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NOTE TO THE READER
(EXPLANATORY OBSERVATIONS)

When quoting from Philo’s works, I have prefixed the number of the
volume of the Loeb Classical Library (PLCL). This greatly facilitates each
quote’s location and identifies at a glance to which part of Philo’s oeuvre
it belongs—whether to the allegorical, historical, Laws, etc. Thus: IV
Conf. 149 refers to Conf. 149 which is found in volume IV of PLCL, and
thus indicates that the quote is part of the allegorical commentary.

MT (Massoretic Text) is the term used to indicate Hebrew Scripture,
even though scholarship has identified minor differences between the
MT and the ancient Hebrew text.

The Pentateuch refers to the Five Books of Moses, while the terms
Bible and Scripture are used for all the books of the Hebrew Bible.

When the context requires the use of the Hebrew form of the Tetra-
grammaton, it is transcribed as � - � - � - � and sometimes as ��.

Haftarah, pl. Haftarot, are the passages read from the Prophets fol-
lowing the weekly Torah reading (the Parashah). They usually bear an
associative relation to the Torah reading, but exceptions are made for
special Sabbaths.

The term “Palestinian” is used in such contexts as Palestinian Mid-
rash and Palestinian Talmud (= Jerusalem Talmud), because this has
long been the standard terminology.

The translations used are: PLCL for Philo; The King James Ver-
sion (KJV) and/or the Jewish Publication Society (JPS) for Scripture;
Herbert Danby, Mishnah (Oxford 1933); and the Soncino translations
for the Talmud and Midrash Rabbah. However, I have occasionally
altered them and sometimes provided my own translation.





PREFACE

A new paradigm for addressing old questions:
But “There are those who are so scrupulously
afraid of doing wrong that they seldom venture
to do anything.”

(Vauvenargues)1

The points of departure in any field of scholarly research are implicit
assumptions that are taken to be axiomatic. They last for a long time.
But with the entrance of a different type of scholar who has a differ-
ent horizon of knowledge and different preconceptions, as well as a
somewhat different combination of scholarly expertise, the axiomatic
nature of these assumptions erodes. And as more and more informa-
tion emerges to the contrary, the assumptions finally collapse and a
new Gestalt (= pattern) becomes standard in its turn. More often than
not, this takes several generations, but eventually it happens.

This is in line with the thinking of Thomas Kuhn, who has described
the shift of scientific paradigms (models), pointing out how new data
that speak against the model accumulate. These data are initially ex-
plained away ad hoc, and suddenly, based on the same forces as a
religious revival (thus not being based upon rational thinking), the
paradigm changes.2

Philonic research is no different. With a few notable exceptions, the
typical Philonic scholar was for a very long time a committed Christian,
and often a theologian. He also had an excellent grounding in classical
Greek language and literature, as well as in the works of the ancient

1 French moralist and essayist (1715–1747), friend of Mirabeau and Voltaire, from his
Maximes.

2 This was pointed out long ago by Thomas Kuhn in The Structure of Scientific
Revolutions (Chicago 1970), 43–51. However, might I suggest that what, apparently for
lack of a better suggestion, he has attributed to the same forces as a religious revival, is
provided here with a rational explanation.
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philosophical schools. And not surprisingly, these scholars found in
Philo what their training prepared them to look for.3

With the entrance of a different type of scholar into the field, one
whose formative years were spent in an atmosphere pervaded by an
existential commitment to Judaism, a hitherto neglected aspect of Phi-
lo’s works began to take its rightful place.4 Among others, such illus-
trious figures of the first half of the last century as Yizhak (Isaac)
Heinemann,5 Edmund Stein,6 H.A. Wolfson7 and Samuel Belkin8 were
responsible for a change in the direction of Philonic studies, opening up
new vistas. After them, the field was no longer the same, for as it was
astutely noted long ago, “people accept only those ideas for which their
previous development has prepared their minds”—and scholars are no
exception.9

But while an increasing number of scholars of the first rank, both
Jewish and non-Jewish,10 have turned to the study of the Jewish side
of Philo and have thereby introduced radical changes in the scope of

3 For a survey of different evaluations of Philo, see E. Hilgert, “Philo Judaeus et
Alexandrinus: The State of the Problem,” in The School of Moses: Studies in Philo and
Hellenistic Religion; in memory of Horst R. Moehring, ed. John Peter Kenney, Brown Judaic
studies 304. Studia Philonica Monographs 1 (Atlanta 1995).

4 Actually there were important forerunners in the 19th century such as e.g. Z.
Frankel, Vorstudien zu der Septuaginta (Leipzig 1841), and Ueber den Einfluss der palästinischen
Exegese auf die alexandrinische Hermeneutik (Leipzig 1851) Z. [= Frankel, Einfluss (1851)], and
B. Ritter, Philo und die Halacha (Leipzig 1879). But as the saying goes, a few birds do not
yet usher in the spring.

5 Yizhak (Isaac) Heinemann, Philons griechische und jüdische Bildung (1931–1933) [=
Heinemann, Bildung], as well as his earlier “Die Lehre von ungeschriebenen Gesetz
im jüdischen Schriftum,” HUCA 4 (1927), 149–171 [Heinemann, “Die Lehre”].

6 “Die allegorische Exegese des Philo aus Alexandria,” BZAW 51 (1929), and “Philo
und der Midrash,” BZAW Beihefte 57 (1931).

7 Harry Austryn Wolfson, Philo: Foundations of Religious Philosophy in Judaism, Christian-
ity and Islam, 2 volumes (Cambridge, Mass. 1948) [= Wolfson, Philo].

8 See Samuel Belkin, Philo and the Oral Law: the Philonic interpretation of biblical law in
relation to the Palestinian Halakah (Cambridge, Mass. 1940, repr. New York 1968, 1970);
and also �����	� ���
���
�
��� ������� ������	�� ���
� ����� [= “The Midrash Ha
Ne"elam of the Zohar and its Sources in Ancient Alexandrian Literature”], Sura 3
(Jerusalem 1957–1958), 25–92, as well as The Midrash of Philo/ ����� ���	
: The Oldest
Recorded Midrash Written in Alexandria by Philo (c. 20BCE – 45CE) before the Formulation of
Tannaitic Literature. Vol. I: Genesis II–XVII… ed. E. Hurvitz (New York 1989).

9 See Elias Bickerman, The Jews in the Greek Age (Harvard 1988), 305 where this is
quoted in the name of the 18th century Italian jurist and philosopher Giovanni Battista
Vico, author of Principii d’una scientza nova.

10 See Peder Borgen’s “Philo of Alexandria: A critical and synthetical survey of
research since World War II,” ANWR II/21.2 (Religion. Hellenistisches Judentum in römischer
Zeit: Philon und Josephus, ed. W. Haase [Berlin–New York 1984]), 98–154, and most
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the field, the old underlying axiomatic assumptions have till now still
remained the default point of departure. For by and large, one is still
expected to prove the nature and the centrality of Philo’s Jewish frame
of reference before proceeding to explain the particular thought pattern
or particular passage in question in the light of it.

I am convinced that in the wake of the increased acceptance of the
understanding of Philo as first and foremost a loyal Jew, the time is ripe
for a new Gestalt to become the standard one in Philonic research. This
does not mean that the former understanding of Philo should be com-
pletely superseded. Indeed, it contains much that remains indispensable
to the proper understanding of his works. But the time has come for a
more balanced frame of reference, with the old and the new comple-
menting each other.

The present book assumes Philo’s Jewish frame of reference as a
given, and proceeds immediately with its specific research agenda, that
of studying the citations from the Prophets and Writings. It does not
find it necessary to first validate the thesis that the Jewish component is
often the major factor for understanding many of the details in Philo’s
writings. The question posed is not, “How Jewish is Philo?” but rather,
“How can we understand Philo’s writings, given his Jewishness as a self-
evident axiomatic assumption?”

As in my preceding book,11 the methodology of my research proce-
dure has been to read a limited portion of Philo’s writings in depth—in
the present case, Philo’s citations from Scripture that do not appear in
the Pentateuch. Each citation is examined from every conceivable van-
tage point, including, but not limited to, references to Jewish and other
sources. The initial object was to achieve insights respecting how and
why Philo came to use each non-pentateuchal citation, and whenever
possible, to understand its place in the overall tapestry of the Philonic
composition in which it is found. This methodology provides a research
agenda dictated by the Philonic text rather than by contemporary con-
cerns. It thus helps avoid the pitfalls of much research in the humanities
and social sciences—that of posing questions that are unrelated to the
concerns of the ancient author.

particularly Borgen’s own Philo of Alexandria: An Exegete for His Time (Leiden 1997)
(NT.S 86).

11 Naomi Cohen, Philo Judaeus—His Universe of Discourse, (Frankfurt a.m. 1995) [=
Cohen, Philo Judaeus].
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Overview of the book

Since the purpose of the book is, as its title suggests, a thorough
research into all of the citations and references in the works of Philo
Judaeus that are not found in the Pentateuch, I have postponed for
another time many interesting yet unrelated insights.12 I think that
accounting for the appearance of all of the citations and references to
the Prophets and Writings is of paramount significance.

Chapter One presents background material that contributes to the
understanding of Philo the man as a product of his time and place. It
discusses such matters as Jewish knowledge among Alexandrian Jews,
commitment to Judaism in Alexandria, the language of Philo’s sources,
non-pentateuchal Scripture in Philo, the use of rabbinic evidence in
research on Philo, and finally some remarks respecting the chronology
of Philo’s writings and the audience to whom they are addressed.

Chapter Two surveys how Philo quotes the Pentateuch. With very
few exceptions, he does not use the names of the discrete books, Gene-
sis, Exodus, etc., but quotes the Pentateuch as a unit, by such names as
Holy Scripture. The rare exceptions are explained. This places in con-
text the fact that with a single exception, the citations from the Latter
Prophets are identified by the generic term, “Prophets,” rather than as
“Isaiah,” “Jeremiah,” etc.

Chapter Three shows that Philo’s citations from the Latter Proph-
ets apparently indicate that the recitation of the Haftarah Cycle now
current between the 17th of Tammuz until the Day of Atonement was
already, at the very least, on the way to becoming customary in the
Alexandria of his day.

Chapter Four contains an in-depth study of all of Philo’s citations
from, and/or possible allusions to, material from the Latter Prophets.13

In each instance, an explanation for its appearance is suggested and
interesting insights are noted.

Chapter Five studies the citations from the Former Prophets. Some
are found to be no more than mistaken identifications. The study
clearly shows that not only was Philo’s text the Septuagint, but that

12 I have, however, included some Endnotes that elucidate tangential matters related
to the relevant texts, as well as an Appendix that illustrates a significant example of
Hebrew/Aramaic and Hellenistic/Jewish midrashic interaction.

13 The passages already discussed in Chapter Three are examined here in greater
detail.
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even the allegorical constructions are sometimes dependent on the wording
of the Septuagint text in places where it differs from the MT. I also found
that they reflect his use both of literary sources at least sometimes trans-
lated from a Hebrew/Aramaic original, and a lexicon of the entire Bible
in the Greek language, which has been shown by my predecessors to
be based upon the Hebrew text. All of this indicates a lively interest
in the Alexandrian Jewish community in Scripture as a whole, and not
merely in the Pentateuch. These works would not have been composed,
or translated from Hebrew/Aramaic, were there not a readership for
them, and obviously, the translations reflect Palestinian/Diaspora cul-
tural interaction.

Chapter Six examines Philo’s citations from the Book of Psalms.
Approximately twenty verses belonging to sixteen different Psalms have
been quoted, paraphrased, or echoed in eighteen different loci in Philo’s
oeuvre. This is the largest number of citations from any single book out-
side of the Pentateuch. For Philo, the Book of Psalms (which he called
“Hymns”) was a single conceptual unit that completed the trilogy: Pen-
tateuch, Hymns, and Prophets, while the remaining Writings (Hagiographa)
were apparently considered holy miscellanies.

Chapter Seven discusses the citations from the Book of Proverbs, as
well as the single citation from the Book of Job. Except for those from
Psalms (Hymns), these are the only citations from what we today call the
Writings.

Chapter Eight, the concluding chapter, builds upon what has pre-
ceded it. The hypothesis of an allegorical circle, composed of teachers,
scholars, and pupils (or disciples), who were devoted to radical philo-
sophical allegorization, first and foremost of the Pentateuch, but also
of the rest of Scripture, is the result of my endeavor to elucidate oth-
erwise unexplained phenomena connected with the citations from the
Prophets and Writings in Philo’s oeuvre. The chapter presents evidence
that suggests that Philo enthusiastically participated in such a circle, but
that later a rift developed between Philo and its other members, and
their ways parted.

*

Some of the research for this book was undertaken when I enjoyed a
research grant (no. 2118) from the Israel Science Foundation. Except
for parts of the first three chapters, the contents of the book appear
here in print for the first time. A version of part of the first chapter
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was included in my article, “The Prophetic Books of Alexandria: The
Evidence from Philo Judaeus,” which appeared in Prophets, Prophecy,
and Prophetic Texts in Second Temple Judaism, ed. Michael H. Floyd and
Robert D. Haak (Library of Hebrew Bible/Old Testament Studies 427;
formerly JSOT Supplement Series; NY–London 2006, and now part of the
Continuum International Publishing Group), 166–193. Chapter Two
is largely based on my article “The Names of the Separate Books of
the Pentateuch in Philo’s Writings,” which appeared in the Festschrift
for David Winston = Studia Philonica Annual—Studies in Hellenistic Judaism
IX (1997), ed. David T. Runia and Gregory E. Sterling (Brown Judaic
Studies 312; Atlanta, Georgia), 54–78. Chapter Three is a revised version
of “Earliest Evidence of the Haftarah Cycle for the Sabbaths between
����� ���� and ��
�� in Philo,” JJS 48/2 (Autumn 1997), 225–249. I first
proposed the thesis in a paper delivered at the Bernard Revel Graduate
School of Yeshiva University, and in an abbreviated form at the 12th
World Congress of Jewish Studies (Jerusalem 1998).

*

What remains are the pleasurable obligations of expressing appreci-
ation: to John Collins, the general editor of the Supplements of the
Journal for the Study of Judaism, not only for accepting the book for publi-
cation, but also for keeping it properly focused; to Hindy Najman, the
associate editor, who has been most helpful and encouraging in the final
stages of the book’s preparation. Special thanks also go to Rabbi Ze"ev
Gotthold, Michael Mach, and Sam Silverman, who were kind enough
to read the manuscript and make valuable suggestions. Thank you also,
Eva Mroczek and Kathleen Gibbons, University of Toronto graduate
students, Hava Korzakova who assisted in copy editing, as well as Fern
Seckbach who prepared the indices and Irene Lancaster, who read the
proofs.

The friendly prodding of my good friend for many, many years,
Jenny Michael, has given me the impetus to finally conclude the book.
Last but not least, I want to thank my esteemed husband, Chief Rabbi
Shear-Yashuv Cohen, who in spite of his manifold responsibilities, has
provided me with the emotional support to persevere in this endeavor.

I am glad to be able to offer this product of years of intensive
research, which I hope will be considered a significant contribution
both to the study of Philo Judaeus, for whom matters of the spirit
were paramount, and to the history of Jewish liturgy, which also has
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a spiritual dimension. At the same time, the realization that side by
side with spiritual progeny, I have been blessed with descendants who
continue in the traditions of their ancestors, following in the ways of
their grandparents and their great-grandparents, provides a parallel
strong feeling of fulfillment. Together, they are vital links in the eternal
chain. May it never be broken. It is to them, Yonatan and his wife
Alona, Avishai, Roni, Neriah, Seraya and Yig"al, and to their mother,
our beloved daughter, Eliraz Haya Cohen-Kraus, that I dedicate the
book.

Naomi G. Cohen
Haifa, Israel

April 2007 (Nissan 5767)





chapter one

THE MAN PHILO AS A PRODUCT OF HIS TIME

The problem with finding simple solutions to
difficult problems is that the reader remains
unaware how much labor and creative thought
has been involved.

(Anonymous)

While it has long been recognized that quotations, paraphrases and
allusions from the Pentateuch are the very warp upon which Philo has
woven the woof of his homiletic tapestry, there is less awareness that the
number of references or allusions to the rest of the Bible in his writings
is so very small.

Indeed, although even a relatively superficial reading of Philo shows
without a vestige of a doubt that Philo was very much at home with
the text of the Pentateuch, including a wide range of exegetical mate-
rial that was mostly, but not only, of an allegorical nature,1 this can
hardly be stated in respect to the other parts of the Bible. One is hard
pressed to explain this, and one is forced to wonder what the reason
could possibly be for what at first glance seems to be a most strange
phenomenon—that a personality as erudite and devoted to Scripture
as Philo did not address a broader range of biblical works than is evi-
dent in his extant writings.

The results of the present study indicate that the major texts treated
by Philo are confined to those with which his readers would have
been familiar from their worship, including Psalms.2 Philo devotes his

1 See e.g. David M. Hay, “Philo’s References to Other Allegorists,” StPhA 6 (1979–
1980), 41–75, and idem, “References to other Exegetes,” in Both Literal and Allegorical:
Studies in Philo of Alexandria’s Questions and Answers on Genesis and Exodus, ed.
Hay (BJS 232, Atlanta 1991), 81–97. Also, Burton L. Mack, “Exegetical Traditions
in Alexandrian Judaism,” StPhA 3 (1974–1975), 71–112, and idem, “Philo Judaeus and
Exegetical Traditions in Alexandria,” ANRW 2.21.1 (1984), 221–271, [Mack, “Philo
Judaeus and Exegetical Traditions,” ANRW 1984].

2 See David Runia, “Philo’s reading of the Psalms,” StPhA XIII (2001), 102–121
[Runia, “Philo’s reading”], and also Yizhak (Isaac) Heinemann, Philons griechische und
jüdische Bildung (1931–1933), and perhaps “Die Lehre von ungeschriebenen Gesetz
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attention to the liturgical texts, using lexicographic aids and midrashic
commentaries that must have been at his disposal.3

That Philo chose to devote himself exclusively to works directly related
to the Synagogue liturgy is not surprising, for these must have been the
works that interested the educated and religiously committed members
of the Alexandrian Jewish community who in my view were his major
potential audience.

Philo’s writings belong neither to the genre of academic scholarship4

nor to abstruse philosophical musing, and as just noted, he must have
been addressing an audience familiar with the underlying texts that
he uses. Otherwise, they would not have found significance in his
attaching philosophical and other doctrines to these texts. On the face
of it, he must have been writing for the educated element of the
contemporary Jewish community who found intellectual and emotional
satisfaction in the weaving of their Hellenistic frames of reference into
those traditional Jewish texts to which Philo encouraged them to be
unconditionally committed.

At the same time, this does not prove that he was acquainted with
no more than what was used in the Synagogue. Nor does the fact that
Philo’s rare references to other biblical books fail to reflect the scrip-
tural context from which the references are culled necessarily indicate
anything significant in this respect. As is obvious to anyone reading
Philo, this is his usual way of treating the biblical text; let it be pointed
out in passing that it is also in line with the usual manner of traditional
rabbinic midrash.5

There is, however, what I consider a more intriguing question: What
has evoked Philo’s use of each specific non-pentateuchal quotation?
This I think is the true dilemma, and it has indeed proven to be a
fruitful avenue of research.

im jüdischen Schriftum,” HUCA IV (1927), 149–171 as well. Psalms were of course an
integral part of the liturgy of the Synagogue. Whether or not every one of the Psalms
referred to by Philo was used in communal prayer, the Book of Psalms would most
naturally have been familiar to him from its liturgical role. Note, too, that there is no
evidence that he used any non-canonical Psalms.

3 These are discussed inter alia, in Chapter Five, and at the end of Chapter Seven.
4 Whatever that might have been in Philo’s day.
5 A single example: the identification by rabbinic midrash of Pinchas and Eliyahu,

see e.g. Yalkut Shime"oni, Parashat Pinchas, 771, “R. Shime"on b. Lakish said, ‘Pinchas is
Eliyahu’ …”; see also Pirkei d’R. Eliezer, Higger edition, chapter 46; Eshkol edition
(Jerusalem 1973), chapter 47.
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Jewish knowledge among Alexandrian Jews—
the evidence from IVMaccabees

We know for certain that long before Philo’s day not only the Penta-
teuch, but also the Prophets and other holy writings were available in
Greek. The same is true respecting much of what we today subsume
under the umbrella of ‘Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha,’ even though,
in the vast majority of cases, the dates of their authorship and/or of
their translation into Greek are at best conjectural.6 We are therefore
justified in taking it for granted that Jewish works written in Greek,
which included a large library of translations from the Hebrew, were
available to Alexandrian Jewry, and that what has survived is clearly no
more than the tip of the iceberg.7 And although books at the time were
of course copied by hand, this does not mean that they were beyond the
means of the educated class. There is thus no reason to suppose that
non-pentateuchal Scripture was not widely available. The infrequency
of its use in the literature of the period that has survived, including, but
not exclusively, Philo’s works, must be due to other reasons.

Following is a glimpse of the sort of Jewish knowledge that the author
of IVMaccabees assumed was widely available in, at the very least,
the erudite upper strata of the Greek-speaking Diaspora community.
IVMaccabees is in a sense a companion piece to Philo, since it is
similar in language, philosophical approach, and cultural horizons.
Whether or not its author lived in Alexandria, belonging as they both
did to that part of Hellenistic Jewry that had an excellent Greek paideia
and at the same time retained a deep commitment to Judaism, Philo
would have found him to be a congenial soul. The work is something
between a religious historical novel and a moral discourse, and hence
can be taken to unconsciously mirror contemporary social norms.

6 The very survival of many of these works, whether or not their original language
was Greek, is only thanks to their having survived in Greek. Tobit, Judith, most of the
books of Enoch and of Baruch, and the Books of Maccabees are all cases in point, as
are the additions to Daniel. The same is true even of Ben-Sira, whose Hebrew original
was discovered in the Cairo Geniza only in modern times. One is tempted to compare
this with the situation today where almost all of the classical Jewish sources have been
rendered from Hebrew and Aramaic into English.

7 Although this is somewhat later, it is worth noting that Justin Martyr (2nd century
CE), when giving an account of the Septuagint in his First Apology, §30–31, states that it
was available in every Jewish community in the Empire. Even if this is an exaggeration,
it remains indicative.
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A passage in the closing chapter of IVMaccabees indicates what its
author considered to be the type of traditional scriptural knowledge
that ‘everyone’ would have had. I refer to the homily placed in the
mouth of the mother of the martyred ‘seven sons’—though of course
the author of IVMaccabees has penned it.

While it is undoubtedly an idealized picture of a Jewish family, it is
realistic insofar as it replicates the strict sequestration of the family’s
women-folk from the men that was taken for granted in upper-class,
traditional, ‘respectable’ Hellenistic society. It also takes for granted that
the transfer of Jewish knowledge was from father to sons, with the mother
evidently not taking an active part.8 One reads in IVMacc. 18:6ff.:9

(6) Now these are the words that the mother of the seven sons, the
righteous woman, spake to her children: (7) I was a pure maiden, and
I left not my father’s house ($περ��ην πατρικ%ν �&κ�ν)… (9) I lived with
my husband during the days of my prime ('κμ(ς); but when they (my
sons) were grown up, their father died. Happy was he, for he lived a life
blessed with children, and he never knew the pain of their loss.

(10) While he was yet with you ($μ)ν),10 he taught you (*δ"δασκεν $μ�ς)
the Law and the Prophets (τ%ν ν�μ�ν κα� τ�,ς πρ�-!τας). (11) He read to
you ('νεγ"νωσκ�ν $μ)ν) the slaying of Abel by Cain (Α�ελ $π% Καιν), and
of Isaac (Ισαακ) who was brought as a whole burnt-offering, and the
(account of) Joseph (Ιωση-) in prison. (12) And he told you (/λεγεν δ0 $μ)ν)
about Phineas (Φινεες) the zealot, and he taught you (*διδασκ�ν $μ�ς)
(about) Ananias (Ανανιαν), Azarias (Α2αριαν), and Mishael (Μισαηλ)11 in
the fire. (13) And he also glorified Daniel (*δ��α2εν Δανιηλ) in the den
of lions, whom he pronounced happy; (14) and he called to your mind

8 See the footnote below that points out that ‘you’ (= the sons), rather than ‘us’
(which would include the mother, who is the speaker), is presented as the subject
(the addressee) of the teaching, and this remains so even should one accept the v. l.
in verses 10 and 11 (see below). This is the case pace its translator, Townshend, in
R.H. Charles in Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament, Volume 2 (Oxford 1913)
[= Charles, APOT 1913].

9 While the translation is by and large that of Townshend, in Charles, APOT, I have
taken the liberty of altering it in a few places, noting the Greek text where I have done
so.

10 Though the Apparatus Criticus notes that ms. A has 5μιν (us) in verses 10 and 11,
there is no such notation respecting the other instances where the text has the Greek
for ‘you’ (the sons) and not ‘us’ (which would include the mother).

11 The order of their names here differs from that found in Scripture (both MT and
Septuagint), which have Ananias (Ανανιαν), Mishael (Μισαηλ) and Azarias (Α2αριαν)—
perhaps reflecting the author’s dependence on his memory, which would again be
evidence of familiarity. See more on this below.
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($πεμ"μν6ησκεν δ0 $μ�ς) the word (γρα-7ν)12 of Isaiah, “Yea even though
thou pass through fire, the flame shall not hurt thee” (Κ8ν δι	 πυρ%ς
δι�λ�6ης, -λ%� �; κατακα�σει σε).13 (15) He chanted to you the hymn
of David (τ%ν $μν�γρ	-�ν14 *μελ<=δει $μ)ν Δαυιδ) that said, “Many are
the afflictions of the just.”15 (16) He cited the Solomonic proverb to you
(*παρ�ιμ"α2εν $μ)ν), “It is a tree of life to them that do His will” (>�λ�ν
2ω(ς *στιν τ�)ς π�ι?σιν α;τ�? τ% ��λημα).16 (17) He confirmed (*πιστ�π�"ει)
the words of Ezekiel, “Shall these dry bones live?” (ε@ 2!σεται τA BστA τA
�ηρA τα?τA).17 (18) For he forgat not the song that Moses taught, which
teaches, “I will slay and will make alive.”18 “This is your life and the
length of your days.”19

The units mentioned in this passage are the ‘Torah’ and the ‘Prophets,’
in which latter rubric everything besides the Pentateuch has apparently
been subsumed—viz. not only the quotations from Isaiah and Ezekiel,
but also the stories found in the Book of Daniel, as well as a Hymn, and
a quotation from Proverbs.20

12 The standard meaning of the word γρα-7 in the NTis a quotation from Scripture.
13 This is clearly a paraphrase of Isa. 43:2, Septuagint: κα� *αν δι�λ�6ης δι	 πυρ%ς…,

-λ%� �; κατακα�σει σε.
14 The Greek word $μν�γρ	-�ν is found in Jewish literature only here and in Philo II

Gig. 17. I am working on an article provisionally entitled “The Seder Eve in Philo’s
Writings” in which I argue that the word refers to a hymnbook used for liturgical
purposes that contained biblical Psalms and perhaps other relevant hymns as well,
rather than to the biblical Book of Psalms per se.

15 This is an exact quotation of Sept. Ps. 33:20 π�λλα� αC �λ"ψεις τ=ν δικα"ων.
16 This is a paraphrase of Prov. 3:18 >�λ�ν 2ω(ς *στι πασι τ��ς �ντε	�μ
ν�ις α
τ�ς

= MT: �� ��	����� ���� �� ���. (“She/the Torah, is a tree of life to those who hold
her”). See Philo Judaeus, Ch. Seven/1, 179–189 for the equation of ‘Wisdom’ = Σ�-"α
(Sophia) /��
�/Torah. IVMacc. 18:16 has taken the phrase “to those who hold her =
Torah” to mean “to them that do His (God’s) will,” which must of course have been its
peshat (the traditional manner of understanding the verse. See Philo Judaeus Ch. Two/2
Section 7: “The Meaning of the Term τ% Eητ�ν in Philo”). The verse is recited in the
Synagogue at the time of the regular liturgical Torah reading when the Torah Scroll is
raised for all to see.

17 Septuagint Ez. 37:3 reads: ε@ 2!σεται τA BστA τα?τA. This verse is found in the
Haftarah for the intermediate Sabbath of Passover. A Haftarah is the reading from the
Prophets that follows the pentateuchal portion read on Sabbath morning.

18 The quotation is found in the pentateuchal reading Ha"azinu, Deut. 32:39 MT:
.���� �
�� ����� ������ ���� �
�

19 This is the last verse of Nitsavim, Deut. 30:20 MT: ����� ���� ���� ��� �

20 The material is mentioned by the author of IVMaccabees in the order appropri-

ate for making his point.
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All of these stories and quotations would have of course been famil-
iar to anyone educated as a traditional Jew in Judea. Most significant
is that here they are mentioned by the highly Hellenized author of
IVMaccabees as things that he assumed to be part and parcel of the
Jewish paideia in the Greek-speaking Diaspora, at the very least for those
raised in a ‘good Jewish family.’ This includes even the story of Daniel
and his three friends, whose provenance was from the Eastern Dias-
pora.

There are indications that these and the remaining references to
non-pentateuchal Scripture in IVMaccabees stemmed from Scripture as
a living tradition rather than from the Bible as a text. While there is not
very much to go on, contributing to this hypothesis is the consideration
that Daniel and his friends, who are mentioned twice more in the book,
are identified in Chapter 13:9 as “the three children at the Assyrian
(sic!) court” (τ�,ς *π� τ(ς �Ασσυρ�ας νεαν"σκ�υς)—not Babylonian, as in
Scripture. And in both Chapter 16:21, which mentions Daniel (Δανιηλ)
as having been thrown to the lions, and his three friends Ananias
(Ανανιαν), Azarias (Α2αριαν), and Mishael (Μισαηλ) as being thrust into
the burning furnace, as well as in Chapter 18, the order of the names of
the friends mentioned differs from their order in both the MT and the
Septuagint.

Finally, IVMacc. 3:6–16 includes a modernized/hellenized version
of IISam. 23:13–17 (and IChron. 11:15–19), ‘David’s thirst.’ Though
it is still recognizably related to the story in Scripture, it differs from
it in many respects. At the very least, we must postulate a literary
base of ‘Re-written Scripture.’ In fact, one can find support for this
in the different order in which the three ‘friends’ are mentioned. In
both the MT and the Septuagint which here remains faithful to it,
the order of the names of the ‘friends’ is alphabetical according to the
Hebrew alphabet (� �� ��). But while in IVMaccabees the order is also
alphabetical, it is according to the Greek alphabet: A, A, M!

*

One final point: While there is no concrete evidence that the author of
IVMaccabees was familiar with the rest of the non-pentateuchal books,
a negative conclusion is hardly justifiable on the basis of their absence
from the work. In the extant Hellenistic Jewish literature as a whole,
including Philo, the rarity of the appearance of non-pentateuchal Scrip-
ture can probably best be explained simply because the context of their
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writings did not call for such quotations, rather than because their
authors were unfamiliar with non-pentateuchal books.21

*

Commitment to Judaism in Alexandria—the evidence from Philo

While sweeping generalizations of any sort are always perilous, I think
we can safely state that, as has so often been pointed out, ‘Judaism’ nei-
ther is, nor ever was, a monolithic belief system and/or behavior pat-
tern. The entire gamut of Jewish belief, acculturation to the surround-
ing Hellenistic-Roman norms of language, education, and life-style was
found both in Judea, and in Alexandria in Philo’s day—albeit with dif-
ferent features represented in different proportions.22

In Judea, there were, side by side with Hillel and Shammai and
their colleagues and followers, also the highly hellenized, and even
Romanized, Judean aristocracy,23 as well as apocalyptic, mystic, and
other elements—and what was probably the largest element, the ‘sim-
ple’ masses (Amei ha"aretz). And likewise, in Alexandria there was an
entire array of people with whom Philo argues vehemently in his writ-
ings.24 And here too, the overwhelming mass of Jews almost certainly

21 The converse is true as well. Thus, Josephus’ Antiquities of the Jews does contain
a copious amount of material directly related to the non-pentateuchal portions of
Scripture, including even some of the apocryphal additions. The reason for this is
clearly that they were relevant to the subject matter with which he was dealing. Hence,
while the fact that the Antiquities of the Jews contains a lengthy description of the events
of Purim is clear evidence for knowledge on Josephus’ part of the Book of Esther, the
converse is problematic. The fact that neither Philo, nor very many other Hellenistic
authors, mention either Purim or the Book of Esther cannot be taken as proof that
it was unknown to them—just that it was not relevant to the subjects of their extant
writings. Respecting the Dead Sea Scrolls the matter is probably somewhat more
complex, but this does not concern us here.

22 See Martin Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism I (London/Philadelphia 1974), German
original 1969, rev. and enlarged 1973 [= Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism], and for a
different, though not necessarily mutually exclusive approach, see Alan Mendelson,
Philo’s Jewish Identity, Brown Judaic Studies 161 (Atlanta 1988) [= Mendelson, Philo’s
Jewish Identity], as well as my review of it in StPhA IV (1992), 164–168.

23 Priestly and royal, but obviously not confined to them. Notice e.g. that the apostle
Mark (according to Acts) bore a Roman, not a Greek name, something that indicates a
high degree of identification with the ruling power on the part of his parents. According
to the NT his family had a large house in Jerusalem, implying wealth.

24 See on the one hand, IV Migr. 89–93 where Philo inveighs against the ‘extreme
allegorists,’ and on the other, his attacks upon the ‘literalists,’ in e.g. VIII Spec. 4.143–
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did not give deep or abiding thought to any of this, but simply lived out
their lives with different degrees of attachment to their Jewish heritage
and ‘observance of the ancestral customs.’

Further, the complexity of the picture is heightened by the fact that
the different ideological and sociological circles did not live in isolation
from each other. Lacking serious indications to the contrary, one must
suppose that, as in Judea, they functioned together in Alexandria as
well, although, as is only natural, very likely in ongoing and lively dishar-
mony.

Philo’s own kin illustrate this coexistence. On the one hand, there
was of course Philo, for whom ‘life according to the customs and rules
of one’s ancestors’25 was both meaningful and mandatory. On the other
hand, there were his brother’s children—one of whom married into
the family of the ‘seedy aristocracy’ of the Herodian Hasmoneans,26

who did not live anything that even resembled a traditional Jewish
life. Another, Tiberius Alexander, Philo’s nephew, rose very high on the
Roman political ladder, at the same time abandoning all commitment
to Judaism.27

Indeed, Philo describes a similar range of Jewish observance as that
with which we are familiar today. In illustration, I quote his description
in VII Spec. Leg. 1.186:

When the third special season has come, in the seventh month at the
autumnal equinox, there is held at its outset the sacred-month-day also
called ‘Trumpet Day’ (σαλπ"γγων)…28 On the tenth day is the Fast,29

which is carefully observed not only by the zealous for piety and holiness
(ε;σε�ε"ας κα� �σι�τητ�ς)30 but also by those who never act religiously
(ε;αγ0ς �;δ0ν δρ�ται) in the rest of their life.

150, and particularly § 146–147. See also my remarks in Philo Judaeus, Chapter Nine/1,
242–249, and particularly 247–250.

25 See Philo Judaeus, 242ff. et passim.
26 For interesting details, see my “Agrippa I and de Specialibus Legibus IV 151–159,”

StPhA II (1990), 72–85 [= Cohen, ‘Agrippa’], particularly 76ff. and n. 15. Philo’s nephew
Marcus was the first husband of the young Berenice, Agrippa’s daughter—a marriage
between wealth and aristocracy—something not unknown at all times.

27 See e.g. E.G. Turner, “Tiberius Iulius Alexander,” Journal of Roman Studies 44
(1954), 54–64.

28 ����� ��� = Rosh Hashanah, the Jewish New Year, when the Shofar is sounded.
29 Viz. The Day of Atonement (Yom Kippur).
30 As I have shown in Philo Judaeus, the connotation of the term ‘piety and holiness’

(ε;σ��εια κα� �σι�της) in a context such as this is ‘observance of the traditional com-
mandments’; see Cohen, Philo Judaeus, 98, 219 and 247–248.
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Apparently, then as now, the Day of Atonement had special signifi-
cance even for the non-observant Jew, who, as Philo puts it, on that day
acted like those ‘zealous for piety and holiness.’

*

When we seek to classify the different components of this ideological
crazy-quilt of which Philo was a leading intellectual and political force
and in ongoing interaction, we find that the expected categories are
hardly appropriate. Those who understood Scripture literally included
both people committed to the strict observance of what was tradition-
ally considered to be obligatory for a law-abiding Jew, as well as those
who, for the very reason that they understood Scripture literally, found themselves
unable to accept Scripture as being relevant to them. For the former,
the recognition or rejection of the literal meaning of the scriptural text
more often than not depended on the context, not on the commitment,
or lack thereof, to the practical observance of commandments.

Neither was there a meeting of minds at the other end of the exegeti-
cal scale among those who looked upon the Bible as a platform for alle-
gorical constructions. Here too the division regarding a commitment to
the actual performance of the biblical commandments was not between
the literalists and the allegorists. They both considered the allegorical
explanation of Scripture to be its soul, or at the very least, food for our
soul. But while some of them made light of the literal meaning, oth-
ers recognized the validity of the ‘simple meaning’ of Scripture, and of
the obligation to practice the commandments, even while they received
their ‘meaningfulness,’ their relevance, from the allegorical and sym-
bolic explanations.31

None of this follows a clear divide, either in Alexandria or in Judea,
with those preserving the literal meaning being equated with the tra-
ditionalists vis-à-vis the allegorists. One of the most striking examples
of how inappropriate such a classification can be is that in rabbinic
circles an allegorical explanation of Shir ha-Shirim (the Song of Songs)
has from ancient times been considered the ‘normative,’ or ‘tradi-
tional’ connotation; even to the extent of rejecting the outright its literal

31 IV Migr. 89ff. demonstrates that the allegorical explanation might be agreed
upon, even while there was disagreement as to whether there was a need to preserve
the ‘simple’ meaning.
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meaning.32 Though, of course, the nature of the allegory is entirely
different from that typical of Philo.

*

On a different note, while there is no general consensus as to the extent
that the Politeuma of the Alexandrian Jewish community enjoyed a semi-
autonomous self-government that included autonomous law-courts in
Philo’s day, in any event we can learn precious little about this from
Philo’s VII–VIII Spec. 1–4. For, as has long ago been pointed out, by
and large the statements made there by Philo “reflect neither a halakhic
tradition nor the practice of Jewish jurisprudence in Alexandria; he is
simply trying to justify that which is given in the Scriptures in terms of
Hellenistic conceptuality.”33

Philo’s Use of Non-Pentateuchal Scripture

Since most of Philo’s writings are either allegorical exegeses of the
Pentateuch or otherwise directly related to the Pentateuch, it is hardly
surprising to discover that, as David Runia has noted,34 the majority
of the rare quotations from non-pentateuchal Scripture are ancillary to
the major midrashic allegorical thread that was firmly rooted in the text
of the Pentateuch. He has pointed out that they appear on a secondary
level, either as further illustration of the major thought, or as tangential
to it. They bring an additional contribution to the main subject treated,
but do not determine its direction. The results of the present study
confirm this.

At the same time, this by itself neither proves, nor disproves Philo’s
familiarity with non-pentateuchal Scripture. For, mutatis mutandis, even
references to the Pentateuch are virtually absent from Philo’s short
philosophical treatises—something that is usually explained by the hy-
pothesis that they were early works, and it has even been argued on
these grounds that they are spurious.

32 See e.g. Mishnah Yadayim 3:5.
33 Quoted from the review of Valentin Nikiprowetzky, “Note sur l’interprétation

littérale de la loi et sur l’angélogie chez Philon d’Alexandrie,” Mélanges André Neher (Paris
1975), 181–190, in SPh 4, 103 (the journal that preceded the StPhA).

34 See David Runia, “Philo’s reading of the Psalms,” StPhA XIII (2001), 102–121
[Runia, “Philo’s reading”].
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However, referring to Runia once again,35 while the hypothesis that
these were youthful works is “contradicted by various details in the
works themselves,” actually neither of these suggestions is necessary, for
the absence of quotations from the Pentateuch in these works is caused
by their “difference in method and purpose.” And similarly, while his classic
Greek paideia is of course very evident, only now and again does Philo
quote or directly refer to classical Greek literature.36

If we accept the hypothesis that Philo’s intention when composing
the allegorical treatises was to write a philosophical/ethical allegorical
commentary to those biblical books that were familiar to his reader-
ship from liturgical practice, it did not call for extensive use of non-
pentateuchal material. Hence this need not by itself indicate that Philo
was unfamiliar with the non-pentateuchal books.37

*

It is important to bear in mind that our conclusions concerning the
manner of Philo’s use of secondary sources result from our study of
idiosyncratic material, and are therefore not necessarily valid to the
same degree with respect to his remaining writings. Still, much can be
learned from the close reading of the Philonic passages containing non-
pentateuchal scriptural quotations and references. Following are several
of the most significant observations.

Philo’s quotations from the Latter Prophets provide very early evi-
dence that the recitation of the specific Haftarot now current between
the 17th of Tammuz until after the Day of Atonement was already
practiced in the Alexandria of his day.38 The fact that a reasonable
explanation is offered for how the rest of Philo’s quotations from the
Latter Prophets came to be quoted by Philo strengthens this hypothesis.

35 See Runia, “Philo, Alexandrian and Jew,” in his collected studies, Exegesis and
Philosophy, Studies on Philo of Alexandria, 1990, 1–18 [Runia, “Philo, Alexandrian and Jew”
1990]. The quotations are from p. 7.

36 Though I have not attempted to count Philo’s explicit references to classical
Greek literature, I rather doubt that their number is greater than his references to
non-pentateuchal Scripture.

37 They are found almost exclusively in Books II–V of the volumes of the PLCL and
in the Quaestiones.

38 Chapter Three is a longer and somewhat revised version of my article, “Earliest
Evidence of the Haftarah Cycle for the Sabbaths between ����� ���� and ��
�� in Philo,”
JJS (Fall 1997), 225–249 [= Cohen, “Haftarah Cycle” JJS 1997].
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The study of Philo’s quotations from the Former Prophets has also
proven fruitful. For it shows not merely that Philo’s text was the Septu-
agint, something that is hardly a new discovery, but also that sometimes
even Philo’s explanations are dependent on the wording of the Septuagint text where
it differs from the MT. This provides much needed additional firm evi-
dence for the existence of an independent hermeneutic tradition that arose in
the Greek-speaking Diaspora.

Some of these quotations also reveal the existence in Alexandria
of dictionaries and lexicons of Scripture that were based upon the MT,
but written in Greek (or at the very least translated into Greek), that
included not only the Pentateuch but all of Scripture. This indicates a
lively interest in Scripture as a whole, for were there not a readership
that used these lexicons, they would not have been written or trans-
lated. Translations reflect, of course, an ongoing Palestinian/Diaspora
cultural interaction.

Unexpected insights are revealed by the study of Philo’s quotations
from Psalms and Proverbs. Though there are other quotes that will be
discussed in their proper place, I will here mention only the one that
was triggered by the mention of ‘Moses’ in the incipit to three of the
Psalms. I hope that I shall succeed in convincing my readers that the
use of such an incipit in Philo’s writings refers to what, following Philo’s
own lead, I shall term the ‘The Allegorical Circle of Moses.’ This was
a confraternity composed of teachers and pupils (or disciples) that was
devoted to the radical philosophical allegorization of Scripture. Also,
again following the clear lead of Philo, this confraternity had a separate
esoteric department that specialized in the radical philosophical alle-
gorization of the prophetic books. And while Philo could not but have
been a long-standing member of the confraternity as a whole, the ‘The
Allegorical Circle of Moses,’ as I have called it in the title of the last
chapter, refers to those engaged in the esoteric allegorical exegesis of
the non-pentateuchal books of Scripture.

*

These and other aspects of our findings are not meant to replace the
present understanding of Philo’s oeuvre. But I do suggest that they en-
hance our understanding of the Sitz im Leben, the frames of reference,
within which his works were written. The central foci are found to have
been the Synagogue and its liturgy, as well as an institutionalized form
of radical allegorical exegesis current in Alexandria in the first century
CE.
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Concerning the sources used by Philo

While no writer is entirely independent of what went before him, in the
ancient world the unacknowledged and even somewhat indiscriminate
copying from one’s predecessors was taken for granted.39 Hence, the
originality of an author must be judged in terms of how successfully
this material has been woven into a new and meaningful composition.
It would probably even have been considered a serious shortcoming
if authors such as Philo had not made generous use of such material.
His contemporaries expected the extensive paraphrasing of sources and
even the quoting of them verbatim.40

As today, a thesaurus, a concordance, dictionaries, and midrashic
compendia are part of the active library of scholars and rabbis of
undisputed eminence. The stature of the writer depends on the extent
to which the materials thus garnered are not simply piled one upon the
other, but inlayed into a preconceived and meaningful composition.

One may take it for granted that Philo made free and extensive
use of any literary sources and lexicographic aids that were avail-
able to him, and that these included translations of Judeo-Aramaic
midrashic material. Nor would Philo have been expected to quote
authors by name, since they had long become ‘common property.’
And even respecting the classical Greek texts, while Philo’s writings fre-
quently reflect their contents, he only rarely makes any explicit identifi-
cation, nor does he follow them slavishly.

For example, again following Runia, “Philo’s dependence on the
Timaeus of Plato, in which the divine demiurge contemplates a pre-
existent intelligible model, is apparent.”41 But as he points out, there is
an important difference. For while Philo uses the Platonic image that
he probably assumed was recognized by his readers, unlike Plato, for
whom the ideas are quite independent of any deity for their existence,
Philo “locates the plan, which is equivalent to the Platonic world of
ideas, in God or his Logos.”42 He has ‘naturalized’ the well-known

39 Even in rabbinic sources, this was often done without mentioning the name of the
original tradent, but only that of the last sage in the line of tradition.

40 Cf., e.g., the writings of Herodotus, Pliny, Cicero and Josephus.
41 Runia, “Philo, Alexandrian and Jew” 1990, 9 and 11. See also Runia, Philo of

Alexandria and the Timaeus of Plato, and before him, W. Theiler, “Philo von Alexandria
und der Hellenesierte Timaeus, Philomates,” Studies and Essays in the Humanities in memory
of P. Merlan, ed. R.B. Palmer and R. Hammerton-Kelly (The Hague 1971), 25–35.

42 Runia, “Philo, Alexandrian and Jew” 1990, ibid.
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Platonic conception into his Jewish frame of reference. Another implicit
echo of Plato is the fact that “Philo denotes God both with the biblical
personal masculine � Fν and the philosophical abstract neuter τ% Gν,”
something that is greatly facilitated by the fact that in the genitive and
dative cases, they are indistinguishable.43

Similarly, the integration of quotations from Proverbs concerning
the father/mother dichotomy into his own composition illustrates the
above with respect to Jewish sources. For while, as will be seen below,
one can state with a reasonable degree of certainty that Philo’s quota-
tions from Proverbs stem from a literary source,44 Philo has used them
to enrich the fabric of his own message.

*

Of course the proposition that Philo used lexicographic aids written
in Greek for his ‘etymologies’ of Hebrew names in the Pentateuch is
not new, since over forty years ago Yehoshua Amir published an article
that argued for a written source for at least one of these ‘etymologies.’45

Somewhat later, David Rokeah argued that certain corrupt transcrip-
tions of Hebrew names in an onomastic fragment from Oxyrhynchus
indicates, or at least makes it very likely, that such an onomasticon of
‘etymologies’ of Biblical names existed in Philo’s day as well, and that it
would have been available to Philo.46

More recently, Lester Grabbe has made a comprehensive study of
the ‘etymologies’ of Hebrew names in Philo,47 and he too concluded

43 id., 11.
44 Whether a lexicon arranged by subject or a homiletic work.
45 Yehoshua Amir, ������� ��� ������ ���� �������� (= “Explanation of Hebrew

Names in Philo”), Tarbiz 31 (1961–1962), 297 [Amir, Hebrew Names in Philo]; English
trans. in Appendix 2, in Lester Grabbe, Etymology in Early Jewish Interpretation—The
Hebrew Names in Philo, published as Brown Judaic Studies 115 (Atlanta 1988) [= Grabbe,
Etymology]. Amir argues there that in view of the fact that elsewhere he uses the Attic
dialect, since here in II Sacr. 50, Philo alters the Attic form of περιττ�ς to περισσ�ς when
interpreting the Hebrew name of Jethro, this betrays the influence of a written source.
At the time of its original publication, H. D. Mantel argued against this thesis in Tarbiz
32 (1962–1963), 98–99, 395, but several years later J.G. Kahn, Tarbiz 34 (1965), 337–345
wrote supporting Amir’s conclusions.

46 David Rokeah, “A New Onomasticon Fragment from Oxyrhynchus and Philo’s
Etymologies,” JThS n. s. 19/1 (1968), 70–82 [= Rokeah, “New Onomasticon”].

47 Etymology in Early Jewish Interpretation—The Hebrew Names in Philo, Brown Judaic
Studies 115 (Atlanta 1988) [Grabbe, Etymology 1988]. The book is valuable, even though
it could have taken more account of the fact that knowledge of the Greek language and
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that they must have derived from an onomasticon that used the Hebrew
text, but itself was written in Greek.48 Grabbe points out that Philo’s
etymologies of Greek words are clearly different from his etymologizing
of biblical names,49 and that these latter are “generally marked off by
two linguistic features: (1) an etymological or interpretative formula,
usually some form of hermeneuein; [and] (2) a definition which clearly
connects with the name at the Semitic level… [italics mine].” He further notes
that “there are no instances of the use of hermeneuein for Greek
etymologies.”50

I checked several dozen more or less random instances where Philo
has used some form of the word Hρμηνε�*ν.51 Without exception, the
term has indeed introduced the ‘interpretation’ of scriptural proper
names in the form in which they are found in the Hebrew text52 and, often, they

Hellenistic frames of reference hardly stopped at the borders of the land of Judea. That
Hellenism was very much present in Judea from early times has been cogently argued at
length by Martin Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism (London/Philadelphia 1974) [= Hengel,
Judaism and Hellenism]. And even the Septuagint is a case in point, reflecting, as it almost
certainly does, the Judean ‘upper-crust,’ since there is every reason to suppose that its
translators did in fact come from Judea. See my article, “The Names of the Translators
in the Letter of Aristeas: A Study in the Dynamics of Cultural Transition,” JSJ 15
(1985), 32–64. And consider another small but significant detail: the very Greek name
of the second Sage listed in the first chapter of the Sayings of the Fathers (Mishnah Avot
1:3, Antigonus). It is neither a theophoric name, nor one more or less homophonic with
a popular Hebrew name, nor does it translate a Hebrew name—these being the types
of names that were by and large the Greek names most popular among Jews.

48 The opposing view that Philo’s ‘etymologies’ of the biblical names reflect his
unmediated access to the Hebrew text is expressed by Chava Schur, Etymologies of
Hebrew Names in Philo’s Allegorical Exegesis [�� �������� ��
���� ������� ����� �����
�����], Ph.D. Dissertation (Tel-Aviv 1991) [= Schur, Etymologies]. However, this view is
not generally accepted, and, as will become clear as we proceed, neither do I subscribe
to it, for the phenomenon is more satisfactorily explained by Grabbe’s hypothesis, or,
probably most likely, by the possibility that Philo had such a work in translation. For a
discussion of this subject whose point of departure is Philo’s etymology for “Israel,” see
Ellen Birnbaum, The Place of Judaism in Philo’s Thought: Israel, Jews, and Proselytes, Brown
Judaic Studies 290; Studia Philonica Monographs 2 (Atlanta 1996) [Birnbaum, Place of
Judaism], 67ff. It also contains a copious bibliography.

49 Grabbe, Etymology, 118.
50 Op. cit., 44.
51 Not surprisingly, these instances are found almost exclusively in the allegorical

parts of Philo’s oeuvre, viz. from the beginning of the Leg. All. through 2 Somn. and in the
Quaest. Whether the Quaestiones should be placed at the beginning or the end of the list
of Philo’s writings is irrelevant for our present concerns.

52 I checked and found that this is so with respect to all the instances of the
appearance of the term in IV Conf.—viz. §65, §79, § 123, § 130, and § 159, and the same
is true with respect to the dozens of other instances that I checked from other books of
Philo’s oeuvre.
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have even used only part of the Hebrew word. This strongly supports
Grabbe’s thesis, that, at least for Philo, the word Hρμενε�ειν (hermeneuein)
functioned as a technical term that indicated a traditional midrashic rendi-
tion, and informed Philo’s readers that the ensuing midrashic etymolo-
gies had been culled from a traditional source. Might I suggest that Philo
may have even intended thereby to accentuate the Jewish component
of his writing?

*

At the same time it is perhaps well to mention that since these ety-
mologies were avowedly midrashic, there is no place for the criticism
expressed by some scholars that they are quite fanciful. Of course they
are. But their frame of reference is not the search for philological ori-
gin but rather spiritual or psychological truth, and so they are not ‘mis-
taken’ or ‘false.’53 For example, when Philo states in IV Conf. 79, �Ε-ρIν,
Jς Hρμηνε�εται K�?ς, he is offering a midrashic exegesis of the Hebrew
name: �����. He relates to the first three letters ��� = soil, dust of the
earth = K�?ς, in order to betoken the mundane nature of Ephron, in
contrast to that of Abraham, for whom the soul is paramount.

The Hebrew/Aramaic source of the tradition behind these ‘ety-
mologies’ is obvious since in most instances their point of departure
is the fanciful exegesis of the Hebrew form of the name,54 and I repeat:
one must not lose sight of the fact that the thrust of the message is
edification—not philology.55

*

53 One example of this sort of criticism is the one made long ago by Edmund
Stein, “Die allegorische Exegese des Philo aus Alexandria,” ZAW Beihefte 57 (Giessen
1931), 50: “Nicht nur die Etymologie selbst ist grösstenteils sprachlich falsch, sondern
schon der Ausgangspunkt des Etymologisierens ist ein falscher.” (Mentioned in Schur,
Etymologies, 252).

54 I do not recall specific examples in rabbinic midrash identical with those found
in Philo. But, though it is not exactly the same, cf. e.g. Leviticus Rabbah, Parashah
23:11 (18:3) where Boaz (����) is homiletically identified with Prov. 24:5 on the basis of
the homiletic ‘similarity’ between this proper name ���� and the word Be"Oz (����) (in
Proverbs); and similarly in Ruth Rabbah, at the very end of Parashah Vav, IV (to Ruth
3:13).

55 This remains so even if, as was common in the ancient world, and not only there,
one subscribes to the belief that there is a connection between one’s given name and
the development of one’s personality.
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The hundreds of instances of midrashic exegesis of the Hebrew form
of the scriptural proper names on Philo’s part need not imply any
knowledge of Hebrew. For as I have already pointed out,56 during the
period of the Second Commonwealth, translation of writings from the
Hebrew/Aramaic linguistic sphere of influence, into Greek must have
been the rule rather than the exception. The reader may recall the
statement made by the translator into Greek of Ben Sira in his short
introductory remarks that he was convinced that there was a potential
readership awaiting the work; that he has made the translation “for
them who in the land of their sojourning desire to be lovers of learning”
(τ�)ς *ν τ6( παρ�ικ"Lα ��υλ�μ�ν�ις -ιλ�μα�ε)ν).57 In fact, as we have al-
ready pointed out at the beginning of the chapter, with the exception of
Scripture and halakhic works whose redaction is of course much later,
most of what has survived from ancient times is due to its having
been rendered into Greek from a Semitic original and disseminated
in translation.

Even midrashic constructions that are an integral part of rabbinic
midrash may have originated in a Hellenistic-Jewish milieu very early—
long before Philo was born. As Louis Ginzberg pointed out long ago,58

ideas and constructions in rabbinic midrash that have obviously been
influenced by Hellenism need not be of late vintage. It is in this light
that one must consider the likelihood that some of Philo’s Hellenistic-
Jewish exegeses, as well as what, for lack of a better term, I call tradi-
tional rabbinic midrashic ideas, may well have flowed from a common
fount that was fed by contributions from both Hebrew/Aramaic and
Judeo-Greek sources.59

Sometimes the ultimate origin of the midrashic thread is evident,
while sometimes it can at most be conjectured. Nor can one speak of
a single direction. Homiletic traditions went back and forth, and input
from the Hellenistic world was absorbed and became an integral part
of what later became the rabbinic world.

56 Cohen, Philo Judaeus, 16ff.
57 Trans. quoted from R.H. Charles, Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament

(Oxford 1913), 2 volumes, [Charles, APOT ], Vol. I, 317.
58 In his introduction to the notes to the first two volumes of his Legends of the

Jews, 7 volumes (volumes 1–4 contain the legends, and volumes 5–7 contain the notes),
translated from the German (1909–1938, repr. Philadelphia 1985).

59 See my remarks in Philo Judaeus, Ch. I, sections 6 and 7, 25–31. Note the parallel
to the remark found in Mishnah, Rosh Hashanah 3:8 (to Num. 21:8): “But could the
serpent slay or the serpent keep alive!—It is rather to teach…,” in the Wisdom of Solomon
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*

Midrashic interaction of various sorts, including midrashic etymologies,
could hardly have been a one-way street. This is illustrated by the
following example of the use of Greek words in a rabbinic midrashic
context. This is a ‘mirror image’ of the etymologies of the biblical
names in Philo. What comes to my mind is the Midrash to Ecclesiastes
(Qohelet Rabbah) (Vilna), Parashah Aleph, ���� ���� � ����, where several
‘etymologies’ of proper names are discussed.60 We read there:
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�
�� �(�� �����) ������ ���� �(�� ����) ���� ���� ����	 ���� �� ���� ������
���� ���� ��� ��	
 ��� ����� ����
��� 
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��) ���� �� �� ���	�� �����
 ����� ����

2. THE WORDS OF KOHELETH, THE SON OF DAVID: There
were three prophets to whom, because it consisted of words of reproach,
their prophecy was attributed personally, viz. The words of Koheleth, The
words of Amos (Amos 1:1), and The words of Jeremiah (Jer. 1:1). Why was
Jeremiah’s name so called? Because in his days Jerusalem became a
desolation (eremiah). Why was Amos’s name so called? R. Pinehas said:
Because he was heavy ("amus) of tongue. His contemporaries exclaimed,
‘The Holy One, blessed be He, passed over all His creatures and only
caused His Shechinah to alight upon this stammerer, this tongueless per-
son!’ Why was Koheleth’s name so called? Because his words were
uttered in public (hakhel), as it is stated, Then Solomon assembled (yakhel)
the elders of Israel (IKings 8:1)…

Here the ‘etymology’ of the prophet Jeremiah’s name is a fanciful
play on the Greek form of the prophet’s name: �Ιερεμ"ας. The similar
sounding Greek word 5 *ρημ"α, which means ‘wilderness, desolate,’ is
offered in ‘explanation’ of the prophet’s name, Jeremiah: “for in his
day Jerusalem became desolate.” Likewise the word ������� = ψελλ�ς,
which in Greek means ‘faltering in speech,’ is used in the context of the
midrashic rendition of the name of the prophet Amos. These midrashic
etymologies reflect a Greek-speaking milieu for the ultimate origin of the
midrash, and they illustrate the absence of an effective language barrier
between Semitic and Greek midrashic creativity.

16:6–7. For another unnoticed example of such a phenomenon see Naomi G. Cohen,
“Taryag and the Noahide Commandments,” JJS 43/1, particularly 55–57.

60 While the date of Qohelet Rabbah is considered to be relatively late, at least parts



the man philo as a product of his time 19

*

Finally, as I have shown at some length in my Philo Judaeus, the term
τ% Eητ%ν when used by Philo means ‘traditional’ rather than ‘literal’
meaning—what in Hebrew would be termed peshat—which of course
reflects familiarity with traditional sources, whether in their original
Hebrew/Aramaic or in Greek translation. I repeat, the relevant ques-
tion is whether the Philonic composition in which this material has
been included is merely a collection, or whether the material collected
by Philo from other sources serves as ‘inlays’ whose object is to enhance
the intellectual and aesthetic quality of the composition, and the work
in its entirety constitutes an integrated philosophic-homiletic composi-
tion that expresses Philo’s own particular world-view. I am of the view
that the latter is the case.

The use of rabbinic sources in the study of Philo

Before proceeding to the next chapter, a few words are in order regard-
ing my use of rabbinic sources in the context of the study of Philo.
While one need hardly reiterate that the redaction of the rabbinic
sources occurred hundreds of years after Philo, this does not rule out
the possibility, and even the likelihood, that they reflect earlier tradi-
tions, and that, if used properly, much information can be gleaned from
them relevant even to Philo’s day.

This needs to be stated because of a radical methodology that until
recently has been in vogue and was for long the accepted ‘truth.’ It
was considered axiomatic in much of main stream scholarship that
the classic rabbinic sources were tendentious fictional compositions,
‘fabricated’ by the hakhamim in order to provide historic depth for their
views. Hence, it was argued that they could not be relied upon for
information preceding the time of their redaction.61

The more conservative approach, to which I subscribe, assumes
the personal integrity of the rabbinic tradents of the Mishnah and

of it are found in earlier sources, see Vayikra Rabbah 10, and Pesikta d’Rav Kahana
(Mandelbaum) Ch. 16. In any event this is meant as no more than illustration.

61 Jacob Neusner has stated this in his many books almost as a postulate. For an
early example see Jacob Neusner, “The Rabbinical Tradition, about the Pharisees
before 70,” JJS 22 (1971), 1–18; repr. in Early Rabbinic Judaism: Historical Studies in Religion,
Literature and Art (Leiden 1975), 73–89 [= Neusner, Early Rabbinic Judaism].
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the Talmud. Of course, this does not mean that every attribution in
rabbinic sources is historically accurate, and at times one wonders
whether a particular statement was meant to be taken literally and at
face value. But it does presume that the tradents of a tradition were
committed to what they thought to be its accurate transmission.

Supporting this assumption is the fact that the Talmud itself has
a critical approach to the identity of the person quoted as being the
tradent of a tradition, and sometimes suggests that the identification is
mistaken, proposing that it be replaced by a different name. It is often
critical about the accuracy of the wording of a tradition and/or of its
ascription to the particular Sage in whose name it is quoted.

In view of this, as well as the fact that the Sages clearly valued the
exact preservation of the chain of tradition, a research methodology
whereby anything that cannot be proven is suspect is, in my opinion,
itself suspect. It is far better, in my view, to take advantage of any
information that can be gleaned from the rabbinic sources, of course
contingent upon its careful and sophisticated application.

Following is a single example of what I consider to be a nuanced
exploitation of a much later rabbinic source as evidence for the popu-
larity, almost certainly already in Philo’s day, of Psalm 23, which begins:
“The Lord is my shepherd, I shall not want” (MT: ���� �� ���� ��).

The Beraitha in BT Pesahim 118a suggests that this Psalm be read
on Passover eve in fulfillment of the injunction in Mishnah Pesahim
10:7: “[Over] a fourth [cup] he completes the Hallel, and says after it
the Benediction over song (i. e. ���� �
��).” Then the Talmud text
comments:

Tanu Rabbanan: At the fourth, he concludes the Hallel and recites the
‘Great Hallel,’ this is the view of Rabbi Tarfon.

Others say:62 “The Lord is my shepherd; I shall not want” (Psalm 23:1).

The introductory formula here, Tanu Rabbanan, indicates a Tana"itic
source. As I have shown at some length in my Philo Judaeus,63 the

62 In the present context it doesn’t matter whether or not, as is sometimes the case,
the locution “others say” (������ �����) is a pseudonym for Rabbi Meir (see BT Horayot
13a). Aaron Hyman, Toldoth Tannaim Ve"Amoraim (Jerusalem 1964), 3 vol. [= Hyman, Tol-
doth Tannaim Ve"Amoraim], notes, s.v. �����, that such an identification is not to be taken
as a general rule since R. Meir and ����� are found to be of differing opinions in BT
Sota 12a.

63 Chapter Two/ 1: Palestinian/Diaspora Midrashic Tradition, 37ff.
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mention of a name, in this case that of R. Tarfon, is not to be taken as
indicating the author of the opinion expressed, but only the time frame
of the immediate discussion, and the name of its immediate tradent. This must
be the standard assumption respecting the statement that “Rabbi ‘so
and so’ said.” It is just that, neither more nor less, and does not imply
that it originated with the individual in whose name it is quoted. What
is stated is merely that he said it, not that it originated with him.

In this case, the tradition introduced with “others say” is relevant
to our discussion about the early liturgical use of Psalm 23. What has
been stated here is that R. Tarfon was of the view of the Sages that
was the majority opinion and is the one followed today, that one should
recite the ‘Great Hallel’ at the Passover Seder. At the same time we are
justified in concluding that the tradition introduced with “others say,”
that one should recite, “The Lord is my shepherd” (Psalm 23) at the
Passover Seder rather than the ‘Great Hallel,’ represented an existing
custom that had sufficient weight of tradition behind it to warrant a
mention.

*

The chronology of Philo’s writings
and the audience to whom they are addressed

I am familiar with what may well still be the reigning hypothesis, whose
first known proponent was Azariah de Rossi,64 that different portions
of Philo’s writings were directed to different audiences. However, I
have preferred the approach of Nikiprowetzky, who is of the view that
most of Philo’s writings belong to the category of biblical exegesis, the
corollary of which is that they are by and large aimed at encouraging
culturally Hellenized Jews who had not yet abandoned their loyalty
to Judaism to remain firm in their commitment.65 For me it is self-
evident that from the viewpoint of potential interest on the part of
a readership, Philo’s works must have been aimed first and foremost
at a Jewish audience. Only they would have understood them. They

64 An article describing de Rossi’s abiding influence on our understanding of Philo
is scheduled to appear in a coming issue of Tradition, the journal of the Rabbinical
Council of America.

65 See Nikiprowetzky, Commentaire, who in this respect returns to the view of Adrien
Turnébe (1552).
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could hardly have been relevant to anyone not already committed to
the sacred nature of Jewish Scripture.

The vast majority of Philo’s extant works belong to two series, both
of which consist of biblical commentary. There are the Quaestiones,
which read more like an anthology or notes than a literary composi-
tion, and are found in PLCL Supplements, Vols I and II. The other, far
larger, more complex and highly stylized work that comprises Books I–
VIII in the PLCL edition may be regarded as Philo’s magnum opus, writ-
ten over a period of time and reflecting different stages in his life. As
already mentioned, this series could not but have been addressed to an
educated and sophisticated Jewish readership.

True, not all of Philo’s works fit into the scheme of biblical exege-
sis. Two books are devoted entirely to current events, albeit retaining a
tangibly religious flavor,66 and several philosophical compositions usu-
ally included in his oeuvre (in PLCL, Vol. IX) contain little or no Jewish
content, and for this as well as other reasons, are considered by some to
be spurious.

According to this hypothesis, Philo’s magnum opus begins with the
exposition of the first chapters of Genesis, where ‘the creation of the
Cosmos’ is described in philosophic terms.67 He then proceeds, with
the different compositions leading into each other, as he advances from
philosophy, to ethical/philosophical allegory, through historical biogra-
phy, to the Halakhic writings, ending with the book entitled Rewards and
Punishments. Whether or not Philo had this plan before him when he
started writing, or whether the exigencies of his own life dictated it, is
not clear. In any event, towards the end he must have been a man of
mature years who had experienced much in life. Over the years, he had
intellectual/ theosophical experiences, some of which he describes, and
some of which can only be conjectured. These were capped by unto-
ward traumatic political developments, which he had vividly portrayed
in both Flaccus and the Embassy to Gaius. One gets the feeling that the

66 Flaccus in Vol. IX, and Embassy to Gaius in Vol. X of PLCL. Respecting the latter,
see my, “Agrippa I and de Specialibus Legibus IV 151–159,” StPhA II (1990), 72–85 [=
Cohen, ‘Agrippa’ StPhA II ].

67 I am fully aware of the reigning theory that I Opif. is a separate composition not
connected with the rest, but I think that the hypothesis now presented provides a more
holistic approach. Cogent arguments can be made for both views, and neither can be
proven. Colson, in his introduction to volume VI of PLCL, ix, ftn. a, notes that “if
De Op. begins the Exposition, it (also) serves the same purpose for the Commentary
which begins with Gen. ii, 1, and seems to assume that the story of Creation has been
adequately dealt with.”



the man philo as a product of his time 23

later books of this exegetical opus represent more than anything else
the ‘realization’ that, to quote Qoh. 12:13, “Now that all has been
heard; here is the conclusion of the matter: Fear God and keep His
commandments.”





chapter two

HOW PHILO QUOTES THE PENTATEUCH1

It is not often noticed that although Philo uses a wide variety of terms
when referring to the Bible as a whole—e.g. Cερ�) Β"�λ�ι, Cερα) γρ	-αι,
Cερ�) ν�μ�ι, Cερ%ς λ�γ�ς, � ν�μ�ς, ν�μ��εσ"α (= ‘The Holy Books,’ ‘The
Holy Writings,’ ‘The Holy Laws,’ ‘The Holy Dictum,’ ‘The Law,’
‘Legislation’), specific books of the Pentateuch are hardly ever used to
identify biblical citations and allusions. The title Genesis is found in at
most only four places (and two of these will shortly be seen to be cases
of mistaken identity, and one is in a book whose ascription to Philo
is not certain), the Book of Exodus is identified by name in only four
instances—and even then it is called Exagoge, and not Exodus (its title
in the Septuagint). The Book of Leviticus is mentioned by name only
three times, the name Deuteronomy appears only twice, and Numbers is
not mentioned at all.2

This is all the more surprising in view of the fact that Philo quotes
or refers to discrete passages from the Pentateuch hundreds, probably
thousands of times, either in the form of a direct citation of the Sep-
tuagint text as we have it, or, at the very least, a close paraphrase of
it. What is even more difficult to account for than the rarity of these
names is what seems to be the entirely arbitrary use of a specific appel-
lation for a specific pentateuchal book in those few instances where this
occurs.

In each specific case I have sought to determine, first, whether the
word in question is really the proper name of a biblical book, and in

1 This is a somewhat revised version of the article, “The Names of the Separate
Books of the Pentateuch in Philo’s Writings,” which appeared in the Festschrift for David
Winston = Studia Philonica Annual—Studies in Hellenistic Judaism IX, ed. David T. Runia
and Gregory E. Sterling, (Brown Judaic Studies 312), (Atlanta 1997), 54–78.

2 I have used Günter Mayer’s Index Philoneus (Berlin, New York 1974) for the location
of the standard Biblical names. For the identification of potential instances of names
other than these, I have been largely dependent upon personal recollection aided by
Colson’s comments, passim, and particularly Vol. X, 249, n. a.
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those instances where this proves to be the case, what it is in the specific
context that has mandated that the pentateuchal book be referred to by
name.

I have also considered and offered an explanation for Philo’s use
of the alternative title Exagoge for the book of Exodus, and carefully
considered such words as Πρ�τρεπτικ%ς (λ�γ�ς) and Παρα"νεσις, as well
as the term Επιν�μ"ς (Epinomis), which scholarship has in my view
mistakenly understood to be synonyms for Deuteronomy.3

Genesis (Γ�νεσις)

Although virtually the entire contents of the Philonic treatises printed in
the first five and a half books in the Loeb Classical Library edition are
philosophical/midrashic hermeneutic, i.e. midrashic expansions which
either quote from the Book of Genesis or make clear allusion to the
text, the use of the proper noun Γ�νεσις (= Genesis)—which is the name
used by the Septuagint for Sefer Bereishit—is found at the very most in
four passages: VI4 Abr. 1, II Post. 127 and III Sobr. 50 and IX Aet. 19.

VI Abr. 1–2 reads:

(1) The first of the five books in which the Holy Laws (τ=ν Cερ=ν ν�μων)
are written is called and entitled Genesis (Γ�νεσις) from the genesis of the
world ('π% τ(ς τ�? κ�σμ�υ γεν�σεως), which it contains at its beginning.
It takes this name, even though it embraces countless other matters …
(2)… since some of these things are parts of the world, and others events
which befall it … he dedicated the entire book to it.

Unlike the current traditional Hebrew names of the books of the Pen-
tateuch which merely adopt the first significant word of the text as a
title: Bereishit, Shemot, etc., the Septuagint titles reflect the books’ con-
tents.5 Since Philo at this point discusses the connection between the

3 See e.g. Earp’s Index of scriptural passages in Philo’s writings, PLCL, vol. X, 249,
note a (to Deuteronomy).

4 The roman numerals to the left of the title refer to the volume of the Loeb edition.
Although these are not usually part of citations, I have introduced them because I
have found them to be very helpful in making an immediate rough identification, and
presume that most readers will find the same to be the case.

5 One cannot determine whether the Septuagint titles are translations of already
existing Hebrew names or the other way around. While the entitling of books by
their incipit is very ancient, at the same time both types of names are represented in
the classic rabbinical sources. For parallels to the Septuagintal titles see Meg. 3:5 for



how philo quotes the pentateuch 27

title of the book of Genesis (= Γ�νεσις) and its contents, which encom-
passes much more than the ‘creation,’ he could hardly have avoided
mentioning its name.

The context explains its use for “the first of the five books in which
the Holy Laws are written” in spite of the fact that the book “also
embraces countless other matters” (id.). It is not used here to identify
the venue of a citation.

Respecting IX Aet. 19: even though there are differences of opinion
respecting the ascription of Aet. to Philo, in any event the reason for
the appearance here of the title Genesis (Γ�νεσιν) is similar to that in
the preceding instance. In both it is mandated by the context which
denotes Genesis as the opening book of the Bible that begins with an
account of creation.

IX Aet. 19 reads:

(19) But however this may be, that the world is created is most clearly
stated by Hesiod;6 and long before Hesiod, Moses the lawgiver of the
Jews (� τ=ν �Ι�υδα"ων ν�μ���της) said in Holy Books (*ν Cερα)ς �"�λ�ις)
that it was created and imperishable. These are five, the first of which
he called Genesis (Γ�νεσιν), which he opens thus: ‘In the beginning God
made the heaven and the earth. The earth was invisible and shapeless
(�Εν 'ρK6( *π�"ησεν � �ε%ς τ%ν �;ραν%ν κα� τ7ν γ(ν. 5 δ0 γ( Pν '�ρατ�ς κα�
'κατασκε�αστ�ς).’7

Note that even in these instances, the overall frame of reference is not
the individual Chumash (one of the five books),8 but the Pentateuch as
a unit. In VI Abr. 1 it is written: “five books in which The Holy Laws
(τ=ν Cερ=ν ν�μων) are written” and in IX Aet. 19, “Holy Books (Cερα)ς
�"�λ�ις).”

Torat Kohanim (“priestly law” = Leviticus), Yoma 7:1, Sotah 7:7 for the title Chumash
Hapekudim (= Numbers), and Sifre Deut. 160 for Mishneh Torah (= Deuteronomy).

6 Hesiod has also been quoted earlier in section 17: “First Chaos was, and then
broad-breasted earth, safe dwelling-place for all evermore” (Theogony 116 f.).

7 This is an exact citation of the Septuagint’s opening verse, which differs slightly
from the MT.

8 For want of a parallel term in English, I shall henceforth use the Hebrew term
Chumash, to express the idea of one of the five books of the Pentateuch.
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II Post. 127 (= Gen. 2:4–6) and III Sobr. 50 (= Gen. 2:4, 4:7)

I think that a careful look at the passages II Post. 127 and III Sobr. 50 will
show that though at first sight they appear to mention the first book of
the Bible, this is most likely a mistake.

II Post. 125–127 uses the word γεν�σις in the context of an allegorical
rendition of Gen. 2:6. When this Philonic passage is juxtaposed with I
Opif. 129, where Philo has rendered Gen. 2:4–5 allegorically, it becomes
evident that the reference in both passages is to Gen. 2:4, which states:
“This is the book of the genesis of heaven and earth. …” (ΑQτη 5 �"�λ�ς9

γεν�σεως �;ραν�? κα� γ(ς κτλ.).
Philo writes in I Opif. 129:

(129) In his concluding summary of the story of creation he says (�Επιλ�γι2�μεν�ς
δ0 τ7ν κ�σμ�π�ι"αν κε-αλαιIδει τ�π<ω -ησ"ν): “This is the book of the
genesis of heaven and earth, when they came into being, in the day in
which God made the heaven and the earth…” (ΑQτη 5 �"�λ�ς γεν�σεως
�;ραν�? κα� γ(ς Rτε *γ�νετ�, S 5μ�ρLα *π�"ησεν � �ε%ς τ%ν �;ραν%ν κα� τ7ν
γ(ν) (= Septuagint Gen. 2:4).

Similarly, in II Post. 125–127, which is an allegorical rendering of the
words ‘face of the earth,’ which appear two verses further on in the same
biblical passage—viz. in Gen. 2:6—the reference is also to Gen.2:4.

(125) As then, the seeds and plants in the earth, when watered, grow and
sprout and are prolific in producing fruit (καρπ=ν γεν�σις)… so the soul,
as is evident, when it is fostered with a fresh stream of wisdom shoots
up and improves. (126) …Would not everyone say that each of the senses is
watered from the mind as from a spring …

(127) Therefore it is said respecting creation (Δι% κα� *ν γεν�σει λ�γεται) “A
spring went up out of the earth and watered all the face of the earth (Gen.
2:6).” For since Nature allotted the face to the senses … the spring that rises
from the dominant faculty (the mind)… conveys the powers they need
to each of the organs of sense. It is in this way that the word of God
waters the virtues; for the word of God is the source and spring of noble
conduct …

The passage is a metaphorical exercise: Philo takes the image ‘waters
the face of the earth’ to refer to the watering of the soul by ‘a sweet

9 The Septuagint has 5 �"�λ�ς here in Gen. 2:4 (which is not found in the MT), thus
enhancing the parallel between it and Gen. 5:1: “the book of the genesis of men,” both of
which are rendered by the Septuagint as ΑQτη 5 �"�λ�ς γεν�σεως κτλ.—viz. MT toledoth
is rendered by the Septuagint as γ�νεσις.
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spring of Wisdom (= Torah?).’ Just as the organs of sense (found on the
human face ~ face of the earth) are watered from the mind as from an
earthly spring, the Word of God (� �ε�? λ�γ�ς) (= Torah?) waters the
Virtues.

III Sobr. 50 (= Gen. 2:4, 4:7) reads:

And a similar lesson is contained in an even more striking form in the
excellent account of the creation of the world (περ� τ(ς τ�? παντ%ς γεν�σεως).
It is said to the wicked: O man, ‘thou hast sinned, be still’ (Tμαρτες,
5σ�Kασ�ν = Gen. 4:7).10

In an endnote to III Sobr. 5011 Colson defends his preservation of
the ms. reading against Wendland’s suggested textual emendation, in
which context he also justifies his translation of the word γ�νεσις here
as ‘the Book of Genesis.’ “It is natural enough,” he writes, “that as
the preceding citations come from Exodus and Leviticus, Philo should
want to indicate that this comes from Genesis … and the expression is not
impossible [italics mine].” It seems to me that the contrary is the case, for
the fact that the preceding citations come from Exodus and Leviticus
but have not been so identified strongly militates against this assumption.

In sum, except in the one or possibly two instances where the context
mandates it, Philo has not identified the book of Genesis by name.

Exagoge (	Ε�αγωγ�)

Although Philo uses the Septuagint’s term for the books of Genesis,
Leviticus, and Deuteronomy,12 in the four instances in which The Book
of Exodus is mentioned, IV Migr. 14, IV Her. 14, 251, and V Somn. 1.117,
he has replaced the Septuagint’s title for the Chumash of Shemot, UΕ��δ�ς
(Exodus), by the term �Ε�αγωγ! (Exagoge).13

10 The somewhat strange word combination Tμαρτες, 5σ�Kασ�ν found here and in
Septuagint: Gen. 4:7 is also found in V Mut. 195; and cf. also III Agr. 127 and I Suppl.
QG 1.64–65 for citations from the beginning of Gen. 4:7 according to this idiosyncratic
rendering of the Septuagint.

11 PLCL vol. II, 511.
12 Though its contents are of course referred to often, the specific name of the book

of Numbers is not mentioned even once.
13 Neither the usual Hebrew name Sefer Shemot, nor a Hebrew form of the Septuagint

title, Exodus (i.e. the Hebrew equivalent: Yetsiat Mitsrayim), is found in the early rabbinic
sources.
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IV Migr. 14

Respecting IV Migr. 14:

(14) Right well, then, did the holy guide (Cερ�-	ντης = Moses) entitle
one entire holy book of the Torah (ν�μ��εσ"ας), Exagoge, ‘Leading Out’
(Rλην CερAν �"�λ�ν �Ε�αγωγ7ν), this name being found appropriate to the
oracles contained in it, for … he contemplates the task of taking out all
the population of the soul right away from Egypt, the body …

Like in Abr. 1 and in Aet. 19, where the name Genesis is mentioned
because it is the proper name itself which is the subject under dis-
cussion, mutatis mutandis the same is the case in IV Migr. 14. Indeed,
although biblical citations are generously sprinkled both in the preced-
ing and in the ensuing sections, including citations from the book of
Exodus, this is the only mention in IV Migr. of the proper name of any
one of the specific books of the Chumash, and even in this very sec-
tion the term Ν�μ��εσ"α (Nomothesia) = ‘The Code of Law’—a common
locution of Philo’s for the Pentateuch—is used to refer to the Bible.

IV Her. 14 and V Somn. 1.117 (= Ex. 14:14–15 and 10:23)

The tragedy written by the Hellenistic Jewish tragedian Ezekiel, which
was called Exagoge,14 deals with the story of the Exodus. It must have
been part and parcel of the cultural baggage of the Jews in the Greek-
speaking world, as is evidenced by the fact that both Clement and
Eusebius have quoted from it.15

It is most intriguing to discover that the biblical citations in IV Her.
14 and V Somn. 1.117—which Philo identifies as being found in the
Exagoge—have a rhythmic cadence, perhaps not exactly iambic trimeter,
but nevertheless a pronounced rhythm, and as Gutman has noted, the

14 This is the original title, used by both Alexander Polyhistor (c. 100 – c. 40BCE)
and by the second century Church Father, Clement of Alexandria (Strom. 1.23.155 f.),
as well as by Eusebius (Praep. 9.29; 4.12–15). This is noted by Pieter W. van der Horst,
“Moses’ Throne Vision in Ezekiel the Dramatist,” JJS 34 (1983), 21–29:21, and Carl
R. Holladay, Fragments from Hellenistic Jewish Authors, Vol. II (1989), 304 and notes. I
mention this because it has been argued that the title was not original but that of the
editors of the fragments.

15 Ezekiel’s tragedy Exagoge is also extensively quoted by Eusebius (Praep. Ev. 9:16–
37)—thanks to which extensive fragments have survived. See Charlesworth, OTP, Vol.2,
803–807), Holladay, op. cit., and Howard Jacobsen, The Exagoge of Ezekiel (Cambridge,
England: Cambridge University Press, 1983).
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standard canons of Greek poetic meter have often been dealt with
cavalierly by Ezekiel in the Tragedy.16

That these citations are also almost verbatim renditions of the Sep-
tuagint text need not weigh against an hypothesis that Philo is allud-
ing to Ezekiel’s tragedy, since in his introduction to the fragments in
Charlesworth’s edition, Robertson has pointed out that “striking paral-
lels have long been noted between certain elements of Ezekiel’s text and
the Septuagint text of Exodus…”17

Also, while the Philonic citations are almost verbatim from the Sep-
tuagint, the minor changes found in Philo’s text improve the rhythmic cadence. But
lest I be misunderstood, let me stress that I do not suggest that Philo
knew these citations only from the drama, but rather that his readers
would have found this identification to be particularly meaningful, even
while both he and his readers would also be aware that the citations are
biblical.

IV Her. 14 (= Ex. 14:14–15) reads:

κ�ρι�ς π�λεμ!σει $περ $μ=ν, κα� $με)ς σιγ!σετε
(= ‘The Lord will war for you and ye shall be silent’)
κα� ε&πε | κ�ρι�ς πρ%ς Μωυσ(ν. τ" ��L�ς πρ%ς μ�18

(= And he said: ‘What is it that thou shoutest to me?’)

V Somn. 1.117 (= Ex. 10:23) reads:

τ�)ς γAρ υC�)ς �Ισρα7λ -=ς Pν *ν π�σαν �Wς κατεγ"ν�ντ�19

(= ‘For the children of Israel there was light in all their dwellings’).

While the extant fragments of Ezekiel’s tragedy do not contain these
lines, they are after all no more than fragments. The fragments make
no mention of the Epiphany at Sinai which from a Jewish frame of
reference could hardly but have been part of the drama, and would be
its most fitting climax.20

16 See Yehoshua Gutman, Hasifrut Hayehudit Hahelenistit (Hebrew; Mossad Bialik
1963) Vol. II, 147, n. *.

17 See R.G. Robertson, in Charlesworth, OTP, Vol. II, 805 top and ibid. n. 8.
18 The Septuagint is here almost identical. The only variation is, Philo: κα� ε&πε;

Septuagint: Ε&πεν δ0. The MT is also similar.
19 In contrast to MT which has: “And to all the children of Israel their was light

in their dwellings”—without the second ‘all,’ Philo’s citation also has the ‘all,’ before
‘their dwellings’ like in the Septuagint (= π�σι δ0 τ�)ς υC�)ς �Ισρα7λ Pν -=ς *ν π�σιν, �Wς
κατεγ"ν�ντ�).

20 Whether or not the scene with the phoenix is the final scene of the drama (see
Robertson in Charlesworth, 818 n. t3), it may well have been a reference to the present
troubled condition of the people. But this does not date the drama, for the perception of
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Support for the hypothesis that the association on the part of Philo
and his contemporary readers of the name Exagoge with the title of the
drama of that name may be found in the fact that both IV Her. 14
and V Somn. 1.117 reflect a frame of reference which includes the world
of Greek tragedy. In IV Her. 5 (which precedes by only a few sections
the passage containing the citation identified as coming ‘from Exagoge’),
there is a direct citation of two lines from what Philo has called the
‘comic poet’ (= Menander); and similarly, in V Somn. 1.154 (coming not
much after V Somn. 1.117) there is a citation from Euripides’ Ion.

But the questions remain: Why was the term Exagoge used by Ezekiel
rather than the Septuagint’s UΕ��δ�ς (Exodus), and even more ger-
mane, why did Philo use it, rather than the Septuagintal name, even
in the two instances where the reference made was certainly unrelated
to Ezekiel’s tragedy?

Perhaps the solution is to be found with the help of section 1452b
(beg. of ch. 12) of Aristotle’s Poetics, from which it is clear that UΕ��δ�ς
(Exodos) was a technical term associated with the stage. We read there:
“A tragedy has the following parts: Prologue, Episode, Exode (UΕ��δ�ς),
and a choral portion.” Since both Philo and his contemporary readers
were theater-goers, the word Exodos probably had for them the highly
inappropriate association of exiting from the stage, rather than exit-
ing from Egypt. Perhaps the name Exodus21 could be used comfortably
only when there was no congruence between full participation in Hel-
lenistic cultural life and the use of the Septuagint—which was clearly
not the case for Philo and his contemporary readers.

At the same time Ezekiel’s tragedy may well have been such an inte-
gral part of the cultural baggage of Alexandrian Jewry that its title
became an alternative location for the Book of Exodus in Alexandrian
Greco-Jewish parlance. Whether or not all of the specific citations were
actually found in the tragedy and quoted by Philo from there, the pop-
ularity of the Hellenistic composition, combined with the problematic
nature of the Septuagint title (UΕ��δ�ς), go a long way to solving the
enigma of Philo’s use of the name Exagoge, rather than Exodus.

the present as being difficult is perennial. Sinai has perhaps been ‘previewed’ in Moses’
dream as recounted by Demetrius—Charlesworth II, 811–812 (= ll. 68–82)—but there
is a conflation of motifs reminiscent of several different biblical narratives, and the very
reading of the word Sinai is problematic.

21 This is of course the English spelling for the Septuagint’s UΕ��δ�ς.
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Finally, in addition to this, it is perhaps also worth noting that
another of the connotations of the Greek word UΕ��δ�ς is “a marching
out, a military expedition,”22 and Philo everywhere exhibits a distinct
reticence in regard to this facet of the biblical Exodus.23

IV Her. 251 (= Ex. 19:18)

The text contains a series of citations from the Pentateuch, all of which
refer to ‘ecstasy’ (/κστασις).24 The reference to Exodus reads:25

(251) … and in Exagoge respecting the convocation: ‘And the mountain,’ he
said, ‘Sinai, was all covered with smoke, because God had descended
upon it in fire, and the smoke rose like the vapour of a furnace, and the
whole people were in a great ecstasy’ (Ex. 19:18).26

(251) κα� *ν �Ε�αγωγ6( κατA τ7ν �κκλησ�αν: “τ% γAρ Gρ�ς,” -ησ" “τ% ΣινA
*καπν"2ετ� Rλ�ν διA τ% κατα�ε�ηκ�ναι τ%ν �ε%ν *π� α;τ% *ν πυρ", κα�
'ν��αινεν � καπν%ς Xσει 'τμ�ς καμ"ν�υ. και ���στη π�ς � λα�ς σ��δρα.”

It was necessary for Philo to indicate that the reference here is part of
the account in the Book of Exodus and not that found in Deuteronomy
because the verb *�"στμι 〉 *��στη (which is taken by Philo to be a verbal
form of the noun /κστασις = ecstasy), appears only in the version of the
epiphany found in Exodus.27

22 E.g. in Herod. 9:19 et passim; see LSJ, s.v. 2.
23 A most striking example of this is his metaphorical exegesis of Ex. 12:17 that

states: “Celebrate the Feast of Unleavened Bread, because it was on this very day that I
brought your forces (�
������) out of Egypt.” In QE 1:21 the word τ7ν δ�ναμιν (= MT
�
������) is disassociated from its natural meaning in the context, where it presumably
meant “military might,” and instead there is the “traditional meaning” (= τ% Yρητ�ν):
“the godly piety of the seeing nation.” On this see my Philo Judaeus, 70 and 310.

24 The citations identified as coming from Leviticus and Epinomis will be discussed
below in their appropriate place.

25 The Septuagint (the differences from the Philonic text are bracketed): τ% [δ0] (γAρ)
Gρ�ς τ% ΣινA *καπν"2ετ� Rλ�ν διA τ% κατα�ε�ηκ�ναι [*π� α;τ% τ%ν �ε%ν (different order)]
*ν πυρ", κα� 'ν��αινεν � καπν%ς [Xς καπν%ς] (Xσει 'τμ�ς) καμ"ν�υ. και *��στη π�ς � λα%ς
σ-�δρα. Here too Philo has followed the Septuagint: και *��στη π�ς � λα%ς σ-�δρα
(= and the whole people trembled violently), for the MT has ��� ��� �
 ����� (= and
the whole mountain trembled violently); and cf. also above in the note to V Somn. I 117,
where Philo also follows the Septuagint and not the MT.

26 Ex. 19:16 MT: �
��� ��� ��� �
 ����� (= the entire people who were in the camp).
But Philo and the Septuagint both clearly refer to Ex. 19:18 which describe the people
“on the mountain.”

27 At the same time, by using the word Convocation (*κκλησ"α), the technical term for
the epiphany at Sinai in Deuteronomy, Philo has allusively associated the version in
Deuteronomy with that of Exodus, for it is used in this context in Deuteronomy (but
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Leviticus (Λευιτικ�ς)

Philo has identified three citations as coming from Leviticus (Λευιτικ�ς,
in Hebrew known as the book of Vayikrah): I Leg. 2.105, III Plant. 26,
and IV Her. 251. Like the foregoing, the specific name of the Book
of Leviticus is mentioned only when it was vital to identify the exact
location of the text that is referred to.

In I Leg. 2.105 (= Lev. 11.21) we read:

(105) Now the Sacred Word in Leviticus exhorts them (παρανε) μ�ντ�ι
� Cερ%ς λ�γ�ς *ν Λευιτικ<=) to feed ‘on creeping things that go upon all
four, which have legs above their feet, so as to leap with them’ ('π% τ=ν
Hρπετ=ν, [ π�ρε�εται *π� τεσσ	ρων, [ /Kει σκ�λη 'νIτερ�ν τ=ν π�δ=ν,
\στε πηδ�ν *ν α;τ�)ς) (Lev. 11.21).28 … the nature that is in conflict with
pleasure, must be wholesome and full of nourishment.

Lev. 11.21 is also referred to in IV Her. 239 but without its specific prove-
nience being noted, and it is also alluded to (though not quoted) in
VIII Spec. 4.114 and in I Opif. 163ff. Since the allegorical conceptualiza-
tion is the same in all four passages—viz. the ability to rise above base
pleasure—one can hardly avoid wondering why Philo found it neces-
sary to state that it is from Leviticus only in I Leg. 2.105.

In contrast to Philo’s other allusions to Lev. 11.21, only in I Leg.
2.105 is mention made of actual eating. I suggest that this is why
Philo has here pinpointed the Holy Word in Leviticus (� Cερ%ς λ�γ�ς *ν
Λευιτικ<=) as exhorting (παρανε)) the feeding upon these ‘creeping things,’
for whereas the parallel passage in Deut. 14:19 contains a sweeping
generic categorical prohibition: “All winged swarming things (= �

���� ���) are unclean unto you; they shall not be eaten,” here in Lev.
11.21 an exception is made respecting several kinds of ‘winged creeping
things’ (= ���� ���).

not in Exodus). It is found there three times as part of the phrase “in the Day of the
Convocation (at Horeb/the Mount)”—viz. in Deut. 4:10, 8:16: *ν Kωρη� τ6( 5μ�ρLα τ(ς
*κκλησ"ας; and id. 9:10: *ν τ<= Gρει 5μ�ρLα *κκλησ"ας) and elsewhere in Deuteronomy as
a technical term to refer to “the Congregation (of Israel)” (Deut. 23:2–3, 31:30).

28 Besides Philo’s omission of the words τ=ν πετειν=ν (= ‘winged’) in the Septuagint
verse, which he mentions when he refers to this verse in IV Quis Rerum 239, there is very
little difference between the Philonic quote and the Septuagint. Words found in the
Septuagint but not in Philo are placed in square brackets, while the alternate readings
found in Philo are included in round brackets. Septuagint Lev. 11:21 reads: 'λλA τα?τα
-	γεσ�ε (paraphrase of: παραινε) … σιτε)σ�αι) 'π% τ=ν Hρπετ=ν [τ=ν πετειν=ν], [
π�ρε�εται *π� τεσσ	ρ[α] (ων), [ /Kει σκ�λη 'νIτερ�ν τ=ν π�δ=ν [α;τ�υ], (\στε) πηδ�ν *ν
α;τ�)ς [*π� τ(ς γ(ς].
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III Plant. 26–27 (= Lev. 1.1) reads:

(26) Accordingly, Moses, the keeper and guardian of the mysteries of the
Existent One, will be one called above ('νακεκλ!σεται); for it is said in
the Book of Leviticus, ‘He called Moses up above (Lev. 1.1)’ ('νεκ	λεσε
Μωυσ(ν). One called up above will Bezeleel also be, … For him also does
God call up above ('νακαλε)) for the construction and overseeing of the
sacred works (Exod. 31.2ff. and Exod. 35:30).

(27) But while Bezeleel shall carry off the lower honours conferred by the
call above, Moses the all-wise shall bear away the primary honours. For
the former fashions the shadows … Moses on the other hand obtained
the office of producing not shadows but the actual archetype of the
several objects.

The passage gives a midrashic rendering of the word 'νακαλ�ω used
by the Septuagint in connection with both Moses and Bezeleel who
together are its subject. Both are represented as artificers: Bezeleel of
‘the shadows’29 (= the natural objects) and Moses of the ‘archetypes.’30

Since Bezeleel is mentioned in the Pentateuch only in connection
with the construction of the Tabernacle and its appurtenances (Exod.
31–37), the specific allusion to him would have been readily identified
by Philo’s readership, while Moses is mentioned by name in the Penta-
teuch hundreds of times, but only here in Lev. 1:1 is the verb 'νακαλ�ω
used in connection with him. Had the exact location of the allusion to
Moses not been noted, the reader would hardly have been able to spot
the reference, but once it was identified as coming from the Book of
Leviticus, it would have been recognized immediately, since this verb
('νακαλ�ω) is the first significant word of the Book of Leviticus.

IV Her. 251 (= Lev. 9:24) reads:

(251) Also in Leviticus at the completion of the sacrifices on the eighth
day, when ‘fire came out from heaven and devoured what was on the
altar, both the whole burnt offerings and the fats’ it is said immediately,
‘and all the people saw and were in an ecstasy (κα� ε&δεν π�ς � λα%ς κα�
*��στη),31 and fell upon their faces’ (Lev. 9:24): a natural consequence, for

29 A play on the name in Hebrew ����� is rendered as meaning ��� = ‘in the
shadow’+�� = ‘the Lord.’

30 In addition to these three instances—the one in connection with Moses (Lev. 1:1),
and the two in connection with Bezeleel (Ex. 31:2 and 35:30), there are only three other
instances using this word in the Septuagint—Num. 1:17, 10:2, and Josh. 4:4—none of
which are relevant to the present context. For midrashic renderings by Philo similar to
the one here, see: I Leg. All. 3.95–102 and II Gig. 23, and also V Somn. 1.206 (although
there the homiletical web does not include the word 'νακαλ�ω).

31 Septuagint: *��στη; MT: �
���.
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an ‘ecstasy’ (/κστασις) in this sense produces great agitation and terrible
consternation.

This instance is found in the list of examples from different parts of
the Pentateuch of various kinds of ‘ecstasy,’ which has already been
mentioned in connection with the name Exagoge. Because the citation
of Lev. 9:24 follows immediately upon the example identified as coming
from a specific work, Exagoge, Philo may have considered it necessary
to make it clear that the two examples stem from different works32—
particularly because of their great similarity: *��στη π�ς � λα%ς (Ex.)—
π�ς � λα%ς κα� *��στη (Lev.).

Numbers (	Αρι!μ"#)

Although material from the Book of Numbers is quoted or referred to
by Philo hundreds of times, neither the name �Αρι�μ�), as it is called
in the Septuagint, or, to the best of my knowledge, any other name, is
used by Philo to identify it. Apparently, no occasion arose which called
for this.

Deuteronomy (Δευτ"ρ"ν"μ�"ν)

The name used by the Septuagint for the fifth book of the Pentateuch,
Deuteronomy (Δευτ�ρ�ν�μ"�ν) is found in Philo’s works twice—in I Leg.
3:174, and in III Quod Deus 50.

The verses quoted in these texts, Deut. 8:3 and 30:15, 19 respectively,
were popular maxims—so popular that they have left their mark as
maxims both in rabbinic midrash and in early Christian literature.
Their value as popular sayings was of course enhanced by an awareness
that they were also biblical citations, and so their identification as being
found in Deuteronomy may even have been part of the way they were
normally quoted.

32 This consideration is not relevant for the ensuing citation because it is from
Genesis, the ‘home text.’ IV Quis Rerum 251–258 will be examined as a unit below
in connection with the discussion of the name Epinomis.
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I Leg. 3.174 (= Deut. 8:3)

The Philonic pericope which commences in section 162 is an allegorical
rendition of Exodus 16:4–16 that construes Manna as God’s Yρ(μα
(‘thing’). There is a play on words: Manna = ‘bread’ (]ρτ�ς) is taken
by Philo to be figuratively synonymous with E(μα (‘thing’) and λ�γ�ς
(‘word’). First citing Exodus 16:15 in the name of ‘the hierophant and
prophet Moses,’ Philo then quotes Deut. 8:3 (I Leg. 3.174), explicitly
identifying it as coming from the book of Deuteronomy.33 Deut. 8:3
functions here as a proof text for what has gone before, that Manna is
God’s ‘Word.’

The most relevant part of I Leg. 3.171–174 reads:

(173) … For it is taught by the hierophant and prophet Moses … “This
(viz. the Manna) is the bread” (�^τ�ς *στιν � ]ρτ�ς) (Ex. 16:15), the suste-
nance which God has given to the soul, his rhema (E(μα)34 and his logos
(λ�γ�ς) “this is the bread which He hath given us to eat, this is the rhema”
(�^τ�ς � ]ρτ�ς, Jν δ�δωκεν 5μ)ν -αγε)ν, τ�?τ� τ% E(μα) (Ex. 16:15 (end)—
16 (beg.).)35

(174) Similarly, in Deutoronomy he says: “And He afflicted thee and made
thee weak by hunger, and fed thee with Manna (τ% μ	ννα), which thy
fathers knew not, that He might proclaim to thee, that not on bread
alone shall man live, but on every rhema (Yρ(μα) that goeth forth through
the mouth of God (Rτι �;κ *π� ]ρτ<ω μ�ν<ω 2!σεται ]ν�ρωπ�ς, 'λλ� *π�
παντ� Yρ!ματι 〈τ<=〉 *κπ�ρευ�μ�ν<ω διA στ�ματ�ς �ε�?) (Deut. 8:3).”

This midrashic rendering must have been a matter of virtual consensus,
for Deut. 8:3 is similarly understood in such diverse texts as Matt.
4:4 and Sifre Deut. 48, as referring to spiritual, rather than bodily,
sustenance. Matt. 4:4 quotes this verse in Jesus’ name where it is placed
in apposition to bodily food. We read there:36

(1) Then Jesus was led by the Spirit into the desert to be tempted by the
devil. (2) After fasting forty days and forty nights, he was hungry. (3) The

33 It is again quoted in 176 without further identification.
34 Perhaps: thing, concretization.
35 This is a virtually verbatim quote of Septuagint Exodus 16:15 (end)—16 (beg.):

“(15) … _^τ�ς � ]ρτ�ς, Jν δ�δωκεν 5μ)ν κ�ρι�ς τ�? -αγε)ν. (16) τ�?τ� τ% E(μα J συν�τα�ε
κ�ρι�ς …” (which was also quoted shortly before this in section 169, but the book of
Exodus is not named there by Philo).

36 The text of the citation in Philo and Matt. is identical, which mitigates against the
“correction” (the addition of 〈τ<=〉) suggested by Colson to bring Philo’s text to accord
with that found in the Septuagint.
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tempter came to him and said, “If you are the Son of God, tell these
stones to become bread.” (4) Jesus answered, “It is written: ‘Man does
not live on bread alone, but on every rhema that comes from the mouth
of God’ (*π� παντ� E!ματι *κπ�ρευ�μ�ν<ω διA στ�ματ�ς �ε�?) (Deut. 8:3).”

Likewise, though the specific meaning given differs most markedly, Sifre
Deut. 48 also understands the connotation of this verse spiritually:37

Pisqa 48: Another teaching concerning the verse, “If then you faithfully
keep all this instruction” (Deut. 11.22) … Scripture has said not only
‘this instruction’ but all this instruction. Study, exegesis, laws and lore. For
so Scripture says, “Man does not live by bread alone” (Deut. 8:3): this
refers to exegesis (= midrash); “… but by everything that comes out of
the mouth of the Lord” (ibid.): this refers to laws and lore (= halakha and
haggadah).

The midrashic configuration in the three sources is identical: Manna is
spiritual, rather than bodily, sustenance. While the biblical verse invites
such a midrashic rendering, it remains significant that it has in fact
been so rendered in such divergent sources.38

At III Quod Deus 50 the Philonic text reads:

(50) And therefore we have an oracle of this kind recorded in Deuteronomy.
“Behold, I have set before thy face life and death, good and evil; choose
life” (Deut. 30:15, 19).

The citation from Deuteronomy is not a single verse, and not even,
as above in I Leg. 3:173, the end of one and the beginning of the
next verse. Instead, it is a tacking together of two not entirely adjacent
biblical phrases, specifically, the combination of parts of Deut. 30:15
and 19. This lends additional support to the thesis that, as in the
previous instance, it too was a popular maxim.

Indeed, it is found both in early Christian and in rabbinic tradition.
For example, the opening of the Didache, whose prototype is considered
to have stemmed from pre-Christian Jewish circles, states: “There are
two ways, one of life, the other of death. …”39

37 Besides the fact that I have not preserved the outline form, I have used Jacob
Neusner’s translation of Sifre to Deuteronomy (Atlanta 1987), Vol. I, 161.

38 See in this connection Peder Borgen, Bread from Heaven. An Exegetical Study of the
Concept of Manna in the Gospel of John and the Writings of Philo (NT.S 10, Leiden 1981)
[Borgen, Manna 1981].

39 The Apostolic Fathers (Loeb ed. 1925) ed. and trans. Kirsopp Lake, Vol. I.
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Likewise, Sifre Deut. (Finkelstein ed.) Parashat Re"eh 53 reads:40

Pisqa 53: …Why is this passage stated? The reason is that, since it is
said, “Life and death I have placed before you, the way of life and the
way of death” (Deut. 30:19); perhaps the Israelites might say, ‘Since the
Omnipresent has placed before us two ways, “the way of life and the way
of death,” let us go in whichever way we choose.’ Accordingly, Scripture
says, “Choose life” (ibid.).

Philo has here used this well-known ‘saying’ from Deut. 30:15,19 as a
biblical ‘proof-text’ for the idea which he has just expressed, using a
Stoic frame of reference, that though mankind is a free agent when it
comes to choosing between good and evil, it should choose the good,
thereby providing it with its Jewish underpinning.

Other words thought to refer to Deuteronomy

It is upon this backdrop that one needs to reconsider what is today the
default assumption in the world of scholarship, viz.: the thesis that some
of the instances of the words Πρ�τρεπτικ%ς (λ�γ�ς) and Παρα"νεσις, as
well as the term Επιν�μ"ς (Epinomis), were used by Philo as alternate
names for the book of Deuteronomy.41

The following analysis shows that the words Πρ�τρεπτικ%ς (λ�γ�ς)
and Παρα"νεσις, were in fact technical terms in the taxonomy of the
contents of the Pentateuch, and that the term Πρ�τρεπτικ%ς (Protreptikos)
was apparently also the name of a popular anthology whose contents
were of the sort suggested by its title, and that the last term, �Επιν�μ"ς
(Epinomis), was the name of a compendium, and was not a synonym for
Deuteronomy.

πρ"τρεπτικ�ς ( Protreptikos)

In addition to the passages III Agr. 78, 172, V Fuga 142, 170, V Mut.
42, 236, and VIII Virt. 47, in which Colson has more or less equated
the term πρ�τρεπτικ%ς (Protreptikos) with Deuteronomy, it is also found

40 Trans. from Neusner, op. cit. The Hebrew text reads: ������� ���
� ���  ���
 ���
�
� �
�
�� ��	�� ��
� ����� ����� ����� ��� !(��"� �����) �����	�� �
��� ���
�� ���
 �����
… (��) ������� ������� "���� ����� ����
� ��� ����� ��
 !��� ���� ���� ��� ��
��

41 See e.g. Earp’s Index, PLCL, op. cit.
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in I Leg. 1.83 and in II Det. 11 where it has been rendered in its
usual dictionary connotation: ‘exhortations, hortatory discourse.’ We
will quote these first.

I Leg. 1.83 reads:

For how shall the keen endeavorer read without eyes; how shall he hear
the words of exhortation (τ=ν πρ�τρεπτικ=ν λ�γων) without ears?

Similarly, II Det. 11 reads:

And indeed the hortatory discourse (R γε πρ�τρεπτικ%ς λ�γ�ς) of the father
puts no compulsion on thee, so that you may follow the better course of
your own free will and self-bidden.

In these two passages the term is used as an adjective modifying the
word λ�γ�ς—viz. πρ�τρεπτικ=ν λ�γων and πρ�τρεπτικ%ς λ�γ�ς respec-
tively—the connotation being hortatory discourse. Perhaps the fact that
elsewhere the definite article sometimes introduces the term Protrep-
tikos—thus indicating that what is being referred to is a proper noun—is
what has led to what I am convinced is a mistaken assumption: that the
word is a synonym for Deuteronomy.42

What now follows is a survey of the remaining seven instances of
the term Protreptikos (Πρ�τρεπτικ�ς) in Philo’s works which have been
identified by Colson and others as alternate names for Deuteronomy,
although it has long been recognized that two of them do not even refer
to a passage from Deuteronomy and, as we shall see shortly, two more
of these seven relate primarily to material from the book of Leviticus
rather than Deuteronomy. The order in which the material is discussed
is dictated by the argument.

VIII Virt. 47

Therefore he says in The Exhortations (*ν τ�)ς πρ�τρεπτικ�)ς): If you follow
righteousness and holiness and the remaining virtues, you will live a life
free from war. …

Deuteronomy 28 and Leviticus 26 are parallel, but not identical ver-
sions of the ‘Blessings and Curses.’ The footnotes in the Loeb edition
have cited as the parallel the curses in Deuteronomy rather than the
closer parallel in Leviticus, presumably because it has been taken for
granted that the term Protreptikos is a synonym for Deuteronomy. But

42 This identification then led the Loeb edition to regularly render the definite article
“the” (τ�)ς) in the Philonic text as the personal pronoun “his” (viz. Moses’).
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this has, so to speak, harnessed the cart before the horse. Even Colson
in his note ad loc.,43 while he writes that the reference in VIII Virt. 47
is “a loose paraphrase of Deuteronomy 28:1,2 and 7,” has also noted
that “the promise of peace belongs rather to Leviticus 26:5.” He fur-
ther directs the reader to V Fuga 170, where even he has identified the
citation as coming from Leviticus (see discussion which follows immedi-
ately).

V Fuga 170

What is being discussed in V Fug. 170 is what the taxonomical classifica-
tion of the passage under consideration should be. It commences with
a citation from The Exhortations (*ν τ�)ς πρ�τρεπτικ�)ς) which is found in
Lev. 25:11 (sic!):

(170) For it is said in The Exhortations (*ν τ�)ς πρ�τρεπτικ�)ς), “Ye shall
not sow, nor shall ye reap its growths that come up of themselves” (Lev.
25:11).

Then, after explaining that natural growths need no human attention,
Philo remarks in 171 that:

(171) His (Moses’) words are not those of exhortation (�; πρ�τρ�πει δ0), but
rather of statement (μ�λλ�ν ` γνIμην ). For were he exhorting he would
have said, ‘do not sow,’ ‘do not reap’. …

The suggestion made in the note in PLCL ad loc. that Philo may
have mistakenly ascribed this reference to the book of Deutoronomy is
bizarre, for it is evident to anyone familiar with Philo’s writings that
his control of the contents of the Pentateuch was phenomenal. The
instances just studied, where Philo has differentiated between parallel
traditions found in different pentateuchal books, clearly illustrates this.
It is therefore far more reasonable to postulate our own imperfect
understanding of the Philonic text than that Philo has made such a
glaring error.

Philo made no such error. Philo has identified the citation as being
found in ‘The Exhortations’ (*ν τ�)ς πρ�τρεπτικ�)ς)—and the context indi-
cates this to be the name of an anthology of passages which belong
to this taxonomical category. Philo has found this fact to be surprising
because, as he explains, in his opinion it belongs to a different category,
that of ‘a statement’ and not ‘an exhortation.’

43 PLCL VIII, 192–193.
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III Agr. 78

Likewise in III Agr. 78 the term *ν πρ�τρεπτικ�)ς obviously means: ‘in
hortatory discourse’, for ‘do not fear’ is an exhortation, since one cannot
command not to fear—and note the absence of the definite article:

(78) This is why Moses says in hortatory discourse (*ν πρ�τρεπτικ�)ς): “If
you go to war against your enemies and see horse and rider and much
people, do not fear for the Lord God is with you” (Deut. 20:1).44

III Agr. 172

This is an explicit reference to ‘advice’ found in a work called Exhorta-
tions:

Moreover, in The Exhortations he advises (κ'ν τ�)ς πρ�τρεπτικ�)ς μ�ντ�ι
παραινε)) those who have obtained possession of good things in great
measure, not to inscribe themselves as authors of the wealth, but rather,
“to remember God Who giveth strength to acquire power” (Deut. 8:18).

Note that when in I Leg. 3.174 (discussed above) Philo wished to identify
the specific venue of Deut. 8:3, a verse coming from this very same
Deuteronomic pericope—viz. “Not by bread alone shall man live, but
on every word (rhema) that goeth forth from the mouth of God”—he did
so by stating that it comes from Deuteronomy (not by any other name).

V Fuga 142

Clearly, V Fug. 142 should also be understood in this manner:

(142) This promise also is included in The Exhortations (*ν τ�)ς πρ�τρεπτι-
κ�)ς) “You shall turn back to the Lord your God, and shall find Him,
when you seek after Him, with all your heart, and with all your soul
(Deut. 4:29).”

44 Following is the Septuagint verse with the part not quoted by Philo placed in
square brackets: �ΕAν δ0 *��λ�6ης *ις π�λεμ�ν *π[� τ�,ς] *K�ρ��ς σ�υ κα� bδ6ης cππ�ν κα�
'να�	την κα� λα%ν πλε"�ν	 [σ�υ], �; ���η�!σ6η ['π� α;τ=ν], Rτι κ�ρι�ς � �ε%ς [σ�υ]
μετA σ�? [� 'να�ι�	σας σε *κ γ(ς Α@γ�πτ�υ]. Note how, by omitting the Septuagint’s
‘from them,’ Philo stresses the ‘do not fear,’ and note also in passing that as usual
Philo has omitted any unnecessary reference to the Exodus from Egypt as an historical
event.
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V Mut. 42

This is part of a passage which homiletically expounds the difference
between the phrases ‘before Him’ and ‘to Him.’ Philo uses examples from
the oracles, from prayer and from the exhortations (*ν τ�)ς πρ�τρεπτικ�)ς).
It is obvious from the juxtaposition of the terms: oracles, prayers and
exhortations that this too is a taxonomical category. While the oracles
and the prayers are found in Genesis, this does not make the terms
synonymous with the Greek name Genesis. We read there:

(39) … But there are others who … are both eminent in the practice
of piety and do not despise human things. This is attested by the oracles
(μ	ρτυρες δ� �C Kρησμ�") in which it is said to Abraham directly from God
(*κ πρ�σIπ�υ τ�? �ε�?), “Be well pleasing before Me (ε;αρ�στει *νIπι�ν
*μ�?) (Gen. 17:1).”45

(41) And therefore the Practiser in his prayer (ε;K�μεν�ς) will show us the
same truth. “The God,” he says, “to whom my fathers were well pleas-
ing,” and adds “before Him” (Gen. 48:15)46 to show us the difference in
fact between being pleasing ‘to Him’ and ‘before Him.’ The latter embraces
both kinds of well pleasing, the former is confined to one only.

(42) And so Moses in the exhortations, advises saying (*ν τ�)ς πρ�τρεπτικ�)ς
παραινε) λ�γων): “Thou shalt do what is well pleasing before the Lord thy
God (τ% ε;	ρεστ�ν π�ι!σεις *νIπι�ν κυρ"�υ τ�? �ε�? σ�υ)” (Deut. 12:28),47

meaning do such things as shall be worthy to appear before God…

Finally, in V Mut. 236ff. which paraphrases Deut. 30:12ff., though he
probably did not thereby relinquish the identification with Deuteron-
omy, even Colson has translated the Greek: *ν τ�)ς πρ�τρεπτικ�)ς as “in
his (i.e. Moses’) Exhortations.”

(236) Why then there should be three ways of repentance is worth
inquiry. Misdeeds and good deeds virtually always fall into three classes:
thought, words, deeds. And therefore in the exhortations (κ'ν τ�)ς πρ�τρε-
πτικ�)ς) Moses, when he is shewing that the acquisition of the good is
neither impossible nor hard to pursue, (237) says, “You need not fly up to
heaven nor go to the ends of earth and sea to lay hold of it …” (Deut.
30:12ff.).

45 Septuagint Gen. 17:1: ε;αρ�στει *ναντ"�ν *μ�?.
46 Septuagint Gen. 48:15: *ναντ"�ν α;τ�υ | ενωπι�ν.
47 This is a fairly close paraphrase of Septuagint Deut. 12:28: *Aν π�ι!σεις τ% καλ%ν

κα� τ% 'ρεστ%ν κυρ"�υ τ�? �ε�? σ�υ. The replacing of Septuagint: *ναντ"�ν by *νIπι�ν
has occurred in all three citations (see preceding notes).
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In sum: there is neither need nor justification for understanding the
word Protreptikos (Πρ�τρεπτικ�ς) as a synonym for Deuteronomy. This is
a taxonomical category, which in Hebrew is called ��
��, and may also
have been the name of an anthology containing passages of exhortation
(��
��). While some of the passages mentioned as belonging to this
category are in fact found in the Book of Deuteronomy, this is merely
because much of Deuteronomy is made up of exhortations (���
��), not
because the term is an alternative name for Deuteronomy.

Παραιν�σις ( Parainesis)

The term Parainesis (Παραιν�σις) in III Agr. 84 and VIII Spec. 4.131 has
also been taken to be an alternative appellation for Deuteronomy.48

III Agr. 84 reads:

(84) Right well does the Lawgiver teach in the recommendations (*ν τα)ς
παραιν�σεσιν) not to choose a horse-rearer49 to be a ruler … He says the
following: “Thou mayest not appoint over thyself etc.” (Deut. 17:15–16).

VIII Spec. 4.131 reads:

(131) And therefore Moses said most excellently in the recommendations
(*ν τα)ς παραιν�σεσι): “Let not every man do as he sees fit (�; π�ι!σει
dκαστ�ς τ% 'ρεστ%ν *νIπι�ν α$τ�?) (Deut. 12:8),”50 which is equivalent
to, “No one may submit to his own lust (μηδε�ς τ6( *πι�υμ"Lα τ6( α$τ�?
Kαρι2�σ�ω).”51

A consideration of these two passages bearing in mind the use of
the word elsewhere in Philo shows that the term parainesis is also a
taxonomical category and not a synonym for Deuteronomy.

48 PLCL III, 150, n.a.: “Another of Philo’s names for Deuteronomy,” and id.
vol. VIII, 90, n. a., which refers the reader to the note to Agr. 84; and here too Colson
has as a result rendered the introductory definite article as ‘his.’

49 Explained in the continuation, in 88: “… he is not talking in this passage about
a cavalry force … He is speaking about that irrational and unmeasured and unruly
movement in the soul to check which is in her interest…”.

50 Septuagint Deut. 12:8: �; π�ι!σετε π	ντα, … dκαστ�ς τ% 'ρεστ%ν *νIπι�ν α$τ�?.
51 This is not a biblical citation, but it may possibly be a classical allusion; cf. e.g.

Sophocles, Electra 331: �υμ<= Kαρ"2εσ�αι κεν	. The idea is the same.
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I Leg. 1.93ff. reads:

(93) There is a difference between these three—injunction, prohibition,
command and recommendation (πρ�στα�ις, 'παγ�ρευσις, *ντ�λ752 κα� παρα"νε-
σις)…53

(95) Quite naturally, then does God give the commandments and recommenda-
tions (*ντ�λλεται κα� παραινε)) to the earthly man who is neither bad nor
good, but midway between these…

The words in this passage are clearly taxonomical categories, and the
same is true for IV Conf. 59 which also has the combination of ‘com-
mandments and recommendations,’ using the word λ�γ�ι (literally,
‘words,’ and cf. similarly in the word Decalogue) instead of /ντ�λαι for
‘commandments’:

(59) … Divine commandments and holy recommendations (λ�γ�ις �ε"�ις
κα� Cερα)ς παραιν�σεσι).

VII Spec. 1.299 and Virt. 70 combine $π��!καις54 κα� παραιν�σεις to
mean ‘counsel and recommend’:

VII Spec. 1.299 reads:

(299) These and similar injunctions to piety are given in the Law in the
form of direct commands and prohibitions (πρ�στ	�εις κα� 'παγ�ρε�-
σεις). Others which have now to be described are of the nature of homilies
giving councils and recommendations ($π��!κας κα� παραιν�σεις).

VIII Virt. 70 reads similarly:

(70) … by looking to Moses as their archetype and model, none would
grudge giving good advice (��υλευμ	των 'γα�=ν) to their successors, but
all would train and school their souls with councils and recommendations
($π��!καις κα� παραιν�σεσι)…

52 For the use of the word *ντ�λ7 as a technical term for Torah commandments
(mitsvoth) see the Synagogue inscription of Theodotus in Jerusalem, discussed by P. Jean-
Babtiste Frey, CIJ (Rome 1952) [= CIJ], II 1404. Lea Roth-Gerson, The Greek Inscriptions
from the Synagogues in Eretz Israel (Hebrew; Jerusalem 1987), and also in my own Philo
Judaeus, 221–222. See also Saul Lieberman, Texts and Studies, 	Εντ"λαι.

53 Either the words ‘injunction-prohibition’ or ‘command and recommendation’ are
parts of a single conceptual unit, for it is stated that there are three categories, and
there are four words. Hence two terms must belong to a single category, forming a
hendiadys. Note that the first pair parallels the rabbinic dichotomy of positive and
negative commandments.

54 The word $π��!κη is found in Philo’s writings four times in the sense of ‘sugges-
tion, council, warning’ (rather than in its better known connotation as ‘pledge, deposit,
mortgage’). In addition to VIII Spec. 1:299 and VIII Virt. 70, where it is used together
with παραιν�σεις, it is found in VII Spec. 3:29 (in the context of the “Holy Laws,”—
Cερ�,ς ν�μ�υς) and in V Somn. 2:73. It is found neither in the Septuagint nor in the NT.



46 chapter two

Most clear cut of all is the statement in X Legat. 70:

(70) For in their thoughtlessness they gave the name of commanding to
recommendation (*κ	λ�υν γAρ �C 'νε��ταστ�ι τ7ν παρα"νεσιν πρ�στα�ιν)…

Clearly, the term Parainesis (Παραιν�σις) is also a taxonomical category
meaning ‘recommendation’ sometimes used in apposition to commands,
commandments—*ντ�λα�, λ�γ�ις �ε"�ις, *πιτ	γματα—and sometimes in
combination with $π��!και as a hendiadys.

	Επιν"μ�ς ( Epinomis)

Except for the (Pseudo) Platonic book of this name, the term Epinomis
(�Επιν�μ"ς) is not used in any extant ancient sources except for Philo’s
writings, where it is found in three separate contexts (a total of four dif-
ferent instances)—viz. IV Her. 162, Her. 250 and VIII Spec. 4.160, 164. I
hope to devote a separate study to a detailed discussion of its connota-
tion in VIII Spec. 4.151ff. (including 160–169), in which I will argue that
Philo is not simply making an embroidered idealization of the Mosaic
injunctions in these passages, but that they reflect the authentic real-
ity in which Philo lived and wrote. Here, I shall confine myself to a
presentation of the major outlines of the argument respecting the term
Epinomis.

We have found that neither Protreptikos (Πρ�τρεπτικ�ς), nor Parainesis
(Παραιν�σις) were alternate names for the Book of Deuteronomy, and
also—since the title Exagoge is always used instead of the name Exodus,
not in addition to it—that Philo has not used more than a single name for
any of the books of the Pentateuch. In the light of this, it is surprising
to find that Colson and Whitaker, the translators of the Loeb edition of
Philo’s works, have taken it for granted in their rendering of IV Her. 162
and IV Her. 250 that Epinomis is an alternative name for Deuteronomy.

It is true that some reservations regarding this assumption seem to
have eventually arisen in Colson’s mind, for in VIII Spec. 4.160 and
in VIII Spec. 164 he did not render the term �Επιν�μ"ς explicitly as
Deuteronomy, but rather, in section 160, as ‘this sequel to the laws,’ and
in section 164 as ‘the book of the Sequel to the law’ (italics mine)—
and has even alternated between a small and a capital letter (= s/S-
equal). This indicates that he was not entirely certain whether or not
the word should be considered a proper noun. Nevertheless, Colson
also apparently continued to bow to what he must have believed to be
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scholarly consensus, for in an endnote (to Spec. 4.160) he wrote: “Philo
has used this name for Deuteronomy in Her. 162, 250. As so applied
it is not quoted from any other ancient writer, and if the application
is due to him it is a reasonable supposition that it is modelled on the
pseudo-Platonic treatise of that name.”55

In VIII Spec. 4.160–169 the term Epinomis (�Επιν�μ"ς)—which in this
context is obviously a translation of the Septuagint’s τ% δευτερ�ν�μι�ν
τ�?τ� (MT = Mishneh ha-Torah hazoth)—is described as a book ‘which
embraces all the laws in a sort of summary form (κε-αλαιIδη)’:

(160) From the day that he (= the king) enters upon his office he (=
the lawgiver) bids him write out with his own hand the Epinomis (τ7ν
�Επιν�μ"δα) which embraces all the laws in a sort of summary form (κε-αλαιIδη).

Is there any reason to understand the composition to be other than
what Philo has said it is, viz. a rather short Chrestomathy of important and
central Biblical passages containing the laws? This is all the more likely
since, although in rabbinic sources Deuteronomy is referred to both by
the term Devarim and Mishneh Torah,56 it is not taken for granted that
the term Mishneh Torah in the context of Deut. 17:18–19 and elsewhere
necessarily means Deuteronomy (the 5th book of the Pentateuch), and
various suggestions respecting its contents are made.57

Similarly, Philo’s second mention of Epinomis in this section, id. 164,
describes the Epinomis as the king’s ensign of sovereignty, in lieu of the
more usual scepter. He states there:

(164) Now other kings carry rods in their hands as scepters but my
scepter is the Book of the Epinomis (5 �"�λ�ς τ(ς �Επιν�μ"δ�ς) … an ensign
of sovereignty…

55 PLCL VIII, 436.
56 Deuteronomy is of course a literal translation of the words Mishneh Torah—and see

note 5 above.
57 Perhaps the one closest to Philo’s statement is the view of Sa"adya Gaon that it

contained only selected commandments. This is mentioned by the traditional medieval
biblical commentator Radak (= R. David Kimhi) in his comment to the words Mishneh
Torath Moshe in Joshua MT 8:32, which is the only other instance in the entire Bible
where the term Mishneh Torah is found—viz. at Joshua MT 8:32 (Septuagint 9:2c): Mish-
neh Torath Moshe (Septuagint: τ% δευτερ�ν�μι�ν, ν�μ�ν Μωυσ(). For other suggestions cf.
also the rendering of Targum Yonathan to Deut. 17:18 ��� ������� ���� �� = this biblical
portion, and Onkelos ��� ������� ����� �� = the repetition, copy, abstract (so Jastrow,
Dict., s.v. where the reference is to Onkelos here) of this biblical portion; and the Tosafists
(in a comment to the relevant verses in Parashat Shofetim—viz. Deut. 17:14ff.) write that
the ‘king’s book’ contained no more than the Decalogue. See Gershon Arieli, Torath
Hamelekh, A Commentary to Maimonides’ Laws of Kings (Hebrew; Jerusalem 1958), p. 72, for
discussion from a rabbinic frame of reference.
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This too conforms to the rabbinic understanding of the biblical
prescription that “it should be with him at all times,” for Mishnah
Sanh. 2:4 states:58

He must write out a scroll of the Law for himself; when he goes forth to
battle he shall take it forth with him, and when he returns he shall bring
it back with him; when he sits in judgement it shall be with him, and
when he reclines to eat,59 it shall be before him…

and this stricture is taken literally in the discussion to this Mishnah in
BT Sanh. 21b. An opinion is even expressed that it should be made in
the form of a talisman and hung on the king’s arm:60

And he shall write him the repetition of this law (= Mishneh ha-Torah
hazoth) (Deut. 17:18): i.e. he shall write himself two copies,61 one which
goes in and out with him and the other to be placed in his treasure
house. The former, which is to go in and out with him, he shall write in
the form of an amulet62 and fasten it to his arm…

This accords with the Philonic description in the passage just quoted of
the Epinomis as the king’s ensign of sovereignty, in lieu of the more usual
scepter. Thus, while the conceptual frames of reference differ, and with
this the specific details, nevertheless there appears to be a surprisingly
high degree of congruence between what Philo has written in VIII Spec.
4.160–169 and rabbinic tradition respecting the Mishneh Torah of the
king—that it was a short work containing selections of pivotal biblical
passages, which the king had with him at all times—and when we turn
to the two remaining instances where the word Epinomis appears in
Philo’s works, we find that while they do not support it, they also do not
run counter to this hypothesis.

IV Her. 162 reads:

(162) Inequality is the mother of the twins, foreign and civil war, just
as its opposite is the mother of peace. Moses presents most clearly his
glorification of justice and his censure of injustice, when he says, “ye shall

58 Trans. Danby (slightly modified).
59 The Hebrew word is the technical term: ��� maysayv (cf. Mishnah Pesahim 10:1

“even the poorest man in Israel must not eat [on the night of Passover] until he
reclines”)—which is an allusion to the Roman custom of reclining when eating. Note
in passing that while the question about reclining is not found in the version of the Ma
Nishtana (The Four Questions recited at the Passover Seder) in Mishnah Pesahim 10:4,
it is included by Maimonides.

60 Trans. according to the Soncino ed., slightly modified.
61 MT Mishneh is here taken to mean ‘double, two.’
62 Rashi: in miniscule.
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do nothing unjust in judgement, in measures, in weights, in balances;
your balances shall be just, your weights just and your measures just
and your quart just (Lev. 19:35,36)” and in Epinomis (κα� *ν �Επιν�μ"δι)
“There shall not be in thy bag divers weights, great and small: there
shall not be in thy house divers measures, great and small. A true and
a just weight thou shalt have, that thy days may be long in the land,
which the Lord thy God gives thee in inheritance, because every one
who doeth these things is an abomination to the Lord, every one who
doeth injustice (Deut. 25:13–16). (163) So then the God who loves justice,
hates and abominates injustice, the source of faction and evil (στ	σεως
κα� κακ=ν 'ρK!ν).”

Philo’s identification in IV Her. 162 of the citation from Deut. 25:13–16
as being found ‘in Epinomis’ separates it from its parallel in Lev. 19:35–
36, which has just been quoted immediately before it without its specific
provenance having been mentioned.

Since here Philo could just as well have have written, as he often
did elsewhere, something like ‘and Moses also states…,’ I would like
to suggest that he has chosen to identify this citation as being found
in the Epinomis, the ‘King’s Book,’ because of the ‘political’ thrust of
the passage; for Philo has included the citation here in the frame of
reference of ‘foreign and civil war’—that foreign and civil war are
the result of disregarding the commandments found in Lev. 19:35–
36 and Deut. 25:13–16. Is it mere chance that in V Somn. 2.193ff.,
where the context is the individual, not the ‘body politic,’ this same
biblical passage (Deut. 25:13–15) is cited without further identification
(as coming from a specific book), biblical or other?63

Rabbinic midrash also projects the same political message in a pas-
sage which associates Deut. 25:13–16 with Parashat Amalek which fol-
lows upon it immediately in Deut. 25:17–19. I quote the version of the
midrash as it appears in Pesikta de" Rav Kahana, which is one of the
oldest of the homiletic midrashim.64 The relevant part of Pisqa 3.4.3–4
reads:

…Said R. Levi: So Moses gave an indication to Israel in the Torah: You
will not have in your bag a large stone and a small one, you will not
have in your house two epha-measures, one large and one small (Deut.

63 As for IX Hypoth. 7.8 and VIII Spec. 4.193ff., they are both really references to Lev.
19:35–36.

64 Translation according to Jacob Neusner, Pesiqta de Rab Kahana (Atlanta, Georgia
1987), Vol. I, 36, slightly modified according to the Hebrew text of Bernard Mandel-
baum, Pesikta de Rav Kahana (New York 1987, 2nd ed.), Vol. I, 43. Cf. similarly in Tanhum
(Buber), Ki Tetse 8:8, R. Berechiah, and also Ruth Rabba, Parashah 1, Oy lo ledor.
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25:13–14). If you have done so, know that the government is going to
come and declare war against that generation. What verse of Scripture
so indicates? All that do such things, even all that do unrighteously, are
an abomination to the Lord (ibid. v. 16). And what is written immediately
following? Remember what Amalek did to you (ibid. v. 17).

IV Her. 250

The remaining instance, IV Her. 250, is the first of the examples of
the various types of ‘ecstasy’ (/κστασις) listed in this pericope. The
passage was mentioned above in connection with the names Exagoge
and Leviticus, which are also mentioned in it. While Philo has not here
identified the specific location of the citations from Genesis, presumably
because this is the ‘home text,’ the exact location of the other citations
is mentioned and that in Deut. 28:28–29 is referred to as ‘written in the
curses found in Epinomis.’65

The Philonic passage reads almost like an excerpt from a lexicon,
albeit paraphrased and reworded to fit the context—which would go
a long way towards explaining the mention here of the venue of the
citations found in it from specific books—but this aspect of Philonic
research is outside the parameters of the present study. I shall now
confine myself to quoting the passage as a unity in order to provide
the reader with an integrated overview of it.

65 This is an eminently appropriate passage to be included in a document of the
sort described by Philo as the Epinomis. These “curses” were part of the readings at
the Hakhel ceremony of the sabbatical year according to Mishnah Sotah 7:8: “And he
reads from the beginning of Deuteronomy to the Shema (Deut. 1:1–6:3; this includes the
Decalogue) and the Shema (Deut. 6:4–9), Ye shall hearken (Deut. 11:13–21 = the second
paragraph of the Shema), Thou shalt surely tithe (Deut. 14:22–29), When thou has made an
end of tithing (Deut. 26:12–15), and the Parashah of the king (Deut. 17:14–20), and the
Blessings and Curses (Deut. 28:1–69).” [Eng. trans. Danby, somewhat revised. The source
for Blessings and Curses is given as Deut. 28:1–69 by Bertenuro and Kahati, ad loc., and
not Deut. 27:15–26 as noted by Danby, which latter portion has only curses (and no
blessings)]. I am not arguing that the contents of the Epinomis (the Mishneh Torah of
Deut. 17:18) was identical with the tradition relayed in the Mishnah with respect to
the readings at Haqhel—and indeed Deut. 25:13–15, quoted in Quis Rerum 162 as being
found in the Epinomis, is absent from the list of the Haqhel readings. I do however think
that a high degree of congruence can be assumed, and that since in the Second Temple
period there was a tendency to revive ancient forms, there is nothing inherently unlikely
about the preservation of such an ancient tradition as the actual writing of a Mishneh
Torah on the king’s part, provided it was not a very long ‘book.’
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IV Her. 249–258 states:

(249) “About sunset,” it continues, “an ecstasy (/κστασις) fell upon Abra-
ham and lo a great dark terror falls upon him” (Gen. 15:12). Now ecstasy
(/κστασις) is sometimes a mad frenzy, producing mental delusion …
Sometimes it is extreme amazement at the events which so often hap-
pen suddenly and unexpectedly. Sometimes it is passivity of mind… and
the best form of all is the divine possession and frenzy (/ν�ε�ς κατ�κωK!
τε κα� μαν"α)66 to which the prophets as a class are subject.

(250) The first is mentioned in the curses written in Epinomis (*ν τα)ς *ν
�Επιν�μ"δι γρα-ε"σαις), where he says that madness and loss of sight and
‘ecstasy’ of mind (παραπλη�"αν γ	ρ -ησι κα� '�ρασ"αν κα� /κστασιν δια-
ν�"ας) (Deut. 28:28) will overtake the impious, so that they shall differ
in nought from blind men groping at noonday as in deep darkness (Xς
μηδ0ν δι�"σειν τυ-λ=ν *ν μεσημ�ρ"Lα κα�	περ *ν �α�ε) σκ�τ<ω ψηλα-Iν-
των) (Deut. 28:29).67

(251) The second are in many places … Isaac was astonished with a great
ecstasy … (Gen. 27:33); and respecting Jacob when he disbelieved those
who told him that “Joseph lives and is ruler over all Egypt,” his mind, we
are told, “was in a state of ecstasy (*��στη … τ6( διαν�"Lα),68 for he did not
believe them” (Gen. 45:26);

and in Exagoge respecting the assemblage: “And the mountain,” he said,
“Sinai, was all covered with smoke, because God had descended upon it
in fire, and the smoke rose like the vapour of a furnace, and the whole
people were in a great ecstasy” (κα� *��στη π�ς � λα%ς σ-�δρα)69 (Ex.
19:18);

and also in Leviticus at the completion of the sacrifices on the eighth
day, when ‘fire came out from heaven and devoured what was on the
altar, both the whole burnt offerings and the fats’ it is said immediately,
‘and all the people saw and were in an ecstasy (κα� ε&δε π�ς � λα%ς κα�
ε��στη),70 and fell upon their faces’ (Lev. 9:24): a natural consequence,
for an ecstasy (/κστασις) in this sense produces great agitation and terrible
consternation.

(252–256) (tangential discourse irrelevant to our present concerns)

66 Colson, in the app. ad loc. 574, notes that the word combination κατ�κωK! τε κα�
μαν"α also appears in Phaedrus 244E and 245A.

67 Septuagint: (28) …παραπλη�"Lα κα� '�ρασ"Lα κα� *κστ	σει διαν�"ας. (29) κα� /σ6η
ψηλα-=ν μεσημ�ρ"ας, Xσε� ψηλα-!σαι � τυ-λ%ς *ν τ<= σκ�τει … Colson has noted the
general similarity in thought with Deut. 28:28–29.

68 Septuagint: *��στη 5 δι	ν�ια Ιακω�; MT: ��� ����.
69 Septuagint: *��στη π�ς � λα%ς σ-�δρα (= the entire people); MT: ��� �
 ����� =

‘the entire mountain.’
70 Septuagint: κα� ε&δεν π�ς � λα%ς κα� ε��στη; MT: �
���.
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(257) We have the third sort in the philosophical comment to the creation
of the woman. “God cast,” he said, “an ‘ecstasy’ (/κστασιν) on Adam,
and he slept” (Gen. 2:21)…

(258) The fourth kind of ecstasy we find in the passage under present
consideration. “About sunset an ‘ecstasy’ (/κστασις) fell upon Abraham”
(Gen. 15:12).

We should note, finally, that were Epinomis (�Επιν�μ"ς) considered an
alternative appellation for Deuteronomy, there would be at the very
least six instances of a title mentioned by Philo for the book of Deu-
teronomy, which is more than the number of instances of the use
of a proper name on his part for any of the other chumashim of the
Pentateuch. This is not very likely.71

Be that as it may, the Greek name used here by Philo, Epinomis, may
well have been one more example of a Philonic tour de force which in this
case combined the Platonic association72 with a literal rendering of the
term Mishneh Torah (�
�� = *π�, and ���� = Ν�μ"ς). Whether it was in
fact Philo who coined the term, or whether it was part of the current
Judeo-Greek vocabulary, important though this may be in a different
context, is immaterial for us at present.

Overall summary of our findings

We not only can, but must conclude that although Philo was familiar
with the separate names of the Pentateuchal books, that it was the
Pentateuch as a whole which served as his conceptual unit, as his point
of reference. It is clear that he was familiar with the separate books of
the Pentateuch, but individual passages were not looked upon by him as
belonging specifically to one or another of the pentateuchal books, but
to the Pentateuch as a whole, and the free association between widely
separated passages is therefore not surprising.

It is suggested that Philo’s use of the Greek term Exagoge for the sec-
ond book of the Pentateuch rather than the Septuagintal title Exodus
may perhaps be explained in light of the fact that the word UΕ��δ�ς
(Exodos) was a technical term associated with the ‘exodus’ from the
stage (see Aristotle’s Poetics). In circles where there was a high degree

71 Were the Protreptikos and Parainesis included in the count, there would be fourteen
instances—which of course flies in the face of all probability.

72 See Colson, PLCL VIII, 436 (cited above).
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of congruence between full participation in contemporary Hellenistic
cultural life and the use of the Septuagint, this may very well have
caused the term Exodus to be considered problematic. And we further
noted that the term UΕ��δ�ς (Exodus) was used by Herodotus and oth-
ers for military expeditions—an association which would surely have
been uncongenial to Philo and to the contemporary Alexandrian Jew-
ish community.

The terms Protreptikos (Πρ�τρεπτικ�ς), and Parainesis (Παραιν�σις) were
shown to have been taxonomical categories and not alternative titles for
Deuteronomy.

Last but not least, while we do not know whether it was Philo who
coined the term, or whether it was part of his Judeo-Greek lexicon,
in any event the term Epinomis—and it was the need to clarify the
connotation of this term which originally triggered the entire study
presented here—was found to be the title of a work which in VIII Spec.
4.160–169 is described as “embracing all the laws in a sort of summary form
(κε-αλαιIδη).” It was not a synonym for Deuteronomy.





chapter three

A TRADITIONAL HAFTARAH CYCLE1

The object of the present chapter is to show the overwhelming degree
of correlation between Philo’s rare citations from the Prophets and the
traditional Haftarah string ‘Admonition, Consolation, and Repentance’
(������ ���
 ����
����). These are the Haftarot recited between the
17th of Tammuz and the Day of Atonement (Yom Kippur)—at least
according to the Ashkenazi and Sephardi (but not the Italian) rites.2

Explanation of Relevant Dates in the Jewish Calendar

[The terms explained: Rosh Hodesh; Three weeks of Admonition that
include the 17th of Tammuz, Shabbat Hazon, and the 9th of Av; Seven
Sabbaths of Consolation and three weeks of Repentance that include:
Rosh Hashanah (the New Year), Shabbat Shuva and Yom Kippur (the Day of
Atonement)]

1 This is a revised and slightly corrected version of my article, “Earliest Evidence
of the Haftarah Cycle for the Sabbaths between ����� ���� and ��
�� in Philo,” JJS 48/2
(Autumn 1997), 225–249 [Cohen, ‘Haftarah Cycle’ JJS 1997]. The thesis was first pro-
posed by me in a paper delivered as a Guest Lecturer at the Bernard Revel Graduate
School of Yeshiva University under the auspices of the Rabbi Gilbert Klaperman Sym-
posium Fund, and in a much abbreviated form at the 12th World Congress of Jewish Studies
(Jerusalem 1998), see Proceedings. And see also some preliminary remarks in Cohen,
Philo Judaeus, Endnote J: “Philo and Haftarot,” 303–305.

2 The Haftarot are usually topically related to the weekly reading from the Penta-
teuch, with the exception of special periods such as this one. The period under con-
sideration (that between the 17th of Tammuz, till after the Day of Atonement), has
three Sabbaths of Admonition, seven of Consolation, and three of Repentance. A table
listing the readings of all the major rites customary today is found in the Encyclopedia
Judaica, vol. 15, s.v. Torah, Reading of, 1250–1251; also the Talmudic Encyclopedia (Hebrew;
Jerusalem 1947 and ongoing) vol. 10 (1961), s.v. Haftarah. There is a very detailed chart
at the end of volume 10 respecting different customs including relatively local ones. It
also includes the incipit of the Haftarot. At the end of many standard Hebrew Bibles
published in Israel, there is also a list of the Haftarot.
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Rosh Hodesh: The Jewish calendar is a lunar one, and the beginning
of the Lunar month is called Rosh Hodesh, the beginning of the month.

The three weeks of Admonition commemorate the siege of Jerusalem
and the destruction of the First (and later also the Second) Temple.
They begin and end with fast days: the 17th of Tammuz and the 9th
of Av.3 The intermediate Sabbath before the fast of the 9th day of Av
is called Shabbat Hazon after the opening words of its Haftarah—Isa. 1:1
“The vision (Hazon) of Isaiah.”

Seven weeks of Consolation follow immediately upon the 9th of Av.
They commence with Shabbat Nahamu, so called because of the incipit
of its Haftarah—Isa. 40:1. They celebrate the return to Zion from the
Babylonian Exile and the rebuilding of the Temple in the wake of the
Cyrus declaration (See IIChron. 36:22–23 and Ez. 1:1–4).

The Ten Days of Repentance follow immediately. This period begins
with Rosh Hashanah (the New Year).4 It includes Shabbat Shuva, so
called after the opening words of its Haftarah: Hos. 14:2 “Return (Shuva),
O Israel.” This is the Sabbath between Rosh Hashanah (New Year)
and Yom Kippur (Day of Atonement), the most solemn day of the year.

*

Although our knowledge of the history of Jewish liturgical practices
has advanced significantly, far more remains buried in the seemingly
impenetrable mists of antiquity. Until now the Pesikta d’Rav Kahana,5

whose redaction scholarly consensus places, at the very earliest, several

3 These fasts are already attested in Zech. 8:19: MT: ������ ��� "����� �� ��� �

���� ������� ������ ����� ����� ���� ���� ������ ���� ������ ���� ������ ���� (both
KJV and JPS: “Thus saith the Lord of Hosts: The fast of the fourth (month), and the
fast of the fifth, and the fast of the seventh, and the fast of the tenth, shall be to the
house of Judah joy and gladness”). See further below, n. 45.

4 Although this is not its biblical name, for in the Pentateuch it is referred to as
����� ��� …��	-��	� (a day of “holy convocation” and “a day of blowing the horn”)
(Num. 29:1).

5 See Bernard Mandelbaum, Pesikta de Rav Kahana [������
� ���, ���� ��	 ������]
Vol. I (New York 1987), Introduction.
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hundred years after Philo,6 has been the earliest evidence for this Haftarah
Cycle.7

Our findings respecting Philo’s citations from the Latter Prophets
provides hitherto unnoticed evidence for the existence, already in
Philo’s day, of at least the beginnings of this cycle—thus antedating
the Pesikta, and of course the BT as well, by centuries. And while the
NT contains the earliest explicit mention of the custom of reading Haf-
tarot after the Torah reading,8 it is not clear from there whether, or

6 See Ismar Elbogen, Jewish Liturgy: A Comprehensive History (English trans. JPS &
JTS 1993; original German appeared in 1913), Hebrew trans. by Yehoshua Amir,
revised and updated by Joseph Heinemann (1972). The English translation was made
from the Hebrew revised version. On p. 145 Elbogen writes that “A fixed cycle of
Haftarot was formed for the Sabbaths between the 17th of Tammuz and Tabernacles;
…[the cycle] must have been compiled in ancient times, because the Pesikta midrashim
were organized around it…” And in id. n. 13 he writes that “Zunz fixes the date of
the composition of the Pesikta de Rav Kahana at ca. 700”. The reference to Yom Tov
Lipmann (Leopold) Zunz, ��������� ���������� ������ ������ [Heb. trans. of Die
Gottesdienstlichen Vorträge der Juden historisch entwickelt (18922, first ed. 1832) by M.A. Zak,
edited and updated by H. Albeck] (Jerusalem 1974). But Joseph Heinemann in his
notes to Elbogen, op.cit., adds that today an early date is accepted for the redaction
of Pesikta de Rav Kahana (which midrashically expounds these Haftarot)—some dating
them as early as the fifth century CE; cf. also M. Margolies’s introduction to Lev. R.
xiii, and Ben-Zion Wacholder, in his Prolegomenon to the 1971 edition of Jacob Mann,
The Bible as Read and Preached in the Old Synagogue, (New York 1940), xxiv–xxv, ascribes the
origin to Amoraic times.

7 The Tosafot to BT Meg. 31b incipit ���, also recognizes the Pesikta d’Rav Kahana
as the earliest evidence for this Haftarah cycle. And BT Megillah 31a–b itself, which is
presumably later than the Pesikta, refers to several Haftarot that contain citations used
by Philo. Though they are mentioned in BT Megillah only by key words (that are not
necessarily the Haftarah’s incipit) this is the way that the Talmud identifies them.

Found there are: the Haftarah for Rosh Hashanah (ISam. 1:1–2:10), quoted by Philo
in III Quod Deus 5–15, III Ebr. 143–152 and V Mut. 139, 143 and V Som. 1.254, and the
Haftarah for Yom Kippur (Isa. 57:14–58:14) quoted by him in V Mut. 169. BT Megillah
also mentions the Haftarah for Rosh Hodesh when it falls on a Sabbath (Isa. 66), a possible
allusion to which is found in Philo (IV Conf. 98). Finally, that for Rosh Hodesh Av when it
falls on a Sabbath (Isa. 1:1–27) is referred to there in the context of the discussion of the
reading of the Haftarah for any Rosh Hodesh that falls on a Sabbath. Today this Haftarah,
which is quoted from in I Suppl. QG 2.43, is recited on the Sabbath before the 9th of
Av (Shabbat Hazon). There are also other Haftarot mentioned in BT Megillah 31a–b and
also in Toseftah Megillah 4(3):1–4 of which Philo makes no mention.

8 See e.g. Acts 13:15 and Luke 4:17. In Luke 4:17 the venue is Nazareth, and so is
not necessarily indicative of the Diaspora. However, a very similar description is found
in Acts 13:15, where the reference is to Pisidian Antioch. Like today, a homily was
apparently customary after the reading of the Torah and Prophets, for one reads there,
“After the reading of the Law and the Prophets, the synagogue rulers sent word to them
saying, ‘Brothers, if you have a message of encouragement (λ�γ�ς παρακλ!σεως) for the
people, please speak.’” I do not know whether additional insights may be gained by
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perhaps to what extent, the passages alluded to there were considered
traditional pericopes.

*

Philo was an elder statesman during the reign of the Emperor Caligula.
Hence, he was a perhaps slightly younger contemporary of Hillel and
Shammai as well as of Jesus, and thus lived more than a generation
before the destruction of the Second Temple.9 Consequently, this find-
ing is indeed significant, for even though it does not necessarily mean
that these Haftarot were already standardized, it does point to the like-
lihood that more than just a beginning had already been made in this
direction.

Elsewhere we have argued that in liturgical matters the Sages by and
large edited and standardized what had already become customary.10

It now appears that, at least in this respect, even in the Greek-speaking
Diaspora the process of liturgical standardization was apparently in a
far more advanced stage at the turn of the first millennium than is
generally assumed.

Ben-Zion Wacholder noted long ago that many of the selections
of this Haftarah string “were identical for both Palestine and Babylo-
nia,” and he explained this as “seeming to indicate that they originated
when there existed a free interchange between the two centers, i.e. in

studying the citations and references to the Prophets in the NT together with those
found in Philo and rabbinic midrashic literature.

9 The only hard evidence we have for dating Philo’s life is that according both
to his own description as well as that of Josephus, he was one of the members of the
Alexandrian Jewish delegation to Caligula, which prima facie dates him as just suggested.
Even should Kraft’s proposal to date Philo’s chronology somewhat later be correct, the
difference is hardly significant to our concerns here. (See Robert A. Kraft, “Philo and
the Sabbath Crisis: Alexandrian Jewish Politics and the Dating of Philo’s Works,” in
The Future Of Early Christianity: Essays In Honor of Helmut Koester, ed. Birger A. Pearson, et
al.) (Minneapolis 1991), 131–141, and also, “Tiberius Julius Alexander and the Crisis in
Alexandria according to Josephus,” in Of Scribes And Scrolls: Studies On The Hebrew Bible,
Intertestamental Judaism, And Christian Origins, presented to John Strugnell on the occasion of his
sixtieth birthday, ed. Harold W. Attridge et al., College Theological Society Resources in
Religion 5 (New York 1991), 175–184.

10 See my article “Shime"on Ha-pakuli hisdir yod-heth berakhoth,” Tarbiz 52/4 (Tammuz-
Elul 1983), 547–555. Likewise, David J. Halperin, The Faces of the Chariot (Tübingen
1988), 18, argues in a similar vein respecting the Haftarah for Shavuot (The Feast of
Weeks).
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Amoraic times.”11 I suggest that this occurred not, as Wacholder pro-
posed, in Amoraic times, but further back, hidden in the seemingly
impenetrable mists of antiquity. Indeed, over eighty years ago H. St.
John Thackeray found evidence of the ‘Consolation’ part of this Haf-
tarah cycle in the book of Baruch.12 Elbogen considered this a “brilliant
conjecture [which] he did not succeed in proving,”13 but the present
study may mandate a renewed consideration of Thackeray’s hypothe-
sis.

*

Following are two charts that contain all the citations and allusions
from the Latter Prophets that scholarship has identified, whether jus-
tifiably or not, as having been referred to by Philo. They provide a
synoptic presentation of the striking congruence between Philo’s rare
citations from the Latter Prophets and this Haftarah cycle. Indeed, it is
evident from an even cursory glance that nine out of the all-told twelve
citations from the Latter Prophets are found in this Haftarah string.14

This, as I have already suggested,15 points to Philo’s familiarity with
them because in his day they already were the customary reading for
these special Sabbaths.

Chart I provides much relevant information at a glance. It is ar-
ranged according to the discrete prophetic books, subdivided into three
sub-headings: a) the citations from the Latter Prophets16 found in Haf-

11 See his Prolegomenon, op. cit., where we read, “During the Amoraic period,
however, … some selections were assigned independent significance. The Prophetic
selections for the three Sabbaths before the Fast Day of Ninth of Ab and the seven
weeks thereafter related to the periods of mourning and consolation rather than to
the weekly pericopes of the Torah. The selections from Jeremiah and Isaiah for these
Sabbaths were identical for both Palestine and Babylonia, which seems to indicate that
they originated when there existed a free interchange between the two centers, i.e. in
Amoraic times….”

12 See H. St. John Thackeray, The Septuagint and Jewish Worship (London 1923),
pp. 100ff., and his comments respecting I Bar. 4:5 – 5:9.

13 See Elbogen, Jewish Liturgy, op. cit, 425, n. 13 in the Eng. trans., and in the Hebrew
edition, 133ff. and note 13 on 431. The note in the Hebrew edition includes a survey of
what was at the time the latest relevant scholarship.

14 Though belonging to the Former rather than the Latter Prophets, ISam. 1:1–2:10
is also included here in the context of listing the contents of this Haftarah string, since it
is the reading for the first day of Rosh Hashanah in all current rites. It is discussed in
more detail in Chapter Five, devoted to the Former Prophets.

15 Cohen, “Haftarah Cycle,” JJS 1997.
16 I have also included here the mention of ISam. 1:1–2:10 (citations from which
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tarot, b) citations not found in any current Haftarah and finally, c) instances
noted by Colson and Earp that I have found to be not more than pos-
sible allusions or outright mistaken identifications.17

I have chosen to quote the verses in Hebrew in this chart rather than
in Greek, even though, as I have shown in the chapter on the Former
Prophets, I do not think that there can remain any vestige of a doubt
that Philo’s Scripture was the Septuagint (and not the MT). I have done
this so that at least those familiar with the Haftarot from their recitation
in the Synagogue will immediately recognize them.18 The chart lists
the exact parameters both of the Haftarot and of the relevant Torah
reading.19 It also notes the formula used by Philo when introducing the
verse quoted.

Chart II lists the Philonic passages according to the order of their appearance
in Philo’s oeuvre in the Loeb edition, thus providing a concise overview
of their place in Philo’s writings. While I am aware that some believe
that the order in the Loeb edition is of limited chronological value, it
remains very useful in terms of a typological overview of the Scriptural
citations in the Philonic corpus, not to mention the fact that it greatly
facilitates finding them. In any event, the vast majority of them stem
from Books II–V and QG.

are found in III Quod Deus 5–15, III Ebr. 143–152, V Mut. 143 and VIII Praem. 158–
159), because this is the Haftarah for the first day of Rosh Hashanah. It is discussed in
Chapter Five: Former Prophets.

17 The reasoning behind these conclusions are presented in Chapter Four: Citations
from the Latter Prophets.

18 In the charts in the next chapter the verses are cited in the form quoted by Philo,
as well as how they are found in the Septuagint, in Hebrew, and in English translation.

19 Respecting the probability of the existence of the Annual Cycle of Torah reading
side by side with the triennial cycle already in Philo’s day, see Ezra Fleischer’s article,
�����	� ��

� ���� ����� ���
�-���� ���
�-�� ����	�� [“Annual and Triennial Reading
of the Bible in the Old Synagogue”] Tarbiz 61/1 (Oct–Dec 1991), 25–44; Eng. summary
II–III. Although Fleischer by and large dates the Torah reading cycles (both triennial
and annual) to Tannaitic times (and thus still somewhat later than Philo), he notes there
that Philo’s Quaest. appears to reflect the use of the annual cycle not only in Babylon—
see id., 30 n. 15, and Ralph Marcus’ introduction to his translation of Philo, I Suppl.
QG, PLCL 1953, xiii–xv.
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*

Chart I: Philo’s references to the Latter Prophets
in the order of their appearance in Scripture

(Verbatim citations from the Prophets are listed first, with the possible
allusions and mistaken identifications listed separately at the end of each
of each biblical book so that they do not confuse the picture.)

Isaiah

There are five more or less verbatim citations from the book of Isaiah
and four or five possible allusions and/or mistaken identifications.20

While Philo introduces all of the verbatim citations as coming from ‘the
Prophets’ or a similar locution, those passages that have been noted by
Earp and/or Colson that contain no more than echoes of words or ideas
found in Isaiah (but are not citations) have not been identified by Philo
in this manner.

Citations found in Haftarot

1. Isa. 1:9
(I Suppl. QG 2.43)

MT: ���
 ���� �
� ����� ����� �� ����
�
��� ����� �
��� ���
21

‘by some prophet who was a disciple
and friend of Moses’22

In all the current rites the verse is
found in the Haftarah to Shabbat Hazon
which is the Sabbath immediately
preceding the 9th of Av (Deut.
1:1–3:22/Isa. 1:1–27; Yem. adds v. 31)23

20 Since he did not survey the Quaestiones, Earp has not noted the passages in QG
and QE. Though I have found them on my own, they are listed by Helmut Burkhardt,
Die Inspiration heiliger Schriften bei Philon von Alexandrien (Giessen/Basle 1988), particularly
132–149, which I saw only at the close of my research, in which I have been engaged
for many years.

21 The English translation of the reference from the Armenian is: “‘If Almighty God
had not left us a seed, we should have become like the blind and barren’ … And
blindness and barrenness are called in the ancestral language of the Chaldeans, Sodom
and Gomorrah.” But since the Greek original of QG has not survived, one cannot really
compare this with the MT and the Septuagint: κα� μ7 κ�ρι�ς σα�αω� *γκατ�λιπεν 5μ)ν
σπ�ρμα, Xς Σ�δ�μα 8ν *γεν!�ημεν κα� Xς Γ�μ�ρρα 8ν XμιI�ημεν.

22 This locution will be referred to and discussed in both the next and the final
chapter.

23 In BT Megilla 31a it is mentioned as the Haftarah recited when Rosh Hodesh Av falls
on a Shabbat.
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2. Isa. 50:4
(IV Her. 25)
‘prophesied to me’

������ ���� �� ��
 �� ���
��� ��� �� ���� ����
Found in the Haftarah reading to
Parashat Ekev which is the second of the
‘Sabbaths of Consolation’ (after the 9th of
Av) in all rites (= Deut. 7:12–11:25/Isa.
49:14–51:3).

3. Isa. 51:2
(I Suppl. QG II 26)
‘the prophet has said somewhere’

��� �
��� ����� �� �����
�����	 ��� �
 �
����� ���
This verse too, is found in the Haftarah
reading to Parashat Ekev (Deut.
7:12–11:25/Isa. 49:14–51:3).

4. Isa. 57:21
(not id. 48:22)24

(V Mut. 169)
‘the orations of the prophets
proclaim’

57:21 = ������ ���� ��� ���� ���

This verse is found in the Haf-
tarah reading for the morning of the
Day of Atonement in all rites (Isa. 57:14 –
58:14).

Citation not found in any current Haftarah

5. Isa. 5:7
(V Somn. 2.172ff.)
‘the witness of one of the ancient
prophets, who under inspiration said’

����� ��� ����� �� ��


The verse is part of the “Song of the
Vineyard” = ��
� ���� that begins:
��
� ���
� ���� ���� ������ �
 �����.
It is not found in any of the presently
customary Haftarot.25

Possible allusions and mistaken identifications

1. Isa. 6:9
(I Leg. All. 2.69)

���� ��� ��� ���� �
��� ��� ���� ����
(Earp notes this, but Philo’s statement
is hardly even an echo of the verse
from Isaiah)26

24 The reason why I identify this citation with Isa. 57:21 rather than with Isa. 48:22
(suggested by Earp’s Index in vol. X and Colson in PLCL ad loc.) is explained below ad
loc. in Chapter Four.

25 In Chapter Four, I suggest that this may have also once been a Haftarah and that
it was later omitted because of the central place that it came to have in the Christian
polemic against Judaism. See the lengthy discussion there.
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2. Isa. 11:6–9
(VIII Praem. 87)
(not identified as a citation)

����� ���� ��
� ��
 �� ��� ���

Though Philo does not identify
this allusion as a citation, in any event
Isaiah 10:32 – 12:6 (in which 11:6–9 is
found) is the Haftarah reading for the
8th day of Passover (in the Diaspora)
in all rites.27

3. Isa. 48:22
(V Mut. 169)

������ �� ��� ���� ���

Mistaken identification28

‘it is celebrated in prophetic speech’29

4. Isa. 54:1
(VIII Praem. 158–159)
‘says the prophet’

… ����� �
� ���� … ���� �� ��	� �
�

Colson cites this verse from Isa-
iah as the relevant parallel to Philo
ad loc.: “For she that is desolate” (5
γAρ /ρημ�ς), says the prophet (-ησιν �
πρ�-!της) “will have children many
and fine” (εeτεκν�ς τε κα� π�λ�παις).
But see ISam. 2:5 ���� ���� ��	� ��
(“Yea the barren hath borne seven
…”), which is found in the Haftarah to
Rosh Hashanah.30

5. Isa. 66:1
(IV Conf. 98)
(not identified as a citation)

���� ���� ����� ���
 �����

May perhaps be an association
with the opening verse of the Haftarah
customary in all rites when Shabbat
and Rosh Hodesh come together (Isa.
66:1–24).31

26 See discussion ad loc. in Chapter Four.
27 Since the vision of an idyllic future when animals will no longer harm either each

other, or mankind, was a common topos in the ancient world, this is probably no more
than an echo of this Haftarah. For discussion, ibid., ad loc.

28 See discussion, ibid., ad loc.
29 *ν πρ�-ητικα)ς L]δεται ρ!σεσι. See ibid., ad loc.
30 See discussion, ibid., ad loc.
31 Philo writes here: IV Conf. 98, “But when he (Moses, i.e. in the Pentateuch) speaks

of the world of our senses as God’s footstool ($π�π�δι�ν �ε�?) (cf. Isa. 66:1), it is for these
reasons…” See lengthy discussion ibid., ad loc.
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Jeremiah

There are three citations from Jeremiah: Jer. 2:13 (V Fug. 197), Jer. 3:4
(II Cher. 49–51), and Jer. 15:10 (IV Conf. 44). Two out of three of these
citations appear in Haftarot for the three Sabbaths of Admonition.

Citations found in Haftarot

1. Jer. 2:13
(V Fuga 197)
‘the mouth of the prophets’

��� ���� ���� ��� ��	� ���� ����
���� ��
� �� ��� �����
 ���� �����
Found in the Haftarah to Parashat Mas"ai
(Num. 33–36/Jer. 2:4–28; 3:4) which
is read on the second Sabbath of
Admonition that precedes the 9th ofAv.32

2. Jer. 3:4
(II Cher. 49)
‘the prophet Jeremiah’

����
 ���� ���� ��� (�)���	 ���� ���
���
This is the closing verse (added)
to the Ashkenazi Haftarah to Parashat
Mas"ai—which, as has just been noted,
is the reading common to the Ashke-
nazi, Sephardi and Yemenite rites
for the second Sabbath of Admonition,
which precedes the 9th of Av.33

Citation not found in Haftarot

3. Jer. 15:10
(IV Conf. 44)

‘a member of the prophetic
circle’

��� �
���� �
 ��� �� ���
�� ���� �
� ���� ���� ���
�
���	� ��
 �� ��
 ��� ����

not found in any of the customary
Haftarot.34

32 Philo’s citation follows the reading in the Septuagint almost exactly (which dif-
fers slightly from the MT): *μ0 *γκατ�λιπ�ν πηγ7ν 2ω(ς, κα� Fρυ�αν Hαυτ�)ς λ	κκ�υς
συντετριμμ�ν�υς, �c �; δυν!σ�νται Qδωρ συν�Kειν. See discussion ibid., ad loc.

33 See ibid., ad loc.
34 See ibid., ad loc., and also final chapter.
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Possible Allusion

4. Jer. 2:3
(VIII Spec. 4:180)
‘as Moses tells us’

������ ����� ��� ����� ��	
An echo of Jer. 2:3 is found in the
Haftarah now customary for the
Sabbath after the 17th of Tammuz (Jer.
1:1–2:3), but see discussion to Isa. 5:7.35

Philo’s allusion is actually an echo of
Deut. 32:9 (found in Ha"azinu = the
Torah portion for Shabbat Shuva, the
Sabbath between Rosh Hashanah and
Yom Kippur).

The Minor Prophets

Hosea

Citations found in Haftarot

All three references to Hosea in Philo’s writings are found in the same
Haftarah reading—that for Shabbat Shuva (Hos. 14:2–10), viz. the Sabbath
between Rosh Hashanah and Yom Kippur (The Day of Atonement), so
called because of the Haftarah’s incipit: Shuva Yisrael in all present rites.
They are all introduced by some variation of the formula: “a prophet
says”—viz. III Plant. 138: ‘the oracle given by one of the prophets,’ V Mut.
139ff.: ‘as an oracle given by a prophet’s mouth,’ and Suppl. II QE II 76: ‘as
some prophet says.’ And this is also the Haftarah for Mincha (the afternoon
prayer) on the 9th of Av, in the Sephardi, Yemenite, and Italian rites.

1. Hos. 14:636

(II Suppl. QE II 76)
‘some prophet says’

�
���
 ����
Found in the Haftarah reading to
Shabbat Shuva = Hos. 14:2–10 (recited
between Rosh Hashanah and The
Day of Atonement) in all current rites.

35 See ibid., ad loc.
36 The correct verse is Hos. 14:6 (and not verse 5 as Marcus has mistakenly noted in

PLCL, ad loc.).
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2. Hos. 14:9–10
(III Plant. 138)
‘the oracle given by one of the
prophets’

����
 ���� �
�� (9)
����� ���
 ���� ���� �
� �� (10)
Same as the preceding entry

3. Hos. 14:9–10
(V Mut. 139)
‘an oracle given by a prophet’s mouth’

Same as the preceding entry

Zechariah

Citation is not found in any current Haftarah

1. Zech. 6:12
(IV Conf. 62)
‘an oracle from the lips of
one of the disciples of Moses’

��� ��� ���� �
�
not found in any of the custom-
ary Haftarot.37

Chart II: References to the Latter Prophets
in the order of their appearance in Philo’s oeuvre

(The chart lists the Philonic passages according to the order of their appear-
ance in Philo in the Loeb edition. The citations from Haftarot other than
those belonging to the Cycle are placed in square brackets [ ]. The two
scriptural citations from the Latter Prophets not found in any Haftarah cur-
rent today are bracketed thus: { }, and bear the notation “NO” next to
them.)38

Latter Prophets

II Cher. 49 (Jer. 3:4) The second week of Admonition
III Plant. 138 (Hos.14:9–10) Shabbat Shuva
{IV Conf. 44 (Jer. 15:10) NO}
[IV Conf. 62 (Zech. 6:12) [in triennial to Lev. 5:1ff.]

37 This citation is treated both in the next and in the final chapter.
38 All of the bracketed references, [ ] and { }, will be discussed in Chapter Four,

where it is seen that even several of these citations from the Latter Prophets are echoes
of Haftarah readings.
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IV Quis Rer. 25 (Isa. 50:4) The second week of Consolation
V Fuga 197 (Jer. 2:13) The second week of Admonition
V Mut. 139 (Hos.14:9–10) Shabbat Shuva
V Mut. 169 (Isa. 57:21) Day of Atonement
{V Somn. 2.172ff. (Isa. 5:7) NO}39

I Suppl. QG 2.26 (Isa. 51:2) The second week of Consolation
I Suppl. QG 2.43 (Isa. 1:9) Shabbat Hazon
II Suppl. QE 2.76 (Hos. 14:6) Shabbat Shuva

Possible allusion

[IV Conf. 98 (Isa. 66:1) (in Haftarah to Shabbat and Rosh Hodesh)]
[VIII Praem. 87 (Isa. 11:6–9) (in Haftarah to 8th day of Passover in the

Diaspora)]

Mistaken identifications

VIII Praem. 158–159 (Isa. 54:1)40

VIII Spec. 4:180 (Jer. 2:3)41

Citations from the Former Prophets in a Haftarah: ISam. 1:1–2:5

III Quod Deus 5–15 (ISam.1:11, 2:5) first day of Rosh Hashanah
III Ebr. 143–152 (ISam.1:11,14,15) first day of Rosh Hashanah
V Mut. 143 (ISam. 2:5) first day of Rosh Hashanah
V Somn. 1.254 (ISam. 1:11) first day of Rosh Hashanah
VIII Praem. 158–159 (ISam. 2:5) first day of Rosh Hashanah

Summing up

It is certainly striking that the overwhelming majority of Philo’s cita-
tions from the Latter Prophets are found in one or another of the Haf-
tarot belonging to the ‘Admonition, Consolation and Repentance’ Haf-

39 See discussion ad loc. in the next chapter.
40 While at first sight this seems to be an allusion to the Haftarah to the fifth week of

Consolation (in the cycle current today), it is in any event not a citation, but at most an
allusion that is far more likely to reflect ISam. 2:5: “Yea the barren hath borne seven
…” See discussion in Chapter Four, ad loc.

41 As will be shown in Chapter Four, the echo is far more likely to have been of
Deut. 32:9. Also, even though Jer. 2:3 is found in the Haftarah now customary for the
Sabbath following the 17th of Tammuz, the Haftarah may very well have been from
Isaiah in Philo’s day. See also discussion ibid. to Isa. 5:7.
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tarah cycle. For of the all-told twelve different citations from the Latter
Prophets in Philo’s oeuvre, at least nine are found in one or another of the
Haftarot of the Haftarah cycle that begins with the 17th of Tammuz and
ends after Yom Kippur.

As will be seen in the next chapter, even one of the remaining
citations (Isa. 5:7) may also have been found in a Haftarah that was once
customary, but replaced because of the part that this pericope came to
play in the Jewish-Christian polemic. And citations from the Haftarah
to the first day of Rosh Hashanah, ISam. 1:1–2:10 from the Former
Prophets (not counted in the list of citations from the Latter Prophets),
are also found in five different Philonic passages.42

In Philo’s writings, there are citations from at least two out of three of
the ‘Haftarot of Admonition’ (Jer. 2:13, 3:4; and perhaps even the third,
Isa. 5:7), and there are two citations from the ‘Haftarot of Consolation’
(both of which are found in the Haftarah to Parashat Ekev: Isa. 50:4 and
51:2). And as will be seen in the next chapter, the original custom may
well have been a return to the regular Haftarot, beginning with the
fourth Parashah.43

Apparently, all of the ‘Haftarot of Repentance’ are represented. There
is a citation from the Haftarah for the first day of Rosh Hashanah, from
that for Shabbat Shuva, and that for the morning of Yom Kippur. Hence
it may well be significant that there is no citation, or even allusion, in
Philo’s works to a citation from a Haftarah for the second day of Rosh
Hashanah, which is observed today even in Israel where the second
(Diaspora) day of the other holidays is not. The biblical injunction
mentions only one day (Lev. 23:24, Num. 29:1). Could this be an
indication that it was not observed in Alexandria at the time of Philo?44

42 And even though not all of the possible allusions (not citations) are likely to have
been a reality, it remains worth observing that even some of these are found in what
today are Haftarot— though not necessarily from this cycle. This probably reflects the
popularity of these passages. Isa. 11:6–9 is in the Haftarah that is recited on the 8th day
of Passover (in the Diaspora), Isa. 54:1 (VIII Praem. 158–159) is found in the Haftarah of
what today is the 5th of the ‘Sabbaths of Consolation’ (except for the Italian rite), Isa.
66:1 (IV Conf. 98) is found in the Haftarah when Shabbat and Rosh Hodesh coincide, and
Jer. 2:3 (VIII Spec. 4.180) is also found in the first of the three Haftarot preceding the 9th
of Av as recited today.

43 See Endnote B: Philo and the contemporary Italian Rite. Although Colson (ad
loc.) identifies an allusion to Isa. 54:1 in VIII Praem. 157–158, which would make this an
echo of the Haftarah to the fifth Sabbath of Consolation, the allusion there is actually an
echo of ISam. 2:5 that is found in the Haftarah to Rosh Hashanah—See Chapter Four,
ad loc.

44 The celebration of a second day for Rosh Hashanah is distinct from the second
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Be that as it may, such an overwhelming degree of correlation be-
tween the verses quoted by Philo and the Haftarot between the 17th of
Tammuz till after the Day of Atonement, which placed the historical
memory of the trauma of the destruction of the First Temple45 as an
integral part of the call to repentance, cannot but be significant. Can
there remain any doubt about the existence of at least the beginnings of
this cycle of Haftarot long before the destruction of the Second Temple?

day of the Diaspora in connection with the other holidays. We have no way of
knowing what the actual practice was in Alexandria, or even in the Land of Israel
in Philo’s day. Hence, even though this is hardly hard evidence for one day, it is
nevertheless a valuable beginning. The Talmud informs us that the receipt by the
Sanhedrin of witnesses who had seen the new moon determined the date of the holiday.
Obviously, the determination of the first day of the month was particularly acute for
Rosh Hashanah, since it falls on the first day of the seventh month. The Rabbinic
sources respecting the second day of Rosh Hashana (BT Eruvin 39ff. and JT, end of
Chapter Three) are less than clear as to what actually happened in Philo’s day, even in
Judea. One can hardly suppose that there was no calendar for practical purposes. This
is evident even from Neh. 7:72–8:2. May I suggest that what may have been involved
was a formal liturgical matter that was preserved and followed as long as it was possible
to do so.

45 Zech. 7:5 mentions the fasts of the fifth and seventh months, those commemo-
rating the destruction of the First Temple and the assassination of Gedaliah, son of
Ahikam, whom the king of Babylon had appointed to rule Judea immediately after the
destruction of the Temple and the exile of King Yehoyahin of the House of David.
Zech. 8:19 refers to the fasts of the 4th, 5th, 7th, and 10th months (the 17th of Tammuz,
the 9–10th of Av, Tishre [Fast of Gedaliah], and the 10th of Teveth respectively). See
also Jer. 52:4–14; 40:1–3, as well as the parallel in IIKings 25.
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CITATIONS FROM THE LATTER PROPHETS

The previous chapter was devoted primarily to the presentation of the
striking congruence between the specific prophetic passages quoted by
Philo and the Haftarah Cycle which takes place between the 17th of
Tammuz and the Day of Atonement. As I have already mentioned,
it was this discovery that served as the catalyst for my study of the
remaining non-pentateuchal scriptural references in Philo.

The present chapter is devoted to understanding, in as much depth
as I can, each of Philo’s citations from the Latter Prophets, includ-
ing those already discussed in Chapter Three: A Traditional Haftarah
Cycle. I began to do this because I felt that I would be able to sig-
nificantly buttress the hypothesis that the congruence between Philo’s
citations from the Latter Prophets and these Haftarot was more than
mere chance if I could account for all, or at the very least, almost all,
of Philo’s rare references to the Prophets. In the event, I think that the
results by themselves are not less important.

Even though, as will be seen as we proceed, some of the references
listed by Colson and Earp turn out to be cases of mistaken identifi-
cation, I have included all of the instances that have been considered
by scholarship to stem from the Latter Prophets, since this had to be
proven in each instance. They are organized according to the order of
their appearance in Scripture, as this greatly facilitates reference to the
material. In this chapter, what has until now been stated dogmatically
is explained and clarified.

While I have endeavored to keep repetitions to a minimum, at the
same time, in the interest of placing before the reader as complete a
picture as possible at a glance, I have not been able to avoid repeating
some of what has already been discussed in Chapter Three: A Tradi-
tional Haftarah Cycle.
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Isaiah

Four out of the five certain citations from Isaiah are found in one
of the special Haftarot of ‘Admonition, Consolation, and Repentance’
recited between the 17th of Tammuz and Yom Kippur (The Day of
Atonement). It is suggested that the fifth (Isa. 5:7) may also very well
have once been a Haftarah that was later omitted because of the use
that was made of it by the Church.1

Several of the Haftarot reflected by the non-pentateuchal citations in
Philo are referred to in the locus classicus of the discussion of this sub-
ject in the Talmud: BT Megillah 31a–32b.2 Mentioned there are inter
alia the Haftarah for Shabbat Hazon (the Sabbath preceding the 9th of
Av) that contains Isa. 1:9, Isa. 57:21 is part of the Haftarah to the Day
of Atonement, Isa. 66:1 when a Rosh Hodesh falls on a Sabbath, and
also ISam.1:1–2:5 (Hannah) the Haftarah to Rosh Hashanah. This fur-
ther supports the hypothesis that the major source for Philo’s references
to the Latter Prophets was the Haftarah readings for these special Sab-
baths.

All of the certain citations are identified by Philo as coming ‘from
one of the prophets’ et sim.: I Suppl. QG 2.43 (Isa. 1:9) = ‘by some prophet
who was a disciple and friend of Moses’; V Somn. 2.172ff. (Isa. 5:7) = ‘the
witness of one of the ancient prophets, who under inspiration said’; IV Quis Rerum
25 (Isa. 50:4) = ‘prophesied to me’;3 I Suppl. QG 2.26 (Isa. 51:2) = ‘the prophet
has said somewhere’; V Mut. 169 (Isa. 57:21) = ‘the orations of the prophets

1 I found that even the possible allusions to verses from Isaiah call special Haftarot
to mind.

2 Proof that the verses listed in BT Megillah 31a–b to identify the Haftarot are not
meant to indicate their incipit, but the significant verse which typically connects the Haftarah
reading with the occasion, is that the Haftarah that is to be read on the Sabbath when the
new moon and the Sabbath coincide is identified as Isa. 66:23: ����� ��� ��� �����
Since this is the next to last verse not only of chapter 66, but also of the entire Book
of Isaiah, it could not possibly indicate the beginning of the Haftarah, and must be an
allusion to the associative verse. Similarly, the Haftarah to Rosh Hashanah is identified
there simply as: ��
�� �������� The evidence from the Babylonian Talmud is valuable
as additional, relatively early evidence, even while the Pesikta de Rav Kahana is almost
certainly earlier, and composed in Palestine. And further the Tosafists (who are from
the Late Middle Ages), ad loc. in BT Megilla 31b state that they follow the custom of the
Pesikta.

3 I have noted below, ad loc. that this is obscured in the English of the Loeb edition,
where �εσπ"2ω, which of course means ‘prophesy,’ is rendered as “For Thou hast
vouchsafed to bid me.”
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proclaim.’4 On the other hand, the Philonic passages that at most contain
echoes of Haftarot generally do not explicitly refer to the allusion as a
reference from a prophet.5 These echoes were probably so familiar that
the association may not always have been entirely conscious on Philo’s
part. Noteworthy also is the fact that both in IV Quis Rerum 25 (Isa. 50:4)
as well as in V Mut. 169 (Isa. 57:21) it is clear that Philo is following the
Septuagint and not the MT.

Isa. 1:9 (I Suppl. QG 2.43)

NOTE: Isa. 1:9 opens the current Haftarah reading to Shabbat Hazon (the
Sabbath of Admonition immediately preceding the 9th of Av) (Deut. 1:1–
3:22/Isa. 1:1–27; Yem. 1:1–31.)

(43) …Wherefore the following statement was given as law6 by some
prophet who was a disciple and friend of Moses: “If Almighty God7 had
not left us a seed, we should have become like the blind and barren,” (cf.
Isa. 1:9) so as not to know the good and not be able to beget offspring.
And blindness and barrenness are called in the ancestral language of the
Chaldeans, ‘Sodom’ and ‘Gomorrah.’8

Since what we have here is the Armenian translation of the Greek
original, circumspection is in order regarding the placing of too much
weight upon stylistic matters in this passage. The only thing that seems
certain is that Isa. 1:9 is indeed quoted here.

I nevertheless juxtapose what is quoted here in the name of Philo
with the Septuagint, the MT, and KJV. Here in Philo the citation from
Isa. 1:9 is given according to the connotation of its peshat,9 which is
brought immediately after the verse itself.

4 The reason why this verse is to be preferred over Isa. 48:22 (suggested by Earp
and Colson) is explained below in the discussion to that section.

5 The only probable exception to this of which I am aware is VIII Praem. 158–
159, where ISam. 1:1–2:10 (rather than Isa. 54:1) is introduced by the words “says the
prophet.”

6 For the sake of convenience I have preserved Ralph Marcus’ translation of the
Armenian in PLCL. At the same time, note that PLCL I Suppl., 122 n. b (ad loc.) reads:
Rδε � λ�γ�ς *ν�μ��ετ��η, and I am convinced that a more appropriate rendering is “the
Torah ordains that.”

7 See Endnote A: Pantokrator (παντ�κρ	τ�ρ�ς) and Lord of Hosts (κ�ρι�ς σα�αω�)
(comment to Isa. 1:9 in I Suppl. QG 2.43, and Isa. 5:7 in V Somn. 2.172ff.).

8 Marcus notes ad loc., 122, n. g, that the idea that Sodom means blinding is repeated
in V Somn. 2:191–192, where Deut. 22:32–33 is the biblical reference.

9 See Philo Judaeus, Chapter Two/2 section 7), 65–71, where it is shown that al-
though it is often assumed otherwise, neither the rabbinic term peshat (���) nor the
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Philo (English rendition of Armenian): If Almighty God had not left us a
seed, we should have become like the blind and barren.

Septuagint: κα� μ7 κ�ρι�ς σα�αω� *γκατ�λιπεν 5μ)ν σπ�ρμα, Xς Σ�δ�μα
8ν *γεν!�ημεν κα� Xς Γ�μ�ρρα 8ν XμιI�ημεν.

MT: �
��� ����� �
��� ���
 ���
 ���� �
� ����� ����� �� ����

KJV: Except the Lord of hosts10 had left unto us a very small remnant,
we should have been as Sodom, and we should have been like unto
Gomorrah.

The translation: “the following statement was given as law by some
prophet who was a disciple and friend of Moses” is apparently a free
rendering of something. For prophets other than Moses do not deliver
laws, either in Scripture, in Philo’s works, or in rabbinic tradition. And
besides, while a prophet could of course be a ‘disciple’ of Moses, he
could not possibly be a ‘friend’ of his. This cannot possibly be a literal
translation. A ‘disciple’ yes, but not a ‘friend.’ The locution, ‘a disciple
of Moses’ will be discussed in the final chapter.

Isa. 5:7 (V Somn. 2.172ff.)

NOTE: It is not found in any of the current Haftarot

XXVI (172) This vine of which we could take but a part, men aptly liken
to gladness, and in this I have the witness of one of the ancient prophets, who
under inspiration said: “The vineyard of the Lord Almighty is the house of
Israel ('μπελfν κυρ"�υ παντ�κρ	τ�ρ�ς �&κ�ς τ�? �Ισρα!λ)” (Isa. 5:7).11

Philo cites the verse verbatim, except that like in Isa. 1:9 (just discussed),
here too he has substituted the Greek word παντ�κρ	τ�ρ�ς (Pantokra-
toros) for the Septuagint’s transliteration of "����� �� Κ�ρι�ς Σα�αω�
(Kurios Sabaoth).

Greek τ% Eητ�ν mean ‘literal meaning.’ Their connotation is a ‘traditional rendition’—
which is sometimes quite different. Perhaps the most famous example is the rabbinic
peshat (understanding) of the Biblical statement: “eye for an eye” (Ex. 21:24 and Lev.
24:20), which is understood by the Rabbis as “the monetary value of an eye for an eye.”
See e. g. Raphael Loewe, “The ‘Plain’ Meaning of Scripture in Early Jewish Exegesis,”
Papers of the Institute of Jewish Studies in London I (1964), 140–185, (particularly 158ff. and
181–182).

10 See Endnote A: Pantokrator (Παντ�κρ	τ�ρ�ς) and Lord of Hosts (Κ�ρι�ς Σα�αω�),
op.cit.

11 MT: ����� ��� ����� �� ��




citations from the latter prophets 75

Isa. 5:7, which Philo introduces by the words: the witness of one of the
ancient prophets, who under inspiration said, is very often quoted in rabbinic
midrash in the same connotation as here—to metaphorically identify
Israel with the vine. This use of the verse was apparently common
knowledge—like the equation of water with Torah discussed below.12

Though there are over two dozen instances of this use in rabbinic
midrash, a single example will I think suffice to illustrate what I have in
mind. Exodus Rabbah (Vilna), Parashah 34 incipit: ���� ���� �.

The Holy One Blessed be He said to Israel, “You are my flock and I
your shepherd,” as it is said (Ps. 80:2), “Give ear, O Shepherd of Israel”
… “You are a vineyard,” as it is said (Isa. 5:7). “For the vineyard of the
Lord of Hosts is the house of Israel.”

����� ���� (�"� �����) ���
� …���� �
�� �
�� ��� ������ ����	� ���
…����� ��� ����� �� 
��� �
 (� �����) ��
� ���
 ��� …�
����

This verse (Isa. 5:7) is part of the Parable of the Vineyard, which is
paraphrased in Mk. 12:1ff.13

Mk. 12:1–9: A certain man planted a vineyard and set a hedge about it…
(9) What shall therefore the lord of the vineyard do? He will come and
destroy the husbandmen, and will give the vineyard unto others.

While Scripture, and the Prophets in particular, are often quoted and/
or alluded to in the NT,14 this parable achieved a particularly prominent
place in Christian supercessionism. Joel Marcus, in his article entitled,
“The Intertextual Polemic of the Markan Vineyard Parable,”15 suggests
that this occurred in the traumatic aftermath of the destruction of the
Temple (216–217). And he writes further, “the ‘Markan Parable of the
Vineyard’ is a thoroughly polemical re-reading (italics mine) of the Isaian
vineyard song which inverts the standard Jewish understanding of the

12 See below, to Jer. 2:13 (V Fuga 197).
13 There are parallels to this in Matt. (21:33ff.) and Luke (20:9ff.).
14 A study of the citations from the Prophets in the NT upon the backdrop of the

Haftarot may be instructive. As a start, note that that Isa. 1:9 (found in the Haftarah for
Shabbat Hazon and in Philo: ISuppl. QG 2.43) is quoted in Ro. 9:29. Citations from Isa.
40:1ff., the Haftarah for Shabbat Nahamu (The Sabbath of Consolation), though not found
in Philo, are found in Matt. 3:1, Mk. 1:3, Luke 3:4, and 1Pet. 1:24–25. These are merely
two random examples, pointing to a familiarity with the traditional Haftarot in broad
circles in Judea.

15 It appeared in Tolerance and Intolerance in Early Judaism and Christianity, ed. Gra-
ham N. Stanton and Guy G. Stroumsa (Cambridge 1998), 210–227 [= Marcus, Joel,
“Markan Vineyard Parable” 1998], and in more detail, idem, “The Jewish War and the
Sitz im Leben of Mark,” JBL 111 (1992), 441–462 [= Marcus, “The Jewish War” JBL
111 (1992)].
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scriptural passage…” (p. 221), and shortly thereafter, he continues in the
same vein that “the reuse of Isaiah 5 in Mark 12, then illustrates how
highly charged the inheritance dispute between Jews and Christians
became in the first century.”

Thus, already in the days of the Sanhedrin at Yavneh, it came to be
used in Christian polemic in support of the argument that the Ecclesia,
the Church, had replaced Knesseth Yisrael (the congregation of Israel).
In view of this, perhaps one ought not rule out the possibility that,
like Philo’s other citations from the Prophets, the citation from the
‘Parable of the Vineyard’ had also once been found in a customary
Haftarah, but was at a later time replaced by a different one, because of
its prominence in the Verus Israel polemic.

Such a hypothetical chain of events is similar to what happened
respecting the daily recitation of the Decalogue, which used to be part
of the Shema lection. The discontinuance of the daily recitation of the
Decalogue in the context of the Judeo-Christian polemic is recorded
in BT Berakhot 12a, where it is explained as having occurred �
��
��
��� ������.16 Had the Talmud not related this, we would have been
hard put to explain the appearance of the Decalogue in the Qumran
phylacteries when they were discovered.17

Isa. 6:9 (I Leg. All. 2:69)

NOTE: The identification is mistaken, for there is no real parallel.

(69) Do you not observe that the mind which thinks that it exercises
itself, is often found to be without mental power… There are times when
seeing we see not and hearing hear not, whenever the mind, breaking
off its attention for a moment, is brought to bear on some other mental
object.

16 The other Talmudic reference, Mishnah Tamid 5:1, refers explicitly to activity in
the Temple, not to prayer activity elsewhere. Meir Bar-Ilan, “Are Tamid and Middoth
Polemical Tractates?” (Hebrew) = [�� ��������� ������ ������� ���� ���
�� �����], Sidra
(1989), 27–40, has argued for an early date for the tractate, on the grounds that he finds
it to be a polemic against the Qumran halakha.

17 It, as well as other additional sections from the Pentateuch, are found there
together with the Shema and the other passages found in our Tefillin (Phylacteries).
See Yiga"el Yadin, “Tefillin (Phylacteries) from Qumran [XQ Phyl 1–4])” (Hebrew
and English; Jerusalem 1969) (translated from an article in Eretz-Israel Vol. 9, The
W.F. Albright Volume, 60–83).



citations from the latter prophets 77

Earp, in his index, identifies this with Isa. 6:9, in my view mistakenly.
For we read there:

����� ��� ��� ���� ��
��� ��� ���� ���� "��� ��� ����� �� ������ (9)
���� ��
���� ��
��� ���� �� ��� ��
��� ���
� ��
��� ���� ��� �� ���� (10)

��� ���� ��� ���� �����

KJV: (9) And he said, Go, and tell this people, Hear ye indeed, but
understand not; and see ye indeed, but perceive not.18 (10) Make the
heart of this people fat, and make their ears heavy, and shut their eyes;
lest they see with their eyes, and hear with their ears, and understand
with their heart, and return,19 and be healed.

Although they both refer to ‘seeing—not seeing,’ and ‘hearing—not
hearing,’ the two contexts are entirely different. The statement in Philo
is no more than a psychological commonplace.

Isa. 11:6–9 (VIII Praem. 87): WOLF AND LAMB (Echo?)

NOTE: Isa. 10:32 – 12:6 (in which 11:6–9 is found) is the Haftarah reading
for the 8th day of Passover (in the Diaspora) in all rites. We do not know
whether the second day of the holidays was kept in the Alexandrian
Diaspora in Philo’s day.

(87) For this is the one war where no quarter or truce is possible, as wolves
to sheep (Xς λ�κ�ις πρ%ς ]ρνας), so all wild beasts both on land and water are at
war with all men. … (88) Would that … we might be able to see that day
when savage creatures become tame and gentle (*ν <g Kειρ�!�η π�τ0 γεν!σεται τA
'τ"�ασα)… (89) When that time comes I believe that “bears and lions and
panthers … and tigers … will change their life … show themselves tame.”

Colson, in his footnote ad loc. associates this with Isa. 11:6–9. True, it
immediately calls to mind Isa. 11:6–9:20

And the wolf shall dwell with the lamb (λ�κ�ς μετA 'ρν�ς), and the
leopard shall lie down with the kid; and the calf and the young lion
and the fatling together; and a little child shall lead them… (= MT: ���
����� ���� ��
� ��
 �� ���)

18 JPS: “And He said, ‘Go and tell this people: Be ever hearing, but never under-
standing; be ever seeing, but never perceiving…’”

19 So JPS. KJV = ‘convert.’
20 So Colson, note a, ad loc., in PLCL VIII, 364–365, and endnote 455–456 where

he also mentions Hos. 2:18: “I will make for them in that day a covenant with the wild
beasts of the field, and the birds of heaven, and the reptiles of the earth…,” and Job:
5:23, “the savage beasts shall be at peace with them” (viz. with the righteous). Note also
Heinemann’s reference to the Sibylline Oracles III 788.
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However, Philo does not identify this as a citation (which he almost
always does when he quotes from the Latter Prophets). Nor is the echo
necessarily a conscious one, and in any event, it almost certainly was
not the only appropriate association. In spite of the similarities, I very
much doubt that this was Philo’s major association. For a vision of
an idyllic future when natural enmities will cease and animals will no
longer harm either each other or humanity was a common topos in the
ancient world. See for example, Aristophanes’ Peace 1075:

It does not please the blessed gods that we should stop the war until the
wolf uniteth with the sheep (πρ"ν λ�κ�ς �&ν $μεναι�)).

One immediately thinks of the well-known similarities between Virgil’s
Fourth Eclogue and Isa. 11:6–9—both of which contain the vision of the
birth of a messianic child who will usher in a golden age of peace
together with the idea that in the idyllic future animals will live at peace
with each other.21 And even in the Eclogue itself these are not the only
examples; cf. line 22: nec magnos metuent armenta leones (“herds will not fear
huge lions”).

The mention in Virgil’s Georgics 2:151ff. of the absence of lions and
tigers, at rabidae tigres absunt et saeva leonum semina, reminds one of Philo’s
dream of the change in the nature of “bears and lions and panthers
… and tigers,” etc. which is found only two sections after this in VIII
Praem. §89. Further, mention may also be made of such classic authors
as Theocritus, Herakl. (Buc.) 86ff. (4th cent. BCE), who juxtaposes a
wolf and a deer, and Horace’s Epodes 16:51ff. (1st cent. BCE) that also
contains the motive of the absence of wild animals.

In view of all this I think that it is clear that the similarity between
Philo and this passage in Isaiah, the image of ‘wolf and sheep’ living
in harmony, and the members of the animal world as no longer at
strife with one another, are expressions of the proverbial dream for a
messianic future. This messianic dream was apparently a part of the
Zeitgeist—a dream common both to Philo’s Jewish and to his Hellenistic
cultural heritage.

One last word respecting the pseudepigraphic ‘Jewish’ Sibylline Ora-
cles that circulated in the Jewish community in Philo’s day and that also
contain this image. For we read in III 788ff.:

(788) Wolves and lambs will eat grass together in the mountains.
(789) Leopards will feed together with kids.

21 See Eduard Norden, Die Geburt des Kindes (Stuttgart 1958, first ed. 1924), 51–52.
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(790) Roving bears will spend the night together with calves.
(792) …and mere infant children will lead them.

These same images are clearly found here, but I doubt very much
whether this had any impact on Philo. For while the influence of
Hellenistic-Roman literature and philosophy are very much in evi-
dence in Philo’s writings, as is that of philosophical mysticism, the
same can hardly be said for apocalyptic thought. I can think of no
Philonic passage that has even the slightest whiff of the flavor of apoc-
alyptic. The closest one gets to this is the last part of VIII Praem.
But this is messianic, not apocalyptic. It is thus far more likely that
the Sybilline Oracles and Philo reflect the same universal messianic
dream—independently of each other.

Isa. 48:22 (V Mut. 169)

NOTE: This is a mistaken identification.

And to none of the wicked is rejoicing permitted, as indeed in prophetic
words it is chanted (*ν πρ�-ητικα)ς L]δεται Yρ!σεσι): “Rejoicing is not for the
impious, said God (Kα"ρειν �;κ /στι τ�)ς 'σε��σιν, ε&πεν � �ε�ς)” (Isa. 57:21).

Why the citation here is a reference to Isa. 57:21 rather than to the
almost identical Isa. 48:22 is explained below in the discussion ad loc. to
Isa. 57:21.22

Isa. 50:4 (IV Quis Rerum 25)

NOTE: The verse is found in the Haftarah reading to Parashat Ekev (Deut.
7:12–11:25/Isa. 49:14–51:3) in all rites. It is the second of the Sabbaths of
Consolation (after the 9th of Av).

Thou hast prophesied to me (*��σπισ	ς μ�ι), to have no fear. “Thou hast
given me a tongue of instruction that I should know when to speak
(σ� μ�ι γλ=σσαν παιδε"ας /δωκας τ�? γν=ναι 5ν"κα δε) -��γ�ασ�αι)” (Isa.
50:4).

22 Respecting Isa. 48:22, Wacholder, in his Prolegomenon to the 1971 edition of
Mann, The Bible as Read and Preached in the Old Synagogue (New York 1940), chart, lxvi–
lxvii, speculates that Isa. 48:14ff. was the Haftarah to Deut. 30:11ff. in the triennial
cycle—which in the annual cycle is part of the Parashah ����
 that immediately precedes
Rosh Hashanah.
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The verse quoted is introduced by ‘prophesied to me’ (*��σπισ	ς μ�ι),
since the verb (�εσπ"2ω) means ‘to prophesy.’23 Philo’s wording: γλ=σ-
σαν παιδε"ας τ�? γν=ναι is an only slightly paraphrased version of the
Septuagint’s Isa. 50:4.24 And even though Philo has replaced the Septu-
agint’s ε@πε)ν λ�γ�ν (MT ��� ���) by -��γ�ασ�αι which gives a clearer
meaning, a comparison of Philo’s citation with the relevant lemma of
the MT and the Septuagint (which differ from each other here), shows
Philo’s dependence upon the Septuagint.

Septuagint: δ"δωσ"ν μ�ι γλ=σσαν παιδε"ας // τ�? γν=ναι… 5ν"κα δε) //
ε@πε)ν λ�γ�ν.

Philo: σ� μ�ι γλ=σσαν παιδε"ας /δωκας//τ�? γν=ναι 5ν"κα δε) // -��γ�α-
σ�αι.

MT: …��� ���-�� ���� ���� ������ ���� �� ��


KJV: …hath given me the tongue of the learned, that I should know how
to speak a word in season to him that is weary.

Isa. 51:2 (I Suppl. QG 2.26)

NOTE: This verse is also found in the Haftarah reading to Parashat Ekev
(Deut. 7:12–11:25/Isa. 49:14–51:3) in all rites. It is the second of the
Sabbaths of Consolation (after the 9th of Av).

But when there is concord, one household is described, after one eldest
person, and all (the others) depend on him like the branches which grow
out of a tree, or like the fruits of a plant which do not fall off. And the
prophet has said somewhere: “Look at Abraham your father and at Sarah
who travailed with you,” which shows very clearly that there was only
one root…

The citation is introduced by the words: the prophet has said somewhere. As
is evident from the juxtaposition of the MT and the Septuagint, they
are both close to Philo’s rendering, but again, it must be borne in mind
that our text is no more than an English translation of an Armenian
translation of the original Greek. In any event, following are the MT
and the Septuagint.

23 This is obscured in the English of the Loeb edition, where the word �εσπ"2ω is
rendered as “For Thou hast vouchsafed to bid me.”

24 Colson, in an endnote ad loc. (567), notes that this was first pointed out by J. Cohn.
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MT: ������	 ��� �
 �
����� ��� ��� �
��� ����� �� �����

Septuagint: *μ�λ�ψατε ε@ς Α�ρααμ τ%ν πατ�ρα $μ=ν κα� ε@ς Σαρραν τ7ν
hδ"νω�υσαν $μ�ς. Rτι εWς Pν…

KJV: Look unto Abraham your father, and unto Sarah that bore you: for
I called him alone…

Isa. 54:1 (VIII Praem. 157–159) (probably a mistaken allusion)

NOTE: Isa. 54:1–10 is the Haftarah reading to Parashah Ki-Tetsei (Deut.
21:10–25:19/Isa. 54:1–10)—the fifth of the seven Sabbaths of Consolation
(after the 9th of Av) according to the Ashekenazi, Sephardi and Yemenite
rites, but not the Italian rite.25 However, this is probably primarily an echo
of ISam. 1:1–2:10, which is the Haftarah reading for the first day of Rosh
Hashanah in all of the major rites.

(157) …And when she [the land of Israel] looks around and sees none of
the destroyers of her former pride and high name, sees her marketplaces
… full of tranquility, peace, and justice, she will renew her youth and
bloom during the festal seasons of the sacred sevens…

(158) Then, like a fond mother she will pity the sons and daughters whom
she has lost … Young once more she will be fruitful and bear a blameless
generation to redress the one that went before. “For she that is desolate (5
γAρ /ρημ�ς),” says the prophet (-ησιν � πρ�-!της), “will have children many
and fine (εeτεκν�ς τε κα� π�λ�παις)” (ISam. 2:5 rather than Isa. 54:1), a
saying that is also an allegory of the history of the soul…

(159) For when the soul is ‘many,’ full that is of passions and vices…
she is feeble and sick… but when she has become barren and ceases to
produce these children…

Found, as it is, in the closing chapter of Philo’s magnum opus, the citation
is indeed eminently suitable to the message of consolation here, which
waxes eloquent with a messianic vision of the future. And in view
of Philo’s reference to it by the words: ‘says the prophet,’ Colson has
identified it as a reference to Isa. 54:1.26

Nevertheless, I am convinced that this is mistaken, for ISam. 2:5,
found in the Haftarah for Rosh Hashanah, is much closer. It could
also be introduced as the words of ‘the prophet.’ Following is their
juxtaposition:

25 Isa. 54:1–55:3 or 8, is also the Haftarah to Parashat Noah in the Ashkenazi, Italian
and Yemenite rites, and Isa. 54:1–10 in the Sephardi rite.

26 In his note a, ad loc. in PLCL to VIII Praem. 158 (413).
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Philo VIII Praem. 158–159: 5 γAρ �ρημ�ς… ε�τεκν�ς τε κα� π�λ�παις

Septuagint: Isa. 54:1: στε)ρα � �
 τ�κτ�υσα … π�λλ� τ� τ
κνα τ�ς �ρ μ�υ
…

MT: … ����� �
� ���� … ���� �� ��	� �
�

KJV: Sing O barren, thou that didst not bear… thou that didst not travail
with child: for more are the children of the desolate…

ISam. 2:5: Rτι στε)ρα /τεκεν !πτ", κα� 5 π�λλ7 *ν τ�κν�ις iσ��νησεν

MT: ����� ��
� ���� ����� ���� ��	� ��

KJV: So that the barren hath borne seven, and she that hath many
children is waxed feeble.

The importance of the determination that the echo is from ISam. 2:5,
the Haftarah for Rosh Hashanah, rather than from Isa. 54:1, is similar to
the importance noted below, of determining that it is not Isa. 48:14, but
rather Isa. 57:21 to which Philo is referring. In both cases the positively
identified Haftarot are those of the Sabbaths of Repentance, of the High
Holidays—viz. those of Rosh Hashanah and the Day of Atonement
respectively, rather than those for the fifth and seventh Sabbaths of
Consolation. In the custom of the Italian rite, the special readings for
the Sabbaths of Consolation are only for the month of Av after which
they return to the regular Haftarot, until the ‘Sabbaths of Repentance,’
and this rite sometimes preserves very ancient traditions.27

Further, as Colson himself has pointed out in his very next note,28

“the allegory of the soul (here) is more concerned with ISam. 2:5.”
Although ISam. 1:1–2:10 is discussed at length in the next chapter,29 it
will be well to alert the reader already here to the affinity between the
allegory in VIII Praem., and the allegory in the Philonic passages that
contain a citation from ISam. 1:1–2:10.

Note too that the number seven mentioned in VIII Praem. 157 (τ�υς
τ=ν Cερ=ν H�δ�μ	δων καιρ�,ς H�ρτIδεις) was considered a sacred num-
ber both in the ancient world in general and of course in Judaism—
where it is associated with the seven days of creation as well as the
Sabbath day (both in the Decalogue and elsewhere), and Philo is full of
praise for the number seven in very many passages.30

27 See Endnote B: Philo and the contemporary Italian Rite.
28 Ad loc., 414 n. a.
29 Chapter Five: Citations from the Former Prophets.
30 This is found in each of the different types of his writings: I Opif. 89–128 has a
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III Quod Deus 5–15 (I Sam. 2:5)

(10) Indeed of the nature of the soul beloved of God no clearer evidence
can we have than … the words, “the barren hath borne seven, but she
that had many children languished” (ISam. 2:5) …31 (14) And when she
says “that she who had many children languishes,” her words are as
clear as they are true. For when the soul that is one, departs from the one
and is in travail with many … and then weighed down and sore pressed
by the multitude of children that cling to her … she languishes utterly.
(15) She brings forth the desires of which the eyes and the ears are the
channels … she grows faint …

V Mut. 14332 (ISam. 2:5)

(143) … But as for the soul, which is sterilized to wickedness and unfruitful
of the endless host of passions and vices, scarce any prosper in childbirth
as she. For she bears offspring worthy of love, even the number seven
according to the hymn sung (κατA τ% L'δ�μεν�ν Ljσμα)… which says,
“The barren (στε)ρα) hath borne seven, but she that is much in children
hath languished (iσ��νησε)” (ISam. 2:5)… (144) …the word ‘barren’ she
applies to the mind which … holds fast to the ‘seventh’ and the supreme
peace that it gives.

The similarities are evident from even a cursory glance. And the num-
ber seven that is related to in Praem. is found in ISam. 2:5, but not in
Isa. 54:1. The encomium on the number seven begins in Praem. § 155
with the seven days of creation, the Sabbath day, the Sabbatical year of
the fields, and culminates with the ‘seventh month.’

The locution: “…the festal seasons of the sacred seven” (τ�,ς τ=ν @ερ=ν
H�δ�μ	δων καιρ�,ς H�ρτIδεις) found at the end of Praem. § 157 almost
certainly refers to the seventh month of the Jewish calendar year33—the
month that contains the Festivals of Rosh Hashanah, Yom Kippur and

long excursus on the special properties of the number seven that even includes a cita-
tion from Solon and Hippocrates (id. § 104–105). And so too e.g. I Leg. All. 1.15, VI Mos.
2.209, VII Spec. 2.156 (which even has the similar word combination τ(ς @ερ�ς H�δ�μ	-
δ�ς), and the Greek fragment quoted in ftn. f, of Suppl. II QE Ex. 2:46: 5 Cερωτ	τη
-�σις τ(ς H�δ�μ	δ�ς. For Aristoboulos, see Horst R. Moehring, “Arithmology as an Ex-
egetical Tool in the Writings of Philo of Alexandria,” in The school of Moses: studies in Philo
and Hellenistic religion: in memory of Horst R. Moehring, ed. John Peter Kenney (Atlanta 1995).

31 The wording very closely follows the Septuagint, which differs from the MT.
32 Only a few sections before this, in § 139, Philo has quoted Hos. 14:9–10 which is

part of the Haftarah for Shabbat Shuva (the Sabbath between Rosh Hashanah and the
Day of Atonement).

33 There are several ‘New Years’ in the Jewish calendar—while one of them begins
to count the years in Nissan, in the Spring, another begins “in the seventh month,” in
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the Feast of Booths—and is elsewhere called by him Cερ�μην"α (holy
month).34

Even the Torah reading for Rosh Hashanah in the Palestinian rite
stressed the seventh month. Mishnah Megillah 3:5 states: And at the
beginning of the year one reads, In the seventh month, on the first day
of the month: ���� ���� ������ ���� (����	) �
�� ����, (Lev. 23:24).
As already noted, this is ISam. 1:1–2:20, in which the verse ISam. 2:5
is found, and this is the Haftarah for Rosh Hashanah, the first festival of
the ‘sacred seventh month.’

Hence, while it is true, as Colson has suggested, that Philo’s words:
5 γAρ /ρημ�ς… εeτεκν�ς τε κα� π�λ�παις do call to mind Isa. 54:1,35

the correct reference is clearly ISam. 2:5 Rτι στε)ρα /τεκεν !πτ", κα�
5 π�λλ7 *ν τ�κν�ις iσ��νησεν = MT: ���
� ���� ����� ���� ��	� ��
�����, “Yea the barren hath borne seven…”).36

Isa. 57:21 (V Mut. 169)

NOTE: Isa. 57:21 is found in the Haftarah reading for the morning of the
Day of Atonement in all current rites (Isa. 57:14 – 58:14).

(169) And to none of the wicked is rejoicing permitted, as indeed in
prophetic words it is chanted (*ν πρ�-ητικα)ς ]δεται Yρ!σεσι): ‘Rejoicing is not
for the impious, said God (Kα"ρειν �;κ /στι τ�)ς 'σε��σιν, ε&πεν � �ε�ς)’ (Isa.
57:21).

Although the verb L]δεται might prima facie be taken as pointing to the
Book of Psalms, the word 'ε"δω is also a poetic locution for ε@πIν, and
can mean ‘chant.’ While Isa. 57:21 and 48:2237 are similar, Isa. 48:22
has λ�γει κ�ρι�ς, while both Philo and the Septuagint in Isa. 57:21 read
ε&πεν (κ�ρι�ς) � �ε�ς. Hence the latter is to be preferred, particularly in
view of the fact that this use of the epithet #ε$ς for ����� is in line with
the regular rendition of MT ����� as �ε�ς and MT Tetragrammaton

Tishre, in the Fall. Thus Nissan is the first month of the year—which makes Tishre the
seventh month. (See Lev. 16:29, and Mishnah Rosh Hashanah 1:1).

34 Cf. in VII Dec. 159, VII Spec. 1.186, VII Spec. 2.188. True, as Colson’s remarks in
the appendix on 613–614 to VII Dec. 159, this is a Greek term for the period during
which the great Greek festivals were held and hostilities suspended. This, then, is yet
another example of the adoption of Greek terminology which Philo metamorphoses to
refer to something very Jewish. See Philo Judaeus, Chapter VII, 178–224.

35 See above for explanation.
36 Isa. 54:1 does not have this association.
37 The verse suggested by Earp and Colson is 48:22.
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as κ�ρι�ς in both the Septuagint and in Philo, which is the reverse of the
rabbinic exegesis of these Divine names.38

Philo (169): Kα"ρειν �;κ /στι τ�)ς 'σε��σιν, ε%πεν & #ε$ς

Septuagint (57:21): �;κ /στιν Kα"ρειν τ�)ς 'σε��σιν, ε%πεν (κ�ρι�ς) & #ε$ς39

MT (57:21): (#ε$ς) ������ �-��� ��� ���� ���

Septuagint (48:22): �;κ /στιν Kα"ρειν τ�)ς 'σε��σιν, λ
γει κ�ρι�ς

MT (48:22): (κ�ρι�ς) ������ �-�-�-� ��� ���� ���

Relevant to our present concerns is the fact that Isa. 57:21 is found in
the Haftarah reading for the morning of the Day of Atonement in all
current rites (Isa. 57:14 – 58:14).

Isa. 66:1 (IV Conf. 98) GOD’S FOOTSTOOL (possible allusion)

NOTE: The verse: ���� ���� ����� ���
 ����� is the opening line of the
Haftarah (Isa. 66:1–24) when Shabbat and Rosh Hodesh come together in all
of the major contemporary rites.

XXI (98) But when he (Moses) speaks of the world of our senses as God’s
footstool ($π�π�δι�ν �ε�?) (cf. Isa. 66:1), it is for these reasons…

IV Conf. 98 is a direct continuation of the discussion begun in IV Conf.
96 of Ex. 24:10, “and they saw the God of Israel; and under His feet was
something like a pavement made of sapphire stone” (MT: �� ����� (10)
����� �
�� ����
 ����� ���� ����� ����.)

Philo’s use of the locution: $π�π�δι�ν �ε�? (God’s footstool) in IV
Conf. 98 brings to mind Isa. 66:1 (where these words are found in the
Septuagint) in association with this Biblical verse.40

The exegetical, ideological, and conceptual difficulties presented by
the statement in MT Ex. 24:10, that they “saw the God of Israel,”
are obvious, and there was surely an awareness of them in Hellenistic-
Roman times. The Septuagint already renders MT Ex. 24:10 �� �����
����� ���� (and they saw the God of Israel) by the words: κα� ε&δεν τ�ν

38 Several examples of this are, e.g. Ex. Rabbah, 3.6: “R. Abba b. Memel said”; and
Tanhuma (printed edition), Exodus 20. See Endnote C: Κ�ρι�ς and Θε�ς (LORD and
GOD) in the Septuagint, Philo, and Rabbinic Midrash.

39 Some mss. have ε&πεν � �ε�ς, exactly like Philo and the MT (see immediately
following).

40 Although Colson, ad loc., takes no note of any association here with Isa. 66:1, the
passage is listed in Earp’s index.
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τ�π�ν, �^ εCστ!κει εκε) � �ε%ς τ�? Ισραηλ (and they saw the place upon
which the Lord of Israel stood). And Targum Onkelos41 has also related to
the problem by rendering the verse as: ��
� ������ ���� �	� �� ����—viz.
the word �	� (‘Glory’ or ‘Greatness’) is added before the Divinity (�	�
������ ����) in order to negate the idea that God can be seen.

However, while the Septuagint has rendered the second lemma of
the Hebrew verse Ex. 24:10, MT ����� �
�� ����
 ����� ���� as τA
�π� τ�	ς π�δας α
τ�� Xσε� dργ�ν πλ"ν��υ σαπ-ε"ρ�υ…, Philo has used
the word found in Isa. 66:1 (but not in the Septuagint to Ex. 24:10),
(π�π$δι�ν (footstool), which he identifies as—τ%ν δ0 α@σ�ητ%ν κ�σμ�ν,
“the world of our senses,” which appears only in Isa. 66:1.

The juxtaposition of both of these texts will make the point clear:

Septuagint (Ex. 24:10): κα� ε&δεν τ�ν τ�π�ν, �^ εCστ!κει εκε) � �ε%ς τ�?
Ισραηλ (= and they saw the place upon which the Lord of Israel stood)

Septuagint (Isa. 66:1): _Qτ�ς λ�γει κ�ρι�ς Y_ �;ραν�ς μ�ι �ρ�ν�ς, 5 δ0 γ(
�π�π�δι�ν τ=ν π�δ=ν μ�υ (= Thus saith the Lord: The heaven is my
throne, and the earth is my footstool).

Philo XXI (98): But when he (Moses) speaks of the world of our senses
(τ%ν δ0 α@σ�ητ%ν κ�σμ�ν) as God’s footstool ((π�π$δι�ν �ε�?)…

He has thereby implicitly associated the contents of the verse, Isa. 66:1,
with the text in Ex. 24:10—for only in Isa. 66:1 is this word used in
Scripture in the same connotation as here in Philo = ‘the mundane
world.’42

At the same time, this need not have been a textual association on
Philo’s own part, for Ex. 24:10 was certainly already normally read
in terms of Isa. 66:1. This is evident from the fact that the Targum
Onkelos renders MT: ����� ��� (under His feet), as ��	� ���
 ����
(under His Throne of Glory);43 and since Hellenistic Jewry could hardly
have been any less sensitive than the author of the targum to such an
anthropomorphism, Philo’s statement that Moses speaks of the world

41 Targum means translation. From ancient times the Sabbath pentateuchal reading
was “translated” verse by verse at its public reading. Except for its avoidance of
anthropomorphisms, Targum Onkelos was a fairly literal rendering of the Pentateuch into
the Aramaic vernacular, and is the oldest extant work of this sort, considered by many
scholars to have been contemporary with Rabban Gamliel and Philo. In Talmudic
sources Onkelos as well as Aquila, which latter made a literal translation of the Torah
into Greek a century later, are often confused. See Zunz-Albeck, Derashot, 35ff.

42 The word appears elsewhere in the Septuagint only as referring to Zion—viz. in
Ps. 98(99):5, Ps. 109(110):1, and in Lam. 2:1.

43 Z. Frankel, Einfluss (1851), 84, has long ago noted this.
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of our senses as God’s footstool ($π�π�δι�ν �ε�?), must have been the
“traditional exegesis” (τ% Yρητ�ν)44—viz. the way Ex. 24:10 τA &π� τ"'ς
π�δας α(τ") was understood in both rabbinic and hellenistic exegesis.

Jeremiah

Two of the three citations from Jeremiah—Jer. 2:13 (V Fuga 197) and 3:4
(II Cher. 49)45—are found in the Haftarah to Parashat Mas"ai (Num. 33–
36/Jer. 2:4–28; 3:4), which is read on the second of the three Sabbaths
of Admonition which precede the 9th of Av (Shabbat Hazon, that is the
third Shabbat). The third citation, Jer. 15:10, is alluded to in IV Conf. 44
in the name of “a member of the prophetic circle.”46 And finally, there may
be an allusion to Jer. 2:3 in VIII Spec. 4.180—and that is all.

Jer. 2:3 (VIII Spec. 4.180) possible allusion to “Israel is God’s First Fruits”

NOTE: Jer. 2:3 is the closing verse of what today is the Haftarah for
Parashat Matot, that is, the first of the Sabbaths of Admonition (Deut.
30:1–32:42/Jer. 1:1–2:3), except in the Italian rite.

I do not think that it has heretofore been noticed that Spec. 4:180 may
contain an echo—though definitely not a citation—of Jer. 2:3.47

(180) Nevertheless, as Moses tells us, the orphan-like desolate state of His
people is always an object of pity and compassion to the Ruler of the
Universe, whose portion it is ( <X πρ�σκεκλ!ρωται), because it has been set
apart out of the whole human race, as a kind of first fruits to the Maker and
Father (�W	 τις 'παρK7 τ<= π�ιητ6( κα� πατρ").

Although Philo introduces this by the words Moses tells us, only the first
part of the idea expressed here: <g πρ�σκεκλ ρωται… (“whose portion
it is…”) is found in Deut. 32:9 (Septuagint: κα� *γεν!�η μερ�ς κυρ"�υ
λα%ς α;τ�? Ιακω�, σK�"νισμα κληρ�ν�μ�ας α;τ�? Ισραηλ) (MT: 	�� �

����
 ��� �	�� ���� ��) The idea expressed in the second half: �Wα τις
�παρ	+ τ<= π�ιητ6( κα� πατρ", is completed by Septuagint Jer. 2:3 that

44 For an explanation why the word τ% Eητ�ν should be understood in this manner
rather than as ‘in the literal sense,’ see my Philo Judaeus, Chapter Two, section 7, 65ff.

45 Jer. 3:4 (II Cher. 49) is the only instance in Philo’s entire oeuvre where the name of one
of the Latter Prophets is mentioned in the introduction to the citation.

46 We shall return to this locution in the final chapter.
47 It has not been noted in any of the published indices (see above).



88 chapter four

Israel is “a kind of first fruits.” The Septuagint to Jer. 2:3 reads: kγι�ς
Ισραηλ τ<= κυρ"<ω �ρ	+ γενημ"των α;τ�? (MT: ����� ��� ����� ��	
������) viz. “Israel is the Lord’s hallowed portion, the first fruits of His
harvest.”

Both associations (Deut. 32:9 and Jer. 2:3) would very likely have
been part of Philo’s cultural baggage. Deut. 32:9 is found in the Torah
reading for Shabbat Shuva (the Sabbath between Rosh Hashanah and
Yom Kippur),48 while Jer. 2:3 is the final verse of the Haftarah to Parashat
Matot (Jer. 1:1–2:3), the first of the three Sabbaths of ‘Admonition’ that
precede the 9th of Av, in the Ashekenazi, Sephardi and Yemenite rites.49

Jer. 2:13 (V Fuga 197)

NOTE: Jer. 2:13 is found in the same Haftarah as that which contains the
citation brought in II Cher. 49 (Parashat Mas"ai [Num. 33–36/Jer. 2:4–28;
3:4 considered below]—viz. the Haftarah read on the Shabbat preceding
Shabbat Hazon, the second of the three Sabbaths of Admonition, which
precede 9th of Av.

XXVI (197) And now we have to speak of the supreme and most excel-
lent spring, which the Father of All declared by the mouth of the prophets. For
He said: “Me they forsook, a spring of life, and dug for themselves bro-
ken cisterns, which shall fail to hold water” (*μ0 *γκατ�λιπ�ν πηγ7ν 2ω(ς,
κα� Fρυ�αν Hαυτ�)ς λ	κκ�υς συντετριμμ�ν�υς, �c �; δυν!σ�νται συσKε)ν
Qδωρ) (Jer. 2:13).50

V Fuga 197 introduces Jer. 2:13 by the words: declared by the mouth of the
prophets. It contains the equation of water with Sophia = ‘Torah’—an
ancient traditionally Jewish image. It is found not only in Philo, for the
equation of water/Torah/wisdom was a commonly held conception
that is also found in Ben Sira, in the Dead Sea Scrolls and of course
in rabbinic tradition.51 Following are two citations from non-rabbinic

48 This is not so if there is a Sabbath between The Day of Atonement and Sukkot
(The Feast of Booths).

49 In the Sephardi and Italian rites, it is also read as the Haftarah to Shemoth. See
above in the discussion to Isa. 5:7.

50 Philo here follows the Septuagint closely, even while it does not differ significantly
from the MT: *μ0 *γκατ�λιπ�ν πηγ7ν 2ω(ς, κα� Fρυ�αν Hαυτ�)ς λ	κκ�υς συντετριμμ�ν�υς,
�c �; δυν!σ�νται Qδωρ συν�Kειν (MT: ���� ����� ��� ���� ���� ��� ��	� ���� ����
���� ��
� �� ��� �����
)

51 See e.g. the allegorical use of Isa. 55:1: “Ho, every one that thirsteth, come ye for
water,” which is taken for granted to refer to the Torah in BT Baba Kamma 17a and
Ta"anit 7a. There are many other examples.
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Jewish sources exempla gratia.52 The Damascus Document VI 3–4, which
of course antedates Philo considerably, contains the explicit statement:

…����� ��� (4) …���� �� ������� (3)

(3) and they dug the well… (4) The Well is the Law…

A second, not often noticed example is I Bar. 3:12–13,53 where the
Torah is called: τ7ν πηγ7ν τ(ς σ�-"ας = ‘the spring of wisdom’ in a
context in which it clearly means the Torah:

I Bar. 3:9 UΑκ�υε, Ισραηλ, *ντ�λAς54 2ω(ς… (12) *γκατ�λιπες τ7ν πηγ7ν
τ(ς σ�-"ας. (13) τ6( �δ<= τ�? �ε�? ε@ *π�ρε��ης, κατ<Iκεις 8ν *ν ε@ρ!ν6η τ%ν
α@=να.

(9) Hear, O Israel, the commandments of life… (12) Thou hast forsaken
the fountain of wisdom. (13) For if thou hadst walked in the way of God,
thou shouldst have dwelt in peace for ever.

V Fuga 197 further states that the ultimate source, the ‘chiefest spring
(of Torah),’ is God Himself. A similar idea is expressed earlier, in 97ff.
Likewise, the ‘Divine Logos’ (λ�γ�ς �ε"�ς) is described as ‘the fountain
of wisdom’ (Jς σ�-"ας *στ� πηγ!), from which the other attributes of
God emanate in a descending order, to be approached at the level of
the capability of the human vessel approaching the Godhead. As is
so often his wont, Philo has used a well-known image to express the
mystical relation between God, Torah and Israel.

Jer. 3:4 (II Cher. 49)

NOTE: Jer. 3:4 is the closing verse which is added to the Ashkenazi
reading of the Haftarah to Parashat Mas"ai (Num. 33–36/Jer. 2:4–28; 3:4—
which is otherwise common to the Ashkenazi, Sephardi and Yemenite
rites). This Haftarah is recited on the Sabbath preceding Shabbat Hazon—
viz. on the second of the three Sabbaths of Admonition.

Although I am aware of the views to the contrary, I consider Philo’s
I Opif. the opening, and VIII Praem. the closing books of what was

52 Further discussion of this, including additional parallels from rabbinic midrash,
Ben Sira and the Dead Sea Scrolls, may be found in Cohen, Philo Judaeus, particularly
160–164 and 214 n. 29.

53 Whatever the date of its composition may be, it is in any event part of the ancient
Jewish literature.

54 This is often used in Judeo-Greek for Torah commandments. See the Theodotus
inscription quoted in Philo Judaeus, 221–222 and n. 41 there, for bibliography.
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apparently Philo’s magnum opus.55 This work, whose point of departure
throughout is the Pentateuch, proceeds from a primarily philosophic
universe of discourse (Opif. at the beginning of PLCL volume I), to an
allegorical (Leg. All. I–III—Somn. found in PLCL volumes I–V), to a bio-
graphical (PLCL volume VI) and, finally, halakhic stance (volumes VII–
VIII). And the traditionally Jewish components become ever more per-
vasive as it proceeds.

But however one decides to consider the relation between the dif-
ferent Philonic ‘books,’ II Cher., in which Jer. 3:4 is found (II Cher. 49),
follows immediately upon the first allegorical works, with the majority
of this facet of Philo’s writings still before it. This is relevant because the
citation of Jer. 3:4 in II Cher. 49 is the first reference in Philo’s writings
to any of the non-pentateuchal biblical books. And it is the only instance
where the prophet is quoted by name, rather than simply by the generic
term, ‘one of the prophets’ et sim. We read there:

(49) I myself was initiated under Moses the God-beloved into his greater
mysteries, (παρA Μωυσε) τ<= �ε�-ιλε) μυη�ε�ς τ* μεγ+λα μυστ�ρια) yet
when I saw the prophet Jeremiah and knew him (Rμως αl�ις YΙερεμ"αν
τ%ν πρ�-!την @δ%ν κα� γν��ς) to be not only himself enlightened (Rτι �;
μ�ν�ν μ,στης �στ-ν), but a worthy minister of the holy secrets (.λλ* κα-
/ερ"�+ντης /καν�ς), I was not slow to become his disciple (�;κ Fκνησα
-�ιτ(σαι πρ%ς α;τ�ν).

He, out of his manifold inspiration gave forth an oracle (*ν��υσι=ν Kρησμ�ν τινα
*�ε)πεν) spoken in the person of God to Virtue the all-peaceful. “Didst
thou not call upon Me as thy house, thy father and the husband of thy virginity?
(�;K Xς �&κ�ν με *κ	λεσας κα� πατ�ρα κα� ]νδρα τ(ς παρ�εν"ας σ�υ) (Jer.
3:4).”

There is here a great deal of textual confusion.

MT: ���� ����
 ���� ���� ��� (�)���	 ���� ���

Septuagint: �;K Xς �&κ�ν με *κ	λεσας κα� πατ�ρα κα� ]ρKηγ�ν τ(ς παρ�ε-
ν"ας σ�υ.

Philo: �;K Xς �&κ�ν με *κ	λεσας κα� πατ�ρα κα� ]νδρα τ(ς παρ�εν"ας σ�υ.

55 On the subject of the chronological order of Philo’s writings, as I have noted in
my remarks in Philo Judaeus, op.cit, 31, and particularly n. 61, this accords with the view
of Nikiprowetzky, Commentaire, 181–202, as well as id. ‘L’exégèse,’ RHPhR 53 (1973), 309–
329, (reviewed SP 4, 101–103) where it is noted that this is a return to the view of Adrien
Turnébe (1552). In any event, all parts of this work speak to an audience that is versed
in Jewish lore, who would enjoy the intellectual underpinning of an already existing
commitment to things Jewish, and the chronological placing of Opif. is irrelevant to our
present concerns.
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The MT has no parallel to the Septuagint’s: Xς �&κ�ν με (which is
found in Philo), while Philo reads ]νδρα rather than the Septuagint’s
reading 'ρKηγ%ν—both presumably reflecting MT’s ����. Jeremiah is
described here in glowing terms as a purveyor of mystic lore. The
Torah is termed ‘the greater mysteries’ (τA μεγ	λα μυστ!ρια), and Jer-
emiah is referred to as a μ�στης and Cερ�-	ντης. Because of the com-
plexity of the matter, this aspect of the passage must be deferred.

Here we can do no more than state that in spite of their vastly
different cultural frames of reference, an underlying conceptual parallel
is, I am convinced, discernible between the images in II Cher. 49 and
Zohar III 31a, both of which include ‘house,’ which, as I have pointed
out, is missing from the MT.56

Jer. 15:10 (IV Conf. 44) (probably from a literary source)

NOTE: I have not found this verse in any of the customary Haftarot.

The first thing that strikes the reader is the introduction of the citation
from Jeremiah 15:10 in IV Conf. 44 by the unusual locution: a member
of the prophetic circle, who, possessed by divine inspiration spoke thus. We read
there:

(44) The truth of my words is attested first by the consciousness of every
virtue-lover, which feels what I have described, and secondly by a member
of the prophetic circle (τ") πρ"�ητικ") !ιασ0τ1ς 2"ρ")), who possessed by divine
inspiration spoke thus: (Jς καταπνευσ�ε�ς *ν��υσι=ν 'νε-��γ�ατ�)57 “O my
mother, how great didst though bear me, a man of combat and a man of
displeasure in all the earth! I did not owe, nor did they owe to me, nor
did my strength fail from their curses” (Jer. 15:10).

56 See my article, “Philo’s Cher. 40–52, Zohar III 31a, and BT Hag. 16a,” JJS 57/2
(Autumn 2006). For a short discussion of Samuel Belkin’s pioneering work in this area
and my remarks respecting Werblowsky’s scathing critique of it, see my Philo Judaeus,
4–8.

57 While the word K�ρ�? alone is found fifty-four times, and the combination �ε"�υ
K�ρ�? is found seven times, nevertheless τ�? πρ�-ητικ�? �ιασIτης K�ρ�? is a hapax
legomenon in Philo. Nor is the locution τ�? πρ�-ητικ�? K�ρ�? (without the �ιασIτ(ς)
or �ιασIτης K�ρ�? found anywhere else in his writings either. Note also that though
Colson’s translation in PLCL ad loc. implies a prophecy, actually the term 'νε-��γ�ατ�
does not necessarily mean any more than ‘speak aloud, recite, proclaim,’ cf. above III
Plant 39.3 “…a member indeed of Moses’ fellowship… spake aloud in hymns of praise” (�
τ�? Μωυσ�ως δ7 �ιασIτης… *ν $μν<ωδ"αις �νε,#
γ-ατ�) and addressing his own mind
cried “Delight in the Lord” (= Ps. 37(36):4). See also the final chapter of this book.
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Another unusual feature of the passage is that, in contrast to the
overwhelming majority of Philo’s citations from Scripture, it differs
markedly from the Septuagint text, and is closer to that of the MT.

Philo: g μ(τερ, 5λ"κ�ν με /τεκες, ]ν�ρωπ�ν μ	Kης κα� .ν#ρωπ�ν 'ηδ"ας
π	σης τ(ς γ(ς; �;κ h-ε"λεισα, �;δ0 h-ε"λησ	ν μ�ι, �;δ0 5 @σK�ς μ�υ
*��λιπεν 'π% καταρ=ν α;τ=ν.

Septuagint: _bμ�ι *γI μ(τερ, Xς τ"να με /τεκες, .νδρα δικα2�μεν�ν κα�
διακριν�μεν�ν π	σ6η τ6( γ6(; �eτε h-�λησα, �eτε h-�λησ�ν με, �;δε"ς. 5
@σK�ς μ�υ *��λιπεν *ν τ�)ς καταρωμ�ν�ις με.

MT: ��
 �� ��
 ��� ����
 �� ���� �
� ���� ���� ��� ��� �
���� �
 ��� �� ���
�
���	�

The citation is part of the exegesis of the biblical narrative in Genesis
as an allegory of the soul. Following is a schematic outline of that part
of IV Conf. that is relevant to our present concerns, including in each
instance the extent that Philo’s text is similar to the Septuagint:

§ 1 IV Conf. begins with an almost exact citation of Gen. 11:1–9
§39–40 Introduction to the allegory+Ps. 31:1 “Let their cunning become

speechless”
(the citation in Philo differs significantly from the Septuagint)

§41 Gen. 42:11 “We are all sons of one ‘man’” = the Word of the
Eternal
(verbatim)

§43 Word of the Eternal equated with R Gρ��ς λ�γ�ς (= right reason)
§44 Jer. 15:10 (This is the citation under discussion. It differs

significantly from the Septuagint and appears to be a free
translation from the Hebrew. The citation is explained in §49–51
as a reference to the battle that the good soul wages with the bad.)

§50 Num. 16:15 (almost exact citation (Septuagint), that differs
here from the MT)

§52 Ps. 80:7 (similar but not identical with the Septuagint text)
§56 Ex. 24:11 (verbatim)
§58 Ex. 19:8 (verbatim)
§60 Gen. 11:2 (alludes back to the beginning of the book) (verbatim

Septuagint except that Philo changes the arrangement of the
words in order to emphasize the words 'π% 'νατ�λ=ν, in order to
expound them as a reference to the ‘rising’ ('νατ�λ!) of virtues or
their opposites in the soul.)
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§61 Gen. 2:8 (verbatim except that Philo has � Θε%ς, while the
Septuagint and MT have κ�ρι�ς B �ε%ς). The words κατA
'νατ�λAς (towards sunrise/ ('νατ�λ!) that are found in the text are
expounded to indicate the ‘rising’ of the virtues in the soul.

§62 Zech. 6:12 (Septuagint-dependent since 'νατ�λ! is hardly a
likely rendition of the MT # ��� but it is not entirely verbatim:
Septuagint: �Ιδ�υ 'ν!ρ �Ανατ�λ! Gν�μα α;τ<=; Philo: @δ�υ ]ν�ρωπ�ς
<g Gν�μα 'νατ�λ!; MT: ��� ��� ���� �
�)

Thus, we see that Philo begins in §39–§40 with a free translation of
Ps. 31:1: “Let their cunning become speechless”—a general introduc-
tion to the passage as a whole that parries the sophistry of the sophists.
While it would be interesting to try to discover the background for this
rejoinder, it is beyond the confines of the present research.

The main thread of the passage is devoted to expounding the biblical
narrative as an allegory of the soul. It is introduced in §41 by the
citation of Gen. 42:11 quoted verbatim, “We are all sons of one man
…”—a thread that is followed through in § 147 as well, the significant
word being ‘]ν�ρωπ�ς’ = ‘man,’ allegorically taken to indicate ‘the Word
of the Eternal’ (τ�? 'ιδ"�υ λ�γ�ς).

In §43 Philo equates ‘the Word of the Eternal’ (τ�? 'ιδ"�υ λ�γ�ς),
with ‘right reason’ (R Gρ��ς λ�γ�ς). For while the word Anthropos (man)
is most often used by Philo as a common noun, in some passages, like
here, the term ]ν�ρωπ�ς (�ε�?) is used as a synonym for the Logos.
Here the statement made by Jacob’s sons, “We are all the sons of one
man” (Gen. 42:11), takes ‘Man’ as a synonym for the Logos.

Even though this is a subject for a different study, note in passing the
somewhat parallel image in BT Sanhedrin 93a (the emphasis is mine):

��� �� ������ ��� �� ����
� ����	� ��� ��� ���� (�"� ���
�) …�
� ��� �
��
(�"�� ����)

R. Johanan said: What is meant by, I saw by night, and behold a man riding
(Zech. 1:8)? What means… ‘but behold: A man riding’? Man can refer to
none but the Holy One, blessed be He, as it is written, ‘The Lord is a
Man of war: the Lord is His name (Ex. 15:3).”

And cf. also id. 96b:

�	� ����
� ��
����� ���
 ���� �������� ���� ����� ����� ���� "���� ���
��� ����� ���� ��� �
� …��� 	�� "��
�
��
� ���� �������� �
����� ��
��
����) ����� ��� ��� ���
� ����	� ��� ��� ���� �(��"� ����) 	���� ����

��(�"��
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Ulla said: Ammon and Moab were evil neighbors of Jerusalem. When
they heard the prophets predicting the destruction of Jerusalem, they
sent to Nebuchadnezzar: Leave [thy country] and come hither … ‘for the
man is not at home (Prov. 7:19)’ and there is no man but the Holy One,
blessed be He, as it is written ‘The Lord is a man of war (Ex. 15:3).’58

Within the context of this thread that is firmly anchored in the text of
the Pentateuch, §44 Philo gives the citation from Jer. 15:10 in the name
of a member of the prophetic circle. And it too, like the citation from Ps. 31:3,
but unlike the citations from the Pentateuch, is a free translation that is
far from identical to the Septuagint.

In §49–§51 Philo explains Jer. 15:10 as referring to the battle that
the good soul wages with the bad soul. In §50 he quotes from Num.
15:16 virtually verbatim, changing only the form of the verb to fit the
context. Immediately following this, in §52, Philo paraphrases rather
than quotes yet another non-pentateuchal text, Ps. (79)80:7, “God has
set us up as an adversary to our neighbors,” which relates to Jer. 15:10.
Then, in §55–§59, Num. 31:49, Ex. 24:11 and Ex. 19:859 are, like most
of Philo’s citations from the Pentateuch, quoted virtually verbatim.

After this, in §60–61, Philo quotes Gen. 11:2,60 thereby coming full
circle, for Gen. 11:1–9 were quoted in the introduction to the book as a
whole. It reads:

(60) Now those who conspired for iniquities, “moved,” we are told, “from
the ‘east’ (or ‘rising’ ['π% 'νατ�λ=ν]) and found a plain in the land of
Shinar and dwelt there (Gen. 11.2).” How true to nature for there are
two kinds of ‘rising’ ('νατ�λ!) in the soul, the better and the worse…

This, together with the citation of Gen. 11:2 in §61, provides the de-
nouement (finale) to the allegory of the struggle of the soul.

(61) We have an example of the former (the better) in these words: “And
God (�ε�ς)61 planted a garden in Eden towards the sun-rise ('νατ�λ!)”
(Gen. 2:8). That garden was… of heavenly virtues, which out of His own
incorporeal light, the Planter brought to their rising ('ν�τελειν).

This completes the allegory that was introduced in §44 in the name of
‘a chorister of the prophetic circle.’

58 Cf. also e.g. BT Sotah 42b, 48:1, and somewhat similar to this is the midrashic
rendering of Aluf —for which see the preliminary remarks in the section above devoted
to Jer. 3:4 (II Cher. 49).

59 This is a reference to the famous ���
� ���
.
60 In a manner very similar to the Septuagint, though not identical to it.
61 Philo: �ε�ς, Septuagint: κ�ρι�ς �ε�ς, MT: ����� �-�-�-�. See Endnote C: Κ�ρι�ς

and Θε�ς (LORD and GOD) in the Septuagint, Philo, and Rabbinic Midrash.



citations from the latter prophets 95

*

Although §62–§63 adds an additional dimension to the concept of
‘rising’ in connection with the virtues, it is a distinct tradition and has
an introductory formula of its own. Philo appends it to the preceding
homily—to provide a picturesque addition. For at the beginning of the
very next paragraph Philo writes:

(62) I have heard also, an oracle from the lips of one of one of the
disciples of Moses (τ=ν Μωυσ�ως Hτα"ρων τιν%ς)…

This introduces the citation of Zech. 6:12, “Behold a man whose name
is Rising,”62 and as in Jer. 15:10, it replaces the Septuagint’s 'ν!ρ by
]ν�ρωπ�ς, presumably because of the requirement of the allegorical
exegesis.63 And here as well, it is expounded as in Jer. 15:10—taking
]ν�ρωπ�ς (‘man’) as a synonym for the ‘Word of the Eternal.’

Note too, that there is also a certain similarity between the rabbinic
midrashic proem and this part of IV Conf. The classic midrashic proem
begins with a citation from Psalms or another non-pentateuchal book
of Scripture and then, using citations from the Bible, Prophets, and
Writings as stepping stones, it wends its way, eventually returning to
the citation at the beginning of the passage that was in fact its point of
departure. It often concludes with another citation from the Prophets
as well.64

One can, I suggest, discern a rough outline65 of this here in Philo,
for we find in this order, Ps. 31:1, Gen. 42:11 (“We are all sons of one
man”), Jer. 15:10, Num. 15:16, Ps. 80:7, Num. 31:49, Ex. 24:11, Ex. 19:8,
Gen. 11:2 and Gen. 2:8, and finally, the afterthought from Zech. 6:12.
Though of course this form is found only much later, there is no reason
to rule out the possibility, and perhaps even the likelihood, that at least

62 See below, ad loc. for the main discussion of Zech. 6:12.
63 For something analagous, though not the same, see also above, II Cher. 49, where

for the Septuagint’s Jer. 3:4 κα� 'ρKηγ%ν, Philo has ]νδρα (= MT: ����
 ����) presumably
because this is also what was needed for the allegory.

64 See EJ vol. 11, s.v. Midrash, 1510 where we read that the midrashist starts from “a
verse from another source… (usually the Writings) and connecting it with the chief
verse of the homily, the proem concluding with the verse with which the homily
itself begins.” An example of this literary form familiar to many of my readers is the
beginning of Gen. Rabbah 1:1. It commences with a citation from Prov. 8:30, continues
with Num. 11:12, Lam. 4:5, Nah. 3:8 and then at last arrives at the beginning of the
Book of Genesis, Gen. 1:1, “In the beginning God created,” and this in turn is finally
rounded out by Prov. 8:22 (�
�� ����� �

	 ��).

65 Even in the classic midrash the form is not strictly kept.
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a proto-form of the classic midrashic proem was already found in Philo’s
day.

Finally, unlike most of Philo’s citations from the Pentateuch that are
most often verbatim Septuagint, or at least remain very close to it,
in this pericope the non-pentateuchal citations quoted in the passage
introduced as stemming from a member of the prophetic circle are not depen-
dent upon the Septuagint, but rather appear to have been transcribed
directly from the Hebrew.

This suggests that the pericope that contains Jer. 15:10, which was
introduced as coming from one of the prophetic circle, is indeed based upon a
midrashic source that had been translated from Hebrew/Aramaic, not
unlike Ben Sira, IMac. and similar works. And to this, Philo has added,
this time in the name of one of Moses’ disciples, the midrashic vignette that
quotes and allegorically renders a verse from the Book of Zechariah, to
be discussed shortly, under its own entry.66 Here we will no more than
note that though there are fewer than 50 non-pentateuchal citations
in Philo’s entire oeuvre, there are four citations from non-pentateuchal
scripture here in less than 25 sections.

the minor prophets

From the so-called Minor Prophets, only Hosea and Zechariah are
quoted: Hosea three times, two of which are the same verse cited in
different contexts and Zechariah is mentioned once. The citations from
Hosea are identified as coming from one of the prophets, while the sole
citation from Zechariah is introduced as an oracle from the lips of one of the
disciples of Moses.

Hosea

NOTE: All three references are found in Hos. 14:2–10, which is the Haf-
tarah reading in all present rites for Shabbat Shuva, the Sabbath between
Rosh Hashanah and Yom Kippur (The Day of Atonement), so called,
because of the chapter’s incipit: Shuva Yisrael.67

66 See below s.v. for remarks on Zechariah.
67 In the Ashkenazi rite Hos. 14:6 is also found in the Haftarah to Vayetseh (of the Book

of Genesis): Hos. 12:13–14:9. And in the Sephardi, Yemenite, and Italian rites it is the
Haftarah for Mincha on the Fast day of the 9th of Av (which serves as the turning point
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Although Philo refers to material from Hosea in three different
passages, all of the verses quoted are from Hos. 14:2–10, which is the
Haftarah reading for Shabbat Shuva in all of the present rites. They are
introduced by some variation of the formula a prophet says—viz. III Plant.
138: the oracle given by one of the prophets, V Mut. 139ff.: as an oracle given by
a prophet’s mouth, and Suppl. II QE II 76: as some prophet says. And Philo’s
statement at the beginning of V Mut. 139 (introducing Hos. 14:9–10), is
a personal one: I remember too—and it fits in well with the thesis that he
was familiar with the citations from the Haftarah readings.

Hos. 14:9–10 is cited in both III Plant. 138 and in V Mut. 139 to warn
that esoteric lore may be shared only with those with the sophistication
to appreciate its message and to understand it, and V Mut. 137–139
further warns against its being misconstrued by ‘the superstitious.’68 I
record the relevant texts with little or no comment since they speak for
themselves.

Hos. 14:9–10 (III Plant. 138 and V Mut. 139)

III Plant. 137–138 reads:

(137) Now, whereas fruits borne by trees are called products of the per-
sons who own them, the fruit of instruction and good sense… belongs, as
Moses says, to no other than to the Ruler of all (πανηγεμ�ν�ς). For after
the words, “His products” (Lev. 19:25), he adds, “I am the Lord your
God” (ibid.),69 affording most clear proof that He to whom the product
and the fruit of the soul pertains is One, even God.

(138) In harmony with this is the oracle given by one of the prophets:
“From Me is thy fruit found. Whoso is wise, he shall understand these
things; he who understands shall know them” (MT: ����
 ���� �
�� (9)
������ ���
 ���� ���� �
� �� (10)) (Hos. 14:10). For not everybody, but only
the wise man knows, Whose is the fruit of intelligence.

of the Haftarah series after which come the Haftarot of Consolation).
68 Cf. likewise I Leg. All. 3.218–219 where too the initiate is addressed. These passages

are discussed in Cohen, “The Mystery Terminology in Philo,” in Philo und das Neue
Testament; Internationales Symposium zum Corpus Judaeo-Hellenisticum, May 1–4, 2003; Her-
ausgegeben von Roland Deines und Karl-Wilhelm Niebuhr (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck
2004), 173–187.

69 This is an allegorization of Lev. 19:25: “But in the fifth year may ye eat of the fruit
thereof, that it may yield unto you more richly the increase thereof: I am the Lord your
God.” MT: �
���� �� �
� ������� �
� ������ ����� �� ��
�� ������ �
���; Septuagint:
*ν δ0 τ<= /τει τ<= π�μπτ<ω -	γεστε τ%ν καρπ�ν, πρ�σ�εμα $μ)ν τA γεν!ματα α;τ�?; *γI ε@μι
κ�ρι�ς � �ε%ς $μ=ν.
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In V Mut. 137–140 we read:

(137) So, too, the wisdom (-ρ�νησις), which as in motherhood brought
forth the nature of the self-taught, declares that God had begotten it. For
when the child is born she says with pride, “The Lord has made laughter
for me” (Gen. 21:6). That is the same as saying: He formed, He wrought,
He begot, Isaac; since Isaac and laughter are the same.

(138) But this saying is not for all to hear, so strongly does the evil tide of superstition
flow in our minds… And therefore she adds, “Whoever shall hear will
rejoice with me” (Gen. 21:6), as though there were few whose ears are opened
and pricked up to receive these holy words, which teach us that to sow
and beget the excellent is the peculiar task of God alone. To this lesson all
the others are deaf.

(139) I remember too an oracle given by a prophet’s mouth in words
of fire, which runs thus: “From Me is thy fruit found. Whoso is wise, he shall
understand these things; he who understands shall know them” (Hos. 14:9ff.)…

(140) For all that is good in the range of existing things or rather the
whole heaven and universe is in very truth God’s fruit, the inseparable
growth, as it were, of the tree of His eternal and never-fading nature. And
to know and confess such things is for the wise and understanding, not for men of no
account.

Hos. 14:6 (II Suppl. QE 2.76)

II Suppl. QE II 76 also uses a citation found in this Haftarah, viz. Hos.
14:6, in order to symbolically express the thought that, although Israel
is presently experiencing bad times, in due course its past glory will
return and it will come again into its own.

(76) (Ex. 25:32 MT id. 33) Why are there, on each of the three branches,
bowls modeled into the form of seeds and buds and lilies? … The lily has
a certain contrariety to other flowers, for… the lily (buds) with the com-
ing of summer, when other (flowers) wither… For (other flowers) blossom
when they are irrigated by streams of water, but the lily (blossoms) …
when the sun is flaming-hot.

Wherefore some prophet says that the contemplative nation70 shall blossom
like the lily, (Hos. 14:6)71 indicating that it does not enjoy prosperity at
the same time (as other nations) but that at the time when others have

70 As Marcus notes, ad loc. (126 n. h): τ% �ρατικ%ν (or �εωρητικ%ν) γ�ν�ς are terms
used to refer to Israel.

71 This is the correct reference and not, as Marcus has mistakenly noted, ad loc.,
verse 5. I have not been able to locate the reference to Ezekiel that he mentions in his
note there.
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passed their prime, (Israel) begins (to flower) without the things it ought
to have for its flowering, without water, when the sun is flaming, and is
not to be compared with what is usual.

Zechariah

Zech. 6:12 (IV Conf. 62–63)

NOTE: not found in any of the customary Haftarot.72

As I have already noted in connection with the discussion of Jer. 15:10,
even though the passage containing the citation from Zechariah fol-
lows immediately upon the passage containing the three other non-
pentateuchal citations, and is even related to it in content, Philo explic-
itly informs the reader that it comes from a different source. And it is
found that just as there were clear traces of the Hebrew/Aramaic ori-
gin of the preceding source, there can be no doubt that here the point
of departure for the exegesis is the Septuagint, and not the Hebrew.

But before turning to the passage itself, a few remarks are necessary
in order for it to be correctly understood. First, Colson’s translation
of the word logion (λ�γι�ν) as ‘oracle’ is mistaken, and it is an example
of how the Christian prism through which Philo is often read can do
violence to the simple meaning of the text. For although in the NT
the word logion (λ�γι�ν) appears four times in the connotation ‘oracle,’73

even in Acts 18:24 the adjective is used to describe “an eloquent man
and mighty in Scriptures” (KJV) ('ν7ρ λ�γι�ς… δυνατ%ς nν *ν τα)ς
γρα-α)ς)—also an appropriate description of the man in whose name
Philo quotes the midrashic vignette in §62–§63.

I checked the connotation of the word logion (λ�γι�ν) in four other
philonic passages—in III Sacr. 50, that is the instance of the word
that is found immediately preceding §62; in the other two instances
of the word that are found in IV Conf., viz. in §81 and § 166 and also

72 At the same time note that the key word �Ανατ�λ7 (‘rising’) does appear in the
Haftarah for Shabbat Hannukah (Zech. 2:14–4:7) as well as that for Num. 8:12 (�������).
The relevant verse in Zech. 3:8 reads: bδ�υ *γf ]γω τ%ν δ�?λ�ν μ�υ �Ανατ�λ7ν. Also,
Wacholder, Prolegomena to Mann, op. cit., lvi–lvii (+ li) notes that Zech. 5:3–6:19 is
attested as the Haftarah to Lev. 5:1 in Geniza fragments of triennial Haftarot collections
scattered among major libraries in the world, and see also Büchler, as quoted by Mann,
The Bible in the Old Synagogue, 571, nn. 158–159, and cf. also, id., “The Reading of the
Law and Prophets in a Triennial Cycle,” JQR (O.S.) 5 (1893), 420–468; 6 (1894), 1–73.

73 Acts 7:38, Rom. 3:2, Hebr. 5:12, and IPet. 4:11.
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the first instance in the ensuing book IV Migr. 27. I found that the
term ‘allegorical peshat’ fits the context in all of them. For it is not the
scriptural citation per se that is indicated in all of these passages, but like
in classic rabbinic midrash, mutatis mutandis, the lemma from Scripture is
brought to introduce the exegesis. In Philo too, the scriptural citation
serves as the point of departure for the allegorical meaning provided.74

*

Second, whether or not the suggested translation of IV Conf. 62–63
is correct in all its details, it is clear that Philo here describes God’s
effluence. Because this raises the image in the mind of today’s reader of
what in Christianity expresses the relationship between Jesus and God,
it is important to note that Philo stresses that this son does not have a
corporeal nature. The word ‘son’ is used in the passage as a manner of
speech, in the same way as the word ‘Father’ is used for God.75 Philo
states:

(62) I have heard also an oracle76 from the lips of one of the disciples of
Moses, which runs thus (`κ�υσα μ�ντ�ι κα� τ=ν Μωυσ�ως Hτα"ρων τιν%ς
'π�-�εγ�αμ�ν�υ τ�ι�νδε λ�γι�ν): “Behold a man whose name is ‘Rising’
(bδ�υ 'ν!ρ �Ανατ�λ7 Gν�μα α;τ<=)” (Zech. 6:12), strangest of titles, surely,
if you think that a being composed of body and soul is described. But if
it is that incorporeal something, undifferentiated from the Divine Image
(τ%ν 'σIματ�ν *κε)ν�ν, �ε"ας 'δια-�ρ�?ντα ε@κ�ν�ς),77 you will agree that
the name ‘Rising,’ assigned to him, is most appropriate.

(63) For he is the eldest son, whom the Father of All raised up, whom
He elsewhere calls ‘firstborn,’ and though begotten, imitating the ways
of the Father (μιμ��μεν�ς τAς τ�? πατρ%ς �δ��ς), molded the patterns,
by looking at His paradigmatic archetypes (πρ%ς παραδε"γματα 'ρK�τυπα
*κε"ν�υ �λ�πων *μ�ρ-�υ τA εbδη).

The allegory in this passage does not fit the word in the MT and would
be extremely puzzling if it were taken as an exegesis of the Hebrew
word ��� (tsemakh), for this means ‘a growth or a sprout,’ and only by a

74 And see also Liddel & Scott, s.v. λ�γι�ς where the first two connotations suggested
are “I. 1. versed in tales and stories, 2. generally learned, erudite. II. skilled in words,
eloquent.” Only in III is the connotation ‘oracular’ suggested.

75 See also above to Isa. 5:7.
76 So Colson in PLCL. My suggestion, which I now proceed to explain, is ‘an

allegorical peshat.’
77 Soon after this, in id. 81, the virtues are identified as 'δια-�ρ��σας λ�γων �ε"ων.
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somewhat far-fetched analogy does it mean ‘to rise.’ Further, while the
Septuagint translators could have infelicitously rendered the Hebrew
��� as ‘to rise,’ the Hebrew word could hardly be used as the point of
departure for the allegorical exegesis here. However, when it is realized
that it is the Septuagint text of Zech. 6:12 that is the point of reference
for the midrashic allegory, everything else falls into place.

In the Septuagint, both here and in Zech. 3:8 (which is found in
the Haftarah to Hanukkah: Zech. 2:14–4:7), the word used to render
the Hebrew word ��� is in fact Ανατ�λ!, whose primary connotation
is “the rising above the horizon of any heavenly body.”78 After the
Septuagint’s �ανατ�λ! became conceptually divorced from the word ���
(found in the original Hebrew), it became identified, as here, with the
incorporeal Divine image (τ%ν 'σIματων *κε)ν�ν, �ε"ας 'δια-�ρ�?ντα
ε@κ�ν�ς).79

Closing Summary

In sum, with the single exception of the prophet Jeremiah who is
mentioned by name (II Cher. 49), as in the case of the Pentateuch, here
too the unit of reference in Philo’s oeuvre is ‘The Prophets’ and not
one or another of the books of prophets. Four out of the five citations
from Isaiah are found in one of the special Haftarot of Admonition,
Consolation, and Repentance recited between the 17th of Tammuz and
The Day of Atonement.80 Even regarding the fifth one (Isa. 5:7), it is
suggested that this may also have once been a Haftarah that mainstream
Jewry later found expedient to replace because of the importance it
came to have in Judeo-Christian polemic.

Two of the three citations from Jeremiah—Jer. 2:13 (V Fuga 197) and
3:4 (II Cher. 49)—are found in the Haftarah to Parashat Mas"ai ( Num. 33–
36/Jer. 2:4–28; 3:4), which is read on the second of the three Sabbaths
of Admonition which immediately precedes the 9th of Av. The third

78 So Liddel & Scott, s.v.
79 The verse in the MT reads: ������� ��� ��� ���� �
� ���� ����� �� ��� �


�� �
�� �� �
�� ���� The Septuagint has �&κ�ν κυρ"�υ for �� �
��. The allegorical
significance of ‘house’ in a context such as this will be discussed in “Philo’s Cher. 40–52,
Zohar III 31a, and BT Hag. 16a,” JJS 57/2 (Autumn 2006). Note in passing that Targum
Yonatan renders MT as ��� ��
�� �� �
��� ������ ������ ���� ���� ����� ���� ��.

80 Even the allusions (not citations) to verses from Isaiah are found in Haftarot.
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citation, Jer. 15:10 in IV Conf. §44, was found to have been culled
from a Hebrew/Aramaic allegorical midrashic source used in Greek
translation.81

It is worth remarking that immediately following this, Philo offers
an additional allegorical midrashic vignette from a different source,
one whose point of departure must have been the Septuagint text.82

This provides insight respecting the manner of Philo’s use of different
sources. We do not find slavish dependence upon a single source. He
began by using a Hebrew/Aramaic midrashic composition that he
found in Greek translation, and then appended a midrashic insight,
one whose point of departure is the Septuagint. This was not merely
an exercise in ‘copying and pasting’ material culled from different
places. The material has been integrated and joined almost seamlessly
to become part of Philo’s very own composition.

Finally, for the sake of completeness, it should be noted that the only
other citations from the Latter Prophets found in Philo are those from
Hosea and Zechariah, which are found in the Haftarah to Shabbat Shuva
(the Sabbath between Rosh Hashanah and the Day of Atonement).83

81 This is evident because, while the citations from the Pentateuch are by and large,
as is usual with Philo, faithful to the Septuagint, several of the citations from non-
pentateuchal books—the two from Psalms and the one from the Latter Prophets—are
free renderings of the Hebrew text. This would naturally result if the translator knew
the Pentateuch virtually by heart, but rendered the citations from the other parts of
Scripture without referring to the text.

82 Why this must have been so has been explained above.
83 In line with this is the fact that even six of the Philonic passages containing

references to the Former Prophets are also found in this Haftarah cycle. For more detail
see the next chapter.
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CITATIONS FROM THE FORMER
PROPHETS AND CHRONICLES

The first thing that strikes the eye when addressing the citations and/or
allusions to the Former Prophets in Philo’s writings is how very few
they are. The present chapter discusses and provides explanations for
every one of them. In this process, new insights of a more general nature
have also revealed themselves, since, as we have already seen in the
preceding chapters, a careful study of exceptions often brings facets to
light that would not otherwise have become evident.

The study of the citations from the Former Prophets found in Philo’s
works shows that not only is the Septuagint the text that is quoted,
but that it is also the Septuagint text that serves as the point of departure
for the accompanying exegesis. This of course provides additional proof of
the existence in Alexandria of original midrashic activity in Greek. This also
demonstrates Philo’s use of a scriptural lexicon that included not only
the Pentateuch, but also Scripture as a whole, of the type that David
Rokeah,1 Yehoshua Amir,2 and Lester Grabbe3 have shown to have
existed. Whether Greek was their original language or these writings
were translations of Hebrew/Aramaic originals, Philo used them in
Greek. The citations from the Former Prophets also provide evidence
for Philo’s use of written midrashic works.

*

The following chart provides an overview of all the verses that schol-
arship has identified as references to the Former Prophets and Chroni-
cles. The chart serves both as a point of departure for the reader, and a
summary of the conclusions reached, which are noted in square brack-
ets next to each entry. It has been compiled almost, but not entirely,
on the basis of Earp’s index in PLCL vol. x, 259ff. However, since as

1 Rokeah, “New Onomasticon” (1968).
2 Amir, “Hebrew Names” (1961–1962).
3 Grabbe, Etymology ( 1988).
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we have already noted, his index includes the references to literature
mentioned in the footnotes in PLCL, the number of actual scriptural
references in Philo’s works is significantly smaller than appears at first
sight.4

CHART

Joshua

Josh. 1:5 (IV Conf. 166) [Mistaken Identification—should be Deut. 31:6]

Judges

Judg. 8:9 (IV Conf. 128–132) [Lexicon/Concordance of Scripture]

ISamuel

ISam. 1:1–2:10 = the Haftarah to Rosh Hashanah5 (III Quod Deus 5–15,
III Ebr. 143–152, V Mut. 143–144, V Somn. 1.254, I Suppl. QG 4.138)
[Allegorical Tradition]
ISam. 9:8–9 = “for he that is now called a prophet was before-time
called a Seer” (III Quod Deus 139, IV Migr. 38, IV Her. 78, I Suppl. QG
4.138) [Allegorical Tradition]
ISam. 10:22–23 = Saul’s anointment by Samuel (IV Migr. 196–197)
[Allegorical Tradition]

I and IIKings

The Royal Books (= Kgs.) (IV Conf. 149) [Scriptural Lexicon, Mistaken
identification]

IKgs. 15:11 (IV Conf. 149) [Mistaken Identification]

4 I have added Suppl. I QG 1.86 (IIKgs. 2.11–12) which has been identified by Runia
in “Secondary Texts in Philo’s Quaestiones,” David M. Hay, ed., Both Literal and Allegorical:
Studies in Philo of Alexandria’s Questions and Answers on Genesis and Exodus, (Atlanta 1991), [=
Runia, “Secondary Texts”], particularly 52, 72, 79. QG A 2.4 (IKgs. 8:6), and Hypoth.
(IKgs. 6) are listed by Allenbach et al. in BPSuppl. (Index of Biblical passages found in
Philo), but I have not succeeded in locating them.

5 While some aspects will be touched upon here, this will be discussed at greater
length in the ensuing chapter that refers to the Haftarah Series.
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IIKgs. 18:3 (IV Conf. 149) [Mistaken Identification]
IKgs. 17:18 (III Quod Deus 136–138) [Allegorical Tradition]
(Suppl. I QG 1.86) [Allusion, no citation]

IChronicles

IChron. 7:14 (IV Congr. 43) [Mistaken Identification]

Cases of Mistaken Identification

The first thing that must be done is to winnow out those entries that
prove to be cases of erroneous identification on the part of modern
scholarship. The references found to have been cases of mistaken iden-
tification are: Josh. 1:5 (IV Conf. 166); IKgs. 15:11 and IIKgs. 18:3 (IV
Conf. 149), and IChron. 7:14 (IV Congr. 43).

Joshua

Although both Earp,6 and Colson in the running text of the translation7

identify the citation in IV Conf. 166 with Josh. 1:5, this is mistaken.

Josh. 1:5 (IV Conf. 166)8

(166) And therefore, the merciful God has delivered an oracle (δι�περ
λ�γι�ν τ�? cλεω �ε�?… $π�γρ	-�ν) of loving kindness, which has a
message of good hope to the lovers of discipline. It is to this purport:
“I will not let thee go nor will I abandon thee” (Josh. 1:5). 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 (Jς τ�)ς Rλ�ις
δεσμ�,ς τAς Hαυτ�? δυν	μεις περι(ψεν 'ρρ!κτ�υς) and willed that thus
bound tight and fast they should never be loosed.

6 In his Scripture Index to Philo’s works PLCL vol. X.
7 Ad loc. PLCL IV, 101.
8 The translation is quoted verbatim from Colson, PLCL, including the ascription

to Josh. 1:5.
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True, a verse very similar to that cited here does appear in Josh. 1:5,
and it is even part of the Haftarah reading for the final portion of the
Book of Deuteronomy in virtually all current rites (�
��� ����).9 At the
same time, as their juxtaposition clearly shows, the citation in Philo is
almost verbatim Deut. 31:6, while it is only a somewhat free paraphrase
of that found in Joshua. The only thing in Josh. 1:5 that is closer to the
reference in Philo, is that like in Philo, it is in the first person while
Deut. 31:6 is in the third.

Septuagint (Josh. 1:5): �;κ *γκαταλε"ψω σε �;δε $περ�ψ�μα" σε

Septuagint (Deut. 31:6): �; μ! σε 'ν6( �eτε μ! σε *γκαταλ"πη.

Philo IV Conf. 166: �; μ! σε 'ν= �;δ<I �; μ! σε *γκαταλ"πω

MT (Josh. 1:5): ����� ��� ���� ��

MT (Deut. 31:6): ����� ��� ���� ��

This conclusion is reinforced by the fact that the pentateuchal citations
given by Philo immediately preceding and immediately following this
verse are quoted virtually verbatim from the Septuagint.10 If, but only
if, this citation comes from Deut. 31:6 is this the case here, for as just
noted, it is no more than a paraphrase of Josh. 1:5.

Further, this is also reflected in the way the citation is introduced.
For as we have already shown, while the Pentateuch as a whole serves as his
frame of reference,11 when Philo quotes from other parts of the Bible,
he usually identifies the specific scriptural venue.12 For example: in IV
Conf. 128 Judg. 8:9 is identified as coming from The Book of Judgments.13

But here, the Book of Joshua is neither mentioned by name, nor is
it alluded to in any other manner. This is even more striking, since
Philo does mention Joshua by name in both historical and allegorical
contexts. In VI Mos. 1.216 (Ex. 17:9) and in VIII Virt. 55–56, 66–69
(Num. 27:15–23), he refers to him as an historical person. And the

9 Ashkenazi and Ital. Josh. 1:1–18, Seph. id. 1:1–9, Yem. id. 1:1–9, 6:27.
10 This is the case immediately preceding the passage, in IV Conf. 160 (Ex. 21:14),

162 (Gen. 11:6), and 165 (Gen. 4:13), and the same is true for sections 168 (Gen. 11:7),
169 (Gen. 1:26 and Gen. 3:22) following it. Even the reference in section 167 is the exact
converse of what is expressed negatively in Num. 19:15. Philo writes there: π	ν�<I Rσα
δεσμ<= καταδ�δεται, κα�αρ	 *στιν, which is the mirror image of the Septuagint: π�ν …
Rσα �;K� δεσμ%ν καταδ�δεται *π<I α;τ<=, 'κ	�αρτα *στιν, MT: ���� ��� ��� ���� ��
 �
�
���� ��� ���� ����

11 See Chapter Two: How Philo quotes the Pentateuch.
12 This will become evident as we proceed.
13 This is found less than forty sections before this.
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proper name ‘Joshua’ was used by Philo as the point of departure for
allegorical or symbolical exegesis in III Ebr. 96–98 (Ex. 32:17–19), V
Mut. 121 (Num. 13:17), and II Suppl. QE 2.43 (Septuagint Ex. 24:13). In
the light of all these considerations, the identification of this citation as
Josh. 1:5 rather than Deut. 31:6 is clearly mistaken.14

Kings

IKgs. 15:11 and IIKgs. 18:3 (IV Conf. 149)

Pace both Earp, in his Index in PLCL vol. X, and Colson, in the
running text, the association of Philo’s general term Books of Royalty
(�ασιλικα)ς �"�λ�ις) in IV Conf. 149 with IKgs. 15:11 and IIKgs. 18:3
because of the reference in these verses to descendants of King David,
is clearly mistaken. Philo does not refer here to any specific locus, but
merely to Books of Royalty (�ασιλικα)ς �"�λ�ις) as a unit.15

True, David is called ‘the father’ of King Asa in 1Kgs. 15:11, and of
King Hezekiah in 2Kgs. 18:1–3. And both of them, as Philo mentions
here, lived and flourished long after David’s lifetime. But the same is
equally true for the kings Jehoshaphat, Joash, Amazia, Jotham, Ahaz
and Josiah, all of whom are also mentioned in the scriptural Book(s) of
Kings.16 And they, too, as Philo has written here, “lived and flourished
many generations afterwards, though in David’s lifetime probably not
even their great-grandparents had been born” (IV Conf. 149).

Though more could and should be said about this, here we will
merely point out that the very spelling of King David’s name in IV
Conf. 149 is an indication that Philo has here used a literary source.
For, unless there is a reason for doing otherwise, Philo’s references
to Scripture regularly follow the spelling of the proper names in the
Septuagint. But here this hapax legomenon, this sole mention of David
by name in Philo’s entire oeuvre, uses the spelling Δα�"δ rather than

14 Nevertheless, one need not rule out all associative connection with the Book of
Joshua on Philo’s part. For Josh. 1:5 is found in the Haftarah recited on Simhat Torah—the
Haftarah to the closing Parashah of the Pentateuch ( �
��� ���� Deut. 33:1–34:12) in all
current rites; and it is even found in the Haftarah for Deut. 33:1ff. in the Triennial cycle;
see EJ 15, s.v. “Triennial Cycle,” chart on 1387–1388.

15 The different names used by Philo for the Books of Kings are discussed in
Endnote D: Philo’s Terminology for the Books of Judges and Kings, p. 204ff.

16 See IKgs. 15:3,11,24; 22:51; IIKgs. 14:3; 15:38; 16:2; 18:3; 22:2, and Jehoshaphat,
Ahaz, Hezekiah and Josiah are also so termed in IIChron. 17:3; 28:1; 29:2; 34:2,3.
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the spelling found in the Septuagint: Δαυιδ. And since Δα�"δ is the
spelling used in the New Testament as well, where the name is found
frequently,17 it prima facie here reflects the use of a source written in a
‘modern’ orthography.

IChronicles

IChron. 7:14 (IV Congr. 43)

Philo states here:

(43) We read, “The sons of Manasseh were those whom the Syrian
concubine bore to him, Machir, and Machir begat Gilead” (λ�γεται γαρ:
*γ�ν�ντ� $ι�� Μανασσ(, �oς /τεκεν α;τ<= 5 παλλακ7 5 Σ�ρα, τ%ν ΜαKε"ρ.
ΜαKε�ρ δ0 *γ�ννησε τ%ν Γαλα	δ). (Gen. 46:20).

In the footnote to IV Congr. 43 Colson remarks that “this verse is not
found here in the Hebrew [viz. Gen. 46:20], but the substance of it
appears in both Hebrew and LXX in IChron. 7:14.” While this is true,
at the same time, the parallel in IChron. 7:14 belongs to the study of
the Septuagint text, not to that of Philo, since Philo’s citation is an
almost verbatim citation of the Septuagint for Gen. 46:20: *γ�ν�ντ� δ0
$ι�� Μανασση, �oς /τεκεν α;τ<= 5 παλλακ7 5 Σ�ρα, τ%ν ΜαKιρ. ΜαKιρ
δ0 *γ�ννησεν τ%ν Γαλααδ—and, as will become evident in what follows
immediately, Philo used the Septuagint exclusively.

Philo’s Exegesis is sometimes based on the Septuagint Text

That Philo’s citations of Scripture are according to the Septuagint (and
not the MT) is today generally accepted. But not only are the cita-
tions themselves from the Septuagint. Philo’s comments on them are
sometimes dependent upon idiosyncrasies of the Septuagint text (which

17 This is the case in e.g. Mat. 1:1,6,17, Mark 2:25, 10:47, 48, Luke 1:27,32,69, John
7:42, Acts 1:16, 2:25, 29,34, Rom. 1:3, 4:6, 2Tim. 2:8, Hebr. 4:7 and Rev. 3:7 et al.
In Josephus the regular spelling is Δαυ"δης, which is found 290 times throughout his
writings, including Ap. and Wars, while the spelling Δα�"δ is found there only 29 times—
and all of these are in the first six books of Antiquities. Respecting stylistic idiosyncrasies
in Ant. I–VI, see my first published scholarly article: “Is Josephus’ Treatment of the
Scriptural Narrative Similar Throughout the Antiquities I–XI ?,” JQR 54/4 (April 1964),
311–332.
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differs in these details from the MT). While the present examination
is confined to Philo’s citations from ISam. 1:1–2:10 (III Quod Deus 6,
10, III Ebr. 143, 146, 149 and V Mut. 143–144) and ISam. 10:22–23 (IV
Migr. 196–197)—whose major thrust is also ‘the Samuel character’),18

this phenomenon is by no means limited to these passages. But it is par-
ticularly significant because it provides firm evidence of independent
exegetical creativity in Greek in Alexandria.19

ISamuel 1:1–2:10

As has been noted above in the chapter on the Haftarah Cycle, today
this is the Haftarah for the first day of Rosh Hashanah in all rites.

III Quod Deus 6 quotes ISam. 1:1120

MT: ��� ����
 = “I give him unto the Lord”

Philo: δ"δωμ" σ�ι α;τ%ν δ�τ�ν = “I give him to Thee as a gift”

Septuagint: δIσω α;τ%ν *νIπι�ν σ�υ δ�τ%ν = “I give him to Thee as a
gift”

Philo and the Septuagint both have the word δ�τ�ν = ‘as a gift,’ in
common, for which there is no parallel in the MT. And it is on this
word, δ�τ�ν = ‘as a gift,’ that Philo’s comment depends:

(6) For she speaks in the first book of Kings in this wise, “I give him to
Thee as a gift” (δ"τ�ν) (ISam. 1:11), that is, “who is a gift” (δ�τ%ν Gντα),
and so “I gave him who has been given” (τ%ν δεδ�μ�ν�ν δ"δωμι).

18 They are studied in more detail below, in the part of the chapter devoted to Philo’s
use of a contemporary allegorical source. The only other citations from the Book of
Samuel in Philo are ISam. 1:15, which is virtually identical in both the Septuagint and
the MT, and so is irrelevant to our concerns at this point, and ISam. 9:9, which is
discussed below.

19 Wolfson, Philo, Vol. I, 88ff. has indeed noted that sometimes Philo used the
Septuagint text as his point of departure for his exegesis, but he did not draw the
same conclusions as here. The dilemma that this posed for him was whether this ruled
out Philo’s knowledge of Hebrew.

20 Colson, following Wendland, gives the reference as ISam. 1:28 in III Quod. 6, but
this is corrected in Vol. V, 605 (in his endnote to Somn. 1:254).
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III Ebr. 143 also quotes ISam. 1:11

Philo and Septuagint: �&ν�ν κα� μ��υσμα �; π"εται

(“drink wine or intoxicating liquor”)

MT: contains no parallel here for these words

Philo bases his comments on these words that are not found here in the
MT.21

III Ebr. 146 quotes ISam. 1:14

In the MT Eli speaks to Hannah directly, but in the Septuagint Eli’s
servant is the speaker. Philo’s midrashic remark, ad loc., “‘Boy,’ not
meaning a single boy, but everyone whose age is ripe for restlessness
and defiance…” depends on the Septuagint’s reading.22

Philo: $π% παιδ	ρι�υ τιν�ς… (“by a boy”)

Septuagint: τ% παιδ	ρι�ν Ηλι (“By Eli’s ‘boy servant’”)

MT: ��� ���� ����� (“and Eli said to her”)

III Quod Deus 10 and V Mut. 143 quote ISam. 2:5

Philo: 5 δ0 π�λλ7 *ν τ�κν�ις iσ��νησε

Septuagint: κα� 5 π�λλ7 *ν τ�κν�ις iσ��νησεν

21 The MT has merely ��
� ����� �� ������ ��
 ��� (“And she vowed a vow, and
said: ‘O Lord of Hosts’ …”), but the Septuagint brings this as: κα� ηe�ατ� ε;K7ν κυρ"<ω
λ�γ�υσα, Αδωναι κ�ριε ελωαι σα�αω�, after which, in the continuation of the verse it
adds the detail: κα� �&ν�ν κα� μ��υσμα �; π"εται (“drink wine or intoxicating liquor”),
that, while found elsewhere in the Scriptural narrative, is not found in the MT at this
point. Following is a fuller citation of the MT and Septuagint texts:

MT: ����� �� �
�� ��� �
��
�� ���� �
�� ���� ��� �� ����� �� ������ ��
 ����
����� �� ���� �� ����� ���� ��� �
 ��� ����
� ���
� ��� ����� ���
�

Septuagint: κα� ηe�ατ� ε;K7ν κυρ"<ω λ�γ�υσα, Αδωναι κ�ριε ελωαι σα�αω�, *Aν
*πι�λ�πων *πι�λ�ψ6ης *π� τ7ν ταπε"νωσιν τ(ς δ��λης σ�υ, κα� μνησ�6(ς μ�υ κα� δ<=ς
τ6( δ��λ6η σ�υ σπ�ρμα 'νδρ=ν, κα� δIσω α;τ%ν *νIπι�ν σ�υ δ�τ%ν dως 5μ�ρας
�αν	τ�υ α;τ�?, κα� �&ν�ν κα� μ��υσμα �; π"εται, κα� σ"δηρ�ς �;κ 'να�iσεται *π�
τ7ν κε-αλ7ν α;τ�?.

22 The remainder of Philo’s citation is also verbatim Septuagint, for both Philo and
the Septuagint have: qΕως π�τε με�υσ�!ση; περιελ�? τ%ν �&ν�ν σ�υ. (But the Septuagint
does not differ here from the MT: ����� �
�� �� ����� ����
��� ��� ��; KJV and JPS:
“How long wilt thou be drunken? Put away thy wine from thee.”)



citations from the former prophets and chronicles 111

(“but she that had many children hath languished”)

MT: ����� ��
� ����, “and she that has had many sons is wretched”

(����� and iσ��νησε[ν] are not synonymous)

Not only are the words ����� and iσ��νησε[ν] not synonymous, but
also, while the virtual identity here between Philo’s text and the Sep-
tuagint is obvious, the significant difference from the MT is equally
evident. Here, too, the point of departure for Philo’s exegesis is the
Septuagint text, as is clear from his comments shortly after this, in Quod
Deus 14ff.

(14) And when she says that she who had many children languishes
('σ�ενε)ν)… For when the soul… is in travail with many… she languishes
(*�ασ�ενε)) utterly. (15) She brings forth the desires… and thus under the
crushing load… she grows faint and dropping her hands in weakness ($π’
'σ�ενε"ας) gives up the fight.

ISamuel 10:22–23

IV Migr. 196–197 (ISam. 10:22–23)

Although the MT, the Septuagint and Philo are almost identical, Philo’s
allegorical exegesis is dependent upon the slight difference, the singular
form of the verbs in the Septuagint, that differs here from the plural of
the MT. For it is the taking of Saul from the ‘vessels’ by Samuel (sing.),
that provides the basis for Philo’s allegory.23

MT ISam. 10:23: ��� ���	�� ������� (plural)

(KJV and JPS = And they ran and fetched him thence)

Septuagint ISam. 10:23: /δραμεν κα� λαμ�	νει α;τ%ν *κε)�εν (sing.)

(= he ran thither and took him thence)

Philo IV Migr. 197: *πιδραμfν, λαμ�	νει α;τ%ν *κε)�εν (sing.)

(Philo = “he [the Samuel character] ran thither and took him thence”
[= from amidst the vessels/σκε�εσι = body and sense perception)

*

23 A more detailed discussion of the passage is found below in the context of the
discussion of Philo’s Use of Contemporary Sources.
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In sum, in all of the Philonic passages that deal specifically with ‘the
Samuel character,’ Philo’s midrashic exegesis relies upon the Septuagint
and not the MT. Clearly, for him, this was the Holy Scripture. And
except for ISam. 1:15 where the Septuagint does not differ from the
MT, and 1Sam. 9:8–9, which will be treated below, together with IKgs.
17:10,18 in III Quod Deus 133–139, these are the only citations from the
Book of Samuel found in Philo.

It follows of necessity that if, as will be shown, Philo used an alle-
gorical source for his exegesis of the Haftarah, this work must have orig-
inated in the Greek-speaking Diaspora for whom the Septuagint was
Scripture. And hence, this reflects the existence of an exegetical tradi-
tion that arose and developed in the Greek-speaking Diaspora.24

Philo’s Use of Contemporary Sources

We now turn to the evidence that these citations provide for Philo’s
use of contemporary written sources, not only a homiletical lexicon of
proper names in Scripture, but also both a concordance and a written
allegorical tradition, whose language was Greek. The passages studied
are Judg. 8:9 (IV Conf. 128–130), ISam. 1:1–2:10 (III Quod Deus 5–15, III
Ebr. 143–152, V Mut. 143–144, V Somn. 1 253–256, and probably VIII
Praem. § 159–§ 160 as well), ISam. 10:22–23 (IV Migr. 191–195, 196–197),
IKgs. 17:18 and ISam. 9:8–9 (Quod Deus 136–139), as well as ISam.
9:8–9 alone (in IV Migr. 38, IV Her. 78, and I Suppl. QG 4.138). I
repeat, these are the only passages in Philo that contain citations from
the Former Prophets.

*

Judges

Judg. 8:9 (IV Conf. 128–130)

A careful study of the single allusion on Philo’s part to ‘The Book of
Judgments’ (*ν τ6( τ=ν κριμ	των �"�λ<ω), as Philo calls what we know

24 See also my remarks in Philo Judaeus, Chapter II: Palestinian/Diaspora Midrashic
Tradition, 37–71 and particularly 59–61.
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under the title Book of Judges,25 points to Philo’s use of a scriptural
concordance written in Greek, but based and arranged according to the Hebrew
forms of the words. This is in line with the hypothesis that has been
cogently argued by Amir, Rokeah and Grabbe,26 that Philo indeed had
such an hermeneutic aid at his disposal.

The point of departure for the allegorical exegesis in IV Conf. 128–
130, where the citation from the Book of Judges is found, is Gen. 11:4
“Let us build ourselves a city and tower (π�ργ�ν) whose head shall reach
to heaven”—viz. the description of the Tower of Babel. Following are
the relevant parts of the passage that contains the reference to Judg.
8:9.27

(122) Is not Cain… in a sense raising a building of created and mortal
things to subvert those to which has fallen the honour to be the work of
a diviner architect? …

(128) Having received from their father, self-love as their portion, (Cain’s)
children are eager to add to it (the tower) and raise it heaven high, until
Justice (Δ"κη), who loves virtue and hates evil, appears and razes to the
ground the cities which they fortified to menace the unhappy soul and
the tower (τ% π�ργ�ν) whose name is explained in the Book of Judgments
(*ν τ6( τ=ν κριμ	των 'ναγρα-�μ�ν6η �"�λ<ω).

(129) That name is in the Hebrew tongue Penu"el, but in our own,28

‘turning from God’ ('π�στρ�-7 �ε�?). For the stronghold, which was
built through persuasiveness of argument, was built solely for the purpose
of diverting and deflecting the mind from honouring God. And what
could be more wrong ('δικIτερ�ν) than this?

(130) But there stands ready armed for the destruction of this stronghold
he who fights against wrongdoing (� πειρατ7ς τ(ς 'δικ"ας) and ever
breathes slaughter against it, whom the Hebrews call Gideon, which
interpreted (Hρμηνε�εται) means ‘trial’ (πειρατ!ρι�ν).’29 “Gideon swore,”

25 The titles Book of Judgments (*ν τ6( τ=ν κριμ	των 'ναγρα-�μ�ν6η �"�λ<ω) and Books
of Royalty (τ=ν *ν �ασιλικα)ς Cερ�-αντη��ντων) are found in close proximity—in IV
Conf. 128 and 149 respectively. See Endnote D: Philo’s Terminology for the Books of
Judges and Kings, p. 204.

26 See notes 2, 3, and 4 above.
27 The translation is based on that found in PLCL but is somewhat altered.
28 Note that Philo contrasts Hebrew with “our own tongue”: for him, Greek.
29 When translated, as I have done here, as a typically Philonic play on words, the

meaning of the section becomes clear, for the word πειρατ!ρι�ν can mean: a trial, a
temptation, a pirates’ nest, or a gang of brigands. However, I have not understood how
PLCL has rendered the section: “(130) …the robber who despoils wrongdoing and ever
breathes slaughter against her, whom the Hebrews call Gideon, which is interpreted
the ‘Robbers’ Hold’…”
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we read, “to the men of Penu"el saying: When I return with peace I will
demolish this tower” (τ% π�ργ�ν) (Judg. 8:9).

The problems that require solution are: Why, in view of the extreme
rarity of Philonic citations from non-pentateuchal Scripture, has Philo
chosen this particular reference from the Book of Judges? Even more
puzzling is how Penu"el, the name of a fortress at the ford of the river
Yabbok, located at the entrance to the land of Canaan, came to be
associated by Philo with the Tower of Babel in Babylon (mentioned
in Gen. 11:1–9). Finally, how has the Gideon of chapter 8 in the book
of Judges become “he who fights against wrongdoing” (� πειρατ7ς τ(ς
'δικ"ας)?

These questions are all the more intriguing, because the classic mid-
rashic and rabbinic sources are of no help to us whilst neither Targum
Onkelos, nor Targum Yonathan (Yerushalmi), nor Rashi, nor Ramban, nor Ibn-
Ezra, nor Sforno, nor Bereishit Rabbah intimate anything of the sort.

In the final analysis, even in the natural sciences the ‘proof ’ of any
hypothesis is very rarely more than the fact that it happens to pro-
vide the most satisfactory explanation for a combination of puzzling
phenomena. Therefore, if we succeed in providing a reasonable expla-
nation for all of these phenomena simultaneously, this can be consid-
ered as at least interim proof, for it will have satisfactorily explained the
many perplexing aspects of this passage.

*

Philo identifies Judg. 8:9 not by the name the biblical book bears in
the Septuagint, but as coming from the Book of Judgments (= *ν τ6(
τ=ν κριμ	των 'ναγρα-�μ�ν6η �"�λ<ω). The Philonic citation varies only
very slightly from the reading of this verse in the Septuagint—Philo’s
citation being a combination of mss. A and B of the Septuagint which
themselves are very close to each other.

MT (Judg. 8:9): ��� ����� �� ��� ����� ����� ����� ���
� ��
�� �� �����

Septuagint A30 (Judg. 8:9): (κα� ε&πεν) τ�)ς 'νδρ	σιν Φαν�υηλ λ�γων <IΕν
τ<= *πιστρ�-ειν με μετ<I ε@ρiνης κατασκ	ψω τ%ν π�ργ�ν τ�?τ�ν.

Septuagint B31 8:9: κα� ε@πεν Γεδεων πρ%ς ]νδρας Φαν�υηλ �Εν *πιστρ�-6(
μ�υ μετ’ ε@ρ!νης τ%ν π�ργ�ν τ�?τ�ν κατασκ	ψω.

30 This is the reading of the Codex Alexandrinus.
31 This is the reading of the Codex Vaticanus.



citations from the former prophets and chronicles 115

[Trans. of Septuagint—A: And Gideon replied (B: And he said) to the
men of Penu"el, “Upon my return with peace, I will demolish this tow-
er”]

Philo Conf. 130: (Fμ�σε Γεδεfν) τ�)ς 'νδρ	σι Φαν�υηλ λ�γων <IΕν τ<= με
*πιστρ�-ειν μετ<I ε@ρiνης τ%ν π�ργ�ν τ��τ�ν κατασκ	ψω.

[Trans. of Philo: (Gideon swore, we read) to the men of Penu"el saying,
“When I return with peace I will demolish this tower” (= Judg. 8:9).]

The key to the enigma is the word ���� (migdal) = π�ργ�ς (purgos) =
tower. Virtually all the instances of Philo’s use of the word π�ργ�ς
(purgos) = tower are found in midrashic/allegorical expositions relating
to the Tower of Babel.32

This is so in II Post Caini 53, in V Somn. 2.284ff., and it is of course
also the case here in IV Conf. 130. Indeed, the entire book of IV Conf.
weaves an allegorical tapestry onto the frame of Gen. 11:1–9,—the locus
classicus in the Bible for the Tower of Babel. It would therefore be most
natural for Philo to understand π�ργ�ς (purgos) = ‘tower’ as a proper
noun = ‘The Tower’—and to treat the word ‘tower’ in Scripture to be
a synonym and alternate locution for the Tower of Babel.

My hypothesis is that Philo has here used a concordance of the
Septuagint, where, shortly after the appearance of the word π�ργ�ς
(purgos) = ‘tower’ (MT ���� = tower) in Gen. 11:1–9, comes Judg. 8:9,
the only instance between them being Gen. 35:21, where the proper
name Migdal-Eder (���-����� ����� ���� ���) is rendered: /πη�εν τ7ν
σκην7ν α;τ�υ *π�κεινα τ�/ π�ργ�υ Γαδερ, taking MT) ���� Migdal)
that is part of the place-name Migdal-Eder, as a separate word, and
understanding it as a common noun: π�ργ�ς (purgos) = ‘tower.’ More
likely is the possibility that Philo used a concordance based on the MT
(but translated into Greek), where the very next instance after Gen. 11:1–9

32 The single exception is VIII Spec. 4.229, which alludes to the prohibition in Deut.
20:19ff.: cut down fruit trees, but only those “that you know are not fruit trees, and use
them to build siege works until the city at war with you falls.” Philo has ‘actualized’ the
biblical description of siege practice, writing: “But as to the trees which have never had
or have lost the power to bear fruit and all the wild type, there should be no stinting in
cutting them down at will for siege works and… constructing ladders and wooden towers
(π�ργων)…” Dr. Hava Korzakova has pointed out in an oral communication that while
this may well be an ‘actualization,’ it is not a ‘modernization,’ since the siege towers
were in fact made of wood, as one sees on ancient frescoes. She has further pointed out
that the Trojan horse of the ancient Greeks may also have been conceived with such
siege towers in mind, since they looked somewhat like a horse. Note that the description
of the siege of Jerusalem by the Romans also reflects the wooden construction of the
siege towers, since Josephus relates that the besieged would make forays and burn them.
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(the Tower of Babel) of the word) ���� migdal) = ‘tower,’ as a common
noun and not a place name, is Judg. 8:9 in connection with Penu"el (=
Φαν�υηλ). Either way, Philo could easily have understood the proper
name Penu"el in Judg. 8:9 as a synonym for ���� (migdal) = tower and,
in consequence, for the Tower of Babel. The hypothesis that Philo used
such a concordance thus resolves the enigma of how Philo came to
quote Judg. 8:9.

Likewise, the solution to the remaining dilemma: How Gideon of
the Book of Judges became both “he who fights against wrongdoing”
(� πειρατ7ς τ(ς 'δικ"ας) and, at the same time “Trial” (πειρατ!ρι�ν),
reflects the use of a homiletical lexicon of the sort described above—
one that homiletically renders the Hebrew form of the proper names in
Scripture.33

The literal ‘translation’ of the Hebrew proper noun ����� (Gideon,
Judg. 8:9) is34 ��� + (�)�� = he who cuts down sin.35 Philo first writes:
� πειρατ7ς τ(ς 'δικ"ας = “he who fights against wrongdoing,” and
then, following immediately upon this, he reiterates the same midrashic
etymology in a more polished form as “trial” (πειρατ!ρι�ν).36

The rendering of ����� first as “he who fights against wrongdoing” (�
πειρατ7ς τ(ς 'δικ"ας), and then as “trial” (πειρατ!ρι�ν), need not evince
surprise. For repetition in a more polished form is sometimes a function
of translation from another language. First, the literal translation is
given, and then it is polished into an idiomatic construction.37 While
I tend to suppose that such a lexicon might well contain both of these
options, it is also possible that Philo himself was responsible. Either way,
this hardly matters for the present purpose.

*

33 As noted above, it must have been one based on a Hebrew text virtually identical
with the MT, but translated into (or composed in) Greek.

34 Note that the Septuagint’s rendering of MT Gen. 49:9: �
���� ���� �� is πειρατ!ρι�ν
πειρατε�σαι α;τ�ν, thus also taking the word �� (Gad) as if it were ��� = ‘to cut down.’
But whether or not �� and ����� in fact followed each other in an etymological lexicon
is not important to our present concerns.

35 This interpretation brings to mind MT Judg. 6:32 where Gideon is also called
������, understood as ��� = ‘he who fells (the idol of the god) Ba#al.’

36 This is similar to the many Philonic etymologies introduced by Hρμηνε�ειν, whose
thrust was not philological but ethical.

37 See note above to ‘trial’ (πειρατ!ρι�ν) for why it can be a synonym.
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To recapitulate: The Philonic passage should, I suggest, be under-
stood as follows: Section 122 has introduced Cain, “as founding a city
(Gen. 4:17)… and thus in a sense raising a building of created and mor-
tal things to subvert those… (that are) the work of a more Divine archi-
tect,” and then, in section 128, Philo writes that, “…(Cain’s) children
desire to add to it and raise it (viz. the tower of Babel) heaven high,38 until
Justice (δ"κη)… razes… the tower whose name is explained in the Book of
Judgments (= Book of Judges) (*ν τ6( τ=ν κριμ	των 'ναγρα-�μ�ν6η �"�λ<ω)”
… Penu"el etc.

Sections § 129–130 then render the names Penu"el and Gideon of Judg.
8:9 according to midrashic etymologies based upon their Hebrew forms.
���
� (Penu"el) is taken to mean, ‘turning from God’ ('π�στρ�-7 �ε�?),39

and ����� (Gideon), as ‘he who fights against wrongdoing’ (� πειρα-
τ7ς τ(ς 'δικ"ας)—which ‘etymology’ is refined, and repeated as ‘trial’
(πειρατ!ρι�ν).

All the information required is found in this one verse (Judg. 8:9)
with the help of the aids suggested. Hence, there is no need to suppose
that it was culled from an extensive literary source. And last but not
least: it is not necessary to assume that the equation of Penu"el with
the Tower of Babel was the result of an unfortunate or inadvertent
misunderstanding. Philo notoriously disregards the context whenever
he wishes to embed material into his allegorical web. And similarly,
rabbinic midrash also frequently transfers elements from their original
context to another one, even while in the second context they are
entirely irrelevant from the standpoint of the ‘plain’ sense of Scripture.
This is done when it is found to be useful for purveying the message at
hand.

Samuel

ISam. 1:1–2:10 (Haftarah for Rosh Hashanah)

We now turn to the consideration of Philo’s allegorical rendition of
ISam. 1:1–2:10. This is the Haftarah for the first day of Rosh Hasha-
nah.40 Material found in ISam. 1:1–2:10 is quoted in III Quod Deus 5–

38 See Gen. 11:1–9.
39 It is to be stressed that the identification is not geographical, but rather constitutes

an allegorical midrashic detail which enriches the larger allegorical tapestry.
40 The central idea in the Haftarah is, as usual, related to the Torah reading for the
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15, III Ebr. 143–152, V Mut. 143–144, V Somn. 1.254, and VIII Praem.
159–160 probably belongs here as well.41 I shall treat these passages
together, for what is missing in one is found in another, and together
they become a coherent whole.

In III Quod Deus 5–15, ISam. 1:11 and ISam. 2:5 are quoted and
alluded to as coming from The First Book Of Kings.42 In III Ebr. 143, the
next passage that refers to material from the book of Samuel (ISam.
1:11,14,15), the identification is by the use of the locution, Samuel the
greatest of kings and prophets. V Mut. 143 introduces ISam. 2:5 as A hymn
sung by Hannah, and finally, Hannah is called a prophetess and mother of
a prophet in V Somn. 1:254, which passage also contains an additional
reference to ISam. 1:11. The fact that the first mention is explicitly
identified as coming from The First Book of Kings, while in the other
instances the protagonists are identified without explicit mention of the
biblical book, suggests that they all belong to the same source.

The passages fit together and complete each other, and Philo has
either made use of an existing allegorical tradition in the different con-
texts, or perhaps it was his very own. In any event, in view of the fact
that the very allegorical constructs are dependent upon the Septuagint,
and as we proceed additional considerations will also be found to point
in this direction, to the extent that there was an underlying source, it
must have been composed in Greek.

Since ISam. 1:1–2:10 is the Haftarah reading for Rosh Hashanah in
all current rites, such a mystical allegorical exposition readily fits into
the same frame of reference whereby The Song of Songs, which is
read in the Synagogue on Shavuot (Feast of Pentecost, ������� ��) was
from early times understood as a mystical allegory.43 Though of course

day: Gen. 21:1–34, “(1) And the Lord remembered Sarah… (2) And Sarah conceived
…” (JPS translation). As I noted above towards the end of Chapter Three, although
Philo quotes verses from the Haftarah for the first day of Rosh Hashanah, from that for
Shabbat Shuva, and that for Yom Kippur, there is no citation or even any allusion to the
Haftarah for the second day of Rosh Hashanah. This suggests that the second day of
Rosh Hashanah may not have been celebrated in Alexandria in Philo’s day.

41 The reference in VIII Praem. 159–160 has already been discussed in connection
with Isa. 54:1, where it was shown that that the correct reference is almost certainly
ISam. 2:5.

42 This is the name for the book given in the Septuagint.
43 Since Mishnah Yad. 3:5 includes inter alia R. Akiva’s vehement defense of the Song

of Songs, its allegorization could not be later than the first century CE. According
to Midrash Shir ha-Shirim (which is of course much later, but contains much early
material), the book is read as an allegory of the love between God and Knesseth Yisrael
(the people of Israel). In Christian tradition, it is understood allegorically as well.
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very different in both subject and manner of presentation, as in the
traditional allegorization of The Song of Songs, here too, Philo presents
the biblical characters as typological symbols, in this case in order to
describe the soul’s path to the Divine.

*

What follows presents the allegory of the Haftarah to Rosh Hashanah in
outline, by means of short pertinent excerpts from Philo.44 The path to
the Divine is charted in III Quod Deus 5–15. It states that the road that
brings us to ‘God possession’ leads away from the senses. In addition,
the passage also stresses the number seven, which represents the heav-
enly sphere as being paramount “in the harmony of the universe and
in the thoughts of the virtuous soul.”45 We read:

III Quod Deus 5–15 (ISam. 1:11 and 2:5)

(5) He finds a disciple and successor in Hannah, the gift of the wisdom
of God, for the name Hannah, interpreted (Hρμηνε�εται), is ‘her grace.’46

She received the divine seed and became pregnant.47 And when she had
reached the consummation of her travail, and had brought forth the
type of character which has its appointed place in God’s order, which
she named Samuel—a name which interpreted (Hρμηνευ�ε�ς) means ‘ap-
pointed to God’ (τεταγμ�ν�ς �ε<=)48—she took him and rendered him in
due payment to the Giver, (δ"δωσι τ<= δ�ντι)…

44 Unless otherwise noted, the citations embedded in the Philonic text are either
verbatim renderings of the Septuagint, or very close paraphrases.

45 As has been pointed out by Colson, in his note ad loc. Philo has explained this
in greater detail in I All. 1.2–16. The significance of the number seven is one of the
important building blocks in Philo’s thought. See on this in Chapter Four, s. v. Isa. 54:1.

46 Hebrew ��� ��� :�
�. It is well to remind the reader that, as already noted above,
Philo found these etymologies ready at hand in a work based upon the Hebrew text,
which he used in Greek—this latter being either its original language, or else, like Ben
Sira, IMacc. et al., the lexicon was a translation from a Hebrew original. See also
above, Chapter One, where I noted that Grabbe has shown that Philo used the word
Hρμηνε�ειν to introduce the ‘etymologies’ of names in Scripture, but not Greek words,
for which a different term is used.

47 The metaphor of the ‘Divine impregnation’ of the purified soul/mind described
here by Philo must have been congenial to developing Christian thought even while it
differs in crucial respects. Of course, here in Philo it is used in a symbolic allegorical
connotation that could hardly have been intended to be taken literally. For other
examples, see e.g. I Leg. All. 180–181, II Cher. 43ff. and II Suppl. QE 2.3.

48 The Hebrew ����� is midrashically rendered as if it were �� ��� with a sin ($),
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(6) For she speaks in the First Book of Kings (*ν τ6( πρIτ6η τ=ν �ασιλει=ν)49

in this wise, ‘I give him, a gift to Thee’ (δ"δωμ" σ�ι α;τ%ν δ�τ�ν) (ISam.
1:11), that is ‘who is a gift,’ (τ<= δ�τ%ν Gντα) and so ‘I give him who has
been given’ (τ%ν δεδ�μ�ν�ν δ"δωμι).50 This agrees with the most sacred
ordinance of Moses, ‘My gifts, My offerings, My fruits ye shall observe
to bring to Me’: τA δ=ρ	 μ�υ, δ�ματ	 μ�υ, καρπIματ	 μ�υ διατηρ!σετε
πρ�σ-�ρειν *μ�� (Num. 28:2).51

(7) For to whom should we make thank-offering save to God? …

(10) Indeed of the nature of the soul beloved of God no clearer evidence
can we have than that hymn of Hannah which contains the words, ‘the
barren hath borne seven, but she that had many children languished’
(ISam. 2:5)…52

(14) And when she says ‘that she who had many children languishes,’ her
words are as clear as they are true. For when the soul that is one, departs
from the one and is in travail with many … and then weighed down
and sore pressed by the multitude of children that cling to her … she
languishes utterly. She brings forth the desires of which the eyes and the
ears are the channels… she is pregnant with the lusts of the belly and
those who have their seat below it…53

III Ebr. 143–152 (ISam. 1:11,14,15)

The second passage, III Ebr. 143ff., conceives Samuel “(144) …not as a
living compound of soul and body, but as a mind which rejoices in the
service and worship of God….” It states that:

(145) …without divine grace it is impossible either to leave the ranks of
mortality or to stay forever among the immortal. Now when grace fills

which is of course not the etymology given in the Biblical text, but a somewhat fanciful
midrashic exegesis of the Hebrew form of the name…

49 See Endnote D: Philo’s Terminology for the Books of Judges and Kings, p. 204.
50 While, as has already been noted, this is not an entirely exact citation, it is

obviously an allusion to Septuagint (ISam. 1:11): κα� δIσω α;τ%ν *νIπι�ν σ�υ δ�τ%ν
… For the MT has only: ���� ��� �
 ��� ����
�, without the ‘as a gift.’ Also, as noted
above, the reference here is to ISam. 1:11 and not to verse 28 as given in PLCL ad loc.,
but corrected in Vol. V, 605 in the endnote to Somn. 1:254.

51 This is a verbatim citation of the Septuagint: ΤA δ=ρ	 μ�υ, δ�ματ	 μ�υ, καρπI-
ματ	 μ�υ [ε@ς Bσμ!ν ε;ωδ"ας] διατηρ!σετε πρ�σ-�ρειν *μ��… The verse is found in the
pentateuchal passage called Parashat ha-Tamid (Num. 28:1–8) that contains the instruc-
tions for the Tamid sacrifice (offered twice daily in the Temple)—and which today is
recited every morning in lieu of the actual ritual (MT Num. 28:2 reads: ���� �
��	 ��
������ �� ���	�� ����� ����
 ��� ����)

52 The wording is very close to the Septuagint (which differs from the MT).
53 The soul’s travail is represented here as struggling against the seductions and

enticements of the senses.
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the soul… (146) …it is possessed… (147) For with the God-possessed not
only is the soul wont to be stirred and goaded as it were into ecstasy, but
the body also is flushed and fiery, warmed by overflowing joy within…
(152) …the mind, which has drunk deep of abstinence unmixed, becomes
a libation which is poured out to God. …so that it shall touch the bounds
of the All, and hasten to that glorious and loveliest of Visions—the Vision
of the Uncreated.

Thus we read (at greater length):

(143) Therefore Samuel too, the greatest of kings and prophets, “will
never,” as the Holy Word (� Cερ%ς λ�γ�ς) tells us, “drink wine or intoxi-
cating liquor, till his dying day” (ISam. 1:11)…54

(144) Now probably there was an actual man called Samuel; but we
conceive of him, not as a living compound of soul and body, but as a
mind which rejoices in the service and worship of God and that only. For
interpreted (Hρμηνε�εται) his name means ‘appointed to God’ (τεταγμ�ν�ς
�ε<=)…55

(145) His mother is Hannah, whose name means in our language, ‘grace’
…56

(146) Now when grace fills the soul, that soul thereby rejoices and smiles
and dances, for it is possessed and inspired, so that to many not so
enthused, it may seem to be drunken, crazy and beside itself. And
therefore she is addressed by a ‘boy’ (παιδαρ"�υ τιν�ς),57 not meaning a
single boy, but everyone whose age is ripe for restlessness and defiance
and mockery of excellence, in these words: “How long wilt thou be
drunken? Put away thy wine from thee” (ISam. 1:14)…

(149) Fitly then, does she answer … “A woman of the hard day (σκληρA
5μ�ρα), I have drunk no wine or strong drink, and I will pour out my soul
before the Lord” (ISam. 1:15)…58

(150) First, we see, she calls herself ‘hard day’ (σκληρA 5μ�ρα) (ISam. 1:15),
for …to every fool the way to virtue seems rough and painful and ill to
tread…

54 As already pointed out above, there is no mention in MT ISam. 1:11 of refraining
from wine or intoxicating liquor: ���� �� ���� �� ����� ���� ��� �
 ��� ����
�� It is,
however, found in MT Num. 6:1–5 even before the prohibition to cut the hair, both of
which are considered to be an integral part of the Nazirite vow.

55 Here, too, Hebrew ����� is ‘explained’ as �� ��� with a sin ($).
56 Hebrew ��� ��� "�
�; see above.
57 As I noted above, there is no equivalent in the MT for the Septuagint’s τ%

παιδ	ρι�ν. Nevertheless, the allegory is dependent on the word.
58 Philo and the Septuagint are virtually the same, and they both also render MT:

��� ��	 as σκληρA 5μ�ρα.



122 chapter five

(152) …What else was meant by the words, “I will pour out my soul
before the Lord” (ISam. 1:15), but that I will consecrate it all to Him, I
will loosen all the chains that bound it tight, which the empty aims and
desires of mortal life had fastened upon it; I will send it abroad, extend
and diffuse it, so that it shall touch the bounds of the All, and hasten to
that most glorious and loveliest of visions—the vision of the Uncreated?59

V Mut. 14360 (ISam. 2:5)

In V Mut. 143–144 it is stated that while “(143)…it is not the nature
of a barren woman to bear… the soul which is sterilized to wickedness
and unfruitful of the endless host of passions and vices… bears offspring
worthy of love, even the number seven… (144) holds fast to the ‘seventh’
and the supreme peace which it gives.” The passage reads:

(143) Again, some ask whether the barren (στε)ρα)61 can bear children,
since the oracles (�C Kρησμ��) earlier describe Sarah as barren (στε)ραν)
and now admit that she will become a mother. Our answer to this must
be that it is not in the nature of a barren woman (στε)ρα) to bear, any
more than of the blind to see or of the deaf to hear.

But as for the soul, which is sterilized to wickedness and unfruitful of the
endless host of passions and vices, scarce any prosper in childbirth as she.
For she bears offspring worthy of love, even the number seven according
to the hymn sung (κατA τ% L'δ�μεν�ν Ljσμα) by Hannah,62 that is, grace,
which says, ‘The barren (στε)ρα) hath borne seven, but she that is much
in children hath languished (iσ��νησε)’ (ISam. 2:5).

(144) …but the word ‘barren’ she applies to the mind which …holds fast
to the ‘seventh’ and the supreme peace which it gives.

V Somn. 1.252–256 (ISam. 1:11)

Finally, this passage can serve as a summary of the previous three
passages, since it reviews, in outline, the major points that have been
made.

59 Note the mystic allegorical conceptualization.
60 Only a few sections before this, in V Mut. 139, Philo has quoted Hos. 14:9–10,

which is part of the Haftarah for Shabbat Shuva (the Sabbath between Rosh Hashanah
and the Day of Atonement)—another indication that these citations belong to the
exegesis of the liturgical readings of the High Holidays.

61 Nikiprowetsky’s article “STEIRA, STERRA, POLLH et l’exégèse de Sam. 2:5
chez Philon d’Alexandrie,” Sileno 3 (1977), 149–185, repr. 1996, 171–197, has been cited
for this passage. I have not succeeded in locating it.

62 Note in passing that neither the MT nor the Septuagint states that Hannah
composed the hymn; only that she sang it.
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V Somn. 1 252–256 (with deletions) reads:

(252) … Now a vow is in the fullest sense a dedication, seeing that a man
is said to give a gift to God when he renders not only his possessions but
himself, the possessor of them.

(253) For he says, ‘He shall be holy that lets the locks of the hair of his
head grow long’ (Num. 6:5), that is, the man who has made the vow; and
if he is holy, he is nothing else than a dedicated offering, seeing that he
no more comes in contact with anything unhallowed and profane.

(254) What I say is vouched for by that prophetess and mother of a
prophet, Hannah (πρ�-(τις κα� πρ�-ητ�τ�κ�ς, UΑννα) whose name is in
our tongue ‘grace’ (K	ρις). For she says that she is giving a gift to the
Holy One, her son Samuel (ISam. 1:11), not meaning a human being but
rather an inspired temper possessed by a God-sent frenzy. And ‘Samuel’
means ‘appointed to God.’ …

(256) For so shalt thou be able also to return to thy father’s house, and be
quit of that long endless distress which besets thee in a foreign land.63

We read here that Hannah (= ‘grace’) “…says that she is giving as a
gift to the Holy One her son Samuel, not meaning a human being, but rather
an inspired temper possessed by a God-sent frenzy…” This leads up to
V Somn. 1.256 (found nearly at the close of V Somn. 1) that states: “(256)
For so shalt thou be able also to return to thy father’s house, and be
quit of that long endless distress which besets thee in a foreign land.” In
contexts such as these, ‘foreign land’ means the world of the senses, in
contrast to the true abode of the soul.64

In sum: All of these passages that quote verses from the Haftarah for
the first day of Rosh Hashanah, whether taken together or separately,
treat the Haftarah as an allegory of the soul. And, as we shall see in
what follows, we may add to this the passage in IV Migr. 191–195, 196–
197 that quotes ISam. 10:22–23, for it apparently belongs to the same
allegory, and it is to this that we now turn.

*

63 I.e. the world of the senses.
64 Cf. the similar thought in IV Conf. §77–§78 where Philo states that for the wise,

heaven is home, and this world ‘a foreign land.’ It is quoted at the end of my article,
“Agrippa I and De specialibus legibus IV 151–159,” StPhA II (1990), 84–85, in illustration
of the intertwining of spiritual/theological messages and current events in Philo’s
writings.
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ISam. 10:22–23 (IV Migr. 191–195, 196–197)

IV Migr. 191–197 is the only other citation from the Book of Samuel
in Philo, except for ISam. 9:9, which will be discussed together with
the citation from IKgs. 17:10,18 in III Quod Deus 136–139 (immediately
after the present passage). Though IV Migr. 191–197 describes Saul’s
anointment as king by Samuel, it is Samuel, not Saul, who has the
leading role. And hence its discussion belongs here together with ISam.
1:1–2:10 (the Haftarah of the first day of Rosh Hashanah), where, as we
have just seen, the protagonist is the ‘Samuel character.’65 For this is the
only mention of Saul by Philo, and he has not even etymologized his
name. Saul is clearly not a ‘stand alone’ personality for Philo, but is
discussed in the framework of the Samuel allegory.

Philo defined Samuel in III Ebr. 143–152 as “a mind that rejoices in
the service and worship of God and that only.” Here in IV Migr. 191–
197, with the help of the ‘Saul personality’, Philo charts the path to the
Divine, the path to the mystical intoxication of the soul.

The proper noun Haran is midrashically associated with the Hebrew
word ��� = hole, viz. the crevices of the eyes, ears etc.—the vessels
of sense perception. And like elsewhere in Philo’s writings, here too
Haran represents the sphere of sense,66 the bodily abode of the soul,
which must be transcended in the process of striving to “arrive at the
contemplation of Him that IS.”67

The word in the scriptural citation in § 197 that links ISam. 10:22-23
to the allegorical thread of the pericope is τ� σκε?�ς (= vessel). And
although this is not the regular connotation of τ� σκε?�ς, here Philo
renders it as if it were a synonym for τ� 'γγε)�ν to refer to ‘the body
and the senses’—as the vessel containing the soul.

The word 'γγε"�ς for the human body and its cavities, as well as
metaphorically for the body as the vessel of the soul, is found in good
and even classical Greek,68 and a clear example of Philo’s use of the
word τ� 'γγε)�ν in this connotation is e.g. IV Congr. 21:

65 It is also possible that these verses may have been part of the Haftarah reading for
Parashat Shofetim in Philo’s day. On this see Endnote B: Philo and the Contemporary
Italian Rite, p. 199ff.

66 See Earp’s Index of Names, PLCL vol. x, 320–321.
67 See end of IV Migr. 195 (quoted shortly).
68 See LSJ s.v. τ� 'γγε)�ν II, where it is noted that in addition to its more general

uses, it is also used metaphorically to refer to the body as the vessel of the soul; inter alia,
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Sense being the bodily part (σωματ�ειδ�στερ�ν) of the soul, it is riveted to
the vessel ('γγε"<ω) of the soul as a whole, and this soul-vessel (τ% δ0 τ(ς
ψυK(ς 'γγε)�ν) is symbolically called Egypt.

In contrast to this, of the fifteen times (in about ten different passages)
that σκε?�ς appears in Philo’s writings, only here is it used as a syn-
onym for 'γγε"�ς, as ‘vessel of the soul.’ However, we do find the word
τ� σκε?�ς in the NT in a somewhat similar connotation—in Acts 9:15
referring to Hanan the High Priest as a ‘chosen vessel,’ in 2Cor. 4:7
symbolically of the human body, in IThess. 4:4 body (or sexual organ?),
and in IPeter 3:7 for wife, as a ‘weaker vessel.’69 Thus, though in clas-
sical Greek the words are not synonymous, in Philo’s day their con-
temporary usage was close enough for them to be associated with each
other in an allegorical exegetical text, if this was required for the alle-
gory.

With this as introduction, we turn to IV Migr 191, which introduces
the subject of the passage.

(191) For when the mind, possessed by some philosophical principle (τ=ν
κατA -ιλ�σ�-"αν καταK�ε�ς �εωρημ	των), is drawn by it, it follows this,
and needs must be oblivious of other things, of all the concerns of
the cumbersome body. And if the senses are a hindrance to the exact
contemplation of the spiritual object (πρ%ς τ7ν 'κρι�( ��αν τ�? ν�ητ�?),
those who find happiness in contemplation (τ�)ς -ιλ��ε	μ�σι) are at pains
to crush their attack; …that no object of sense-perception may bedim the
eye of the soul (τ% ψυK(ς Gμμα), to which God has given the power to look
at things spiritual (<g ν�ητA �λ�πειν)…

The ‘eye of the soul’ (τ% ψυK(ς Gμμα) is here represented as “looking
at things grasped by the mind” (<g ν�ητA �λ�πειν), as a stage in the
perception of their inner meaning (�ρ�ν).70

The passage continues:

(193) For our mind (5μ�τερ�ς ν�?ς) has not created the body, but it is the
workmanship of Another; hence it is contained in the body as in a vessel
(Xς *ν 'γγε"<ω τ<= σIματι)…

HP Morb. 4.37 (= Hippocrates, 5th cent. BCE, Περ� Ν��σων), Aristotle, HA (= Historia
Animalium) 521b6, PA (= Partibus Animalibus) 680b33, and M. Ant. (= Marcus Antoninus) 3.3
for the body itself.

69 But while 'γγε"�ς is also found in Mat. 25:4, and in a var. lect. to Mat. 13:48, there,
it does not have this connotation.

70 The difference between �λ�πειν ‘to look at’ and �ρ�ν ‘to see, to perceive, to
envision’ in the Philonic passages quoting ISam. 9:9 (III Quod Deus 139, IV Migr. 38,
IV Her. 78, and I Suppl. QG 4.138) is discussed in Endnote E: ‘To Look’ and ‘To See’
(�λ�πειν/�ρ�ν), p. 204ff.
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(195) …For it is impossible that the mind whose course still lies in the
sensible rather than the mental should arrive at the contemplation of
Him that IS (πρ%ς τ7ν τ�? Gντ�ς *λ�ε)ν *π"σκεψιν).

I am convinced that this is the central idea of the allegorical interpre-
tation of ISam. 10:22–23, and it is repeated in 196–197 which quotes
ISam. 10:22-3. But while 193 and 197 have Xς *ν 'γγε"<ω τ<= σIματι
and τ�)ς 'γγε"�ις τ(ς ψυK(ς, 196 uses the term σκε�εσιν, because this
is the word found in the Septuagint of ISam. 10:23; and in order to
fit the allegory, the σκε�εσιν of the Septuagint is understood as 'γγε"-
�ις.

XXXVI (196) This is why the character appointed to the highest post
in God’s service, who is called ‘Samuel,’ does not set forth the duties of
kingship to Saul while still lingering amid the baggage (vessels) (*ν τ�)ς
σκε�εσιν), but when he has drawn him out thence. For he inquires of
the L–d whether the man is still on his way hither, and the Divine reply
is, “Lo, he hath hidden himself among the baggage (vessels) (@δ�, α;τ%ς
κ�κρυπται *ν τ�)ς σκε�εσι) (ISam. 10:22).”71

(197) What then does it become the recipient of this answer to do…
save to draw him forth with all haste? So we read, “he ran thither and
taketh him thence” (*πιδραμfν, λαμ�	νει α;τ%ν *κε)�εν) (ISam. 10:23),72

because, while lingering amid such vessels of the soul (τ�)ς 'γγε"�ις τ(ς
ψυK(ς), in body and sense perception (σIματι κα� α@σ�!σει), he was
not competent to listen to the principles and rules of kingship (τ=ν τ(ς
�ασιλε"ας δ�γμ	των κα� ν�μων)73—and we pronounce wisdom (σ�-"αν) to
be kingship, for we pronounce the wise man to be king…74 No wonder,
then, that the associate of knowledge deems it necessary to quit also the
country of sense perception called Haran.

In sum, although the ordinary connotation of the term τ� σκε?�ς
is ‘baggage,’ for purposes of allegorical exegesis it is used here as a
synonym for τ% 'γγε)�ν to indicate the body as the ‘vessel’ of the soul

71 This is an almost exact replica of the Septuagint.
72 This is very close to the Septuagint text: /δραμεν κα� λαμ�	νει α;τ%ν *κε)�εν.
73 In Judeo-Greek the connotation of the words δ�γμ	των κα� ν�μων would be

something like ‘Torah statutes and ordinances.’ See the lengthy discussion in Philo
Judaeus, of the words δ�γμα, ν�μ�ς and σ�-"α. In IV Migr. 89–94 (only about a hundred
sections before the present passage), Philo has unequivocally expressed his commitment
to practicing the Commandments.

74 The association of the wise man with royalty is of course an echo of the Platonic
adage that equated philosophers and kings.
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and for the orifices of the senses. And even though the citation from the
Septuagint has *ν τ�)ς σκε�εσι, Philo’s allegorical exegesis of it uses the
more correct term τ�)ς 'γγε"�ις.

*

The Midrashic Etymologies of the Names Hannah and Samuel

The texts of the Philonic passages that contain citations from ISam.
1:1–2:10 (the Haftarah for the first day of Rosh Hashanah) have been
quoted above at some length. For the sake of completeness, I here
bring the following merely in illustration of Philo’s use of a homiletic
etymological lexicon in these passages (III Quod Deus 5–15, III Ebr. 143–
152, V Mut. 143–144 and V Somn. 1.254).

The midrashic etymology of the Hebrew name �
� (Hannah =
UΑννα) is found in III Quod Deus 5—viz. UΑννα … Hρμηνε�εται γAρ K	ρις
α;τ(ς (“the name Hannah ‘midrashically interpreted’ is ‘her grace’”).
III Ebr. 145 and V Somn. 1.254 contain an identical or very similar
statement. The first letters of the Hebrew name �
� are ��, which
means ‘grace,’ and the suffix � adds the meaning of ‘her’ = ‘her grace.’
The vocalization is of course changed—a common practice in this sort
of midrashic exegesis.

Similarly, the Hebrew name ����� (Samuel = Σαμ�υ!λ) is midrashi-
cally interpreted in III Quod Deus 5: Σαμ�υ!λ—καλε)ται δ<I Hρμηνευ-
�ε�ς τεταγμ�ν�ς �ε<= (“Samuel, a name which being interpreted means
‘appointed to God’”), which is paralleled in similar, though not identi-
cal language in III Ebr. 144 and V Somn. 1.254. As already noted, this
midrashic ‘etymology’ divides the name into two words as ‘God,’ and
‘put him’: �� + ���, and the vocalization of the shin is changed to a sin
(�), i.e., ‘God put (or appointed) him.’ And since this midrashic exege-
sis could hardly have been meant to supersede the explanation of the
name given by Scripture, its purpose could not but have been to add an
additional ethical midrashic dimension.

*
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Kings

IKings. 17:10,18 and ISam. 9:8–9

III Quod Deus 136–139 (= IKgs. 17:10,18 and also ISam. 9:8–9)

This passage contains the reference to IKgs. 17:10,18, as well as the
first allusion to ISam. 9:8–9.75 The treatise as a whole is devoted to the
discussion of Gen. 6:4–12, while the references to IKgs. 17:18 and to
ISam. 9:8–9 (in § 136–139) appear within the framework of the pericope
122–139. I suggest that a careful reading of this passage points to Philo’s
having made use here too of a literary source which he incorporated to
enrich his own unique composition. In order to help the reader follow
the argument, I shall begin with a summary of the major points, before
discussing the material in detail.

Gen. 6:11 introduces the pericope 122–139, and Gen. 6:12 introduces
the next pericope that begins in section 140. Both of these verses are
virtually verbatim citations from the Septuagint, but the Scriptural cita-
tions in the intervening sections (123–139), including even those from
the Pentateuch, are paraphrases, free citations, albeit some closer than
others, and some no more than references. This suggests that Philo has
culled the intervening sections from a literary source containing the
main facets of the allegory that he adapted to enrich his composition,
for the major thrust of the passage remains very Philonic.

The major factors supporting this hypothesis are, first, that in con-
trast to the verses of the ‘framework,’ the verses in the allegory do
not follow the Septuagint text and are closer to the MT. Such a phe-
nomenon could well have come about if the translator of the source
from a Hebrew/Aramaic original translated the verses on his own,
without reference to the Septuagint;76 and the idiosyncratic vocabulary
of the passage lends support to this proposal.

Second, in view of the undisputed fact that Philo’s major frame of
reference is the Pentateuch, the juxtaposition of the widow from IKgs.
17:18 to the Pentateuchal Tamar would be expected, but here it is

75 ISam. 9:8–9 is also found three more times elsewhere—in IV Migr. 38, IV Her.
78, and in I Suppl. QG 4.138. See Endnote E: “‘To Look’ and ‘To See’ (�λ�πων/�ρ�ν).”

76 Anyone who has ever engaged in translating material that contains biblical cita-
tions from English to Hebrew will be familiar with the temptation not to bother to look
up the Hebrew text.



citations from the former prophets and chronicles 129

Tamar of Gen. 38:11 who is compared with the widow in IKgs. 17:18.
This suggests a source whose point of departure was the prophetic
book, and not the other way around.

Finally, the explanation that accompanies the citation of IKgs. 17:18
reflects the very Jewish concept that it is the awareness of a sin that
makes one culpable,77 which differs markedly from the tragic Greek
concept, that the evil act itself has its own inexorable consequences for
the perpetrator.78

To complete the picture, though this is not relevant to the above
argument, note that this, the first appearance of the reference to ISam.
9:8–9, is almost mandated here.79 For it explains the equation of ‘man
of God’ and ‘prophet’ in IKgs. 18:18—a locution that must have ap-
peared strange to one whose major frame of reference is the Penta-
teuch.

*

With this as an introductory ‘road map,’ we are now prepared to
turn to the nuanced reading of III Quod Deus 122–139. While some
of what follows is perforce repetitious, here, what has just been stated
categorically, is placed in context. As just noted, the treatise III Quod
Deus in its entirety is devoted to the discussion of Gen. 6:4–12, while the
reference to IKgs. 17:18 that includes Philo’s first reference to ISam.
9:8–9 is found in 136–139, which commences with the citation of Gen.
6:11:

XXVI (122) We may properly ask why, directly after the recital of Noah’s
perfection in virtues, we are told, “the earth was corrupt before the Lord,
and filled with iniquity” (Gen. 6:11) (*-�	ρη 5 γ( *ναντ"�ν τ�? �ε�? κα�
*πλ!σ�η 'δικ"ας)? But it should not be difficult to find a solution, except
perhaps for one very lacking paideia.

Gen. 6:11 introduces the pericope § 122–139 and Gen. 6:12 introduces
the next pericope (§ 140ff.). Not surprisingly, both of these citations from
the Pentateuch are almost verbatim Septuagint:

77 When the Temple stood one was obligated to bring a sin offering only after
becoming aware of the sin, and hence if a person became aware of several sins at
once, he was liable to only one sin offering.

78 This is the tragic concept at the base of such Greek tragedies as Sophocles’
Antigone and Oedipus Rex.

79 There are three more instances: IV Migr. 38, IV Her. 78, and in I Suppl. QG 4.138.
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Gen. 6:11 (Quod Deus 122)

Philo: *-�	ρη 5 γ( *ναντ"�ν τ�? �ε�? κα� *πλ!σ�η 'δικ"ας

Septuagint: *-�	ρη δ0 5 γ( *ναντ"�ν τ�? �ε�? κα� *πλ!σ�η 5 γ( 'δικ"ας

(trans.: the earth was corrupt80 before the Lord, and filled with iniquity)

MT: ��� ���� ����� ������ �
�� ���� �����

(the earth was corrupt before God, and the earth was filled with violence)

Gen. 6:12 (Quod Deus 140)

Philo: κατε-�αρμ�νη, Rτι κατε-�ε"ρε π�σα σAρ� τ7ν �δ%ν αυτ�? *π� τ(ς
γ(ς

Septuagint: κατε-�αρμ�νη, Rτι κατ�-�ειρεν π�σα σAρ� τ7ν �δ%ν αυτ�? *π�
τ(ς γ(ς (trans.: it was destroyed because all flesh destroyed his way upon
the earth)

MT: ���� �� �
�� �� ��� �
 ����� �
 �����


(trans.: it was corrupt, for all flesh had corrupted his way upon the earth)

In striking contrast to this, the Scriptural citations in the intervening
sections (123–139), both those from the Former Prophets (IKgs. 17:18,
and ISam. 9:9), but also including even those from the Pentateuch (viz.
from Leviticus, respecting leprosy in III Quod Deus 123–127), are para-
phrases, and sometimes no more than references. This, together with
several additional indications, has led me to conclude that the inter-
vening sections are based on a literary source, one that was probably a
translation into Greek of a Hebrew/Aramaic original, providing Philo
with additional color for his own exposition. Following is my reading of
the relevant material.

Immediately after the citation from Gen. 6:11 in 122, Philo presents
the leitmotiv of the next 16 sections in 123: that ‘the birth of noble
practices is the death of the base’:

(123) We should say then that when the incorruptible element takes its
rise in the soul, the mortal is forthwith corrupted. For the birth of noble
practices is the death of the base, for when the light shines, the darkness
disappears…81

80 The Hebrew root ��� and its Greek translation mean both ‘corrupt’ and ‘destroy.’
The same root is used in Gen. 6:11 and 12 in both the Septuagint and the MT.

81 The italicized words are echoed in § 135.
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To illustrate this, Philo gives an allegorical rendering of the biblical
injunctions concerning the priestly review of leprosy—viz. Lev. 13:14–
15 (section 124ff.) and Lev. 13:11–13 (section 127), paraphrasing, not
quoting the text,82 and in the denouement in 133–135 it is stressed that
it is the awareness of sin that causes one to be culpable.

(133) Now, whether in the plain and literal sense of the ordinance these
things are consistent with each other is a matter for those who are used
to such questions and find pleasure in them. But we must say positively
that no two things can be more consistent with each other than that,
when the priest has entered, the belongings of the house are defiled.

(134) For so long as the Divine Reason (� �ε)�ς λ�γ�ς) has not come
into our soul (ε@ς τ7ν ψυK7ν), as to some dwelling place (Hστ"αν), all its
entire works are free from guilt… There is pardon for those whose sin
(sμαρτ	ν�υσιν) is due to ignorance, because they have no experience to
tell them what they should do. For they do not even conceive of their
deeds as sins (sμαρτημ	των)…

(135) But when the true priest, Conviction (/λεγK�ς), enters us, like a pure
ray of light…83 we see in their real value the unholy thoughts… and the
guilty and blameworthy actions to which we laid our hands (*νεKειρ�?σιν)
… that he may see the soul’s house (τ7ν τ(ς ψυK(ς �@κ"αν) in its natural
bare condition…

Note the idiosyncratic vocabulary. There is the relatively uncommon
word Hστ"α in 134 for house, instead of the far more usual terms �&κια
and �bκ�ς. Although the word Hστ"α is found elsewhere in Philo—cf. e.g.
VIII Virt. 73, “…earth and heaven, one the hearth (Hστ"αν) of mortals,
the other the house (�bκ�ν) of immortals”84—it is found only thirteen
times in Philo’s writings, while the word �@κ"α is found 236 times, and
�&κ�ς 136 times.85 Here in III Quod Deus 134 the different word does
not indicate a different connotation, for it is no more than an elegant
synonym for �@κ"α, since in the very next section (135) the word �@κ"αν
(and not Hστ"α) is used for ‘the soul’s house’ (τ7ν τ(ς ψυK(ς �@κ"αν).

82 The same is true for Lev. 14:35–36 in § 131.
83 Note that this is a repetition of the statement in § 123, “For the birth of noble

practices is the death of the base, for when the light shines, the darkness disappears…”
84 The goddess YΕστ"α is mentioned in the allegory in II Cher. 26 where her name

is ‘etymologically’ derived from Hστ=σα παγιIς = ‘standing firm.’ It is noted in Oskar
Seyffert, Dictionary of Classical Antiquities, rev. and ed. by Nettleship, Henry and Sandys,
J.E. (NY 1956), s.v. Hestia, 293, that this ‘etymology’ is in line with the “view that
afterwards became current under the influence of philosophers and mystics” that in,
addition to her functions as guardian of the hearth and home, “she was regarded as
personifying the earth, as the fixed center of the world.”

85 According to Borgen, Fuglseth and Skarsten, The Philo Index (Trondheim 1997).
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The word *νεKειρ�?σιν found in 135 is a hapax legomenon, and it is
unusual not only in Philo. It does not appear at all in LSJ.86 Could this
be a literal translation of the Hebrew idiom �� ���? Yet another hapax
legomenon is the word combination �ε"αν γ�ν7ν (Divine impregnation)
found in 137. The idea of God’s impregnating the soul with virtues is
common enough in Philo’s writings.87 But this particular word combi-
nation appears only twice in Philo: here in the singular form, and once
more in the plural—in III Quod Deus 5: �ε"ας γ�ν�ς. This latter pas-
sage (III Quod Deus 5–15) contains a citation from the Haftarah to Rosh
Hashanah (ISam. 1:1–2:10), in regard to which we have suggested that
it too shows signs of the use of a translated source.

*

To return to the Philonic text here: The ‘natural bare condition,’ the
divorce from the passions, the emptying of the soul of the unholy
thoughts and blameworthy actions referred to in 135, is described im-
mediately after this, in 136–139, as the state of ‘being widowed of the
passions.’ And the citation of IKgs. 17:18 that is given at this point88

highlights the central idea of the entire pericope: that it is the awareness
of sin that makes a person culpable. It is stated there:

XXIX (136) We have a parallel to this, in the woman in The (Books
of) Kings (*ν τα)ς �ασιλε"αις)89 who discourses with the prophet. She is
a widow (K!ρα), not in our sense of the word, when the wife has lost
(*ρ!μη γ�νηται) her husband, but because she is widowed (Kηρε�ειν)90 of
the passions that corrupt and maltreat the mind…

86 The only result of a search with the TLG (Thesaurus Linguae Graecae) is the
single instance in Libanius, a rhetor and sophist (4th cent. CE): Or 59.6.14 ε@ γ(ν κα�
�	λατταν *νεKειρ�?μεν 5μ�ρLα μιL� μετρε)ν.

87 The metaphor of the ‘Divine impregnation’ of the purified soul/mind described
here by Philo must have been congenial to developing Christian thought even while it
differs in crucial respects. Of course, here in Philo it is used in a symbolic allegorical
connotation that could hardly have been intended to be taken literally. For other
examples, see e.g. I Leg. All. 180–181, II Cher. 43ff. and II Suppl. QE 2.3.

88 Colson also refers to IKgs. 17:10 as part of Philo’s scriptural source, because it
mentions the meeting between the prophet (Elijah) and the widow. The verse reads:
“So he (Elijah) arose and went to Zarephath; and when he came to the gate of the city,
behold, a widow was there gathering sticks; and he called to her, and said: ‘Fetch me,
I pray thee, a little water in a vessel, that I may drink.’” I have not included it because
Philo neither mentions, nor even alludes to, any of this.

89 See also Endnote D: Philo’s Terminology for the Books of Judges and Kings,
p. 204.

90 Philo uses this word to indicate any married woman who has lost her husband,
whether a widow, or one who has been divorced.
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Then comes yet another indication that what we have here is the
incorporation of a literary source, for although Philo’s main frame of
reference throughout is, without any vestige of a doubt, the penta-
teuchal narrative, here the pentateuchal Tamar is associated with the
widow in ‘The (Books of) Kings’ (*ν τα)ς �ασιλε"αις), rather than the
other way around.

(136) … like Tamar (in the books) of Moses (παρA Μωυσ6().91

(137) Tamar was bidden to remain a widow (Kηρευ��σ6η) in the house of
her father, her one and only saviour (Gen. 38:11) for whose sake she
has left forever the intercourse and society of mortals and remained
desolate and widowed of human pleasures (iρ!μωται μ0ν κα� κεKηρευκεν
'ν�ρωπ"νων 5δ�ν=ν).

Thus, she receives the Divine impregnation (παραδ�Kεται δ0 �ε"αν γ�-
ν7ν), and, being filled with the seeds of virtue, bears them in her
womb (κα� πληρ�υμ�νη τ=ν 'ρετ(ς σπερμ	των κυ�-�ρε)) and is in travail
with noble actions. And when she has brought them to the birth, she
wins the mead of conquest over her adversaries, and is enrolled as
victor with the palm as the symbol of her victory. For Tamar is by
interpretation a palm (Θαμαρ γAρ Hρμηνε�εται -�)νι�).92

The idea expressed here, the divorce of the God-seeking soul from
the passions of the physical world, is of course exceedingly Philonic,
and one has not fathomed Philo’s thought unless one is aware how
central it is. And Philo has time and again allegorized the widow (K!ρα)
to express the idea that the feminine—viz. the inferior—soul can be
‘redeemed’ by divorcing itself from ‘physical converse,’ i.e., the life of
the body and passions.93 This he sometimes even defined as the re-
achievement of ‘virginity.’ Following is an instance from II Suppl. QE
2.3 where the terms ‘virgin’ and ‘widow’ are identified with each other:

91 This is not the same as the locution ‘a disciple of Moses’; see further in the final
chapter.

92 And note in passing that the etymological remark respecting Tamar’s name, that
-�)νι� means a palm, must be a Philonic aside. For it would have been meaningful only
to a Greek speaking audience since, although the Hebrew word ‘Tamar’ does in fact
translate into Φ�)νι� (= palm) in Greek, the Hebrew word ‘Tamar’ does not have the
association that Φ�)νι� has in Greek, and to some extent in English as well: a badge
of victory—cf. e.g. Arist. MM 1196a, 36, and Plu. 2.723b, et al.—which is eminently
appropriate here.

93 Although the word K(ρα is here and elsewhere understood in a positive connota-
tion, in other contexts Philo uses it in a negative valence—cf. e.g. I All. 2.63, II Det. 147,
V Fuga 114 (= ‘separation from Virtue’).
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(3) …But when souls become divinely inspired, from (being) women they
become virgins, throwing off the womanly corruptions which are (found)
in sense perception and passion. Moreover, they follow after and pursue
the genuine and unmated virgin, the veritable wisdom of God. And so,
rightly do such souls94 become widows (and are orphaned of mortal
things), and acquire for themselves and have as husband ‘the right law
of nature’95 with which they live.

*

At this point, Colson has artificially smoothed out what he conceived
to be the lack of transition, with the addition: “To return to the Book
of Kings,” but this is unnecessary since, for Philo, ‘Tamar’ in Genesis
and ‘the widow’ in Kings were typologically identical. Hence, it is only
natural for Philo to return directly to IKgs. 17:18:

(138) Every mind that is on the way to be widowed and empty of evil
(K!ρα κα� *ρ7μη κακ=ν) says to the prophet, “O man of God (]ν�ρωπε
τ�? �ε�?), thou hast come in to remind me of my iniquity and my sin (τ%
'δ"κημ	 μ�υ κα� τAς sμαρτημA μ�υ) (IKgs. 17:18).”96

For he, the God-inspired (� /ν��υς �^τ�ς), who is mastered by celestial
yearning (κατεσKημ�ν�ς *� /ρωτ�ς Bλυμπ"�υ),97 stirred to its very depth
by the irresistible goads of God-sent frenzy (τ(ς �ε�-�ρ!τ�υ μαν"ας) that
enter the soul, creating a memory of past iniquities and sins ('δικημ	των
κα� sμαρτημ	των 'ρKα"ων)… turns therefrom with loathing for all it
has engendered, and follows the guidance of that reason which is the
interpreter and prophet of God (�Wς δ’ $-ηγε)ται � Hρμηνε,ς τ�? �ε�?
λ�γ�ς κα� πρ�-!της dπηται).

94 According to Marcus, notes b and d, ad loc., while the Armenian has ‘mind,’ the
Greek fragment has the more appropriate ‘soul.’ The Greek fragment reads: κατA λ�-
γ�ν �lν αC τ�ια?ται ψυKα� Kηρε�σιν, ]νδρα τ%ν τ(ς -�σεωσ Bρ�%ν ν�μ�ν πρ�σσυμ�ι�?σιν
(from Colson, PLCL II Suppl., 39, note d ad loc.).

95 In light of the considerations presented in my Philo Judaeus, 122 n. 30 and passim,
the words I have put in single citation marks were likely to have been a Judeo-Greek
locution for observance of the Torah.

96 This is a close, but not an exact citation of both the MT and the Septuagint.
While Philo has the two words τ% 'δ"κημ	 μ�υ κα� τAς sμαρτημA μ�υ, the Septuagint
has only τ�? 'ναμν(σαι τAς 'δικ"ας μ�υ, and MT only �
�� �� ��
���.

97 The word ‘Olympian’ (Bλυμπ"�υ) that is used here, is regularly used by Philo as
a common adjective (not as a proper noun) to indicate ‘celestial,’ ‘upper region as
opposed to earthly,’ et sim.; this is the case in some twenty instances. See e.g. in III Quod
Deus 151, 156, Plant. 63, 71, and many more; this is in fact explicitly stated in III Agr.
119: “And since nothing sacred is censurable, but wholly of good report, it follows that
the only Olympic contest which can be rightly called sacred is not the one which the
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Concluding Remarks to IKgs. 17:18

At first glance, it might be argued that Philo’s use of a scriptural lexi-
con, s.v. K!ρα (widow), could have been responsible for the introduction
of IKgs. 17:18 at this point, since the word K!ρα (widow) is found sev-
eral times in 136–138. I do not think, however, that this is an adequate
explanation. True, a thematic lexicon would have brought together
such disparate people as the widow of Zarephat, who was the benefi-
ciary of Elijah’s help in IKgs. 17 and Tamar, the wife of Judah and
widow of his sons (Gen. 38:11) under the same entry. But this does not
explain the remaining phenomena just described.

Explanation of I Sam. 9:8–9

It is now possible to explain how III Quod Deus 139 came to allude to
ISam. 9:9. It was required to clarify the equation of prophet and man of
God, found in the citation from IKgs. 17:18 in § 138, where Philo writes
that “the mind that is on the way to be widowed… says to the prophet
(Elijah),98 ‘O man of God’ (]ν�ρωπε τ�? �ε�?),” etc. It is the equation
of ‘prophet’ and ‘man of God’ that required explanation.

Philo found it necessary to explain that the locution ‘man of God’ =
anthropos theou (]ν�ρωπ�ς �ε�?) was a synonym for ‘prophet’ (πρ�-!τ(ς),
because in the Pentateuch,99 although Abraham is called a prophet
(���
—πρ�-!τ(ς) in Gen. 20:7, the sole instance of the epithet ������ ���
= 'ν�ρIπ�ς �ε�? = anthropos theou, in the entire Pentateuch is Deut.
33:1:100

And this is the blessing with which Moses, the man of God (]ν�ρωπ�ς
τ�? �ε�?), blessed the people of Israel before his death.

And further, while Philo refers to this verse from Deut. 33:1 in V Mut.
25ff. and again in 125–128, in neither passage does he use it as a

inhabitants of Elis hold, but the contest for the winning of the virtues which are divine
and really Olympian…”

98 Elijah of the passage in Kings is alluded to as ‘the prophet,’ thus avoiding the
mention of Elijah. MT has ������ ��� ��� �� �� ����� �� �����; Septuagint: κα� ε&πεν
πρ%ς Ηλι�υ, τ" *μ�� κα� σ�� 'ν�ρωπε τ�? Θε�?.

99 That was of course the major frame of scriptural reference for Philo and his
readership.

100 This is the case even while the term ������ ��� = ]ν�ρωπ�ς �ε�? (anthropos
theou) for ‘prophet’ is found frequently in the Former Prophets, and it is also found
occasionally in Chronicles.
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reference to Moses as a prophet. On the contrary, in V Mut. 25ff. it
serves as the key term for a homily to the effect that the good man
is ‘God’s man,’ while in V Mut. 125 it is used for a facet of Moses’
personality that is contrasted with the prophetic aspects of Moses—and so is
specifically other than his mantle of prophecy:

XXII (125) The chief of the prophets (τ%ν δ0 'ρKιπρ�-!την) proves to
have many names. When he interprets and teaches the oracles vouch-
safed to him he is called Moses; when he prays and blesses the people,
he is a Man of God (]ν�ρωπ�ς �ε�?)… (Deut. 33:1)

The allusion to ISam. 9:8–9 as a way of solving this problem is very
fitting, for the relevant part of the verse reads:

JPS: (8) …to the man of God… (9) …for he that is now called a prophet
was before-time called a seer.

MT: …���� ��
�� ��	� ���� ���
� �
 (9) …������ ���� ���
… (8)

Septuagint: (8) …τ<= 'ν�ρIπ<ω τ�? Θε�?… (9) …Rτι τ%ν πρ�-!την *κ	λει
� λα%ς /μπρ�σ�εν Y_ �λ�πων (sic!).

It is this, I suggest, that is referred to here in III Quod Deus 139, the first
instance of a reference on Philo’s part to ISam. 9:8–9.

(139) For the men of old days called the prophets (πρ�-!τας) some-
times ‘men of God’ ('ν�ρIπ�υς �ε�?) and sometimes ‘seers’ (�ρ=ντας)101

(ISam. 9:9). …well suited, the former to their inspiration, the latter to
the wide vision of reality that they possessed.

Clearly, here in III Quod Deus 138 it is the citation from IKgs. 17:18 (=
Septuagint IIIKings), where it is stated that the widow addresses the
prophet (Elijah) as ‘man of God,’ that triggered the reference to ISam.
9:8–9 in § 139. And it is of course not surprising to find that Philo has
continued to use it in other contexts as well.102

101 The Greek word used here is �ρ=ντας and not the Septuagint’s �λ�πων. See also
next note.

102 For a discussion of the remaining three instances, see the Endnote E: ‘To Look’
and ‘To See’ (�λ�πειν/�ρ�ν), p. 204 f., which discusses the instances of ISam. 9:8–9 in
III Quod Deus 139, IV Migr. 38, IV Her. 78, and I Suppl. QG 4.138).
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General Summary of the Chapter

Following are the major conclusions we have reached in the chapter as
a whole:

1) Several of the passages listed in the standard indices of the scriptural
citations in Philo’s works were found to be mistaken identifications.

2) Examples were shown where the lemmata upon which Philo’s exegeses
depend are part of the Septuagint text, but are not found in the MT,
which provides additional evidence for biblical exegesis composed in
Alexandria in Greek.

3) Philo used both a scriptural concordance (of the entire Bible) and
a homiletical lexicon of proper names, as well as allegorical commen-
taries. There are indications that they were written in Hebrew/Arama-
ic but have been rendered into Greek.

4) The study of the nomenclature used to introduce the scriptural
books mentioned in connection with the scriptural references from
the Former Prophets indicates that those introduced by names that
are not identical with those of the Septuagint—viz. Τ=ν Κριμ	τ=ν and
�ασιλικα)ς Β"�λ�ις (= ‘Judgments’ and ‘Royal Books’) are reflections of
Philo’s use of a scriptural concordance or lexicon. Those that were found to
stem from an allegorical midrashic composition use the same title as
the Septuagint: �ασιλει=ν.103

*

In sum, the weight of the evidence points both to a lexicon as well as
to a written allegorical source that Philo has woven into the fabric of
his composition, and it appears that while Philo has read these works in
Greek translation, their original language must have been Hebrew or
Aramaic. This should not be surprising when one bears in mind that
as the introductory remarks of the translator of Ben Sira attest, such
activity was very common. Further, ISam. 1:1–2:10 (to which most of
these citations belong), is the Haftarah for Rosh Hashana in all of the

103 See the Endnote D: Philo’s Terminology for the Books of Judges and Kings,
p. 204.
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current rites, and hence the existence of an allegorical commentary for
this Haftarah reading of the sort suggested would be only natural.

When all is said and done, even these few references to the Former
Prophets provide confirmation of the existence of a vibrant Jewish
cultural life in the Alexandria of Philo’s day. At the same time, even
while it is clear that Philo has made use of a variety of aids when
writing, it is no less clear that he has skillfully woven the material culled
from them into an intricate allegorical web of his own.104

104 I note in passing that two of the three citations from the Latter Prophets that are
not found in one of the Haftarot of the Haftarah Cycle (viz. Jer. 15:10 in IV Conf. 44 and
Zech. 6:12 in id. 60–63), appear in IV Conf. This is the same Philonic book that contains
idiosyncratic terminology for the books of Judges and Kings—i. e . Τ=ν Κριμ	τ=ν and
�ασιλικα)ς Β"�λ�ις (= ‘Judgments’ and ‘Royal Books’ in § 128 and 149 respectively).
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CITATIONS FROM THE BOOK OF PSALMS

After the Pentateuch, the Book of Psalms is the unit Philo quotes
most often—approximately 17–18 times.1 After the Pentateuch, it was
undoubtedly the part of Scripture most familiar to him and to his
readers. Just like Philo’s references to the Pentateuch, the vast majority
of his references to Psalms are also virtually verbatim citations from
the Septuagint. Of course, as I have shown at quite some length in
the chapter devoted to Philo’s use of the Former Prophets, for Philo,
Scripture was the Septuagint.

With a view to presenting the material as concisely and clearly as
possible, the data are presented in the form of two somewhat overlap-
ping charts replete with footnotes, following which comes some relevant
discussion.

Chart I lists the Psalms according to the order of their appearance in Philo’s
oeuvre. This chart serves as an overview, as well as an index, to facilitate
their study in the context of their place in Philo’s writings, both relative
to each other and in the different types of Philonic composition. The
numbering in the left column refers to the 18 different Philonic passages that
contain material from Psalms. The third column compares the Septu-
agint and the MT, and includes any significant introductory formulae
used by Philo.

Chart II contains most of the remaining pertinent information.2

Here, the citations are listed in the order in which they appear in the biblical
Book of Psalms, rather than in the order of the Philonic books (as is the
case in Chart I). Hence, while in the first chart the numbering in the
first column referred to the different Philonic passages, in this chart this
number refers to the 18 different Psalms quoted. I have included in the
chart the traditional divisions of the Book of Psalms into five books, in

1 The exact number depends on considerations such as how one counts the para-
phrases, as well as the appearance of more than one citation from a single Psalm or in
a single Philonic section.

2 Some of it has already been included in Chart I, but its repetition in this different
order increases the clarity of the overall picture.
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order to show at a glance that this division is irrelevant to the study of
Philo’s use of Psalms, since citations from all of the five divisions are to
be found.3

The second column of Chart II reflects the arrangement of the
citations in the order of their appearance in the MT, with the location
in Philo given underneath, followed by anything idiosyncratic in the
introductory lemma.4 The third column gives the verse as it appears
in the MT (first in Hebrew and then in English translation), followed
by Philo’s text, which is accompanied by a parenthetical comment
regarding the degree of congruence between the Philonic and the
Septuagint text.

Even though I consider it virtually axiomatic that for Philo the
Septuagint was Scripture, I have nevertheless chosen to use both the
text and the numbering of the MT,5 because the vast majority of my
readers will refer, at least initially, to the MT, whether in Hebrew or in
translation into a European language. For the same reason, since some
of my readers will be familiar with the source of these citations from
their liturgical use, I have placed the MT rather than the Septuagint
text at the head of each entry in order to help readers identify the
citations.6 At the same time, I have also noted the degree of congruence
between Philo’s text and the Septuagint.

In order to achieve maximum focus, the running comments are
placed in footnotes to the charts, and the discussions, as well as the
major conclusions, appear at the end of the chapter.

3 Book I yields 4 citations, Book II 4, Book III 5, Book IV 3 and Book V 2 = 18.
Since the sum total involved is so small, one cannot draw any conclusions from them
beyond the simple fact that all of the divisions are represented.

4 Cf. e.g. no. 2 where column 2 reads: Ps. 27(26):1, V Somn. 1.75, Identification: *ν
Qμν�ις L]δεται.

5 That of the Septuagint follows in parenthesis. It is usually, but not always, one
number less.

6 A single example: the very first Psalm used by Philo is MT: ���� �� ���� �� (=
“The Lord is my shepherd, I shall not want”)—an important Psalm in the liturgy of
both Christian and Jew. For the translations, I have used either the King James Version
(KJV), the New International Version (NIV), or that of the Jewish Publication Society
(JPS before new edition of 1985), but have not been consistent in this respect.
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Chart I: The Citations in the order of the Philonic Corpus

In this chart, the citations from the Book of Psalms are listed according
to their appearance in the Philonic corpus. Allusions, but not citations,
are identified by a question mark (= ?). The numbers in the first column
count the different Philonic loci—not the different Psalms.

1. II Gig. 17
Ps. 78 (77):49

Septuagint identical with Philo
MT: ����� ����� ���� ���� ���� ���� �� ����
������ �
�
Intrd.: παρA τ<= $μν�γρ	-<ω… *ν L]σματι
τ�?τ�

2. III Quod Deus 74
Ps. 101 (100):1

Septuagint virtually identical with Philo
MT: ����� �� �� ������ ����� ���
Intrd.: � $μν<ωδ%ς (also introduces id. 77 and 82
= n0.3 and 4)

3. III Quod Deus 77–81
Ps. 75 (74):8(9)

Septuagint identical with Philo
MT: ��� ��� ��� ���� �� ��� ��
 �
 (see
number 2)

4. III Quod Deus 82–84
Ps. 62 (61):12

Septuagint almost identical
MT: ����� �� ���� ���	�� ��� ��� (see
number 2)

5. (?) III Quod Deus 182
Ps. 91 (90):11

The Philonic wording is a free rendering of
Septuagint v. 11 (but it follows neither the
Septuagint nor the MT: �� ���� ��
��� �

���
�� �
� �����) Though not identified by
Philo as a citation, it is clearly an echo of this
verse

6. III Agr. 50–54
Ps. 23 (22):1

Septuagint quoted verbatim in both §50 and
§52.
MT: ���� �� ��� �� (“The Lord is my shep-
herd,” etc.)
Intrd.: πρ�-!της … � τAς $μν<ωδ"ας 'ναγρ	-
ψας,
and calls the single chapter τ% Ljσμα.7

7. III Plant. 29
Ps. 94 (93):9

Septuagint = a fairly close citation.
MT: ���� ��� ��� ��� �� ����� ��� ��� ��
�
Intrd.: � �εσπ�σι�ς 'ν7ρ *ν Qμν�ις λ�γων <gδε

7 It is also quoted in V Mut. 115, where it is introduced: L]δεται δ0 κα� *ν Qμν�ις Ljσμα
τ�ι�?τ�ν.
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8. III Plant. 39
Ps. 37 (36):4

Septuagint = κατατρ�-ησ�ν τ�? κυρ"�υ (a ver-
batim citation)
MT: �� �� �
����
Intrd.: � τ�? Μωυσ�ως δ7 �ιασIτης *ν
$μν<ωδ"αις

9. IV Conf. 39
Ps. 31 (30):19

Septuagint almost identical to MT: �
����
�	� ����
Intrd.: τ=ν Μωυσ�ως γνωρ"μων τις *ν
Qμν�ις ε;K�μεν�ς

10. IV Conf. 52ff.
Ps. 80 (79):7

Septuagint almost identical8

MT: �
�

�� ���� �
����
Intrd.: *ν Qμν�ις π�υ λ�λεκται

11. IV Migr.Abr. 157
Ps. 42 (41):4
Ps. 80(79):6

Septuagint almost identical9

MT: Ps. 42(41):4 ����� ���� ��� ����� �� ����
MT: Ps. 80 (79):6 ��	��� ����� ��� ���
��
���� ������
Intrd.: *ν Qμν�ις εbρηται (and described
as an Ljσμα)

12 (?) IV Her. 290
Ps. 84 (83):11

Septuagint quite different
MT: … ������ ��� ��� �
 ��� ����� ����
����
Intrd.: ε&πε τις πρ�-ητικ%ς 'ν7ρ

13. V Fuga 59
Ps. 115:17–18
(113:25–26)

Septuagint: somewhat free but still clearly a
paraphrase10

MT: �� ���
 �
�
�� (18) ���-����� ����� �� (17)
Intrd.: Xς κα� *ν Qμν�ις λ�γεται

14. V Mut. 115
Ps. 23 (22):111

Septuagint: a verbatim rendering.
MT: ���� �� ��� �� (= The Lord is my shep-
herd, etc.)
Intrd.: L]δεται δ0 κα� *ν Qμν�ις Ljσμα
τ�ι�?τ�ν

8 Philo: /�ετ� 5μ�ς � �ε%ς ε@ς 'ντιλ�γ"αν τ�)ς γε"τ�σιν 5μ=ν = Septuagint: /��υ 5μ�ς
ε@ς 'ντιλ�γ"αν τ�)ς γε"τ�σιν 5μ=ν; and cf. also no. 11 = IV Migr.Abr. 157 where Ps. 80(79):6
(the preceding verse) is quoted.

9 Ps. 42 (41):4 Philo and Sept: *γ�νετ� (= Septuagint: *γεν!�η μ�ι) τA δ	κρυ	 μ�ι (=
Septuagint: μ�υ) ]ρτ�ς 5μ�ρας κα� νυκτ�ς. Ps. 80 (79):6 Septuagint and Philo: ψωμιε)ς
5μ�ς ]ρτ�ν δακρ�ων.

10 See Chart II number 18 for citation.
11 It is also quoted verbatim in III Agr. 50–54 (= number 6 above).
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15. V Somn. 1.75
Ps. 27 (26):1

Septuagint: κ�ρι�ς γAρ -ωτισμ�ς
μ�υ κα� σωτ!ρ μ�υ (verbatim)
MT: ����� ���� ��
Intrd.: *ν Qμν�ις L]δεται

16. V Somn. 2.242
Ps. 37 (36):4

Septuagint: κατατρ�-ησ�ν τ�? κ�ρι�υ (verba-
tim)
MT: �� �� �
���� (See also no. 7 = Plant. 39)
Intrd.: *ν Qμν�ις L]δεται

17.17a V Somn. 2.245–246ff.
Ps. 65 (64):10
Ps. 46 (45):5

Septuagint: first exact; second sim-
ilar to Septuagint which differs from MT
MT: ��� ��� ����� ���
MT: ����� ��� ����� ����� ��

Intrd.: (245) τις τ=ν Hτα"ρων Μωυσ�ως *ν Qμν�ις
ε&πεν
(246) dτερ�ν Ljσμα

18. VII Dec. 74 Septuagint: a paraphrase.12

Ps. 115:5–8
(113:13–16) also
found in Ps. 135

MT: ��
� ����� ��� ��� ��
(cf. also VII Spec. 2.256)13

(134):15–1814

12 See no. 18 (V Fuga 59), for another citation from this Psalm—viz. 115:17-18 (113:25-
26). Philo here: B-�αλμ�)ς μ7 �λ�π�ντες, hσ� μ7 'κ���ντες, μυκτ(ρσι μ!τε 'ναπν*�ντες
μ!τε Bσ-ραιν�μεν�ι, στBματι μ7 -ων�?ντες μηδ0 γευ�μεν�ι, Kερσ� μ!τε λαμ�	ν�ντες μ!τε
διδ�ντες μ!τε δρ=ντες, π�σ� μ! �αδ"2�ντες… This is at most an allusion to Septuagint:
113:13-16 (= MT 115: 5-8) στ�μα /K�υσιν κα� �; λαλ!σ�υσιν, B-�αλμ�,ς /K�υσιν κα� �;κ
Gψ�νται, (14) tτα /K�υσιν κα� �;κ 'κ��σ�νται, E)νας /K�υσιν κα� �;κ Bσ-ραν�!σ�νται,
(15) Kε)ρας /K�υσιν κα� �;κ ψηλα-!σ�υσιν, π�δας /K�υσιν κα� �; περιπατ!σ�υσιν, �;
-ων!σ�υσιν *ν τ<= λ	ρυγγι α;τ=ν. (16) Rμ�ι�ι α;τ�)ς γ�ν�ιντ� �C π�ι�?ντες α;τA κα�
π	ντες �C πεπ�ι��τες *π<I α;τ�)ς.

13 Though Earp notes VII Spec. 2.255–256, it is not really parallel. See comments to
Chart II ad loc. (no. 17).

14 Neither Earp nor Colson have noted this.
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Chart II: Citations in the order of Psalms

(The citations in this chart are listed in the order in which they appear
in the biblical Book of Psalms (not in the order of the Philonic books).
Hence, the numbering in the left column of this chart refers to the differ-
ent Psalms (18) from which Philo has quoted. The number in parentheses
in the second column (e.g. Ps. 23 (22):1) refers to the chapter number of
the Septuagint.)

Book I (Ps. 1–41)

1. Ps. 23 (22):1
III Agr. 50,52:
Introduction:
πρ�-!της…15 � τAς
$μν<ωδ"ας 'ναγρ	ψας

MT: ���� �� ���� ��
= The Lord is my shepherd, I shall not want…

Philo: κ�ρι�ς π�ιμα"νει με, κε� �;δ�ν με
$στερ!σει

(+ τ% ]σμα)16 Septuagint: κ�ρι�ς π�ιμα"νει με, κε� �;δ�ν με
$στερ!σει
(exact quote)

V Mut. 115: kδεται δ0
κα� *ν Qμν�ις Ljσμα
τ�ι�?τ�ν

2. Ps. 27 (26):1
V Somn. 1.75

Identification: *ν
Qμν�ις L]δεται

MT: ����� ���� ��
= The Lord is my light and my salvation…

Philo: κ�ρι�ς γAρ -ωτισμ�ς μ�υ κα� σωτ!ρ
μ�υ (almost exact quote)

3. Ps. 31 (30):19
IV Conf. 39

id.: τ=ν Μωυσ�-
ως17 γνωρ"μων τις *ν
Qμν�ις ε;K�μεν�ς

MT: (19) �	� ���� �
����
= Let the lying lips be dumb

Philo: ]λαλα γεν
σ#ω τA Kε"λη τA δ�λια
Septuagint: ]λαλα γενη# τω τA Kε"λη τA δ�λια
(almost exact quote)

15 The appellation πρ�-!της for the author of a Psalm appears here and in IV Her.
290, where it introduces Ps. 84(83):11—below here ad loc., and also below in the final
chapter.

16 The word ]σμα is also found in §51 and §54, when referring to this Psalm.
17 Moses is also referred to in the identification of Ps. 37 (36):4 (III Plant. 39) and

Ps. 65 (64):10 (V Somn. 2.245). The possible significance of this is discussed in the final
chapter.
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4. Ps. 37 (36):4
III Plant. 39:

MT: �� �� �
����
= So shalt thou delight thyself in the Lord18

� τ�? Μωυσ�ως19

δ7 �ιασIτης… *ν
$μν<ωδ"αις 'νε-��γ�ατ�

Philo: κατατρ�-ησ�ν τ�? κυρ"�υ
Septuagint: κατατρ�-ησ�ν τ�? κυρ"�υ
(exact quote)

V Somn. 2.242
*ν Qμν�ις L]δεται

Book II (Ps. 42–72)

5. Ps. 42 (41):4
IV Migr. 157;
(also id. 80 (79):6)

*ν Qμν�ις εbρηται
(for both verses)

MT: ����� ���� ��� ����� �� ����
= My tears have been my food day and night

Philo: *γ�νετ� τA δ	κρυ	 μ�ι ]ρτ�ς 5μ�ρας κα�
νυκτ�ς
Septuagint: *γεν!�η μ�ι τA δ	-
κρυ	 μ�υ ]ρτ�ς 5μ�ρας κα� νυκτ�ς
(almost exact quote)

6. Ps. 46 (45):5
V Somn. 2.246ff.
dτερ�ν Ljσμα
(id. 2.245 has Ps. 65
(64):10—see infra)

MT: ����� ��� ����� ����� ��

= There is a river, the streams
whereof make glad the city of God

Philo: τ% Rρμημα τ�? π�ταμ�? ε;-ρα"νει τ7ν
π�λιν τ�? �ε�?
Septuagint: τ�? π�ταμ�? τA �ρμ!ματα
ε;-ραιν�υσιν τ7ν π�λιν τ�? �ε�? (fairly close
citation)20

18 This is the correct reference, for although MT Isa. 58:14 (which is the last verse
of the Yom Kippur morning Haftarah) has ‘� �� �
��� ��, which is very close to Philo’s
statement here, the Septuagint is very different. The Septuagint to Isa. 58:14 reads: /σ6η
πεπ�ι�fς *π� κ�ρι�ν, and not as in Philo’s text in both III Plant. 39 and in V Somn. 2.242:
κατατρ�-ησ�ν τ�? κυρ"�υ (= Ps. 37 (36):4).

19 See preceding note.
20 Philo’s use of water, mentioned both here in Ps. 46(45):5 and infra in Ps. 65(64):10

to represent the Wisdom of the Theios Logos (Divine Word), is in line with its use in
both rabbinic and extra-rabbinic literature. For a discussion of the use of water as
a metaphor for Torah in a variety of Jewish sources see above, to Jer. 2:13 (V Fuga
197) in the chapter on the Latter Prophets. See also Cohen, Philo Judaeus, 160–164,
et passim. Further, Philo’s exegesis of Ps. 46.5 in V Somn. 2.245 is somewhat similar
to the understanding of this Psalm in the Zohar. See Endnote F: Psalm 46 (45):5 (V
Somn. 2.246) and Zohar ii 63b (Beshalakh) and 98b, pp. 208–209. See also my article,
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7. Ps. 62 (61):12
III Quod Deus 82.
κα� τ% Hτ�ρω�ι λεK�0ν

MT: ����� �� ���� ��	�� ��� ���
= God hath spoken once, twice have I heard
this

Philo: kπα� κ�ρι�ς *λ	λησε, δ�� τα?τα `κ�υσα
Septuagint: kπα� *λ	λησεν � �ε%ς, δ�� τα?τα
`κ�υσα
(Extremely close—difference is in κ�ρι-
�ς/�ε%ς exchange)21

8. Ps. 65 (64):10
V Somn. 2.245

MT: ��� ��� ��	�� ���
= the river of God that is full of water22

= τις τ=ν Hτα"ρων
Μωυσ�Xς23 *ν
Qμν�ις ε&πεν
id. 2:246 also quotes
Ps. 46 (45):12 (see above)

Philo and Septuagint: � π�ταμ%ς τ�?
�ε�? *πληρI�η $δ	τ=ν (identical)

“Philo’s Cher. 40–52, Zohar III 31a, and BT Hag. 16a,” JJS 57/2 (Autumn 2006). Note
too in passing that V Somn. 2.246–248 speaks of “the holy city in which the Sacred
Temple (kγι�ς νεIς) is located,” even while there the verse quoted (Ps. 46:5) is rendered
allegorically; see also comment to Ps. 65:10 below.

21 On the use of the titles Kurios (κ�ρι�ς) and Theos (�ε%ς) for the Tetragrammaton
and ����� by Philo and the Septuagint, and the role reversal between Philo and rab-
binic midrash, see Endnote C: Κ�ρι�ς and Θε�ς (LORD and GOD) in the Septuagint,
Philo, and in Rabbinic Midrash, p. 201ff. The present instance is an exception, for
Philo here has κ�ρι�ς for MT ������ But the other Psalms that Philo mentions in close
proximity in III Quod Deus—Ps. 101 (100): 1 in III Quod Deus 74 and Ps. 75 (74):9 and
in III Quod Deus 77—all accord with the rule, and render MT ����� by �ε%ς. Possibly,
what has triggered the exception here is that Philo may have wished to indicate by this
that the Creator of the Universe (the Δημι�υργ%ς) mentioned in §80 was indeed the
Lord (the κ�ρι�ς) of Israel.

22 As has just been noted in the comment to Ps. 46 (45):5 (V Somn. 2.246), here
too in Ps. 65 (V Somn. 2.245) Philo understands water allegorically, as “the stream of
Wisdom of the Divine Word” (πλ!ρη τ�? σ�-"ας ν	ματ�ς τ%ν �ε)�ν λ�γ�ν διασυν"στησι).
This is in line with the usual association of water in rabbinic sources with Wisdom
or Torah. However, Ps. 65 was usually understood by them in the more literal sense
as rain. See e.g. BT Ta"anit, which tractate is devoted largely to prayers for rain, and
where three different verses from this chapter are quoted—viz. Ps. 65:7 (BT Ta"anit 2a,
9b), 65:10 (id. 8b) (which is the verse quoted by Philo), and 65:11 (id. 6a, 8b); and cf. also
Exodus Rabbah 25:3; and even Midrash Shir ha-Shirim 7.11, although it contains much
allegorical material, nevertheless takes 65:10 in its literal sense, as water. For Philo, since
he lived in Egypt where the Nile provided the water, prayers for rain would probably
not have been part of his frame of reference (cf. Deut. 11:10–11).

23 Moses is also mentioned in the identification of Ps. 31 (30):19 (IV Conf. 39) and
Ps. 37 (36):4 (III Plant. 39). The possible significance of this is discussed at length below.
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Book III (Ps. 73–89)

9. Ps. 75 (74):8 (9)
III Quod Deus 77
*ν Hτ�ρ�ις εbρηται

(Also introduces
Ps. 101 (100):1 in Quod
Deus 74)

MT: ��� ��� ��� ���� �� ��� ��
 �

= For in the hand of the Lord there is
a cup, with foaming wine, full of mixture

Philo and Septuagint: π�τ!ρι�ν *ν Kειρ�
κυρ"�υ, �bν�υ 'κρ	τ�υ πλ(ρες κερ	σματ�ς
(identical citation)

10. Ps. 78 (77):49
II Gig. 17
Identification:
παρA τ<= $μν�γρ	-<ω…
*ν L]σματι τ�?τ%

MT: ����� ����� ���� ���� ���� ���� �� ����
���� �
���
= He sent forth upon them the fierce-
ness of His anger, wrath and indignation,
and trouble, a sending of messengers of evil.

Philo and Septuagint: *�απ�στειλεν ε@ς
α;τ�,ς Bργ7ν �υμ�? α;τ�?, �υμ%ν κα� Bργ7ν
κα� �λ)ψιν, 'π�στ�λ7ν δ@ 'γγ�λων π�νηρ=ν
(identical)

11. Ps. 80 (79):6
IV Migr. 157 (also has
Ps. 42 (41):4—vid.supra).
Identification:
*ν Qμν�ις εbρηται

MT: ���� ��� ���
��
= Thou hast fed them with the bread of tears
…

Philo and Septuagint: ψωμιε)ς 5μ�ς ]ρ-
τ�ν δακρ�ων (+Ps. 42:4) (identical)

12. Ps. 80 (79):7
IV Conf. 52ff..
Identification:
*ν Qμν�ις π�υ λ�λεκται

MT: �
�

�� ���� �
����
= Thou makest us a strife unto our neighbors

Philo: �#ετ� 5μ�ς � �ε%ς ε@ς 'ντιλ�γ"αν τ�)ς γε"-
τ�σιν 5μ=ν
Septuagint: �#�υ 5μ�ς � �ε%ς ε@ς 'ντιλ�γ"αν
τ�)ς γε"τ�σιν 5μ=ν
(almost identical)

13. Ps. 84 (83):11
IV Her. 290
Identification:
$γι=ς εbπ� τις

MT: ����� ���� … ���� ������ ��� ��� �

���
= For a day in Thy courts is better than
a thousand;24 (he would rather live a single

πρ�-ητικ%ς25 'ν7ρ day with virtue than ten thousand years in the
shadow of death)

24 Philo has here paraphrased the Scriptural text, apparently rendering it according
to its “traditional meaning” (τ% Eητ�ν)—see Philo Judaeus, 65ff.

25 This is similar to the term πρ�-ητικ%ς 'ν7ρ for the author of a Psalm in the
introduction to Ps. 23 (III Agr. 50,52)—see above.
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Philo: τ% γAρ ε;!μερ�ν π�λυετ"ας κρε)ττ�ν
…26 μ"αν γAρ 5μ�ραν … ���λεσ�αι
�ι=ναι μετ<I 'ρετ(ς, u μυρ"α /τη *ν
σκιL� �αν	τ�υ (very free paraphrase)
Septuagint: Rτι κρε"σσων 5μ�ρα μ"α
*ν τα)ς α;λα)ς σ�υ $π�ρ Kιλι	δας
… μ�λλ�ν u �@κε)ν *ν σκηνIμασιν
sμαρτωλ=ν

Book IV (Ps. 90–106)

14. Ps. 91 (90):1127

III Quod Deus 182
Philo does not identify
this as a citation; it is
in fact no more than
an implied allusion.

MT ��
�� �
� ����� �� ���� ��
��� �

= For he will give His angels charge
over thee, to keep thee in all thy ways

Philo: 'γγελ�ς π�δηγετ=ν κα� τA
*ν π�σ�ν 'ναστ�λλων, cνα ]πταιστ�ι
διA λεω-�ρ�υ �α"νωμεν τ(ς �δ�?
Septuagint: Rτι τ�)ς 'γγελ�ις α;τ�? *ντε-
λε)ται περ� σ�?, τ�? δια-υλ	�αι σε *ν π	σαις
τα)ς �δ�)ς σ�υ (Philo’s reference is a free
paraphrase)

26 An additional indication that the citation does not derive directly from the Septu-
agint is the dialectical variation in spelling: κρε)ττ�ν, with -ττ-, rather than the Septuag-
int’s κρε"σσων. This is in line with the views of Lester Grabbe, Etymology in Early Jewish
Interpretation—The Hebrew Names in Philo (Atlanta 1988) [Grabbe, Etymology], 107–109,
as well as Yehoshua Amir, “The Interpretation of Hebrew Names in Philo” (original
Hebrew in Tarbiz 31 [1961–1962], 297ff.) [= Amir, “Hebrew Names”], English trans. in
Appendix 2, in: Grabbe, Etymology, 233–235; and also David Rokeah, “A New Onomas-
ticon Fragment from Oxhyrhynchus and Philo’s Etymologies,” JThS n.s. 19/1 (1968),
70–82 [= Rokeah, ‘New Onomasticon’].

27 Ps. 91 opens: MT �
���� ��� ��� ������ ���� ��� (“He who dwells in the shelter
of the Most High, and abidest in the shadow of the Almighty”). BT Shevuot 15b
remarks that R. Joshua b. Levi (first half of 3rd century CE) recited verses from
this Psalm upon retiring at night, because of what were considered to have been
its apotropaic (to preserve from evil) qualities. Much later, Siddur Rav Amram Gaon and
Abudarham (medieval sources for the norms of Jewish liturgical practice), note that
this Psalm is to be recited on the Sabbath morning at the close of the service. See:
D. Goldschmidt, ���� ���� �� ��� (Jerusalem 1971) [= Goldschmidt, The Siddur of Rav
Amram Gaon], �� ��� (= 69, 81), Part I, sections �� �
; and A.J. Wertheimer, Abudarham
ha-Shalem, (Jerusalem 19632) [= Wertheimer, Abudarham], ��	, ��	 (= 161, 184). Since
the basic patterns of Jewish liturgical practice were determined quite early, it may
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15. Ps. 94 (93):928

III Plant. 29

Identification:

MT: ���� ��� ��� ��� �� ����� ��� ��� ��
�
= He that planted the ear, shall He not hear?
He that formed the eye, shall he not see?

� �εσπ�σι�ς 'ν7ρ29 *ν
Qμν�ις λ�γων

Philo: � -υτε�ων �lς �;κ 'κ��ει, �
πλ	σσων B-�αλμ�,ς �;κ *πι�λ�ψει?
Septuagint: � -υτε�σας τ% �lς �;K� 'κ��ει, ` �
πλ	σας τ%ν B-�αλμ%ν �; καταν�ε)? (somewhat
free paraphrase)

16. Ps. 101 (100):1
III Quod Deus 74

Introduction:
� $μν<ωδ%ς ε&πε π�υ (Ps.
75 (74):9 and 62 (61):
12 are quoted in id. 77
and 82)

MT: ����� ����� ���
= I will sing of mercy and justice

Philo: �λε�ν κα� κρ"σιν L]σ�μα" σ�ι
Septuagint: 1Ελε�ς κα� κρ"σιν L]σ�μα" σ�ι
(virtually identical)

just possibly have been already, like today, recited at funerals during the carrying of
the bier. One has no way of knowing, but, if this were so, then Philo’s contemporaries
might have been familiar with this Psalm from liturgical practice, which would help
explain why Philo does not quote, but merely alludes to it in a free paraphrase. In
any event, it is in the closing sections of III Quod Deus that the allusion to this verse is
found.

28 Mishnah Tamid 7:4 notes that this Psalm was recited by the Levites in the Temple
on the fourth day of the week. Today these Daily Psalms are recited at the close of the
morning service in most if not all rites. The co-opting of Temple practices into non-
Temple prayer was a process that may have begun well before the destruction of the
Temple. Be that as it may, this, the Psalm for the fourth day, is the only one of the seven
daily Psalms (24, 48, 82, 94, 81, 93, 92) quoted by Philo.

29 This appellation is also used elsewhere by Philo: IV Migr. 90, VII Spec. 1.8, 314,
VII Spec. 3.178, VIII Virt. 8 and VIII Praem. 43—but the connotation is not always
the same. In IV Migr. 90, it refers to the authors or purveyors of the ancient Jewish
‘customs’ (/�εσιν), while in VII Spec. 3.178 Philo describes �εσπεσ"�ι ]νδρεις as “men
who think that most of the contents of the law book are outward symbols of hidden
truths expressing in words what has been left unsaid.”
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Book V (Ps. 107–150)

17. Ps. 115:5–830 (113:13–16)
(also found in Ps. 135
(134):15–18)
VII Dec. 74

MT: (�) !���� ��� ��� ��
�� ����� ��� ��� �� (�
����� (�) !������ ��� ��� �� ����� ��� ��� ��
��
(�) ��
���� ���� �� �
��� ��� ������ ������ ���
���� ��� ��� �
 ����� ���� ����


(At most an
allusion; there is no
introductory formula)31

(4) Their idols are silver and gold, the work of
men’s hands. (5) They have mouths, but they
speak not; eyes have they, but they see not; (6)
They have ears, but they hear not, noses have
they, but they smell not; (7) They have hands,
but they handle not, feet have they, but they
walk not; Neither speak they with their throat.
(8) They that make them shall be like unto
them, yea every one that trusteth in them.

Philo: B-�αλμ�)ς μ7 �λ�π�ντες, hσ� μ7
'κ���ντες, μυκτ(ρσι μ!τε 'ναπν��ντες μ!τε
Bσ-ραιν�μεν�ι, στ�ματι μ7 -ων�?ντες μηδ0
γευ�μεν�ι, Kερσ� μ!τε λαμ�	ν�ντες μ!τε
διδ�ντες μ!τε δρ=ντες, π�σ� μ! �αδι2�ντες,…

Septuagint: (13) στ�μα /K�υσιν κα� �;
λαλ!σ�υσιν, B-�αλμ�,ς /K�υσιν κα� �;κ
Gψ�νται, (14) tτα /K�υσιν κα� �;κ 'κ��σ�νται,
E)νας /K�υσιν κα� �;κ Bσ-ραν�!σ�νται, (15)
Kε)ρας /K�υσιν κα� �;κ ψηλα-!σ�υσιν, π�δας
/K�υσιν κα� �; πιριπατ!σ�υσιν, �; -ων!σ�υσιν
*ν τ<= λ	ρυγγι α;τ=ν. (16) Rμ�ι�ι α;τ�)ς γ�ν�ιντ�
�C π�ι�?ντες α;τA κα� π	ντες �C πεπ�ι��τες *π<I
α;τ�)ς… (Allusion)

30 Ps. 115 is part of the Seder Hallel, which accompanied the offering of the Korban
Pessakh (= the Passover sacrifice) and the partaking thereof in the Temple in Jerusalem.
Mishnah Pesahim 5:7 and BT Pesahim 64a describe the Hallel as the musical accompa-
niment of the Paschal sacrifice. It apparently also served as the musical accompaniment
to the other holiday sacrifices as well (not only that of Passover)—see BT Pesahim 95b:
“…is it possible that Israel sacrifice their Passover-offerings or take their palm-branches
(�������) [on the Feast of Tabernacles] without reciting Hallel?,” �� ������ ����� ����
 ��� ������ ���� ������� �� �����
� ������. There is good reason to believe that the Hal-
lel was also recited as a regular part both of the holiday prayers (not in the Temple)
and the Passover Seder, both in the Land of Israel and in the Diaspora, even while the
Temple still stood.

31 Earp lists a reference to Ps. 115:8 (113:16) in VII Spec. 2.255–256. Colson, ad
loc., suggests that the Septuagint rendering of this verse served as the source for



citations from the book of psalms 151

18. Ps. 115:17–18
(113:25–26)
V Fuga 59

Identification:
Xς κα� *ν Qμν�ις λ�γεται

MT: �-� ����� ����� ��
= The dead praise not the Lord

Philo: νεκρ�� δ�<I, … �;κ α@ν�-
σ�υσι κ�ρι�ν. vIντων γAρ τ% /ργ�ν.
Septuagint: �;K �C νεκρ�� α@ν�σ�υ-
σ"ν σε, κ�ριε… 'λλ<I 5με)ς �C 2=ντες…
(similar)

Summary and Conclusions

Approximately twenty verses belonging to sixteen different Psalms are
quoted, paraphrased, or echoed in eighteen different loci in Philo’s oeu-
vre. This is the largest number of citations from any of the scriptural
books now included in the Writings. If the Former and the Latter
Prophets are not counted as a single unit, then, besides the Pentateuch,
this is the largest number of references from any single part of Scrip-
ture. The Psalms are MT Ps. 23 (twice), 27, 31, 37 (twice), 42, 46, 62,
65, 75, 78, 80 (twice but different verses), 84, 91, 94, 101, 115 (twice but
different verses).

*

In the vast majority of instances, when Philo quotes a Psalm more or
less verbatim, he prefaces it with a formula such as: παρA τ<= $μν�γρ	-
-<ω… *ν L]σματι τ�?τ�, Qμν�ις L]δεται et sim., γνωρ"μων τις *ν Qμν�ις ε;K�-
μεν�ς, *ν Hτ�ρ�ις εbρηται, παρA τ<= $μν�γρ	-<ω… *ν L]σματι τ�?τ�, dτερ�ν
Ljσμα, kδεται δ0 κα� *ν Qμν�ις Ljσμα τ�ι�?τ%ν. But the introductory ter-
minology for a free paraphrase is different. For example, the free para-
phrase in IV Her. 290 from Ps. 84 (83):11, is introduced by the statement:
ε&πε τις πρ�-ητικ%ς 'ν7ρ = ‘a prophetic man,’32 and the other two clear

Philo’s statement that the death penalty is to be invoked against one who makes
idols. His argument is that this is implied in the Septuagint rendering of verse 115:8
(113:16): Rμ�ι�ι α;τ�)ς γ�ν�ιντ� �C π�ι�?ντες α;τA. This appears to me to be somewhat
farfetched.

32 Ιt is as well in this context to bear in mind that the line between prophetic and
hymnic composition is far from clear-cut. Ps. 18 is also found virtually verbatim in
2Sam. 22, and to judge from its contents, the hymn at the beginning of 1Sam. chapter 2
was recited, not authored, by Hannah.
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instances of allusions to psalms (not citations)—that to Ps. 91(90):11 (III
Quod Deus 182) and that to 115:4–8(113:12–16) (VII Dec. 74)—do not have
any introductory formula at all.33

*

Regarding the relation between Philo’s Book of Psalms and the one
with which we are familiar:

1) The fact that there are no citations in Philo from either the first
or the last twenty Psalms of the Book of Psalms is very likely not
significant. For Philo has quoted from fewer than ten percent of the
Psalms found in the scriptural Book of Psalms, and so this could well be
simply a matter of chance.

2) Although the traditional division of the Book of Psalms into five (or
four) books was already in place when the Septuagint was translated,34

and there are at least two citations on Philo’s part from every one of the
five different divisions, Philo makes no mention of these divisions, and
they apparently do not interest him.

3) The disproportionately large number of citations from the Book of
Psalms explicitly identified by Philo as ‘Hymns’ supports the conclusion
that for Philo this was a single conceptual unit that completed the tril-
ogy: Pentateuch, Hymns, and Prophets (the latter probably including
the Former Prophets). The rest of the Writings was presumably sub-
sumed under the rubric of Holy Miscellanea.

This is in line with what is found elsewhere in the literature of the
first centuries CE, such as Josephus and the New Testament, where the
Pentateuch, the Prophets, Hymns, and miscellaneous ‘Holy Writings’
(= Hagiographa) are also the conceptual units for Scripture.35

33 The only exception I found is III Agr. 50, where the first verse of the extremely
popular Ps. 23 (22):1 (“The Lord is my shepherd”) is quoted verbatim, and its author is
called “a prophet (πρ�-!της) who wrote a psalm.” Even respecting this instance, a little
further on (in III Agr. 54) the same citation is identified as L]σμα = ‘song’, and, in V Mut.
115, it is identified by the words L]δεται κ0 κα� *ν Qμν�ις L]σμα (= a song in Hymns).

34 See, inter alia, Nahum Sarna’s remarks in EJ vol. 13, s.v. “Psalms, Book of,”
particularly 1303–1309, and in ����	� ������	��
� vol. 8, s.v. �����, 442–443. Of
particular interest in this, as well as in other respects, is the Qumran Scroll 11QPsa.

35 I have also been informed by Michael Mach that Moses, the Prophets, and David,
play a central place in the religious consciousness in 4Q MMT. This too accords with
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Furthermore, it is rarely noticed that in line with this is the verse
combination in the Malkhiot insert in the Mussaf Amidah of Rosh Hasha-
na, which is almost certainly much earlier than is generally assumed.36

Though the verses quoted are usually identified as coming from the
Pentateuch, the Writings, and the Prophets, with no convincing expla-
nation for this order, actually the discrete parts used are the Pentateuch,
Psalms,37 and the Prophets.38

*

How should we look upon the relationship between the scriptural Book
of Psalms and the liturgical practices of the Alexandrian Jewish com-
munity in light of what we can learn from Philo? There is no reason
to suppose that the liturgical practice in Alexandria in Philo’s day was
very similar to that customary today. At the same time, since I am con-
vinced that the overall outline of some of the most central traditional
communal prayer elements were already in place, I decided to see what
can be learned from a comparison of the Psalms quoted by Philo with
those used today in liturgical contexts.

Several of the citations are from psalms that were very likely well
known from their liturgical use already in Philo’s day. For example,
Philo quotes the beginning of Ps. 23: “The Lord is my shepherd, I

the conclusion that the Pentateuch, the Prophets and Psalms were the normal rubrics
of Scripture during the late Second Temple Period.

36 Although it is referred to in the Talmud as the “Tekioth of the School of Rav”
(�� ��� ����	�; see e.g. JT Avoda Zara 1:2 39c), as we have pointed out time and again,
this actually means no more than that it was recited there—not that it was authored
there.

37 The citations from the Writings are all from Psalms.
38 This also strengthens the hypothesis that both the basic structure of the Amidah,

and this prayer rubric that was added to it, were indeed very early, at a time when
the Psalms were considered the third unit of Scripture. I have argued the thesis that
the overall structure of the Amidah prayer was already widespread before Yavneh in
(������ ����-����) ��%%���
 ����� �����
�� ���� ����� ���	�� �������, 547–555 [“Shime"on
Ha-pikuli hisdir yod-heth berakhoth,” Tarbiz 52/4 (Tammuz-Elul 1983), 547–555], and in
�-���
 ������� ����-���� ��-&%���� ����� ��� ���
��� �
���� ��	� ����� ���� ���� [“What
did Shmu"el ha-katan innovate in the Birkhat Haminim?,” Sinai 94/a-b (Tishre-Heshvan
1984), 57–70]. This is in line with the work of Joseph Heinemann, ������ ������

����
��� 
����� [Prayer in the Period of the Tanna"im and the Amoraim] (Jerusalem 1966)
[= Heinemann, J. Prayer] (There is an updated English translation). For a different
view see Ezra Fleischer, ���������� �

� ����� ������� ��
��� "���� �
��� ������ [= “The
Shemone Esre—Its Character, Internal Order, Contents and Goals”] Tarbiz 62/2 Tevet-
Adar (1993), 179–223; Engl. summary VI–VII.
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shall not want” (MT ���� �� ���� ��). A Baraitha in BT Pesahim 118a
suggests that this Psalm be read on the Passover eve in fulfillment of
the injunction in Mishnah Pesahim 10:7 “[Over] a fourth [cup] he
completes the Hallel, and says after it the Benediction over song (i.e.
���� �
��)”. The Talmud text reads:

Tanu Rabbanan: At the fourth, he concludes the Hallel and recites the
‘Great Hallel,’ this is the view of Rabbi Tarfon. Others say: “The Lord is
my shepherd; I shall not want” (Ps. 23:1).

The introductory formula, Tanu Rabbanan, indicates a Tana"itic tradi-
tion, and as I have already pointed out at some length elsewhere,39 the
mention of an individual’s name, in this case R. Tarfon, does not indi-
cate that he initiated this view, but only that he is its immediate tradent.
The fact that this alternate tradition is mentioned tells us it had roots in
practice.

Likewise, Ps. 115 in its entirety (entries 17 and 18 in Chart II: Cita-
tions in the order of Psalms) is part of the Seder Hallel.

But there is far less congruence between the Psalms quoted by Philo
and the prayer book of today than I thought would be the case. While
the attested popularity of one or another Psalm sometimes reflects a
liturgical tradition, this is not always so. In any event, the only citations
from Psalms in Philo that I have been able to identify as having an
important place in the traditional Siddur are from Ps. 23, 27, 94 and 115,
and a paraphrase of, or allusion to, Ps. 91.

*

List of Philo’s Citations from Psalms found in the contemporary Siddur:40

Ps. 23 “The Lord is my shepherd” is important not only in the Jew-
ish prayer book, but also among Christians—a fact that supports the
hypothesis that it was in regular use before the beginning of Christian-
ity.

39 See above in Part I Introduction, Chapter One, in the sub-section entitled: A
note respecting the use of rabbinic sources, which discusses the use of rabbinic material as
a source for information respecting Philo’s day, and see also Philo Judaeus, Chapter
Two/ 1: Palestinian/Diaspora Midrashic Tradition, 37ff.

40 Because I have not been able to find a work that lists the Psalms in use today,
I have perforce prepared the list upon the basis of personal familiarity. While it is
probably not entirely complete, it will have to suffice.
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Ps. 27 is now recited from the beginning of the month of Elul (the
month of repentance preceding the High Holidays) till Sukkot.

Ps. 34 is today found in the first part of the Sabbath morning service
(Shaharit).

Ps. 42 is recited daily in the Sephardi rite in the afternoon service
(Minha). Many phrases from this Psalm are used in the Lekha Dodi piyyut
that was composed in Safed in the 16th century, and is today recited on
Friday evening.

Ps. 62: Philo’s citation: ����� �� ���� ��	�� ��� ��� is found in the
early classical midrash, as well as in the Zohar (but I do not think that
it is found in the prayer book).

Ps. 78:49: The verse quoted by Philo in II Gig. 17: ���� ���� �� ����
���� ��
��� ����� ����� ���� ���� is found in the Passover Haggadah,
albeit in an entirely different context. Verse 38 of this chapter ���� #
# ��� ��
� ���� is recited at the very beginning of the Ma#ariv service.

Ps. 91 is recited on Sabbath morning, at funerals and in the prayer
before retiring.

Ps. 94 was sung in the Temple on the 4th day of the week by the
Levites (Mishnah Tamid 7.4) and today it is found in the morning
service on Wednesday.

Ps. 115 is part of the Hallel, a collection of Psalms that were recited
in the Temple at the time of the offering of the Passover sacrifices and
their consumption (see above). Today it is part of the Passover Seder
service, and is recited in the morning prayers of Passover, Shavu#ot and
Sukkot, as well as on Hanukkah and Rosh Hodesh.

It is thus clear that, though several of the Psalms from which Philo
has quoted are used today in prayer contexts, one cannot discern a sig-
nificant congruence between the specific Psalms and present practice.41

At the same time, even while there is little correspondence between
the current liturgical use of specific Psalms and the Psalms from which
Philo has quoted, nevertheless the scriptural Book of Psalms, as we
know it, apparently had a special degree of holiness for him.

For while he quotes from the canonical Book of Psalms quite fre-
quently, I, at any rate, have been unable to find recognizable citations from
any of the non-canonical or extra-canonical Psalms, whether found at

41 I have found no parallels of any sort in the contemporary liturgy for the remaining
Psalms from which Philo has quoted: Psalms 31, 37, 46, 65, 75, 80, 84, and 101.
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Qumran or elsewhere.42 This is so even though Philo has described the
Therapeutae, regarding whom he writes that they both chant tradi-
tional hymns and compose songs and hymns of their own to God (π�ι�?σιν
L]σματα κα� Qμν�ις ε@ς τ%ν �ε%ν).43

In closing, it will be well to quote IX Flacc. 121–122 with respect
to the general Alexandrian Jewish community. We learn that not only
were there “houses of prayer” (πρ�σευKAς), where the community usu-
ally worshipped, but also that even when these had been taken from
them during the anti-Jewish riots, the people gave thanks to God by
means of the singing of “hymns and odes” (Qμν�ις κα� <hδα)ς).

(121) And when they learnt of the arrest (of Flaccus)… with hands out-
stretched to heaven they sang hymns and led songs of triumph (Qμν�υν
κα� παι�νας *�(ρK�ν) to God who watches over human affairs… (122) All
night long they continued to sing hymns and odes (Qμν�ις κα� <hδα)ς), and
at dawn pouring out through the gates they made their way to the parts
of the beach44 near at hand, since their houses of prayer (πρ�σευKAς) had
been taken from them…

42 A careful study of this might be useful, but it is beyond the purview of the present
research.

43 See IX Contemp. §29 and similarly in id. §80ff. Liturgical composition, per se, has
continued from earliest times even until the present day—and this includes even the
most traditional circles.

44 It has been suggested that they went down to the beach for reasons related to
ritual purity, see Samuel Kraus, Synagogale Altertümer, (Berlin 1922, repr. 1966).
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CITATIONS FROM PROVERBS AND JOB

Philo quotes six verses from the Book of Proverbs in four different
passages,1 and in addition to this, he has a single reference to the Book
of Job. With the exception of the Book of Psalms, to which we have
devoted a separate chapter, that is all. There are no other citations
from the books of the Writings in Philo’s work.2

Proverbs

Four of the six citations from the Book of Proverbs3 appear in a single
Philonic book, III Ebr. One of these is found in 31 and the other
three in 84. In order to understand their place in the Philonic text, I
shall discuss these passages within the frame of reference in which they
appear.

*

As I have noted in the conclusion to my Philo Judaeus,4 there is every
reason to look upon Philo as a distinguished representative of the con-
temporary version of what Sanders has termed ‘normative Judaism.’5

1 A remaining, in my opinion mistaken, possible allusion to one of these verses is
discussed in the Endnote G: A Possible Allusion/Echo of Prov. 8:22–23 in VIII Virt. 62,
p. 209ff.

2 Nor are any of the Apocrypha or Pseudepigrapha alluded to by Philo. All such
instances noted in Earp’s index in PLCL are references to remarks in the footnotes of
the PLCL edition.

3 VIII Virt. 62, is not counted because, as will be pointed out below, ad loc., unlike
the reference to Prov. 8:22–23 in III Ebr. §31, this is at most an allusion to the verse, or
rather an echo of it, not its citation.

4 See p. 286, and see id., 274.
5 E.P. Sanders, Judaism, Practice and Belief 63BCE – 66CE (London/Philadelphia

1992), 48, 450–451, 465 and passim. Although the term has been criticized in recent
years, and is perhaps no longer in fashion, both its use and its rejection reflect value
judgements on how to look upon the different trends in Second Temple Judaism.
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It was Philo’s constant Herculean endeavor to assign the highest Greek
philosophical value to what he considered important in Judaism, aim-
ing thereby to enhance the attractiveness of Judaism in the eyes of his
readers.

A good illustration of this methodology is his equation of Torah and
the Law of the Cosmos by means of a sophisticated exegesis in Op. 2-3:6

(2) Moses … introduced his laws (ν�μ"ι) with … (3) an account of the
creation of the world (κ"σμ"π"ι�αν), implying that the world (κ�σμ"ς) is
in harmony with the Law (ν�μ"ς), and the Law with the world, and that
the man who observes the Law is constituted thereby a loyal citizen of
the world.

Philo has here used the Greek word nomos in one and the same section
to mean Law of Moses, i.e. the Torah (nomos is the standard Septuagint
and Hellenistic-Jewish-Greek term for the same) and the Stoic ‘Law of
Nature,’ leading to the equation of the Torah-abiding man with the
Stoic ‘citizen of the world’!7

In a similar vein, VI Mos. 2.47ff. states:8

(47) …We must now give the reason why he (Moses) began his lawbook
with the history, and put the commandments and prohibitions in the
second place. … (48) he wished to show two most essential things: first
that the Father and Maker of the world was in the truest sense also its
Lawgiver, secondly that he who would observe the Laws (viz. the nomos) will
(be) gladly accept(ing) the duty of following nature and liv(ing) in accordance
with the ordering of the universe… (52) the nature of the particular enactments … are
in agreement with the principles of eternal nature.9

This is a homiletic use of syllogistic reasoning. Hellenistic-Jewish and
Hellenistic-philosophical vocabulary is equated in order to make the
philosophic conclusion follow upon the Hellenistic-Jewish term. It is
standard Philonic practice, and one misses much of what Philo has
to say if, when reading his writings, one does not take this stylistic
idiosyncrasy into account. For more often than not Philo wished his
readers to equate the popular Hellenistic philosophic term or cliché with

6 I have noted the illustrations from I Op. 2–3, and VI Mos. 2.47ff. in Philo Judaeus,
274, as well as id., “Jewish Dimension,” 169–170.

7 See Diog. Laert. vii 87 and SVF i 262 for the Stoic ideas of ‘living according to
nature’ and ‘world citizen’ (so Colson; Philo I, Loeb Classical Library. Appendix, 475. ad
loc.).

8 Minor alterations of Colson’s rendering are bracketed.
9 See Wolfson, Philo II 192ff., for discussion in a similar vein, and cf. also

Nikiprowetzky, Comm., ch. 5.
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its Hellenistic-Jewish homonym. This feature of his work must be borne
in mind as we study the citations from Proverbs.

*

The following sections review the steps whereby, in the treatise under
consideration (III Ebr.), Philo has used ideas of general cultural signifi-
cance to further his didactic aim: to show that a life lived according to
the precepts of traditional Judaism is the philosophically superior life,
at the same time embedding citations from Scripture in the running
argument as proof-texts.

When one reads III Ebr. with this in mind, an ideological flow
becomes discernible, with citations and allusions from both Jewish and
Greek literature serving this aim. While I have not attempted to cover
either the entire treatise, or all of its many facets, some of the major
stepping-stones that lead from a general Hellenistic frame of reference
to a specifically Jewish destination are identified.

Philo does not proceed in a straight line, but rather, in the homiletic
manner of a spiral, he touches upon themes, and then, returning al-
most, but not quite, full circle, he reiterates them in a more complex
form and from a different frame of reference. In III Ebr. §8, Philo
recounts “the old story” (� παλαι%ς λ�γ�ς)—an allusion to Plato’s Phaedo
60b that describes the indissoluble connection between pleasure and
pain, that they are “from a single root… yet never sprouting or bearing
fruit at the same moment.” It is assumed that this rings a bell with
the reader, and its significance is transferred from pleasure and pain to
what interests Philo: vice and virtue.

Shortly thereafter, in § 13ff., Philo introduces parents as symbols,
considering it axiomatic that they instinctively care for their offspring,
something that is used elsewhere as an argument for Divine Providence.

(13) … (the parents) who play the protectors not so much by acquired
habit as by nature… Surely, it is the parents… For nature ever instinc-
tively prompts the maker to care for what he has made, and to take
thought for its preservation and perpetual maintenance.

In section § 14 Philo quotes the pentateuchal proof-text that lies at
the base of the entire pericope: that which refers to the disobedient
son whom his father and mother are mandated to bring to justice
(Deut. 21:18–21). Sections 17–18 closes the first round of the spiral on
a distinctly religiously Jewish note:
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(17) …The Law bids us (ν�μ�υ κελε��ντ�ς)10 honor our parents… (18)
…the man who fails to make use of the holy rites (Cερ�υργ"αις) and all
else that relates to piety (ε;σ��ειαν)11 is disobedient to the command-
ments which The Law12 regularly prescribes in these matters (…'πει�ε)
πρ�στ	�εσιν, [ς � ν�μ�ς εbω�ε περ� τ��των πρ�στ	ττειν)…13

III Ebr. 30–31 (cf. Prov. 8:22–23)

Sections 30–31 introduce the second round of the spiral, again com-
mencing with a universal frame of reference. In §30, God is described
as the ‘father,’ the creator, of the universe (τ%ν γ�?ν τ�δε τ% π�ν *ργα-
σ	μεν�ν δημι�υργ%ν), and the ‘mother’ is represented as the knowledge
possessed by its Maker (τ7ν τ�? πεπ�ιηκ�τ�ς *πιστ!μην). I am convinced
that the purpose of the citation of Prov. 8:22-23 at this point is to har-
monize the universally accepted ‘truth’ regarding the pre-existence of
Sophia (Wisdom), and the normative contemporary Jewish concept of
creation—that God is the sole creator of everything.

The passage reads:

(30) Now ‘father and mother’ is a phrase that can bear different mean-
ings. For instance, we should rightly say, and without further question,
that the Architect (Demiurge) who made this universe (τ%ν γ�?ν τ�δε τ%
π�ν *ργασ	μεν�ν δημι�υργ%ν) was at the same time the father of what was
thus born, whilst its mother was the knowledge possessed by its Maker (τ7ν τ�?
πεπ�ιηκ�τ�ς *πιστ!μην), with whom God had union, not as men have it,
and begat created being (/σπειρε γ�νεσιν). And she, having received the
Divine seed, when her travail was consummated, bore the only beloved
son that14 is apprehended by the senses (α@σ�ητ%ν υC%ν)—this (ordered)
world (τ�νδε τ%ν κ�σμ�ν).

10 Regarding the standard use of the word ν�μ�ς in the singular as the Greek
translation for Torah, and in the plural for ‘Torah statutes,’ see Cohen, Philo Judaeus,
particularly 122 n. 30, where I noted inter alia that Alan F. Segal pointed out long
ago that the original Greek word nomos had divine associations even before its Jewish
metamorphosis into Torah. See Alan F. Segal, “Torah and Nomos in Recent Scholarly
Discussion,” Studies in Religion/Sciences Religieuses 13 (1984), 19–28 (repr. in The Other
Judaisms of Late Antiquity, Atlanta 1987), 131–146) [= Segal, Torah and Nomos].

11 See Philo Judaeus, 218–219, 247–248, for the identification of the ‘Jewish’ connota-
tion of the word ε;σ��ειαν as ‘piety’ in the relevant contexts.

12 Note the use of the definite article, not ‘law,’ but ‘The Law,’ i.e. the Torah.
13 For the connotation in Judeo-Greek contexts in Philo of several of the words and

word combinations used in III Ebr., see Endnote H: The ‘Jewish’ connotation of the
terms Πρ�σταγμα, Πρ�στ	�ις, and Πρ�στ	�εις κα� �Απαγ�ρε�σεις and Εντ�λ! in Philo,
p. 209ff. (to III Ebr. 17). These are in addition to those discussed in Cohen, Philo Judaeus,
particularly chapters V and VII.

14 I have replaced Colson’s “the only beloved son who is apprehended by the senses”
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(31) Thus Wisdom, at the side of the Divine Choir (ε@σ	γεται γ�?ν παρ	 τινι
τ%ν *κ τ�? �ε"�υ K�ρ�? 5 Σ�-"α),15 is represented as speaking of herself
after this manner (περ� α;τ(ς λ�γ�υσα τ%ν τρ�π�ν τ�?τ%ν): ‘God obtained
me first of all his works and founded me before the ages’ (� �ε%ς *κτ!σατ� με
πρωτ"στην τ=ν Hαυτ�? /ργων, κα� πρ% τ�? α@=ν�ς *�εμελ"ωσ� με) (cf. Prov.
8:22-23)…

The phrase ‘the Divine Choir’ (τ�? �ε"�υ K�ρ�?) is clearly an echo
of Plato’s Phaedrus 247a. It is used elsewhere in Philo’s writings as a
metaphorical manner of speech, but need not be taken any more liter-
ally than his use elsewhere of the word ‘Olympian.’ Like ‘Olympian,’
which has become an adjective without indicating a meaningful refer-
ence to the gods on Mt. Olympus, here too this has apparently become
a common manner of speech that is not necessarily meant to include
the literal contents of the Phaedrus.16

The juxtaposition of the wording of Prov. 8:22–23 in III Ebr. 30–31
and the Septuagint text shows that while the relation between the two
is clear, Philo’s wording differs significantly from that of the Septuagint
in the first two strophes, and even the third, though very similar, is also
not entirely identical. Philo’s citation is much closer to the MT.

ΜΤ: ���� ��
�
 ����� (23) %% ��� ����� ��	 %% �
�� ����� �

	 �� (22)

Septuagint: (22) κ�ρι�ς /κτισεν με/'ρK7ν �δ=ν α;τ�? ε@ς /ργα α;τ�?/ (23)
πρ% τ�? α@=ν�ς *�εμελ"ωσ� με *ν 'ρK6(.

by the word ‘that.’ “The only beloved son” is here identified as “the (ordered) world”
(τ�νδε τ%ν κ�σμ�ν). Colson has pointed out ad loc. (PLCL, 334, n. a), that “there is
another son not α@σ�ητ�ς, i.e. the ν�ητ%ς κ�σμ�ς, cf. III Quod Deus 31.”

15 Colson has rendered this: “Thus in the pages of one of the inspired company.”
While I am not sure that my translation is correct, I am convinced that in any event
Sophia is the subject, and if so, we do not here have an alternative locution for the
Book of Proverbs. Below in §84, which passage contains three citations from Proverbs,
the Book of Proverbs is called by its Septuagint’s title Παρ�ιμ"αι, and in IV Congr. 177
the reference is introduced by: ‘…one of Moses’ disciples (sic!).’ This locution will be
discussed and explained in the concluding chapter.

16 This is the famous description of the soul striving to reach and remain in the
realm of the Divine. Philo also uses the locution ‘the Divine Choir’ (τ�? �ε"�υ K�ρ�?) in
I All. 1.61 line 8, in I All. 3.7 line 5, in I All. 3.242 line 6, but most of these are hardly
direct allusions to Phaedrus 247a. There are also V Fuga 62 line 6, and similarly in id.
74 line 6 (though here the order of the words is reversed: K�ρ�? �ε"�;). VII Spec. 2.249
line 4 is a slightly free, but nevertheless direct citation: /�ω �ε"�υ K�ρ�? �α)νει, and
finally IX Prob. 13 line 2 contains an exact citation: -��ν�ς /�ω �ε"�υ K�ρ�? bσταται.
These latter contexts include other classical allusions as well, and in IX Prob. 13 line 2
Plato is even mentioned by name. One cannot say very much respecting the allusion in
I Suppl. QG 2.129, being as it is both puzzling in and of itself, and a translation.
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Philo: (22) � �ε%ς *κτ!σατ� με/πρωτ"στην τ=ν Hαυτ�? /ργων/ (23) κα� πρ%
τ�? α@=ν�ς *�εμελ"ωσ� με

(trans.: “God obtained me first of all his works and founded me before
the ages”)

Whereas the Septuagint renders MT Tetragrammaton (�-�-�-�) here as
Κ�ρι�ς, in accordance with the rule regarding God’s two major epi-
thets, whereby MT ����� is usually rendered in the Septuagint by
the generic term �ε%ς and MT Tetragrammaton by Κ�ρι�ς (Lord)17—
though there are exceptions, particularly in the Book of Proverbs. But
here, although Philo usually follows the Septuagint text almost verba-
tim, Philo renders MT Tetragrammaton in Prov. 8:22 as �ε%ς and not
as Κ�ρι�ς (Lord), as would have been expected. This is closer to the
midrashic understanding of the Divine appellations in the MT where
�-�-�-� is considered to reflect His merciful aspect.18

Likewise, Philo’s *κτ!σατ�, rather than the Septuagint’s /κτισεν, is
closer to MT �

	 (in Prov. 8:22).19 Also, although the word 'ρK7ν (and
*ν 'ρK6(), found in the Septuagint twice in this verse, is a common
enough word both in Philo’s writings and in the Septuagint, it has
been replaced here in Philo by πρωτ"στην, a word that is entirely absent
from both the Septuagint and the NT, as well as being rare in Philo’s
writings. All of this taken together, I suggest, points to the use of a
secondary source translated from a Hebrew/Aramaic original, but by
someone whose Greek was good.20

Finally, although the similarity between the term ‘architect’ in Philo’s
I Opif. 17ff. and in the beginning of Gen. Rabbah has long been noted
and discussed,21 I do not think that the parallels between III Ebr. §30–
31 and the opening passage of Gen. Rabbah have as yet been seriously

17 See Endnote C: Κ�ρι�ς and Θε�ς (LORD and GOD) in the Septuagint, Philo,
and in Rabbinic Midrash p. 201ff., where I have offered a suggested explanation for
Philo’s reversal of the traditional attributes assigned to each of these Divine names in
rabbinic midrash. See also Philo Judaeus, Endnote H, 298–299.

18 One must not overlook, however, the fact that it is also the more appropriate
appellation in the present context from a Greek frame of reference, since as is pointed
out in the Endnote, popular ‘etymology’ associated the title ���ς with God’s aspect of
creativity (τ"�ημι), and here the subject is the creation of the world.

19 Colson remarks that Ryle, Philo and Holy Scipture, 296, has noted that the form
of the verb *κτ!σατ�, the reading here in Philo, is closer to the MT (and Aquila,
Symmachus and Theodotion) than to the Septuagint. So in his endnote to III Ebr.
31; PLCL III, 501.

20 See Endnote I: The term Πρωτ"στης in Philo [to Prov. 8:22–23 (III Ebr. 31)].
21 For the similarities and differences between I Opif. 17 and the beginning of Gen.
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considered. For the major focus in both can be shown to be the resolu-
tion of an apparent contradiction between the axiomatic assumption
of the pre-existence of Wisdom and her important part in the cre-
ation of the world together with God, and what was for loyal Jews the
equally axiomatic assumption that God alone created the world. The
study of these two sources in tandem clearly reflects interaction between
the Alexandrian and the Hebrew/Aramaic cultural traditions.22 But
in order to preserve the main thread here, I have placed this in an
Appendix.23

*

The next round of the spiral that commences in sections §33–34 rede-
fines the father and the mother as reason and convention respectively.
The father is presented as a locution for ‘right reason’ (Bρ�%ν λ�γ�ν),
and the mother for ‘the lower learning of the schools’ (τ7ν *γκ�κλι�ν
K�ρε"αν τε κα� παιδε"αν), and Philo writes that it is profitable to obey
both of them.

Still in the realm of general philosophical conceptualization, Philo
represents the father as bidding us to “follow in the footsteps of nature
and to pursue truth in her naked and undisguised form.”24 Mean-
while, the mother, who stands for education (παιδε"α), is identified as
the one who “bids us give ear to rules laid down by human ordi-
nance, rules which have been made in different cities and countries
and nations.” A similar idea is reiterated in sections 64ff., and yet again
in §80ff.—which latter is the passage that contains the three citations
from Proverbs with which Philo completes the move to the realm of
contemporary Judaism.

Rabbah, see e.g. Moshe Schwabe’s note to § 17 (line 6) in the Hebrew translation of
Opif. by Yitschak Mann (1931); and also, Wolfson, Philo I, 243 n. 11.

22 Another example of a midrashic tradition common to Philo and rabbinic mid-
rash, is found in Philo Judaeus, Chapter Two. An additional hitherto unnoticed example
of a similar phenomenon in an entirely different context is discussed in Cohen, “Taryag
and the Noahide Commandments” JJS 43/1 (Spring 1992), 46–57, particularly 55–57.

23 See APPENDIX 1: Prov. 8:22–23 in Philo and in Gen. Rabbah, p. 219 f. This is a
slightly revised version of a paper I delivered at the World Congress of Jewish Studies
in Jerusalem, Summer 2005.

24 As so often in Philo, this is a double entendre. I have pointed out in the context
of commenting on Opif. 3—see Philo Judaeus, 274, and before that in my article, “The
Jewish Dimension of Philo’s Judaism,” JJS (Oxford) 38/2 (Autumn 1987), 165–186, that
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*

In §80–§84 the universally recognized dichotomy, law and custom, are
discussed. Right reason (Bρ�%ς λ�γ�ς), the father, instructs us “to honor
the Father of the Universe,” and the “Laws which their father, right
reason has laid down.” Parallel to this is the sphere of the mother, who
is defined as paideia (5 παιδε"α), and is associated with the customary,
the customs (τ=ν *�=ν, τ=ν ��σει κα� ν�μι2�μ�νων).

XX (80) Let us then speak next of those who… have given due honor to
both education and right-reason (παιδε"αν δ0 κα� Bρ�%ν λ�γ�ν)… These
are valiant guardians of Laws (ν�μων), which their father, right reason, has laid
down, (�oς � πατ!ρ, � Bρ�%ς λ�γ�ς, /�ηκεν, ]ριστ�ι -�λακες), and faithful
stewards of customs (*�=ν), which instruction, their mother, has introduced
(kπερ 5 παιδε"α, μ!τηρ α;τ=ν, ε@σηγ!σατ�).

(81) They are taught by right reason their father, ($π% μεν Bρ��? λ�γ�υ, πατρ�ς)
to honor the Father of the universe and by instruction (παιδε"ας), the mother,
not to make light of those principles which are laid down by convention
and accepted everywhere (τ=ν ��σει κα� ν�μι2�μ�νων παρA π�σιν ε&ναι
δικα"ων).

The section is couched in general philosophical terms. But since in
Philo nomos (Law) is both a common noun and a proper noun, it means
at one and the same time both laws in general, and when the context is
appropriate, Torah statutes.25 It thus automatically links general truths
and particular Jewish frames of reference.

Immediately following this, §82–83 introduces the homiletic dichoto-
my between the two names of the ancestor Jacob, the man of practice,
vis-à-vis the higher level reflected by the name ‘Israel,’ that means ‘the
vision of God,’ in which context Philo quotes Gen. 32:29 verbatim:26

Septuagint and Philo: Rτι *ν"σKυσας μετA �ε�? κα� μετA 'ν�ρIπων δυνα-
τ�ς

MT: �
��� ���
� ��� ����� �� ���� �


(For thou hast striven with God and with men and hast prevailed)

Now firmly within the Jewish frame of reference, §84 elaborates upon
the combination ‘with God and with men’ (μετA �ε�? κα� μετA 'ν�ρI-

Philo equates ‘following in the footsteps of nature’ with living in accordance with the
precepts of Torah by means of a tour de force.

25 Supra the note to III Ebr. § 17, and see Philo Judaeus, particularly 122, note 30.
26 Colson gives the reference as Gen. 32:28, but it is actually Gen. 32:29 in both the

MT and the Septuagint.
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πων) in the verse from the Pentateuch by citing Prov. 3:4, which echoes
the message of Gen. 32:29, for Prov. 3:4 reads:

MT: ���� ����� �
��� ��� �
�� �� ����

(KJV So that thou shalt find favour and good understanding in the sight
of God and man)

Septuagint: πρ�ν��� καλA *νIπι�ν κυρ"�υ27 κα� 'ν�ρIπων28

Philo: πρ�ν���ντων καλA *νIπι�ν κυρ"�υ κα� 'ν�ρIπων

(Let them provide things excellent in the sight of the Lord and men)

As already noted, three of Philo’s six citations from Proverbs (3:4, 6:20
and 4:3) appear in this single passage:

(84) Good also, I think, is that saying in Proverbs (*ν Παρ�ιμ"αις),29 Let
them provide things excellent in the sight of the Lord and men (πρ�ν���ντων καλA
*νIπι�ν κυρ"�υ κα� 'ν�ρIπων) (Prov. 3:4), since it is through both of
these that the acquisition of excellence is brought to its fullness. For if
you have learnt to observe the laws of your father, and not reject the ordinances of
your mother (-υλ	σσειν ν�μ�υς πατρ%ς κα� μ7 'πω�ε)σ�αι �εσμ�,ς μητρ%ς)
(Prov. 6:20),30 you will not fear to say with pride: For I too was a son to my
father, obedient and loved in the face of my mother (υC%ς γAρ *γεν�μην κ'γf πατρ�
$π!κ��ς κα� 'γαπIμεν�ς *ν πρ�σIπ<ω μητρ�ς) (Prov. 4:3).

The citation of Septuagint Prov. 6:20:31 explains what these are: “to
keep the Laws (of your father), and not reject the traditional customs of
your mother.”

27 The rendition here of MT ����� by both the Septuagint and Philo as Κ�ρι�ς
rather than as Θε�ς is an exception to the rule discussed in the Endnote C: The Terms
Κ�ρι�ς and Θε�ς, where it is shown that the Septuagint, and Philo in its wake, regularly
rendered MT ����� as Θε�ς and not Κ�ρι�ς. Perhaps the reason for the exception
is the wish to stress that it is the One God and not god as a common noun that is
meant.

28 It is indeed amusing that the word ‘men’ ('ν�ρIπων) in both Gen. 32:29 and
in Prov. 3:4 is taken to refer to the mother of Prov. 6:20, since, as this ‘proof-text’
here indicates, it is she who stands for the traditional customs current among men.
It illustrates how very malleable proof-texts can be when this is required in order
to achieve the desired symbolic conceptualization; this remains true even though the
word 'ν�ρIπων includes womankind. Cf. also a somewhat different transposition of
MT ��� (man) to ‘woman’ in Targum Yonathan to Isa. 42:13 ��� �����, as well as
the midrashic rendition in Gen. Rabbah Parashah 21, incipit ��� ��� ��, and similarly
Tanhuma (Buber), Gen. Siman 22 incipit [22] ��� ��.

29 This is also the name for the Book of Proverbs in the Septuagint.
30 Pace Colson’s statement in his endnote, ad loc. (503), it is Prov. 6:20 and not Prov.

1:8 that is the correct verse.
31 See preceding note.
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MT: ��� ���� ��� ��� ����� ���� �
� ��


(KJV: My son, keep thy father’s commandment, and forsake not the law
of thy mother; JPS: the teaching of thy mother)

Septuagint: υCε -υλ	σσε ν�μ"υς πατρ�ς σ�υ, κα� μ7 'πIσ6η �εσμ�,ς μη-
τρ%ς σ�υ

Philo: -υλ	σσειν ν�μ"υς πατρ�ς κα� μ7 'πω�ε)σ�αι �εσμ�,ς μητρ%ς

(to observe the Laws32 (= Torah statutes) of your father, and not reject
the traditional customs of your mother)

This is rounded out by the verbatim citation from Septuagint Prov. 4:3:

MT: ��� �
�� ����� �� ����� ����� �� �


KJV: (For I was my father’s son, tender and only beloved in sight of my
mother.)33

Septuagint and Philo: υC%ς γAρ *γεν�μην κ'γf πατρ� $π!κ��ς, κα� 'γαπI-
μεν�ς *ν πρ�σIπ<ω μητρ�ς

(For I too became a son obedient to my father, and beloved before the
face of my mother.)

With these citations from Proverbs, Philo has come full circle. Begin-
ning with the allusion to Plato’s Phaedo, and weaving back and forth as
do most homiletic compositions, he has arrived at his goal: an exhorta-
tion to keep the Torah—both the ‘paternal’ laws (ν�μ�υς πατρ%ς) and
the ‘maternal’ customs (�εσμ�,ς μητρ%ς) (Prov. 6:20).

In the immediate continuation of §84 (Ch. XXI), Philo summarizes
what has gone before, presenting as the ideal combination, as the
two necessary aspects of ‘piety’ (ε;σε�ε"ας),34 the combination of the
observance of “what is customary (ν�μιμα) among mortal men (τA παρA
γενητ�)ς)” and the observing of “the laws of the Uncreated” (τ�,ς τ�?
'γεν!τ�υ �εσμ�,ς). He writes:

XXI ye indeed, I would say to such a one, “How could you fail to win
affection, if you observe (-υλ	ττων) what is customary (ν�μιμα) among

32 It is pointed out elsewhere that the ‘traditional’ understanding of both ν�μ"υς and
���� (here read as a plural) are ‘commandments,’ Torah statutes. It is irrelevant that
this may well not have been its original connotation.

33 JPS: For I was a son unto my father, tender and an only one in the sight of my
mother.

34 Colson has understood the words “in your zeal and passion for piety” (δι<I
ε$σε�α"ας dρωτα κα� 2(λ�ν) as defining “the observance of the laws of the uncreated”
(τ�,ς τ�? 'γεν!τ�υ �εσμ�,ς), but the context, and particularly the immediately ensuing
allegory, seem to me to indicate that it was meant at the very least as a double entendre.
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mortal men out of the desire for fellowship,35 and observe (-υλ	ττων) the
laws of the uncreated (τ�,ς τ�? 'γεν!τ�υ �εσμ�,ς) out of love and zeal
for piety (ε;σε�ε"ας).”

Finally, Philo introduces an allegory in III Ebr. 85–8736 to clinch the
thought and set if firmly in the minds of his readers:

(85) And therefore, Moses, God’s interpreter, will use the sacred works
that furnished the tabernacle to show us the twofold perfection. For we
must not fail to observe that he covers the ark both inside and outside
with gold (Ex. 25:10) and gives two robes to the High Priest (Ex. 28:4),
and builds two altars, one without for the sacrificial ritual, the other
within for burning incense (Ex. 27:1, 30:1). He wished by these symbols
to represent the virtues of either kind.

(86) For the wise man must be adorned with the prudence that is more
precious than all gold, both in the inward invisible things of the soul and
in the outward which are seen by all men…

(87) …Again, when he stands at the outer, the open and visible altar,
the altar of common life will seem to pay much regard to skin and flesh
and blood… lest he offend the thousands who, though they assign to the
things of the body a value secondary to the things of the soul, yet do hold
them to be good. But when he stands at the inner altar, he will deal only
with what is bloodless, fleshless, bodiless and is born of reason, which are
likened to the incense…

This appears to me to be a clear enough statement of Philo’s approach
to the practical observance of the commandments, ‘the skin and flesh
and blood’ so to speak: that they are necessary in order to live in a real-
life community,37 but that the understanding of their inner meaning is
the true aim.

*

What remain are the citation of Prov. 3:11–12 in IV Congr. 177, and of
Prov. 19:14 in I Suppl QG 4.129 (Septuagint Prov. 19:14).38

35 Compare this with IV Migr. 90ff.
36 It will be shown in the discussion of the citation from the Book of Job (V Mut. 48)

that the two were found in the same source.
37 See also the similar thought expressed in IV Migr. 90.
38 This is not listed in Earp’s Index (PLCL Vol. X) because the index does not

include Philo’s Quaestiones.
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IV Congr. 177 (Prov. 3:11–12)

(177) It seems to me that it is from here that one of Moses’ disciples (τις
τ=ν -�ιτητ=ν Μωυσ�ως) (cites the) entry39 ‘peaceful’ (Gν�μα40 ε@ρηνικ�ς),41

that in [the] ancestral tongue (Rς πατρ"<ω γλIττ6η) is called Salomon
(Σαλ�μfν), to say, “My son, despise not the discipline of God (παιδε"ας
�ε�?), nor faint when thou art rebuked by Him, for whom the Lord
loveth He rebukes and scourges every son whom He receiveth” (Prov.
3:11,12).

The beginning of Section 177 presents difficulties in syntax that have
been smoothed over by Colson in PLCL, for there is actually no gram-
matical connective in the Greek text at this point. To fathom the mean-
ing of the passage one must begin with Section 170, where the key word
is ‘afflict.’

(170) Is it not then with legitimate pride that the prophetic-logos: Moses
(� πρ�-!της λ�γ�ς Gν�μα42 Μωυσ(ς) will say: “Thou shalt remember
all the way which the Lord thy God (κ�ρι�ς � �ε%ς)43 led thee in the
wilderness, that He might afflict thee… (Deut. 8:2).

Section § 172 provides the connecting link between the ‘afflict’ of Deut.
8:2 quoted by Philo in § 170 and section § 177 (which contains the
citation from Proverbs) for in § 172 it is stated that ‘the underlying
connotation’ (τA δ@ $π�ν�ι=ν σημαιν�μενα) of the verse is that ‘discipline,
admonition and chastening’ at God’s hands are beneficial:

39 Literally, Gν�μα = name.
40 The term Gν�μα is often employed by Philo in conjunction with the symbolic

meaning of a word. Cf. ibid. § 170 “…the prophet-word called Moses (� πρ�-!της λ�γ�ς,
Gν�μα Μωυσ(ς),” where, like in our passage, it also lacks the definite article. Similar, but
not identical is IV Congr. § 163, also in the same pericope but with the definite article:
“For when they had gone out of the passions of Egypt… ‘they came to Marah and they
could not drink from the water for it was bitter (πικρ%ν γAρ Pν).’ Therefore, the name
(τ% Gν�μα) of that place was called bitterness (πικρ"α)…” And cf. also: III Plant. 34: τ%
πρ=τ�ν διαπλασ��ντα *κ γ(ς Gν�μα Αδαμ, and IV Her. 52: � γ!ιν�ς ν�?ς, Gν�μα Αδαμ
(while the same statement is made in ΙΙΙ Plant. 46: � γ!ιν�ς ν�?ς Αδαμ—without the
Gν�μα).

41 The words Gν�μα ε@ρηνικ�ς in § 177 that here introduce the citation, may have
been associatively connected with the word ε@ρ!νης in § 176. Note the alliterative associ-
ation between Gν�μα ε@ρηνικ�ς in § 177 with ε@ρ!νης in § 176.

42 See the note to “The name ‘peaceful’ (Gν�μα ε@ρηνικ�ς).”
43 ΜΤ ����� �-�-�-�. The choice of the different Greek titles for God accords with

the general rule discussed in Endnote C: The Terms Κ�ρι�ς and Θε�ς, p. 201ff.
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(172) Let us not, then, be misled by the actual words, but look at the
underlying connotation (τA δ@ $π�ν�ι=ν σημαιν�μενα σκ�π=μεν), and say
that ‘afflicted’ (*κ	κωσε) is equivalent to ‘disciplined and admonished
and chastened’ …”

And then, after further discussion of this, Philo brings Esau, about
whom he writes in § 176:

(176) He (God) judges it most profitable for him who chooses war instead
of peace (ε@ρ!νης)… that he should obey all the orders that the lover of
self-control may impose (kττ’ 8ν � σω-ρ�σ�νης *ραστ7ς *πικελε�σ6η, π�σι
πει�αρKε)ν).

It is apparently an associative connection between ε@ρ!νης, the opposite
of the the Esau character, and ε@ρηνικ�ς (Salomon sic!), that is the
link with the citation from Prov. 3:11–12 in § 177 in the mind of ‘one
of Moses’ pupils’ (τις τ=ν -�ιτητ=ν Μωυσ�ως).44 Philo quotes him as
providing an additional appropriate ‘proof-text’ (Prov. 3:11,12) for the
central thought of this pericope, which depends upon the word afflict in
Deut. 8:2.

*

The scriptural Book of Proverbs is attributed to Solomon in its incipit,
and hence at first glance one tends to assume that the mention here
of Solomon is a reference to the Book of Proverbs. This may be so,
but only indirectly, for here it is not the scriptural book that is so iden-
tified, but rather the Greek word ε@ρηνικ�ς (peaceful). This is further
supported by the fact that only here in all of Philo’s vast oeuvre is Solomon
mentioned.

The idiosyncratic transliteration of the proper name as Σαλ�μfν is
compatible with the use of a lexicon of the sort suggested by Amir,
Rokeah, and Grabbe, as discussed in previous chapters. For here the
name is spelled with an omicron for the second vowel, a spelling that
is not found anywhere else in surviving Hellenistic-Jewish literature.
It differs not only from that used in the Septuagint (including the
Apocrypha), where Σαλωμων (with an omega for the second vowel) is
found 345 times. It even differs from the v.l. Σ�λ�μων found there twice

44 See the next and final chapter for discussion of the locution ‘one of Moses’ pupils.’
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(which has omicron, omicron and omega), the latter being the spelling used
by Josephus, who mentions Σ�λ�μων 129 times.45

I suggest that the appearance of the proper name in this Philonic
passage, and particularly its peculiar spelling, is best explained by the
assumption that it reflects an indirect chain of tradition—the interme-
diary in this instance being ‘one of the pupils of Moses’ (τις τ=ν -�ιτη-
τ=ν Μωυσ�ως). We shall return to this shortly, in the final chapter.

Finally, some of the details point to a source closer to the MT. Fol-
lowing are the MT, the Septuagint and the Philonic citation juxtaposed:

MT: ���
��� �	� ��� ����� �� �
� �� ���� (��),
����� �� �� ��
� ���
�� �� ���� ��� �� �
 (��)

Septuagint Prov. 3:11,12: (11) $ιε, μ7 BλιγIρει παιδε"ας κυρ"�υ, μηδ0 *κλ��υ
$π<I α;τ�? *λεγK�μεν�ς. (12) Jν γAρ 'γαπL� κ�ρι�ς παιδε�ει, μαστιγ�) δ0
π	ντα υC%ν Jν παραδ�Kεται.

Philo IV Congr. 177: παιδε�ας �ε��, υC�, μ7 BλιγIρει, κα� μ7 *κλ��υ $π<I
α;τ�? �λεγ	$μεν�ς. Jν γAρ 'γαπL� κ�ρι�ς �λ�γ�ει, μαστιγ�) δ0 π	ντα υC%ν
Jν παραδ�Kεται.

The wording of the beginning of the citation in Philo’s text, παιδε�ας
�ε��, υC�, is closer to the MT than to the Septuagint, since it preserves
the order of the words of the MT: �
� �� ����. Philo’s text also pre-
serves the alliteration in the MT between ���
��� and ��
�� as *λεγ-
K�μεν�ς and *λ�γKει ' (for the Septuagint has *λεγK�μεν�ς and παι-
δε�ε@, although it too has a chiastic parallel παιδε�ας κυρ��υ—κ�ρι�ς
παιδε�ει).

*

I Suppl. QG 4.129 (Prov. 19:14)

It is hazardous to make any unequivocal statements respecting this
entry, since the passage is available to the vast majority of scholars of
Philo, including myself, only in an English translation of the Armenian
rendition of Philo’s works. It reads:

And be a surety of perseverance (and) endurance to the self-taught man,
of whom it is said in Proverbs “From God is woman suited to man”
(Prov. 19:14)—not to man, so much as is virtue to reason.

45 I have found no mention of the name Solomon in the NT.
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I will therefore do no more than note that the Septuagint’s transla-
tion of the word ��
�� as sρμ�2εται (fitted) is the one that is reflected
in the Armenian version of this passage (in its English translation).46 For
both the Septuagint and the Armenian version of Philo (as it is reflected
in the English translation) have taken the subject of MT ��
�� to be
God, and understood it to mean, “It is from God that a woman is
joined (or fitted) to man.” Targum Yonathan has also rendered the verse in a
similar manner, the relevant part being: ����� ���� ���
�
 		�� ���,
which is hardly how we would understand the MT.

Following is a juxtaposition of the versions:

MT: ��
�� ��� ���� ����� ���
 ���� ���

Septuagint: �&κ�ν κα� oπαρ�ιν μερ�2�υσιν πατ�ρες παισ"ν, παρA δ0 Θε�?
sρμ�2εται γυν7 'νδρ"

Philo (Armenian): From God is woman suited to man (Marcus PLCL
Engl. trans.)

Targum Yonathan: ����� ���� ������ 		�� ���

It is not surprising that the word ��
�� in MT Prov. 19:14 presented a
problem for the translators, for while the masculine form ��
�� is found
in Scripture quite often, the feminine ��
�� is a hapax legomenon.47

*

The Book of Job

The only remaining Philonic citation from non-pentateuchal scripture
is a single reference to Job—the allusion to Job 14:4–5 in V Mut. 48.
Outside of the citations from Psalms and Proverbs, this is the only
reference to anything in the Writings (�����
) on Philo’s part. For a
long time I was stymied, for I failed to discover even the faintest of
clues as to how Philo came to quote this verse from Job. We read there:

(48) The highest prize of ‘well pleasing’ may be won by positive well
doing, the second, freedom from blame, by avoidance of sin. And yet,
perhaps for the creature of mortal kind, the former is declared by Scripture

46 It is hard to know for certain whether this is due to the Armenian translator, the
original Philonic text, or the translator into English.

47 For an interesting aside on this, see Endnote J: The Cultural Norms of Translators
and the Words They Choose, p. 217.
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(τ% α;τ% γρ	-εται) to coincide with the latter. For who, as Job says, is pure
from defilement, even if his life be but for one day? (τ"ς γ	ρ κα�αρ%ς 'π% w�π�υ,
κ8ν μ"α 5μ�ρα *στ�ν 5 2ω!) (cf. Job 14:4-5).

The problems: Although, Noah, Dan(i)el and Job were legendary fig-
ures in the Ancient Near East,48 this does not explain Philo’s mention of
Job as a familiar figure. Indeed, since he was such a Hellenized Alexan-
drian Jew, one may well doubt whether the culture of the Ancient Near
East was part of his paideia. His writings do not reflect such familiar-
ity. The reason why Philo treats Noah at length is that Noah is an
important figure in the biblical book of Genesis; Job and Daniel are
mentioned by him only here.

We may assume that Philo was not intimately familiar with such
traditions even though the Testament of Job, which was either written
in Greek or translated into Greek, and is usually dated between the
first century BCE and the first century CE, may well have been known
in Egypt in his day. For as we pointed out above respecting the Sibylline
Oracles, although they were almost certainly known in contemporary
Alexandria, there are no indications of Philo’s familiarity with them or
with any writings in this genre. The cultural horizons of different circles
in the community differed markedly.

Also puzzling is the fact that although Philo usually remains close to
the Septuagint text in his citations from Scripture, here his reference to
this maxim of general ‘wisdom,’ though it is resonant of the Septuagint,
is not a direct citation. In fact, as one can easily see, the wording is quite
different.49 Following is the juxtaposition of Job 14:4–5 in the MT, the
Septuagint, and Philo’s paraphrase:

MT: ��� ����� ���� ���� ������ �� (5) !��� �� ���� ���� ��� �� (4)

Septuagint: (4) τ"ς γ	ρ κα�αρ%ς /σται 'π% w�π�υ; 'λλ<I �;�ε"ς.
(5) *Aν μ"α 5μ�ρα � �"�ς α;τ�? *π� τ(ς γ(ς.

Philo: τ"ς γ	ρ κα�αρ%ς 'π% w�π�υ // κ8ν μ"α 5μ�ρα *στ�ν 5 2ω!

The study of the passages in which the citations from Proverbs were
found has provided the key to this enigma. For III Ebr. 80–87, that

48 They are mentioned in the Ugarit (Ras Shamra) tablets from the 14th century
BCE, and there is an echo of this in Ez. 14:14: “Though these three men, Noah,
Dan(i)el and Job, were in it, they should deliver but their own souls by their righ-
teousness…”

49 Nor is the Septuagint a literal translation of the MT, for they too also differ
markedly.
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contains three of the citations from Proverbs, and V Mut. 43–48, which
contains the reference to Job 14:4–5, have several things in common.

Not only do both III Mut. 43–46 and III Ebr. 80–87 present us with
an ethical allegory of the Tabernacle and the priestly vestments,50 but
both of them also quote from Gen. 32:29: “Thy name shall not be
called Jacob, but Israel shall be thy name, because thou hast been
strong with God and mighty with men.”51 What we have here is
the same allegory in both passages, but freely sized and fitted to the
context in each place.

This is not to say that the Tabernacle and priestly vestments are not
described and allegorized elsewhere as well—see e.g. II Moses 66–140
(more particularly 94–103, and § 109–135), as well as in VII Spec. 1.85–
96. But in III Mut. 43–46 and III Ebr. 80–87 there is the same ethical
allegory, while in VI Moses 2.66–140 and VII Spec. 1.85–95, the thrust of
the allegory is theological-cosmological.

It is suggested that in view of the similarities between III Ebr. 85–87
and V Mut. 43–48, they were both found in a midrashic source, and as
anyone familiar with Philo’s works is well aware, the same images are
often repeated in different contexts, whenever they are appropriate to
the thread of his argument.

This enables us to observe how Philo used such sources: he did not
merely copy them mechanically. We have seen that he introduces what
he finds appropriate to each very different context—with a view to
enriching his own composition. I think that we may state with more
than a reasonable degree of certainty that the single reference from Job
stems from the same literary source as III Ebr. 85–87, which he has
adapted to the needs of his own composition in each different locus.

50 Colson has noted this in a comment to V Mut. 46, 166–167, n. a.
51 The entire verse is cited in III Ebr. §82, but only the part printed in bold type is

quoted in V Mut. 44.





chapter eight

THE ALLEGORICAL CIRCLE OF MOSES
(Who were the �ιασIται, Yετα"ρ�ι,
γνωρ"μ�ι and -�ιτ!τ�ι of Moses?)

Of course, many scholars have long thought that Philo’s allegorical
writings must have had important predecessors, and that his work
is part of a tradition of allegorical exegesis of Scripture. This is so
even though besides Philo’s writings and a few fragments, almost no
scriptural exegetical work penned in Greek has survived.

Almost a century ago, Wilhelm Bousset propounded the thesis that
Philo was familiar with a school of allegorical exegesis.1 But although
Bousset has had followers, his hypothesis has not been widely accepted
because he did not cite explicit references to such an institution.2 Proba-
bly the most that is said today in support of such a thesis is that “Philo’s
works were probably associated with a school of some sort.”3

The study of Philo’s citations from the non-pentateuchal portions
of Scripture has led me to conclude that Philo’s allegorical and other
exegeses do indeed reflect familiarity with exegetical traditions whose
watermark is a combination of Hellenistic philosophical frames of ref-
erence and allegorical midrash. But that is not all: my final and most
tantalizing finding is the discovery of what, following Philo’s own lead,
I shall term the ‘Allegorical Circle of Moses,’ or ‘The Confraternity of
Moses.’

This was apparently a group of scholars, teachers, students and disciples
who engaged in esoteric philosophical allegorization of the Pentateuch,
with a special branch devoted to Scripture as a whole. As I hope to
show in the following pages, Philo explicitly refers to such a ‘circle,’

1 Bousset, W., Jüdisch-christliche Schulbetrieb in Alexandria und Rom: Literarische Unter-
suchungen zu Philo und Clemens von Alexandria, Justin und Irenäus, FRLANT N.F. 6 (Göt-
tingen 1915; repr. Hildesheim 1975).

2 For a summary critique, see B.L. Mack, “Philo Judaeus and Exegetical Traditions
in Alexandria,” ANRW 2.21.1 (1984), 241–243.

3 See R.M. Grant, “Theological Education at Alexandria,” in B.A. Pearson and
J.E. Goehring (eds.), The Roots of Egyptian Christianity (Philadelphia 1986), 179–180.
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‘confraternity,’ or ‘fellowship’ as the source for several of his citations
from non-pentateuchal scripture. But I wish to point out before pro-
ceeding that the very fact that in these instances Philo has identified his
source also indicates that it is these particular non-pentateuchal citations
that stem from there—and not all of them. I have further found that
while at first, and for quite some time, Philo enthusiastically identifies
with this circle, he eventually became estranged from it.

All of this is very different from both the old and the more recent
hypotheses. For example, Gregory Sterling has suggested “that Philo
had a private school in his home or personally owned structure for
advanced students which was similar to schools of higher education run
by individuals throughout the Greco-Roman world.”4 As will become
obvious as we proceed, this is not at all what I have in mind.5 What I
suggest is Philo’s discovery of and attraction to an existing allegorical
circle.

4 Gregory Sterling, “‘The School of Sacred Laws’: The Social Setting of Philo’s
Treatises,” Vigiliae Christianae 53 (Leiden 1999), 148–164 (150) [= Sterling, Vig. Chr. 53].
Nevertheless, Sterling’s article remains valuable, for it not only provides a broad survey
of the scholarship on this subject, but also relates to facets of the topic upon which I
have not had occasion to touch. Perhaps some of the contours of Sterling’s hypothesis
of a private ‘school’ in Philo’s home can be transferred to what I have called ‘The
Allegorical Circle of Moses.’ See also, David Runia, “Philo of Alexandria and the
Greek Hairesis-Model,” in Vig. Chr. 53 (Leiden 1999), 117–147. It deals with an aspect
of the subject that is only tangentially related to the present chapter.

5 Nor do I subscribe to the very idiosyncratic thesis of R. Goulet, La philosophie de
Moïse: essai de reconstitution d’un commentaire philosophique préphilonien du Pentateuque, Histoire
des doctrines de l’Antiquité classique 11 (Paris 1987), discussed at some length by David
Runia, both in his “Philo, Alexandrian and Jew,” 13–14, as well as in his extensive
review in Runia, Philo of Alexandria: an Annotated Bibliography 1987–1996, s.v. Goulet
(no. 8743 on 38). Though Goulet has not suggested a ‘school,’ I mention his thesis
here because it is so diametrically opposed to my own findings. He has suggested that
Philo was dependent upon an existing written allegorical commentary that presented the
Pentateuch in terms of a coherent ‘secular’ allegorical philosophical system, and that
Philo studiously engaged in ‘correcting’ it in the direction of his own deeply religious
commitment. The present study does not support this. Philo was hardly dependent
upon any single source, and this is clear enough not only from the present study,
but also inter alia, from that of T.H. Tobin, The creation of man: Philo and the history of
interpretation, CBQ.MS 14 (Washington 1983). Likewise, Goulet’s sharp division between
philosophical and religious thought is not in line with what one finds in Philo’s writings,
where philosophical conceptualization was an integral part of his religious worldview—
a single but unequivocal illustration of which is VII Spec. 1.344, where belief in the
Platonic ideas is characterized as an article of faith. As I have written at the close of my
Philo Judaeus, 286, the very task that Philo set himself was to assign the highest Greek
philosophical value to what he considered most valuable in Judaism.
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My conceptual frame of reference is not the Greek philosophical
schools, and hence, in order to avoid such an association, I do not
call the group a ‘school.’ While it is closer to the Beth-Midrash, I have
also rejected this term because of the specific overtones that it too has
in the minds of readers. For what I envision is something that is nei-
ther of these, but, like so much else respecting Alexandrian Judaism, a
transmutation of the original to accord in outward form with what was
customary in the Hellenistic society in which it functioned. I have been
unable to cull any further information from Philo’s writings beyond
that it had ‘members,’ ‘students,’ ‘scholars,’ ‘disciples,’ and ‘teachers’
(Hτα"ρ�ι, �ιασIται, γνωρ"μ�ι and -�ιτ!τ�ι). When speaking of this cir-
cle, I have found it convenient for the most part to preserve the ter-
minology used in the PLCL translation, and to refer to this group
sometimes as a ‘confraternity,’ sometimes as a ‘fellowship,’ and often
as a ‘circle.’ In any event, as I understand it, it was not exactly any of
these.

The chapter could not even have been conceived, much less written,
without the in-depth study of the non-pentateuchal scriptural citations.
I would like to stress that the hypothesis proposed is the result of my
attempt to explain baffling phenomena that I found in the process
of studying the non-pentateuchal citations. I did not start with the
hypothesis, but with the unexplained phenomena. It would be very
difficult, and at the very least most tedious, to present the hypothesis
as a ‘stand-alone’ composition, without the backdrop of the preceding
chapters conveniently available to the reader.

*

Before commencing, it is important to remind the reader that already
in Scripture, the Torah is regularly called ‘The Torah of Moses.’ This
is also true in rabbinic literature, in the NT and elsewhere.6 A few
examples will suffice to illustrate this.

6 See also Amir’s article ������� ��� ����� ����
 ����� ����� ������� [“Moses as the
‘author’ of the Law in Philo”], Proceedings of the Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities
6.5 (Jerusalem 1980 and 1984), 95–125 and 83–103), subsequently published in German
as “Moses als Verfasser der Tora bei Philon,” Die hellenistische Gestalt des Judentums bei
Philon von Alexandrien, Forschungen zum jüdisch-christlichen Dialog 5 (Neukirchen 1983),
77–105.
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IKgs. 2:3 (KJV)

As it is written in the law of Moses, that thou mayest prosper in all that
thou doest, and whithersoever thou turnest thyself.

(MT ��� �
�� ��� �
 ��� ���� ��� �
 �� ��
�� ���� ��� ����� ���

)

Mal. 3:22 (Sept. 3:24; KJV 4:4)

Remember ye the Law of Moses My servant, which I commanded unto
him in Horeb for all Israel, with the statutes and judgments.

(MT �������� ��	� ����� �
 �� ���� ���� ����� ��� ���� ��� ���� ��
�)

Mishnah Yoma 3:8

And thus he used to say: O God, I have committed iniquity, transgressed,
and sinned before thee, I and my house, as it is written in the Law
of thy servant Moses, For on this day shall Atonement be made for you etc.
(Mishnah, Danby).

MT: ��	��) �	�� ��
 ����� ����� ����� �
� ��
�� ������� ������� ������
���� �
��� ��
� ��� ���� �
 (����

BT Megillah 9a

As it has been taught: It is related of King Ptolemy, that he brought
together seventy two elders… and he went into each of them and said to
him, ‘Translate for me the Torah of Moses your master…’

���� ��� �
 ��� �


� …��
	� ��
�� ����� �
�
� ���� ����� ���� "��
��)
…
��� ��
 ���� �� ���
 "��� ����—Trans. from Epstein, Soncino)

The same locution is also found in other relevant ancient literature, see
e.g. NT Luke 2:22, 24:44, John 7:23 and Acts 28:23; IIIEnoch 48 D 4,
Test. Jacob VII 3.

Hence, Philo is entirely within the parameters of ‘tradition’ when he
calls the Torah ‘the Torah of Moses.’ This means no more than that
he, too, unquestionably subscribed to the declaration that to this day is
recited in the Synagogue at the time of the Torah reading, as the Scroll
of the Pentateuch is raised for all to see:7

��� ��� �� �� �� (��"� �����) ����� �
� �
�� ��� �� ��� ����� ����
(�
"�� ��"� �����)

7 This practice, customary in all Orthodox synagogues, is already mentioned in
Massekhet Soferim, 14:8 (Higger ed.) where we read:

�������� �
���� ������� ��� �����
 �
� ����� ������� ����� ���� �� ���� ��� ���� ���
�� ��� ����� ���� ������ ���
�� ���
� ����� ���
� ���
� �
� ����� �������� ��
�� �������
������ �
� �
�� ���
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This is the Torah, which Moses set before the children of Israel (Deut.
4:44), according to the command of the Lord, by the hand of Moses
(Num. 4:37 and 9:23).8

*

The thesis of the present chapter is that the word combination ‘Moses+
member, associate, teacher or pupil,’ i.e. ΜωυσεIς in the gen. singular,
together with one or more of the words �ιασIτης,9 Hτα"ρ�ς,10 γνIριμ�ς,11

or -�ιτητ!ς,12 often, though not always, refers to people belonging to a
contemporary exegetical ‘circle,’ ‘confraternity’ or ‘fellowship.’

The question that I have tried to answer is: What is meant by
the words ‘a disciple of Moses’ or ‘member of Moses’ fellowship’ et
sim.? What does this locution mean when Philo uses it? It is clearly
not the proper name of one of Philo’s contemporaries, since the only
contemporary proper names in any of his writings are those of the
protagonists of the events described in the Leg. ad Gaium and In Flaccum,
and the name Alexander, in Provid. (if the work is not spurious). And
in any event, as I have shown in my studies on Jewish prosopography,
the name Moses, as the name of a person other than the Moses of the
Pentateuch, is virtually absent from the extant literary or epigraphic
material before the Geonic period.13

This is one of the considerations that has led me to propose that
Philo is referring to a discrete group or community. For in III Plant. 39
the individual who quotes from Ps. 37:4 is introduced as a �ιασIτ(ς—a
‘member’ (� τ�? Μωυσ�ως δ7 �ιασIτ(ς), in IV Conf. 39, Ps. 31:19, as

8 In prayer contexts combinations of parts of biblical verses are very common. For
the history of this combination, as well as different customs, see: �
���� �����, 
����
���
��
 
�
����
 
����� (Jerusalem 1945), Vol. I, 106.

9 E.g. � τ�? Μωυσ�ως δ7 �ιασIτ(ς.
10 E.g. τις τ<=ν Hτα"ρων Μωυσ�Xς.
11 E.g. τ=ν Μωυσ�ως γνωρ"μων τις etc.
12 This word is less certainly idiosyncratic, but I have included it because it often

appears in conjunction with one of the others.
13 See e.g. Cohen, “Jewish Names as Cultural Indicators in Antiquity,” Journal for

the Study of Judaism in the Persian, Hellenistic and Roman Periods 7/2 (1976), 97–128 [Cohen,
“Cultural Indicators”] and “The Names of the Translators in the Letter of Aristeas:
A Study in the Dynamics of Cultural Transition,” JSJ 15 (1985), 32–64 [Cohen,
“Translators”]. The only apparent exception that I have been able to find is the
protagonist of the anecdote found in BT Baba Bathra 174b and BT Arakhin 23a, who is
called ��
� ���� �� ���, and this is in any event both hundreds of years and hundreds,
if not thousands, of kilometers removed from the Alexandria of Phio.



180 chapter eight

τ=ν γνωρ"μων τις—one of the teachers or scholars of Moses, and in V
Somn. 2.245, Ps. 65:10 it is cited by τις τ=ν *τα"ρων—a member of a
confraternity of Moses.

These words—�ιασIτ(ς, γνωρ"μ�ς, Hτα"ρ�ς—are used elsewhere in
the literature of the ancient world as technical terms for a member
of a recognized group, a religious guild, a confraternity, and/or a
school. I propose that, as with so many other words, these too have
acquired a specific meaning from the context in which they are found.
When the context indicates this, Philo uses these words to refer to
a confraternity, or circle ‘of Moses’ which engaged in the allegorical
exegesis of Scripture in Alexandria, even though, as I have already
noted, Philo does not provide sufficient information as to how it was
organized. But this does not really matter, since the fact that it had
members, students, scholars, disciples and teachers (�ιασIται, γνωρ"μ�ι and
Hτα"ρ�ι) is sufficient for our understanding of its major contours.

In order to clarify how I understand this terminology in the con-
text of Philo’s writings, I offer several examples of a somewhat simi-
lar phenomenon today. One might well say that someone is ‘a student
of Loyola’ when what is indicated is the university of that name, not
Ignatius Loyola, the founder of the Jesuit order after whom the school
was named, or his writings. And unless the context indicates other-
wise, the statement that someone was ‘a student of Yitschak Elchanan’
indicates that he was a student at the rabbinical seminary of that
name and not that he was a student or disciple of the renowned
R. Yitschak Elchanan Spector of Kovno (1817–1896) after whom it
was named. Finally, mutatis mutandis, one might refer to someone as a
pupil or teacher of ‘Maimonides,’ and here too, it is not the famous
scholar that is indicated, but the Jewish High School in Boston of that
name. And this remains the case even while these same people might
also say: ‘It is written in Maimonides’ when referring to the writings
of Maimonides. The combination of context and grammatical con-
struction is of course what determines the connotation in any specific
instance.

Other superficially similar locutions in Philo’s writings are for the
most part not relevant. Thus, the prepositional phrase παρA Μωυσε) or
Μωυς�ως, often, if not always, means either ‘in the Books of Moses’ =
Torah (See LSJ s.v. παρ	 B. 4), or ‘the man Moses.’14 This does not

14 Some examples of the mention of Moses in this other context: I All. 3.194, II Cher.
56, III Quod Deus 108, 136, 148. In II Gig. 24 and 47 it refers to Moses, ‘God’s spirit
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mean the same thing as the word combination: ‘Moses’+�ιασIτ(ς or
γνωρ"μων, Hτα"ρων (or perhaps -�ιτητ=ν).15

*

While there are not very many instances of this phrase in Philo’s
writings, I have found that five of them introduce citations from non-
pentateuchal Scripture, and I do not recall any that introduce citations
from the Pentateuch. Three of these instances introduce a citation from
the Psalms, and one each a citation from the Prophets and Proverbs,
I have found several others that do not introduce any citations. I
begin the presentation of the details with the Book of Psalms, for it
is in connection with these instances that I first became aware of this
locution, and sought an explanation for it.

Philo has referred to King David by name only once in his writings,16

and even this single instance of the mention of David is not in connec-
tion with the Book of Psalms.17 This made it even more surprising to
find that while David is not mentioned, the name Moses appears in the
incipit of three of Philo’s citations from Psalms—viz. III Plant. 39 (Ps. 37
(36):4), IV Conf. 39 (Ps. 31 (30):19), and V Somn. 2.245 (Ps. 65 (64):10).

In III Plant. 39 a member of Moses’ fellowship is described as speak-
ing aloud in hymnal-odes:

…a member indeed of Moses’ fellowship… spake aloud in hymns of
praise (� τ�? Μωυσ�ως δ7 �ιασIτης… *ν $μν<ωδ"αις �νε,#
γ-ατ�) and
addressing his own mind (πρ%ς τ%ν bδι�ν ν�?ν -Aσκων) cried, “Delight in
the Lord” (Ps. 37(36):4)… (κατατρ�-ησαν τ�? κ�ρι�υ).

abided with Moses,’ and in VI Abr. 13 it refers to ‘Moses the all-wise.’ I cannot of
course relate to all mentions of Moses, of which there are hundreds in Philo’s writings.

15 Also outside our concerns are instances where the noun �ιασIται, but not Moses,
is found in this grammatical construction, such as the following: II Cher. 85 τ�)ς
-ιλ�σ�-"ας �ιασIταις (those who belong to the company of the philosophers), II Det.
45: �Ησα? τ�? κακ"ας �ιασIτ�υ (Esau the votary of wickedness)—contrasted with τ%ν
'ρετ(ς 'σκητ7ν Ιακf� (Jacob the devotee of virtue). And cf. also such instances as V
Fuga 145 τ�,ς Κ�ρ0 ΘιασIτας (men of Korah’s company), � Λ	�αν *στ� �ιασIτης (to
which company Laban belongs).

16 As we have already pointed out in the chapter devoted to the Book of Psalms, in
the single mention of David in all of his writings, Philo has not even spelled his name
in the same manner as the Septuagint (Δαυιδ), but rather in what was perhaps a more
contemporary or dialectic spelling: as Δα�ιδ. See above, ad loc.

17 Nor does Philo mention any of the other headings found in our Book of Psalms.
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At the same time, somewhat later, the same verse is quoted in V
Somn. 2.242, where it is introduced simply: “in Hymns the singer bids
us (*πε� κα� *ν Qμν�ις L]δεται) ‘Delight in the Lord’ (Ps. 37(36):4)…”
(κατατρ�-ησαν τ�? κ�ρι�υ).18

*

In IV Conf. 39 (Ps. 31(30):19), Philo attributes to a ‘disciple of Moses’
(τ=ν Μωυσ�ως γνωρ"μων τις) an emotional bonding with God. He
writes:

Now there are many who, though they have not the capacity to demolish
… the plausible arguments of the sophists…, find refuge in the support
of Him who alone is wise and beseech Him to become their helper. Such
is one of the disciples19 of Moses who prays thus in Psalms saying (τ=ν Μωυσ�ως
γνωρ"μων τις *ν Qμν�ις ε;K�μεν�ς ε&πεν): “Let their cunning lips become
speechless” (Ps. 31:19).

*

V Somn. 2.245 (Ps. 65(64):10) also contains such a locution—viz. ‘one
of Moses’ company’ (τις τ=ν Hτα"ρων Μωυσ�ως)—in connection with
Ps. 65 (64):10, “The river of God is full of water.” And this is so even
though in the introductions to the citations from Psalms that Philo has
brought just before and just after this instance—viz. in V Somn. 2.242
(Ps. 37:4), and V Somn. 246 (Ps. 46:5)—there is no mention of Moses.
But here in V Somn. 2.245 Philo states:

It is this Word which one of Moses’ company (τις τ=ν Hτα"ρων Μωυσ�ως)
compared to a river when he said in Hymns (*ν Qμν�ις ε%πεν) “The river
of God is full of water” (Ps. 65 (64):10).20

The portrayal of the Divine Word as filled by the stream of wisdom, as
well as the use of water symbolism in such contexts, is quite common
in Philo’s writings. Therefore it is presumably the allegorical rendition
accompanying the citation that is identified as coming from ‘one of Moses’

18 In the MT this exclamation is also found in Isa. 58:14, at the close of the Haftarah
for Yom Kippur, but the Septuagint translation there is different. This is discussed
above ad loc.

19 The word γνωρ"μ�ς can apparently mean either ‘teacher’ or ‘disciple’—depending
on the context. I have not been able to be consistent.

20 Unfortunately, the state of the text is deficient here, so that it is difficult to
understand its exact purport.
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company’ (τις τ=ν Hτα"ρων Μωυσ�ως) and not the image per se.21 And
indeed, even while the citation given in the ensuing paragraph (Ps. 46:5)
also contains the image of ‘river,’ it is without any mention of its stemming
from ‘one of Moses’ company.’

Before proceeding, it should be stressed that in none of these in-
stances is the member of Moses’ ‘company’, ‘confraternity’, or ‘circle’
represented as having authored the Psalm—only that he recited it, or
offered an interesting exegesis related to it. The first passage (III Plant.
39) has the verb 'νε-��γ�ατ�, and the other two (IV Conf. 39 and V
Somn. 2.245) have ε&πεν. The locution that somebody ‘said’ something
means no more than that it was stated by that person—not that it was
authored by him.22

*

IV Conf. §62, comes shortly after IV Conf. 39 which quoted Ps. 31:9.
It also cites a non-pentateuchal citation in the name of ‘one of the
members of (the company of) Moses’ (τ=ν Μωυσ�ως Hτα"ρων τιν�ς), but
this time the citation is from the Minor Prophets—Zech. 6:12. It is
brought in support of the allegory expounded in IV Conf. §60 where
the word ‘rising’ ('π% 'νατ�λ=ν) from Gen. 11:2 has been rendered
allegorically and serves as the point of departure for the discussion of
the rising of both ‘virtue’ and ‘vice’ in the human soul. The allegory is
indeed very bold, presenting a trilogy of Father, His First Born, and the
archetypal patterns. We read in IV Conf. §62:23

(62) I have heard also an oracle from the lips of one of the company of Moses (τ=ν
Μωυσ�ως *τα"ρων τιν%ς), which runs thus: “Behold a man whose name
is rising ('νατ�λ!) (Zech. 6:12),” strangest of titles, surely, if you suppose
that a being composed of soul and body is here described. But if you
suppose it is that Incorporeal One (*κε)ν�ν) who differs not a whit from
the divine image… (63) For that man is the eldest son, whom the Father
of all raised up. Elsewhere he calls him His first-born, and indeed the son
thus begotten followed the ways of his Father, and shaped the different
kinds, looking to the archetypal patterns supplied by him (*κε"ν�υ).

21 In the context of the discussion of Zech. 6:12 (IV Conf. 62–63) in Chapter Four, I
have already pointed out that it is not the scriptural citation per se that is indicated, but
that, as in classic rabbinic midrash, the lemma from Scripture is brought to introduce
the exegesis.

22 See Philo Judaeus chapter II/1, 37ff., where it is shown that in rabbinic literature as
well, the Hebrew word ��� also means ‘said,’ not ‘authored.’

23 The citation is discussed in Chapter Four, ad loc.
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*

Prov. 3:11,12, which is found in IV Congr. 177, is also introduced by such
a locution. In spite of the difficulties presented by this passage, it is clear
that it is ‘one of Moses’ pupils’ (τις τ=ν -�ιτητ=ν Μωυσ�ως) who gives
this citation that is associatively connected with Solomon’s name.24

(177) It seems to me that it is from here that one of Moses’ disciples (τις
τ=ν -�ιτητ=ν Μωυσ�ως) (brings the) entry ‘peaceful’ (Gν�μα ε@ρηνικ�ς),25

that in [the] ancestral tongue (Rς πατρ"<ω γλIττ6η) is called Salomon
(Σαλ�μfν),26 to say: “My son, despise not the discipline of God (παιδε"ας
�ε�?), nor faint when thou art rebuked by Him, for whom the Lord
loveth He rebukes and scourges every son whom He receiveth” (Prov.
3:11,12).

Here ‘one of the disciples of Moses’ (τις τ=ν -�ιτητ=ν Μωυσ�ως), not
‘Salomon (sic!) the peaceful’ (even while it is from the Proverbs of
Solomon that the citation is taken), is said to provide Philo with an
additional appropriate ‘proof-text’ for the central thought of the peri-
cope, which depends upon the word afflict, quoted in § 170 from Deut.
8:2.27

*

In IV Conf. 44 the citation from Jeremiah 15:10 is introduced by a very
unusual locution that is found only here: a member of the prophetic circle,
who, possessed by divine inspiration, spoke thus.28 For while the word K�ρ�?
alone is found in Philo’s oeuvre fifty four times, and the combination
�ε"�υ K�ρ�? is found seven times, the phrase τ�? πρ�-ητικ�? �ιασIτης
K�ρ�? is a hapax legomenon in Philo. Nor is the locution τ�? πρ�-ητικ�?

24 See above in Chapter Seven for a fuller discussion of the passage.
25 As noted in Chapter Seven, the beginning of section 177 presents difficulties in

syntax that have been smoothed over by Colson in PLCL, for there is actually no
grammatical connective in the Greek text at this point.

26 The term Gν�μα (name) is often employed by Philo in conjunction with the
symbolic meaning of a word. Cf. ibid. § 170 “…the prophet-word, called Moses (�
πρ�-!της λ�γ�ς, Gν�μα Μωυσ(ς),” where, like in our passage, it also lacks the definite
article. And see more fully in the note to Gν�μα (IV Congr. 177) in Chapter Seven.

27 This is in line with Runia’s thesis [Runia, “Philo’s reading” 2001] that the non-
pentateuchal citations are secondary lemmas that are introduced to support the major
line of exegesis of the pentateuchal text.

28 See above in Chapter Four: The Latter Prophets, ad loc., where the passage is
discussed at some length.
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K�ρ�? (without the �ιασIτ(ς), or �ιασIτης K�ρ�?, found anywhere else
in his writings.29 We read:

(44) The truth of my words is attested first by the consciousness of every
virtue-lover, which feels what I have described, and secondly by a member
of the prophetic circle (τ") πρ"�ητικ") !ιασ0τ1ς 2"ρ")), who possessed by divine
inspiration spoke thus: (Jς καταπνευσ�ε�ς *ν��υσι=ν 'νε-��γ�ατ�)30 “O my
mother, how great didst though bear me, a man of combat and a man of
displeasure in all the earth! I did not owe, nor did they owe to me, nor
did my strength fail from their curses” (Jer. 15:10).

*

There is no need to assume that all the instances of this idiosyncratic
grammatical construction, viz. ‘members of the fellowship of Moses’ (�C
Μωυσ�ως �ιασ=ται) and similar expressions, must be understood in this
connotation. At the same time this seems to be the most likely meaning
of many of them, and further, when they are understood as referring to
such a ‘confraternity,’ they acquire a much richer dimension.

The gamut runs all the way from ‘very likely,’ to ‘not at all likely.’
In II Det. 86 ‘The pupils of Moses’ (�C Μωυσ�ως γνIριμ�ι) appears to be
such a reference. The second mention of Moses in this section does not
rule out the understanding of ‘the pupils of Moses’ as members of the
‘confraternity.’ As we pointed out above, names and words are used in
different connotations even in the very same sentence.

(86) Let not us, then, the pupils of Moses (�C Μωυσ�ως γνIριμ�ι), be any
longer at a loss as to how man came to have a conception of the invisible
God. For Moses himself learnt it by a divine communication, and has
taught us how it was.

In III Quod Deus 120, the locution ‘members of Moses’ fellowship’
(�C Μωυσ�ως �ιασ=ται) should very likely also be understood in the
manner suggested, and if this is so, then the passage takes on a much
richer meaning.

29 All this is discussed at length ad loc.
30 Note also that, though Colson’s translation in PLCL ad loc. implies a prophecy, as

has already been noted, the term 'νε-��γ�ατ� does not necessarily mean any more
than ‘speak aloud, recite, proclaim,’ cf. above III Plant. 39.3 “…a member indeed
of Moses’ fellowship… spake aloud in hymns of praise” (� τ�? Μωυσ�ως δ7 �ιασIτης…
*ν $μν<ωδ"αις �νε,#
γ-ατ�) and addressing his own mind cried “Delight in the Lord”
(Ps. 37 (36):4).
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(120) …Joseph who follows in the train of the body and bodily things
is still young, even though length of years may have made him gray-
headed. For never have there come to his knowledge the thoughts or
lessons of riper age, which those who are members of the fellowship of Moses
(�C Μωυσ�ως �ιασ=ται καταστα��ντες) have learnt, and found in them a
treasure and joy most profitable to themselves and to those who hold converse with
them.

The biblical Joseph, who is of course young, serves here as an allegor-
ical symbol for the body and bodily things and is equated with imma-
turity. As I have understood the passage, Philo writes here that even
the gray-haired are ‘young’ unless, like “‘members of the fellowship of Moses’
(�C Μωυσ�ως �ιασ=ται καταστα��ντες)… and those who hold converse with
them,” they achieve mature knowledge.

The context points to a fellowship, a circle, or a confraternity, and
indeed, even Colson here translates �C Μωυσ�ως �ιασ=ται καταστα��ν-
τες as ‘those who are ranked as members of the company of Moses.’
Since Philo could hardly have been so naïve as to assign to ‘Jews in gen-
eral,’ or even to ‘Jews committed to Jewish tradition’ this sort of mature
knowledge, the locution “‘members of the company of Moses’ (�C Μωυσ�ως
�ιασ=ται)… and those who hold converse with them” presumably refers to a
specific group.

IV Her. 81(82) is, I think, best understood as an enthusiastic identi-
fication on Philo’s part with this circle or confraternty. The context is
the allegorical interpretation of the Septuagint’s rendition of Gen. 15:5:
*�!γαγεν δ0 α;τ%ν /�ω (And he led him out, outside), which does indeed
look strange and invites explanation.31 Philo provides the explanation
in the name of ‘us the scholars of Moses (τ�)ς δ0 Μωυσ�ως γνωρ"μ�ις
5μ)ν).’32

(81–82) But to us the scholars of Moses (τ�)ς δ0 Μωυσ�ως γνωρ"μ�ις 5μ)ν)
there is nothing conflicting in such phrases…

*

VI Mos. 2.205 also reads like instructions addressed to a specific audi-
ence with which Philo is associated, but here one can sense the begin-
nings of a change in attitude. We read:

31 The MT reads ����� ��� �����, which hardly calls for this sort of comment.
32 What is provided is an ethical allegory. While the statements in the ensuing

sections §83–§84 refer to the Pentateuch, the repetition there of Moses’ name in the
English translation is not paralleled in the Greek text.
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(205) No, clearly by ‘god’ he is not here alluding to the Primal God, the
Begetter of the Universe, but to the gods of the different cities who are
falsely so called… We must refrain from speaking insultingly of these, lest
any of Moses’ scholars (τις τ=ν Μωυσ�ως γνωρ"μων) get into the habit of
treating lightly the name ‘god’ in general, for it is a title worthy of the
highest respect and love.

It is of course not at all surprising that Philo warns against speaking
insultingly of the gods of the different cities—including of course those
of Alexandria. And although the reason given is a religious one, he
could not but have been concerned over such behaviour in terms
of Greek-Jewish relations. Philo’s words express the fear that one of
‘Moses’ scholars’ (τις τ=ν Μωυσ�ως γνωρ"μων) might behave in this
manner, and here too he has used the first person plural: “We must
refrain.”

One can sense here a faint trace of criticism, and one begins to
sense incipient rumblings of reservations on Philo’s part respecting this
circle. The former enthusiasm is no longer evident, and in the next
relevant passage the ragged edges of a serious rift between Philo and
this ‘confraternity’ are unmistakable.

*

VII Spec. 1.319, the first passage in the portion of Philo’s writings that
is devoted to ‘The Laws,’33 uses a locution like the one under present
consideration—viz. τ=ν Μωυσ�ως -�ιτητ=ν κα� γνωρ"μων = the ‘pupils
and scholars of Moses.’ Here, in contrast to the overwhelming majority
of passages where Philo has used mystery terminology in a positive
manner, in this passage we are treated to a heated tirade against the
pagan mysteries.

Of course the subject justifies the negative valence, but one would
still have expected a sharp line to be drawn that differentiates the ‘mys-
teries’ attacked here, from the ‘mysteries’ he discusses elsewhere.34 But

33 This comprises the following books: On the Decalogue, the four books of The Special
Laws and the ‘books’ appended to them: On the Virtues (De Virtutibus) and On Rewards and
Punishments (De Praemiis and Poeniis).

34 The only other instance that I found of a negative valence to mysteries on Philo’s
part is when he relates a biblical event like Ba"al Peor. See my study, “The Mystery
Terminology in Philo,” in Philo und das Neue Testament (Internationales Symposium zum
Corpus Judaeo-Hellenisticum, May 1–4, 2003), Herausgegeben von Roland Deines und
Karl-Wilhelm Niebuhr (Tübingen 2004), 173–187 [Cohen, “The Mystery Terminology
in Philo” 2004].
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there is nothing of the sort. The passage simply proceeds to heatedly
inveigh against the pagan myths and their accompanying rites, replete
with sarcastic barbs. We read:

(319) Furthermore, he banishes from the sacred legislation (*κ τ(ς Cερ�ς
'ναιρε) ν�μ��εσ"ας) the lore of occult rites and mysteries and all such
imposture and buffonery. He would not have those bred in such a
commonwealth as ours take part in mummeries and clinging to mystic
fables, despise the truth and pursue things which have taken night and
darkness for their province… Let none, therefore, of the followers and
disciples of Moses (τ=ν Μωυσ�ως -�ιτητ=ν κα� γνωρ"μων) either confer or
receive initiation to such rites (τελε"τω μ!τε τελε"σ�ω). For both to teach
and to learn (κα� τ% διδ	σκειν κα� τ% μαν�	νειν) such rites is no small
sacrilege.

One is forced to wonder what has triggered this scathing tirade, this
caustic denunciation of all association with the pagan mysteries or any-
thing resembling them, and the unequivocal prohibition of all associa-
tion with them on the part of the pupils and scholars of Moses (τ=ν Μωυσ�-
ως -�ιτητ=ν κα� γνωρ"μων) to whom, until now, Philo had related in a
positive manner.

At least as striking is the passage’s continuation, which contains an
even longer and even more heated harangue against the very idea of secrecy.
This is all the more surprising when one bears in mind that Philo
has elsewhere, time and again, warned that care must be taken with
regard to divulging esoteric philosophical/allegorical interpretations of
Scripture. For here Philo continues immediately:

(320) For tell me, ye mystics, if these things are good and profitable, why
do you shut yourselves up in profound darkness and reserve their benefits
for three or four alone, when by producing them in the midst of the
market-place you might extend them to every man and thus enable all to
share in security a better and happier life?

Following 321–322, where Philo lauds the open display of what is prof-
itable to those seeking spiritual advancement, he continues:

(323) Were it not well, then, that we should… display in public all that
is profitable and necessary for the benefit of all those who are worthy
('�"�ις) to use it?

Philo has here attacked not only the secrecy surrounding pagan myster-
ies. He has also lashed out against secrecy respecting anything that can
be to the “benefit of all those who are worthy ('�"�ις) to use it.” And this
demand is again couched in the first person plural—“that we should…
display in public all that is profitable and necessary…”
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As in the passage just quoted from VI Mos. 2.205, here too, the first
person is used. And here, too, it acquires a meaningful and convinc-
ing setting if we adopt the hypothesis that the passage was first and
foremost addressed to a specific and identifiable audience. This audi-
ence, I suggest, was made up of the ‘Confraternity of Moses,’ who were
engaged in esoteric allegory, and who in §319 are called ‘the followers
and disciples of Moses’ (τ=ν Μωυσ�ως -�ιτητ=ν κα� γνωρ"μων).35

*

How can the contradiction between this tirade against secrecy and
Philo’s own utterances elsewhere against divulging sacred lore to the
uninitiated be resolved? For the sharpest barb in this passage is indeed
aimed at those who keep secret what he considers profitable and nec-
essary for “those who are worthy ('�"�ις) to use it.” Of course, incon-
sistency often results from using the same approach in entirely different
situations, and this may well be part of the explanation. Philo’s warning
elsewhere against divulging things best kept for the elite few is usually
appended to statements of very daring allegory, and should perhaps be
understood in those loci as a strategy to ward off attack from his more
conservative co-religionists.

At the same time, it would hardly be surprising should the members
of this confraternity have come to have reservations about accepting
this wealthy aristocrat and sharing with him their esoteric knowledge—
particularly when he has begun to tell them how to behave. This
could easily have triggered the vehemence of Philo’s tirade in VII
Spec. 1.319ff. against those who keep secret lore for initiates only. For,
although the specific occasion in VII Spec. 1.319ff. is the denigration of
the pagan mystery cults, the wording is general.

It seems that by the time that Philo wrote his halakhic works, their
ways had parted. In any event, after this, one no longer finds positive
references to the ‘pupils,’ ‘scholars,’ ‘teachers,’ or ‘members’ of the con-

35 It is only to be expected that the pagan mysteries would have been attractive
to those engaged in mystical speculation, but this is not the same as Goodenough’s
hypothesis—that there was an attempt to transform Judaism itself into a ‘mystery
religion.’ It is actually its converse. For what Philo is here inveighing against are the
attractions of the ‘mystery religions’ themselves. See Erwin R. Goodenough, By Light,
Light: The Mystic Gospel of Hellenistic Judaism (New Haven 1935; repr. Amsterdam 1969)
[Goodenough, By Light, Light 1935/1969]. Wolfson, Philo Vol. 1, 45ff. and passim, has
cogently argued against Goodenough’s thesis.
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fraternity of Moses (-�ιτητα", γνIριμ�ι, �ιασIται, or Hτα"ρ�ι—τ=ν Μωυ-
σ�ως). In several instances, one even finds a substitute locution, one that
sets Philo and his coterie apart from the members of the ‘confraternity.’

At the very end of the first book of Spec., in VII Spec. 1.345, which is
found only about twenty sections after VII Spec. 1.319–323, mention is
made of ‘scholars and disciples,’ but this time they are ‘of the prophet36

Moses,’ and not of the ‘confraternity of Moses.’ We read in §345:

(345) But we the scholars and disciples of Moses the prophet (5με)ς γε �C
-�ιτητα� κα� γνIριμ�ι τ�3 πρ�,ητ�υ Μωυσ�ως) will not forgo our quest of
the Existent… holding that the knowledge of Him is the consummation
of happiness…

Philo very rarely refers to Moses by the adjective ‘prophet.’37 I suggest
that here Philo has used the modifying word ‘prophet’ for Moses in order
to distance his circle from the ‘Confraternity of Moses.’ Here the ‘we’
are ‘the scholars and disciples of Moses the prophet.’ As just noted, the
reason why Colson’s translation does not reflect this is that he has not
translated the word ‘prophet,’ which is found in the Greek.

In VII Spec. 2.88 the modifying adjective γν!σι�ι = true legitimate,
serves the same function. We read here:

(88) But among the followers of Moses (τ=ν Μωυσ�ως �μιλητ=ν) all who
have been his true disciples (Rσ�ι -�ιτητα� γν σι�ι) trained in his excellent
institutions from their earliest years (καλ�)ς *νασκ��μεν�ι ν�μ"μ�ις *κ
πρIτης 5λικ"ας *�"2�νται)…

The ‘true disciples’ (Rσ�ι -�ιτητα� γν σι�ι) are here implicitly contrasted
with those who are not true in Philo’s eyes—i. e. the members of the
‘Confraternity of Moses.’ And even the terminology is not the same.
For while here Moses and the accompanying word used together with
Moses are in the genitive—a different word is used for the members:
τ=ν Μωυσ�ως �μιλητ=ν—�μιλητα" and not �ιασIτης, Hτα"ρ�ς, γνIριμ�ς.
Philo also adds the adjective ‘true’ when he speaks of himself and

36 The word ‘prophet’ has been overlooked in the translation in PLCL.
37 The description of Moses as ‘prophet’ is apparently found only five more times in

his writings: I LA 3.173 (“that is taught by the hierophant and prophet Moses”), VI Mos.
2.292 (“Moses, king, lawgiver, high priest, prophet”), VII Dec. 18 (“the Laws… some in
His own person… and some through His prophet Moses”), VIII Praem. 1 (“The oracles
delivered through the prophet Moses are of three kinds…”), and IX Cont. 64–65 (“
…following the truly sacred instructions of the prophet Moses”). While I cannot discuss
each instance in detail here, the resulting picture is in line with what is said.
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his group: -�ιτητα� γν σι�ι, rather than members of the ‘Confrater-
nity of Moses.’38

*

Finally, the proposition that locutions such as ‘one of the disciples
of Moses’ (τ=ν Μωυσ�ως γνωρ"μων τις) refer to a concrete allegorical
circle or confraternity, and that Philo’s contact with this group was the
source of some of his non-pentateuchal scriptural citations, is strongly
supported by the fact that in every single one of the five (or possibly six)39

passages where locutions such as ‘a member of Moses’ fellowship’ is
used by Philo in conjunction with a scriptural citation, the scriptural
citation is not from the Pentateuch (The Books of Moses) but from the
non-pentateuchal portions of Scripture.

Further support of the thesis that these non-pentateuchal citations
stem from secondary sources40 is the consideration that in IV Conf.,
within the range of fewer than 25 sections, there are four citations from
non-pentateuchal scripture. Two of them bear the incipit: ‘one of the
disciples (or teachers) of Moses’—i.e. Ps. 31:19 in section 39 has τ=ν
Μωυσ�ως γνωρ"μων τις, and in 62, Zech. 6:12 is introduced by τ=ν
Μωυσ�ως Hτα"ρων τιν%ς. A third, Ps. 80:7, is found in id. 52, albeit with-
out this incipit, and Jer. 15:10, which appears in 44, is introduced by
the similar locution: τ�? πρ�-ητικ�? �ιασIτ(ς K�ρ�?. The concentra-
tion of non-pentateuchal citations here is, by itself, indeed impressive.41

38 However, VII Spec. 2.256 (found near the end of the book), judging from the
context, should most probably be understood as a reference to any educated Jew, in
spite of the somewhat similar locution it contains: “one who had become a disciple of
Moses” (μ	λιστα -�ιτητ7ν γεν�μεν�ν Μωυσ�ως). Another passage that may possibly be
related to this study, and deserves further treatment, is IX Cont. 63–64.

39 The passage in I Suppl. QG 2.43 that quotes Isaiah 1:9 in the name of “some
prophet who was a disciple and friend of Moses” can, I think, also best be understood
in the light of this hypothesis. But I have refrained from discussing it in the running text
as part of the proof, because of the problematic nature of the text. See above, ad loc.

40 On a somewhat different aspect of this subject see Runia, “Secondary Texts in
Philo’s Quaestiones,” in David. M. Hay, ed., Both Literal and Allegorical: Studies in Philo of
Alexandria’s Questions and Answers on Genesis and Exodus (Atlanta 1991).

41 In addition to this, a bit further on in this same book (IV Conf.), one also finds
Philo’s single reference to The Book of Judges, Judg. 8:9 in IV Conf. 128–130, and, less
than twenty sections after this, in IV Conf. 149, the reference to the Books of Kings. IV
Conf. 139 also contains one of the instances of the echo of ISam. 9:9 = ���� ‘seer.’ In
the chapter on the Former Prophets, I have shown that these entries indicate Philo’s use
of a lexicographic aid. The ‘legacy’ he received in the ‘Confraternity’ or ‘Allegorical
Circle’ may well have included the lexicon. Finally, I refrain from mentioning the
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When combined with the introductory formulae of three out of the
four, and with the fact that the two citations from the Prophets found
here are exactly the two remaining citations from the Latter Prophets that are
not found in the Haftarah cycle and have not yet been accounted for,
it is even more striking. In short, this hypothesis provides us with the
key to the provenience of these remaining two passages from the Latter
Prophets.

In Chapter Three, it was shown that nine out of Philo’s twelve cita-
tions from the Latter Prophets are found in the Haftarah Cycle between
17th of Tammuz and the Day of Atonement. An additional instance
may very well have once been a Haftarah that was later replaced by
another because of the polemical use made of it in Christianity.42 We
are thus now able to explain the provenance of the remaining two cita-
tions from the Prophets Jer. 15:10 and Zech. 6:12, on the hypothesis that
they were a fruit of Philo’s contact with the confraternity of Moses.

As we have just seen, both of these citations are found less than
twenty sections apart in IV Conf. 44–62. IV Conf. 44 introduces Jer. 15:10
by the locution: ‘a member of the prophetic circle’ (τ�? πρ�-ητικ�?
�ιασIτ(ς K�ρ�?), which apparently should be understood as referring to
a member of the particular group within the ‘Confraternity of Moses,’
that, if one may judge from this isolated example, engaged in radical
ethical exegesis of non-pentateuchal texts.43 Also, IV Conf. 62 identifies
Zech. 6:12 as coming ‘from the lips of one of the company of Moses’
(τ=ν Μωυσ�ως Hτα"ρων τιν%ς).

*

I think that it will not be amiss before closing to take a glance at II
Cher. 48ff. where Jer. 3:4 is quoted.44 This is the very first instance
in Philo’s writings of a non-pentateuchal scriptural citation and is the

allusion that appears shortly after this in IV Conf. 166, even though both Colson and
Earp identified it as a citation from Joshua. For, as I have pointed above in the section
devoted to mistaken identifications in Chapter Five, even should Josh. 1:5 have been in
the background of Philo’s consciousness, the more significant reference is Deut. 31:6.

42 Regarding this see above ad loc. (to Isa. 5:7) in Chapter Four that is devoted to the
Latter Prophets. This may even have occurred as late as the Middle Ages.

43 See above Chapter Four, ad loc.
44 A few remarks about this pericope were made above in Chapter Four, ad loc.

Further discussion of it is found in the article entitled “Philo’s Cher. 40–52, Zohar III 31a,
and BT Hag. 16a,” JJS 57/2 (Autumn 2006).
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only instance in Philo’s writings of the mention of a ‘book prophet’ by
name. It precedes all of the passages in Philo’s writings that contain
the introductory formulae: Moses+�ιασIτης, or τις τ=ν Hταιρ=ν, or
τις τ=ν γνωρ"μων, or τις τ=ν -�ιτητ=ν. It also precedes the locution
τ�? πρ�-ητικ�? �ιασIτης K�ρ�? (member of the prophetic circle) that
introduces Jer. 15:10 in IV Conf. 44.

Even though the passage lacks the identifying locution ‘one of the
confraternity of Moses’ (� τ�? Μωυσ�ως δ7 �ιασIτ(ς), or another form
of this expression, it cannot but belong within the frame of reference of
the prophetic circle of the fellowship of Moses, and it provides us with
a tantalizing glimpse of Philo’s enthusiasm.

In II Cher. 48ff., which quotes Jer. 3:4 (found in the Haftarah for the
Sabbath preceding 9th of Av), Philo informs his readers that this is his
first contact with a member of the apparently elite ‘prophetic circle’ of the
confraternity—those who added the study of the ‘mysteries’ contained in
the prophetic books to their allegorical study of the ‘Torah of Moses.’
After recording an extremely daring allegory that uses the image of
human procreation to describe God’s part in the implantation of virtues
in humankind, and warning his readers not to “babble anything of
them to the uninitiated,” Philo continues:

(48) …But if you meet with anyone of the initiated, press him closely,
cling to him, lest knowing of some still newer secret he hide it from you;
stay not till you have learnt its full lesson.

(49) I myself was initiated under Moses, the beloved of God, into the
Greater Mysteries (παρA Μωυσε) τ<= �ε�-ιλε) μυη�ε�ς τA μεγAλα μυστ!-
ρια),45 yet when I saw Jeremiah the prophet, seeing and realizing that not
only was he a mystic but also a worthy minister of holy secrets, I was not
slow to become his disciple (-�ιτ(σαι)…46

One can visualize in one’s mind’s eye an enraptured Philo who, even
though he himself was very much at home in the philosophical expo-
sition of the Pentateuch by the method of allegorical hermeneutic, has
just discovered someone from the ‘allegorical prophetic circle’ of the confra-

45 We stated above that the locution that appears here, παρA Μωυσε) (παρA+the
dative), is not to be understood as a technical term for the confraternity. Neverthe-
less, perhaps here, the first time that Philo introduces an allegory based on a non-
pentateuchal citation, this is in fact what Philo is referring to, or to be more exact, the
larger group that engaged in the study of the Pentateuch.

46 Whether or not this is entirely grammatical, the mystic here must refer to the
initiate in §48, who presumably is the person who has ‘revealed’ the citation from
Jeremiah to Philo, together with its allegorical exegesis.
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ternity of Moses. This group must have included in their purview not
only the Pentateuch, but judging from the context, also esoteric alle-
gorical ‘mysteries’ that used verses from the non-pentateuchal books
of Scripture as ‘proof texts.’ As we have already pointed out,47 this
‘prophetic circle’ is explicitly referred to in IV Conf. 44, where Jer. 15:10
is represented as being cited by ‘a member of the prophetic circle’ (κα�
τ�? πρ�-ητικ�? �ιασIτ(ς K�ρ�?).48

*

The distribution of the non-pentateuchal citations in Philo’s works,
and particularly the identifiable references to this circle in his writings,
reveals that, with isolated exceptions,49 they all belong to the period
of the composition of the Philonic books contained in PLCL II–V.50

We have found indications that during the period to which the writing
of the works found in PLCL VI belong,51 both the confraternity and
Philo changed. From the few hints dropped by Philo, the confraternity
apparently became radicalized.

It appears that without entirely abandoning the allegorical mode,
Philo severed his contact with the confraternity, and heightened his
commitment to the dissemination of the practical aspects of being a
Jew. In the following stage, he placed a far greater emphasis on the
literal approach in the expounding of Scripture. This is clearly reflected
in the contents of the books he wrote after the ‘Biographies of the
Patriarchs.’ Indeed, Philo introduces this part of his works with the
statement in VII Dec. 1:

(1) Having related in the preceding treatises the… founders of our nation
… I shall now proceed in due course to give full descriptions of the
written laws. And if some allegorical interpretation should appear to
underlie them, I shall not fail to state it.

His writings show this change in emphasis, but we can do no more than
conjecture how and why this change came about. His rupture with the

47 In Chapter Four, ad loc.
48 Colson renders these words: ‘A chorister of the prophetic company,’ etc.
49 For which, in each case, an explanation has been proposed.
50 This is so with the possible exception of the Quaestiones, which I have not at-

tempted to study in depth. I Leg. All. I–III apparently precedes this period. They do not
contain any non-pentateuchal citations, and in any event, have their own special flavor.

51 The extant titles are On Abraham, On Joseph, and On Moses. I remind the reader
that several of these ‘Biographies’ have been lost.
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‘Confraternity of Moses,’ while it must have been a significant factor,
would hardly have been sufficient in and by itself.

On the basis of the generally accepted chronological scheme for the
writing of his oeuvre, the storm clouds that became more and more
threatening as they darkened the political horizon were probably at
least as important a factor in triggering this change. As anyone who has
ever been torn between scholarship and communal affairs will under-
stand, when one begins to engage in communal affairs, one becomes
ever more enmeshed in day-to-day problems, and it becomes nearly
impossible to continue to seriously engage in original scholarship.52

Philo has in fact explicitly informed his readers that considerations
of this sort were a contributing factor. For in his famous lament at the
beginning of VII Spec. 3.1–6, which commences: “There was a time
when I had leisure for philosophy…”53 Philo mourns the fact that
he has been drawn down from the heady upper realms of abstract
thought into the vortex of mundane political concerns. This, he says,
has made it impossible for him to continue with the composition of the
deftly woven web of ethical and theosophical allegory based upon the
Pentateuch, to which the writings found in PLCL II–V belong.

*

At the same time, it is well to stress that even while a major portion of
Philo’s allegorical writings belongs to the period during which he was
connected with the ‘Allegorical Circle of Moses,’ this does not indicate,
as one might suppose, that these writings are dependent for their major
outlines on this or any other single source. On the contrary, the fact
that Philo has identified his source for several of the non-pentateuchal
citations as coming from a member of this group invites the assumption
that the rest of the material did not stem from there.

52 Even if, as I suggested in the first chapter, Philo from the beginning had a magnum
opus in mind, these factors remain relevant. For his involvement in current events would
have aborted any serious continuation of the allegorical composition. Cf. in a similar
spirit, BT Sanh. 17a, “Lay upon them public cares, and they will cease [prophesying]
of themselves.”

53 Some scholars have suggested that this is no more than a stylistic mannerism, but
I very much doubt this. Not only is there the consideration that were this the case, it
would presumably have appeared at the beginning of the change in genre, rather than
here, halfway through the Spec. Further, in spite of Philo’s undoubtedly flowery style, I
am not aware of any other clear instance in his writings of a rhetorical insert of this
sort.



196 chapter eight

A careful reading of his writings that follows the ebb and flow of the
different compositions reveals an aesthetically woven mosaic of material
culled from both classic Greek and classic Jewish sources. These are like
the raisins in the pastry. They are not the pastry itself. To use a different
metaphor, Philo has embedded them into his composition in order to
enrich the details of his tapestry. But what was uniquely his own, what
one cannot take away from him, are its overall contours. This remains
very much his unique creation.

Closing Remarks

The present book has carefully studied all the non-pentateuchal cita-
tions used by Philo. This fills a long felt lacuna. It provides abundant
corroboration of the thesis that Philo availed himself of both lexico-
graphic aids and literary midrashic material. Even when, as was some-
times the case, the language of composition was Hebrew/Aramaic, he
has used these resources in Greek translation. These findings reflect
a lively cultural interaction between the Hebrew/Aramaic culture of
Judea and the Greek-speaking Alexandrian Jewish community.

The examination of the specific citations from the Prophets in Philo’s
oeuvre points to the existence, already in Philo’s day, of more than just
the beginning of the traditional Haftarah series for the period between
the 17th of Tammuz until after the Day of Atonement.

Finally, the concluding chapter has introduced the reader to a group
of teachers, scholars, students and disciples who engaged in esoteric philo-
sophic allegorization of the Pentateuch, with a special branch devoted
to the remaining books of Scripture. For while seeking to understand
several phenomena related to the non-pentateuchal citations that until
now lacked a reasonable explanation, I became aware that Philo had
identified some of these citations as coming from members of just such
an allegorical circle. And then, with this as my point of departure, I
found indications both of the moment of Philo’s enthusiastic discovery
of this group as well as of his growing dissatisfaction and eventual sharp
break with it.

*

Much remains to be done. But as the Latin translation of the famous
aphorism attributed to Hippocrates states, “Ars longa, vita brevis.” In the
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spirit of one of the central leitmotifs of the study, I shall conclude with
a parallel idea that has been completely integrated into the rabbinic
frame of reference, where it is used to refer to Torah study. “Rabbi
Tarfon used to say: The day is short, the task is great… You are not
obligated to complete the task, but neither are you free to abstain from
it” (Ethics of the Fathers).





ENDNOTES

Endnote A: Pantokrator (Παντ"κρ+τ"ρ"ς)
and Lord of Hosts (Κ,ρι"ς Σα5αω!)

[to Isa. 1:9 (I Suppl. QG 2.43), and Isa. 5:7 (V Somn. 2.172ff.)]

The Heb. ����� �� is regularly rendered by the Septuagint as κ�ρι-
�ς σα�αω� = Lord of Hosts. Marcus, in I Suppl. QG 2.44, 122 n. d
notes that the Armenian OT also has ‘Lord of hosts.’ Hence, the
locution here, ‘Almighty God’ in the English translation of the Arme-
nian, which presumably translates Κυρ"�υ Παντ�κρ	τ�ρ�ς (Pantokra-
tor), rather than Κ�ρι�ς Σα�αω� (Lord of Hosts), is noteworthy. The
same is true in V Somn. 2.172ff. where Philo has Κυρ"�υ Παντ�κρ	τ�-
ρ�ς (Pantokrator), rather than the Septuagint’s Κυρ"�υ Σα�αω� (Lord of
Hosts).

While Philo may merely have wished to use a more idiomatic Greek
locution, I think it likely that he used Pantokrator rather than Κ�ρι�ς
Σα�αω� (Lord of Hosts), because he may have had reservations respecting
the Divine appellation ����� (= Sabaoth = Hosts): the word could easily
be misunderstood to mean ‘military forces.’ In II Suppl., QE 1.21 (to
Ex. 12:17), Philo has rendered MT �
������ (Septuagint τ7ν δ�ναμιν
$μ=ν), there referring to the Children of Israel, as ‘the godly piety of
the seeing nation.’

Endnote B: Philo and the Contemporary Italian Rite

[for Isa. 54:1, ISam. 1:1 – 2:10, and Sam. 10:23]

Three Philonic passages quote verses from the Haftarot belonging to the
Haftarot of Admonition, of the Haftarah series attested in the Pesikta d’Rav
Kahana (see above, Chapter Three), while two cite from the Haftarah for
the second week of Consolation, and eight quote from those recited on
Rosh Hashanah, Shabbat Shuva, and Yom Kippur. However, there are no
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verses cited from any of the intervening Haftarot—those from the fourth
to the seventh weeks of Consolation.1

This may well reflect the custom respecting the Haftarah readings
of the Italian rite today, where the special readings for the Sabbaths
of Consolation are followed only for the month of Av, after which,
from the fourth to the seventh week, the readings return to those
customary for the regular Haftarot—viz. until the first of the Sabbaths
of Repentance. It has long been recognized that where the Italian
liturgical custom differs from that prevalent elsewhere, it often preserves
very ancient traditions. According to Büchler, the original Takkanah was
to end the series of Haftarot of Consolation at the end of the month of
Av.2 Thus, in this respect both Philo and the Italian rite reflect the same
tradition, which would make the Italian rite very early indeed.

For ISam. 10:23

Parashat Shofetim is the fourth of the Seven Sabbaths of Consolation. As
we have just noted, the Italian rite reverts at this point to Haftarot
related to the weekly Torah reading, returning for the Sabbaths of
Repentance to the special Haftarot.

Philo assumes that his readers are familiar with the details of the
scriptural narrative of ISam. 10:23–24. Is it too daring to suggest that
the Haftarah for this Parashah, which in the current Italian rite is ISam.
8:1–22,3 may once have been longer and included part of chapter 10? It
would indeed be eminently suitable as the Haftarah for Parashat Shofetim
(Deut. 16:18 – 21:9) of the Annual Cycle,4 for this pericope describes the

1 In my article, “Earliest Evidence of the Haftarah Cycle for the Sabbaths between
����� ���� and ��
�� in Philo,” JJS 48/2 (Autumn 1997), 225–249, I noted a reference
to the Haftarah of the Fifth Week of Consolation—viz. Isa. 54:1. There I still followed
without question Colson’s identification in his note ad loc. to VIII Praem. 158–159 of the
reference found there (not a citation) with Isa. 54:1, but this is mistaken. As he himself
points out in the very next note, “the allegory of the soul (here) is more concerned with
ISam. 2:5 (Hannah’s song) ‘yea, the barren hath borne seven; and she that hath many
children languisheth. The Lord killeth, and maketh alive,’ a passage quoted to the same
effect in Quod Deus 10, De Mut. 143…” In view of this, the reference noted in my article
to the Haftarah from the fifth Week of Consolation must be corrected; see discussion in
the chapter Latter Prophets—Discussion (to Isa. 54:1).

2 See the end of Büchler’s article in the ���
�� ����, Old Series Vol. 6.
3 See Talm. Enc. X s.v. �����, 19–20, n. 346. It may perhaps have been used in the

Triennial Cycle as well. The list in EJ 15, 1387 (s.v. Triennial Cycle) is confused at this
point. The listing as it appears is impossible.

4 As we have pointed out in Philo Judaeus, 288–289, Endnote A: Torah Reading
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anointing of Saul as king by the prophet Samuel, and the pentateuchal
reading for this Sabbath includes Deut. 17:14ff.—the Parashat Hamelekh
which refers to the appointment of a king (��� ���� ���� ���).

Endnote C: Κ,ρι"ς and Θε�ς (LORD and GOD)
in the Septuagint, Philo, and in Rabbinic Midrash

[to Isa. 57:21 (V Mut. 169); Jer. 15:10 (IV Conf. 44); Ps. 62(61):12 (III Quod
Deus 82); Prov. 8:22–23 (III Ebr. 30–31); and Prov. 3:3 (Ebr. 84)]

Rabbinic midrash has regularly assigned God’s beneficial attributes of
creativity and goodness to the Tetragrammaton (�-�-�-�) and His regal
and punitive aspects to the epithet Elohim (�����). This is natural, since
the proper name, so to speak, for the God of Israel is the Tetragram-
maton5 and His goodness is axiomatic. It is therefore puzzling to find
that Philo has reversed these attributes—for he ascribes God’s creative
and benevolent aspect to the name �ε%ς (Theos), and the regal aspect to
κ�ρι�ς (Kurios). This has caused great puzzlement for Philonic scholar-
ship. Various not entirely convincing explanations have been suggested
for this.6

I am convinced that this role reversal on Philo’s part respecting the
Divine epithets would be an almost unavoidable result of the transfer of
an existing Aramaic/Hebrew exegetical tradition regarding the differ-
ing aspects of these two Divine epithets, such as the one that is found in
rabbinic midrash, directly onto the Greek translation of Scripture. For,
since it is forbidden to utter the Tetragrammaton (�-�-�-�) except in very
special circumstances, this Most Holy Name is normally articulated as
�
�� (Adonai), a Hebrew word meaning ‘Lord, Master.’ This word is reg-
ularly rendered in the Septuagint as Κ�ρι�ς, which also means ‘Lord,

Cycle, there is evidence supporting the hypothesis that the annual cycle was the one
current in Alexandria in Philo’s day—at the very least as an alternative possibility.
And see Marcus’ remark in PLCL Suppl. I, QG (1953) xiii–xv, where he notes the
correspondence between the divisions in QG and QE and the ‘Babylonian’ annual cycle.

5 See Ex. 5:1, 6:2, etc.
6 See, for example, H.A. Wolfson, Philo (Cambridge, Mass. 1948), Vol. I 224–225,

and bibliography there, particularly, A. Marmorstein, The Old Rabbinic Doctrine of God
(London 1927; repr. 1968), which deals with the treatment of these terms in rabbinic
midrash, and remains a classic although it was written so long ago. And see also
E.E. Urbach, The Sages (Jerusalem 19792). [This is a translation of ����� �����, ������
���	� ����
� ���� (Jerusalem 1969), where it is in Chapter Three, 29].
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Master.’7 Thus Philo must have found the word κ�ρι�ς = ‘Ruler, Mas-
ter’ in his Greek text where the MT has the Tetragrammaton. And
since the word κ�ρι�ς means ‘master, ruler’ in Greek, he would almost
inevitably have understood it as referring to God’s regal and punitive
aspects.

At the very same time, thanks to the popular etymology of the Greek
word �ε�ς that translates MT ����� = Elohim, which connected it with
the verb τι�ημι (‘plant, make, establish,’ etc.), this term for God would
naturally have been understood by anyone whose mother tongue was
Greek, as signifying God’s benevolent aspect of creativity and goodness.
Such an identification would be strengthened by the consideration that,
in the creation narrative at the beginning of the book of Genesis, �ε�ς
is the epithet in the Septuagint for Elohim (= �����).8

This explains the role reversal of the two names for God found
in Philo vis-à-vis rabbinic midrash, for it would have been an almost
inevitable result if Hebrew/Aramaic midrashic sources in Greek trans-
lation were used together with the Septuagint text. Though I am not
sure that this has heretofore been noticed, Philo has in fact informed
his readers that this was the reasoning behind his understanding and
use of these terms, for he states in III Plant. 86:

The titles, then… exhibit the powers of Him that IS; the title ‘Lord’
(κ�ρι�ς) the power in virtue of which He rules, that of ‘God’ (�ε�ς) the
power in virtue of which He bestows benefits. This is why the name
‘God’ (�ε�ς) is employed throughout all the record of Creation given by
Moses…

COMMENT TO Prov. 3:4 in III Ebr. 84:

Philo’s choice of the Divine epithet κ�ρι�ς rather than �ε�ς for MT
����� in the citation of Prov. 3:4 in III Ebr. 84 is an exception to the
rule just examined, that the Septuagint, and Philo in its wake, regularly
rendered MT ����� as Θε�ς and not Κ�ρι�ς. While I cannot state
categorically why this is so, I suggest the following hypothesis to explain
this exception. Prov. 3:4 reads:

7 See Wolfson, op. cit., 225, n. 41. There are also texts of the Septuagint that bring
the Tetragrammaton in ancient Hebrew script, and the generic term �ε�ς is also
sometimes used by the Septuagint as an alternative locution for MT Tegragrammaton.

8 This is so in the ensuing chapters of the creation narrative in Genesis as well.
Even where the MT has the Tetragrammaton, the Septuagint continues to use �ε�ς
(Theos).
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MT: ���� ��	�� �
��� ��� �
�� �� ����

(KJV: So shalt thou find favour and good understanding in the sight of
God and man)

Septuagint: πρ�ν��� καλA *νIπι�ν κυρ"�υ κα� 'ν�ρIπων

Philo: πρ�ν���ντων καλA *νIπι�ν κυρ"�υ κα� 'ν�ρIπων

(“Let them provide things excellent in the sight of the Lord and men”)

There are two deviations from the manner that the Septuagint, and
Philo in its wake, would have been expected to render the verse. �����
has been rendered as κ�ρι�ς rather than as �ε�ς (�ε�"), and ��� (man)
is given in the plural as ‘men’ = 'ν�ρIπων.

While at first glance this latter point hardly seems significant, it
is a fact that the biblical adage as it is now worded in the Septuagint
immediately arouses association with the Greek idiom ‘gods and men.’
The word combination �ε=ν κα� 'ν�ρIπων is found several times in
Plato’s Symposium, as well as in other ancient Greek writings with
which Philo must have been familiar. Philo himself has used this idiom
twice, once in IX Flaccus 170, as part of a lament by Flaccus after his
fall: “possessed as in a Corybantic frenzy… [he] lifted his voice. ‘King
of gods and men’ (Βασιλε? �ε=ν κα� 'ν�ρIπων), he cried…”; and once
in VI Mos. 238, completing a string of superlatives couched in idiomatic
Greek: “And He, the Maker of all, the Father of the Cosmos… the
ruler of ‘men and gods’ ….” Such an association on the part of the
Septuagint translators would explain both the plural form ‘men’ for the
Hebrew singular ‘man,’ as well as the use here of the Tetragrammaton.
For the Tetragrammaton makes it clear that the reference is not to
‘gods,’ but to the only living God.9

I reviewed all of the instances of the use of the Divine epithets Κ�ρι�ς
and Θε�ς in the first nine chapters of Proverbs (= the first ‘book’). I
found that there are twenty instances of such usage, with seven not
following the general rule. But only in Prov. 3:4 has MT ����� become

9 Note, while the expression ���� ����� �
��� is found nowhere else either in
Scripture or in rabbinic sources except when this verse from Proverbs is quoted as a
proof-text, the idiom ���
�� ����� does occasionally appear. It is found twice in Judges
chapter 9, and several more times in rabbinic sources, where the verse from Judges is
quoted in the context of wine and the happiness it brings: �
� ���� ����� ������ (��)
�� ��
� ��
��� ���
�� ����� ����� ������ �� ������ ���� ��� ����� (��) ��
��� �
�� ��
������.
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Κ�ρι�ς; in the remaining six instances it is MT Tetragrammaton that is
rendered as Θε�ς (Prov. 1:7; 3:5,7,19,23; 5:21).10

Endnote D: Philo’s Terminology for the books of Judges and Kings

[to Chapter Five: Citations from the Former Prophets—Judg. 9:8, Kings
(as a unit), ISam. 1:1–2:10, and IKgs. 17:18]

The title ‘Books of Royalty’ = τ=ν *ν �ασιλικα)ς �"�λ�ις in IV Conf. 149 (not
�ασιλει=ν ‘Kings,’ as in III Quod Deus 6, and 136), is similar in form to
‘Book of Judgements’ (Τ=ν Κριμ	τ=ν) in IV Conf. 128, neither of which are
the Septuagint titles used for these books.

On the other hand, III Quod Deus 6, which quotes ISam. 1:11 in the
context of the allegorical rendition of what is now the Haftarah to the
first day of Rosh Hashanah, uses the same title as that found in the
Septuagint: ‘the first Book of Kings’ (*ν τ6( πρIτ6η τ=ν �ασιλει=ν). The
same is true in III Quod Deus 136-139, where IKgs. 17:18 is also identified
as being found in the ‘Book of Kings’ = *ν τα)ς �ασιλε"αις.

This difference in terminology accords with our findings about the
channels through which these citations came to Philo. For those that
use the same nomenclature as the Septuagint were found to have
stemmed from written allegorical compositions, while the two that refer
to the biblical book in an idiosyncratic manner, as Τ=ν Κριμ	τ=ν (Book
of Judgments) and �ασιλικαις �"�λ�)ς (Books of Royalty) respectively,
were found to introduce material from a scriptural concordance based
upon the Hebrew text that had been literally translated into Greek.

Endnote E: ‘To Look’ and ‘To See’ (5λ�πειν/�ρ�ν)

[ISam. 9:8–9 (III Quod Deus 139, IV Migr. 38, IV Her. 78, and I Suppl.
QG 4.138)]

Philo refers or alludes to ISam 9:8–9: ���� ��
�� ��	� ���� ���
� �
,
in four different passages—in III Quod Deus 139, in IV Migr. 38, in IV
Her. 78, and in I Suppl. QG 4.138. Sometimes the word used for MT
���� is �λ�πων (‘looking’), and sometimes it is �ρ=ν (‘seeing’). What

10 Five of these seven are found in the chapter that contains Prov. 3:4, which is
quoted in III Ebr. 84.
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follows is an attempt to understand Philo’s choice of these not entirely
synonymous words in each of the different passages.11

*

The centrality for Philo of the concept of ‘seeing’ (�ρ=ν) as a metaphor
for the highest level of spiritual understanding is beyond question.
Indeed, Philo explains the name Israel innumerable times as ‘Seer of
God’: �ρ=ν �ε�ν = �� - ���� (from the Hebr. root: ��� = ‘to look
at’).12 And while this is not exactly the same thing, it is hardly mere
chance that two of the four passages that allude to the ‘Seer’ ( ����) of
ISam. 9:9 also contain a reference to the name Israel (IV Migr. 38 and
IV Her. 78).13 The study of these four passages together enables us to
observe how Philo has harmonized the Septuagint text to accord with
the needs of the argument in each case.14 Following are the relevant
Philonic passages:

III Quod Deus 139 = �ρ7ντας

This passage contains the first reference. As noted in Chapter Five, ad
loc., the word appears here as part of the discussion of IKgs. 17:18,
where it explains the equation found there of ‘Man of God’ with
‘prophet.’ The Greek word �ρ=ντας that Philo uses here in place of
the Septuagint’s �λ�πων is indeed a more idiomatic choice.

11 While I have found a few exceptions, the rule suggested here seems to be general.
At the very least, the study of the different words used in the Philonic references to
ISam. 9:8–9 may initiate further study.

12 For the sake of illustration, I offer one example of this from the beginning of
his writings: I Leg. 2:34 τ�? �ρ=ντ�ς (‘the seeing’) and two from towards their close:
VIII Praem. 44 and IX Gai. 4 �ρ=ν �ε�ν (‘he that seeth God’). For a discussion and
cataloguing of the dozens of instances, see the Index of Names in PLCL X 333ff.., s.v.
‘Israel’; and see my remarks in Philo Judaeus 157–158 (includes bibliography).

13 I find no reason to suppose that the provenance of the midrashic etymology of the
proper name ‘Israel’ ����� as �ρ=ν �ε%ν = �� ���� was any different from that of the
many other etymologies of proper names in the Bible given by Philo. In all probability,
it, too, stems from the same lexicon of midrashic etymologies of proper names in the
Pentateuch. But just as with the ‘etymologies’ of Hannah and Samuel, this does not
mean that the elaborate superstructure built upon the ‘etymology’ need be anything
other than original with Philo.

14 Whether or not this was done consciously in all instances is immaterial. It reflects
his Greek paideia.
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IV Migr. 38–39 = 5λ�π"ντας

Unlike the preceding instance that was not actually a citation but an
allusion, here Philo quotes ISam. 9:9, the only major difference being
the change from the Septuagint’s singular to the plural.

Philo, IV Migr. 38: τ�,ς πρ�-!τας *καλ�υν πρ�τερ�ν τ�,ς �λ�π�ντας.

Septuagint, ISam. 9:9: τ%ν πρ�-!την *κ	λει � λα%ς /μπρ�σ�εν q_ �λ�πων.

The passage reads:

(38) …and he that sees it [the inner meaning of what he looks at]15 this is
the wise man (� δ0 �ρ=ν *στιν � σ�-�ς), for fools are blind or dim-sighted.
That is why in former times they called the prophets ‘those who looked’
(τ�,ς πρ�-!τας *καλ�υν πρ�τερ�ν τ�,ς �λ�π�ντας) (cf. Septuagint ISam.
9:9).

(39) For the current coin of learning and teaching (τ% μα�!σεως κα�
διδασκαλ"ας) from which Jacob took his title is reminted into ‘the seeing
Israel’ (τ%ν �ρ=ντα �Ισρα7λ). Hereby comes to pass even the seeing (τ%
�ρ�ν) of The Divine Light, identical with ‘knowledge’ (*πιστ!μης) which
opens wide the soul’s eye, and leads it to apprehensions distinct and
brilliant beyond those gained by the ears.

Philo’s sensitivity to Greek style must have made him aware that the
word in idiomatic Greek for the Septuagint’s �λ�πω (a Hebraism)16 is
�ρ	ω. For �λ�πω means ‘to look,’ while it is �ρ	ω that means ‘to see’
in the sense of mental sight.17 Why then, if, as we have just pointed
out, in good Greek the word �λ�πειν means ‘to gaze, look at,’ while
the correct word for ‘to contemplate’ is �ρ�ν, has Philo followed the
Septuagint’s �λ�πειν in IV Migr. 38 (�λ�π�ντας) and not used the more
appropriate Greek word �ρ=ντας, as he has in the preceding passage
just quoted?

Perhaps Philo has taken advantage of the Septuagint’s Hebraism
�λ�πων in order to make a midrashic point. Philo’s message here is
that, in contrast to the fool, the prophet, when he ‘looks’ (�λ�πων) at the
physical object, also ‘sees’ (�ρ�ν) its inner meaning. For section 38 begins
with the contrast between the wise man capable of conceptual ‘seeing’
(� δ0 �ρ=ν *στιν � σ�-�ς) and the fool ‘who sees but dimly.’ Then in
section 39 there is a reference to Jacob’s metamorphosis from one who

15 The square brackets contain explanation on my part of the ‘it.’
16 LSJ s.v. �λ�πω: ‘see, have the power of sight (dist. from �ρ= perceive, be aware of )… the

seer, Hebraism in LXX I Kgs. 9:9.’
17 LSJ, s.v. �ρ	ω III metaph., of mental sight, discern, perceive.
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could do no more than ‘hear,’ to ‘the seeing Israel’ (τ%ν �ρ=ντα �Ισρα7λ).
A somewhat similar point is probably also indicated in IV Migr. 191 (to
ISam. 10:22–23) where the ‘eye of the soul’ is described as ‘looking’
(�λ�πειν) at things grasped by the mind, as a stage in the perception of
their inner meaning.

IV Her. 78 = �ρ7ντας (of prophets)

Support for this suggestion can be found in the third instance, which
also makes ‘[him] who knows how to look’ a ‘seer.’

(75) This dedication will be enshrined in the holier of the great sanctu-
aries. For two such sanctuaries, we feel, exist: one sensible, one mental.
This world is the cathedral (τ% παν�ε"�ν)18 of the sense perceived order,
the world that the mind discovers of the truly invisible order.

(76) … “He led him (Abraham) outside and said, ‘Look up into heaven’
(Gen. 15:5)” … Yes, look up, and thus convict of their errors the multi-
tude of common men, the blind race, which has lost the sight, which it
thinks it possesses.

(77) How could it be other than blind, when it prefers bad to good… the
mortal to the immortal…

(78) And so it is only the man of worth who (truly) looks (�λ�πει), and
therefore they of old called the prophets ‘seers’ (τ�,ς πρ�-!τας hν�μασιν
�C παλαι�� �ρ=ντας) (cf. ISam. 9:9).19 He who advances ‘outside’ (/�ω—
beyond the confines of the material world) is called not only a ‘seer’
(�ρ=ν), but is further termed ‘seer of God,’ Israel (�ε%ν Rρων… �Ισρα!λ).

Here, too, there may well be a play on the word pair �λ�πειν/�ρ�ν.
In IV Her. 76–77 Philo quotes Gen. 15:5, where God tells Abraham to
“Look up into the heaven” (�να4λεψ�ν ε@ς τ%ν �;ραν�ν = �λ�πειν). And
the ‘looking up’ on Abraham’s part is contrasted with that of the mul-
titude that does not have the ability ‘to look’ (�λ�πειν) in this manner,
because it “prefers bad to good and the mortal to the immortal.” Sec-
tion 78 then confirms that “it is only the ‘the man of worth’ who knows
how to ‘look’ (μ�ν�ς �lν �λ�πει � 'στε)�ς),” immediately after which
there is a paraphrase of ISam. 9:9 which uses the appropriate Greek

18 Colson has noted that this word is found in Philo’s writings only here and in Aet.
10.

19 Although this, too, is a reference to ISam. 9:9 τ%ν πρ�-!την *κ	λει � λα%ς
/μπρ�σ�εν q_ �λ�πων, it is not a citation, but an allusion to it with �λ�πων being
replaced by the idiomatic �ρ=ν.
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word �ρ=ν (and not the �λ�πειν of the Septuagint) as a ‘proof-text,’
and this is connected with the midrashic exegesis of Israel (�ε%ν Rρων…
�Ισρα!λ) = ‘the seer of God,’ which is ever-present in Philo’s writings.

I Suppl. QG 4.138 = �ρ7ν 8 5λ�πων

Finally, in I Suppl. QG 4.138, the passage opens with the question:
“Why does (Scripture) say ‘Isaac went through the wilderness by the
Well of Seeing’?” (= Gen. 24:62 Septuagint: τ% -ρ�αρ τ(ς �ρ	σεως, MT:
��� ��� ���). It closes with the equation of the terms ‘seeing’ and
‘beholding’ (�ρ=ν u �λ�πων), stating that “every true prophet was called
‘Seer’ or ‘Beholder,’ the name being given in reference to the eye of the
soul.” We read there:

(138) (Gen. 24:62) Why does (Scripture) say ‘Isaac went through the
wilderness by the Well of Seeing’ (Septuagint: τ% -ρ�αρ τ(ς �ρασεως, MT:
(��� ��� ���)? Similarly, every true prophet was called ‘seer’ or ‘beholder’
(�ρ=ν u �λ�πων), the name being given in reference to the eye of the soul.

The reference to ‘the Well of Seeing’ (Septuagint: τ% -ρ�αρ τ(ς �ρασεως,
MT: ��� ��� ���) is to Gen. 24:62, while the equation of �ρ=ν and �λ�-
πων presumably reflects Philo’s familiarity with the Septuagint of ISam.
9:9. What we may have here is a harmonization between the two.

Endnote F: Ps. 46 (45):5 (V Somn. 2.246) and Zohar ii 63b and 98b

[Ps. 46 (45):5 (V Somn. 2.246ff.) and Ps. 65 (64):10 (V Somn. 2.245)]

The Zohar understands Ps. 46:5—both in II 63b (Beshalah) and in II
98b20—in a manner similar to that found in Philo in V Somn. 2.241–247.
It, too, associates Ps. 46:5 with Gen. 2:10, “A river goes out of Eden
…”; and there is also an associative connection with the human heart
in Zohar II 63b. Though of course everything else is quite different, the
‘building blocks’ as well as the conclusions are very similar.

20 The references are from: Sefer Hazohar, annotated ed. by Reuven Margaliot with
Nitsotsai Hazohar (Jerusalem 1944) [= Margaliot, Zohar]. See also Sefer Hazohar, annotated
edition by Rabbi Judah Ashlag, which includes the commentaries, Hasulam, and Mar"oth
Hasulam, et al. [����� ������ ���� ���� ����� �� ����� ������ ��� �����]. It indicates
the pagination of the Margaliot edition at the bottom of its pages (Jerusalem 1945ff.) [=
Ashlag, Zohar].
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One is tempted to suggest that this may point to a midrashic tra-
dition common to both, which contained a similar conceptualization
accompanied by the allusion to the same verses—while each developed
the common tradition in the manner appropriate to its particular cul-
tural and intellectual frame of reference. In view of the very different
milieus of Philo and the Zohar, it is only to be expected that the finished
products differ markedly. While this deserves further study, it must be
deferred to a time when I can complete my research on the ‘mystery
terminology’ in Philo.

Endnote G: A Possible Allusion/Echo of Prov. 8:22–23 in VIII Virt. 62

[to Chapter Seven: Citations from Proverbs and Job]

Virt. 61–62 reads:

(61) It is very right that we should take God for our Judge in all things
and particularly in great matters… No matter is greater than sovereignty
… (62) Now Wisdom’s years are from of old, ere not only I, but the whole
universe was born, (Σ�-"αν δ0 πρεσ�υτ�ραν �; μ�ν�ν τ(ς *μ(ς γεν�σεως
'λλA κα� τ(ς τ�? κ�σμ�υ παντ%ς �;σαν). And it is not lawful or possible
that any other should judge her save God…

Colson and Earp consider this to be an allusion to Prov. 8:22, but I
doubt that the evidence supports this. Unlike in III Ebr. 31, where the
end of the citation clearly reflects the Septuagint text (Prov. 8:23), VIII
Virt. 62 is no more than a reiteration of the generally accepted ancient
‘truism’ that was an axiomatic commonplace long before Hellenistic
times, that Wisdom (=Sophia) preceded the world.21

Endnote H: The ‘Jewish’ connotation of the terms Πρ�σταγμα,
Πρ"στ+�ις, Πρ"στ+�εις κα- 	Απαγ"ρε,σεις and Εντ"λ� in Philo

[to III Ebr. 17]

The thesis that a significant number of the Greek words used by Philo
had, in addition to their regular connotation, an idiosyncratic, specif-

21 Indeed, over a half a century ago W.F. Albright, From the Stone Age to Christianity
(1946), 282–283, pointed out that the Canaanite parallels to this are very clear. For
further discussion see Appendix I: “Prov. 8:22–23 in Philo and in Gen. Rabbah,
p. 219ff.”
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ically Jewish connotation when the context called for it, has already
been presented by me at length22 and need not be repeated here. But
since I have done no more than mention the words Πρ�σταγμα and
Πρ�στ	�ις, (= ‘ordinance,’ and ‘prescription’) and the word combina-
tion Πρ�στ	�εις κα� �Απαγ�ρε�σεις in passing,23 I shall here devote a
few more words to them. For these words also have an idiosyncratic
Jewish connotation in Jewish contexts: Prostakseis (Πρ�στ	�εις) refer to
(Jewish) religious commandments, and the combination Πρ�στ	�εις κα�
�Απαγ�ρε�σεις is similar to the halakhic concept: ‘commandments and
prohibitions.’

The word πρ�σταγμα (pl. -ατα) appears quite often in the Septuagint
with the connotation of Divine, Mosaic commandments. Hence it is
natural for Philo to use it to refer to the Mosaic ‘commands’ or ‘com-
mandments.’ He does so not only when he quotes verbatim from the
Pentateuch,24 but also when paraphrasing it.25

One finds the word πρ�στ	�ις in the connotation ‘commands’ in
classic Greek sources.26 In Philo it appears some 68 times, but I have

22 See Philo Judaeus, Chapter Seven, 178–224, and more recently in, “Context and
Connotation—Greek Words for Jewish Concepts in Philo,” in Shem in the Tents of
Japhet—Essays in the Encounter of Judaism and Hellenism, James L. Kugel, ed., in Supplements
to the Journal for the Study of Judaism, Volume 74 (Leiden 2002), 31–64.

23 Philo Judaeus, 199 n. 64, and in the summary of Judeo-Greek terms, 221.
24 There are fifteen instances of the word πρ�σταγμα listed in the Philo Index, to

which I have added several more that I have placed in parentheses: I Op. 168, I Leg.
2:59, II Sacr. 72, III Ebr. 37 (= Ex. 18:16 and cf. V Mut. 104), IV Her. 8 (= Gen. 26:5 and
cf. VI Abr. 275), IV Congr. 86 (2×), V Mut. 104 (= III Ebr. 37—Ex. 18:16), VI Abr. 275
(cf. IV Her. 8—Gen. 26:5), VI Mos. 1:15, VII Dec. 132 (= Command of the Decalogue),
VIII Praem. 79 (§79–80 are quoted in the running text), 98 (“those who follow God
and always and everywhere cleave to His commandments” = πρ�σταγμ	των), IX Prob.
3 (which may possibly be the only real exception which lends support to the suspicion
that the ascription of Prob. to Philo may perhaps (as some indeed think) be mistaken.
Although Colson does not doubt its genuineness (see his remarks in his introduction to
Prob., PLCL IX, 2), he has also noted, ibid., 5, that in striking contrast to most of his
other works, this composition contains only five citations from, or even allusions to, the
Pentateuch).

25 Thus while Philo quotes Ex. 18:16 verbatim in III Ebr. §37: “when they have
a dispute and come to me, I judge between each of them and instruct them in the
commandments of God and his Law (τA πρ�στ	γματα τ�? �ε�? κα� τ%ν ν�μ�ν α;τ�?),”
in V Mut. 104 it is paraphrased. And so too, while IV Her. 8 quotes Gen. 26:5 literally,
Α�ρααμ …*-�λα�εν τA πρ�στ	γματ	 μ�υ κα� τAς *ντ�λ	ς μ�υ κα� τA δικαιIματ	 μ�υ
κα� τA ν�μιμ	 μ�υ (MT ������ ���	� ������ ������� �����), the same biblical text is
paraphrased in VI Abr. §275 Rτι τ%ν �ε)�ν ν�μ�ν κα� τA �ε)α πρ�στ	γματα π	ντα
*π�"ησεν.

26 E.g. Plato, Leges 631d (pl.) 673c.
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been unable to locate it in any other extant Hellenistic Jewish com-
position.27 Nor are the words πρ�σταγμα (pl. -ατα) and πρ�στ	�ις used
in the NT—and even when we consider the verb πρ�στ	σσω, which is
used some seven times in the NT, only three of them refer to Mosaic
commandments.28 Most interesting of all is that the word combina-
tion Πρ�στ	�εις κα� �Απαγ�ρε�σεις (‘commandments and prohibitions’)
apparently appears only in Philo.29

Following are illustrations of what has just been stated categorical-
ly—that these words must be understood in Philo as part of a Judeo-
Greek vocabulary, inter alia, because they are referred to by him as
belonging to the category of Εντ�λα" (Entolai). In Hellenistic Jewish par-
lance in Philo’s day, this term clearly indicates Torah commandments,
without the need of a defining adjective. The text of the Theodotus
inscription, the earliest dedicatory inscription of a Synagogue found in
Judea written in Greek, clearly illustrates this.30 Since this inscription
dates from Herodian times, it is virtually contemporary with Philo. We
read there:

“Theodotus the son of Vettenus …built the Synagogue for the reading of
Torah and the study of commandments… (ε@ς 'ν[αγν]|ωσ[ιν] ν�μ�υ κα�
ε@ς [δ]ιδαK[7]ν *ντ�λ=ν…).”

This is its connotation in the Septuagint translation of both the books
of the Hebrew Bible as well as the Apocrypha. The following example
is even more convincing because it is the result of a misreading.

27 But the word is attested in this connotation in Patristic literature—which is of
course later.

28 Those referring to matters other than Mosaic ‘commands’ are: Matt. 1:24: “As
the angel of the Lord had bidden him,” 21: “and did as Jesus commanded him,” Acts
10:33: “… now we are all here… to listen to everything the Lord (either God or Jesus)
has commanded you to tell us,” Acts 48: “…he (Peter) ordered them to be baptized.”

29 The combination πρ�στ	�εις κα� 'παγαγ�ρε�σεις is found in Philo in I Leg. 1.93,94,
III Quod Deus 53 (Mosaic laws dealing with commands and prohibitions), III Ebr. 91,
Congr. 120 (the section is quoted above in the running text), V Fuga 100, VI Mos. 2.4,
46–47 (also quoted in the running text), 51, VII Dec. 176 (refers to the Decalogue), and
VIII Praem. 299. Many of these passages reflect Philo’s use of double entendre—his habit of
using well-known philosophical associations when referring to something very Jewish.
The word �Απαγ�ρε�σεις by itself means ‘(Mosaic) Prohibitions’ in Philo: VII Dec. 51,
121, 170 (the word is used there for the second five of the Ten Commandments in
these sections: “Thou shalt not,” etc.), VII Spec. 1.23, VIII Spec. 4.39, 183 (introduces
Septuagint Lev. 19:16).

30 See Lea Roth-Gerson, The Greek Inscriptions from the Synagogues in Eretz Israel [=
Hebrew; ����� ���� ��

� ���� ���
���� ����
� ������-��� ���] (Jerusalem 1987). The
inscription is discussed more fully in Philo Judaeus, 221–222 and n. 41 where the biblio-
graphic references are given.
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The MT and the Septuagint to Ex. 12:17 juxtaposed:

MT: �
������ �� ������ ��� ���� ���� �
 ��(�)�� �� ������

Septuagint: κα� -υλ	�εσ�ε τ7ν *ντ�λ7ν τα�τ7ν, κτλ.

While MT has mazzot (= unleavened bread), the Septuagint, punctuat-
ing the word differently, has read mitzva (= �ντ�λ+: commandment).

In a similar vein Ben Sira 1:26 (23) has:

*πι�υμ!σας σ�-"αν διατ!ρησ�ν �ντ�λ"ς31

(trans.: If thou desire Wisdom, keep the commandments)

And in the Wisdom of Solomon 9:9 we read:

κα� μετA σ�? 5 σ�-"α… κα� *πισταμ�νη τ" 'ρεστ%ν *ν B-�αλμ�)ς σ�υ, κα�
τ" ε;�0ς *ν �ντ�λα�ς σ�υ

(And with Thee Wisdom… which understandeth what is pleasing in
Thine eyes, and what is right according to Thy commandments)

*

With this in mind the reading of VIII Praem. 79–80 now takes on a very
traditionally Jewish dimension. It reads:

XIV… (79) A clear testimony is recorded in the Holy Scriptures (*ν τ�)ς
Cερ�)ς γρ	μμασι)… If, he says, you keep the Divine commandments (τAς
�ε"ας *ντ�λAς) in obedience to His ordinances (τ�)ς πρ�στ	γμασι)… not
merely to hear them, but to carry them out in your life and conduct…
(80) For the commandments (αC πρ�στ	�εις) are not too huge and heavy…
nor is the good far away either beyond the sea or at the end of the earth
… No, it is close by… (cf. Deut. 30:11–14).

Πρ"στ+�εις κα- 	Απαγ"ρε,σεις (Commands and Prohibitions)

Following are several examples from Philo’s writings of the word com-
bination Prostakseis and Apagoreuseis (πρ�στ	�εις κα� 'παγ�ρε�σεις) in this
connotation. IV Congr. 120 refers to the statutes of the Decalogue, and
so there can be no doubt but that the ‘commands and prohibitions’
(πρ�στ	�εις κα� 'παγ�ρε�σεις) mentioned here are Torah Command-
ments.

31 The Hebrew version: ���� ��� ��
� ����, is given by ����-�� ��� ���� ��� ���
���� [= Segal, Ben Sira].
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(120) …the Holy Law is summed up by Moses in precepts which are
ten in all (δ�κα… λ�γ�ις). These statutes (�εσμ�") are the general heads,
embracing the vast multitude of particular laws (κατA μ�ρ�ς 'πε"ρων
ν�μων γενικA κε-	λαια), the roots, the sources, the perennial fountains of
ordinances (διαταγμ	των), (both) commands and prohibitions (πρ�σ-
τ	�εις κα� 'παγ�ρε�σεις)…

Likewise in VI Mos. 2:46–47 Scripture is described as being divided
into two parts, the second of which is “concerned with commands and
prohibitions” (τ% δ0 περ� τAς πρ�στ	�εις κα� 'παγ�ρε�σεις). The word
combination here can of course hardly mean anything else but ‘positive
and negative Torah precepts.’

(46) They (the sacred books themselves - αC CερIταται �"�λ�ι) consist of
two parts: one the historical, the other concerned with commands and
prohibitions (τ% δ0 περ� τAς πρ�στ	�εις κα� 'παγ�ρε�σεις)… (47) …We
must now give the reason why he began his law book (ν�μ��εσ"ας) with
the history, and put the commands and prohibitions (τA περ� τAς
πρ�στ	�εις κα� 'παγ�ρε�σεις) in the second place.

VII Dec. 176 defines the Decalogue as “Ten Words or Laws” (λ�γ�υς u
ν�μ�υς) in which context the ‘commands and prohibitions’ (πρ�στ	�εσι
κα� 'παγ�ρε�σεσι) cannot possibly mean anything other than Torah
commandments:

(176) Next let us pass on to give the reason why He expressed the Ten
Words or Laws (τ�,ς δ�κα λ�γ�υς u ν�μ�υς) in the form of simple com-
mands and prohibitions (ψιλα)ς πρ�στ	�εσι κα� 'παγ�ρε�σεσι) without
laying down any penalty, as is the way of legislators, against future trans-
gressors.

Finally, VII Spec. 1:299 contains a taxonomy of the commandments,
dividing them into commands respecting behaviour, and those deal-
ing with the proper attitude of mind. Clearly, the commands and prohibi-
tions (κατA πρ�στ	�εις κα� 'παγ�ρε�σις) here indicate Torah command-
ments.

(299) These and similar injunctions to piety are given in the Law in the
form of direct commands and prohibitions (κατA πρ�στ	�εις κα� 'παγ�ρε�σις)
and what are similar to them. Others… are of the nature of philosophi-
cal precepts and exhortations (-ιλ�σ�-�υς $π��ηκας32 κα� παραιν�σεις)…

32 Philo uses the word $π��!κη only four times, and in two of them—here in VII
Spec. 1.299 and in VIII Virt. 70—it is found in the combination $π��!κ- κα� παραιν�σ-
. The other two instances are in V Somn. 2.73 and VII Spec. 3.29, where the context
shows that they mean ‘precepts.’ It is also found in Patristic literature with the meaning
of ‘precept,’ e.g. Clem. Paed. 1.12.
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(300)…to love Him and to cling to His commandments (κα� τ=ν *ντ�λ=ν
αυτ�? περι�Kεσ�αι)…33

Clearly, in the appropriate Philonic contexts, the words πρ�στ	�εις
(and sometimes also πρ�σταγματα) mean ‘commands’ in the sense of
‘Torah commandments,’ and the word combination πρ�στ	�εις κα�
'παγ�ρε�σεις refer to ‘positive and negative commandments.’

Endnote I: The Use of the Word Πρωτ�στης in Philo

[to Prov. 8:22–23 (III Ebr. 31)]

Among the other changes in Philo’s citation of Prov. 8:22–23 is the
replacing of the Septuagint’s 'ρK7ν by the word πρωτ"στην. A survey of
the instances of Philo’s use of the word πρωτ"στην yields the following:
there are only five (or possibly six) instances of the word πρωτ"στην in
Philo’s writings: I Leg. 2.48, id. 86, II Post. 63, III Ebr. 31, VII Spec. 1.332,
and also IX Aet. 17, if it is not spurious. A high level of both literary and
philosophical sophistication is evident in all of these passages. Following
are the relevant passages accompanied by short comments.

I Leg. 2.48–49

(48) If a man have two wives, one of them beloved and one of them
hated, and they shall bear children and the first born son (πρωτ�τ�κ�ς)
be the son of the hated wife… he shall not be able to give the right of the
first-born to the son of the beloved wife… (Deut. 21:15–16): for the first
of all and most perfect of all (πρ6τιστα γαρ *στι κα� τελει�τατα) are the
offspring of the hated virtue (= Leah), while the offspring of the well-loved
pleasure (= Rachel) are last of all (/σKατα).

XIV (49) “For this cause shall a man leave his father and his mother, and
shall cleave unto his wife, and the twain shall be one flesh” (Gen. 2:24).
For the sake of sense-perception the Mind, when it has become her slave,
abandons both God the Father of the universe, and God’s excellence and
wisdom (τ7ν 'ρετ7ν κα� σ�-"αν τ�? �ε�?), the Mother of all things, and
cleaves to and becomes one with sense-perception.

The passage is one of ethical allegory, and there is a play on the words
πρIτιστα and the πρωτ�τ�κ�ς (‘first born’), quoted from Septuagint

33 As I have shown elsewhere, these ‘philosophical precepts and exhortations’ (-ιλ�-
σ�-�υς $π��ηκας κα� παραιν�σεις) must also be understood as technical terms.
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Deut. 21:16.34 The midrashic technique here is similar to that found
elsewhere in Philo’s writings, and is one which is also quite common in
rabbinic midrash—viz. the drawing of homiletic conclusions from what
appear to be redundancies in the text. Thus Philo has midrashically
expounded the word ‘ν?ν’ (now) found in Gen. 2:23 (“This is now
bone out of my bones and flesh out of my flesh”) in I Leg. 2.41–42;
and similarly in I Leg. 2.44, ‘α$τη’ is presented as a redundancy in the
biblical text that is in need of explanation.

However, the negative valence given by Philo to Rachel as the sym-
bol for things of the flesh is entirely alien to the spirit of rabbinic
midrash. It is thus highly unlikely that it arose anywhere else but within
the frame of reference of Hellenistic Judaism, which adopted the con-
temporary Greek devaluation of womankind, as well as a negative eval-
uation of all things of ‘the flesh.’

I Leg. 2.86

This passage is less than forty sections after the preceding instance:

(86) …For the flinty rock (Deut. 8:15) is the Wisdom of God (5 σ�-"α
τ�? �ε�?), which He marked off from His powers as highest and chiefest
(πρωτ"στην)… from which he satisfies the thirsty souls that love God…35

But the primal existence is God (τ% δ0 γενικIτατ�ν *στιν � �ε%ς), and next
to Him is the Word of God (B �ε�? λ�γ�ς), but all other things subsist in
word (λ�γ<ω) only, but in their active effects (/ργ�ις)36 they are in some
cases as good as non-subsisting.

The Logos (Sophia) is here described as Πρωτ"στης—and is considered to
be above the rest of the ‘Powers’ (δυν	μεις), after only God Himself.

II Post. 63

XVIII (63) Accordingly he calls Israel, though younger in age, his ‘first-
born son’ (πρωτ�γ�ν�ν υC%ν) in dignity (Ex. 4:22), making it evident that
‘he who sees God’37—i. e. the original cause of being—is the recipient of

34 Here, unlike in III Ebr. 31 (Prov. 8:22–23), the word is not a synonym for 'ρK7ν.
35 This equation of Sophia (= Torah) with water is found not only in Philo but also

in rabbinic literature and even in Qumran (see Philo Judaeus, 160–164, et passim).
36 The λ�γ�ς/ /ργ�ς dichotomy is found often in Philo’s writings. In rabbinic liter-

ature one finds the similar, though not identical ����� %% �
��� (= word and deed,
theory and practice).

37 This is the standard exegesis of the name Israel in Philo—see the remarks in
Endnote E, p. 205, particularly note 12 on ISam. 9:9.
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honor, as earliest offspring of the Uncreated One (τ�? 'γεν!τ�υ γ�ννημα
πρIτιστ�ν)…

In very much the same way as it was associated with πρωτ�τ�κ�ν
in I Leg. 2.48, here the word πρIτιστ�ν is associated with the word
πρωτ�γ�ν�ν, and in both the ‘parentage’ is allegorical, and entirely
divorced from the simple meaning of the biblical text.

III Ebr. 31

The citation from Proverbs that has triggered the survey of Philo’s use
of πρωτ"στην. Sophia is presented here as giving birth to the world. Thus,
metaphorically, God is ‘father’ and God’s Wisdom is ‘mother,’ and the
world their offspring.

VII Spec. 1.332

In VII Spec. 1.332 πρIτιστ�ν is part of an idiomatic turn of phrase that
means ‘earliest childhood’ (πρIτιστ�ν *� α;τ=ν σπαργ	νων), a usage
unrelated to our present concerns.

(332) …so too those who know not the one true God… are blind to the
most essential reality with which they should have been indoctrinated to
the exclusion of or before anything else from the time they were toddlers
(πρIτιστ�ν *� α;τ=ν σπαργ	νων).

IX Aet. 17

This passage presents the Platonic doctrine that the world was created,
but is indestructible. It is not clear whether or not the Aet. is spurious. In
any event, here the word πρIτιστης appears in a citation from Hesiod’s
Theogony, thus reflecting the classic literary level of Greek.

(17) First Chaos was (`τ�ι μ0ν πρIτιστα K	�ς), and then broad-breasted
earth,

Safe dwelling place for all for evermore (Hesiod, Theogony 116ff.)
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Endnote J: The Cultural Norms of
Translators and the Words They Choose

[to Prov. 19:14]

Though this is at best tangential to the present study, I find it intriguing
that while all the major English translations of Scripture38 translate MT
��
�� (masc.) by the word ‘wise’ (e.g. in Prov. 10:5, 14:35 and 2:17), they
also unanimously render the feminine form MT ��
�� as ‘prudent.’39

Targum Yonathan, too, writes �
��
�� for the masculine form ��
�� when
it is found in the Bible, while in Prov. 19:14, it either has not translated
��
�� at all, or else has understood it in a manner similar to that of
the Septuagint, sρμ�2εται, ‘to fit’; for it is rendered as ������ �	�� ���
����� ����, with no defining adjective for the woman.

I suggest that this reflects the connection between cultural norms
and the words translators choose—in this case ‘wise’ for a man, but
only ‘prudent’ for a woman. For besides the difference in gender, the
word translated is the same.

38 Viz. the King James Version (KJV), the Jewish Publication Society (JPS = US 1917)
and the New International Version (NIV = International Bible Society, US 1977/8).

39 KJV: “Houses and riches are an inheritance from fathers; and from the Lord a
prudent woman.” JPS has: “a prudent wife is from the Lord” and NIV renders: “Houses
and wealth are inherited from parents, but a prudent wife is from the Lord.” Thus this is
so even in the NIV, which has modernized some aspects of the KJV and JPS.
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PROV. 8:22–23 IN PHILO AND IN GENESIS RABBAH1

Of course, much if not most of the extant rabbinic midrash is nei-
ther early, nor necessarily common to Hebrew/Aramaic-speaking and
Greek-speaking Jews. The different cultural frames of reference gave
birth to significant differences in form, and most importantly, to the
questions addressed by the two cultural spheres. At the same time, it
is becoming increasingly evident that some homiletic traditions were
common to both cultural spheres from very ancient times, each one
adapting them to their different needs and intellectual environment.2

The question of the ultimate origin of this or that specific tradition—
whether it was transplanted from the Aramaic-speaking world into that
of those who spoke Greek, or the other way around, will in many
instances very likely remain unresolved. But the first step is to accept
as a working hypothesis that such a common infrastructure existed, and
then to learn to recognize indications of it. We will be missing some-
thing essential if this avenue of research is not pursued more intensively.
For what sometimes at first glance appears to be either a purely Hel-
lenistic or a purely Hebrew/Aramaic frame of reference turns out upon
scrutiny to be at most only partly so.3 There may sometimes have been
a process of mutual fructification, with the particular midrash becom-

1 To Chapter Seven.
2 The discussion of a joint midrashic infrastructure between Philo and rabbinic

midrash, including extensive bibliographic notation, may be found in Philo Judaeus
Chapter II/ 1 and 2, 33–71. An example of a late midrash with very early antecedents,
pointed out by Geza Vermes, may be found at the end of his “Bible and Midrash,”
Cambridge History of the Bible I (1970), 119–231: 230–231. I mention it at the end of my
article, “"Al Taseg Gevul #Olim (Peah 5:6, 7:3)” HUCA 56, 1985, 145–166. For a parallel
between Philo VIII Spec. 4.137–139, Song of Songs Rabbah 8:6, and BT Shabbat 12a, with
respect to the likening of the Shema to a ‘seal over one’s heart,’ and the Tefillin to the
vestments of the High Priest, see Philo Judaeus, op. cit., particularly 140–143. A somewhat
different version of this is found in my “Stamped Too with Genuine Seals,” Classical
Studies in Honor of David Sohlberg, ed. Ranon Katzoff et al. (Bar-Ilan 1996), 153–166,
particularly 162–166.

3 See Louis Ginzberg, Legends of the Jews, in the introduction to the notes for the first
two volumes. Vol. V, Introd., ix. I have referred to this in my Philo Judaeus, 28.
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ing nuanced in the process of the transition from one cultural sphere to
another. What follows is an example of a midrashic tradition common
to both Philo and Gen. Rabbah.

*

Scholarship has long identified similarities between the descriptions of
God’s creation of the world in the beginning of Philo’s I Opif. and that
of the human architect in the opening passage of Gen. Rabbah. But
while the Platonic ‘ideas’ lie at the base of the description in I Opif.
§ 17ff.,4 in Gen. Rabbah there is no reference to the Platonic ‘ideas.’
The redactor of the midrashic compilation was either entirely unaware
of them, or else did not consider them meaningful.

Less often noticed, if at all, are the similarities between this same
passage in Gen. Rabbah and Philo’s III Ebr. 30–31. It is hardly neces-
sary to stress that I do not suggest any direct dependence of the one
upon the other. What I do suggest is that both Gen. Rabbah 1ff. and
the beginning of Philo’s I Opif., and III Ebr. 30–31 are offshoots of the
same midrashic tradition, and if we study then together leads to hith-
erto unrecognized insights.

The terms Demiourgos and Father are used in both I Opif. 10ff. and
in III Ebr. 30ff. for the Creator of the Universe:5

I Opif. § 10 …For as we know, it is both a father’s aim in regard of his
offspring (κα� γAρ πατ7ρ *κγ�νων), and an artificer’s in regard of his
handiwork (κα� δημι�υργ%ς τ=ν δημι�υργη��ντων) to preserve them…

III Ebr. §30 …we should rightly say and without further question that he
who made this universe (τ�δε τ% π�ν *ργασ	μεν�ν) was at the same time
both the artificer and the father of what was thus born (δημι�υργ%ν �μ�?
κα� πατ�ρα ε&ναι τ�? γεγ�ν�τ�ς)…

But though both passages relate to the creation of the world, their
thrust is very different. I Opif. describes biblical creation from within
the frame of reference of Platonic cosmology—and more particularly in

4 See e.g. the remarks in the note to § 17 (line 6) in the Hebrew translation of I
Opif., Yitschak Mann (trans.), notes by Moshe Schwabe (1931); also, Wolfson, Philo I 243
n. 11, E.E. Urbach, The Sages (Jerusalem 19792), 198–200 [trans. from ������ �� �����
(1969 �������) ���	� ����
� ���� ������, 175ff.], and more recently David Runia, “Polis
and megalopolis: Philo and the founding of Alexandria,” Mnemosyne 42, 398–412: 410–
412 (repr. in Exegesis and Philosophy: Studies on Philo of Alexandria (Collected Studies Series: 332
(1990)).

5 Unless noted otherwise, the citations are verbatim from PLCL.
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terms of the Platonic ‘ideas.’ III Ebr. 30ff., on the other hand, portrays
God (� �ε�ς) as creating the Cosmos by consorting with Knowledge
(*πιστ!μη), which in §31 is immediately equated with Sophia (Wisdom =
��
�).

*

Before turning to the main part of the discussion of III Ebr. 30–31
together with Gen. Rabbah 1ff., let us again quickly review the well-
known comparison between I Opif. 17ff. and this midrash. We read in
Philo’s I Opif. § 17–20:

(17) To speak of or conceive that world which consists of ideas as being in
some place is illegitimate… When a city is being founded to satisfy the
soaring ambition of some king or governor… there comes forward… a
trained architect ('ρKιτεκτ�νικ�ς)… first sketches in his own mind well
nigh all the parts of the city that is to be wrought out…

(18) Thus, after having received in his own soul, as it were in wax, the
figures of these objects severally, he carries about the image of a city
which is the creation of his mind. …he recalls the images… and like
a good craftsman (δημι�υργ%ς 'γα��ς), he begins to build the city…
keeping his eye upon his pattern (παρ	δειγμα) and making the visible
and tangible objects correspond in each case to the incorporeal
ideas ('σωμ	των @δε=ν).

(19) Just such must be our thoughts about God. We must suppose that
when He was minded to found the one great city, He conceived be-
forehand the models of its parts, and that out of these He constituted
and brought to completion a world discernible only to the mind,
and then, with that for a pattern (παραδε�γματι), the world that
our senses can perceive.

(20) As, then, the city which was fashioned beforehand within the mind
of the architect held no place in the outer world, but had been engraved
in the soul of the artificer as by a seal; even so the universe that consisted
of ideas would have no other location than the Divine Reason (τ%ν �ε)�ν
λ�γ�ν), which was the Author of this ordered frame.

Note in passing that the architect in Philo’s parable is referred to
as a “good demiourgos” (δημι�υργ%ς 'γα��ς). Could this possibly be
an implied contra to the gnostic Demiourgos, and hence yet another
example of Philo’s penchant for double entendre, as well as an implied
contra to the gnostic demiurge? In any event it is undeniable that the
parable calls the architect who is described as building the tangible city
in accord with “the incorporeal ideas” inscribed in his soul, a “good
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demiourgos” (δημι�υργ%ς 'γα��ς)—something that in certain circles in
his day was hardly self-evident.

Turning to the second half—the message: While in the first part the
king and the architect are discrete people, in the second half God is
equated neither with the ‘king’ nor with the ‘architect,’ but with a com-
posite ‘king-architect.’ As king, God is presented as deciding, “to found
the one great city, the Megalopolis, this world of our senses.” At the same
time He is described as its architect, who like the architect in the first
part of the parable, constructs ‘the world that our senses can perceive’
according to the ‘incorporeal ideas’ that He has, before this, created
in His mind. For such is the way with parables. The two parts of the
parable are not expected to fit each other exactly in all of their details.

*

Gen. Rabbah 1:1 reads:

…��
� ���� ����� (��� ���
) ���� ��� ������ �� ����� 
���� ��� ������
����� ������� �� ����
� ��� ����� ��� ���
�� ����� ��
� � ��
� ���� ��	
 �
� ��	
 ��� �
�� ��	
 ���� ���� ���� ���!�� ���� 
	� ��� ��
 �
�����
��� �� …�� �� �������� ������	 ��� �
�� ��	
 ���� ���� ���� �
���
� �
���� ��� ������� ���
� ������ �
���� �� ����� ����� !��
 ������
�����	 ����� ���� �� �(���� ���
) ��
� ��	 �
 ���� ����� ��� ������� ����

In the beginning God created: R. Hoshaya Rabbah opened (his
discourse), ���� ���� ����� (Prov. 8:30)… Another explanation: ����—
��� [= a fanciful play on the word ����* � The Torah says, ‘I was God’s
instrument of craftsmanship’ (���
�� ��
). In the manner of the world,
when a king of flesh and blood builds a palace, he does not build
it by himself, but with the help of a master-builder; and the master-
builder doesn’t build it by himself, but has rolls and tablets (= plans
and descriptions)… So did the Holy One Blessed be He, look at the
Torah and build the world. And the Torah said, “In the beginning God
created…” (Gen. 1:1). And there is no “beginning” except for Torah, as
Scripture says, (trans. JPS) “The Lord made me as the beginning of His
way” (Prov. 8:22).6 (translation of the midrashic passage mine).

The similarity between Philo’s I Opif. 17ff. and the midrash at the
beginning of Gen. Rabbah is evident. At the same time, there is no

6 MT: …������ ����� ���� (24) …��� ������ ��	 ��
�� ����� �

	 �� (22)
JPS (22): The Lord made me as the beginning of His way… (24) When there were

no depths, I was brought forth, the first of His works of old… KJV: The Lord possessed
me in the beginning of His way, before the works of old… (24) When there were no
depths I was brought forth…
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mention, or even clear allusion, in the midrash to the Platonic ideas as
a stage in God’s creation of the world, nor does Philo cite Prov. 8:22–23
in I Opif. But if the ‘ideas,’ which are so central to the Philonic image
in I Opif., do not appear in the rabbinic midrash, what was the message
that the midrashist wished to convey? Presumably it is found in the
citation of Prov. 8:22.

*

The citation of Prov. 8:22–23 in Gen. Rabbah is usually understood
as being given in order to identify Wisdom7 with Torah, which here
is described as serving as the blueprint for the creation of the world.
But I have never found this to be an entirely satisfying explanation for
the introduction of this citation. While this is an essential part of the
picture, I have long intuitively felt that there must be something more.
I now suggest that with the help of Ebr. 30–31 this ‘something more’
will come to the fore and provide the reader of the midrash with a far
richer dimension.

*

III Ebr. §30–31 is one of the very few passages in Philo’s writings
that contains a citation from non-pentateuchal Scripture. In his entire
oeuvre there are only slightly over 40 such citations—and regarding the
Writings, if we exclude from the count those from Psalms, we are left
with only some five discrete Philonic passages that quote from at most
eight different verses.

That is why it is particularly striking that this very same verse is
quoted at the beginning of Gen. Rabbah and in III Ebr. §30–31.
Indeed, the study of these passages in tandem reveals that the primary
thrust of the message relayed by the quotation of Prov. 8:22–23 in both
of these sources is not, as is usually assumed, the equation of Torah and
Wisdom. This had long been a truism that hardly required a proof-text.
Nor is the point of the passage primarily that God has used Wisdom-
Torah as a blueprint for the creation of the world. This was done ade-
quately in I Opif. 17ff. without citing this verse. However, reading III
Ebr. §30–31 together with the beginning of Gen. Rabbah demonstrates

7 See Prov. 8:1 for the subject of the chapter: Wisdom.
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that in both passages the message relayed by this quotation is that Wis-
dom, though existing before the world, is herself God’s creation. While
she is a partner in creation, she herself was created.

*

III Ebr. §30–§31 is part of a homiletic allegorical discourse on ‘par-
ents and children’; it contains one of Philo’s many references to the
father/mother combination that is the leitmotiv of Ebrietate as a whole.
Section §30 reads:

(30) Now ‘father and mother’ is a phrase that can bear different mean-
ings. For instance, we should rightly say and without further question,
that the Architect (Demiourgos) who made this universe (τ%ν γ�?ν τ�δε
τ% π�ν *ργασ	μεν�ν δημι�υργ%ν) was at the same time the father of what
was thus born, whilst its mother was the knowledge possessed by its
Maker (τ7ν τ�? πεπ�ιηκ�τ�ς *πιστ!μην), with whom God consorted ( 6S
συνfν � �ε%ς) not as men have it (�;K Xς ]ν�ρωπ�ς), and begat created
being (/σπειρε γ�νεσιν). And she, having received the Divine seed, when
her travail was consummated, bore the only beloved son that8 is appre-
hended by the senses (α@σ�ητ%ν υC%ν)—this (ordered) world (τ�νδε τ%ν
κ�σμ�ν).

Above and beyond the very daring nature of the image of God’s con-
sorting with Episteme (*πιστ!μη) that is shortly thereafter identified with
Wisdom (Σ�-"α), Ebr. §30–31 both creates and solves an additional and
not less serious problem. For when the passage is read through the
prism of the axiomatic assumptions of most Jews contemporary with
Philo, and not only them, that God, and God alone created the entire
universe, the status of Episteme = Wisdom (Σ�-"α) as a partner in cre-
ation is on the face of it problematic. For if Wisdom was considered, so
to speak, to have been God’s consort in the creation of the world, she
must also, of necessity, have preceded its creation.

To avoid misunderstanding, the problem is not the question of ‘pri-
meval matter,’ but the apparent incompatibility between the conception of God
as the Sole Creator of the universe, and the conception of Wisdom as a pre-existent
partner in creation. This is the problem solved by the citation of Prov.
8:22–23 in both works. III Ebr. §31 reads:

8 I have replaced Colson’s ‘the only beloved son who is apprehended by the senses’
by ‘that.’
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(31) Wisdom is introduced by one of the Divine Choir (ε@σ	γεται γ�?ν
παρ	 τινι τ%ν *κ τ�? �ε"�υ K�ρ�? 5 Σ�-"α), as speaking of herself after this
manner (περ� α;τ(ς λ�γ�υσα τ%ν τρ�π�ν τ�?τ%ν): “God created9 me first
of all his works and founded me before the ages” (� �ε%ς *κτ!σατ� με
πρωτ"στην τ=ν Hαυτ�? /ργων, κα� πρ% τ�? α@=ν�ς *�εμελ"ωσ� με) (cf. Prov.
8:22-23).

Prov. 8:22–23 here indicates that while on the one hand, in accord
with the prevalent theosophical world view, Wisdom was indeed a pre-
existent partner to creation, at the same time she too had been created
by God. The significance of Prov. 8:22–23 in these passages is now clear.

But before proceeding I wish to show that this in fact is the conno-
tation of Prov. 8:22–23. Following are the relevant verses as they appear
in the MT, the Septuagint and Philo.

ΜΤ: ���� ��
�
 ����� (23) ��� ����� ��	 ��
�� ����� �

	 �� (22)

Septuagint (Prov. 8:22) (22): κ�ρι�ς /κτισεν με, 'ρK7ν �δ=ν α;τ�? ε@ς /ργα
α;τ�?,

(23) πρ% τ�? α@=ν�ς *�εμελ"ωσ� με *ν 'ρK6(.

Philo: (22) � �ε%ς *κτ!σατ� με, πρωτ"στην τ=ν Hαυτ�? /ργων,

(23) κα� πρ% τ�? α@=ν�ς *�εμελ"ωσ� με

(trans.: “God created me first of all his works, and founded me before the
ages”)

I am of course entirely aware that the Hebrew root �
	 that appears
here in the MT has several connotations—not only to ‘create’ but also
to ‘acquire, possess, purchase, make,’ depending on the context. Like-
wise, the Greek κτ"2ω, used to translate �
	 both here in the Septuagint
and in Philo, can mean ‘build, found’ and not only ‘create and bring
into being’ and likewise the *κτ!σατ�10 of the Philonic text can also
mean ‘acquire.’ Indeed, many distinguished scholars have taken it for
granted that ‘acquire’ rather than ‘create’ is the way that the word is to
be understood in this scriptural verse. And while JPS renders �

	 here
as ‘made,’ KJV renders it as ‘possessed,’ and not as ‘created.’

9 The Hebrew word �
	 has several connotations already in the Bible. See discus-
sion immediately following and also ad loc. in Chapter Seven.

10 In his endnote to III Ebr. 31 (PLCL III, 501), Colson remarks that Ryle, Philo and
Holy Scripture, 296, has noted that at least respecting the form of the verb *κτ!σατ�, the
reading in Philo is closer to the MT (and Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion) than to
the Septuagint. This supports the hypothesis of Philo’s use of a literary source for this
passage translated from a Semitic original.
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However, in Gen. 14:19 (���� ���� ��� ����� ��� ���� ����) the
Hebrew root �
	, rendered by the Septuagint as *κτ"σε, must mean
‘create,’ not ‘acquire’ or ‘possess.’ The same is the case a little further
on in Gen. 14:22: ����� �� ��� �� ��� ����� ���� ��� �� ���� �����
���� ���� �
	, where it must also mean ‘create.’11 Hence, it is only
reasonable to assume that here too this was its connotation, and that
this was how both the Septuagint and Philo understood the word.

As Albright long ago wrote, Prov. 8–9 “is now known to be of
Canaanite origin since it swarms with words and expressions otherwise
found only in such Canaanite texts as the Ugaritic tablets and the
Phoenician inscriptions.”12 But obviously, when these chapters were
incorporated in the Book of Proverbs, it was without their Canaanite
overtones, and were understood as stating that of all His creation, God
created Wisdom first. Indeed, the understanding of �
	 to mean ‘created’
is explicitly indicated only a few sections later in Gen. Rabbah 1:4,
which states:

������� ������ ���� ��� ������� ��� �� ������ ������ ���	 ����� ���
�
�� ����� �

	 ��� (�
"� ����) ���
� ���
� ���� ������ ���
� ��
� �����

…��� ����� ��	

Six things preceded the creation of the world. Some of them were created
(����
) and some of them were conceived in the mind to be created. The
Torah and the Throne of Glory were created. Torah—from whence do
we know it? As it is said (Prov. 8:22), “The Lord created me at the
beginning of His way, the first of His works of old…” (trans. mine).

And cf. similarly Tanhuma (Warsaw) ��
 Naso, 11 where this verse is
also quoted as a proof-text for the creation of Wisdom/Torah before
the rest of the world:

���� ��
����� �
� �
 ������� ����� ���	 ����� ��
 �
��� �
���� (����)��
��
� ����� …������ ����
� ��
 �� ��� ������ ���
 ��� �� ����
 �����

…��� ����� ��	 �
�� ����� �

	 �� (�
"� ����) ���
�

Let our teacher explain: How many things were in existence before
the act of creation? Thus our teachers have related: Seven things were
created before the creation of the world. They are, The Holy Throne,
and the Torah… Whence do we know respecting the Torah? As it is said
(Prov. 8:22), “The Lord created me at the beginning of His way, the first
of His works of old…” (trans. mine).

11 This has been noted by Matthew Kraus in his review in the Bryn Mawr Classical
Review (2004.02.17) of Pieter W. van der Horst, Japheth in the Tents of Shem: Studies on Jewish
Hellenism in Antiquity (Leuven 2002).

12 William F. Albright, From the Stone Age to Christianity (Baltimore 1946), 282–283.
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III Ebr. 30–31 and the opening midrash of Gen. Rabbah both reflect
this understanding of the word �
	 in Prov. 8:22 as meaning ‘create.’
But while the axiomatic frame of reference of the readers of Gen.
Rabbah made it superfluous to expatiate on this, Philo explicitly states
why Sophia (Wisdom) had to have been created before the Cosmos. For
he writes:

… ‘God created me first of all his works’ …for it was necessary that all
that came to birth of creation should be younger than the mother and the
nurse of the All (τ=ν Rλων).

*

In sum: Philo and the beginning of Genesis Rabbah relate in a similar
manner to the same two self-evident truisms that were in need of
harmonization: the pre-existence of Wisdom which belonged to the
axiomatic frame of reference of any educated person in ancient times,
Jewish or pagan; and what was at the very same time also axiomatic
for any ideologically committed Jew—the conviction that everything was
created by God.

It is the apparent incompatibility of these two truisms that both
Philo’s III Ebr. 31 and Gen. Rabbah 1:1 have addressed by means of
their citation of Prov. 8:22–23, understood as stating that Wisdom had
been created by God before she became a partner with Him in the
creation of the Cosmos.

*

Finally, even traces of the sexual-biological metaphor in Philo’s III Ebr.
is still faintly discernible in the midrashic text at the beginning of Gen.
Rabbah. For it too understands the first words of the Book of Genesis,
����� ��� ������, homiletically as meaning: ����� ��� ����� ‘�’ (�
=‘in’; In the reishit, God created the Cosmos)—i.e. that God used ‘reishit’
as the matrix in which the world gestated. And this ‘reishit’ is equated
by the midrash with Torah ( ���� ��� ����� ����).13

13 This is probably most evident in the version of the midrash found in Yalkut Shimoni,
Parashat Bereishit 2 (Warsaw 1878, repr. Jerusalem 1948):

����� ��� ����� �� ������ ���� ������ ����� �� ����� ����� ���� ����	� ��� �

��
�� ����� �

	 �� ����
 ���� ��� ����� ���� ������ ��� ������ ���
�
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This image is so jarring to the traditionally attuned ear that it is
entirely lost on the vast majority of readers, and conscious awareness
of it has vanished. But when the beginning of Gen. Rabbah is read
together with III Ebr. 30, where God is allegorically described as having
‘converse’ with Wisdom/Torah14 when creating the world, the contours
of this connotation re-emerge.

*

It is now clear that when the passage from the beginning of Gen.
Rabbah is read together with III Ebr. §30ff. and I Opif. 10ff., shades
of hitherto unsuspected facets of meaning again become visible. This is
so in spite of the hundreds of years that elapsed between Philo’s writing
and the appearance of the earliest rabbinic midrashic compendia that
have survived, not to mention their completely different cultural frames
of reference.

It is tantalizing to speculate about the relationship between these
parallel sources, so far removed from each other in virtually every
other respect. The kernel of the midrash may have originated in a
Hellenistic venue, where the awareness of both the Platonic ‘ideas’ and
the apparent contradiction between these two axioms would have been
most acutely felt. Then, when it crossed the language divide, much of
the philosophical ballast was abandoned, and today only the desiccated
skeleton of the Hellenistic midrash survives in the rabbinic midrash.

The transfer of the Hellenistic midrash to the Hebrew/Aramaic
sphere could easily have occurred since, as I have pointed out at some
length elsewhere,15 Hakhamim who visited the Diaspora almost certainly
brought back to Judea interesting derashot that they had heard in the
Synagogues and Batei Midrash. They must have been more than happy
to enliven their own Sabbath sermons and study sessions with them.
And of course, when he was back home in Judea, the Darshan (=
preacher) felt free to use only that part of the homily that he thought
would be relevant to his audience. This midrashic cross-fertilization
must have been an ongoing process, and need not have occurred in

14 It was of course a truism long before Philo that Wisdom was to be equated with
Torah. See e.g. Ben Sira 24:1–8. This is discussed at some length in my Philo Judaeus,
179ff.

15 See Philo Judaeus, Chapter One, sections 6 and 7, 25–31 for a discussion of this
type of interaction.
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Philo’s day. It could have occurred both earlier and later. However, after
the destruction of the Hellenistic-Jewish communities and the eclipse of
the philosophical dimension in the traditional Jewish world,16 the form
taken by the midrash in the Hebrew/Aramaic cultural sphere became
divested of whatever philosophical fragrance it may originally have had.
Today, all that remains in Gen. Rabbah of the common midrashic
tradition is the identical ‘proof-text’ from Proverbs. There is no explicit
expression of the philosophical problem that it solves, no suggestion of
Platonic ‘ideas,’ and at best only faint traces of the daring image of
God’s consorting with Wisdom, which is so clearly drawn by Philo.

16 To reappear only many centuries later.
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TWO CHARTS OF PHILO’S CITATIONS
FROM THE PROPHETS AND WRITINGS

Following are two charts.12 The first chart is based upon the order in which
the citations appear in Scripture, while the second follows the order of their
appearance in the Loeb Classical Library (= PLCL).3 In order to focus the
emerging picture properly, those verses found to have been mistaken
identifications, or no more than possible allusions,4 have been listed
separately at the end of the citations from each book of Scripture.

1 As already stated in the Note to the Reader, the Roman numerals that appear
before the Philonic citations refer to the volume in PLCL.

2 Earp’s Scripture Index (PLCL vol. X, 259–264) has been most helpful in identifying
the relevant passages. However, it could serve as no more than the point of departure,
for it brings together in the same list both the citations and/or allusions to Scripture
found in Philo’s oeuvre, and their mention in the notes and appendices of the Loeb
edition, which are of course not Philonic at all. The index even contains four pages
of references to the New Testament (265–268), as well as several entries that refer to
writings usually termed Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha (264–265).

Also, Earp, op. cit., indicates neither the nature of each reference, whether it is a
quotation, an allusion, or a perceived echo, nor how it has been introduced. These
are important considerations in the context of the present study. While there is a list
found in Philonis opera quae supersunt, ed. L. Cohn, P. Wendland et S. Reiter, I–VII (in
vol. VII: Leisegang) (Berlin 1896–1930; repr. 1962ff.), its arrangement requires the use
of the German edition. And even Helmut Burkhardt’s recent thoroughgoing study, Die
Inspiration heiliger Schriften bei Philon von Alexandrien (Giessen/Basle 1988), particularly 132–
149, does not deal with the subject discussed in the present study. Note too in passing,
that Ralph Marcus’s comment appended to Quaest. in Ex. 76 (PLCL, Suppl. II, 126), n.
i., where he writes that “Philo quotes from Hosea three times, from Isaiah four times
(sic!), from Jeremiah three times, from Ezekiel twice, from Zecharaiah once” (italics mine)
is not entirely accurate. There are actually five citations from Isaiah and I have not
succeeded in finding any reference in Philo’s works to Ezekiel.

3 Even if this is of limited chronological value, it provides a typological overview.
The overwhelming majority of these citations and references are found in Books II–V
and QG.

4 Some of these are found in other Haftarot that are not part of this cycle. Isa. 11:6–
9 referred to in VIII Praem. 87, is found in the Haftarah to the 8th Diaspora day of
Passover in the Diaspora. Isa. 54:1, reflected in VIII Praem. 158–159, is found in the
Haftarah of the 5th of the Sabbaths of Consolation. Isa. 66:1 of IV Conf. 98 is found in
the Haftarah when Shabbat and Rosh Hodesh come together. And Jer. 2:3, which is found
in the first of the three Haftarot preceding the 9th of Av, could perhaps be identified
with the allusion in VIII Spec. 4.180, though Deut. 32:9 is closer. At the very least the



232 appendix 2

I have included both charts because they enhance the accessibility of
the material, helping the reader to find exactly what he or she may be
looking for. No less important is that together, they also provide a bird’s
eye view of the place of each reference both in Scripture and in the
Philonic oeuvre.

chart i
philo’s references to the prophets and writings

according to their order of appearance in scripture

Latter Prophets

With the exception of Jer. 3:4 (in II Cher.49), which is Philo’s very
first citation to the Prophets and Writings, none of the Latter Prophets are
identified by name. Philo’s conceptual units appear to have been the
Pentateuch, the Prophets, the Psalms (Hymns), and the rest of the Holy
Writings. In this, he is at one with Josephus and the New Testament.

Isaiah (4 out of 5 are found in the Haftarah series)

Isa. 1:9 (I Suppl. QG 2.43) in Haftarah to Shabbat Hazon5 (Parashat �����
that immediately precedes the 9th of Av)

Isa. 5:7 (V Somn. 2.172ff.) is not found in any contemporary Haftarah6

Isa. 50:4 (IV Quis Rerum 25) in Haftarah to the Second Week of Consola-
tion

Isa. 51:2 (I Suppl. QG 4.26) in Haftarah to the Second Week of Consola-
tion

Isa. 57:21 (V Mut. 169) in Haftarah to the Day of Atonement

ideas and thought patterns found in these passages must also have been part of Philo’s
cultural horizon.

5 If no particular rite is noted, the Haftarah mentioned is common to all current
rites.

6 It may perhaps once have been a Haftarah belonging to this cycle that was later
deleted because of its use by Christians against the Jews. See the discussion ad loc.



two charts of philo’s citations 233

Possible allusions

Isa. 11:6–9 (VIII Praem. 87) in Haftarah to the 8th day of Passover in the
Diaspora7

Isa. 54:1 (VIII Praem. 158–159) in Haftarah to 5th Sabbaths of Consola-
tion8

Isa. 66:1 (IV Conf. 98) in Haftarah when Rosh Hodesh9 falls on the
Sabbath.

Mistaken Identification

Isa. 48:22 (V Mut. 169) should be id. 57:2110

Jeremiah (2 out of 3 are found in Haftarah series)

Jer. 2:13 (V Fuga 197) in Haftarah to the 2nd Sabbath preceding the 9th
of Av

Jer. 3:4 (II Cher. 49) in Haftarah (Ashkenazi) to the 2nd Sabbath preced-
ing the 9th of Av

Jer. 15:10 (IV Conf. 44): not found in any Haftarah

Possible Echo

Jer. 2:3 (VIII Spec. 4.180) in the first Haftarah of the series preceding the
9th of Av

Hosea (all are found in the Haftarah series)

Hos. 14:9–10 (III Plant. 139) in Haftarah for Shabbat Shuva in all rites
Hos. 14:9–10 (V Mut. 139) in Haftarah for Shabbat Shuva in all rites
Hos. 14:6 (II Suppl. QE 2.76) in Haftarah for Shabbat Shuva in all rites11

7 I mention this even though it may not yet have been celebrated in Egypt in Philo’s
day.

8 But this is probably an allusion to ISam. 2:5 (the Haftarah to the first day of Rosh
Hashanah). See discussion ad loc. in the chapter on the Latter Prophets.

9 Rosh Hodesh is the beginning of the (lunar) month in the Jewish calendar and is
considered to have a certain degree of sanctity (see BT Arakhin 11b).

10 This is explained ad loc.
11 In the Ashkenazi rite this is also in the Haftarah reading to Parashah Vayishlakh in

the Book of Genesis (Hos. 12:13 – 14:9).
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Zechariah

Zech. 6:12 (IV Conf. 60–63) not found in the annual Haftarah cycle12

Former Prophets

Book of Joshua

Mistaken Identification

Josh. 1:5 (IV Conf. 166)

Book of Judges (called: ‘The Book of Judgments’)

Judg. 8:9 (IV Conf. 128–130)

Book of Samuel

ISam. 1:1–2:10 (quoted as coming from the first Book of Kings)

ISam. 1:11, 2:5 (III Quod Deus 5–15) in Haftarah to the First Day of Rosh
Hashanah

ISam. 1:11ff. (III Ebr. 143–152 and V Som. 1.254) found in the Haftarah to
the First Day of Rosh Hashanah.

ISam. 2:5 (V Mut. 143) in Haftarah to the First Day of Rosh Hashanah

ISam. 9:9: ‘the Seer’

III Quod Deus 139 (Follows the reference to IKings 17:10,18)

IV Migrat. 38

IV Quis Her. 78

ISam. 10:22–23 (IV Migr. 196–197)

12 However, it is found in the Haftarah to Lev. 5:1ff. in the Triennial Cycle. This cycle
completes the reading of the Pentateuch in three or three and a half years, not annually,
like today. See discussion ad loc.
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Probable Allusion

ISam. 2:5 (VIII Praem. 158–159)

I and IIKgs. (called: ‘The Books of Kings’)

IKgs. 17:10,18 (III Quod Deus 136–139)—also contains the first reference
to ISam. 9:9

Mistaken Identifications

IKgs. 15:11, IIKgs. 18:3 (IV Conf. 149)
Philo speaks of the ‘Books of Kings’ as a unit, not to specific verses.
The name Elijah in IIKgs. 2:11 (I Suppl. QG 1.86—there is no quota-

tion)

Psalms (Hymns)13

(The term qΥμν�ι rather than Ψαλμ�" is used)
MT:14 23, 27, 31, 37 (twice), 42, 46, 62, 65, 75, 80 (twice; two con-

secutive verses), 84, 91, 94, 101, 115 (twice—different verses). There are
15–17 different verses from 15 different Psalms, which are quoted or
closely paraphrased in 17 Philonic passages.

Remaining Writings

Proverbs

Prov. 1:8, 3:4, 4:3 (III Ebr. 84)—the book is mentioned by name
Prov. 3:11,12 (IV Congr. 177)
Prov. 19:14 (I Suppl. QG 4.129)
Prov. 8:22–23 (III Ebr. 31)

13 This seems to have been a discrete rubric, distinct from the rest of the Writings.
14 I have used the MT numbering, since most of those who will look up the

references will use either the MT or an English translation of it. The Septuagint
numbering is of course regularly one chapter less.
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Echo of an idea from Proverbs—not a citation

Prov. 8:22–23 (VIII Virt. 62)15

Job

Job 14:4–5 (V Mut. 48—Job is mentioned by name but not as the title of
the book)

Chronicles

Mistaken Identification16

IChron. 7:14 (IV Congr. 43)

*

chart ii
the references to the prophets and writings according to
the order of their appearance in philo’s oeuvre (but at the
same time arranged under the major scriptural divisions)

(The citations found in Haftarot other than those belonging to the Cycle
are placed in square brackets. The Scriptural citations not found in any
Haftarah are bracketed thus: { } and those from the Latter Prophets not
found in the present day Haftarot of the Admonition/Consolation/Repentance
Cycle bear the additional notation ‘NO’ next to them. Possible allusions
and mistaken identifications are listed separately at the end of each
division.)

Latter Prophets

II Cher. 49 (Jer. 3:4) before Shabbat Hazon
III Plant. 138 (Hos.14:9–10) Shabbat Shuva
{IV Conf. 44 (Jer. 15:10) NO }
[IV Conf. 62 (Zech. 6:12) Triennial Cycle to Lev. 5:1ff.]
IV Quis Rer. 25 (Isa.50:4) 2nd Week of Consolation
V Fuga 197 (Jer. 2:13) before Shabbat Hazon

15 However, Prov. 8:22–23 …�
�� ����� �

	 �� has been quoted in III Ebr. 31 (see
immediately preceding).

16 Mentioned by Colson, ad loc. in a footnote.
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V Mut. 139 (Hos.14:9–10) Shabbat Shuva
V Mut. 169 (Isa. 57:21) Day of Atonement
{V Somn. 2.172ff. (Isa. 5:7) NO }
I Suppl. QG 2.26 (Isa. 51:2) 2nd Week of Consolation
I Suppl. QG 2.43 (Isa. 1:9) Shabbat Hazon
II Suppl. QE 2.76 (Hos. 14:6) Shabbat Shuva

Allusions and mistaken identifications17

[IV Conf. 98 (Isa. 66:1) (found in Haftarah to Shabbat and Rosh Ho-
desh)]

VIII Spec. 4.180 (Jer. 2:3 and/or Deut. 32:9) (in 1st Haftarah preced. the
9th of Av)

[VIII Praem. 87 (Isa. 11:6–9) (in Haftarah to 8th day of Passover in the
Diaspora)]18

VIII Praem. 158–159 (Isa. 54:1)19 (in Haftarah to 5th Sabbath of Consola-
tion)

Former Prophets

III Quod Deus 5–15 (ISam.1:11, 2:5) first day of Rosh Hashanah
{III Quod Deus 136–139 (IKgs.
17:10,18)

(also contains next entry)}

{III Quod Deus 139 (ISam. 9:9) ‘seer’ ����}
III Ebr. 143–152 (ISam. 1:11,14,15) first day of Rosh Hashanah
{IV Conf. 128–130 (Judg. 8:9) = Gideon ���-��� �����}
{IV Conf. 149 (Books of Kings as a
whole)

reference is to sons of Psalmist David}

{IV Migr. 38 (ISam. 9:9) ‘seer’ = ����}
{IV Migr. 196 (ISam. 10:22–23) ‘Samuel character’ }
{IV Quis Rerum 78 (ISam. 9:9) ‘seer’ = ����}
V Mut. 143 (ISam. 2:5) first day of Rosh Hashanah
V Somn. 1:254 (ISam. 1:11) first day of Rosh Hashanah

17 The majority of these instances are, at most, echoes of the verses associated with
them and not citations. See the discussions ad loc., including the Endnote: Philo and the
Contemporary Italian rite, p. 199.

18 See note ad loc. in first chart.
19 While it may be an allusion to this verse, it is most probably an allusion to ISam.

2:5, “Yea the barren hath borne seven…” See further below in the discussion ad loc.
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Allusions and/or Mistaken Identifications

IV Conf. 149 (IKgs. 15:11, IIKgs. 18:3) reference to ‘Books of Kings’ as a unit
IV Conf. 166 (Josh. 1:5) Simkhat Torah20

VIII Praem.158–159 (ISam. 2:5)21 first day of Rosh Hashanah
I Suppl. QG 1.86 (IIKings 2:11)22 Elijah
I Suppl. QG 4.138 (ISam. 9:9) ‘seer’ = ����

Psalms (Hymns)23

II Gig. 17 [Ps. 78 (77):49],
III Quod Deus 74 [Ps. 101 (100):1], III Quod Deus 77–81 [Ps. 75 (74):8(9)],

III Quod Deus 82–84 [Ps. 62 (61):12], III Quod Deus 182 [Ps. 91 (90):11],
III Agr. 50–54 [Ps. 23 (22):1],
III Plant. 29 [Ps. 94 (93):9], III Plant. 39 [Ps. 37 (36):4],
IV Conf. 39 [Ps. 31 (30):19], IV Conf. 52ff. [Ps. 80 (79):7],
IV Migr.Abr. 157 [Ps. 42(41):4, Ps. 80 (79):6], IV Her. 290 [Ps. 84 (83):11],
V Fuga 59 [Ps. 115:17–18, (113:25–26)],
V Mut. 115 [Ps. 23 (22):11],
V Somn. 1.75 [Ps. 27 (26):1],
V Somn. 2.242 [Ps. 37 (36):4], V Somn. 2.245–246ff. [Ps. 65 (64):10, Ps. 46

(45):5],
VII Dec. 74 [Ps. 115:5–8 (113:13–16), and also found in Ps. 135 (134):15–
182].

20 The purported identification in PLCL with Josh. 1:5 is mistaken. See in Chapter
Five.

21 Colson has identified this allusion with Isa. 54:1. But see discussion ad loc.
22 This is mentioned by David Runia, in “Secondary Texts in Philo’s Quaestiones,”

David M. Hay, ed., Both Literal and Allegorical: Studies in Philo of Alexandria’s Questions and
Answers on Genesis and Exodus (Atlanta 1991), [= Runia, “Secondary Texts”], particularly
52, 72, 79.

23 The citations are identified as coming from the ‘Hymns.’
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Remaining Writings

Proverbs

III Ebr. 31 (Prov. 8:22–23)
III Ebr. 84 (Prov. 1:8, 3:4, 4:3)—book is mentioned by name
IV Congr. 177 (Prov. 3:11,12)
I Suppl. QG 4.129 (Prov. 19:14)—book is mentioned by name

Echo of an idea from Proverbs—but not a citation

VIII Virt. 62—echo of Prov. 8:22–2324

Job

14:4–5 (V Mut. 48)25

Chronicles

Mistaken Identification26

IChron. 7:14 (IV Congr. 43)

24 It is quoted in III Ebr. 31: �
�� ����� �

	 ��, cited above.
25 See comment ad loc. in Chart I.
26 Mentioned by Colson, ad loc. in a footnote.
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‘Admonition,’ Haftarot of . See
Haftarah Cycle

Alexandria, 3, 9
cultural interaction with Judea,

15n5, 196
dictionaries and lexicons of

Scripture in, 12
Haftarot read in, 11
independent exegetical creativity

in Greek in, 109
institutionalized radical

allegorical exegesis in, 12
Jewish cultural life in, 137
keeping of second day of holidays

in, 77
original midrashic activity in

Greek, 103
Rosh Hashanah observance in,

68, 69n44, 118n40.
See also Allegorical Circle of

Moses
Alexandrian Jews

commitment of Judaism among,
7–9

gamut of Jewish beliefs among, 7,
8, 9

‘houses of prayer’ of, 156
Jewish works in Greek available

to, 3
Philo’s audience, 1, 2, 11, 13,

16, 21–22, 31, 32, 35, 41,
90n, 99, 133n92, 158, 159,
167, 186, 189, 193, 195, 200,
202

semi-autonomous self-govern-
ment, 10

singing of hymns and odes, 156
Allegorical Circle of Moses, xv, 12,

91n57, 175–197
major contours of, 180ff.

Philo’s citations from the Latter
Prophets, 192

allegory, 117ff.
allegorical interpretations,

divulging, 187ff.
allegorical tradition written in

Greek, 112, 137, 204
allegorical treatises, Philo’s

intention when composing, 11
esoteric, 12, 189, 194
explanation of Scripture through,

9, 9n, 167
allegorists, 7n24, 9
allegorical expositions

body as the vessel of the soul,
124–125, 124n65, 126

Joseph as an allegorical symbol,
186

Leprosy, allegorical rendition of
injunctions concerning, 131

priestly vestments, ethical
allegory of, 173

Shir ha-Shirim, 9–10, 118–119,
118n43

Amei ha"aretz, Judean, 7
Amidah, basic structure, 153n38
Ananias, Mishae"l and Azariah,

different order in MT and Sept.,
6

anthropomorphism, 85–87
Antioch, Pisidian, 57n8
Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha,

translations into Greek of, 3
Aquila (Bible trans.), 86n41
aristocracy, Romanized, Judean,

7
Armenian translations, 61n21, 73,

80, 170
Azariah de Rossi, 21
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I Baruch, 3, 3n6, 59n12, 89n53
Ben Sira, 3n6, 88, 96, 119n46, 212,

22814
Berenice (Agrippa’s daughter), 8n26
Bezeelel, 35, 35n29
Biblical exegesis

Biblical characters as typological
symbols, 119

Philo’s method, 158–159
Philo’s writings as, 21–22

blepwn/orwn (�λ�πων / �ρIν): ‘to
look’ and ‘to see’, 204–208

Book of Judgments—term used by
Philo for the Book of Judges, 106,
112–113, 113n25, 114, 137, 138n,
191n41

Books of Royalty—term used by Philo
for the Books of Kings, 107,
113n25, 137, 138n, 191n41

calendar, Jewish, explanation of,
55–56

Caligula, Emperor, 58, 58n9
Christianity, 118n43, 192

allegorization of Song of Songs,
118n43

metaphor of ‘Divine impregna-
tion’, 119n16

Psalm 23, 154
Christian polemic, 75–76

possible former Haftarah and,
62n25, 68, 101, 192

Chronicles in Philo—erroneous
identification, 108

Cicero, 13n40
citations: formulas used to introduce

citations from the ‘Prophets’, 65,
72–73, 73n5, 74, 75, 80, 81, 88, 95,
96, 97, 151, 192.
See also Former Prophets; Latter

Prophets
commandments, 45, 46

commandments and prohibitions,
145, 158, 210, 211, 211n29,
212–213

idiosyncratic Jewish connotation
of terms for, 45n54, 209–214

observance of, 7n24, 9
Philo’s commitment to practical

observance of, 126n73, 167
concordance in Greek, scriptural,

113, 115–116, 137, 204. See also
dictionaries and lexicons

Confraternity of Moses. See
Allegorical Circle of Moses

‘Consolation,’ Haftarot of, See
Haftarah cycle

contemporary sources, 109n18,
112–138, 154–156

cultural norms determining word
choice, 217

Damascus Document, 89
Daniel, Book of, 6, 172, 172n48

stories from, in IV Macc., 5
dates for Philo’s life, 58, 58n9
David, King, 181

spelling in Philo indicates a
literary source, 107–108,
181n16

Day of Atonement, 8–9
Decalogue in Qumran phylacteries,

76, 76n17
Demiourgos, Good (Δημι�υργ%ς
'γα��ς)—term for Creator of the
Universe, 220, 221

Deuteronomy, Philo’s reference to
Book of, 36–52

dictionaries and lexicons, Greek, 12,
14, 135, 196
homiletical lexicon of proper

names in Scripture, 112, 116,
137, 169, 205n13

Philo’s use of, 14, 15, 103, 196n41
Divine

Choir, 161, 161n16, see also
‘Olympian’

‘ecstasy’, 33, 35–36, 50, 51–52, 121
Effluence, 100–101
Logos, 89, 145n20, 146n22, 182
path to the, 119–120, 124
Reason, 131, 221

double entendres, Philo’s use of, 163n24,
166n34, 211n29, 221
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Elijah, 135, 135n98
and ‘man of God’, 136

Embassy to Gaius, 22, 179
Entole (�ντ"λ�), 209, 211

Epinomis (�Επιν�μ"ς) as suggested
alternative appellation for as
Chrestomathy, 47

as Deuteronomy, 46–53
as ensign of sovereignty, 47–48
Platonic associations, 52

Esau character, 169
Estia (9Εστ�α) goddess, etymology of

name, 131n84
etymologies of Greek words, 15
‘etymologies’ of Hebrew names,

14–17, 14–15n47, 116n36
Hebrew/Aramaic sources for,

15–16, 16n54
homiletical lexicon of proper

names in Scripture, 112, 116,
119n46, 127

midrashic exegesis of the Hebrew
form of the scriptural proper
names, 17, 117

written source for, 14n45
Euripides, 32
Exagoge (Ezekiel the tragedian),

30–32, 31n20, 32
Exagoge (�Ε�αγωγ!), as title for Book

of Exodus, 25–26, 29–32, 33, 36,
46, 50, 52

exegesis, Philo’s
combining philosophical frames

of reference and allegorical
midrash, 175

metaphorical, 28–29, 32n23
sometimes based on Septuagint

text, 108–112, 109n19
Exodos, technical Greek term, 32
Exodus from Egypt, 42n
Exodus, Philo’s reference to Book of,

29–33
Ezekiel (prophet), in IV Macc., 5
Ezekiel (tragedian), 30–31

Father
as creator of the universe, 220

God described as, 160
as ‘right reason’, 163, 164

Father/mother combination, the
leitmotiv of III Ebrietate, 224

Flaccus, 22, 179
Former Prophets, 112

chart of references in order of
appearance in Philo’s oeuvre,
237–238

chart of references in order of
appearance in Scripture,
104–105, 234–235

erroneous identifications, 105–108
formulas for introducing citations.

See citations

Genesis, Philo’s reference to Book
of, 26–29
use of term not as title of Biblical

book, 27
Geniza, Cairo, 3n6, 99n72
Gideon, 113–114, 113n29, 115, 116,

116n35, 117
God

creator and architect of Wisdom,
222, 224, 225, 226

effluence of, 100–101
as ‘father’, 216
footstool of, 85–86
as sole creator, 159, 163, 224, 227

Greek, 113n28, 119n46, 162, 172
exegetical creativity in Alexandria

in, 109, 137
Jewish works translated into, 3, 17
Judeo-Greek terminology. See also

Judeo-Greek, 84n34
original midrashic activity in

Alexandria in, 103
sources, Philo’s use of in, 88

Greek names borne by Jews, 15n47

Haftarah, Haftarot, 55n2, 72, 79n
to Deut. 33:1ff., in Triennial

cycle, 107n14
for fasts, 56, 56n3, 69n45
for Hanukkah, 101
for intermediate Sabbath of
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Passover, 5n17
to Lev. 5:1ff. in the Triennial

Cycle, 234n
mention of custom of reading, in

the New Testament, 57–58
for Parashat Noah, 81n25
for Parashat Vayetseh, 96n67
for Parashat Vayishlakh, 233n11
Passover, Haftarah reading for 8th

day (Diaspora), 63, 66, 68n42,
77, 231n4, 233

as practiced in Alexandria in
Philo’s day, 11, 59

for Shabbat Rosh Hodesh, 57n7,
61n23, 63, 66, 72, 85, 231n4,
233

for Simhat Torah, 107n14.
Haftarah Cycle between 17th of

Tammuz and the Day of
Atonement, 66, 68, 68n42,
66, 79, 80, 87, 88, 101, 196, 231n4,
233
and Philo’s citations from the

Latter Prophets, 55–69, 72,
192, 196

dating of, 57–58, 57nn6, 7
Day of Atonement, Haftarah

reading, 62, 66, 84, 85,
118n40

‘Haftarot of Consolation’ and Book
of Baruch, 59

‘Haftarot of Consolation’ in the
Italian rite, 82

Parashat Ekev, Haftarah reading,
62, 68, 79

Parashat Ki-Tetsei, Haftarah reading,
80

Parashat Mas"ai, Haftarah reading,
64, 88, 89, 101

Parashat Matot, Haftarah reading, 87,
88

Parashat Ve-Zot ha-Berakhah Haft.
reading, 106, 107n14

Sabbath after the 17th of
Tammuz, Haftarah, 65, 67n41

Sabbaths of Repentance, Haftarot,
82

Shabbat Hazon, Haftarah, 57n7, 61,
66, 72, 73

Shabbat Shuva, Haftarah, 65, 66,
83n32, 88, 96, 97, 102, 118n40,
122n60

Hallel, 20, 21, 150n30, 154
Hallel, Seder Eve, 150n30,

154
Hannah, 72, 110, 118, 123
Haqhel readings, 50n66
Haran, midrashic associations of,

124, 126
Hebrew/Aramaic

and exegetical tradition regarding
Divine epithets, 201

Philo’s access to texts in, 15n48
sources translated into Greek,

128, 137, 162, 196, 201, 202
Hellenistice frames of reference, 2
Herodotus, 13n40
Homiletic use of syllogistic

reasoning 158–159
‘house’, idiosyncratic usage of word,

131
Hymn(s), 5, 91n57, 118, 122n62,

151n32, 156, 181, 182

Introductory formulas for Citations;
see Citations

Isaiah, 145n18, 182n18
Philo’s citations of Haftarot from,

61–63, 72–87, 101
‘Israel’

“Israel as God’s first fruits”,
possible allusion to, 87–88

name Israel in Philo, 164, 173,
206–207, 215, 215n37

Philo’s etymology of name, 205,
205n13

‘Seer of God’, 205, 207–208
Italian rite, Haftarot, 65, 81n25, 82,

96n67, 106n9, 199–201

Jeremiah
‘etymology’ of name, 18
idiosyncratic locution introducing

citation, 184
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Philo’s citations of Haftarot from,
64–65, 87–96, 193

Philo’s description of, 90–91
Job, 172, 172n48
Joseph

allegory for body, 186
equated with immaturity, 186

Josephus, 7n21, 13n40, 58n9, 108n,
152
spelling of Solomon in, 170

Joshua, references to Book, 104,
105–107, 107n14, 192n41

Judea, 9, 69n44, 211, 228
cultural interaction with

Alexandria, 15n5, 196
gamut of Jewish belief in, 7–8
paedia of Jews in, 6
Septuagint translators, 15n47

Judeo-Christian polemic
resulting possible deletion of

a Haftarah, 68, 72, 101, 192,
231n6

removal of the daily recitation of
the Decalogue, 76

Judeo-Greek, 84n34, 89n54, 126n73,
160n13
vocabulary, 52, 53, 211, 126n73

Judges, Book of. See Book of Judgments
Justin Martyr, on the Septuagint,

3n7

Kings, First Book of, in Philo, 118, 133,
137

knowledge, Jewish, handed from
father to son, 4

Kurios (κ,ρι"ς), 74, 201
Kurios (κ,ρι"ς) and Theos (!ε�ς)

reflecting God’s attributes, 84–
85, 146, 146n21, 162, 165n27,
201–204, 201n6

Kurios Sabaoth (Κ�ρι�ς Σα�αω�), see
also ‘Lord of Hosts’, 74, 199

Latter Prophets
chart of references in order of

appearance in Scripture, 59,
61–66, 232–234

chart of references in order of
appearance in Philo’s oeuvre,
66–67, 236–237

formulas that introduce the
citations. See Citations

Philo’s citations from Haftarot, 11,
71–102, 191–192

See also Hosea; Isaiah; Jeremiah;
Zechariah

law and custom, 164–166, 165n28
Leviticus, Philo’s reference to Book

of, 33–36
lexicons. See dictionaries and

lexicons, Greek
liturgy, 2, 11, 2n2, 69n45, 148–

149n27–28
logion, connotation of, 99–100
logos (Λ�γ"ς), 13, 37, 89, 93, 145n20,

146n22, 168, 182, 215
‘Lord of Hosts’ (Κ�ρι�ς Σα�αω�),

56n3, 73n7, 74, 75, 110n21,
199

magnum opus, Philo’s, 22, 81, 90
‘Man,’ allegorically taken to indicate

‘the Word of the eternal’, 93,
95

‘Man of God’ equated with prophet,
129, 135, 135n100, 136

‘Manna’ as God’s rhema, 37–38
Marcus (Philo’s nephew), 8n26
maxims, popular, 36, 38
Menander, 32
messianic dream, 77–79, 81
Midrash, interaction with Hel-

lenistic philosophical frames of
reference, xv, 13, 14, 14n44, 17–18,
196, 215, 209, 219–229

Minor Prophets, Philo’s quotations
from, 65–66, 96–101

Mishneh Torah
as rabbinic reference to

Deuteronomy, 47
of the king, 48

mistaken identifications of non-
pentateuchal writings in Philo, 25,
28, 60, 61, 62–63, 67, 71, 76, 77,
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79, 81, 104, 105, 107, 137, 192n41,
200n1, 233, 234, 235, 236, 237,
238, 239

Moses, 144n17, 146n23, 186n32
disciple of, 96, 100, 161n15, 168,

169, 170, 188
significance of term, 179–185

fellowship of. See Allegorical
Circle of Moses

in the incipit of citations from
Psalms, 12, 144n17, 146n23,
161n15, 180, 181–183, 184, 185,
191, 193

‘man of God’, 135, 136
not used as contemporary name

till Geonic times, 179
‘prophet’, 37, 136, 168, 190,

190n37
Mother

in homily of the martyred ‘seven
sons,’, 4

standing for education, 163, 164
Mysteries, mystery terminology, 90,

91, 187–188, 187n34, 193
mystical allegory, 12, 118, 122n59,

79, 194
mysticism and mystics, 124, 189n35,

193, 193n46, 194
myths, pagan, 188

‘Name’, used in conjunction with
symbolic meaning of a word,
184n26

New Testament
citations from the Prophets in,

75n14
custom of reading Haftarot

mentioned in, 57–58
Ninth of Av

Haftarah for Mincha, 65, 96n67
Haftarot preceding, 231n4

Noah, 172, 172n48
Nomos (ν�μ"ς)

Torah and, 158, 160n10, 164,
166n32

non-pentateuchal citations
and the allegorical circle, 176, 191

free rendering of Hebrew texts,
92, 102

identifying venue of, 106
radical ethical exegesis circle,

192
sometimes transcribed from the

Hebrew, 96
‘Numbers’—name of Pentateuchal

Book is not mentioned, 36

‘Olympian’, used by Philo as a
common adjective, 134n97

Onkelos (Bible trans.), 86n41

pagan mysteries, 187, 188–189,
189n35

Palestinian/Diaspora cultural
interaction, 12, 196

palm, as meaning of name of
Tamar, 133, 133n92

Pantokrator (Παντ�κρ	τ�ρ�ς), 74, 199
Parable of the Vineyard (Isaiah 5:7),

75–76
Parainesis (Παραιν�σις) as alternative

appellation for Deuteronomy,
44–46, 52n72, 53

Parashat ha-Tamid, 120n51
Parashat Shofetim, Haftarah of, 124n65,

200–201
Parents as symbols, 159–166
‘Pentateuch’ the unit as Philo’s point

of reference, 1, 27, 52, 106, 128,
133, 135n99
citation of specific books, 25
‘Numbers’, Book of, not

mentioned by name, 25,
29n12

Exagoge as the word used for
Exodus, 25, 26, 27–33

Genesis—the uses of the term,
26–29

Penu"el, 113–116, 117
peshat, 5n16, 19, 73, 73–74n9

allegorical, 100, 147n29
Phaedo (Plato), 159, 166
Phaedrus (Plato), 161
Philo’s sources, 13–19, 118,
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classic Greek and classic Jewish,
196

contemporary, 109n18, 112–
138

literary, xv, 13, 14, 91, 107, 117,
128, 130, 133, 173, 225n10

written allegorical, 112, 137, 204
written midrashic, 103, 173

Phylacteries, those in Qumran
contain Decalogue, 76, 76n17

Plato, 13–14, 126n74, 159, 161,
161n16, 216, 220–221, 228

plays on words, 37, 113n29, 207
Pliny, 13n40
Proem, classic midrashic, 95
‘Prophet’, equated with ‘man of

God’, 129, 135, 135n100, 136,
205

‘Prophets’, Scriptural rubric, 5
‘Prophetic Circle’, 64, 87, 91, 94, 96,

184, 185, 192, 193–194
prostagma (πρ�σταγμα) idiosyncratic

connotation of, in Jewish
contexts, 209–214, 210n24

prostaksis (πρ"στ+�ις), 209–214
prostaksis kai apagoreusis (πρ"στ+�εις
κα- .παγ"ρε,σεις), 212

protisths (πρωτ�στης), use of word in
Philo, 214–216

protreptikos (πρ�τρεπτικ%ς), incorrect
suggested alternative appellation
for Deuteronomy, 39–44, 46,
52n72, 53

Proverbs, Book of
literary source of Philo’s

quotations from, 14
quotation in IV Macc., 5

Psalms, Book of, 139–156
appellation in Psalm 100(101),

149n29
Book of Psalms called ‘Hymns’ by

Philo, xv, 152, 182
called ‘Hymns’ by Philo, 152
chart of citations in order of

Philo’s oeuvre, 141–143
chart of citations in order of

Scripture, 144–151

citations by Philo compared with
current liturgical context,
153–155

liturgical role, 2n3
Moses, the proper name, in

incipits, 12, 144n17, 146n23,
161n15, 180, 181–183, 184, 185,
191, 193

popularity of Psalm Twenty
Three, 20, 21, 147n25, 151,
152n33, 153–154

Rabbinic sources, use of, in study of
Philo, 19–21. See also Sources

Rachel, 214, 215
reishit midrashic equation with

Torah, 227
‘Repentance’, Haftarot of; See

Haftarah Cycle
‘right reason’, 92, 163, 164

equated with ‘the Word of the
eternal’, 93

Rosh Hashanah
haftarah of, 58–59n14, 61n21, 63,

66, 68, 72, 81, 82, 104, 117,
118–119, 132, 137, 204

Haftarah of rendered as allegory
of the soul, 119–123

observance of second day in
Alexandria, 68, 68n44, 69,
118n40

Sa"adya Gaon, 47n58
sacred lore, Philo and divulging of,

188–189
Samuel character, 109, 111, 112,

124–126
conceptualization of, 120–121,

123, 124
midrashic etymology of, 127
passages alluding to ‘Seer’, 205
Rosh Hashanah Haftarah, Philo’s

citations from, 104, 109–111,
117–123, 132, 137–138

Saul personality in the framework
of the Samuel allegory, 124

Scriptures
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and the Allegorical Circle of
Moses, 12, 175–197

Greek dictionaries and lexicons
of, based on MT, 12

homiletical lexicon of proper
names found in, 112, 116,
205n13

Hymns as conceptual unit of, 152
knowledge of, according to IV

Macc., 3–7
Philo’s use of non-Pentateuchal

Scriptures, 10–12, 90
‘Seer’ (see also: bleipein/ orwn: ‘to

look’ and ‘to see’), 204–208
Israel ‘means’ ‘Seer of God’, 205

senses, 119, 120n53
Haran sphere of, 124
world of the, 63n31, 85, 86–87,

123
Septuagint

allegorical constructs dependent
upon the Septuagint text, 118

as Philo’s Scripture, 12, 60, 73,
100, 103, 108, 112, 139

citations in Philo differing from
text of the, 74, 80, 94, 95, 128,
145n18, 148n26, 161, 172

Philo’s use of, where differing
from MT, 12, 33nn25, 26, 27n7,
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