge that intoxicate the

the soul, sometimes through the Logos (when it is a matter of
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ridding the mind of ignorance and error), at other times through

the direct agency of God (when it involves positive knowledge),

would not deign to drink of a well (adducing the exegesis of Gen

48:15 at LA 3.177-78, when Philo explains that in both cases it

is actually God who bestows the gifts, but in the case of sec-

ondary boons, He allows the Logos to take the credit, whereas

in the case of the principal ones, He takes sole credit).

We who are convinced that we ought to shun earthly

things, continues Philo (159 ff.), should without delay take to

the king's high road, along which we shall walk unimpeded with-

out flagging or fainting. That the path of wisdom is unwearying

was a common Hellenistic theme. The author of The Wisdom of

Solomon (6:14) assures us that he who anticipates the dawn on

behalf of Wisdom will not grow weary (ou noni&oei), and the

author of De Mundo (319a, 13) writes: "So the soul, by means of

philosophy, taking the mind as its guide, has crossed the fron-

tier, and made the journey [to the heavenly region] out of its

own land by a path that does not tire the traveller (&HOTiiaT6v

xiva 666v) (cf. Mut. 254; Mig. 145; Cher. 41, where Philo

explains that Leah means rejected and weary [noTiicoaa] , because

we all turn away from virtue and think her wearisome). More-

over, in the words "We will not turn aside to the right or to

the left" but advance along the midmost line, Philo finds an

exemplification of the doctrine of the Golden Mean (162-65).

(Cf. Spec. 4.102: "Moses opened up a path midway between Spar-

tan austerity and Sybarite luxury." For the doctrine of virtue

as ueo6xriG, see Arist. EN 1106bl5, 36; 1107a7; EE 1227b8; Plut.

Quomodo quis suos in virt. 84A; Virt. Moral. 444CD; Albin. Did.

184.13 ff.; Apul. Plat. 2.228; Arius Did., in Stob. Eel. 2.39.

11 ff.; 2.137.14-142.13. Cf. Post. 101; Mig. 146-47.)

Continuing his analysis of the passage in Numbers, Philo

finds that the words "we will go along the mountain country,"

signify the ideal of wisdom which continuously analyzes and

defines all things in an effort to arrive at their essence, and

is accompanied by a contempt for all that is external or of the

body. Indeed, we may further infer from the words "for if I or

my cattle drink of your water, I shall give you honor" (taking

Tiuj*! in this sense) , that if we but touch bodily pleasures with

our finger-tips, we shall provide honor to earthly Edom, who

will then boast that the virtue-lovers, too, have yielded to

pleasure's snares. If this appears to contradict the doctrine

of the mean articulated above, it should be remembered that what
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is to be held in utter contempt and not to be given even the

slightest entree is the enjoyment of bodily goods as pleasures

(f)6ovaO , the latter being Tiddn or irrational states, whereas

the rational use of these same bodily things, though they yield

agreeable physical feelings as an ^TtiY^vvnua or by-product, is

not to be rejected. (For a detailed analysis of this question

and Philo's ethical theory as a whole, see D. Winston, "Philo1s

Ethical Theory," ANRW.)

The phrase "but the matter is nothing" (Num 20:19)

launches Philo on a theme which was well-known in Hellenistic

tradition (172-78). Mortal matters, says Philo, have no real

being or substance. A glance at the fortunes of human empires

reveals their utter instability and changeability. The divine

Logos moves in a circle which constantly redistributes material

goods throughout the world (cf. Jos. 131-36; QG 4.43; Mos. 1.31;

A.P. 9.74; TGF p. 909, no. 372N; Polyb. 38.22.2; 29.21.3-6; 6.9.

10; Plut. Rom, Fort. ; Sib. Or. Ill; Peser Hab. See Wolfson,

2.420-26; K. von Fritz, The Theory of the Mixed Constitution in

Antiquity [New York 1954] 69-75; G. J. D. Aalders, Die Theorie

der gemischten Verfassung in Altertum [Amsterdam 1968] 123-24;

Goodenough, The Politics of Philo Judaeus [rep. Hildesheim 1967] 76-

78; 86 ff. ; E. Langstadt, "Zu Philo ' s Begrif f der Demokratie , " Occi-

dent. & Orient. Studies in Honour of M. Gaster [London 1937] 349-

64; Martin Braun, Social and Political Aspects of Philo 's Philos-

ophy; F. H. Colson, Philo, LCL, 8.437-39. See also Festugie"re

RHT 2.523-26, where it is suggested that Philo1s source was

Demetrius of Phalerum's Ilepi TuxnS [Fr. 39, Jacoby = Pol. 29.21;

Diod. 31.10]. Cf. E. Bayer, Demetrius Phalereus der Athener

[Tiibinger Beitrage 36. Stuttgart-Berlin 1942] 164 ff.)

The treatise concludes (179-83) with an admonition to

make full use of one's inner judge or conscience. Balaam, who

was one of Edom's associates, had failed to do so, disregarding

the monitions of his convicting Angel within, and was thus over-

whelmed by folly and destroyed.

B. Detailed Comments

140 Ttpoar|H6vTa)g o5v. Good example of the way in which Philo

is accustomed to introduce an allegorical or otherwise strained

interpretation of the text, cf. Deus 122.

xf\v 666v auTou. The masculine pronoun referring back to

o&pE (the Hebrew actually requires auxou) is a solecism occasioned
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by the Hebrew basav, "flesh," which is masculine—unless we term

it a "sense construction," taking "flesh" as meaning "mankind."

Philo, not being in a position to appreciate this, must take the

cttjxoO as referring not to odpE but to God. He rejects as unac-

ceptable the view of one who would see a solecism here. (It is

not necessary that anyone should actually have made such a criti-

cism. ) His solution, of course, is that the auxoO is not reflex-

ive at all, and this leads to his whole exegesis, based as it is

on the adducing of Num 20:17-20. The use of a0x6s without fur-

ther reference to refer to "himself." "the Master," is somewhat

colloquial (found in the conversation of Menandrian slaves), but

is also a Pythagorean way of referring to Pythagoras, as Philo

himself points out at QG 1.99. Roman slaves also referred to

their master as ipsi-ssimus (Plaut. Trin. 4.2.146) or ipsimus

(Petr. 75.11).

141 dnXuKcp . . . &ppeviKT*)V. These terms for feminine and

masculine gender appear to be Hellenistic, not attested before

Dionysius Thrax.

143 xauxnv ioOi oocpiav. The Way itself is Sophia, and its

end is YVGXJIQ xal £TtioxT*|un deou. Note Philo's favored term

Aea)cp6pos in this connection, cf. Post. 102 (with dxponxSc.) ; Deus

61, 163, 182; etc.

144 xoO opaxLKoG y^voug. Philo is the first extant writer

to use 6PCXXIH6C, to refer to persons, and with the special mean-

ing of "visionary, endowed with insight." In this meaning it

occurs very often, as it is his etymology of Israel (Her. 78;

Conf. 91; Mig. 18; etc.). The antithesis to this visionary,

"heavenly" class of person is often Egypt, as being earthy and

subject to passions, but here the allegory requires that it be

Edom, which can be suitably etymologized as derived from Hebrew

^adama, "earth." Edom thus becomes a perfect symbol of the

irrational soul, bound to things of earth. At points in the

exegesis, however, Edom, or its king, seems almost to take on

the characteristics of a Gnostic demiurge (e.g. 166), but this

identification should not, perhaps, be pressed. There is no

place for a being of this sort in Philo's philosophy.

axpifti*) xat 6.Ti6p£uxov. dxpiP^s is Classical, but dTi6peu-

xoe, is first attested in Agatharcides (ap. Geogr. Gr. Min. I

p. 11), 2nd cent. B.C.E.
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145 "napeAeuooue^q- « • » 6i* £u.oO". This, apart from the

paraphrase 6 6£ 'E6oni diroxpivexai cpdoxcov, for xai etnev TIP6Q

aux6v *E6cou., is an accurate transcription of the LXX text avail-

able to us. There are just a few minor launderings: ou 6i"

duJteAcovcov, ou Tii6ue€>a, for ou6£ . . . ou6£; ex is omitted before

Adxxou; and, most significant stylistically, on three occasions

(xd opid oou, SIQ ouvdvxnauv aoi, 600003 TLU^V OOL) , Philo trans-

poses a weak personal pronoun to before the noun which governs

it, avoiding the unrhythmical effect of having it at the end of

a clause (though we may note that mss. U and F preserve the LXX

reading—probably, however, corrected from the LXX text).

146 xcov TtaAai&v Tiva XdypQ gxei. This anecdote about

Socrates, repeated at Plant. 65, goes back to the Hellenistic

anecdotal tradition which produces so much of the content of

Diogenes Laertius' compilation. The story is used also by

Cicero in Tuso. 5.91 (Socrates 3 in pompa cum magna vis auri

avgentique ferretur: 'Quam multa non desidero' inquit), sand-

wiched in between similar edifying stories about Anacharsis,

Xenocrates and Diogenes the Cynic, in a diatribe passage.

Diogenes Laertius gives the story with a vaguer context (2.25):

rcoAAdxic, 6' dcpopcov eCg xd nAi^On xcov TiiTipaaHou.£vcov £\eye Ttp6g

auxov "n6aa)v eyw xpetav OUH £xa)," but he seems to derive it in

this form from the 1st cent. C.E. gossip-compiler Pamphila of

Epidaurus, whom he has just quoted.

14 7 x6v *0AuuTciaK6v dycova. Imagery of victory in the games,

a favorite of Philo1s, cf. 137 above, etc. (See V. C. Pfitzner,

Paul and the Agon Motif [Leiden 1967] 38-48.) We are in the

middle here of a diatribe passage (note the "Du-Stil" XL

148 xd Ttpox£Aeia xfjQ oocpiag. It is reasonable here, perhaps,

to discern imagery from sacrificial ceremonies in the use of

Ttpox£Aeia. The word can be used in later Greek to mean simply

"introduction," but it may never entirely lose its literal mean-

ing of "preliminary sacrifice," and very probably not in Philo.

Elsewhere, he uses it literally at Congr. 5 (Ttpox£Aeia xcov

and metaphorically at Abr. 89.

149 TQ . . . UTtoox£aecpg. Typical diatribe-style exclama-

tion; cf. Conf. 116, 162; Mig. 84; etc.
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TcapeAOeCv Ttapa6paueiV. Triadic asyndeton,

proper to passages of heightened emotion. See Intro, p. 141.

150 TOG TTA-OUTOU . . . 66£av 6^ . . . OyeLav . . . H&XXOQ

. . . pa)unv« Philo runs through the two lower classes of goods,

external and bodily, as things from which the Israel-soul will

turn aside. The inspiration behind this passage is distinctly

Cynic-Stoic, as one would expect in a diatribe context—the

lower goods are not "goods" at all (d)g ur|6£v aux&v naxaxd^ai £v

xfj xcov ayadcov uepi6i) .

6 xfje, ipuxnc OZKOQ n xuuftog* A reference to the Orphic

tag o&ua-ofjua. Philo uses TUU3OQ in this connection again at

Somn. 1.139, when contrasting the attitudes with which various

classes of soul descend into bodies: at, && noXXt)v cpAuapiav

auxou KaiaYVoOoaL 6eauxoxT^piov u£v nal xuuftov tnaXeoav x6 acoua.

dvavxaYcbvLOTOV. In sense of "irresistible" first

attested in Philo, cf. Plut. Phoo. 14.

151 oAuunCou . . . TtepLYetov. Cf. note ad 138.

. . V6 0 O L C . The YVT^aios-v6do£ contrast is

much beloved of Philo, cf. Fug, 152: xfiv yvnaCcov dyocdcov xd

v60a •npoxLu^aaaa; Somn. 2.22. At Jos. 258 this contrast is

combined in the context of TLAOOXOQ with the 3A.£Tia)v-xu(pA6g con-

trast, derived from Plato Laws 631C (also much beloved of Philo)

The Yv/|OLOQ-v6dos contrast itself is found in particular at Rep.

VII 535C-536A.

153 TOUIOU X&PLV. The passage beginning here is an excellent

example of the way Philo can squeeze significant doctrine from

small details of the text. The addition of 6id xfje yf)Q oou to

TxapeAeuo6uedcx intimates to Philo that one must not turn away

from worldly lures simply through faintheartedness or ignorance

of them. One must turn away from them in obedience to 6pO6c

Xdyoc,, which rejects them after having thoroughly surveyed them.

xc5v Kpo|3A.r)0£vxcL)v . . . 6iKx6a)v. For the "nets" cast by

Pleasure, cf. Saor. 29; Post. 116; Agr. 103. A^Aeap and 6eXed-

£eiv are frequent Philonic locutions in this connection, e.g.

below, 168. Also cpiAxpa, below, 170.

6iaxA&aai. Rare word, attested only in Homer, Iliad

5.216.
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154 6id 6£ "dyp&v Hal dyLTieAĉ vcov" O U K ^ I I . Philo takes this,

in a perverse sense, to imply that the Israelites will tarry in

the fields and vineyards. These cannot really be those of Edom,

however, who should possess nothing good, but rather "fields and

vineyards" in general, allegorized as the virtues.

rjuepa sv IIIUXTJ cpuxd. The image of the virtues as "tame"

or "cultivated" plants in the soul, bringing forth a "cultivated"

fruit, is a common one in Philo (opp. OLYPLOL) , cf. LA 3.76; Spec.

4.23; Virt. 154. Cf. the distinction between the passions as

"unclean reptiles" and the eupatheiai as "clean" ones, at QG

2.57 (this, however, is a comment on Gen 9:3, which lends itself

to such an exegesis).

Cf. Post. 168: 6 Y U Y L 6 Q T I C nA.idi6xr|£;

Saor. 78. The adjective is only poetical in Classical Greek,

and not with particularly derogatory reference. This usage may

be just a Philonian elaboration on the use of dpxcuoc to mean

"simple-minded," or, more particularly, a variant on the Platonic

6IO)A.UYIO£ (pAuapLa, Theaet. 162A.

Not found in Classical Attic prose (but in

Herod. 1.55).

axdpeoTog. Not found in Classical Attic prose.

155 £TtivL(pei KCXE, £no\i$ p£i . For collocution, cf. Mig. 121:

6u£peL Hal £TtiVL<pei, also referring to God showering down dyadd.

The image of God's blessings as a shower from heaven is a common

one with Philo, connoting normally the unstintingness and spon-

taneity of his beneficence. A good passage occurs at Mig. 31-32:

"The harvest of spontaneous good things is called 'Release'

(dcpeais, an allusion to the Sabbatical Year), inasmuch as the

mind is released from the working-out of its own projects, and

is, we may say, emancipated from self-chosen tasks, by reason

of the abundance of the rain and ceaseless shower of blessings

(6id T^V TtAnOuv T&V UOU^VGOV KCCL d6iaoxdTG)£ £Ttou(3pouvT0)v) . And

these are of a most marvellous nature and passing fair. For the

offspring of a soul's own travail are for the most part poor

abortions (du3Ao)dpi6ia, a reference to Theaet. 150B ff.), things

untimely born; but those which God waters with his snows (5oa

6' dv tniviqxxiv 6 de6e dp6n) come to the birth perfect, complete

and peerless" (Colson's trans.).



Commentary. Deus 140-183 349

£K A&KHOU. Though XdnnoQ translates be^er, "well," here,

Philo understands it as "cistern" (cf. 156: TI6TOV

u£vov ££ T̂iLTexvT'iaecos dvdpcoTicov) , which it does mean at LXX Deut

6:11, commented on at Fug. 175, etc. Philo's word for "well" is

cpp£ap.

In sense of "pools of water" not found before

Strabo.

Adj. and adv. first attested in Philo.

xai, duftpooiag . . . du£ivco Tpocpnv. The compari-

son of God's grace with the nectar and ambrosia of the Olympians

recurs interestingly at Somn. 2.249, where the Logos is termed

6 OL V O X O O Q TOO deou HOU auuTtooiapxos, but himself being the

drink that he pours, which is described, among other things, as

T 6 Y&vcou-a and T 6 xapas, T O eucppoauvns du(3p6oiov. It may be that

behind this is an allegorization of Ganymede as the Logos, or an

aspect of the Logos (Hermes being, after all, a more obvious

representation of it). At Speo. 1.303, again, the d£vaos TG5V

HOACOV TcriYT*i from which God rains down (wuftpno'ev) the virtues is

declared to be a drink more immortalizing than nectar. Just

below the present passage, at 15 8, Philo speaks of God dispens-

ing draughts 6id TLVOC uirnpeTouvTOQ TCOV dyy^cov, ov oivoxoeiv

riiucoae. The image of a banquet, in this case organized by

Sophia, occurs at Prov 9:5, which Philo may also have in mind,

as he seems to in Prob. 13.

156 fcTtiTexv^o~e<jJS« Apart from one use in Thucydides (1.71) ,

this noun is first attested in Philo (Ps.-Arist. De Mundo 398blO,

being of uncertain date). Cf. Conf. 185.

£Eaviu-fi>VT£g. Verb only attested here. dviud.o> is Clas-

sical.

6uoeA.TtLOTiag. Found in Arist. De Ventis 1251b25; other-

wise first in Polybius. Cf. LA 3.164; Jos. 114; etc.

TOV 6A,uuJtiov Oncxxupov* cf. n. ad 138 above. This use

of Deut 28:12 is quite popular with Philo, cf. LA 3.104 (where

he explicitly identifies the oupav6g with the Logos), and Her.

76, and it provokes a proliferation of imagery connected with

the raining of blessings from heaven, such as has been noted

above, 155.
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157 tTt^Kooi. £TCT*|HOO£ in passive sense, "hearkened to," is

rare, and attested before Philo only in Plato, Laws XI 931B.

"6 de6e 6 Tp£(po)v u.e £K V£6TTITQC". A reference to the

words of Jacob (Israel) at Gen 48:15 f. , quoted more fully at

LA 3.177 and Fug. 67.

ooa KCLTA yfjs u6aTog ouoT^uaTa. Here water stored in the

earth is contrasted, as symbolizing earthly goods, with the

heavenly waters poured down by God. Elsewhere, however, as

Colson points out (App. to Loeb Vol. Ill, p. 489), "the figure

of the well calls up more favourable ideas in Philo," e.g. Post,

136 ff.; Ebr. 112 ff. But in these passages it is other quali-

ties of the well that attract him, such as its lying deep

beneath the surface, and the purity of the water that it pro-

duces, so there is no real contradiction here, especially as

Philo is thinking rather of cisterns here.

15 8 Tag OIHP&TOUQ ueOtioucxTog n6oeiQ. An evocation of the

sobria ebrietas figure, so beloved of Philo. (Cf. Hans Lewy,

Sobria Ebrietas [Giessen, 1929]) u^Ououa is otherwise only found

in LXX, so is presumably borrowed thence by Philo.

6i& TtvoQ UTinpeTouvTOQ T&v aYŶ A-cov. This is presumably

called forth by the continuation of Gen 48:15, quoted at LA

3.177 and Fug. 67, but not here: 6 &YYeA.o£ 6 pu6uev6g \ie in

TT&VTCOV TGJV HCtHcdv; but the mention of oivoxoeiv, as suggested

above (n. ad 155), may be drawing on an allegorization of Gany-

mede .

159 dvuTcepO^Tcog. Adj. first attested in Philo; adv. found

in 1st cent. B.C.E. inscr. and in LXX (3 Mace 5:20).

Treipcouedcx. Exhortation in "Wir-Stil" form, to initiate

a diatribe passage. Cf. Intro., p. 141.

160 LK£TIOI ijju-xaig* For the expression, cf. Bet. 95; Post.

31; Her. 273.

162 at Y & P £<p' £K&T6pa £HTpQTtaL. From here to the end of

16 5 we have an elaborate exposition of the Aristotelian doctrine

of Virtue as a Mean (EN II 2 ff.), together with the correspond-

ing excesses and defects, these latter introduced by the essen-

tially musical terms STILTO-OIC and aveaic,, which, although
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adopted by the Stoics in their ethical theory {SVF 3.92, 525),

are derivable from Plato (the actual terms in Rep. II 349E, the

general doctrine of virtue as a harmony from Phaedo 85C, 92B,

and Rep. Ill and IV). Plutarch, in his essay On Moral Virtue,

makes the same connection, declaring that Virtue x&s inXvoeiQ

HOU x&e, £TtiT&oeis nal oAcoc, x6 uaAAov KCU x6 flxxov ££cupei xfjs

opunc (444F). Following EN II 7, Philo refers first to Courage,

with its surrounding vices; then to Prudence, flanked by the

vices of Meanness and Prodigality. After these two, however,

he breaks away from Aristotle's order to complete the tally of

the four cardinal virtues, producing sets of vices corresponding

to Wisdom and Piety (substituting for Justice). Note the use of

6e£i6v and 6.pioxep6v, maintaining the imagery of the Road.

£H,xpoTiaC. Not a technical term for a deviation from

the mean, but, literally, "a by-path," or "wrong turning."

164 xaig uaxou£vcxiS xaxCatQ. Probably not, as Colson has

it, "the vices that war against us," but rather "the vices that

are in contradiction to each other." Philo frequently uses

U&xoucxi in the logical sense, e.g. Det. 71; Post. 25; Conf. 32;

Mig. 152.

165 ou d£y.iS» These uses of O£utS and ou O £ U L £ are perhaps

Platonisms for Philo, cf. Apol. 21B; Tim. 29A, 30A; Polit. 269E,

etc. Here the expression seems to mean no more than "it is not

possible," though with a religious coloration.

eujxeptTiaxeLv. Only previously recorded use of this

word is in LXX, Lev 26:12. Cf. also 2 Cor 6:16 (quoting Lev).

166 Tx6Aeyiov dK^punxov. Possibly a vox Platonioa here, cf.

Plato Laws I 626A. Cf. also Mut. 60; Leg. 119.

oneipag oux fcd£pioe. Metaphor of sowing and planting

popular with Philo, cf. Conf. 150: d6iHLav u£v aneLpavxeC/

&o£|3etav 6£ depCaavxec; Mut. 268-69--probably partly stimulated

by Isaac's sowing and reaping in Gen 26:12, but also by Noah's

activity as a planter. Here Edom is imagined as having a har-

vest of sensual pleasures still growing, which he does not want

the Israelites to ravage, i.e. he does not want to be forcibly

reformed.

enavaxdoecov. Cf. above 64.
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uipnAaig nai ugTecbpoLQ . . . &\JV6.\IEOI. The goods of the

soul, as opposed to the two lower categories of good mentioned

below.

evouiAeiv. Cf. above, 55.

opiKcog. Adverb found first in Philo, though the adj. is

Aristotelian. In the passage where Aristotle uses it, Topics

I 5, 102a9, he has just defined a opoc as \6yoQ 6 i6 it fjv etvai

onuouvcov, making it probable that Philo is acquainted either with

this passage, or at least with a handbook passage based upon it.

Note the etymologizing connection between 6pos and opoc implied

here, made easier by the (presumable) elimination of the rough

breathing. Cf. Intro, p. 171.

udvTCJV ooa. £KT6G nai. nepi acona- Reference to the

Platonic-Aristotelian categories of external and bodily goods.

xauai^nAa. Adj. used metaphorically, as "humble," first

attested in Philo, and by him used thus repeatedly, usually

coupled with Tan;eiv6s, e.g. LA 3.19; Speo. 3.1.

16 8 ye'pag nai TIUT^V. y£pas is here simply a synonym for

TIUT^, specifying the meaning "honor," which Philo requires of

it here.

yap a\)xf\oziQ. cppu&TTOuai, used properly

of horses whinnying and snorting with exuberance, found first

in Diod. Sic. (4.74) applied to humans (of Niobe's pride).

Philo likes the word, cf. Cher. 66: x&v (ppuaTT6uevoe uiiiaux^vn;

etc. Since Aristophanes {Wasps 135) has cppuayuooe'uvaHoc, an

origin in Comedy may be suspected.

169 ou T6V Aey6usvov covov Tiapg. TioirtTaig. GOVOQ is indeed a

characteristically Homeric word, and perhaps that is all that

Philo means here. It is used in the Iliad and the Odyssey

always as "ransom" for a captive or "price" for someone cap-

tured and sold into slavery. What Edom wants from us is not

money, but Tiurf, by which the LXX means "value," "a fair price,

but which Philo takes to mean "honor." Here is a case where

Philo recognises the natural meaning of the word, but chooses

to dismiss it.

T 6 y£pac . . . TtapaAau3avgi. Colson (n. ad loc.)

understands the x6 here as meaning "the word 'ye'paQ1,11 and
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suggests that it would go better with TLU^V, but the x6 may

rather be taken as generic.

170 Ttp6g TL xcov n6ovf)£ cpiAxpcov. For the phrase cf. Post.

135; Cont. 69.

fcTtiveaveu6u.evos xaL enixgipovoufiv. The former verb is

first attested in Philo, the latter only in him. For the collo-

cution cf. Spec. 4.215, where those who neglect the sabbatical

year are spoken of as 6Ttiveaveu6uevoi xal £TLixei>POvouo0vxe£.

What exactly Philo means by tjii\zLpovoueCv is not quite clear,

but it should imply flamboyant and haughty gestures.

fog O(p66pa dvayKaicov nai xpno"timv cpiAooocpe Cv. Presumably

a reference to the Epicurean doctrine of "necessary," as opposed

to "unnecessary" pleasures. Cf. KD 29 and its scholion; Usener,

Epiourea 456.

171 dnpixov cpopdv. dxpixoe is a word which Philo likes, as

an epithet of YVGUCU (below, 182) , fidn (Abr. 264) , xns ijjuxns

opuai (Spec. 2.163), etc. It denotes for him the indistinguish-

able and mindless flux of human existence. Possibly he is influ-

enced by Parmenides1 phrase (fr. 6, 7 DK) , dxpixa (pOAa.

dTio6ox^v. A Hellenistic word, first attested in Polybi-

us, in the sense of "approbation." Here contrasted chiastically

with SvonXela.

172 T 6 Ttp&Yua . . . ou6£v £OTIV. This translates the Hebrew

en dabar, of which it is rather an expansion. o06£v Ttp&YUa, at

least, is idiomatic Greek for "no matter" (e.g. Plato Gorg.

447B) . As in the case of TIUT1! above, Philo presumably knows

that the natural meaning here would be "It is no matter," but

chooses to ignore this in favor of a meaning more promising

allegorically.

£TI' aCcopag xivoc,. aCcopa in a metaphorical sense is not

attested before Metrodorus, the pupil of Epicurus (331-278 B.C.E.).

For Philo, aCwpa and aCcop̂ co are connected with xucpos, nevn 66£a.

and eC6a)Aa. Cf. Ebr. 36: xevaue cua)pouu£vcov 66ECUQ; Somn. 2.16,

46, 61: 6id x6v cppuaxx6uevov ueydAa xucpov nal x̂ iv in' aCcopas

cppopouu^vriv Kevnv 66£av. This sentence, with its images of a

swing or litter, walking on air, and deceptive dreams, forms

a fitting prelude to a remarkable diatribe on the inconstancy
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of human affairs, featuring the cyclic dance of the Logos

through history.

173. MaK£6ovia . . . 6ioape0eioa . . . a.Ttea[3£adn. For the

theory of the succession of Empires, see J. W. Swain, "The Theory

of the Four Monarchies," Class. Phil. 35 (1940) 1-21; D. Flusser,

"The Four Empires in the Fourth Sibyl and in the Book of Daniel,"

Israel Oriental Studies, 2 (1972) 148-75.

174 napdurtvaC. The Parthians reckoned their era from 247

B.C., when they became independent of the Seleucids, and thus

masters of their former lords, the Persians.

175 TC 6* Eupamn . . . t\ otKOuu^vn; It is noticeable that

Philo studiously avoids mentioning Rome, though the whole ten-

dency of the passage suggests that Rome too will have her day

of reckoning. (Cf., however, Praem. 169, where, again, the

Romans are not mentioned by name.) For a somewhat imaginative

portrayal of Philo's views on Rome, see E. Goodenough's mono-

graph, The Politics of Philo Judaeus (New Haven 1938). (At

Legat. 16, however, oiHOuu£vn does seem to refer to the Roman

Empire, as it often does in the NT [Luke 2:1; Acts 17:6, 24:5],

so it may be a periphrasis rather than a euphemism here.)

&OTT6p vaug OaAaTTeiJouoa. Storm-at-sea imagery. For

collocution nXovouu^vn HOIL xivaaaou^vn, cf. Conf. 69: anap&TTe-

xat Hai HA.oveiTa.1 Kal TLvdneiaL nag 6 TCOV cpaOAcov (3£OQ. HAOV£G)

is an Homeric and generally poetic verb, first attested in prose

in Philo, who liked it (also in Hipp. Morb. 4.55, of uncertain

date).

176 xopetiei Y&P £v KOKACP \6ypQ 6 deioc,. Philo speaks fre-

quently of the dance of the heavenly bodies (e.g. Op. 70; Cher.

2 3), but he never seems elsewhere to speak of the dance of the

Logos. The denial of xuxn is Stoic (SVF 2.965-73), but also

Platonic (the dvdYHn of the Timaeus). For the notion of Time

as a cycle, cf. Arist. Phys. IV 14, 223b25 ff.: cpaoi ydp KUKXOV

eEvai xd dvdpwTitva TipdyucxTa. The relative 6v here refers to

\6yoQ rather than to H&HA(p, but to the XdyoQ in its circuit.

On TUXTI cf. Bion of Borysthenes F16 Kindstrand; Demades, ap.

Diod. 16.87.2. For detailed discussion, see PW 7A:2 (1948),

s.v. Tyche, cols. 1643 ff.; K. J. Dover, Greek Popular Morality
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(Oxford, 1974) 138-44; M. P. Nilson, Gesohichte der griechischen

Religion (Munich, 1961) 2.200-18; C. Schneider, Kulturgeschichte

des Hellenismus (Munich, 1969) 2.830 ff. See also G. W. Trompf,

The Idea of Historical Recurrence in Western Thought (Berkeley,

Los Angeles, London, 1979) 167-70.

TT^V dpioxnv TCOAITEICOV . . . 6nuoxpa.Tiav. Cf. Abr. 242;

Spec. 4.237; Virt. 180. Whence Philo derives this concept of

"democracy" is a mystery. It is also unexpected to find him

terming it the best of constitutions. Neither Plato nor Aris-

totle would rank it thus, Plato ranking highest the rule of one

man, or of a small body of sages, democracy being the second-

worst arrangement, leading to tyranny; while Aristotle ranked

highest a balanced constitution which he termed simply "politeia"

{Pol. Ill 7, 1279a38). It is in fact this latter which Philo is

here commending and terming 6nuoxpaTia. The Logos in this cos-

mic democracy apportions to each race and nation its due. What

Philo thought of what would be vulgarly termed "democracy" he

makes plain in such a passage as Agr. 45-46, where he terms it

oxAOKpaxia, describing it as (pauAOTOLTn xcov xaxoTtOAiTeiGv, and a

Tiapdnouucc xns dpioxne 6nu.oxpaTia£. He contrasts democracy and

ochlocracy again at Conf. 108, where he identifies the distinc-

tive mark of democracy as being that it honors IG6TT\Q , which

must be taken as denoting "geometrical equality," giving to each

his due. Cf. Plato Menexenus 238C. See especially C. G. Starr,

"The Perfect Democracy of the Roman Empire," American Historical

Review 58:1 (1952) 1-16. Cf. Aelius Aristides, To Rome 60: "But

a common democracy of the earth has been set up under one man,

the best, as ruler and orderer; and all come together as in a

common market place, each to receive what is worthy of him."

Starr points out that hints of the concept that the Roman Empire

is the perfect democracy may be found in the first century, in

such phrases as Philo's remark that Augustus was "the distribu-

tor to every man of what was suited to him" {Legat. 147), and

its roots may well go back into the Hellenistic period, even

though we cannot detect them.

177 ox id Tig f\ aupg . . . napaTp£xpuo"cx. Cf. Wisdom of Solo-

mon 5:9: napfjAdev exeiva ndvxa d)S ax id xal COQ dyye^La TiapaTp£-

xouoa.

Verb attested only in Philo, cf. Spec.

2.14 3. The image of the ebb and flow of the sea in connection

with human affairs is so basic to Philo as hardly to require il-

lustration. Cf. n. ad 26 above, and the report of Theophrastus1
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remarks on the question of the avax.&pr\o i Q of the sea in Aet.

120 ff.

uexd oupuoO KCXL Tiaxdyou. For aupu^e see note ad Gig. 13.

For the collocution, cf. Abr. 160.

£ei* This verb used transitively, meaning simply

"flood," or "make a lake of," is not attested before Philo.

r)Tteip6a), likewise, is not attested before Ps.-Arist. De Mundo

(400a2 8), probably more or less contemporary with Philo. The

whole description here is more proper to one of the periodic

shifts in the land-surface of the Mediterranean area than to

simple tidal action.

178 TXi6xr|TOQ dpxcxCag. Tii,6Tng in metaphorical sense of "pros-

perity" first attested in Philo. Cf. Post. 120-23, an exegesis

of the name Noeman (Gen 4:22), which Philo etymologizes as "fat-

ness"; Mig. 101, etc.

179 TienriYOTL opcp nog A6ycp. It becomes clear just below that

this thoroughly Aristotelian emphasis on definition as a means

to wisdom is provoked by what must seem to us a far-fetched pun

on 6pog (in rcapd T 6 Spog nope\jo6\±eda) and opog. But if Philo

pays no attention to the rough breathing, which he would not at

this era have pronounced, the connection becomes a little less

preposterous, an 6pog being, after all, a kind of opog (of a

valley or plain), which, in Greece at least, would often be the

boundary of a state.

180 TOILS OiiinAaig nod opiKatg . . . 66oig. This indicates

that Philo takes napd x6 opog to mean along the crest of the

mountain, rather than along its foot.

u.exa,KA,ivai ual uexavaoTfivai • uexaxXLva) in sense of

"move" (intrans.) first attested in Philo. ueTavLaxaadou is

used frequently by Philo in connection with Abraham's (the npo-

K6nTa)v's) turning from Chaldaea (earthly things) (Mig. passim,

e.g. 20: dn6 xcov aCadnx&v £TIL xd vonxd u-exavLaxaodai) .

*O ulv o5v Y^ivog *E6a)u. A comment on the final part of

the lemma, 6 6£ elnev ou 6ieA.euoT) 6i' euou.

6U.O£T*)A.GL)V. First attested in Philo. Cf. Cher. 40; Prob.

85.
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. Wendland1s reasonable emendation for meaning-

less tv TLdai of mss.

181 yiiS Op^uucx . . . OOH oOpavoO ftAdoxnua* Reminiscent of

the contrast between the sons of earth and the sons of heaven,

elaborated in the three-way division towards the end of the De

Gigantibus (60 ff.). Balaam is etymologized at Cher. 32 as

"foolish people," u-dxouos XO.6Q (Hebr. bal + cam) , the ass to

whom he speaks being his <5AOYOQ Ttpooupeoic,. He is a most suit-

able 6u6£nAoc for Edom (cf. also Conf. 159; Mig. 113; Vet. 71).

ftAdaxnuct in a metaphorical sense is poetical, first attested in

prose in Philo, used here for variatio. Cf. Mig. 140; Congr.

57; Prov. 2.109.

T 6 xfjc ipuxnQ ueUDHOQ 5uucx. A Platonic expression, Rep.

VII 533D and Phaedr. 251 but also an allusion to part of the

verse Num 22:31 not quoted by Philo, "&TieH&Au4je 6£ 6 Oe6e xoug

6(pdaAuou£ BaAaau nat 6pqt T6V dYYE^ov KupCou dvdeaxnK6xa iv xf}

66cp. "

£TIiHAuodeIs KaxeTi6dr|. At Conf. 66 Balaam is said to

live in Mesopotamia, signifying that "his understanding is sub-

merged in the inmost depths of a river, unable to swim its way

upward and lift its head above the surface." The influence of

the Phaedrus myth (248A) is conspicuous here, with suggestions

also of Odysseus battling the waves off Phaeacia.

182 oO 6uodep&Tieuxa . . . dviaxa. This would be the case

with those in the heavenly ride of the Phaedrus myth who have

not managed at any stage to raise their heads above the rim of

the heavens and catch a glimpse of eternal truths. Note the

Stoic term &ppa)OXT*|uaxa, cf. above, 65.

eTxtox&vxoQ £\£YX.OV* The figure of Conscience returns

here in the final passage of the treatise, appearing now very

much like a guardian angel (especially if we could take \6yoc,

deios as meaning not the divine Logos, but a divine logos),

although it is still internal to the human soul (6 §v6ov 6ixa-

axT*ie, below, 183). Philo here makes one of his relatively

infrequent references to Scripture outside the Pentateuch, to

Psalm 90:11-12, a passage made use of later in the NT with

reference to Jesus:

OIL X O L S dyY^oig auxoO fevxeAeCxcu nept aou

xou 6icupuA.dEou ae ev ndaaic XCXLG 6 6 O L S aou*
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dpoOauv ae

Tip6s Aidov T6V Tt66a oou.

£TII voudeaCqi HCXI oaxppoviouxp nal TTJ TOU TiavT6g

oei (3iou. A nice rhetorical triad. For the collocution of the

first two terms, cf. Mut. 135: f] voudeoia, 6 aaxppoviau.6g, f\

Ttai6eia; Virt. 75. For the last phrase, cf. Mos. 2.36. Inter-

esting parallel in 2 Timothy 3:16. aoxppoviouos also in 2 Tim

1:7.

183 "cpOopdv TT*|V uex6. TC5V TpauuaTifiv". This passage of Num

(31:8) is used again in the same connection, referring to Balaam,

at Mut, 203. Presumably the unsportsmanlike behavior of the

Israelites in killing the wounded of Midian was an incentive to

allegorization of this passage.

6uoKa0dpToig. In sense of "hard to purify" first

attested in prose in Philo.

T6V 5V6OV 6iHaoTrfv. Cf. above 12 8 and Op. 12 8: x6v TOU

OU V 6 L 6 6 T O C SAeyxov, Sg evi6puu£vog xf) IJJUXT KaddTtep 6iHaoTr)g tni-

OU 6

dva6iKd£oiev. Only occurrence in Philo. The verb is

proper to Attic legal terminology (Isaeus fr. 145) . Here it

seems to mean "challenge," "appeal against."
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174, 232, 234, 344

66, 100, 116,
100, 116, 136
66, 152
139, 215
66, 101, 116
139, 172
65, 101, 117,
55
73
215-16
211
102, 117

232

248

Deus
137
138
139
140
140-66
140-83
141
142
143
145
146
148
149
151
151-52
154
155
156
157
158
159
161
162
162-65
163
164
165
167
168
168-71
170
172-83
173
175
177
179
180
181
182
182-83
183

Ebr.
21
26
30
34
36
43
46
48
58
60
76
87
91
94
95

100
101
104
105

102
103
66,
66,
271
147
134
172
172
103
135
104
139
140
244
338
65,
104
104
139
172
104
139
253
345
173
139
249
139
120
259
150
172
177
172
147
140
105
139
211
105

249
234
276
264
353
258
257
291
254
257
261
251
325

, 117,
, H7
103
103

, 136

, 276
, 118,
, 148,
, 118,
, 172
, 251

139
, 118,
, 118

, 118

, 243

, 241

, 259
, 118
, 215,

, 118,

, 285

, 277

277-78
194
261
332
251
278

139

121
172
136

265

345

279
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Ebr.
106-7
107
109
111
112
116
122
125
130
138
140
144
145
147
149
159
163
167
168
170
186
194
210
214-15

Flae.
1

15
71
99

116
132
135
159

Fug.
5
5-6

22
27
30
36
38
41
46
57
58
65
66
67
71
76
92
97

106
108
109
114
115
117
117-18
119

278
188
268
282
350
288
194
215
74
16, 327
194
277
71, 277
340
215
259
338
298
308
277
234-35
320
332
251

73
309
294
73
333
314
261
242

269
210-11
257
234-35
330
269
78
279
183, 258
291
251, 302
338
203
306, 350
252
338
319-20
260
74
264
260
340
320, 325
215
209, 215
286

Fug.
120-77
121
125
130
131
133
144
146
152
159
164
167-77
169
175
175-76
176
203

Gig.
1
1-5
2
3
4
4-5
6
6-18
7
7-8
8
9

10-11
12
13
14
15
16
16-18
17
19
20
22
22-24
23
24
24-57
27
28
31

32
33
34
35
39
40
43
44
45
46
48-49
49

321
268
269
268
215,
202
283,
334
347
328
332
321
321
321,
321
327
211

65,
146,
143,
66
276
173
91,
146
65,
160,
200
277
146
140
139,
172
249
322,
204
91,
107
146
108
92
108
109
147
139,
172
138,

252

327

349

84, 91, 105
173
276

106, 160, 163

198
163

356

329

107, 140, 335

143, 195, 292

140, 172, 275
282

93,
139,
124,
139
139
66,
293
257
331
140
93
287

109
148, 172
139, 342

109, 147
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Gig.
49-50
50
50-51
51
52
55
55-56
56
58
58-61
58-60
58-67
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67

Rev.
17
40
72
76
77
78
82
85
91

102
103
106
106-11
109
111-13
119
120
130
137
154
169
183
186
212
213
228
231
242
263-66
272
273
280
283
285-86
290
310
311

288
93, 139, 254
122
172
318, 320
110
93
110, 136
160-61, 238
163
65
146
243
322, 357
139-40
332
93, 110
74, 341
69, 94, 110
69-70, 94, 110
286, 304

287
318
79
349
309
345
279
278
257
305
278
282
283
332
278
202
194
298
294-95
250
268
217
257
234
235
238
252
178
163
225
350
270
191, 299
246
334
259
308

Jos.
23
31
47-48
61
71
87

114
125
130
131-36
146
151

LA
1.4
1.5
1.6
1.8
1.15
1.16
1.17
1.30
1.33
1.33-35
1.34
1.34-35
1.37
1.37-38
1.39
1.42
1.43
1.45
1.46
1.48
1.49
1.51
1.55
1.56
1.59
1.61
1.62
1.63-65
1.65
1.66
1.69
1.75
1.76
1.79
1.82
1.85
1.86
1.89
1.90
1.91
1.93
1.93-101
1.94-96
1.96-101
1.102

75
243
215,
332
252
340
349
75,
250
344
249,
83

280
292
280
325
163,
80,
320,
297
20,
247
38
248
195
299
81
20
238
314
234,
84,
325,
333
327
235,
83,
297
279
327
78
85
255
341
282
297
203,
84,
84
260
330
299
305,
152
335
161
234

328

314

291

280
280
325-26

337

338
194, 258, 337
333

315, 342
315

278
233

342
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LA LA
2.1-37
2.2
2
2.9-11
2.10
2.11
2.12
2.14
2.16
2.16-18
2.17
2.19
2.21
2.22-23
2.23
2.26
2.30
2.31
2.32
2.38-45
2.42
2.46
2.49
2.50
2.55
2.58
2.59
2.59-60
2.68-70
2.78
2.80
2.83
2.86
2.90
2.91
2.92
2.103
2.103-4
2.105
2.106

3.4
3.5
3.7
3.12
3.14
3.17
3.19
3.20
3.22
3.25
3.29
3.36
3.41
3.42
3.53
3.56-58
3.60
3.69
3.70
3.72
3.73

217
332
271
255
240
248
81
74,
136
257
254
75,
296
294
292
296
276
78
194,
271
84
194
271
256
261
276
85
264
271
311
330
250,
221
289
333
255
337
242
152
333

259
315
66,
328
296
333
352
296
276
291
258
297
319
332
242
271
84,
242
296
296
234

79, 314

238

328

326

276

330

3.75
3.76
3.77
3.77-78
3.78
3.79
3.83-84
.86
.88
.89
.95
.96

3.96-103
3.104
3.106
3.116
3.129-31
3.136
3.140-43
3.145
3.146
3.147
3.150
3.152
3.154
3.155
3.156
3.162
3.163
3.164
3.171
3.173
3.175
3.177
3.177-78 306

257
348
330
330, 320
330-31
188
270
224
185, 290, 315
177
330
306
249
349
243
136
310
188
254
315
335
254
286
251
254
136, 300
255
342
318
319
299
265
221
343, 350

3.178
3.181
3.183
3.191
3.196
3.198
3.206
3.209
3.210
3.211
3.220-24
3.225-29
3.230
3.231-32
3.233
3.236
3.237
3.240
3.244-45
3.247

.249
3.253

Leg.
1
6

16

343
177
319
332
111, 279
194
221
278
342
340
271
161
136, 161
161
161, 262
254, 332
324
225
152
340
72
308

334
331
354
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Leg.
27
39
53

113
119
142
147
178
230
279
357

Mig.
6
9

12
14
18
21
26
29
31
31-32
33
52
59
61
63
71-81
76
79
84
89
90

101
102
113
120-26
121
123
125
128
139
140
142
145
146
146-47
147
152
157
158-59
166-67
174
181
184
192
196
206
214-16
219

287
269
309
261
351
334
335
269
263
271
316

306
332
320
258
345
242
85
277
249
348
282
318
174,
234
234
264
268
314
346
83
264
277 ,
264
357
319
348
234
277
257,
291
277,
111
343
74
341,
74,
381
224,
323
277
323,
295
259
264
277
268
72
255

234

356

268

357

343
282

259

334

Mos.
1.13
1.31
1.42
1.63
1.75
1.100
1.117
1.143
1.158
1.175
1.196
1.283
2.7
2.11
2.27
2.37
2.46
2.51
2.68-69
2.96
2.121-30
2.127
2.134
2.145
2.147
2.185
2.198
2.212

Mut.
1
2
7

11
13-15
12
34-56
49
55-56
56
60
66
69-76
71-80
85
87
88

103
107
117
124
135
137
143
144
162
167
173
174
176
177

276
344
310
301
314
338
275
202
265
316
277
292
119
73
249
119
305
135
261
80
264
270, 319
285
315
315
254
252
257

277
327
265, 308
291
341
277
234
279
315
298
351
270
270
328
269
263, 288
277
254
242
295
279
358
277
71, 277, 281
194
296
224
332
259
282
257
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Mut.
183
184
185
187
199
203
209
211
214-15
218
219
230
250
253
254
268-69
270

Op.
1-3
3
7
8

13
16
20
21
23
25
27
44
46
47
52
53-54
59
65-68
69
70
71
72
73
77-78

100
101
102
114
117
126-27
127
128
130
136-37
142
143
144
146
150
151
151-52
153-54

263
317,
315
257
264
329,
247
250
24
318
248
239
326
55
343
351
301

159,
270
290
197,
280
270
317
331
300,
270
240
295
191,
295
67
251
73
293
275
354
317
163
200,
251
163,
315
277
72
183
136
177
210,
135
181
270
243
240,
191
181,
297
181
235

332

358

163, 252

258, 315

331

204

240

218, 280

215

268

298

Op.
156
157
162
164
165
166
170
171-72

Plant.
3
8
9

12
14
16-27
18
25
27
39
42
43
49
51
65
68
76
78
84
93

102
103
107
107-8
111
113
125
126
128
130-31
136
150
153
154-55
157
164
165
167-68
168
172
173-74

Post.
3
4
7

11
14
16
22
23

277
163,
315
254
259
298,
238
217

270
30
295

238

333

199-200, 239-40
200,
252
299,
253
242,
335
235
255
293
136
342,
334
295
72
302
247
333
328
279
243
66,
75
295
320
135,
135
319
130,
136
130
136
279
130,
253
277
130
136

308
307
314
338
259,
265
250,
261

237

330

249

345

250

152

266

177

265, 286

277
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Post.
25
28
30
31
32
33
41
47
48
52
53
57
58
64
68
68-69
71
73
75
78
79
80
81
89
98

100
101
101-2
102
104
111
112
116
120-23
122
129
135
136
143-45
150
153
154
157
164
165
16 8
173
180
180-81

Praem.
12
17
17-19
27
28
37
40
40-46
45
55
58

351
280
259
350
324
233
271
66
338
283
70,
298
332
280
332
290
327
194
279
277
293
327
70
271
271
250
341
74,
308
136
259
250
347
356
279
328
253
350
223
329
316
308
250
265
259
348
265
286
283

283
282
250
277
276
276
217

273, 314

, 225

, 259
, 343
259
, 345

, 259, 353

, 318

, 297

, 222
322-23
299
305
259

Praem.
59
61
63
65
82
88
99-100

100
126
159
163
169

Prob.
13
22
29
38
43
57
63
72
76
77
84
85
90

111
117

Prov.
1.7
1.18
2.16
2.21
2.22
2.24
2.31
2.67
2.81
2.84
2.102
2.104
2.109
2.110

QE
1.15
1.23
2.13
2.26
2.28
2.45
2.54
2.61-62
2.62
2.67

QG
1.10
1.53
1.88

255,
75
266
75
299
255
253
254
252

277

281-82
316
354

349
301
263,
24
264
309
234
234
241
254
254
356
255
253
259

292
241
258
250
242
241
257
241
243
283
241
241
238,
239,

340
205,
200,
74
240
308
308
227
316
331

81,
306
235

288

241, 357
256

238
209, 211

83
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QG
1.89-100
1.91
1.92
1.93
1.94
1.95
1.96
1.97
1.98
1.99
2.12
2.34
2.53
2.54
2.57
2.67
2.81-82
2.82
3.5
3.6
3.16
3.28
3.47
3.48
4.43
4.47
4.51
4.62
4.110
4.157

Saov.
6
7
8

13
15
16
20
21
27
28
29
37
42
43
49
50
51
53
58
59
61
62
65-68
67
74
76
78
81
84

232
20-21
60, 65, 267, 274
60-61, 293
61
32,
62,
62,
63
64,
318
67
112
363
227,
253
69
71,
235
299
246
215
254
183,
344
269
191
211,

61, 311
332
334

345

, 255

272

, 254

, 215
67-68
240

277
335
261
238,
243
289

, 289

258-59
333
255
268
347
288
258,
342
332
262
243
325
283
254(
241
255
272
259
278
268,
348
194
264

, 316, 324

, 331

, 291

Saor.
85
90
94
95-96

101
102
103
105
108
111
132
135
160

Sobv.
3
7

23
33
44
49
57
65

223

Somn.
1.21
1.22
1.30-33
1.34
1.39
1.43
1.62
1.66
1.67
1.68
1.92-102
1.93
1.97
1.102
1.117
1.120
1.122
1.124-25
1.135
1.135-43
1.136
1.139
1.141
1.145
1.147
1.148
1.153-56
1.156
1.160
1.164
1.168
1.191
1.194
1.205
1.215

249
289
265
307
227
340
235
332
333
111
203
297
296

178
334
259
66,
334
66
282
74,
327

299
317
202
191
287
264
259
323
217
287
56
257
254
287
334
74
316
254
240
238
241
332
200
317
241
323
250
277
277
75
277
308
277
135
252

, 305, 307

, 314

339

277

, 299

, 334

, 347
, 317

, 334

, 264, 333
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Somn.
1.220
1.231-37
1.232
1.237

1.238
1.239
1.251
1.252-53
1.254
1.255
1.301
2.7
2.8
2.10
2.10-16
2.16
2.22
2.37
2.40
2.46
2.48-66
2.61
2.64
2.68
2.96
2.97
2.101
2.106
2.114
2.115-16
2.134
2.145
2.145-49
2.162
2.167
2.192
2.195
2.212
2.220
2.221
2.225
2.227
2.228
2.237
2.242
2.245
2.249
2.253
2.263
2.270
2.273
2.283-90
2.284

Spec,
1.8
1.9
1.10
1.18
1.20

333
303
323, 334
186, 227, 305,

309-10
323, 334
317
256, 269
325
71, 111, 277
254
287
309
250
277
323
353
347
327
254
353
282
353
254, 276
258
309
79
298
296
333
283
178, 298
£.78
326
282
252
282
194, 254
248
263, 288
259
334
263, 288
280
242
312
314
349
188, 257
269
260
340
70
258

74, 189
254, 259
282
258
308

Spec.
1.
1.
1,
1.
1.
1.
1.
1.
1.
1.
1.
1.
1.
1.
1.
1.
1.
1.
1.
1.
1.
1.
1.
1.
1.
1.
1.
1.
1.
1.
2.
2.
2.
2.
2.
2.
2.
2.
2.
2.
2.
2.
2.
2.
2.
2.
2.
2.
2.
2.
3.
3.
3.
3.
3.
3.
3.
3.
3.
4.
4.

.28
,28-29
,29
,40
,42
,45
,47
,57
.63
,89
,96
,114
,148
,200
,252
268
,272
281
283
287
303
305
307
308
311
314
319
334-45
338
340
9
18
44-46
45
50
54-55
58-59
59
61
63
64
84
129
143
146
147
163
176
244
246
1
1-6
54
6
83
127
166
178
201
14
23

217
268
277
317
299
331
249
301
264
279
285
271
255
75
325
75
320
194
279
75
252,
189
203
316
250
73,
329
283
295
73
255
333
250
270
252
224
280
280
257
275
280
257
75
355
301
75,
353
217
287
73,
352
241,
328
256,
189
301
315
75,
241
189
348

, 258

, 349

75

83

295

251

316

83
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Spec.
4.39
4.49
4.51
4.66
4.67
4.71
4.79
4.82
4.88
4.94
4.101-2
4.102
4.104
4.114
4.131
4.144
4.147
4.159
4.167
4.168
4.171
4.196
4.215
4.237

Virt.
4
6-7
8-9
9

13
32
34
40
55
75
78-126

140
154
165
180
203
206

Fragments
Harris. 8

258
163
314
258
329
264
189
194
277
255
253
73-74, 341, 343
315
25
283
74
243
271
74
74, 246, 341
287
315
353
355

194
254
253
255
189-90
261
271
277
248
358
246
272
348
258
355
300
209, 215, 340

186, 193, 300
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