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Chapter One

Introduction
1.1. The Fusion of Creation Myth and Salvation History

To envision the future of exiled Israel, the prophet turns to the past in
Isaiah 51:9-10 and in so doing brings together an intriguing
combination of mythological and historical elements of ancient Israelite
cultus.

Awake, awake, put on strength, O arm of the LORD! Awake, as in days of
old, the generations of long ago! Was it not you who cut Rahab in pieces,
who pierced the dragon? Was it not you who dried up the sea, the waters
of the great deep; who made the depths of the sea a way for the redeemed
to cross over?'

With its mention of the conquest of Rahab the Sea Dragon, the passage
alludes to the Chaoskampf of pre-Yahwistic West Semitic religion that
understood cosmogony as a result of the struggle between the creator
God and Sea. On the other hand, the drying of the sea to form an
avenue of escape just as clearly alludes to the Exodus event, where at a
defining moment in their history Moses led the Israelites from Egyptian
captivity. The prophet correlates cosmic myth and salvation history to
illuminate how God will yet act.

Frank Moore Cross studies this correlation in Canaanite Myth and
Hebrew Epic, seeking to explain how and why Hebrew Scriptures weave
together myth and history. A passage like Isa 51:9-10 shows how the
historical Exodus event can be given “cosmic or primordial meaning”
by an association with the creator God’s defeat of Rahab.” From a
history-of-religions perspective, Cross argues one must account for how
religious tradition appropriated the mythical to explicate the historical.

1  Hebrew Bible translations, unless otherwise noted, are from the New Revised
Standard Version.

2 Frank Moore Cross, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic: Essays in the History of
Religion of Israel (Cambridge, Mass.; Harvard University Press, 1973), 87.



2 Chapter One: Introduction

The movement from dominantly mythical to dominantly historical patterns
is not a natural or inevitable tendency, as is evidenced by the perennial
resurgence of mythic forms and language in biblical religion: in the royal
ideology, in apocalyptic, in Gnosticism, in Qabbalah. ... The thrust of
historical events, recognized as crucially or ultimately meaningful, alone
had the power to displace the mythic pattern. Even then we should expect
the survival of some mythic forms, and the secondary mythologizing of
historical experiences to point to their cosmic or transcendent meaning.’

Cross here contends it is the “crucially or ultimately meaningful”
historical events that are able not only to shift aside deep-rooted
mythology but to pull mythic forms into the interpretive orbit of those
events. In this way, myth serves “to give a cosmic dimension and
transcendent meaning to the historical.”*

While both the mythical and historical elements are different, a
similar fusion of creation myth and salvation history takes place in four
New Testament passages: John 1:1-18; 1 Corinthians 8:6; Colossians
1:15-20; and Hebrews 1:1—-4. These texts all refer to the same
“historical” event, i.e., Jesus’ death and resurrection, construing it as
having salvific significance (though they interpret this significance
differently). At the same time, and in a manner that distinguishes them
from the rest of the NT, these four passages tie this historical event to
Jesus’ role as divine agent of creation. In strikingly similar language, all
four passages claim that Jesus is the one “through whom” (51" o0)” the
world came to be and all but 1 Cor 8:6 (the shortest) claim that he is
responsible for its continuation.’ Furthermore, all four associate Jesus’
creative feat with his close relationship with God: he is God’s “image”
(Col 1:15), his “effulgence” and “representation” (Heb 1:3), who is not
only with God but is himself divine (John 1:1), and whom all should
confess as the “one Lord” (1 Cor 8:6).

The relatively uniform manner with which these passages describe
Jesus’ divine nature and the cosmological activity it generates suggests a
common tradition. The likelihood of such a common tradition is

3 Cross, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic, 87.

4 Ibid., 90. The full sentence reads: “In Israel, myth and history always stood in
strong tension, myth serving to give a cosmic dimension and transcendent
meaning to the historical, rarely functioning to dissolve history.”

5 John 1:3, 10; 1 Cor 8:6; Col 1:16; Heb 1:2.

6 In Col 1:17, “all things hold together” in Jesus and in Heb 1:3, “he sustains all
things.” In John 1:4-5, he is the source of life and light that continues to shine
in the darkness. See the discussion of these passages in chapter four.
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increased when one considers that these four texts are the sole New
Testament evidence for early Christian claims about Jesus as divine
agent of creation.” Even the contexts wherein we find these four
passages evince little of their cosmology. The remainder of the Gospel
of John, 1 Corinthians, Colossians and Hebrews have nothing to say
about Jesus as agent of creation.” Contrast this with the fact that when all
four passages focus on the historical Christ event (as noted above), they
do so in a manner consistent with their respective literary contexts.” In
other words, while John 1:1-18, 1 Cor 8:6, Col 1:15-20, and Heb
1:1—4 attest a common cosmological tradition (cosmic agency grounded
upon divine ontology), this tradition itself does not seem to have been a
prominent aspect of early Christianity. Given the staccato fashion in
which it appears and that it is in all four of its appearances associated
with the more prominent theme of Christ’s salvific role, this
cosmological tradition comes to us in much the same manner that the
pre-Yahwistic Chaoskampf myth came to the readers of Second Isaiah.
That is, it shows up as a surviving mythic form which gives “a cosmic
dimension and transcendent meaning” to the historical Christ event.
The question is: From where did this cosmological tradition, this
Hellenistic era creation myth, come?

7  While there are a number of texts that assert Jesus’ pre-existence (i.e., his
existing before taking human form; see 1 Tim 3:16 and Phil 2:6 for instance),
the four passages discussed here are the only four that describe him as having a
role in creation. Hebrews 1:10-12, which is a quotation of LXX Psalm
101:26-28, describes Christ as the one who “established the earth and the
heavens are the works of [his] hand.” As we discuss in chapter four, this
quotation (Christologically interpreted) parallels the cosmological claim made
about the Son in Heb 1:2 and should not be viewed as separate from that verse.

8  This is not to say that the cosmological language cannot occur elsewhere in
those writings, only that when it does recur it does not function cosmologically.
For instance, the claim the Son is the image (gikev) of the invisible God in Col
1:15 has an echo in 3:10, but in a soteriological context (the Colossians “have
put on the new [&vSpwmos|, which is being renewed in knowledge according
to the eikwv of its creator”). NT translations are my own unless otherwise
noted.

9 E.g., the Son making purification for sins in Heb 1:3 parallels his role as perfect
sacrifice in Heb 9-10, while the Son’s role in creating the world (1:2) finds no
such parallel.
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1.2. Identitying the Vorleben of the
Christological Creation Myth

1.2.1. A Liturgical Vorleben

It is commonplace to view 1 Cor 8:6, Col 1:15-20, Heb 1:1—4 and the
Johannine prologue as arising out of early Christian worship. This is
because, in addition to Christological content, these four passages may
be grouped together on the basis of their formal qualities.'"’ Their terse,
elevated language, which they convey wvia parallelism and other
rhetorical devices, has generated much discussion as to whether these
passages are liturgical texts (hymns, confessions, prayers, etc.) or

fragments of liturgical texts.

11

10 For detailed consideration of the formal aspects of 1 Cor 8:6, Col 1:15-20, Heb

11

1:1-4 and the Johannine prologue, see chapter four.

Since the beginning of the last century, scholars have exerted considerable effort
in developing criteria for identifying and assessing early Christian liturgical
texts. For a review of scholarship on the study of liturgical texts (hymns about
God, hymns about Christ, prayers and confessions) prior to the mid-1960’s, see
Reinhard Deichgriber, Gotteshymnus und Christushymnus in der friihen Chris-
tenheit: Untersuchungen zu Form, Sprache und Stil der friihchristlichen Hymmnen,
SUNT 5 (Géttingen: Vandenhoek & Ruprecht, 1967): 11-21.

In terms of research, the greatest emphasis has been on so-called “hymns”
that focus particularly on Christ: John 1:1-18; Phil 2:6-11; Eph 2:14-16; Col
1:15-20; Heb 1:2b—4; 1 Peter 2:14—16; and 3:18, 22. See Elizabeth Schiissler
Fiorenza, “Wisdom Mythology and the Christological Hymns of the New
Testament” in Aspects of Wisdom in Judaism and Early Christianity (Robert
Wilken, ed.; Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1975), 17-41 (the
list above comes from 19-20). Schiissler Fiorenza observed (30 years ago!) that
“A discussion of these hymns encounters a vast amount of scholarly research, an
enormous diversity of hypotheses, and a larger variety of methodological and
theological questions” (17). She then noted that between the mid-1960s and
mid-1970s, ten new monographs on Christological hymns appeared as well as,
in the same period of time, five reprints of seminal works on the subject from
earlier in the century, not to mention numerous articles on individual hymns
within the group (38). Of course such study has continued in the thirty years
since Schiissler Fiorenza wrote this and many more books and articles have been
published.

The seminal works on early Christological hymns remain Eduard Norden,
Agnostos Theos: Untersuchungen zur Formengeschichte religivser Rede (Leipzig,
Berlin: B. G. Teubner, 1913), and Josef Kroll, Die christliche Hymnodik bis zu
Klemens von Alexandria, (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft 1968;
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Even if we accept these passages as to some degree liturgical (which
seems probable), it is unlikely that all four of them are of the same
literary Gattung."> Colossians 1:15-20 and John 1:1-18, the most
elaborate of the four passages, come the closest to fully developed
“hymns.” " First Corinthians 8:6 appears to be a “confession” and as
such is similar to the Shema (Deut 6:4)."* While not a distinct liturgical
unit, Heb 1:1-4 is modeled on traditional material and in fact may
contain portions of different “hymn” fragments."” We should also note
that each of these four passages serves to introduce the material that
follows them. In Col 1:15-20, Heb 1:1-4, and John 1:1-18, we have
three passages either at the beginning or near the beginning of the
document which introduce the themes with which those documents

reprint of Verzeichnis der Vorlesungen an der Akademie zu Braunsberg, Summer
1921: 3—46, and Winter 1921/22: 47-98).

12 As the previous note suggests, these four passages are not the only liturgical texts
in the NT. Clearly there are other appropriations of liturgical material (e.g.,
Rom 11:36; Eph 4:6; Heb 2:10). And in fact there are a number of texts that
are both liturgical in nature and have a Christological focus, most notably Phil
2:6-11 and 1 Tim 3:16. These latter two are often included alongside the texts
in Col 1, Heb 1 and John 1 in analyses of early Christian hymnody (1 Cor 8:6 is
considered a confession and not a hymn). This is because, in addition to their
liturgical nature and focus on Christ, Phil 2 and 1 Tim 3 are similar to our four
texts in that they refer to some kind of pre-existent aspect to Christ’s identity
and they rehearse events in Christ’s life (especially his suffering and vindication),
events associated with his salvific function. However, what differentiates the
passages in our study from Phil 2:6-11 and 1 Tim 3:16 are the cosmological
aspects which are in the former but not in the latter. The closest, Phil 2:6-11,
comes to cosmology is its claim that before Christ emptied himself and took the
form of a human being, he was in the form (uoper)) of God (which may echo
eikdov 9eolU in LXX Gen 1:27). First Timothy 3:16 hints only at pre-existence
when it says Christ was revealed in flesh (¢pavepa9n &v oapki). In the passages of
our study, Christ does not simply exist before his human manifestation but has
an important cosmological function, one (apparently) distinct from that human
existence.

13 For the Johannine prologue as hymn, see Gérard Rochais, “La formation du
prologue (Jn 1,1-18) (1% part),” ScEs 37 (1985): 5-44. For Colossians, see
Eduard Lohse, Colossians and Philemon: A Commentary on the Epistles to the
Colossians and to Philemon, (trans. W. Poehlmann and R. Karris; Hermeneia;
Philadelphia: Fortress, 1971), 41-46.

14 See Hans Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians: A Commentary on the First Epistle to the
Corinthians, (trans. James W. Leitch; Hermenia; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1975):
144-145.

15 Harold Attridge, The Epistle to the Hebrews: A Commentary on the Epistle to the
Hebrews (Hermenia; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1989): 41-48.
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deal. Though 1 Cor 8:6 does not introduce 1 Corinthians as a whole, it
does appear as part of the introduction to the discussion in 1 Cor 8-10
on eating meat dedicated to idols. These texts appear then to be
traditional material (or at least passages styled after traditional materials)
that, as such, provide a rhetorical entrée into more prosaic discourses.

The primary difficulty with designating our passages as liturgical
texts is how little is known about early Christian liturgy. In spite of the
consensus that exists among scholars that these (and other) passages are
liturgical in nature, there has yet to develop a consensus view
concerning the forms of early Christian hymns, prayers or confessions,
not to mention the nature of early Christian worship in general. The
lack of knowledge about how turn-of-the-era Jewish synagogues or
non-Jewish Hellenistic religions influenced early Christian worship only
exacerbates the situation. To claim these four Christological passages are
likely liturgical in nature and origin hints at the possibility they receive
their distinctive cosmological traditions from a suspected liturgical Sitz
im Leben. Unfortunately, by itself, this claim offers nothing more
definitive.

1.2.2. A Hebraic Sapiential Vorleben

What is definite is that we have before us four passages that are distinct
both for their cosmological content and their elevated literary form.
This combination of content and form has prompted many to find
parallels to these texts in Jewish wisdom literature (which speaks, in
poetical form, of personified Wisdom’s presence at creation), and it is
now a commonplace to see the biblical sapiential tradition as the source
of our passages’ common cosmological myth.'® By appropriating Jewish

16 J. T. Sanders (The New Testament Christological Hymns: Their Historical Religious
Background [Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1971]) argued that most
Christological liturgical texts draw from the same myth, a redeemer myth
which is mediated to early Christians through Jewish wisdom, itself influenced
by other religions. The same myth appears in later Gnostic writings. Schiissler
Fiorenza disputed this single myth notion, stating that instead what we have in
these NT texts is “reflective mythology.” That is, the NT texts borrow mythic
elements (“patterns, motifs, configurations”) from pre-existing mythological
materials (i.e., sapiential traditions) for their author’s own theological concerns.
Schiissler Fiorenza, “Wisdom Mythology,” 29: “Such a theology is not
interested in reproducing the myth itself or the mythic materials as they stand,
but rather in taking up and adapting the various mythical elements to its own
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wisdom concepts, it is thought that these NT passages sought to give
voice to the pre-eminent status which early Christians ascribed to
Christ."” This is done primarily through the application to Jesus of the
pre-existence that sapiential traditions afford personified Wisdom (F12m
in Hebrew, the Greek translation of which is cogia). Like personified
Wisdom (in Prov 8:22-36; Sir 1:1, 4-10; 24:9; Bar 3:29-4:4; cf. Job
28:23-28), the NT passages suggest that Jesus existed before creation
with God and/or was present at creation. They also present Jesus in
Sophia’s garb in other ways. In particular, Wisdom’s humanly
appearance, rejection by humans and exultation, as gleaned from
various wisdom texts, parallel the description of Jesus’ experience in a
number of NT Christological texts.'®

In Jesus the Sage, Ben Witherington reaches a number of conclusions
about the relationship between Jewish wisdom and early Christological
“hymns” which we can take as reflecting the current consensus
communis."” Witherington sees a preexistence-earthly visitation-exulta-
tion progression (he calls it the “V” pattern) as the basic framework of
the different Christological hymns and he claims this framework arises
out of biblical sapientialism.* That he considers the “Christological

theological goal and theoretical concerns.” The NT Christological passages are
not unique in this, according to Schiissler Fiorenza; rather, they are a part of a
“trajectory” of reflective mythology, which includes Jewish wisdom and
Gnosticism (37).

17 While Sanders and Schiissler Fiorenza have differing perspectives on the role of
myth in early Christological hymnody (note 16), they both concur that the
function in the NT texts is the same. See Sanders, Christological Hymns, 143—44,
and Schiissler Fiorenza, “Wisdom Mythology,” 37-38.

18 For a list of characteristics (with citations) of the wisdom myth in Jewish
wisdom texts see Schiissler Fiorenza, “Wisdom Mythology,” 27, and Roland E.
Murphy, The Tree of Life: An Exploration of Biblical Wisdom Literature (ABRL;
New York: Doubleday, 1990): 145—46. We will discuss many of these
sapiential passages in chapter four, especially when discussing the Johannine
prologue.

19 Ben Witherington III, Jesus the Sage: The Pilgrimage of Wisdom (Minneapolis:
Augsburg Fortress 1994). I am not suggesting that all are in agreement with
every aspect of Witherington’s analysis of the subject. Rather, I highlight those
conclusions in Witherington (whose analysis is among the most recent) which
are representative of the consensus view

20 Ibid., 255. Witherington is influenced here by Ralph Martin (“Some
Reflections on New Testament Hymns,” in Christ the Lord: Studies in
Christology Presented to Donald Guthrie [ed. Harold H. Rowdon; Downers
Grove, Ill.: Inter-Varsity Press, 1982], 37—49). Scholars do not all agree on the
nature of this transference from wisdom to Christian venues. In addition to the
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hymns [to be] a further development, with some novel elements thrown

in,” of the sapiential tradition reflects Witherington’s conviction this
sapiential tradition forms a consistent trajectory that extends from the
Hebrew Bible (namely Proverbs 8) through the Diaspora Jewish
wisdom writings (Wisdom of Solomon, Sirach, and “to a lesser degree”
Philo) to the New Testament.”’ The “novel elements” in the Christian
texts have to do with a greater emphasis on history: “in one way or
another there was a felt need to say more of an historical nature than had
been said in previous wisdom hymns, all the while still appropriating a
considerable amount of the form and content of those hymns.”*
However, Witherington considers this historical emphasis as actually
part of the trajectory, an “increasing particularization of wisdom” begun
already in the later Jewish wisdom texts.”

It does appear to be the case that there is a relationship between the
biblical sapiential tradition and 1 Cor 8:6, Col 1:15-20, Heb 1:1—4 and
the Johannine prologue. In fact, the combination of cosmology and
soteriology which the NT passages evince adds further substance to this
notion. In Proverbs 8:22-36, Wisdom (732mM) claims that because she
was there from the beginning and witnessed God’s creative work, she is
able to benefit humanity.

issue of whether there is one underlying myth (Sanders) or a “reflective
mythology” (Schiissler Fiorenza), we might also consider the argument of
James Dunn. In Christology in the Making (2" ed.; Philadelphia: Westminster,
1996), Dunn agrees that Jewish wisdom traditions influence the Christological
hymns. However, Dunn argues against the notion that Sophia (or the Philonic
Logos, discussed below) is an hypostasis. He prefers to see Sophia/Logos as a
personification of divine attributes, a metaphorical construct. Dunn raises an
interesting question about whether early Chistian hymn writers truly under-
stood Jesus as pre-existing creation or even his humanly form. However, Dunn
does not take seriously enough the Middle Platonic and more general
philosophical context of Wisdom of Solomon and Philo and too easily dismisses
Sophia and the Logos in these writings as metaphorical (Thomas Tobin
[“Prologue of John and Hellenistic Jewish speculation,” CBQ 52 (1990): 266]
shares this criticism of Dunn). But with respect to the Christological hymns, his
thesis, even if correct, is only secondary to the issue of whether and how there
is an influence by wisdom traditions.

21 Witherington, Jesus the Sage, 291.

22 TIbid., 289.

23 Witherington claims this “particularization” is especially seen in the equation of
Wisdom and Torah in Sirach 24 (Jesus the Sage, 96).
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When he set the heavens in place, I was there,
when he fixed the horizon upon the deep.
When he made firm the vault of heaven above,
when he established the springs of the deep,
when he fixed the foundations of earth,
I was at his side, a sage.
I was daily taking delight,
rejoicing before him at all times,
rejoicing in his inhabited world;
I take delight in human beings.
And now, O children, listen to me ... .
For whoever finds me finds life,
and wins favor from Yahweh.**

Similarly, Sirach bases personified Wisdom’s ability to benefit humanity
on her cosmic primogeniture.

Wisdom was created before all other things,
and prudent understanding from eternity.

The root of wisdom — to whom has it been revealed?
Her subtleties — who knows them?

There is but one who is wise, greatly to be feared,
seated upon his throne — the Lord.

It is he who created [Wisdom];
he saw her and took her measure;
he poured her out upon all his works,

upon all the living according to his gift;
he lavished her upon those who love him.”

Like Jesus Christ, Wisdom’s close relationship with God (being with him
at the beginning of all things) and her witnessing his creative activity are
combined with (and connected to) her ability to illuminate humankind.

24 Proverbs 28:27-32, 35. Translation from Richard J. Clifford, Proverbs (OTL;
Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox, 1999), 92. See below for a discussion
of the term Clifford translates “sage” in Prov 8:30.

25 Sirach 1:4-10 (NRSV). Cf. Sir 24 which describes Wisdom’s heavenly origins
followed by her taking up residence (as Torah) on Zion. From there she calls:
”Come to me, you who desire me, and eat your fill of my fruits. For the
memory of me is sweeter than honey, and the possession of me sweeter than the
honeycomb. Those who eat of me will hunger for more, and those who drink
of me will thirst for more. Whoever obeys me will not be put to shame, and
those who work with me will not sin” (24:19-22).
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However, it is not altogether clear that even if there is a general
influence from one to the other that there is a consistent trajectory from
biblical Wisdom to our Christological passages. What Witherington
calls “a further development” of Jewish sapiential thinking with “some
novel elements thrown in”* seems upon closer scrutiny to be more of a
substantive departure marked by radical particularization. For one thing,
in contrast to the NT passages which claim that everything came to be
“through” Christ (81" a¥toU), the Hebrew Bible presents personified
Wisdom as not so much an agent of creation as simply a witness to it. In
Proverbs 8:27-31 (quoted above), Wisdom describes how she was
present when Yahweh created the world (“... he set ... he fixed ... he
made ... he established ... ,” etc.). Wisdom delighted in creation and
attended during it as a “sage” (JWR), but she is not herself instrumental
in creation.”” The same can be said of Sirach’s presentation of
Wisdom.*®

Furthermore, while both the biblical sapiential texts and the four
NT passages highlight the close relationship between Wisdom/Christ
and God, they describe that relationship quite differently. In Prov
8:22-25 Wisdom claims she was created (3P; LXX kti¢w) by God,

26 See note 22.

27 The standard translation of JWR is “master worker” (NRSV) or “craftsman”
(NAB, NIV). Concerning this difficult word, Clifford writes: “The most
satisfactory interpretation is that ’amdn in 8:30 is a loanword from Akkadian
ummanu, ‘scribe, sage; heavenly sage,” and vocalized ’omman in Hebrew. An
ummany is a divine or semidivine bringer of culture and skill to the human
race.... Like the Akkadian ummanu, Wisdom lives with God and in her role as
sage brings to human beings the wisdom and culture they need to live rightly
and serve God. Proverbs combines traditions of the heavenly mediator of
wisdom with its own literary personification of Wisdom as foil to the forbidden
woman’ (Proverbs, 101).

28 See Sir 1:1-20 and 24:1-7. There are a number of Hebrew Bible passages that
claim God created by means of wisdom (as well as knowledge, understanding,
and God’s word): Prov 3:19; Psalm 32:6; 104:24; 136:5; Jer 10:12; 51:15. In
Prov 3:19, for instance, we read that “Yahweh by wisdom (F12r2) founded
the earth and by understanding (71202) established the heavens.” The LXX
translates TMDOM2 as Tf cogix and MNAN2 as &v gpovrioel, using the dative of
means and the related év c. dative prepositional phrase (cf. Wis 9:1-2). While
these passages may have contributed to the development of the notion of
cosmological agency in Hellenistic Judaism and Christianity, they do not appear
to provide any concrete evidence of a personified (or hypostatic) cosmological
agent.
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being brought forth before all other things.”” Similarly Sirach says
Wisdom was created (1:4, LXX «Tifw) before all other things.
However, the NT passages focus not on Christ’s origin but on his
ontological relationship with God. As we saw, he is the divine eikcv
(Col 1:15), God’s &malyacua and his xapoxthp (Heb 1:3) who is
himself divine (Seds, John 1:1). He is even the one Lord (gfs kUpios, 1
Cor 8:6). Nothing in the Hebraic sapiential tradition anticipates as grand
a nature as what these N'T passages afford the Son.

Finally, Witherington sees a similarity between Wisdom who was
present at creation taking on the identity of Torah and dwelling in Zion
(cf. Sirach 24 and Baruch 3:29-4:4) and the Son through whom
everything came to be dying on the cross. It is unclear, however, how
Wisdom becoming Torah is “particularization,” especially anywhere
near the degree of the cosmically instrumental Son becoming a human
(John 1:14) or dying on the cross (Col 1:20). Unlike the human Jesus,
Wisdom qua Torah remains a universal force that is not bound by time
(let alone mortality). Even if the incarnation, death and resurrection (the
centerpiece of N'T Christologies) were the culmination of a trajectory
of particularization, they must be understood as something far more
extreme than “some novel elements thrown in[to]” the sapiential mix.

While we willingly accept some relationship between the biblical
wisdom tradition and our four NT passages, that relationship does not
adequately account for the ontologically-based cosmological agency the
NT texts express. There is of course more to Jewish sapientialism then
the texts we have so far discussed. In particular, we have yet to consider
the affinities between the NT passages and Wisdom of Solomon and the
writings of Philo of Alexandria (see below). However, it is important to
note the ontological and cosmological disparity between the Hebraic
wisdom tradition (i.e., those sapiential texts originally composed in
Hebrew and/or originating in Palestine) and the four NT passages in
our study.” We need to be aware of this disparity if the NT texts have

29 For a discussion of this terminology, especially 3P, which some (cf. NAB)
translate as “beget,” see Cliftord, Proverbs, 96.

30 Obviously, Proverbs and Job are part of the Hebraic sapiential tradition. We
also include the deuterocanonical Sirach (see Alexander A. Di Lella, “Wisdom
of Ben Sira,” ABD 6:932, 35) as well as Baruch (Doron Mendels, “Baruch,
Book of,” ABD 1:619-20). The Qumran sapiential material should also be
included in this grouping (for an overview, see Daniel J. Harrington, Wisdom
Texts from Qumran [The Literature of the Dead Sea Scrolls; New York:
Routledge, 1996]).
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greater affinity with the later, more Hellenistic representatives of the
sapiential tradition (which they do) because it would suggest this affinity
likely stems from someplace other than Witherington’s biblical wisdom
trajectory.

1.2.3. A Hellenistic Jewish Vorleben

1.2.3.1. Hellenistic Sapiential and Exegetical Traditions

The strongest arguments that 1 Cor 8:6, Col 1:15-20, Heb 1:1—4 and
the Johannine prologue are related to Jewish sapientialism rest on how
these texts describe the Son’s relationship to God and his cosmological
agency. Yet, while the biblical sapiential tradition seems to provide the
NT texts the general framework of combined cosmic pre-existence and
soteriology, the specific parallels of ontology and cosmology we find in
the NT occur only in a specific sub-set of that tradition, namely
Wisdom of Solomon and Philo’s writings. Both writings (apparently
unrelated to each other) date to around the turn of the era, were
composed in Greek, and in a diaspora setting (Alexandria for Philo and
probably for Wisdom as well).”!

The pseudonymous author of Wisdom ascribes personified Sophia
(oopia, Greek equivalent to M) an explicit role in the creation of the
cosmos when he calls her “the fashioner of all things” (f mdvTav
TeviTis, 7:22).%* Like Col 1:17 (“everthing holds together in him”) and
Heb 1:3 (“he bears all things”), Sophia’s cosmological role is ongoing:
“She reaches mightily from one end of the earth to the other, and she
orders (Sioikéw) all things well.” And as the NT passages do, Wisdom
grounds Sophia’s cosmological roles in her essential connection to God.
Wisdom and the NT passages even share the same ontological
terminology, as Wis 7:25-26 shows:

For she is a breath of the power of God,
and a pure emanation of the glory of the almighty;
therefore nothing defiled gains entrance into her.
For she is a reflection (&matyacua) of eternal light,
a spotless mirror of the working of God,
and an image (gikcov) of his goodness.

31 See chapter three for details on Philo of Alexandria and Wisdom of Solomon.
32 My translation. Unless otherwise noted, translations from Wisdom of Solomon
are those of the NRSV.
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Furthermore, Wisdom of Solomon holds that Sophia functioned as a
competent guide for human beings precisely because of her divine
nature and cosmological experience. This is the basis for Pseudo-
Solomon’s desire to attain Sophia:

I loved her and sought her from my youth; I desired to take her for my
bride, and became enamored of her beauty. She glorifies her noble birth by
living with God, and the Lord of all loves her. For she is an initiate in the
knowledge of God, and an associate in his works. If riches are a desirable
possession in life, what is richer than wisdom, the active cause of all things
(f & mévTa gpyadouévn) ? And if understanding is effective, who more than
she is fashioner of what exists (Tév &vtwv TexviTis)? (Wis 8:2—4)

Sophia’s ability to make “holy souls” into “friends of God” (Wis 7:27) is
consistent with the ways of personified Wisdom in Proverbs or Sirach.
That this ability rests on her status as divine eikv and &movyaoua (7:26)
and her status as “the active cause of all things” () T& TévTa ¢pyadopévn)
and “fashioner of existing things” (Tév dvTwv TexviTis) is not.

This conception of Sophia is not unique to Wisdom of Solomon.
Philo also describes her as the divine eikcov (Leg. 1.41) and says that 81" fis
T& SAa AAev €ls yéveow (Fug. 109, using 81& cum genitive to denote
instrumental agency, a phrase the NT passages use but not Wis). Philo,
however, transfers (or preserves a prior transference of) these descriptors
to the divine Word or /\éyog.33 We shall consider the significance of this
transference momentarily, but at present we should observe how Philo
applies to the Logos the same ontologically-based cosmological agency
Wis applies to Sophia and the NT passages apply to the Son.

While Philo’s writings are voluminous and the evidence of his
Logos doctrine diffused throughout, we can see in two passages key
examples of his thinking. In Leg. 3.96, an allegorical exegesis of the
figure of Bezalel in Exod 31:2-5, Philo speaks of the Logos as God’s
instrument (8pyavov) in creation as well as God’s image (gikcov).

...Bezalel means “in the shadow of God,” and the shadow (okia) of God is
his Adyos, which he used as an instrument when he made the world (&
kaddmep dpydve Tpooypnoduevos Ekoouotroier). But this shadow, a
representation  (&meikoopa) as it were, is [itself] the archetype
(&pxétuov) for other things. For just as God is the pattern (Trapdderypa)
of the image (1) eikcov) — what has been called “shadow” — thus the image ()
eikcov) becomes the pattern (Tapdderyua) of other things. This he (Moses)
made clear when he starts his law by saying, “And God made the human

33 For concise yet authoritative introduction to the Logos concept, see Thomas
Tobin, “Logos,” ABD 4:348-56.
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being after the image of God” (kal émoinoev 6 9eds TOV &vpwov kot eikdva
9e0U; LXX Gen 1:27); thus on the one hand that the image had been
modeled after God, while on the other that the human being was modeled
after the image when it undertook its paradigmatic function (ds Tfjs pév
eikdvos kaTd TOV Sedv &mreikovioSeions, ToU 8¢ &vSpwTrou KaTd TNV gikova
AaPolioav Buvauiy TapadetyuaTos).™

It is immediately clear that Philo writes in a manner completely different
than Wis or the NT passages. While Philo resonates with these other
writings, his use of eikcov and his discussion of the Logos’ role in creation
(both cosmological and anthropological) are considerably more detailed
and represent a more nuanced, intellectual approach. Another example
of his more nuanced approach is his use of the simple prepositional
phrase 6 81 0¥, which we saw in all four of the NT passages denoting
Christ’s cosmological agency. While Philo himself frequently uses the
term to denote the Logos” agency, he also provides a lengthy discourse
(Cher. 125—127) explaining the philosophy behind this phrase.

Still, in spite of his sophistication, Philo is trading in the same
fundamentals. In Sacr. 8 we find a relatively concise description (for
Philo) of the Logos’ ability to benefit humanity. Note how, once again,
this benefit is connected to cosmological agency.

There are those whom God leads still higher; causing them to exceed every
form and genus, he sets them next to himself. Such a one is Moses to whom
he says “you stand here with me” (Deut 5:31). Hence, when Moses was
about to die, he neither left nor was he added ... there was no room in him
for adding or taking away. Rather, he was removed “through the word”
(&1&x pnuatds; Deut 34:5) of the (Supreme) Cause, that through which also
the whole world was created (81" oU kai 6 oUptras kéopos E8nuioupyeiTo).
Thus you might learn that God values the wise person as much as he does
the world since by the same word that he makes the universe he also leads
the perfect person from things earthly unto himself (T¢ a¥Té Aoy xai T
&Y Epyagdpevos kal ToV TéAelov &Trd TéW Teptyeicov dvdywv s fauTdy).”

Here in Philo, as with Wisdom of Solomon and the NT writings, we
oberve not just recurring terminology but a recurring conceptual
pattern: a divine agent, essentially related to the Deity and functioning
in creation, who benefits humanity. In fact, Philo’s claim that “by the
same Adyos that [God] makes the universe he also leads the perfect from

34 My translation. We discuss both this passage (Leg. 3.96) and the following
passage (Sacr. 8) in greater detail in chapter three.
35 My translation.
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things earthly unto himself” provides succinct expression of the
phenomenon we are considering in this study.

The general framework of the sapiential tradition (Witherington’s
“V” pattern) persists even in Philo’s writings. However his focus on the
Logos instead of Sophia makes us aware that we are encountering
something that is not limited to the biblical wisdom tradition. First of
all, were it not for Philo, we might be inclined to consider the NT
passages as innovative in applying the sapiential myth to Christ. This is
clearly not the case as Philo describes both Sophia and the Logos, also a
masculine entity, in the same terms (cf. Leg. 1.41 with Conf. 146—147).
That Philo does this suggests a degree of fluidity in this kind of
speculation, fluidity that likely pre-existed his own efforts and certainly
those of the NT.

More significantly, Philo’s focus on the Logos invites us to consider
the possibility of other influences apart from Jewish wisdom tradition. In
particular, Philo’s presentation of the Adyos as instrument of creation
rests (at least in part) on Genesis 1, which describes how God brought
everything into existence by means of speech (Aéyw). It seems quite likely
that a similar exegetical tradition informs the Johannine prologue,
especially vv. 1-5 which focus on the Logos and creation and which has
a number of verbal echoes of Gen 1:1-5 (e.g., &v &pxn, pé&ds, okoTia).™
Furthermore, as we saw in Leg. 3.96 (quoted above), Philo bases his
construal of the Logos as both cosmic and anthropological paradigm on
the phrase kot eikéva Seo¥ in Gen 1:27. Philo’s movement from the
Genesis anthropogony to cosmogony via the term &ikcov makes explicit
the type of exegesis that probably underlies the cosmological uses of
eikov in Wis 7:26 and Col 1:15 (and perhaps yopaxthp in Heb 1:3).%

All of this suggests that, in addition to biblical wisdom, exegetical
traditions dealing with the Genesis cosmogony are also a common

36 For more on Genesis interpretive traditions, see the brief discussion on
Aristobulus in the introduction to chapter three and the excursus on “Logos-
centric Interpretation of Genesis 1 in Philo of Alexandria and the Prologue to
John” in chapter four. See also Tobin, “The Prologue of John and Hellenistic
Jewish Speculation,” 252-268; and Gregory E. Sterling, ““The Second God’:
The Exegetical Tradition of Genesis 1:1-5 in Philo and John,” (paper presented
at the annual meeting of the SBL, San Antonio, Tex., Nov. 20-23, 2004).

37 See the discussion of “The Paradigmatic Use of the Logos: The Logos as eikcov”
in chapter three (§ 3.2.5.3).

38 See the discussions of eikdov in chapter three (Wisdom) and chapter 4
(Colossians and yapaxtip in Hebrews).
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influence on these writings (especially on Philo’s work and the
Johannine prologue). These interpretative traditions nonetheless appear
to cohere rather well with sapiential cosmology. For one thing, while
there is no mention in the Genesis text itself of a divine agent involved
in the creation, the exegesis appears to assume such an agent and
highlights the terminology in the text that best explains this assumption.
It is as if the concept of the Logos pre-existed the exegesis and the
interpreter sees in the divine speech act (Gen 1:3, 6, 9, 11, 14, 20, 24,
26, 29) supporting evidence for it. A similar phenomenon must be at
play when Philo (or his source) considers the biblical claim that
humanity was created kat’ eikéva 9eoU as a warrant for perceiving a third
thing between God and humanity, namely the paradigmatic eikoov. We
have then an exegetical Tendenz that posits an intermediate reality
between God and creation, a reality that takes quasi-personal shape in
the Logos and that has a instrumental/formative role. While such an
intermediary is similar to personified Wisdom there remains the same,
distinctive ontologically-based cosmological agency that unites Philo,
Wisdom of Solomon and the four NT texts as at least a special sub-set
within the larger Sapiential tradition.

1.2.3.2. “Gnosticism”

In our effort to determine the Vorleben for 1 Cor 8:6, Col 1:15-20, Heb
1:1-4 and the Johannine prologue we have found that they share key
characteristics with Wisdom of Solomon and Philo’s writings. These
characteristics include a general debt to the biblical wisdom tradition,
especially that tradition’s focus on a pre-existing figure as well as its
combination of cosmology and soteriology. However, in contrast to the
biblical wisdom, these writings emphasize a figure that is divinely related
(God’s Word, Image, Son; i.e., not a creation) and that is instrumental
in bringing “all things” into existence.”” Furthermore, these writings
reflect (to varying degrees) the influence of speculative exegetical
traditions that find in the Genesis cosmogony biblical warrants
supporting this divinely related cosmological agent.

Most, if not all, of these characteristics find expression in two other
documents, both originating around the second century CE and both

39 Though the use of mé&s is ubiquitous in ancient Greek writings, it is worth
noting that all of the texts in our study use some form of this term (e.g, 16 ™&v,
T& TavTa) when referring to the product(s) of creation.
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associated with the erstwhile rubric “Gnosticism.”*" One is Poimandres,
the first treatise in the Corpus Hermeticum, which is a set of religio-
philosophical texts united in part by their espousal of salvation through
knowledge (yvédots).!' Poimandres relates a revelation from a divine
figure, the eponymic Poimandres, to an unidentified recipient (tradi-
tionally known as Hermes). The revelation recounts the creation of the
cosmos with particular focus on the divine origin of humankind. The
purpose of this revelation is to illuminate humankind about their true
nature and thereby prompt them to choose their divine source over the
physical world.

A close analysis of Poimandres’ revelation reveals that, while it is
neither Jewish nor Christian, it draws heavenly from the biblical
cosmogony and anthropogony found in Genesis 1. However, the
Hermetic version involves considerably more complexity and drama.
Most importantly, there are a number of intermediary super-sensible
forces bringing the material cosmos and humanity into being. Among
these are 6 Adyos, who is vids Seo0 (CH 1.6) and is responsible for
ordering the supersensible world (which is an “archetypal form, the
prior source to an unending beginning” (1.8)).* The creation of the
physical world falls to (apparently) another intermediary, & Anpioupyds
(“the Craftsman”). Poimandres refers to this one, who also is born of
God, as “the god of fire and spirit” (1.9). Yet another intermediary is
responsible for the creation of material humanity, 6 "AvSpcoos. Also
born of God and bearing his image (eikcov), the Av9pwTros has a

40 While its defining elements have of late become less tenable, “Gnosticism”
remains the easiest terminological entrée into discussing texts loosely affiliated
by their common emphasis on redemption through self-knowledge. Earlier in
the last century, many considered “Gnosticism” as a large factor in the Vorleben
of the NT and Wisdom passages already mentioned (see the discussions
concerning the origin of the different NT passages in chapter four). Our
approach here is to view the “Gnostic” texts we study as arising out of
Hellenistic Judaism. See the introduction to chapter five as well as the
discussion later in that chapter of the Sitz im Leben of the texts studied.

41 Scholars have usually situated the Corpus Hermeticum on the periphery of
“Gnosticism.” See Kurt Rudolph, Gnosis: The Nature and History of Gnosticism
(trans. ed. R. McL. Wilson; San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1987), 25-26. For
a more detailed discussion of the Corpus Hermeticum and Poimandres in particular
see chapter five.

42 Chapter five provides the details regarding Poimandres’ use of Genesis 1.

43 Translations of Corpus Hermeticum 1 (Poimandres) are my own, unless otherwise
noted.
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powerful effect on all who look upon him (1.12). It is when the
"AvSpwros and creation (puois) come together (in a lover’s embrace, no
less) that earthly humanity as we know it comes into existence.

Though obscured by the multiple intermediary figures, we find in
Poimandres the familiar motif of ontologically-based cosmological
agency. Furthermore, we see evidence of traditions reminiscent of
those preserved by Philo (eikcov referring to a third thing between God
and creation; the creation having a super-sensible “archetype”). That
there might be some relation (not necessarily Poimandres drawing from
Philo) seems all the more possible given the echoes of Gen 1 in the
Hermetic revelation. The missing component is Sapientialism (in
particular, there is no explicit reference to personified Wisdom in the
treatise). However, Poimandres shares with Sapientialism a similar
soteriological Tendenz in that the intermediate reality (however multi-
plied) provides the basis for human fulfillment. In particular, this
fulfillment comes from being aware that the "AvSpwros is both akin to
the Deity and the source of human life. Hence, Poimandres says: “If
you learn that he (i.e., 6 "AvSpeworos) is from life and light and that you
happen to be from them [as well], then you will advance again into life”
(CH 1.21).

The other document is the Sethian treatise known as The Apocryphon
of John, a document purporting to contain a revelation to John the
Apostle by the Savior and in which the Savior details the divine origin
of humankind.* The primary vehicle of these details and the heart of
Ap. John is a two-part reworking of the biblical creation story. The first
part takes place before Genesis 1:1 and relates how both the heavenly
universe and its earthly copy came into existence. The second part
retells the story of the first several chapters of Genesis not as a
cosmogony but as salvation history.

What makes this retelling germane to our discussion is the
Apocryphon’s positing of an elaborate intermediary sphere between a
hyper-transcendent deity (the Monad) and earthly reality. This sphere,

44 Unlike Poimandres, Ap. John (or parts of it) appears to have been foundational to
“Gnosticism.” As we discuss in chapter five, even among those who are most
skeptical about this rubric, Ap. John still receives pride of place in “Gnostic”
literature.
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which defies simple explanation, contains within it all the aspects of the

intermediary figure we discussed above though in kaleidoscopic form.

45

46

45

Ontology: The ultimate expression of this intermediate reality is a female
figure known as the Barbéls. She is a product of the Monad’s self-
contemplation and as such is “the perfect Providence (mpévoio) of the All,
the light, the likeness of the light, the image (eikcov) of the invisible One,
the perfect power, Barbélo, the perfect acon of glory....”(Ap. John
11,4-12).%

Cosmological Agency: Ap. John 17,7-16, which relates some of the
inherent complexity of the text with its multiple and continuous
emanations, describes how the heavenly creation (“the All”) came into
existence: “And the Mind wanted to make something through the Word
(@ITH NWaXE = di& Adyou?) of the invisible Spirit. And his will became
actual and came forth with the Mind and the Light glorifying him. And the
Word followed the Will. For because of the Word, Christ, the divine Self-
Generated, created the All.”

Speculative Exegesis: While Ap. John is infamous for its inverse reading of
the Genesis text, it also preserves exegetical traditions of a somewhat more
conventional nature. In particular, similar to Philo’s view of the Logos qua
eikcov as cosmic archetype (cf. Leg. 3.96 above), Ap. John describes heavenly
reality as an (unwitting) archetype for the physical creation. “And
everything he (Yaldabaoth) organized according to the model of the first
aeons which had come into being so that he might create them in the
pattern of the indestructible ones. Not because he had seen the
indestructible ones, but the power in him which he had taken from his
Mother (i.e., Sophia) produced in him the likeness of the cosmos” (Ap.
John 33,13-34,2).

Sapiential Soteriology: As in the biblical tradition, personified Wisdom
plays an important role in Ap. John. While some of this role is implicit (e.g.,
the Barbeld is styled after pre-existent Wisdom), the Apocryphon explicitly
mentions a (lesser) heavenly being named “Sophia” who, as mother of the
malevolent Yaldabaoth, is responsible for the creation of the physical
world. Repenting of this, Sophia seeks to undo the damage, thereby
becoming an agent of salvation. “And our sister Sophia (cogia) (is) she who
came down in innocence in order to rectify her deficiency. Therefore she

The following presentation highlights similarities between Ap. John and the
earlier documents and does so with little discussion of the context of the
passages cited. Chapter five provides a full discussion of the Apocryphon as well
as a careful explanation of these and several other texts.

Translations of Ap. John are from The Apocryphon of John: Synopsis of Nag
Hammadi Codices II, 1; III, 1; and 1V, 1 with BG 8502,2 (eds. M. Waldstein and
F. Wisse; Coptic Gnostic Library; Leiden: Brill, 1995). Citations are based
upon the pagination and lineation of that synopsis while the text provided is
usually NHC II, 1. In this case, the text is BG 8502, 2.
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was called ‘Life’ (Cwn), which is the ‘the Mother of the living,” by the
Providence (mpdvola) of the sovereignty (aUSevtia) of heaven. And
through her they have tasted perfect (TéAeios) knowledge (yvéois)” (Ap.
John 62,3-11).

All of this strongly suggests that Poimandres and the Apocryphon of John
are moving along the same conceptual currents as the Hellenistic
Sapiential and NT writings we have been discussing.” However, it also
seems likely that, given their emphasis on salvation through self-
awareness, these writings may be of a different religious quality than
either Hellenistic Judaism or the NT. Furthermore, Poimandres and Ap.
John are difterent from these other writings in that they both provide a
much more congested and dramatic depiction of the cosmos’ origins,
giving the sense that their authors were convinced the world and/or
humanity came about in less than divinely ordered (or ordained)
fashion.® This is perhaps why these two writings (especially Ap. John)
appear to be more suspicious of the Genesis story.

1.2.4. A Middle Platonic Vorleben

Nevertheless, these Gnostic writings share with their Jewish and
Christian counterparts the same basic approach to cosmology. All of
them posit that between God and the cosmos there is a third thing, an
intermediate entity that is ontologically related to God, that serves as
agent of cosmology, and that somehow provides ultimate benefit to
humankind. They use (though with varying degrees of sophistication) a
consistent set of terms (Adyos, eikwv, dix . genitive), which shows their
reliance upon the same traditions. These traditions include biblical
sapientialism and Genesis exegesis. Sapientialism provided a model
intermediary in personified Wisdom as well as the general scope of her
activity. Genesis provided the context of a cosmological ur-myth as well
as code words for concisely invoking that myth. Still, neither

47 This realization is not new. As chapter five details, a number of other scholars
have recognized the Hellenistic Jewish aspects of both the Apocryphon of John
and Poimandres.

48 It is true, as we discuss in chapter three, that at times Philo’s cosmological views
are rather complex (e.g., Philo also can envision multiple cosmic intermedia-
ries). Yet the Alexandrian’s writings do not come near the complexity or the
drama of the cosmically enthralling presence of the "AvSpwTros in Poimandres or
the foolish malfeasance of Yaldabaoth in Ap. John.
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sapientialism nor Genesis is able to account sufficiently for the
cosmological specifics espoused by the writings we are discussing.

What does account for them is Middle Platonism, a philosophical
tradition that began in the early first century BCE and continued
through the second century CE (i.e., contemporaneous with the
composition of all the writings, from Wisdom of Solomon to Ap.
John).* Having inherited from Plato a view of the universe as divided
between a transcendent, noetic reality and its sense-perceptible copy,
Middle Platonists sought to connect the two by positing an intermediary
entity. They conceived of this entity as combining the formative aspect
of Plato’s ideas with the imminent presence of the Stoic active principle
(the Aodyos). As such, the Middle Platonic intermediary was an
immaterial force responsible for shaping the material universe. A school
handbook, employing the technical style we should expect from
philosophers, provides a summary of this view.

If the world is not such as it is by accident, it has not only been generated
from something [k Twos], but also by something (or someone) [Ué Tivog],
and not only this, but also with reference to something [mpds T1]. But what
could that with reference to which it is generated be other than form
(i8¢a) ? So forms (af 18écu) exist.”

With respect to the technical style, note especially the use of
prepositional phrases as metaphysical shorthand, a trait shared by Philo
and probably behind the prepositional phrases (especially 81" arto0) that
pepper the four NT passages.

Hence, Middle Platonism had its own divinely related cosmological
agent. What is more, in addition to technical treatments like the one
above, Middle Platonists could express this philosophical view in
religious terms as shown in the following quotation by the first century
BCE writer “Timaeus Locrus.”

49 The following summary finds its detailed articulation in chapter two. Some
kind of intermediary principle is a consistent attribute among Middle Platonists,
though the conception of that principle was by no means monolithic. See John
Dillon, The Middle Platonists: 80 B.C. to A.D. 220 (revised edition; New York:
Cornell University Press, 1996).

50 Alcinous, Ep. 9.3 (143.40-164.1). The translation is from Alcinous, The
Handbook on Platonism (trans. with commentary by John Dillon; Oxford:
Clarendon, 1993). We discuss the use of prepositions in this passage in chapter
two.
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Before the heaven ... came into being, the idea and matter already existed,
as well as God, the maker of the better (Sauioupyds 16 BeATtiovos). Because
the elder (16 TpeoPUTepov) is better than the younger (T6 vecdtepov) and the
ordered than the disordered, when God who is good (&yaSds ddv & Seds)
saw that matter received the idea and was changed in all kinds of ways but
not in an orderly fashion (&téxTws), he wanted to order it (88nAeTo &is T&EW
aUTtév &yev) and to bring it from an indefinite to a defined pattern of
change, so that the differentiations of bodies might be proportional and
matter no longer changed arbitrarily.”

Certainly this religiosity was not unique to Middle Platonists as
philosophers. However, for Diaspora Jews seeking to preserve the
transcendence of their God and yet articulate his relevance to their
Hellenistic world, the Middle Platonic system would have been
considerably more amenable then the monism of the Stoics. The Jews
even had a ready-to-hand vehicle in personified Wisdom for co-opting
the Platonic intermediary doctrine.>®

Furthermore, the quote by “Timaeus Locrus” also has the ring of
cosmological myth to it. We in fact find such mythical language to be
fairly common among Middle Platonists, a phenomenon owing in part
to Plato’s own cosmological myth, Timaeus (the similarity of names not
being accidental). But Middle Platonists, like the Stoics before them,
were also involved in philosophical interpretation of religious myths, as
Plutarch demonstrates with respect to the Isis and Osiris myth (Is. Os.
53-54) and the Eros myth (Amat. 764—65).> This predilection toward
the mythical would likely find the Genesis cosmogony attractive and
Middle Platonic interpretation provides a reasonable explanation for
how the Logos as cosmological agent and the divine paradigm could be
found in Genesis.

Finally, we have seen that the Jewish, Christian and Gnostic writings
above all afford the intermediary figure a salvific role. While “salvation”
may be a misnomer with respect to Middle Platonism, that philosophy
too is concerned with humans achieving their telos. So the school
handbook mentioned above says: “Philosophy is a striving for wisdom,

51 On the Nature of the World and of the Soul 206.11-17. This is Thomas Tobin’s
translation (The Creation of Man: Philo and the History of Interpretation [CBQMS
14: Washington, D. C.: Catholic Biblical Association, 1983], 17). See chapter
two for further discussion of this passage.

52 This is how we read Wisdom of Solomon in chapter three.

53 See chapter two for more on Plutarch’s philosophical interpretations of these
myths.
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or the freeing and turning around of the soul from the body, when we
turn towards the intelligible (T& vonté&) and what truly is (T& kot
3N eiav dvTa).”>* As this passage implies, the intermediary realm (here
a plurality, T& vonTd) may serve as the goal of humanity.” The
intermediary may also serve as the guide who makes such philosophical
achievement possible, as Numenius says regarding the intermediate 6
Bnuioupyids Jeds: “Through this one also is our journey” (8i& ToUTou
kol & oTéhos Huiv éc’n).s6

54 Alcinous, Epit. 1.1.

55 Cf. Epit. 9.1

56 Numenius, frg. 12. A& ToUTou possibly has an instrumental sense here. See the
full passage and the discussion concerning it in chapter two.
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1.3. One Cosmology, Three Soteriologies:
A Study of the Appropriation of Middle Platonic Intermediary
Doctrine by Hellenistic Sapientialism, Early Christianity and
Gnosticism

1.3.1. The Question behind this Study

We began with a question: From where came the cosmological
tradition attested by 1 Cor 8:6, Col 1:15-20, Heb 1:1-4, and the
Johannine prologue? To answer this question we made a brief survey of
the Vorleben of these passages, beginning with the generally accepted
views and moving to less familiar possibilities. This survey allows us to
make three assertions. First, the N'T writings were not alone in claiming
such an agent. The Hellenistic Jewish writings of Philo and Wisdom of
Solomon as well as the Gnostic writings of Poimandres and Apocryphon of
John conceive of their respective intermediaries in similar fashion and in
fact shed light on the language employed in the comparatively more
terse NT passages. Second, while biblical sapientialism provided all of
these writings a valuable paradigm in personified Wisdom and while
Genesis provided the warrant of a cosmogonical myth, neither can
adequately explain the phenomenon of a divinely related agent of
creation.

Our third assertion is that Middle Platonism provides a reasonable
explanation for this type of an agent. As we saw, Middle Platonism
espoused an intellectual system that would explain how a transcendent
supreme principle could relate to the material universe. The central
aspect of this system was an intermediary, modeled after the Stoic active
principle, which mediated the supreme principle’s influence to the
material world while preserving that principle’s transcendence. Fur-
thermore, Middle Platonism exhibits a religious sensitivity and a
compatibility with mythological constructs that would make its
conceptual system quite conducive to Hellenistic Jewish self-definition.

1.3.2. The Thesis of this Study

This last assertion is the foundation of the study that follows. In this
study we shall examine how, having similar concerns as Middle
Platonism, writings from three religious traditions from the turn of the
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era (Hellenistic Jewish sapientialism, early Christianity, and Gnosticism)
appropriated Middle Platonic intermediary doctrine as a means for
understanding their relationship to the Deity, to the cosmos, and to
themselves. Part of the purpose of this study is to improve the general
understanding of the relationship between Middle Platonism and those
biblically derived writings. This will be accomplished by focusing on the
ontological and cosmological motifs and terminology common to both.

However, there are substantial differences between Hellenistic
Judaism, early Christianity and Gnosticism and these writings reflect
those differences when it comes to the topic at hand. In particular, each
of these traditions varies in their adaptation of Middle Platonic doctrine
as a result of their distinctive understanding of creation and humanity’s
place therein. This study will show that Hellenistic Jewish sapientialism
(Philo of Alexandria and Wisdom of Solomon) espoused a holistic
ontology, combining a Platonic appreciation for noetic reality with an
ultimately positive view of creation and its place in human fulfillment.
The early Christians who speak in 1 Corinthians 8:6, Colossians
1:15-20, Hebrews 1:1—4, and the Johannine prologue, however,
provide an eschatological twist on this ontology when their interme-
diary figure finds its final expression in the death and resurrection of the
human Jesus Christ. Finally, the yvéois-oriented Poimandres and the
Apocryphon of John draw from Platonism to describe how creation is
antithetical to human nature and its transcendent source.

1.3.3. Methods and Methodological Caveats

In the second chapter, we provide a foundation for the rest of the study
by carefully explaining Middle Platonic intermediary doctrine. Hence,
chapter two is a synchronic description of Middle Platonic Dreiprinzi-
pienlehre (doctrine of three principles), in which we canvass 250 years of
philosophical writings to consider how Middle Platonists envisioned the
intermediary’s relationship with the Supreme Principle, with the
material cosmos, and with humanity in particular.

Chapters three through five are basically a series of textual studies
whereby we will explicate the conceptual patterns and language the
different texts use to describe their divinely-related cosmological
agent(s). Chapter three focuses on Hellenistic sapientialism and
speculative biblical interpretation. Hence we introduce the chapter
with a brief discussion of Aristobulus followed by extensive treatments
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of Wisdom of Solomon and Philo. Chapter four focuses on the NT
texts. After introducing the chapter by means of a study of 1 Cor 8:6,
we proceed to analyze Col 1:15-20, Heb 1:1-4, and the Johannine
prologue. Chapter five begins with an introduction to (the problem of)
Gnosticism. Then we describe and analyze the salvation oriented
cosmogonies of Poimandres and Ap. John.

It is important to note that while the cosmological patterns and
terminology are relatively consistent in the material we are studying, the
texts themselves are formally diverse. We cannot approach the
voluminous and conceptually diffused writings of Philo in the same
tashion that we approach the brief and contextually isolated Christo-
logical passages. Poimandres and Ap. John are both revelatory narratives
that lend themselves to section-by-section analysis. On the other hand,
while Wisdom of Solomon confines its Sophialogy mostly to chs. 610,
it tends to move back and forth in these chapters between Sophia’s
cosmic and anthropological roles. Hence, we will ask the same questions
of each text: How is the intermediary related to the Deity? How does it
function in creation? How does it provide for human fulfillment?
However, we must answer these questions in a way that both highlights
the commonality of these writings while respecting the integrity of
each.”’

Additionally, chapters three, four and five give the sense of being
diachronic in nature. While this ordering is not accidental, it should not
be taken as a fully developed argument for how Middle Platonic
influence was disseminated among these writings. Though we cannot
prove it in this current study, it seems feasible to propose that Middle
Platonism first came into contact with Hellenistic Judaism (probably in
Alexandria) in the first century BCE. The philosophical Judaism that
arose out of this contact finds early expression in the writings of
Wisdom and especially Philo (who trades in philosophical traditions as
much as he does exegetical ones). Chapters four and five would then
represent different trajectories for philosophical Jewish influence. In the
NT passages we are probably encountering philosophical Jewish
traditions as mediated through the Diaspora synagogue and its liturgy.
As far as the Gnostic texts, we do not claim that Poimandres and Ap. John

57 Philo’s writings, because they are so many and diftused, are the most difficult to
analyze. The study of Philo in chapter three attempts a systematic presentation
of Philo’s intermediary doctrine with the recognition that such is an
academically perilous endeavor.
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are necessarily “protest exegesis.” However, they do seem to represent
some kind of failure in the Jewish tradition, with the communities that
generated both texts falling back on philosophy (among other things) as
a means of dealing with that crisis. Perhaps by ordering our study
according to this hypothetical progression we can test it by how well it
helps to explain our texts.

The study will conclude with a synthesis of the cosmological and
soteriological approaches we have encountered in chapters three
through five. This synthesis will help us to understand and appreciate
the influence that Middle Platonism had on the formation of Jewish,
Christian and Gnostic views about creation and salvation. By placing
writings from these three religious groups against the same backdrop we
will also be able to understand better their similarities and difterences.

1.4. Summary of Introduction

In short, this is a study of how three sets of writings share a common
cosmological tradition but appropriate that tradition in thee distinctive
ways. The method of this study is to explain the source tradition and
then describe its appropriation in the three sets of writings. The thesis of
this study is two-fold: first, Middle Platonic intermediary doctrine
persists as “a surviving mythic form” in Hellenistic Jewish sapientialism,
early Christology, and Gnostic creation myths; and second, its presence
provides “cosmic dimension and transcendent meaning” to their
differing salvific schemes.



Chapter Two

Middle Platonic Intermediary Doctrine

Perhaps in Alexandria, a revival of Platonism began in the first century
BCE.! This revival would continue for the next three hundred years,
laying the foundation for Neoplatonism — the more thoroughgoing
renovation of Platonic thought which began in the third century CE.?
The interim phase, suitably titled Middle Platonism, involved the
reassertion of important Platonic doctrines, especially in physics, which
had fallen out of favor with the end of the Old Academy, the school
established by Plato. Newer Academicians espoused Socratic skepticism
over against the more positivistic philosophy of Socrates’ most
distinguished student. Subsequently, Peripatetic and then Stoic philos-
ophies posited their own doctrine which came to hold sway in the
Hellenistic period. However, in this first century BCE revival, Plato’s
presence in philosophical debates again became increasingly palpable.’

1 For a description of the philosophical scene in Alexandria in the first century
BCE, see P. M. Fraser, Ptolemaic Alexandria (3 vols.; Oxford: Clarendon, 1972),
1:485—-494. For a discussion of the advent of Middle Platonism and its likely
roots in Alexandria see also John Dillon, Middle Platonists, 54-55, 61-62,
115-117.

2 The most comprehensive description of Middle Platonism is found in Dillon,
Middle Platonists. Several of the defining characteristics of Neoplatonism
actually began taking shape in the Middle Platonic period. For the Latin
tradition there is also volume 1 of Stephen Gersh, Middle Platonism and
Neoplatonism: The Latin Tradition (2 vols.; Notre Dame, Ind.; University of
Notre Dame Press, 1986). See also John Whittaker, “Platonic Philosophy in the
Early Centuries of the Empire,” ANRIW 36.1:81-123.

3 The revival appears to begin with a renewed concern for Platonic dogma by
Antiochus of Ascalon, a member of the New Academy. However, though
Antiochus may have thought himself as such, we cannot actually credit him
with being an “evangelist of true Platonism” (so dubbed by Fraser, Ptolemaic
Alexandria 487; cn. also W. Theiler, Die Vorbereitung Des Neuplonismus [Berlin:
Weidmann, 1934]). Antiochus’ efforts to rehabilitate Platonism came largely
through reinterpreting the Athenian’s doctrine from a Stoic stance (see Sextus
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The foci of Hellenistic and early imperial philosophy are usually
classified as logic, ethics and physics. The revival of Platonism centered
on physics. While Middle Platonists used Platonic dialogues and fermini
technici to describe their logic and ethics, their logical and ethical
concepts (if not purposes) often tended to be essentially either
Peripatetic or Stoic.® It is with respect to physics, however, the Middle
Platonists most reflected their namesake.” Plato himself had posited two
principles, the intelligible and the material. The Middle Platonic view,
though slightly more complex than Plato’s Zweiprinzipienlehre (two
principle doctrine), preserved this dichotomy, though they now averred
three principles: an incorporeal, transcendent first principle (“god”) on
one side and matter on the other, and in between an intermediate
reality, the ideas (or forms).

While the specifics change from Platonist to Platonist in this period,
the basic tripartite rubric of god-idea(s)-matter remains consistent.” The

Empiricus, Pyr. 1.235). On Antiochus’ Stoic monism see Dillon, Middle
Platonists 105-106. We will discuss Antiochus further below.

The earliest evidence we have for uniquely Platonic doctrine comes from
Eudorus of Alexandria who likely was within the sphere of influence of
Antiochus but who represents a clear break with Stoic monism. On Eudorus
and his position as earliest known Middle Platonist, see H. Dorrie, “Der
Platoniker Eudoros von Alexandreia,” Hermes 79 (1944): 25-38, reprinted in
idem., Platonica Minora (Munich: Wilhelm Fink, 1976), 297-309. Also see
Dillon, Middle Platonists 115—135.

4 Dillon, Middle Platonists, 113: “In ethics and logic there was much room for
diversity, and the Platonists oscillated between the poles of Stoicism and
Aristotelianism, but in their metaphysics they were quite distinctive.”

5 A substantial impetus in this emphasis on physics is Plato’s dialogue Timaeus.
Already in the second century we see signs of renewed interest in this
cosmopoetic discourse, namely by Stoics. Eudorus himself wrote a commentary
on the dialouge and it is serves as the foundational text for subsequent
generations of later Platonists. For a discussion of the Timaeus, see A. E. Taylor,
A Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus (New York: Garland, 1987); Richard D.
Mohr, The Platonic Cosmology (Leiden: Brill, 1985) and Plato’s Cosmology: The
Timaeus of Plato (translation and commentary by Frances MacDonald Cornford;
London: Routledge, 1937). For the history of interpretation of this text see
Gretchen J. Reydams-Schils, Demiurge and Providence : Stoic and Platonist Readings
of Plato’s Timaeus (Turnhout: Brepols, 1999); idem., ed. Plato’s Timaeus as
Cultural Icon (Notre Dame, In.; University of Notre Dame Press, 2003); and
Matthias Baltes, Die Weltentstehung des Platonischen Timaios nach den antiken
Interpreten (2 vols.; Leiden: Brill, 1976-1978).

6 Cf. H. Dorrie, “Ammonios, der Lehrer Plotins” in ibid., Platonica Minora, 342
(“Die Drei-Prinzipein-Lehre, wonach Gott, Idee und Materie dir Ursachen der
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intermediate reality is the most supple of the three in terms of how
different philosophers present it. It may be described as a single entity
(voUs or Adyos) or as multiple ideas (i8éo1) or forms (ei8a). It may be
more closely associated with the supreme principle (e.g., the ideas are
located in the mind of god) or the material principle (e.g., the
intermediate realm is often associated with the world soul of the
Timaeus).” It may even be in some manner divided between the two.”
What is clear is that this intermediate entity is that by which the
transcendent first principle and the material principle are related.’

As we discussed in chapter two, we operate with the assumption that
Middle Platonism influenced Greek-speaking Judaism, 1% century
Christianity and “Gnosticism.” There are two questions that stem
from this assumption which we must answer here: first, what is it about
Middle Platonism that opened the possibility for it to influence Greek-
speaking Judaism and its religious antecedents? Second, what aspects of
Middle Platonism have the greatest significance for our current study?
Hence, in what follows we first discuss the transcendent principle of
Middle Platonism, which is likely the central feature that made Middle
Platonism attractive to Hellenistic Jews. For those Jews who wished to
recast themselves and their beliefs in Hellenistic terms, Middle
Platonism afforded a way of doing this that preserved key tenets of
their ancestral religion about the transcendence and sovereignty of God.
The Middle Platonists preserved the transcendence of the first principle
with respect to the cosmos by means of an intermediate entity (variously
understood). It is the various functions of this intermediate entity which
greatly inform divine intermediaries in Judaism, Christianity and
Gnosticism. After discussing the first principle, we spend the rest of
this chapter describing the intermediate entity and its functions, thereby
laying the foundation for the rest of this study.

Welt sind, ist der Kernsatz des Mitteplatonismus.”). See also Tobin, Creation of
Man, 15.

7  The world soul is the aspect of the created order which is living and itself gives
shape to matter (UAn), a passive entity which Plato calls a “receptacle” in
Timaeus 49a.

8  Cf. Plutarch, Is. Os. 373AB, discussed below.

9  We discuss the functionality of the intermediate realm, especially in relating the
supreme principle and the material principle, below.
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2.1. A Transcendent Supreme Principle'

After the demise of the Old Academy, we know of no other
philosophers in the Hellenistic period who espoused a transcendent
principle akin to Plato’s until Eudorus of Alexandria. Eudorus himself
contended “that the Pythagoreans postulated on the highest level the
One as a First Principle” who is “the principle (&pxn) of everything.”
Below this “supreme God” (6 Umrepdvew 9eds) there is “on a secondary
level two principles of existent things, the One and the nature opposed
to this”; that is, a second One (the “Monad”) and the Unlimited Dyad."
It is unlikely that Eudorus is forthright in his appeal to the Pythagoreans
as the source for his philosophical teaching since we do not know of any
Pythagoreans before his time who held to a supreme principle that
resided above both a second Monad and Dyad. Whatever his influences,
Eudorus’ emphasis on a transcendent first principle provides us with a
watershed in the self-definition of Middle Platonism over against other
Hellenistic philosophies.'

10 Unless otherwise noted, translations of Middle Platonist texts come from
Dillon, Middle Platonists.

11 Eudorus explains that the Pythagoreans “call these two elements by many
names. One of them is called by them ordered, limited, knowable, male, odd,
right, and light; the one opposed to this called disordered, unlimited,
unknowable, female, left, even, and darkness. In this way the (supreme) One
is a principle, but the One [or Monad] and the Unlimited Dyad are also
elements, both ‘Ones’ being then principles. It is clear then that the One which
is the principle of everything is other than the One [the Monad] which is
opposed to the Dyad.” The quotation is from Simplicius, In Phys. 1. 5 The
translation is from Tobin, Creation of Man, 14, part of which comes from
Dillon, Middle Platonists, 126—127. The whole text is preserved in Simplicii in
Apristotelis -~ Physicorum  libros  quattuor priores commentaria (Commentaria in
Aristotelem graeca 9; Berlin: G. Reimeri, 1882), 181.7-30.

12 Simplicius, In Phys., 1.5, preserves certain quotations from Eudorus which
discuss the metaphysics of “the Pythagoreans.” The attribution of these ideas to
the Pythagoreans is questionable and it would appear that they are Eudorus’
own ideas that he is putting forward in a Pythagorean guise. See Dillon, Middle
Platonists, 127-128, and Tobin, Creation of Man, 14—15. While Eudorus’
supreme God is alien to what we know of Pythagoreanism, we may reasonably
assume a Pythagorean influence present in the contrast between the Monad
(Eudorus’ second One) and the Indefinite Dyad. (Whether this comes from a
tradition mediated by Plato himself or separate from him is difficult to say). See
also Dérrie, “Eudorous von Alexandria”, 304. With respect to this quotation in
Simplicius, Dorrie says “So ist der Gedankenaustausch zwischen Platonikern
und Pythagoreern wieder aufgelebt.” This is in fact pivotal for later Platonism,
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Plutarch is more like Plato or even the old Pythagoreans in that he
holds to two principles instead of three (like Eudorus). One of
Plutarch’s two principles is an eternal, indivisible divine principle that he
refers to as the One (De E 393BC) and the Good (Def. Or. 423D). In
other words, his first principle is the same as Eudorus’."> Alcinous posits
again three principles, with the foremost being “the primary god” who
is “eternal, ineffable, ‘self-perfect’ (that is, deficient in no respect), ‘ever-
perfect’ (that is, always perfect), and ‘all-perfect’ (that is, perfect in all
respects); divinity, essentiality, truth, commensurability, <beauty>,
good” (Epitome doctrinae platonicae, 10.3, 164.32-35)."* Such a god is
“ineffable and graspable only by the intellect.”"” Indeed such a god is
intellect (or mind; Grk: voUs) itself 16

“dafl sie durch den Austausch mit dem Pythagoreismus erwachten und
wurchen.”

With respect to the development of a transcendent supreme principle, Dillon
(ibid.) says: "The postulation [by Eudorus] of a supreme, utterly transcendent
First Principle, which is also termed God, is a most fruitful development for
later Platonism. If we may take Philo into evidence, Eudorus saw his supreme
God as transcending all attributes whatever. Since the monad and the dyad were
respectively Limit and Limitlessness, the One necessarily transcends both.”

13 The substantive difference between Eudorus and Plutarch will lie in Plutarch’s
understanding of the other principle (discussed below) and how it relates to this
first principle. Atticus’ Prinzipienlehre is similar to Plutarch, With respect to
Atticus’ understanding of the supreme principle, Proclus (In Tim. 1 305, 61t.)
says, “Atticus made the Demiurge [of the Timaeus] his supreme God,
identifying him with The Good, and calling him also Intellect (nous)” (Dillon,
Middle Platonists, 254).

14 Translations of Alcinous’ Epitome doctrinae platonicae (or Didaskalikos) are from
Dillon, Alcinous. The most recent edition, upon which Dillon bases his
translation, is J. Whittaker, Alcinoos, Enseignement des doctrines de Platon (Paris:
Les Belles Lettres, 1990). In Epit. 10.3, Dillon supplies “beauty” between
“commensurability” and “good” on the basis that when Alcinous deals with
these characteristics separately in the section immediately following, he includes
“beauty.” See Alcinous, 105.

15 Epit. 10.4 (165.5). He is graspable only by intellect “since he is neither genus,
nor species, nor differentia, nor does he possess any attributes, neither bad (for it
is improper to utter such a thought), nor good (for he would be thus by
participation in something, to wit, goodness), nor indifferent (for neither is this
in accordance with the concept we have of him), nor yet qualified (for he is not
endowed with quality, nor is his peculiar perfection due to qualification) nor
unqualified (for he is not deprived of any quality which might accrue to him).
Further, he is not part of anything, nor is he in the position of being a whole
which has parts, nor is he the same as anything or diftferent form anything; for
no attribute is proper to him, in virtue of which he could be distinguished from
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Moderatus of Gades claims that this first principle, “the first One,” is
“above Being and all essence.” What for him is the “second One”
(equivalent to the Forms) “is the ‘truly existent’ (évtws &v) and the
object of intellection (vontév).”"” We will discuss second (and third)
principles further in a moment, but we note that Moderatus calls the
second One 8vtws 8v and vonTtdédv. Does this mean that his First Principle
is not only above being (as he says) but also supernoetic?'® If so,
Moderatus takes a step beyond his fellow Platonists and represents
already in the second century one of the defining characteristics of
Neoplatonism.'” Numenius, who comes after Moderatus, does not go
so far; his first principle, “the First God”, must be an intellect of sorts
since the second god attains intellect status through communing with it.
Still, this First God is clearly transcendent: “existing in his own place,
[he] is simple and, consorting as he does with himself alone, can never
be divisible” (frag. 11).*” He is One and the Good who is “inactive in
respect of all works, and is King” (frag. 12).

The development (or resurgence) of a transcendent principle appears
to have been a watershed not only for Middle Platonism but Greek-

other things. Also, he neither moves anything, nor is he himself moved” (ibid.,
165.6-17).

Apuleius is similar to Alcinous, with the primary of three principles being
incoporeal, “one, unmeasurable, blessed (beatus) and conferrer of blessedness
(beatificus), excellent, lacking nothing, conferring everything” (De Plat. 5; see
Dillon, Middle Platonists, 312).

16  Epit. 10.2 (165.19-28): “Since intellect (voUs) is superior to soul, and superior to
potential intellect there is actualized intellect, which cognizes everything
simultaneously and eternally (Tévta voddv kai &pa ko &ef), and finer than this
again is the cause of this and whatever it is that has an existence still prior to
these, this it is that would be the primal God (6 TpdTos Seds), being the cause of
the eternal activity of the intellect of the whole heaven. It acts on this while
remaining itself unmoved as does the sun on vision, when this is directed
towards it, and as the object of desire moves desire, while remaining motionless
itself. In just this way will this intellect move the intellect of the whole heaven
(00T ye 81 kai oUTos 6 vols kiwnoel ToV volv ToU oupravtos oupavol).”

17 Simplicius, In Phys. p. 230, 34 ff. Diels

18 See Dillon, Middle Platonists, 348.

19 Moderatus is part of the Neopythagorean group of Middle Platonists which also
included Nichomachus of Gerasa and Numenius of Apamea, both of whom
come after Moderatus. All three are discussed in Dillon, Middle Platonists,
341-383. Nichomachus designated his first principle the Monad and considered
him a Nous. See below for Numenius.

20 See Dillon, Middle Platonists, 366—372. Numeration of Numenius’ fragments is
based on Fragments (ed. by E. des Places; Paris: Budé¢, 1973).
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speaking Judaism, especially in Alexandria. While we have some
evidence that Hellenistic (Greek-speaking) Jews presented their religion
in philosophical terms before the advent of Middle Platonism, the
relationship must have been an uneasy one.”’ Stoicism in particular
likely presented a problem to those Jews interested in presenting their
religion in Hellenistic terms. They could not fully appropriate Stoicism
without diminishing a defining aspect of their ancestral religion, their
transcendent God. While Stoicism reverenced a divine entity, it
identified its god with the physical order. Though of different
consistency, god and the world were of the same material. Therefore,
while aspects of Stoicism were appropriated,™ Stoic materialism made it
an ultimately unacceptable system for explaining Judaism.

The Middle Platonic understanding of the divine first principle as
transcendent appears to have resonated with at least a few Jews in
Alexandria. As we shall see, Philo of Alexandria and Wisdom of
Solomon (which was probably written in early imperial Alexandria)
both appeared to imbibe heavily from the Middle Platonic drought as
they described God and his relationship to the creation. The basic
contours of this relationship are preserved in early Christian texts and in
Gnostic writings as well, though they have different perspectives about
the principles then Philo and Pseudo-Solomon. However, the Jewish
God is not simply a transcendent deity removed and uninvolved in
creation. Yet, neither is the Middle Platonic supreme principle.

21 The self-presentation of certain Greek-speaking Jews in Hellenistic terms is a
phenomenon established by considerable evidence, much of it coming from
Alexandria itself. A much more daunting issue is why. Did such self-
presentations function ad extra or ad intra, to make the religion more inviting to
outsiders or to shore it up so as to keep adherents from abandoning it for
Hellenism? For any given text this is a difficult question, let alone for the
phenomena in general. See Victor Tcherikover, “Jewish Apologetic Literature
Reconsidered,” EOS 48 (1956): 169—-193.

22 Aspects of Stoicism appropriated by the Jews include, for example, the anti-
anthropomorphic understanding of god in Aristobulus (discussed in the
introduction to chapter three) or the use of Allformeln in Synagogues (about
which see the discussion of 1 Cor 8:6 in the first part of chapter four).
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2.2. Demiurgic Activity and the Intermediate Principle

While Middle Platonists could describe their supreme principle as being
in repose and contemplating itself,” they were also clear that this
principle was involved in bringing about the existence of the whole
cosmos. Hence, Eudorus says of his supreme god, that “the One was the
principle of everything, even of matter and of all existent things born of it
(Tév SvTeov Ty € aUToU yeyevnuéveov).”** The phrase € oUToU
yeyevnuéveov s suggestive of two things: first, the Supreme One has a
qualitatively different relationship with T& évra wévTa than with matter
(UAn); and second, this distinctive relationship may be characterized as
essentially parental (the use of the perfect passive participle of yiyvopan).

The different relationships are also presented by “Timaeus Locrus”
who provides a more expansive description of the One’s efforts vis-a-vis
the physical world. In On the Nature of the World and the Soul, section 7,
he writes:

Before the heaven ... came into being, the idea and matter already existed,
as well as God, the maker of the better (Sapioupyds 16 BeAtiovos). Because
the elder (16 TpeoPuTepov) is better than the younger (16 vewTepov) and the
ordered than the disordered, when God who is good (&yaS6s ddv & Seds)
saw that matter received the idea and was changed in all kinds of ways but
not in an orderly fashion (&tdxTws), he wanted to order it (881AeTo &is T&EW
outdv &yev) and to bring it from an indefinite to a defined pattern of
change, so that the differentiations of bodies might be proportional and
matter no longer changed arbitrarily (206.11-17).”

23 See Alcinous, Epit. 10.3 (164.29-31) (cf. Aristotle, Metaphysica 12.7, 1074b
33-34).

24  The whole line reads: &pxfv épacav elvar TGV TdvTwY TO Ev dos &v kal THis UANS
Kad TGV 8vTeov TévTwy €5 alTol yeyevnuéveov (Simplicius, In Phys. 181.18-19
Diels). What “all existent things” refers to is obscure. Just previous to this
quote, Simplicius says: “ It must be said that the Pythagoreans postulated on the
highest level the One as a First Principle, and then on a secondary level two
principles of existent things, the One and the nature opposed to this. And there
are ranked below these all those things that are thought of as opposites, the good
under the One, the bad under the nature opposed to it” (In Phys. 181.10-14
Diels).

25 Tobin’s translation (Creation of Man, 17). The critical edition is Timaeus Locrus,
De natura mundi et animae (ed. W. Marg; Leiden: Brill, 1972).

On the Nature of the World and of the Soul is a Neopythagorean writing alleged
to come from the hand of the Timaeus who is the namesake of Plato’s dialogue
and the main expositor within that dialogue of its creation myth. Based on
several parallels between this pseudonymous document and Eudorus, it is
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This passage, which echoes the mythical style of the Timaeus, takes up
Eudorus’ notion that god is not as closely related to matter as to another,
older entity (16 mpeoPUTtepov). This entity is clearly identified as the
“idea” (id¢a), for which god is directly responsible; being its maker
(Sapioupyds). Matter, on the other hand, apparently has no origin.** Out
of his beneficence God orders the chaotic mixture of idea and matter,
promoting a defined pattern and not an arbitrary one.

We see something similar to this in Alcinous’ handbook. He,
however, adds the element of paternity which Eudorus’ yeyeviueva
suggested. For Alcinous, the first principle

is Father (matrp) through being the cause of all things (¢ odTios given
mavTwv) and bestowing order on the heavenly Intellect (6 oUpdvios voUs)
and the soul of the world (f yuyt) ToU xéopov) in accordance with himself
and his own thoughts (Trpos tauTodv kol Tpods Tés EauTol vonoels). By his
own will he has filled all things with himself (umémAnke TdvTa EauTol),
rousing up the soul of the world and turning it towards himself (gis fauTov
gmoTpéyas), as being the cause of its intellect (ToU vol oUtiis aiTios
Umdpyowv). It is this latter that, set in order by the Father, itself imposes
order on all of nature in this world (85 koopneis Urd ToU TaTpoS Siokoopel
oUutacay eUoty év T8 T¢ koopw) (Epit. 10.3, 164.40-165.4).

There are a number of significant parallels between this passage and the
one from “Timaeus Locrus.” First, God/the Father acts intentionally to
order a disorderly cosmos.”” Second, God relates foremost to a noetic
entity which in turn has responsibility for ordering mévta. In the case of
“Timaeus Locrus,” the i8éx is the better in part due to its being

arguable it comes from the same late 1% century Alexandrian setting. See M.
Baltes, Timaios Lokros, Uber die Natur des Kosmos und der Seele (Leiden: Brill,
1972), 23.

26  With respect to the use of “older” and “younger”, Baltes (Timaios Lokros, 50)
says “76 TpecPuTepov ist das ontologisch frithere, To vecytepov das ontologisch
spatere.”

27 Cf. “By his own will (kat& Thv fouTtdv BoUAnot) he has filled all things” (Epit.
10.3) with “he wanted to order it (88nAeTo eis T&Ev a¥tdw &yev) and to bring it
from an indefinite to a defined pattern of change” (“Timaeus Locrus,” 206.15).
Baltes (Timaios Lokros, 52) notes &édnAeto dor. = &PoUAeto. These two passages
reflect Plato, Timaeus, 30a: “The god wanted everything to be good and
nothing to be bad so far as that was possible, and so he took over all that was
visible — not at rest but in discordant and disorderly motion — and brought it
from a state of disorder to one of order.” (English translations of Plato are from
Plato: Complete Works [ed. John M. Cooper; Indianapolis: Hackett, 1997],
unless otherwise noted.)
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“ordered” (1o Tetayuévov) while matter is “disordered” (td &toaxTov).*®

With Alcinous, the Father works with the oUpévios voUs, which once
ordered by him itself orders (Siaxoopéw) the whole of nature. In both
“Timaeus Locrus” and Alcinous, the i8¢a/oUpdvios voUs is actually part
of the world soul® and is quickened by the supreme One and thereby
makes the world soul effective in shaping the sensible world.

Can we say then that Middle Platonism postulated a creator god in
the fashion of Yahweh of the Hebrew Scriptures? As we have seen, the
answer is “yes” but with a significant caveat. For “Timaeus Locrus” and
Alcinous, God/the Father directly wills the ordering of the cosmos
while at the same time employing a noetic instrument in the imposition
of that order. The instrument, or noetic intermediary, is necessary for
the Middle Platonic system since it keeps in tact the transcendence of
God." Numenius, who classifies the first principles as gods, is most
emphatic when he says that the First God does not create, but should
instead be considered the father of the creator god (fr. 12, lines 1-3: kad
Y&p oUTe dnuioupyeiv €0TL X pecov TOV TTp&TOV Kal ToU SnuioupyolvTos 8¢
Seo¥ Xpf €lva vouileaSan aTépa TOV TEddTOV Jebv).”!

In other words, while the Supreme One is the ultimate cause of all
things, the locus of demirugic activity is actually beneath that One.”
The source of this activity is variously named; so far we have seen 6
Bnuiouy&v Seds by Numenius, the i8¢a by “Timaeus Locrus,” 6
oUpdavios volUs by Alcinous. Again, there is considerable fluidity with
respect to how Middle Platonists construe this intermediate reality, even
within their own systems.

What accounts for this demiurgic sphere of activity? If we accept
Eudorus’ testimony, its origin lies with the “Pythagoreans,” with their
conception of a Monad and the nature opposed to it, the unlimited

28 Baltes, Timaios Lokros, 50.

29 T take “Timaeus Locrus” to be speaking of the world soul, or something
phenomenally similar when he says “matter received the idea and was changed
in all kinds of ways but not in an orderly fashion.”

30 Cf. Tobin, Creation of Man, 15: “The emphasis on the transcendence of the
Supreme One creates the need for an intermediate realm in which one finds the
proximate principles or causes of existing things.”

31 See Dillon, Middle Platonists 368. We will discuss the creator God, who is for
Numenius the second-and-third god to the first God, the supreme One.

32 The title “Demiurge” is not exclusively reserved among Middle Platonists for
the intermediate principle. Atticus for instance refers to the First Principle as
Demiurge.
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Dyad. But this monad is a secondary One; the Pythagoreans, and the
Old Academy for that matter, did not conceive of both a transcendent
Monad and an immanent Monad. For them there was only a Monad
and a Dyad or, in Platonic terms, the intelligible and the sensible.
Eudorus culls from the Pythagoreans and the Old Academicians their
notion of a transcendent Monad but reduces their Monad-Dyad duo to
a secondary level, the level at which demiurgic activity takes place.

The origin may in fact pre-exist Eudorus and lie with Antiochus of
Ascalon. Antiochus started the Platonic revival in the early 1" century
BCE, about which we spoke at the beginning of this section. He did so
by affirming Platonic dogma precisely in this area of demiurgic activity.
Yet while his topic was Platonic physics, and one of his authorities was
the Timaeus, his interpretation of these was thoroughly Stoic. What in
the Timaeus are distinct entities, the Demiurge and the World Soul,
Antiochus has merged into one force, immanent in the world, a quality
(qualitas=Td Tro100v) which permeates matter, vibrating back and forth.”
This force is equivalent to the active creative principle of the Stoics,
which they often referred to as 6 Adyos.>* Everything in the world is
held together by this Aoyos,

...a sentient being, in which perfect Reason (ratio = Adyos) is immanent,
and which is immutable and eternal since nothing stronger exists to cause it
to perish; and this force they [the Platonists] say is the Soul of the World,
and is also perfect intelligence (mens perfecta=voUs TéAeios), and wisdom,

which they entitled God...(Cicero, Acad. 1.28).”

It is less than clear whether Antiochus held this force was immaterial.”
What is important is that he considers the force immanent and not
transcendent. He bequeaths this immanent force to later Platonists, who
retain its functionality while making it an immaterial yet subordinate
principal to the transcendent supreme One.

33 Cf. the Stoic idea of Tovikn kivnois. See the discussion in A. A. Long and D. N.
Sedley, The Hellenistic Philosophers (2 vols.; Cambridge: University of Cam-
bridge Press, 1987), 1:286-289.

34 Dillon, Middle Platonists, 83. Cf. Diogenes Laertius 7.134. See also Gersh, Middle
Platonism and Neoplatonism, 1.101-119. For a survey of Stoic cosmology, see
Michael Lapidge, “Stoic Cosmology,” in The Stoics (ed. J. Rist; Berkely:
University of California Press, 1978), 161-86.

35 Translation from Dillon, Middle Platonists, 82.

36 Dillon (Middle Platonists, 83—84) claims Antiochus considered this active
principle material; Gersh (Middle Platonism and NeoPlatonism, 1.116—118) thinks
it possible Antiochus considered the principle immaterial.



Demiurgic Activity and the Intermediate Principle 39

Plutarch preserves a Middle Platonic exegesis of the Osiris/Isis myth
that may date back to turn-of-the-era Alexandria.”” The passage, part of
a larger treatise dealing with the Egyptian divine couple, is pertinent to
the discussion of how Middle Platonists appropriated the active and
passive elements in Stoic cosmology and reworked them into a more
clearly Platonic (i.e., transcendent) perspective. We see this in Is. Os. 53
where Isis, having taken on the identity of the receptacle in the Timaeus
(which since the Stoics had been understood as UAn),” is said to be
transformed by reason (Adyos; i.e., Osiris) and receives all forms and
ideas.” This transformation is likened to procreation (yéveois). “For
procreation in matter is an image of being, and what comes into being is
an imitation of what is” (elkcov y&p &oTiv oUoias év UAn yéveols kol
pipnua ToU dvTos TO yryvduevov). As with Stoicism, the Adyos is a
demiurgic force. However, the vocabulary used to describe this force
(eikcov, pipnua) suggests that we do not have one material agent working
on another agent. Rather the active agent is immaterial and its creative
torce comes through forms and ideas which are reproduced in Isis/the
Receptacle as “an image of being” and a “copy” of what is.

Plutarch continues by noting how in the myth, Osiris’ soul is eternal
and indestructible while his body suffers recurring dismemberment and
dispersion by Typhon. Isis searches for the dispersed body parts and
upon finding them reforms the body. The philosophical interpretation
follows:

For what is and is spiritually intelligible (vonTév) and is good prevails over
destruction and change; but the images (eikévas) which the perceptible and

37 See Plutarch, Is. Os. 53-54. See the discussion of this passage in Tobin, Creation
of Man 7476 and the commentary in J. G. Griftiths, Plutarch’s De Iside et Osiride
(Cardift: University of Wales Press, 1970), 41-48. See also Dillon, Middle
Platonists, 200, 204—206.

38 Tim. 51a: “In the same way, then, if the thing that is to receive repeatedly
throughout its whole self the likenesses of the intelligible objects, the things
which always are — if it is to do so successfully, then it ought to be devoid of any
inherent characteristics of its own. This, of course, is the reason why we
shouldn’t call the mother or receptacle of what has come to be, of what is
visible or perceivable in every other way, either earth or air, fire or water, or
any of their compounds or the constituents. But if we speak of it as an invisible
and characterless sort of thing, one that receives all things and shares in a most
perplexing way in what is intelligible, a thing extremely difficult to
comprehend, we shall not be misled.”

39 Is. Os. 53: She is the myriad-named 8i1& 16 Tdoas Ud ToU Adyou Tpemopévn
Hopds SéxeoSar kai idéas.
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corporeal nature (16 aioSnTov kai cwpaTikév) fashions from it, and the
ideas, forms and likenesses which this nature assumes, are like figures
stamped on wax (8v knpé& oepayides) in that they do not endure forever.
They are seized by the element of disorder and confusion which is driven
here from the region above and fights against Horus, whom Isis brings forth
as an image (eikéva) of what is spiritually intelligible (ToU vonToU), since he
is the perceptible world (xécuos aio9nTés). This is why he is said to be
charged with illegitimacy by Typhon as one who is neither pure nor
genuine like his father, who is himself and in himself the unmixed and
dispassionate Reason (Adyos), but is made spurious by matter through the
corporeal element (&AA& vevoSeuuévos Tf UAn Sk TO owuaTikov). He
(Horus) overcomes and wins the day since Hermes, that is, Reason (Aéyos),
is a witness for him and points out that nature produces the world after
being re41310deled in accordance with what is spiritually intelligible (o
vonTov).

Admittedly, this is not the clearest interpretation.*' Still, the philosoph-
ical characterization of these mythic characters is most important to us.
The soul of Osiris 1s here portrayed as the “unmixed and dispassionate”
Aoyos, being &v, vonTév, and &yaSdév. Isis, though not explicitly
mentioned, appears to be “the perceptible and corporeal nature” who
fashions images from it, ideas, forms and likenesses — all of which are
subject to change and decay. The interpretation refers to these images
collectively as Horus, the child of Isis and Osiris. In other words, the

40

41

Is. Os. 53-54 (translation from Tobin, Creation of Man, 73=74; cf. Griftiths, De

Lside et Osiride, 202—05). The passage continues: ‘For the procreation of Apollo
by Isis and Osiris, which occurred when the gods were still in the womb of
Rhea, suggests symbolically that before this world became manifest and was
completed by Reason, matter, being shown by its nature to be incapable of
itself, brought forth the first creation. For this reason they declare that god to
have been born maimed in the darkness and they call him the elder Horus; for
he was not the world, but only a picture and a vision of the world to come.”
See Antonie Wlosok, Laktanz und die philosophische Gnosis: Untersuchungen zu
Geschichte und Terminologie der gnostischen Erlosungsvorstellung (Heidelberg: C.
Winter, 1960), 56, and Tobin, Creation of Man, 74. The “element of disorder
and confusion which is sent here from the region beyond” is obscure. Is it Isis
qua receptacle which is disorderly and confused? If so, this is comparable to
Timaeus Locrus, 207, where UAn is described as &tdxTtws. On the other hand, in
Is. Os. 53 Isis, though “a possible sphere material” for good or evil, shuns the
one and yearns for the other. Perhaps Typhon is this element from regions
above sent to accuse Horus, though his philosophical function isn’t clear. Also
unclear is the reference to Hermes, also designated Adyos, who testifies on
behalf of Horus.
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progeny of Osiris and Isis refers (so the exegesis goes) to the product of
the noetic and material spheres, namely the kbouos aio9nTés.

Hence, Plutarch’s De Iside et Osiride claims for Osiris/Adyos the
status of Demiurge. While much of the action is given Isis (which may
simply be the result of consistency with the myth that is being
interpreted), it may also be clearly stated that the world became manifest
and was completed by Reason (¢kpavf] yevéoSon TéVSe TOV KOoPOV Kol
cuvTeheadfivan T¢ Adye Thy UAny).*”

In Is. Os. we also see that the forms and ideas are not independent of
but closely associated with the Adyos. Similarly, in Alcinous’ handbook
we find the Platonic forms (té& idéan) presented collectively as the Form
(fy i8¢éa).* The Form, he says, is “considered in relation to God, his
thinking; in relation to us, the primary object of thought; in relation to
Matter, measure; in relation to the sensible world, its paradigm; and in
relation to itself, essence” (Epit. 9.1). God’s thinking (vénois, or with
respect to the plural “forms,” his vofjuaTta) is an immaterial, eternal,
unchanging force which gives to unmeasured matter its measure.
Atticus, a student of Plutarch, sees the same function for the i8écu. Yet
he avers the independent nature of these vofjpata; they are a product of
the divine intellect and yet “subsisting by themselves,” lying outside that
intellect.”

Numenius, writing two and a half centuries later than Antiochus,
presents his 6 Snuiouydv 9eds in much the same fashion. While the First
God is at rest and is concerned with the intelligible realm (t& vontd),
the demiurge is in motion (kwoUpevos) and is concerned with both the
intelligible and sensible realms (T& vonTd kai aio9ntd).* As such the
Demiurge serves as an intermediary who relies on one to affect the
other. He is, says Numenius, a kind of helmsman (& kuBepvnTnis) who,

...binding (ouvdnoduevos) matter fast by harmony, so that it may not break
loose or wander astray, himself takes his seat above it, as if above a ship

42 This is the same schema as “Timaeus Locrus,” On the Nature of the World and the
Soul. There, i8¢ and UAn have as their offspring oio9nTév.

43 . Os. 54.

44 1In Epit. 9.1, Alcinous identifies the three primary principals of Platonic physics.
“Matter constitutes one principle, but Plato postulates others also, to wit, the
paradigmatic, that is the forms, and that constituted by God the father and cause
of all things” (Dillon, Alcinous, 16). But in the discussion that follows Alcinous
alternates between the forms (pl.) and the Form (sg.).

45 Proclus, In Tim. 1 394, 6.

46 Numenius, fragment 15.
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upon the sea, and he directs the harmony, steering it with the Forms (Tais
idéaus oiokiGwv), and he looks, as upon the heavens, at the God above (6
&vw Seds) who attracts his eyes, and takes his critical faculty from this
contemplation (AauPdver TO kprTIKOV &TrO TTis Secwpias), while he derives his
impulsive faculty from his desire (16 dppnTikov &md Tiis Epéoews) (frg. 18).

As the last part of this passage suggests, the relationship between the
Demiurge and matter is not without its consequences. Indeed, we may
say that Numenius’ Demiurge is bifurcated, torn between its con-
templation of the First God and its desire for matter.

The Second and Third God is one (6 Seds 6 deUTepos kol TpiTos EoTiv €ls);
but in the process of coming into contact (cuugepopevos) with Matter,
which is the Dyad, He gives unity to it, but is Himself divided (oxiGopcu) by
it, since Matter has a character prone to desire and is in flux (frg. 11)."

Numenius expresses here a tainting aspect of matter with respect to the
Demiurge that may extend beyond orthodox Middle Platonism.* At
the same time, he captures the importance of the Demiurge to Middle
Platonists. Related as it is to the noetic sphere, especially to its Father the
First God, the Demiurge serves to bring the intelligible (t& iSéon or To
vonTov) to bear on the sensible (16 aio9nTév). In the process however,
the Demiurge must interact with matter, which is in flux and which
necessitates that unlike the First God, the Demiurge cannot be self-
contemplating. Its bifurcation, its being the Second and Third God, is
the result of its having to have a dual orientation.*

We may summarize the demiurgic function in Middle Platonism
thusly. While Middle Platonists viewed the First Principle as tran-
scendent, they also admitted that this principle played an ultimate role in
the creation and continuation of the cosmos. In order to preserve the

47 Dillon, Middle Platonists 367—68. Fragment 11 continues: “So in virtue of not
being in contact with the Intelligible [T6 vonTév] (which would mean being
turned in upon Himself), by reason of looking towards Matter and taking
thought for it, He becomes unregarding of Himself. And He seizes upon the
sense realm (16 aio9nTéV) and ministers to it and yet draws it up (&véyw) to His
own character, as a result of this yearning towards Matter (¢rope§duevos Tfis
UAns).”

48 Given that the Demiurge has desire for Matter and that desire gives the
Demiurge an impulsive faculty, we will be interested to compare Numenius
with Poimandres (CH 1) and Apocryphon of John that present (semi-) super-
sensible beings in a similar way.

49 The dual orientation of Numenius’ Demiurge, his Second-and-Third God, is a
logical result of the melding of the Demiurge and the World Soul that took
place already in Antiochus and his Stoic forebearers.
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transcendence, they claimed an intermediary principle. This principle,
largely adapted from the Stoic active principle and even designated a
second god by some, related both to the First Principle and to Matter.
The intermediary principle itself does not have consistent characteristics
among Middle Platonists. For some, the principle may be the thoughts
within God’s mind, for others forms that exist independent of the mind
of God, and for still others an independent singular entity that had
within itself these thoughts (or forms). What is clear is that, whether
explicitly or implicitly, the intermediary is cosmologically instrumental,
the active element that gives shape to the passive and/or chaotic
element.

2.3. Prepositional Metaphysics

Middle Platonists were not limited to perceiving only one cause for the
world. Already Aristotle (who was another major impetus for Middle
Platonic thought) had determined there were four distinct causes
(odT10) ; the material cause, the formal cause, the efficient cause, and the
final cause.”’ It appears that Middle Platonists appropriated this
framework in developing their three principles (&pyai): God (First
Principle) is the efficient cause; ideas/forms are the formal cause, and
matter is the material cause. In fact, it may very well be in response to
Aristotle’s criticism of Plato’s Zweiprinzipienlehre that the Athenian’s
later disciples introduced a Stoic inspired intermediate principle and thus
a Dreiprinzipienlehre.”' Varro (116-27 BCE), a Roman student of
Antiochus, thus interprets the divine triad of Jupiter, Juno, and Minerva
who represented sky, earth and the ideas respectively. “The sky is that
by which (a quo) something came to be, the earth that from which (de

50 See Aristotle, Phys. 2. 3-9 (194b—200b), especially 2.3 (194b—95a). The
standard illustration which ancients used to explain these causes was a bronze
statue: “the bronze is the material cause; the specific shape which the statue
takes is the formal cause; the artist is the efficient cause; and the purpose of
[creating the statue| is the final cause” (Gregory E. Sterling, “Prepositional
Metaphysics in Jewish Wisdom Speculation and Early Christian Liturgical
Texts,” SPhA 9 [1997]: 220-21).

51 See Dillon, Alcinous, 94. He thinks it possible the Middle Platonic “three-
principle system” was “only formulated in response to criticisms by Aristotle, in
such passages as Metaphysica 1.992a25-9 and De Generatione et Corruption
2.9.335a244t., to the effect that Plato [with his two-principle system] ignores
the efficient cause, and appears to think that the forms can do the job by
themselves.”
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qua) something came to be, and the pattern (exemplum) that according to

which (secundum quod) something came to be.””

Antiochus’ student impresses us not only by mentioning a third
principle (contra Stoicism) which he refers to as “pattern” (= i8éa) but
also by assigning prepositional phrases to the different principles: a quo
fiat, de qua fiat, secundum quod fiat. Varro is perhaps our earliest witness to
the use of prepositional phrases to describe different causes, though we
cannot be sure when the advent of so called prepositional metaphysics
occurred.” While the Stoics had used prepositional formulations in
describing the divine (i.e., active) principle in the cosmos, their monistic
perspective did not allow for multiple causes. Their cause was one, the
active principle which shaped the passive (i.e., UAn) and thereby made
the cosmos.”

52 English translation of Varro, Antiquitates Rerum Divinarum, frg. 206 (from
Augustine, Civ. 7.28) from Sterling, “Prepositional Metaphysics” 226. A larger
portion of the passage reads in Latin: in simulacris aliud significare caeulum, aliud
terram, aliud exempla rerum, quas Plato appellat ideas; caelum Iovem, terram Iunonem,
ideas Minervam (vult intellegi); caelum a quo fiat aliquid, terram de qua fiat, exemplum
secundum quod fiat (CCSL 47, 210-211). Matthias Baltes, in H. Dorrie and M.
Baltes, eds., Die Philosophische Lehre des Platonismus (vol. 4 of Der Platonismus in
der Antike; Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt: Frommann-Holzboog, 1996), provides the
Greek equivalents to Varro’s prepositional phrases: a quo fiat = 9’ oU; de qua
fiat = &§ oU; and secundum quod fiat = ka9 & (390).

53 Prepositions defined causes previous to Varro (who may have inherited his
teaching from Antiochus). For instance, Aristitole had described the material
cause as 16 £§ oU and the final cause as T6 oU gvekar in Phys. 2.3. However, the
use of prepositions for this purpose was not systematic until the post-Antiochus
(i.e., Middle Platonic) period. Scholarly discussion of this phenomenon began
in earnest with W. Theiler, Vorbereitung des Neuplatonismus, 17-34. See also H.
Dérrie, ‘Pripositionen und Metaphysik,” Museum Helveticum 26 (1969) 217-28
(= idem, Platonica Minora, 124-126), Dillon, Middle Platonists, 137-139, and
Baltes, Philosophische Lehre des Platonismus, 110-201 (texts) and 377-538
(commentary). Most recently see Sterling, “Prepositional Metaphysics,”
219-38.

54 Seneca, Ep. 65.2: “The cause, however, that is reason (ratio), forms matter and
turns it wherever it wants, thus producing various products. ... Therefore there
must be that from which (unde) something is made, then that by which (a quo)
something is made. The latter is causa, the former is the materia” (Sterling,
Prepositional Metaphysics 222).

Sterling discusses the Stoic use of prepositional formulations and provides a
number of examples (ibid., 222—24). We shall discuss these formulas in chapter
three when we examine 1 Cor 8:6 and other passages that employ prepositional
phrases to describe the functioning of God and his Son. At present, Sterling’s
conclusion provides the basis for the lack of discussion in this introduction of
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After Varro, we find a number of Middle Platonists who make use

of prepositional phrases to characterize the different principles/causes of
the cosmos. Indeed, the evidence suggests that such categorization of
prepositions becomes a topos in the scholastic formulations of Platonic
doctrine from the early imperial period to the mid-second century CE.
In Alcinous’ handbook, which itself in large measure derives from a 1%

century BCE work by Augustan’s court philosopher Arius Didymus,

55

we find the following use of prepositional metaphysics to describe the
three causes. In the third in a series of arguments for the existence of
forms, Alcinous says:

55

56

If the world is not such as it is by accident, it has not only been generated
from something [#k Twvos], but also by something (or someone)[Utéd Tivos],
and not only this, but also with reference to something [Tpds T1]. But what
could that with reference to which it is generated be other than form
(i8¢a)? So forms (ai 18¢cu) exist (Ep. 9.3 [163.40-164.1]).>°

the Stoic formulations, however similar to and even in dialogue with the
Middle Platonic phenomenon of “prepositional metaphysics.” According to
Sterling, the Stoic use of prepositional phrases for the divine was ubiquitous,
but these different phrases refer only to a single cause, emphasizing the unity of
the cosmos.

Dillon, Alcinous, xxix, refers to the Didaskalikos as a “new, revised edition” of
Arius Didymus’ work, or at least an edition of Arius’ work some generations
removed. John Whittaker (Alcinoos, xvi—xvii) agrees that Alcinous work is not
original but is based ‘entirely on the work of his predecessors.”

Dillon, Alcinous, 16 (italics his). Dillon comments on this passage (p. 99): This
“argument, broadly an argument from design, introduces both the Aristotelian
distinction, found in Metaph. 7.7.1032a12 ft., between things generated
naturally (physei), artifically (fechnei) and spontaneously [“accidentally”] (apo ¢’
automatou). Since the cosmos is not of the last type (and certainly not of the
second), it must fulfill the conditions which Aristotle identifies for the first,
which are that it must have something in accordance with which (kath’ ho) it is
generated, something from which (ex hou), and something by which (huph’ hou).
For Aristotle’s kath’ ho, [Alcinous] substitutes pros ho, and makes that form,
whereas Aristotle had identified the cause kath’ ho as nature, and the agent
(huph’ hou) as form.” Aristotle only mentions U@’ oU and &§ oU explicitly in
Metaph. 7.7. For the four Aristotelian causes (material, efficient, formal, and
final), later Peripatetics developed corresponding prepositional formulae.
Simplicius, for example, writes: “The principle (&pxn) is fourfold according
to Aristotle: there is the out of which (06 &§ o0) such as matter, the in which (16
kad” &) such as form (eidos), the by which (16 U’ oU) such as the agent (16
mroto0v), and the for which (16 81" &) such as the purpose (téhos)” (Metaph. 1.1
[Diels 10.35—-11.2]; Sterling, Prepositional Metaphysics 224—225).
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This passage is similar to what we found in Varro above, though it also
attests to certain liquidity in the choice of prepositions, especially with
respect to the intermediate principle. Instead of Varro’s secundum quod
(= ka9 8), Alcinous uses pds & to describe the function of the idéa.’’

Taking into consideration the evidence from the Stoic philosopher
Seneca, the variation in Middle Platonic prepositional metaphysics
extended to the number of causes. Where Varro and Alcinous mention
only three causes, Seneca says “Plato” had five causes (Ep. 65.8).” These
are:

that from which (id ex quo = 76 &§ oU), i.e., matter;

that by which (id a quo = 16 g’ 0U), i.e., the maker;

that in which (id in quo = 16 &v ), i.e., the immanent form;

that towards which (id ad quod = 16 Tpds 8), i.e., the paradigm
(exemplan);*°

and that for the sake of which (id propter quod = T &\ 8),

i.e., final cause (bonitas).*"

59

All but one of these causes Platonists shared in common with
Peripatetics. The one that stands out is “that towards which” (16 Tpds

8).

Seneca speaks about this cause in Ep. 65.7 when he says:

57 Cf. the doxographer Aetius (Plac. 1.11.2 [Diels 309a14-17]): “Plato held there
were three causes (Tpixés T6 oiTiov). He says: ‘by which (U¢” 0U), out of which
(8§ oU), to which (1rpds 8).” He considers the by which (16 Ug’ oU) to be the most
important. This was that which creates, that is the mind (ToUto 8 fjv 16 o100V,
6 ot voUs)” (quoted from Sterling, Prepositional Metaphysics 226). These three
causes match up with Aeitus’ three principles (&pxad): Tov Sedv Thv UAnv ThHv
idéaw respectively (see Aetius, Plac. 1.3.21 [Diels 287a17-288a6]).

58 For the text of Seneca, Ep. 65, see Baltes, Philosophische Lehre des Platonismus,
136. For comments on this text and its significance to Middle Platonism, see
ibid., 414-21; Sterling, “Prepositional Metaphysics,” 225-231; Gersh, Middle
Platonism and NeoPlatonism, 1.188—194; Dillon, Middle Platonists, 137—139;
Theiler, Vorbereitung des Neuplatonismus, 15-34.

59 The immanent form = forma, i.e., habitus et ordo mundi, quem videmus (Seneca,
Ep. 65).

60 For Seneca’s id ad quod, Sterling provides the Greek equivalent t6 Tpds &
(“Prepositional Metaphysics” 229). Dillon prefers 6 &¢” & (Middle Platonists
138).

61 For Seneca’s id propter quod, Sterling provides the Greek equivalent to 81" 6.
Dillon prefers 16 o0 éveka.
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To these four, Plato adds as a fifth cause the model (exemplar), which he
himself calls the “Idea.” For it is to this that the artist looked when he
accomplished what he was planning. However, it makes no difference
whether he had this model outside himself, to which he might turn his
eyes, or within himself, having conceived and placed it there himself. God
has these models of all things (exemplaria rerum omnium) within himself, and
has embraced the numbers and measures of all things which are to be
accomplished in his mind. He is filled with those shapes which Plato calls
“Ideas” immortal, immutable, indefatigable. Therefore, although men may
perish, humanity itself according to which a man is moulded remains, and,
although men may be afflicted and die, it suffers no change.*

Seneca’s source for Platonic dogma views the Idea(s) as the thoughts of
God, numbers and/or shapes which are incorporeal and eternal yet
instrumental in the forming of all things (i.e., the cosmos).”’ So, even
though Seneca’s take on Platonism includes two more causes/
prepositional phrases than most Middle Platonists, the true point of
departure from Peripatetic views of causation is consistently Middle
Platonic. Seneca too emphasizes the intermediate cause, namely formy(s),
as the incorporeal paradigm for corporeal reality.

2.3.1. Excursus #1: The Prepositional Phrase 16 81" o0

In our treatment of prepositional metaphysics, it will be noted that t6 8¢’
oU (discussed in chapter one) is absent from the different phrases
mentioned. Philo of Alexandria is the first (that we know of) to use this
phrase systematically among Greek-speaking Jewish writers.”* The
phrase occurs in all four NT passages that combine the cosmological and
soteriological functions of the Son and appears as well in certain
“Gnostic” writings that discuss cosmological and anthropological
intermediacy. Evidence of its use among Platonists apart from Philo
(or his sources) is limited until the second century and beyond and is
more a phenomenon of Neoplaton-

ism.®

62 Translation from Gersh, Middle Platonism and Neoplatonism, 1.190.

63 See Dillon, Middle Platonists 138.

64 In Cher. 125-127 Philo provides an extemporaneous discussion of prepositional
metaphysics and includes the pyoavov through which (81" o0) the world came to
be, namely the divine Logos. See chapter three.

65 The phrase &1’ 0¥ does not occur in many metaphysical schemata among Middle
Platonists. It does not appear in those of Aeitus or Alcinous. Varro’s secundum
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Still, there is reason to think that Philo’s use of 16 81" 0¥ has its origin
in prepositional philosophy. Alcinous, a 2" century CE cipher of early
Platonist sources, includes in his Didaskalikos an epistemological use of
prepositions that may reflect a stage in the development of Middle
Platonic prepositional metaphysics.”

Since there is something that judges (16 kpivov), and there is something that
is judged (T6 kpwopevov), there must also be something that results from
these and that may be termed judgement (1) kpiois). In the strictest sense,
one might declare judgement to be the act of judgement (16 kpiTripl0oV), but
more broadly that which judges (16 xpivov). This may be taken in two
senses: (1) that by which (16 9’ 0)®” what is judged is judged, and (2) that
through which (16 8" o0) it is judged. Of these the former would be the
intellect in us (6 &v fuiv voUs), while that ‘through which’ is the physical
instrument (&pyavov ouoikdv) which judges — primarily truth, but
consequently also falsehood; and this is none other than our reasoning
faculty working on the physical level (Adyos guoikds).

To take a clearer view of the matter, the judging agent (xpitris) might be
said to be the philosopher, by whom (U¢’ oU) things are judged, but equally

qoud fiat most likely equals & mpds &, as does Seneca’s id ad quod (see the
discussion above).

&1’ ou does occur in the Prinzipienlehren of later Platonists, namely Galen (De
usu part. 1 [Helmreich 338.20-339.18]), Proclus, (In Plat. Tim. 1 [Diehl
357:12-23]) and Basil of Caesarea (De spiritu sancto 3.5 [PG 32,76]). See Baltes,
Philosophische Lehre des Platonismus 138—140, 112-114, 140-142, respectively.
Cf. also Simplicius (Metaph. 1.12 [Diels 3.16-19]; 1.2 [26.5-7]) and John
Philoponus (De aeternitate mundi 6.12 [Rabe 159.5-12]) who also discuss the
instrumental cause. Sterling suggests that such discussion in the Neoplatonic
tradition demonstrates “the recognition of the instrumental cause in the
Platonic tradition” which, given the evidence in Philo, must extend back to or
before his time (“Prepositional Metaphysics,” 228). (We shall discuss Philo’s use
of the phrase and its relation to Middle Platonic thought at greater length in
chapter three.)

66 On the development of prepositional formulae in philosophical discourse see
Sterling, “Prepositional Metaphysics,” 230-231. Sterling thinks the Stoics most
likely were the first to use such formulae systematically, though in the
discussion of epistemology. For an example of this epistemology of prepositions
among the Stoics, see Sextus Empiricus, Math. 7.35-37, who identified three
criteria for knowing: the U9’ o¥ (i.e., the person); the &’ oU (i.e., sense
perception); and the application (mpooPoAd, i.e., an impression or pavToaoic).
The Stoics would not have much use for prepositional metaphysics per se since
they acknowledged only one cause. Middle Platonists may well have adopted
Stoic epistemological prepositions and then reworked them to highlight the
distinctives of their physics.

67 Dillon: “by the agency of which.”
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well it (i.e., kpr7s) could be taken to be the reason (Adyos), through which
(8 oU) the truth is judged, and which was what we declared to be the
instrument (6pyavov) of judgement. Reason in turn takes two forms
(BrTTos & EoTiv & Aoyos): the one is completely ungraspable (&AnmTos) and
unerring (&tpekns), while the other is only free from error when it is
engaged in the cognition of reality (6 8¢ KaT& THYV TGOV TPy U&TWY YV&GIY
&81&yevoTos). Of these the former is possible for God, but impossible for
men, while the second is possible also for men (Epit. 4.1-2).

Initially, what we should find interesting here is the relationship
between “the intellect in us” (6 &v Apiv vols) and “natural reason”
(Aoyos @uoikds) or, similarly, that between the philosopher (6
piAdoogos) and reason (6 Adyos). The former in either relationship is
that “by which” (U’ 00) judgement occurs and the latter that “through
which” (81" o0) judgment occurs. In both cases, 16 81" oU is referred to as
an instrument (6pyavov) which — at the human level — appears
bifurcated. Though its primary focus may be truth and knowledge of
what is real (f] TGV TpaypdTwy yvddois), the Adyos puoikds must also
deal with falsehood and error.

What would it look like if Alcinous’ epistemology of prepositions
were to have a metaphysical counterpart? God, or the supreme
principle, would be 16 U9’ oU reality comes to be. The intermediate
reality, elsewhere in Alcinous presented as 16 Tpos &, here would not be
the paradigm but the instrument, the épyoavov 81" oU reality comes to
be.”® Such a leap from prepositional epistemology to prepositional
metaphysics is not merely hypothetical. The turn of the era eclectic
philosopher Potamon of Alexandria appears to have made just this
transition.”” According to Diogenes Laertius, Potamon

takes as criteria (kprtApi) of truth (1) that by which (16 Ug’ oU) the

judgement is formed, namely the ruling principle (16 fyyepovikév); (2) the

instrument used (t6 &1 oU), for instance the most accurate perception (7

68 In Epit. 4.2, Alcinous says Aoyos has two forms, basically that associated with
God and that which humans only may attain. That associated with God, which
he calls “ungraspable and unerring” reason may be comparable to Form in Epit.
9.2. In that section, the intermediate principle (1} 18éx or ai i8éou interchange-
ably) is referred to as the thinking of God (vénois Seod). If so, Adyos corresponds
to 1y id8¢x and T 81" oU corresponds to TS Tpds 8.

69 Potamon describes himself as an “eclectic.” The Alexandrian, who flourished
during the reign of Augustus, appears to have blended Platonism, Stoicism and
Peripatetic doctrines to form his eclecticism. This would likely mean that if he
was different from Middle Platonists, he was so only in degree. See Dillon,
Middle Platonists, 138, 147, and idem, “Potamon” in OCD 1235.
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akpipeotdTn govraoia). His universal principles are matter and the active
principle (T6 ToioUv), qualities and place; for that out of which (¢§ o0), and
that by which (U¢” oU) a thing is made, as well as through which (81" o0) and
the place in which (&v &) it is made, are principles. The end to which (¢¢’ 8)
he refers all actions is life made perfect in all virtue, natural advantages of
body and environment being indispensable to its attainment. "’

Potamon clearly draws from Stoic influences here.”" Still, his instru-
mental use of &’ oU in epistemological and metaphysical contexts
promotes the utility of the phrase for those who are interested in
intermediate principles — namely Platonists flourishing in an early
imperial Alexandrian milieu.”

Our discussion of prepositional metaphysics is important for two
reasons. It reiterates the nature of Middle Platonic Dreiprinzipienlehre.
This emphasis of an intermediate principle in addition to the active and
the passive principles both assumes and advances (or refutes) moves
made in Stoic and Peripatetic physics. The use of prepositional
formulae, the phenomena of which likely preexisted Middle Platonism,
comes to play in physics as Middle Platonists sought ways to articulate
their understanding of this intermediate cause and its role as an active
buffer between the transcendent first principle and the material cosmos.
This is a response to Aristotle’s arguments against Plato’s Zweiprinzi-
pienlehre and an appropriation of the Stoic logos/pneumatic concept.
Secondly, prepositional metaphysics appears to provide a shorthand
manner for referring to the different causes and their functions (active,
passive, and intermediate). To be sure, the evidence for the use of such
shorthand outside the philosophical topos of prepositional metaphysics is
limited. We shall see that Philo of Alexandria is practically our singular
example of one who employs both this topos and the resultant
prepositional “shorthand” (i.e., the phrases and their antecedents) in
non-philosophical discourse. Significantly, Philo is our primary source

70 Diogenes Laertius 1.21 (Hicks, LCL).

71 See n. 57 above and the discussion of Sextus Empiricus, Math. 7.35-37.
Potamon and Sextus Empiricus’ Stoic material both denote pavtaciax as 16 &V’
oU. See also Sextus Empiricus, Math. 7.10, where we see that like Potamon,
Stoics used 16 &v & to denote place.

72 Tobin, Creation of Man 70, explains the similarities (and the important Stoic vs.
Platonic differences) between the Potamon excerpt and Alcinous as arising from
the likelihood Alcinous’ Epitome doctrinae platonicae is a reworking of Arius
Didymus’ On the Doctirnes of Plato — Arius’ work being more or less
contemporary with Potamon’s.
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for identifying the explicit influence of Middle Platonism on Judaism
and its religious tributaries, Christianity and Gnosticism. In addition to
the works of Philo, we find prepositional formulae, especially those
which denote the role(s) of a cosmic intermediary, in Jewish, early
Christian and Gnostic writings.

2.4. The Anagogic Function of the Intermediate Principle

Alcinous’ discussion of epistemology is important for our discussion in
another way. We should recall from Epit. 4.1-2 that human reasoning
(i.e., Aoyos @uoikds) is distinguishable from the &Anmtos and &tpexts
Noyos of God in that the human Adyos is capable of focusing on error as
well as truth. Alcinous explains that human reasoning “has two aspects:
one concerned with the objects of intellection (6 Tepl T& vonTd), the
other with objects of sensation (6 Tepi T& aio9nT&).” The aspect of
human reasoning concerned with objects of intellection is “scientific
reasoning” (EmioTnuovikds Adyos) and due to its subject matter possesses
stability and permanence. The aspect concerned with objects of
sensation, namely “reason based on persuasion and opinion,” also may
be characterized by its subject matter; i.e., “it possesses a high degree of
(mere) likelihood.” (See Epit. 4.3.)

We may take as the philosophy’s goal the overcoming of this
bifurcation in human reasoning. Alcinous says at the outset of his
handbook, “Philosophy is a striving for wisdom, or the freeing and
turning around of the soul from the body, when we turn towards the
intelligible (t& vont&) and what truly is (t& kot AR eiav dvta).”” The
reasoning that has as its object sensation has a bodily orientation (and
limitation). Scientific reasoning has, on the other hand, a noetic
orientation. The philosopher may have to be concerned with mp&&s,
which is pursued through the body, but the ultimate concern should be
scientific reasoning, or as Alcinous also calls it, contemplation (A
Secpia).”

Contemplation is the activity of the intellect when intelligizing the

intelligibles (| Sewpia &vépyeia ToU vol voolvtos T& vonTd). ... The soul

73 Alcinous, Epit. 1.1: gihocogia toTiv &peis cogias, ) AUols kal Trepiaywyn Yux s
ATTO CWHATOS, ETT T& VONTX NUMV TPETTOMEVAV Kol T& KT &ANSeiav dvTa.

74 1In Epit. 4.4, Alcinous says science (¢moTnun) relates to the objects of
intellection (t& vontd). Cf. Epit. 4.6 (see below).
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engaged in contemplation of the divine (T6 Sefov) and the thoughts of the
divine (T& vonoeis ToU Seiov) is said to be in a good state, and this state of
the soul is called ‘wisdom’ (ppdvnois), which may be asserted to be no other
than likeness to the divine (f) Tpds T Seiov dpoiwois). For this reason such a
state would be a priority, valuable, most desirable and most proper to us,
free of (external) hindrance, entirely within our power, and cause of the
end in life which is set before us (Epit. 2.2).

In other words, scientific reasoning is the manner by which one
achieves one’s TéAos, namely likeness to the divine.”

Underlying the epistemological and ethical issues in this reasoning is
the physical principle that enables it. In his discussion of Form, the
second of the three physical &pyad, we will remember that Alcinous laid
out the significance of % i8¢x for all that relate to it.

Form is considered in relation to God, his thinking; in relation to us, the
primary object of thought; in relation to Matter, measure; in relation to the
sensible world, its paradigm; and in relation to itself, essence (Epit. 9.1).

Of these relationships, note the one which has to do with us (mpos
Auds). Our primary object of thought (vontdv mpddyTov) is Form. This
corresponds directly with his statement in Epit. 4.6 that “Intellection is
the activity of the intellect as it contemplates the primary objects of
intellection” (vénais 8 oTi voU tvépyeia Secpotivtos T& P& TA vonTd).”
In other words, Form (or the Forms), the intermediate physical
principle, is the entity which makes possible philosophy, linking the
human mind with the ineffable divine mind.

In Alcinous’ construal of contemplation, Form (or t& vontd) has a
rather static function — it is the object of human intellection. Plutarch
presents a different perspective, one where a noetic agent has a more
active role in philosophical contemplation. In the Dialogue on Love
(Amatorius), a work modeled after Plato’s Symposium, Plutarch discusses
the god Eros.”” Plutarch says we may compare Eros to the sun in that

75 For the ethical dimension of this claim see also Epit. 28.4. Physics and Ethics
combine as well in Plutarch, Sera 550D.

76 See n. 74.

77 It may be that the essential difference between Alcinous’ discussion and
Plutarch’s is the context. Alcinous is presenting his information in the form of a
scholastic handbook, one for the most part devoid of mythic dimensions.
Plutarch is reinterpreting the mythic character of Eros in the light of Platonic
notions. Perhaps the mythic nature of Plutarch’s approach breathes an activity
into the intelligible that he would disavow in a more scientific discourse. Still
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both bring illumination. However, this comparison breaks down
quickly since the sun illumines sense-perceptible objects (T& aio9nT)
and Eros illumines the intelligible (t& vontd; see Amat. 764D, E). Under
the influence of the sun

...the soul is persuaded that beauty and value exist nowhere but here
[sensible world], unless it secures divine, chaste Love (Epos) to be its
physician, its savior, its guide (ioTpds kai cwTnp kai fyepcov). Love, who
has come to it through the medium of bodily forms, is its divine conductor
to the truth (&ywyods &mi Ty &AnSeiav) from the realm of Hades here;
Love conducts it to the Plain of Truth where Beauty (k&Ahos),
concentrated and pure and genuine, has her home. When we long to
embrace and have intercourse with her [i.e., Beauty] after our separation, it
is Love who graciously appears to lift us upward, like a mystic guide
(uuoToywyds) beside us at our initiation (Amat. 764F—65A).

As with Alcinous, one must take one’s mind oft the physical (“Hades”)
and put it on things above (“the Plain of Truth where Beauty lives”).
However, beyond Alcinous’ object of intellection, Plutarch provides an
agent active (laTpds kai ocwThp kol fyeucv) as divine assistance for the
contemplative. This is Eros, though mediated through bodily forms (81
owpdTwy &pikduevos), is a guide away from such things to truth
(&ywyds &m Thy  &MASeiaw).”® Eros facilitates the relationship
(ouyyiyvopar) between the soul and the beautiful, or by extension,
between human voUs and t& vonTé, in the same manner a mystagogue
would guide an initiate into certain mysteries.”’

Numenius directly ascribes this anagogic role is to his intermediate
principle, the Second or Demiurgic God. We will recall that in frg. 18,
Numenius presents this Second God (or Demiurge) as the helmsman for
the cosmos, holding the material world in harmony by contemplating
the First God as a helmsman steers his craft well by fixing upon the stars.
In frg. 12 Numenius again uses naval imagery as he discusses the
Demiurgic God who operates from a heavenly observation tower.*

there is the mediation that both basically own which is the focus of our survey
here.

78 Cf. Alcinous’ Adyos euoikds which must be turned away from error to truth.

79 Dillon, Middle Platonists 200201, discusses this passage from Amat. He suggests
that we consider Eros, in its comparison with the sun, to be both the Good of
the Resp. 6 and a guide to the intelligible. “Eros is thus the Middle Platonic
Logos in its anagogic aspect, presiding over the noetic cosmos, the realm of
Ideas, but also exerting its influence upon our souls to lead us up to that realm”
(ibid., 201).

80 The imagery appears to be inspired by Plato, Pol. 272E.
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...the First God (6 TpdTos Seds) is inactive in respect of all works, and is
King, while the demiurgic God (6 dnuioupy1ds Seds) ‘takes command in his
progress through heaven.”® And it is through him that our journey takes
place also (81 ToUToU Kai 6 oTéAOS ATV éoTi), when voUs is sent down
through the spheres to all those who are ready to participate in it (T&o1 Tofs
kowwvfioanr ouvtetaypévols). When the God looks and directs himself
towards each one of us (BAémovTos kai éeoTpappévou Tpds HuddV EkaoTov),
it then comes about that bodies live and flourish, since the God fosters
them with his rays; but when the God turns back into his observation
tower (Tepion), these things are extinguished, and voUs lives in enjoyment
of a happy life (tév 8¢ volv Ly Biou émaupduevov eudaipovos).™

We cannot mistake here the involvement of the Demiurgic God in
individual human lives. He “sees and directs himself toward each one of
us’” causing our bodies to flourish like flowers receiving sunlight. But
the opaque use of voUs suggests we have here something more than
simple providential care by the Second God.*” The Second God fosters a
journey (81 ToUTou 6 oTéAos fiv éoTi) for humans (“us”) by sending
voUs down to those ready and willing to participate in it. It would appear
that participation in voUs is of significant value since when the God is
finished caring for bodily things and returns to his observation tower,
they are extinguished (taUta &moopévvuoSar). Nols however (and those
who participate in it?) continues on afterwards “reaping the fruits of a
Bios eUdaipcov.”

Alcinous, Plutarch and Numenius, the three of which we may take
as representative of Middle Platonists in general, make the case for a
noetic reality that is available to the human soul for its benefit. In
Plutarch and Numenius, this reality is an active agent that both
participates in the intelligible realm itself and guides the soul to that
place from the sense-perceptible sphere. All three philosophers suggest
that humans avail themselves of this reality through a contemplative
process. Furthermore, all three make room for the involvement of that
reality in shaping and benefiting (temporarily) physical bodies while
causing souls to flourish in a more lasting fashion.

81 Plato, Phaedr. 246e: “Now Zeus, the great commander in heaven, drives his
winged chariot first in the procession, looking after everything and putting all
things in order.”

82 Numenius, frg. 12, translated by Dillon, Middle Platonists, 370-71 (modified).

83 On the difficulty interpreting voUs see Dillon, Middle Platonists, 371.
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2.5. Summary of Chapter Two

In this chapter we have focused on how Middle Platonists rehabilitated
the physics of their Athenian master. Adhering to Plato’s postulation of
a transcendent principle but making adjustments in the light of his
subsequent critics, his followers formulated a second, intermediary
principle between the Monad and physical creation. While they
construed this intermediary principle differently (from the thoughts in
God’s mind to a separate, divine entity), the Middle Platonists were
consistent in affirming its two primary qualities: it shared in the
Monad’s transcendent, noetic character while mediating that character
to the material creation.

Furthermore, the Middle Platonists articulated these qualities in a
couple of noteworthy ways. One is the common motif of the
intermediate principle as a copy, a paradigm of the First Principle. In
this capacity, the intermediate principle served as divine eikwv or
exemplar for the material world, which was thus a copy of a copy.
Additionally, a number of Middle Platonists used prepositional phrases
as another way to denote the different roles of the three principles. This
metaphysics of prepositions functioned as philosophical shorthand to
reinforce the distinctiveness of Middle Platonic doctrine over against
Peripateticism and Stoicism. These ways of describing the intermediary
principle were very effective, as they became a major means by which
the doctrine spread into popular religious discourse.

Finally, as concerned as they were about protecting the tran-
scendence of the Supreme Principle, Middle Platonists were also
concerned about humanity achieving its TéAos. While the evidence is
less abundant, it appears once again the intermediate principle plays the
indispensable role. Whether it is as the object of contemplation or as an
active anagogue, the intermediary fosters the liberation of the rational
soul from the body and its return to its transcendent source.

In the chapters to come, we shall see how Jewish, Christian and
Gnostic writers appropriated this conceptual framework built by the
Middle Platonists in their own efforts to bridge the gap between
transcendent being and material universe.



Chapter Three

Salvation as the Fulfillment of Creation: The Roles of
the Divine Intermediary in Hellenistic Judaism

Also in Alexandria, although a century before the Platonic revival, a
Jewish author named Aristobulus wrote about the significance of his
ancestral religion for the formation of Greek philosophy. According to
him, not only had Plato and Pythagoras read the Jewish Law, but Plato
had “followed it,” and Pythagoras, “having borrowed many of the
things in our traditions, found room for them in his own doctrinal
system.”’ Aside from his zeal, what is intriguing about Aristobulus’
claim is that he sees the Law and philosophy as compatible. One might
wonder, given this perspective, how Aristobulus himself read the Law.

What we find among the remnant of his writings, most notably
preserved by Eusebius in his Praeparatio evangelica, is that Aristobulus
reflects a philosopher’s sensitivity in his approach to Scripture. So, in
one fragment, Aristobulus explains that language that appears to describe
God in anthropomorphic terms actually has a more “natural” sense, that
is, a non-literal meaning that conforms to the standards of those with
“keen intellectual powers.”2 This sensitivity, however, allows Aristo-
bulus to do more than simply defend his religion from its more cultured
despisers. In a number of places, we see Aristobulus form bridges
between the biblical and philosophical worldviews, a feat particularly
evident in his reading of the Genesis cosmogony.

For it is necessary to understand the divine ‘voice’ (f) el peovry) not in the
sense of spoken language but in the sense of creative acts (oU pnTOV Adyov,
&AN Epywv KaTookeuds), just as Moses in our lawcode has said that the

1 Aristobulus, frg. 3 (Praep. ev. 13.12.1). Translations of Aristobulus are from Carl
R. Holladay, Fragments from Hellenistic Jewish Authors: Volume IIT Aristobulus
(SBLTT 19; Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1995). In addition to Holladay’s
translation, notes and analysis of secondary literature, see A. Yarbro Collins,
“Aristobulus: A New Translation and Introduction” in OTP 2: 831-42.

2 Aristobulus, frg. 2 (Praep. ev. 8.10.2-5).
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entire beginning of the world was accomplished through God’s words
(koS5 kal B1& THs vopoleoias AWV SANV THY yéveow ToU kdopou SeoU
A6yous gipnkev & Mwotis).” For invariably he says in each instance, “and God
spoke, and it came to be” (xai eimev 6 eds, ko yéveto)." Now since
Pythagoras, Socrates, and Plato investigated everything thoroughly, they
seem to me to have followed him in saying that they hear God’s voice
(poovn) Seol) by reflecting on the cosmic order as something carefully
created by God and permanently held together by him (tnv katookeunv
TV SAwv ouvSewpolvTes dxpiPdds UTO 9ol yeyovwulav kal ouvexopévnv
&810(7\51’1TT0)§).5

Aristoblus here understands the common refrain in Genesis (“And God
spoke, and it came to be”) as referring not to a literal speech act (note
the anti-anthropomorphism) but as the metaphysical framing principles
(Bpywv katookeuds, Seol Adyor) that brought the world into being and
continue to hold it together.

Much can be said about Aristobulus’ approach to interpretation. We
should note for our purposes that while his reading does not suggest a
specific intermediary, it does hint at a potential for a third thing (things
really, i.e., 9eoU Adyol) between God and earth that does the work of
cosmology. What is more, Aristobulus sees this cosmological force as
beneficial to human enlightenment.

For [the Mosaic Law] signifies that “in six days he made both the heaven,
the earth, and everything in them,” that he might show the times and
proclaim the order by which one thing precedes another. For, once he
arranged all things, he thus holds them together and presides over their
movements. Our law code has clearly shown us that the seventh day is an
inherent law of nature that serves as a symbol of the sevenfold principle
(EpBopos Adyos) established (koSioTnui) all around us through which we
have knowledge of things both human and divine (.v & yvéow Exoupev
&vSpeotivev kol Sefcov TparypdToov).®

Note how Aristobulus, in addition to interpreting the “seventh day” of
Genesis 2:2 as a symbol of the cosmic ordering principle (Adyos, in the
singular), designates that principle as the means for human knowledge
(yvésois) of “things both human and divine.”” Previously, he made a

3 See Holladay, Aristobulus, 218. Collins translates this line: “Just so Moses called
the whole genesis of the world words of God in our Law” (OTP, 840).

Cf. Genesis 1:3, 6, 9, 11, 14, 20, 24, 26, 29.

Aristobulus, frg. 3 (Praep. ev. 13.12.3—4).

Aristobulus, frg. 5 (Praep. ev. 13.12.12).

See Holladay, Aristobulus, 230-31.
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similar claim, though here he understood the seventh day as referring to

wisdom (co@ic).
Following on this is the fact that God, who made and furnished the whole
universe, also gave us as a day of rest — because of the toilsome life everyone
has — the seventh day, but which in a deeper sense, might also be called
first, that is, the beginning of light through which all things are seen
together. And the same thing could be applied metaphorically to wisdom
(copia) as well, for all light issues from it. And some members of the
Peripatetic school have said that it occupies the position of a lamp; for by
following it continually, they will remain imperturbable their entire life.
But Solomon, one of our ancestors, said more clearly and more eloquently
that it was there before heaven and earth. And this is actually in harmony
with what was said above.”

Aristobulus’ use of Adyos and ocogia (apparently in a somewhat
interchangeable fashion) anticipates figures that loom large in later
religious thought. While his conception of these entities is not as
elaborate as what will come, it provides evidence in second century
BCE Alexandria of the melding of Jewish and philosophical world-
views. The catalyst for this melding appears to have been philosophical
interpretation of Scripture, though it is not clear toward which if any
particular philosophy Aristobulus gravitated. He cites Plato, Pythagoras,
and the Peripatetics explicitly and his use of Stoic cosmological
principles is barely implicit.” Perhaps we have in Aristoblus not just an
early representative of a philosophically minded Jewish exegete, but of a
faithful Jew in search of a suitable philosophy for his exegesis. We turn
now to Pseudo-Solomon and Philo of Alexandria, two writers who
seem to have benefited from Aristobulus’ efforts and who may have
found in Middle Platonism what he was looking for.

3.1. Wisdom of Solomon
3.1.1. Introduction

Pseudo-Solomon expressed the Hellenistic Geist well when he penned
“Wisdom of Solomon.” This treatise, written around the turn of the era
in a diaspora setting, is in many ways a faithful descendent of the biblical
wisdom tradition. But to carry the sapiential standard forward, Pseudo-

8  Aristobulus, frg. 5 (Praep. ev. 13.12.10-11a).
9  Holladay, Aristobulus, 74.
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Solomon turns to Hellenistic culture (not against it, like his Palestinian
counterpart Ben Sira)."’ It is at present well understood that Pseudo-
Solomon heavily appropriates the philosophy, religion, and culture of
his Hellenistic milieu. But his is neither a pure eclecticism nor a
haphazard dressing up of Jewish traditions. Arguably, underlying the
author’s notion of cogia is a thought-out (though not erudite) Middle
Platonic framework."" This is important because the author’s notion of
Sophia itself undergirds the whole of his treatise.

As we have seen, Israelite and Jewish sapiential traditions emphasize
personified Wisdom’s presence at Creation in order to explain her value
for humanity in the present. What makes Middle Platonism such an
interesting influence for Pseudo-Solomon is that it too does not limit
itself with cosmology. Middle Platonism shows a concern about the
progress of the soul from the sense-perceptible world to the intellectual
realm of the transcendent One, a process referred to as dpoiwois 9eéd. As
Tobin notes, such a process “places the philosophical thought of the
Middle Platonists in a highly religious context.”'? The process is
accomplished through philosophical reflection, an endeavor made
possible through an awareness of and involvement with the interme-
diary between the sense perceptible world and the One.

A Jewish author would likely resonate with this effort both to affirm
the transcendence of the deity and the effort to comprehend how
humanity relates to this deity. In addition, such an author would have an

10 Cf. James C. VanderKam, An Introduction to Early Judaism (Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Eerdmans, 2001), 117: “Ben Sira’s purpose seems to have been to
convince his audience, presumably Jewish, that true wisdom was not to be
sought in the books and teaching of the Greeks but in the writings and
instruction of the Jewish tradition.”

11 David Winston, Wisdom of Solomon (AB 43; Garden City, NY: Doubleday,
1979), 3, 33-34, and John J. Collins, Jewish Wisdom in the Hellenistic Age (OTL;
Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1997), 200-201, are among those who
place Wisdom of Solomon in the milieu of Middle Platonism. In an early work
(“Cosmos and Salvation: Jewish wisdom and apocalyptic in the Hellenistic
age,” HR 17 (1977): 121-142) Collins argued for the “eclecticism” of Wisdom
of Solomon’s appropriation of Hellenistic Philosophy. The difterences that he
marked between Stoicism and Wisdom, however, were in large measure the
differences between Middle Platonism (also at times accused of eclecticism) and
Stoicism. Without altering the details of his argument and his analysis (about
which see below), in his later analysis Collins presents Wisdom as a Middle
Platonic (inspired) author.

12 Tobin, Creation of Man, 19.
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intermediary ready to hand, namely personified Wisdom. Proverbs 8
even emphasizes that before anything else was created, God brought forth
o, “wisdom.” And in Proverbs 3:19-20 (cf. Ps 104:23), Wisdom
appears to have a role in the creation of the cosmos. Like the Middle
Platonic intermediary principle, Wisdom’s cosmological status also affords
her an important role in the fostering of human relationship with God.
Pseudo-Solomon appears to do precisely this, to reconfigure the
longstanding sapiential traditon by means of Middle Platonic philosophy.

Although Sophia is important to the whole of Wisdom of Solomon,
Pseudo-Solomon deals with her explicitly and at length only in Wis
6:22-10:21." We will focus primarily on these chapters in our study as
they represent a complete unit within the treatise and are the center of
the work. Their immediate context is set up early in Wis 6, when
Pseudo-Solomon urges his audience (6:1: “kings”, “judges of the
earth”) to pursue Wisdom and thereby escape judgment:

To you then, O monarchs, my words are directed,
so that you may learn wisdom and not transgress.
For they will be made holy who observe holy things in
holiness,
and those who have been taught them will find a defense.
Therefore set your desire on my words;
long for them, and you will be instructed (6:9-11).

He tells them that Wisdom is easy to find for her radiance (v. 12), that
she makes herself available to those who desire her (v. 13—15), that she
in fact seeks out those worthy of her and “appears” in their “paths” and
even in their “thoughts” (v. 16). To enter into relationship with
Wisdom is to begin a process with the choicest of consequences:

For her beginning is the most sincere desire for instruction,
and concern for instruction is love of her,
and love of her is the keeping of her laws,

13 Outlining Wisdom of Solomon is somewhat difficult. I follow the majority
who see chapters 6:22-9:18 as a self-contained unit. I add to this ch. 10 since it
too considers Sophia’s role explicitly. After Wis 10, Sophia recedes to the
background (as in chs 1-5). Ch. 6:1-21 is transitional, setting up 6:22ff.
Wisdom of Solomon 6:22 makes an appropriate starting point because the
author tells us from this point on he is explaining what Wisdom is and how she
came to be.
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and giving heed to her laws is assurance of immortality,
and immortality brings one near to God;
so that desire for wisdom leads to a kingdom (17-20)."

So in his espousal of Wisdom, Pseudo-Solomon commences to explain
her character and activities. He tells his audience that he will trace
Wisdom’s course out from the beginning of her creation, boldly
communicating all her specifics. He has nothing to gain from keeping
such information to himself; beyond the fact that to do so is untruthful
and a sign of “sickly envy”, he recognizes “the multitude of the wise is
the salvation of the world, and a sensible king is the stability of any
people” (v. 24). What follows in Wis 7-10 is at once an “autobio-
graphical” account of how Pseudo-Solomon received Wisdom as well
as an inspired description of her different attributes.

These chapters contain a number of distinct rhetorical moves.
However, there is no reason to question their integrity as a literary unit.
They were penned by the same author who will at times speak
“autobiographically,” in praise of Wisdom, in prayer, and even by
recounting Heilsgeschichte.

3.1.2. Sophia as Cosmological Agent in Wisdom of Solomon 6-10

To understand the cosmological perspective in Wis 6-10 we should first
attend to the cosmological view in chs. 1-5 and 11-19. We may point
out three important aspects of the Cosmos from these chapters. First, the
Cosmos is a creation of God: “For he (God) created all things that they
might exist (EkTioev y&p &is 10 elvon T& mavTa)” (Wis 1:14a). His creative
activity can be assigned to a personification: “your all-powerful hand ()
TovTodUvapds cou Xeip) ... created the world (kéopos) out of formless
matter” (Wis 11:17)."

The second aspect is that creation is a positive event and that the
cosmos continues to exist as an orderly entity. This is evidenced in the
lines which immediately follow our quote above from Wis 1:14: “God

14 NRSV, modified.

15 The all-powerful (cf. Wis 7:23) hand by which God created all things also had
the power to raise up all sorts of beasts (similar to the kinds the Egyptians
worshipped) in order to attack them. But this is not in keeping with measured
force God is wont to use (Wis 11:20).
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created all things ... the generative forces (ai yevéoeis) of the world are
wholesome, and there is no destructive poison in them, and the
dominion of Hades is not on earth” (v. 14b—c). In fact, God has a high
regard for his creation. “For you love all things that exist, and detest
none of the things that you have made, for you would not have made
anything if you had hated it” (11:24). The creation even points to God,
though the Egyptians were unable to grasp this because of their
unrighteousness. “They were unable from the good things that are seen
to know the one who exists, nor did they recognize the artisan while
paying heed to his works” (13:1).

Third, from beginning to eschatological end, the cosmos operates
on behalf of God in his blessing the righteous and in his judgment of the
wicked. Pseudo-Solomon tells us (in 1:7-8): “Because the spirit of the
Lord has filled the world and that which holds all things together knows
what is said, therefore those who utter unrighteous things will not
escape notice and justice, when it punishes, will not pass them by.” Or
again: “The Lord will take his zeal as his whole armor, and will arm all
creation to repel his enemies ... creation will join with him to fight
against his frenzied foes” (5:17, 20)."® While the Israelites were blessed
with provisions in the wilderness, the Egyptians,

refusing to know you,
were flogged by the strength of your arm,
pursued by unusual rains and hail and relentless storms,
and utterly consumed by fire.
For — most incredible of all — in water, which quenches all
things,
the fire had still greater effect,
for the universe (6 kéouos) defends the righteous (16:16-17).

Creation (1| kTio1s), discerning the wicked from the righteous, “exerts
itself to punish” the former and “in kindness relaxes” on behalf of the
latter (v. 24).

16 Wis 5:21-23 clarify how creation participates in judgment: “Shafts of lightning
will fly with true aim, and will leap from the clouds to the target, as from a
well-drawn bow, and hailstones full of wrath will be hurled as from a catapult;
and the water of the sea will rage against them, and rivers will relentlessly
overwhelm them; a mighty wind will rise against them, and like a tempest it
will winnow them away. Lawlessness will lay waste the whole earth, and
evildoing will overturn the thrones of rulers.”
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Sophia herself does not hold a prominent place in cosmological
activity outside of chapters 6-10. Her role in the cosmos is mentioned at
the beginning of the book in 1:6—7, which refers to her as “a kindly
spirit” (p1AdvSpwtov ydp mvelpa copia). Although as such she does not
bring mercy to the guilty, but rather lays bare their blasphemy: “the
spirit of the Lord has filled the world, and that which holds all things (T&
mévta) together knows what is said, ... .”"" If we take the divine Aéyos
mentioned in Wis 18 as synonymous with Sophia (ct. 9:1-2), we see

our intermediary carrying out judgment in a fashion similar to creation
in 16:17, 24:

For while gentle silence enveloped all things (t& mévTo),
and night in its swift course was now half gone,
your all-powerful word (6 TravtodUvapds cou 7\c’>yos)18 leaped
from heaven,
from the royal throne,
into the midst of the land that was doomed,
a stern warrior
carrying the sharp sword of your authentic command,
and stood and filled all things with death,
and touched heaven while standing on the earth (18:14-16).

The divine logos straddles heaven and earth and works judgment that
fills T& mwévTa.

Were we to limit ourselves to all but Wis 6:22—-10:21, Sophia would
be at best a minor player in the Wisdom of Solomon. But in these
central chapters, she has the prominent place. Examining the cosmo-
logical language in these chapters, we surmise three categories that will
help us better understand Sophia’s function.'” The first is Ontology, by
which we mean Pseudo-Solomon’s description of what Sophia is and of
her relationship to the deity and to the cosmos. The second is
Cosmogony, by which we mean the description of Sophia’s role in the

17 Wis 1:7 in Greek reads: mvelpa kupiou TremAfipokey THy oikoupévny, kai TO
CUVEXOV T& TTAVTX YyVv&OoIV EXeEl PwVis.

18 Cf. 7:23 where Sophia is said to have in her a spirit that is TavToSUvapos and
11:17 where the term describes God’s hand.

19 By cosmological language, we mean descriptions of Sophia’s involvement in
creation or explanations for that involvement. Such descriptions may be in the
form of a word or phrase or may be complete sentences. See chapter two for the
rationale behind this systematic treatment of Wis.
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origination of the cosmos. The third is Administration (Grk: Dioikésis),
the description of Sophia’s role in maintaining the cosmic order.

3.1.2.1. Sophia’s Ontology

Pseudo-Solomon reserves his best rhetorical flourishes for describing
Sophia’s ontology (Ti éoTwv copia kai s éyéveto; - Wis 6:22). What
may very well be the structural and theological center of the whole
treatise, namely Wis 7:22b—8:1, gives evidence to this. The first part of
this section contains a list of 21 characteristics that describe the TveUpa
which is in Sophia. According to 7:22—23, that spirit is:

intelligent, holy, unique, manifold, subtle, mobile, clear, unpolluted,
distinct, invulnerable, loving the good, keen, irresistible, beneficent,
humane, steadfast, sure, free from anxiety, all-powerful, overseeing all, and
penetr%ing through all spirits that are intelligent, pure and altogether
subtle.”

The number of epithets (21=7X3) suggests Sophia’s “absolute
perfection.””" There are a number of instances in antiquity where a
deity or similar cosmic figure is ascribed such a list, whether 21 or more.
Many of these terms can be found in descriptions of gods and goddesses,
including Isis, and especially in various philosophical writings (including
descriptions of the Logos, Nous, or other world-pervading entities).* It is
not as necessary to focus on the individual terms as on the general
picture they present of Sophia (since it seems unlikely the author was
aiming for metaphysical accuracy as much as an artistic sketch of
Sophia’s spirit). The picture that comes through is that Sophia is both
completely uninfluenced by the physical world (e.g., intelligent, holy,
unique, clear, unpolluted, distinct, invulnerable, steadfast, sure) and yet
the world is completely at her disposal (manifold, mobile, keen,

20 In Greek, these characteristics are: voepdv, &yiov, povyeves, TTOAUpEPES, AeTTTOV,
eukivnTov, Tpawvdv, &udAuvTov, cagés, &mhuavTov, PIA&yaSov, 68U, AKWAUTOV,
eUePYETIKOV,  PIAGVSpwToV, PéRaiov, &oparés, AuEPIMVOV, TTAVTOSUVAUOV,
TavemTiokotTov, kKol S1&  TAUTWY  Ywpolv  TVeUpdTwy  vogpddy  KaSapddv
AETTTOTATWV.

21 A. Wright, “Wisdom,” NJBC (Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice Hall, 1990),
516.

22 See Winston, Wisdom of Solomon, 178—182. For the philosophical language of
Wis 7:22-27 see also Hans Hiibner, “Die Sapientia Salomonis und die antike
Philosophie,” in Die Weisheit Salomos Im Horizont Biblischer Theologie (H.
Hiibner, ed.; Biblisch-Theologische Studien 22; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neu-
kirchener, 1993), 55-81.
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humane, all-powerful, overseeing all). Although herself unique, there is
nothing she does not permeate, including the most rarefied spirits.

In Wis 7:24, Pseudo-Solomon emphasizes a couple of these
attributes above the others, attributes which highlight Sophia’s
proximity to the cosmos: “For Wisdom is more mobile than any
motion; because of her pureness she pervades and penetrates all things.”
This theme reoccurs in v. 27: “although she is but one, she can do all
things, and while remaining in herself, she renews all things.” Sophia is
everywhere and is her own being at the same time. This is very similar
to Stoic thinking which assigned such capacities to the divine Trvelua or
A6yos.”

In the next two verses, the author explains how Sophia came by
these attributes. They are hers by virtue of her relationship to God.
Wisdom of Solomon 7:25-26 says of Sophia:

&Tpis y&p éoTv THs ToU Seol Suvduewds
kad &oppoia Tis ToU TavTokpdTopos 86Ens eiAikpivs:
B1& ToUTO 0UdEV PepIappéVOY €ls QUTNY TTOPEPTTITITEL
ATTaUyaopa yép 0TV ¢uwTos didiou
kai EootrTpov &xnAidwTov THs ToU Seol Evepyeias
kad eikoov THs &yadoTnTos alToU.

For she is a breath of the power of God,
and a pure emanation of the glory of the almighty;
therefore nothing defiled gains entrance into her.
For she is a reflection of eternal light,
a spotless mirror of the working of God,
and an image of his goodness.

With terms such as breath, emanation, reflection, mirror and image the
author defines Sophia’s relationship to God. These terms are more than
what we expect if we are looking for affirmation that Sophia is simply a
personification of a divine attribute. In this mixture of passive and active

23 See SVF 2.416;2.1021; 2.1033; D.L. 7.139 and see Winston, Wisdom 182—183,
for further references related to Wis 7:24. See also Philo, Gig. 27 (referring to a
spirit not unlike the one Sophia is said to have here) and also Conf. 136—138
(referring to God).
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qualifiers, it is clear that Sophia does more than simply reflect God; she
is an effluence and an effulgence from him.**

The author at one and the same time uses bold language to
characterize the relationship between Sophia and the deity and yet
speaks of that deity through circumlocutions. Notice that it is not a
breath of God but the power of God, not an emanation of the Almighty
but the glory of the Almighty. Similarly, “eternal light,” “the working of
God” and “his goodness” are all indirect references to the Deity.” It
may just be poetic embellishment or it may be an effort, in the midst of a
cosmically immanent Sophia, to preserve the transcendence of God.
Notice that in vv. 24 and 27, Sophia pervades, penetrates, renews T&
mévTta (i.e., the physical world) while at the same time remaining
mobile, pure, one and within herself. In between these references to
Sophia/T& mwéavTa, in vv. 25-26, our author maintains that Sophia is an
emanation and reflection of the deity while at the same time protecting
the deity’s essence (at least rhetorically, through circumlocutions).
Pseudo-Solomon keeps the physical world at arm’s length from the
deity, with the figure of Sophia very much in the middle.*® Hence, we
are not dealing with a simple transference of language ascribed to the
Stoic Tvelpa/Adyos/voUs. Stoicism, even the Middle Stoa that wanted
to emphasize God as distinct from creation, would not be as protective

24 Cf. Collins, Jewish Wisdom, 199: “the language of this passage vacillates between
dynamic (effluence, apporroia) and passive (mirror) images.” Cf. also C. Larcher,
Le livre de la sagesse, ou, La sagesse de Salomon (3 vols.; Ebib 1, 3, 5; Paris: J.
Gabalda, 1983-85), 2:498, discussing only the term &tuis: “Quelle que soit
I'interprétation adoptee, 'auteur a voulu a la fois affirmer une dépendance trés
étroite, ‘substantielle’, entre la Sagesse et la Puissance et évoquer une réalité
infiniment pure ou éthérée. Il ne nous semble pas mettre I'accent sur lactivité
terrestre de la Sagesse ...ou avoir pensé a un effluve quelconque se détaachant
de sa substance pour mener une existence indépendante at agir a titre
d’intermédiaire sur le plan créé. La Sagesse demeure en relation immediate avec
la Puissance de Dieu envisagée dans sa source. Ajoutons, au sujet de la
traduction elle-méme, que la fonction attributive de atmis 1égitime ’emploi de
larticle défini.”

25 See Hiibner, “Sapientia Salomonis” 69—70. We will notice in chapter four how
Col 1:15-20 and Heb 1:2-3 also employ circumlocutions to reference God;
this is particularly interesting since these two NT passages are most evidently
indebted to Hellenistic Sapientialism of the kind in Wis.

26 With respect to the negative aspect of the physical world, consider the well
known statement in Wis 9:15: “a perishable body weighs down the soul, and
this earthly tent burdens the thoughtful mind.” See below.
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of the divine nature as this.”” In fact, the emphasis on the transcendence
of the deity and the presence of an intermediary is Middle Platonic in
shape.™

The descriptors of wisdom in Wis 7:25-26 appear weighted toward
luminescence (“I'irradiation” — Larcher) as the mode that best explains
Sophia’s relationship to the deity. Collins reminds us that “Plato used
the analogy of light and the sun to explain the relationship between the
good as present in the world and the Idea of the Good.”” Plato’s
analogy may even be at play in Pseudo-Solomon’s praise of Wisdom in
vv. 29-30:

She is more beautiful than the sun,
and excels every constellation of the stars.
Compared with the light she is found to be superior,
for it is succeeded by the night,
but against wisdom evil does not prevail.”’

In addition to illumination, our author presents the relationship
between God and Sophia in anthropomorphic terms. For instance, in
a couple of passages, he presents God as a master teacher and Sophia his
apt student. In Wis 7:15, Pseudo-Solomon asks God to grant him just
speech and worthy thoughts for “for he is the guide (68nyds) even of

27 See Winston, Wisdom 185, who cites E. R. Dodds, Proclus: The Elements of
Theology (Oxford: OUP, 1963). Winston says that “in describing Wisdom’s
unique capacity for a cosmic efficacy which is self-abiding,” Pseudo-Solomon
foreshadows Neoplatonism and its notion “that within the so-called process of
emanation, in giving rise to the effect, the cause remains undiminished and
unaltered.” Dodd suggests that this concept “seems to be a product of the
Middle Stoa, and to have originated in the attempt to give God a real place in
the Stoic system over against the cosmos.” (See Winston for citation of primary
sources.) Cf. Collins, Jewish Wisdom, 200-201; and consider in particular p.
200: In a “cosmic analogy, Wisdom is the mind or spirit of the universe. In
effect, Wisdom embodies the Stoic concept of the Pneuma or Logos, but
subordinates it to a transcendent God, who is affirmed as its source.”

28 See Tobin, Creation of Man, 15, and Collins, Jewish Wisdom 201. See Winston,
Wisdom, 185, for Philo’s concept of emanation (though Philo does not
explicitly use the language of emanation to describe the Logos’ relationship to
the Deity [ibid., 184]).

29 Collins, Jewish Wisdom, 200. See Plato, Resp. 508.

30 Philo holds the sun is only an image of Wisdom (Migr. 40), and Aristobulus,
speaking of copia, says 1O y&p T&v s éoTwv &€ a¥Tfis (“for all light comes from
her,”frg. 5 [Praep. ev. 13.12.10]).
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wisdom and the corrector of the wise.”" In Wis 8:3—4, Pseudo-
Solomon tells us that:

She glorifies her noble birth (eUyéveia) by living with God,
and the Lord of all loves her.

For she is an initiate (uwUoTis) in the knowledge of God,
and an associate (aipeTis) in his works .

These lines are similar to Proverbs 8:22-31, which may be an influence
here.”? In Prov 8:22 we read that Yahweh begot (P ; LXX: «Tifw)
Wisdom before anything else and in v. 25 Wisdom says “I was brought
forth” (*n'?'vm; LXX: yewd& pe). Then in v. 30 Wisdom tells us she was
an PR (LXX: &ppétouoa),” delightful to God and delighting in God’s
creatures (v. 31).>* Whether intentionally or not, Proverbs and Wisdom
of Solomon bring together wisdom’s daughter (like) status to God, their
mutual affection, and her subsequent involvement in his works.” In
Wisdom, wloTis and oipetis take the place of TR/ &pudlovoa in
describing Sophia’s role vis-a-vis God. To speak of wisdom as a uloTis,
“Initiate”, in the knowledge of God, expresses what we have already
witnessed in the biblical and Palestinian wisdom traditions, namely that

31 Contrast P. Oxy. 1380, 122, where it is said of Isis: &miTpotov kai 68mnyov
Sahao<o>iwv kai ToTopiey oTopdTwy Kupiaw (“guardian and guide, lady of
the mouths of seas and rivers”; translation from The Oxyrhynchus Papyri [vol. 11;
B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt, eds. and trans.; London: Oxford University
Press, 1915], 202). This citation (referenced by Winston, Wisdom, 173)
illustrates a difference between Sophia and Isis. It is out of place in the
invocation of many-named Isis to speak of her as having a guide; however,
Sophia’s utility for humanity is predicated on her dependence on God.

32 Clifford, Proverbs 98.

33 &puodlovoa may be translated “in harmony with, suitable to; arranger, joiner”
according to Clifford, Proverbs 99. See LSJ, 243.

34 Prov 8:30-31 (LXX): koS fjuépav 8¢ eUppaivduny év mpocw e a¥Tol év TavTi
Ka1p®d, 6Te fuppaiveTo TMHV oikoupéuny ouvTeAéoas Kol éveuppaiveTto év ulols
&vSpwTTeov.

35 Winston, Wisdom 194, discussing oupBicots (NRSV: “living with”; Winston:
“intimacy”) provides a striking Hellenistic parallel from Aelius Aristides. “In his
second oration addressed to Athena (his name for personified Sophia), [he]
speaks of her as begotten of God the Father in the beginning, ‘the Only One of
the Only One,” and as ‘always cleaving to his side and sharing his life.””
(Winston takes his quote from E. Bevan, Later Greek Religion [London and
Toronto: J. M. Dent and Sons, 1927], 157.)
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wisdom was privy to God’s cosmogonical/cosmological workings.”® But
aipeTis goes further: Sophia is not just a spectator, she is one who
“chooses” God’s works (Tév ¢pyéov autol).”” Winston considers this a
substantial claim on Sophia’s behalf. “Our author is saying in eftect that
Wisdom is essentially synonymous with the Divine Mind, and thus
represents the creative agent of the Deity.””® We will consider 8:4
further when discuss Sophia as cosmogonic agent below, but suftice it to
say the author continues to find ways to communicate both Sophia’s
divine efficacy while showing her as subject to the transcendent Seds.

Finally, in Wis 9 Solomon asks God to send him the help necessary to
fulfill the tasks God has given him, namely to rule God’s people and to
build the earthly copy of the heavenly temple (vv. 7-8). He asks: “give me
oopia who sits by your throne” (v. 4, my translation). He elaborates on her
heavenly location and why it makes her desirable to him in vv. 9-12.

With you 1s copia, she who knows your works
and was present when you made the world;
she understands what is pleasing in your sight
and what is right according to your commandments.
Send her forth from the holy heavens,
and from the throne of your glory send her,
that she may labor at my side,
and that I may learn what is pleasing to you.

36 The term wuoTis is rather rare (Larcher, Livre de la Sagesse, 2:523). That one
needs “initiation” into such knowledge, see Philo, Sacr. 60: “It is well that these
three measures should be as it were kneaded and blended in the soul, that she,
convinced that God who is above all exists — God who overtops His potencies
in that He is visible apart from them and yet is revealed in them — may receive
the impression of His sovereignty and beneficence. Thus too, being admitted
into the inmost mysteries (WUoTis yevopévn), she will learn not to blab or babble
them thoughtlessly, but to store them up and guard them in secrecy and silence.
For it is written ‘make buried cakes,” because the sacred story that unveils to us
the truth of the Uncreated and His potencies must be buried, since the
knowledge of divine rites is a trust which not every comer can guard aright”
(PLCL).

37 Larcher, Livre de la Sagesse, 2:519, translates Wis 8:4 thus: “c’est elle qui décide
de ses oeuvres.” He notes (p. 524): “C’est pourquoi elle a pu jouer un role
déterminant en ‘choisissant les oeuvres de Dieu’. ... Son sens s’éclaire par les
mot hairetés, haireteos, hairetistés, ou I'idée de ‘choix’ est fondamentale.”

38 Winston, Wisdom, 194. He adds “The similarity of this conception with Philo’s
Logos doctrine is unmistakable.” On “la participation active de la Sagesse a la
création et au gouvernement du monde” see Larcher, Livre de la Sagesse, 524.
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For she knows and understands all things,
and she will guide me wisely in my actions
and guard me with her glory.

This is a different approach to describing Sophia’s nature, more
mythological and discursive. The author does not tell what Wisdom is
or what her functions are per se (cn. 7:22-27). The description of
Wisdom as God’s “throne-companion” is the most anthropomorphic
picture Pseudo-Solomon uses for Sophia. In our “soteriological”/
anthropological section we will focus on how Wisdom’s relationship to
God is reciprocated in her relationship to Solomon. She was at God’s
side, now she is to be at his. God was her guide, she is Solomon’s. She
will initiate him into the knowledge into which she has been initiated.
Ontologically speaking, the prayer in chapter 9 mostly affirms what we
have already read: a) Sophia’s heavenly origin/status, b) her presence at
creation and (perhaps) involvement in it (9:1-2; see below), and ¢) that
she serves God and is not independent of him.”

3.1.2.2. Sophia’s Cosmogonic Function

The fact that Sophia is described as a witness to God’s creative actions in
Wis 9:9 recalls the images of MM as attendant to Yahweh during his
creative work. From our discussion of Sophia’s nature above, it should be
clear that her position vis-a-vis the deity is more than a spectator, even a
wioTis. In Pseudo-Solomon’s prayer in chapter 9 we may have in fact a
claim for Sophia’s instrumentality in creation. In Wis 9:1-2 we read:

O God of my ancestors and Lord of mercy,
who have made all things by your word,
and by your wisdom have formed humankind
to have dominion over the creatures you have made.

The key phrases here are in vv. 1b and 2a: 6 roifjoas & TévTa dv Adyw
oou kal Tfj copia cou kaTookeudoas &vpwTtov. While v. 1b certainly

39 Wis 9 is curious because, in terms of its descriptions of Sophia, it is more
congruent with the biblical and Judeo-Palestine Wisdom traditions than with
chapters 6—8. The author may have chosen to be anachronistic here since he is
putting forward his own version of Solomon’s prayer in 1 Kgs 3:6-9, 2 Chr
1:8-10 (see Winston, Wisdom 200).
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draws from Genesis 1 and God’s creation by speech recorded there, the
equivalence in vv. 1b—2a of Aéyos and cogia and the instrumental dative
applied to both is suggestive."” We have already seen a number of
parallels between how Wis describes Sophia and how Stoics and Middle
Platonists describe the Logos and Pneuma, these also being cosmogonic
agents. Furthermore, Philo uses the instrumental dative to describe the
Logos’ cosmogonic function (e.g., in Sacr. 8; see below). But by
themselves, these two lines may be insufficient to prove Wisdom of
Solomon posits an actual cosmogonic intermediacy on the part of
Sophia.*!

Fortunately, the author is quite explicit about such intermediacy
elsewhere. In fact, we already mentioned one of those instances when

40 Adyos also appears in Wis 18:15 (also cited above). With respect to the
instrumental dative see Sprachlicher Schliissel zur Sapientia Salomonis (Weisheit)
(Sprachlicher Schliissel zu den Deuteronkanonischen Schriften [Apokryphen]
des Alten Testaments; P. Artz and M. Ernst, eds.; Salzburg: Institut fiir
Neutestamentaliche Bibelwissenschaft, 1995), 74; and for parallel references see
D. Georgi, Weisheit Salomos (JSHRZ 3; Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus
Gerd Mohn, 1980), 434. For a grammatical discussion of the instrumental
dative (of means) see Smyth §§ 1503-1511.

41 Wainston, Wisdom, 38, notes that these two lines are “ambiguous” since “it is by
no means clear that ‘word’ or ‘wisdom’ here refer to Logos-Sophia.” See
Larcher, Livre de la Sagesse, 565. Biblical passages similar to this are Psalm
104:24; Proverbs 3:19; Jeremiah 10:12 — passages where we should not take
wisdom as personified let alone as an independent agent. So it may be that in
Wis 9:1-2, “word” and “wisdom” only serve to describe God’s creative eftort
and do not refer to any kind of personification or hypostasization (Cf. Larcher,
566).

There is some basis in taking cogia in Wis 9:2 as a reference to personified
Sophia and not just a divine attribute. M. Kolarcik (“Creation and Salvation in
the Book of Wisdom” in Creation in the Biblical Traditions [CBQMS 24; R.
Clifford and J. Collins, eds.; Washington, D.C.; CBA, 1992], 102-103) draws
attention to the fact that, structurally, copia encloses the prayer of Solomon in
Wis 9 (vv. 1-2 and 18). In v. 18 as well as in v.10a (the structural center of the
prayer) the referent is personified Sophia. Kolarcik relies upon M. Gilbert, “La
Structure de la priere de Salomon (Sg 9),” Bib 51 (1970): 301-31. Kolarcik’s
analysis of 9:1-2 is worth repeating: “This opening verse of the prayer of
Solomon duplicates the double notion of creation in Genesis 1; that is, the
creation of the cosmos and of humanity. However, it would be incorrect to
separate the creation of the cosmos from the creation of humanity within the
author’s presentation. They are presented together as a continuum, just as the
Genesis 1 creation account exemplifies. There is no underlying idea present
here of a creation of the cosmos that is separate from the creation of humanity”
(102-103, n. 10).
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discussing Wis 8:4 above. There, Wis refers to Sophia as aipetis, a term
that suggests she has an active role in the creation process. Here is the
verse and the two that follow it.

For she is an initiate in the knowledge of God,

and a chooser of his works.
If riches are a desirable possession in life,

what is richer than wisdom, the active cause of all things?
And if understanding is effective,

who more than she is fashioner of what exists? (8:4—6)*
The author enhances our understanding of Sophia as «ipeTis TéV ¢pydov
avtol with the parallel phrases 1) T& Tévta gépyadopévn (“active cause of
all things”)* and TexviTis Tév vty (“the fashioner of all that is”).*

TexviTis appears again in Wis 7:22. There it comes at the end of a
catalogue of the instruction God has given Pseudo-Solomon, which
may be summed up as “unerring knowledge of what exists.”* The
scope of the catalog is intended to be comprehensive; Solomon has
received a truly universal education. And while he ultimately attributes
what he learned to God (vv. 15-16), the mediator of that knowledge is
Sophia. He explains: “I learned both what is secret and what is manifest,
for copia, the fashioner of all things () Té&vTeov TexviTis), taught me.”*

These verses in the aggregate make a claim that is familiar to us from
Proverbs, Job, Sirach and Baruch. Wisdom is a very valuable presence in
one’s life because she has a commanding knowledge of everything that

42 NRSV, modified; I prefer Winston’s “chooser of his works” over the NRSV’s
“associate in his works” in v. 4b. See the discussion of aipeTis above.

43 Winston translates “maker of all things” (Wisdom 191); Larcher, Livre de la
Sagesse, 2:524: “elle qui opeére tout.” For a similar use of épyagduevos see Philo,
Sacr. 8.

44 For a defense of this translation of the TexviTis Tév dvtwv, which is “une sorte
de brachylogie,” see Larcher, Livre de la Sagesse, 2:526. The term TexviTis is the
feminine form of Teyvitns (LS]: “artificer,” “craftsman”). Larcher (Livre de la
Sagesse, 2:466) translates the term “l'artisane” while Georgi (Weisheit Salomos,
427) translates it “Architektin” (“oder ‘Bildnerin’”).

45 Wis 7:17: 1év évtwv yvdow &yeudf. See vv. 15-21 for the catalog of
knowledge which includes information about the structure of the cosmos and
the workings of the elements, the beginning, middle, end of times,
astronomical occurrences, and the nature of animals, humans, and plant life.

46 What follows after this in Wisdom of Solomon is a description of Sophia’s
nature, which we addressed in the ontological section.
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exists."” But Wisdom of Solomon differs from its sapiential forbearers in
its specifying Sophia as the cosmological artificer.*

This picture of Sophia is rather interesting. Just like in Wis
7:15-22a, where our writer does not perceive a conflict in claiming that
his knowledge comes from God and from Sophia alike, he does not
have a problem throughout chapters 69 claiming that both God and
Sophia are the creators of the cosmos. As we saw in Wis 9, God is 6
mothoas T& mévTa (9:1; cf. v. 9; 8:4).* The only thing that he does not
appear to “make” is cogia, though according to Wis 7:25-26 she clearly
comes from him. But cogia also is the fashioner, the chooser, the
“active cause” of everything. How can these two things hold at the same
time?

The best explanation is “God created the world by Wisdom.” David
Winston explains:

Although his statement that “God made all things by his ‘word’ (logd), and
through his ‘wisdom’ (sophia) formed man” (9:1-2) is in itself ambiguous,
since it is by no means clear that ‘word” and ‘wisdom’ here refer to Logos-
Sophia, the matter is, I think settled by the descripion of Wisdom as
“chooser of God’s works” (8:4), which clearly implies that Wisdom is
identical with the Divine Mind through which the Deity acts. In the light
of this, the assertion that “with you is Wisdom who knows your works and
was present when you created the world” (9:9) must signify that Wisdom
contains the paradigmatic patterns of all things (cf. 9:8) and serves as the
instrument of their creation.”

Winston says this while trying to make a larger point, namely that
Sophia in Pseudo-Solomon’s writings functions the same as Philo of
Alexandria’s Logos. When we examine the Philonic evidence, we will
evaluate this claim. However, as Winston is aware, there lies behind

47 Notice that over against Sirach and Baruch, Wisdom of Solomon sides with
Proverbs and Job in holding that Sophia’s instruction is completely generic.
Pseudo-Solomon does not make a claim that Sophia has special insight about
Israelite religion or that she is a key to or equivalent with the Torah. Even
when she helps Solomon in the building of the temple (Wis 9), it is by virtue of
the fact that her residence is the throne of God in heaven; she knows the
universal original of which the particular earthen temple is only a copy.

48 Recall our judgment about JWR in Prov 8:30. Pseudo-Solomon may be
drawing from this verse, either directly or most likely through its LXX
translation (where JMR = &pudlouoa). Still, no other Jewish Wisdom writer we
have dealt with is as explicit in describing wisdom’s cosmogonical function.

49 Also recall the passages in Wis 1-5, 11-19 that affirm God as creator.

50 Winston, Wisdom, 38.
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both Philo and Wisdom of Solomon an intellectual framework that

permits both a transcendent cause and a more immediate cause, namely
Middle Platonism.”!

3.1.2.3. Sophia’s Administration of the Cosmos

The final aspect of Sophia’s cosmological functionality is her admin-
istration of the cosmos. For this analysis we return to a number of the
texts we have already analyzed. First, Sophia’s status as 1} T&vTwv
TexviTis in Wis 7:22a makes her an ideal teacher for Solomon. This is so
not just because she was instrumental in the creation, but as the
Architektin/ artisane of all things, she understands how they function. So,
we are not surprised when Solomon tells us the knowledge he has
acquired emphasizes the machinations of the cosmos: the &vépyeiav
oToryeiwvy, the Tpomdv &Aayds kai peTaPolAds kaipdv, as well as the
gviautoU kUkAous kai &oTpwv Séoeris (7:18-20). This includes the
microcosmic realm of animals, plants, and humans, too (v. 20). To be
able to teach Solomon about all these things, Sophia must have
understood their operation. She must have been able to grasp not only
what the cosmos has done, but what it is doing and what it will do as
well. The reason he can know “the beginning and end and middle of
times” (7:18) is because she does as well.

. she knows the things of old, and infers the things to come;

she has foreknowledge of signs and wonders
and of the outcome of seasons and times (Wis 8:8).

While being the artificer of all things means she understands (perhaps
even embodies) the schematics of the cosmos, we should recall also that,
like the Stoic Logos/Pneuma, she is universally present. “For wisdom is
more mobile than any motion, because of her pureness she pervades and
penetrates all things” (7:24). Hers is a firsthand knowledge of the
cosmos because she is present to every part of it.”> Furthermore, her

51 Regarding Middle Platonism, see our discussion in chapter two. See Winston,
Wisdom, 33—34 for his thesis about the Middle Platonic backdrop to Wisdom of
Solomon. For Philo, see our discussion of him below.

52 Zogia is present to even the most rarefied parts of the cosmos. Cf. 7:20
(“powers of spirits”) with 7:23de (“she penetrates through all spirits that are
intelligent, pure, and altogether subtle”).
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presence has an effect on that which she pervades and penetrates.
“Although she is but one, she can do everything, and while remaining
in herself, she renews all things” (7:27).”> The omnipotence of Sophia
has already been mentioned (v. 23). T& mdvTa kowiler expresses her
effect on the cosmos. In what way she “renews” everything is a bit
obscure, though we should probably take it in the sense of a generative
torce keeping the cosmos progressing. Larcher explains it thus: “elle est
la cause des renouvellements et des changements qui se produisent sans
cesse dans I'univers et assurent la permanence de celui-ci.””*

Sophia’s ability to sustain the cosmos is more clearly expressed in
Wis 8:1: “she reaches mightily from one end of the earth to the other,
and she orders all things well.” There can be little doubt that our author
is drawing from Hellenistic philosophy to describe Sophia’s function-
ality. To say that Sophia Siateivel eUpwoTews, “reaches mightily,” the
whole of creation™ is explicitly to equate her again (as in vv. 22-23, 24,
27) with the Stoic Pnreuma. Specifically, this concept expressed here
draws from the Stoic doctrine of Tovikf kivnois, namely that “there is a
continuous outward-inward pneumatic motion, either form the center
of the cosmos to its extreme boundaries.” The significance of this for
the cosmos is that “the pneuma must be everywhere continuously since
nothing can hold together without it.”*® The adverb epioTeos suggests
that Sophia performs this function ably.”” In Wis 8:1b (Sioikei T& wévTax
XpnoTés), we see that the cosmos depends not only upon Sophia’s
powerful presence but her intellect as well, since Pseudo-Solomon is

53 Wis 7:27 in Greek: pia 8¢ oloa mdvTa SUvatar kal pévouoa dv alTf) T& TdvTa
kavigel. For a review of possible parallels to this passage, see Larcher, Livre de la
Sagesse, 2:506-507. One should look more toward Greek philosophy (Plato,
Timaeus 42E; Aristotle, Physics 256b25) to explain these concepts than the OT
(Ps 102:25-27; Deut 6:4; Ps 104:30).

54 Larcher, Livre de la Sagesse, 2:506.

55 The NRSV translates &md mépatos émi mépas in 8:1 as “from one end of the
earth to the other”, supplying “earth.” (Cf. Larcher, Livre de la Sagesse, 2:506:
“du monde”). Winston (Wisdom 184) opts for the more general with “pole to
pole” as does Georgi (Weisheit Salomos, 429) “von einem Ende zum anderen.”
(Cf. Colson, PLCL 6.333 [Mos. 1.112] and PLCL 5.155 [Mut. 22].)

56 Winston, Wisdom, 190. See also Larcher, Livre de la Sagesse, 2:514 and Lapidge,
“Stoic Cosmology,” 170174, esp. 174. See SVF 2.33, 450-453, 480, 551, 826,
1021 for the Stoic attestation as well as Philo, Conf.136; Plant. 9; Mig. 181;
Deus 35-36; Mut. 28; Det. 90. Cf. Plato, Tim. 34B.

9

57 LSJ, s.v. eYpwoTos (“robust”, “strong”).
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here describing Sophia as the cosmic administrator.”® Cosmic gover-
nance is both a Platonic concept (Plato, Phaedr. 246C; Leg. 896D, 905E)
and a Stoic one (D.L. 7.133; SVVF 1.87, 98; 2.528, 416, 912-913, 1063).
Philo uses 8ioikéw to refer to the Logos’ administration of the cosmos
when he writes in Mos. 2.133 of one who “holds together and
administers all things” (ToU cuvéxovTos kal SioikoUvTos T& cUUTTAVTX).
Furthermore, Philo’s use of the term for God’s cosmic governance in
Opif. 3 and Conf. 170 parallels Pseudo-Solomon’s use in Wis 12:18 and
15:1:

58 The verb Sioikéw may refer to managing a house, governing or administration.
LSJ, s.v. Sioikéw.
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Wisdom 12:18 — Although you are sovereign in strength, you judge with
mildness (¢mieikero),
and with great forbearance (ToAAn @edw) you govern (Siowkéw) us.

Wisdom 15:1 — But you, our God, are kind and true, patient, (xpnoTds,

AANINS, MOKPOIUPOS)
and ruling all things in mercy (EAéer Sioév T& TéVTQ).

The qualifiers the author uses in these passages, such as mildness,
forbearance, kindness, and mercy, suggest we translate the adverb
XpnoTéds in 8:1b in a similar fashion.” If so, Sophia’s powerful extension
form pole to pole is balanced with her “merciful” rule.”

3.1.3. Sophia, Salvation and Anthropological Fulfillment

3.1.3.1. “She makes them friends of God”

Wisdom 6:22—10:21 is an exhortation for Pseudo-Solomon’s audience
to “get” Sophia (6:22-25). The authority for this exhortation comes
from Pseudo-Solomon’s own experience, his own acquisition of
Sophia, which he details in two autobiographical sections (7:1-22a
and 8:2-21).°" The basic thesis of these two sections is that Sophia, the
source of human prosperity and flourishing, comes only from God. The
proverbial maxim “The fear of the Lord is the beginning of wisdom”
(Prov 9:10) finds expression in Wisdom of Solomon thus:

I perceived that I would not possess wisdom unless God gave
her to me —
and it was a mark of insight to know whose gift she was —
so I appealed to the Lord and implored him [to give me
wisdom] (Wis 8:21).

Pseudo-Solomon then proceeds to reenact the prayer with which he
solicited God for wisdom (ch. 9).

59 See LSJ, s.v. xpnoTés, where, in reference to the gods, the term relates qualities
such as “propitious, merciful, bestowing health or wealth.”

60 At play with these adjectives (“mightily,” “well”) in 8:1 is a continuation of the
thought from 7:29-30. The adjectives add to the picture of Sophia’s potency/
beauty, she against whom neither darkness nor evil can prevail.

61 Wisdom 7:22b—8:1 is a separate entity since it is not about Solomon but
describes Sophia’s essence as well as what she does.
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At the start of the first autobiographical section (7:1-6) as well as
toward the end of his prayer (9:13-17), Pseudo-Solomon describes the
human condition sans Sophia.®” The two passages present a clear picture
of human limitation, which is both physical (“mortal,” “molded in
flesh,” the frailty of infancy, “perishable body,” “earthly tent”) and
consequently intellectual (“we can hardly guess at what is on earth” let
alone “trace out what is in the heavens”). In this we find a theme similar
to that expressed by the ungodly in Wis 1:16-2:5.° But unlike the
ungodly, who use their fatalism as a license for unrighteousness (e.g.,
2:6-9), Pseudo-Solomon sees human limitation as the basis for turning
to God, who will supply Sophia — the cure for this “mortal coil.”**

It is for this reason Pseudo-Solomon uses soteriological language to
characterize the manner in which Sophia assists humanity against its
limitations. In 6:24, he tells his audience that he is not reluctant to share
what he knows about Sophia since “The multitude of the wise is the
salvation (cwTnpia) of the world, and a sensible king is the stability of
any people.” And he ends his prayer in ch. 9 by noting that when God
has given Sophia, “thus the paths of those on earth were set right, and
people were taught what pleases you, and were saved (olw) by
wisdom” (9:18).” Wis 10 follows Solomon’s prayer with brief review

62 Wis 7:1-7 and 9:13—17 have similar themes and a very similar ending.

63 In Wis 1:16-2:5, the ungodly opine (2:1): “Short and sorrowful is our life, and
there is no remedy when a life comes to its end.” When their breath is
extinguished, “the body will turn to ashes and the spirit will dissolve like empty
air” (v. 3). Again: “For our allotted time is the passing of a shadow, and there is
no return from our death, because it is sealed up and no one turns back” (v. 5).

64 Pseudo-Solomon’s argument has weight because among mortals he had a most
advantageous entrance (Wis 8:19-20: “As a child I was naturally gifted, and a
good soul fell to my lot; or rather, being good, I entered an undefiled body.”).

It is worth noting that Pseudo-Solomon appears to espouse here the pre-
existence of the soul. So Winston, Wisdom, 26 (see his detailed discussion, pp.
25-32). C. Larcher disagrees (Etudes sur le Livre de la Sagesse [Paris: J. Gabalda,
1969], 270-279, and idem, Livre de la Sagesse, 2:556-557). He argues Pseudo-
Solomon only holds to the priority of the soul over the body and that any pre-
existence comes from the soul being created immediately before its being
joined to the (embryonic) body. However we take this, it is significant that the
author of Wis accepts as well a dualism where soul and physical body are
somehow at odds. Wis 9:15, echoing Plato (Phaedo 66B), says the “perishable
body weighs down the soul, the earthly tent burdens the mind.” This dualism is
not presented in moral terms (Pseudo-Solomon does not claim the body is evil).

65 Zfw appears here for the first time in Wisdom of Solomon. It occurs again
four times: 10:4; 14:4; 16:7; and 18:5. cwTnpios occurs in 1:14 and cwtnpiain
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of salvation history. The author recasts episodes from the lives of Adam,
Noah, Abraham, Lot, Jacob, Joseph, and the people of Israel at the
Exodus so that Sophia now has a prominent role in the salvation of
each.”® We will discuss this passage further in a little while, but first we
must ask what “salvation” might mean for Solomon’s audience.

Sophia certainly affords humanity, at least Solomon, with the ability
to reason as well as with a storehouse of knowledge (7:15-21b; 8:8).
But she does more than impart reason and knowledge. She also provides
wealth and well-being:

All good things came to me along with her,
and in her hands uncounted wealth.
I rejoiced in them all, because wisdom leads them;

but I did not know that she was their mother (7:10-12).%

However, these benefits are ancillary to Sophia’s true value.”® The
“unfailing treasure” she provides via her instruction is “friendship with
God” (7:14). Along with cosmological administration, she also has this
as her continuing task. For “in every generation she passes into holy
souls and makes them friends of God, and prophets” since nothing is
more pleasing to God than “the person who lives with wisdom”
(7:27-28). “Friendship with God” is a commonplace in Judaism as well
as among Hellenistic philosophers.”” Part of being such a friend to God,

5:2, 6:24, 16:6. (Cf. diaowlw in 14.5 and 16:11) The noun cwtHp occurs in
16:7. Only 6:24, 9:18 and 10:4 (and possibly 16:5) have to do with Sophia.

66 Larcher, Livre de la Sagesse, 2:605. In these events, Sophia “délivre, certes, des
dangers temporels jusqu’a préserver I’humanité d’une extermination radicale (v.
4), mais son influence s’exerce également sur un plan spiritual.” E.g., she
delivers Adam from his transgression (10:1) and she preserves Abraham
“blameless before God” (v. 5). In fact, except Adam, all those she helps in Wis
10 are described as righteous.

67 Wis 7:12: ebppdvInv 8¢ &mi o, 6T adTdV NyeiTan cogia, Ryvoéouv B¢ oty
YevETIV €lvar ToUTwV.

68 As Wis 7:7-12 makes clear, Solomon (for the passage refers to 1 Kings 3) only
desired wisdom. Even though he did not opt for material wealth and success,
these came in addition to (even because of) his choice for wisdom.

69 See Winston, Wisdom, 188—189, for copious references.

De Vita Moysis 1.156 is an interesting parallel in that Moses’ status as prophet/
friend of God is mentioned with respect to his mastery of the elements. In the
section just previous (155) we read that “God judged him worthy to appear as a
partner of His own possessions” and so “gave into his hands the whole world as
a portion well fitted for His heir.” Philo is explaining Moses’ ability to work
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especially in philosophical circles, no doubt entails living the virtuous
life. So, “if anyone loves righteousness, [Sophia’s] labors are virtues; for
she teaches self-control and prudence, justice and courage; nothing in
life is more profitable for mortals than these” (8:7).”

Sophia’s task of making friends with God is not just something she
does alongside of cosmic governance but the two appear to be
connected.”! Pseudo-Solomon speaks of this when he prays in Wis

9:9-10:

With you is wisdom, she who knows your works
and was present when you made the world;
she understands what is pleasing in your sight
and what is right according to your commandments.
Send her forth from the holy heavens,
and from the throne of your glory send her,
that she may labor at my side,
and that I may learn what is pleasing to you.

Michael Kolarcik is certainly right when he says that these verses show a
clear “lineage between creation and salvation.””” He says that, “since
wisdom was present when the world was made, she knows the hidden
plans and ways of God in the world.” This is important because

salvation, for the author of Wisdom, is understood as God’s effort to bring
humanity to the point of realizing the original intentions at creation.
Therefore, it is through the gift of wisdom, who was present at creation,
that the unnamed Solomon will be guided wisely (9:11), whose works will
be acceptable and who will be able to judge justly (9:12). Solomon will be
able to put into practice the intention of the creator through the gift of
wisdom who was present at creation.”

miracles by saying that his status as God’s friend affords him control of cosmic
elements.

70 On the use of the cardinal virtues in Wis 8:7, see Winston, Wisdom 196, and
Larcher, Livre de la Sagesse, 2:527-530. Winston notes that, like Pseudo-
Solomon, Philo derives the cardinal virtues from the Wisdom or Logos of God
(see Philo, Leg. 1.63—65).

71 Wis 7:27 begins with “Although she is but one, she can do all things, and while
remaining in herself, she renews all things; in every generation she passes into
holy souls, etc.” That Sophia grants the cardinal virtues (Wis 8:7) is an example
of the order she brings (cf. 8:1) but at a micro-cosmic level (she imparts
“harmonie de I'ame” — Larcher, Livre de la Sagesse, 2:527; cf., Plato, Resp.
443D-E).

72 Kolarcik, “Creation and Salvation” 103.

73 Ibid.
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However, Kolarcik does not go far enough. Sophia’s salvific efficacy is
based on more than her having been a witness of creation. Wis 9:9-10
must be understood in the light of 7:22-8:1 where Sophia’s status as
TexViTls T& évTa and her cosmic Sifkouoa and Sioiknois (pervasion and
administration) are predicated on her ontological relationship with God
(vv. 25-26) and also characterize her relationship to humanity (7:27, and
perhaps 7:23 — if we take mveUuota there as referring to human spirits).
She is the governor of all things cosmic and human; she knows well the
“beginning and middle and end” of things.

The relevance of this for our study is that it issues a caveat with
respect to the term “salvation.” When we study the NT documents in
chapter 3, we see that the divine Son, through his death, “saves”
humanity as well as the cosmos from their ruination. (This is most clear
in Colossians 1:15-20, but it’s a notion operating in all four
“intermediary” texts we examine there.) Is the salvation spoken of by
Pseudo-Solomon similar to this? Does Sophia put a stop to the cosmos’
descent down a destructive path? Does it make sense to say that she
rescues humankind by removing them from a cosmos that is run amok
because of sin or daemonic forces?

3.1.3.2. Sophia and the Unity of Creation and “Salvation”

The truth of the matter is that Wis suggests no antipathy between the
cosmos and of human salvation. Recall the third of the three
fundamental aspects of Pseudo-Solomon’s view of the cosmos, namely
that the cosmos operates on behalf of God in his blessing the righteous
and in his judgment of the wicked. That the cosmos participates in the
divine plan, whether for blessing or judgment, is key for our discussion
here. Wis 5:17, 20 says “The Lord will take his zeal as his whole armor,
and will arm all creation to repel his enemies; ... and creation will join
with him to fight against his frenzied foes””* and 16:17 says Utéppayos
Y&p 6 kbopos toTwv Sikadwv (“the world is a champion of the
righteous”). Furthermore, John Collins points out this is a different
kind of salvation by creation from that witnessed in such passages as Josh
10:12 or Judges 5:20 where creation appears to alter its normal
functions. In Wisdom of Solomon, “miracles conform to regular natural

74 Wis 5:21-22 depicts creation’s involvement in divine judgment with the
language of a thunderstom.
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laws.”” Collins’s assessment of the significance of this view of creation
seems correct.

In all, then, the Wisdom of Solomon clearly goes beyond the earlier
wisdom books by attempting to give a consistent conceptual and even
scientific account of the world and of human destiny. The universe or
cosmos 1s the context of all human experience, so even religious experience
and hopes are expressed in terms which make cosmological sense.”

Collins also says the consistent and coherent theology of Wisdom of
Solomon is that “God is encountered through the cosmos.” He
explains:

History illustrates the structure of the universe, and eschatology is also built
in to that structure. The human way to salvation is by understanding the
structure of the universe and adapting to it in righteousness. Human destiny
is not predetermined by the structure of the universe but it is framed by the
fixed and limited options provided by that structure.””

This is why Sophia is so important. Her commanding knowledge of
creation and its machinations makes her the ideal, in fact the only guide
by which human kind can understand “the structure of the universe”
and “adapt to it in righteousness.” This is why Solomon asks what is
“richer”, more “effective”, teaches ‘“virtues” better, and is more
experienced than she? (cf. Wis 8:5-8).

But the salvation she extends has to do with her cosmological
function as much as it does her cosmic awareness. Notice how Pseudo-
Solomon describes creation’s involvement in God’s salvific work. “For
creation (xTtiols), serving you who made it, exerts (¢miTeive) itself to
punish the unrighteous, and in kindness relaxes (&vinui) on behalf of
those who trust in you” (Wis 16:24). The idea of the cosmos exerting
(“tightening”) " itself and relaxing itself, here applied in the context of
punishing the Egyptians and providing for the Israelites,” is a
philosophical one. Using categories we find in Plato and Stoicism, as

”

75 Collins, “Cosmos and Salvation,” 131. The emphasis on miracles working
within the rules of nature is made by Philo as well (cf. Mos. 1.212-213).

76 Collins, “Cosmos and Salvation,” 132.

77 Collins, “Cosmos and Salvation,” 128. On the issue of freedom and
determinism in Wisdom, see Winston’s detailed discussion (Wisdom, 47-58).

78 LSJ, s.v. ¢gmteiveo. Winston (IWisdom, 297) translates Wis 16:24: “For creation,
serving you its maker, tenses itself for punishment against the unrighteous, and
slackens into benevolence on behalf of those who trust in you.”

79 The Egyptians and the Israelites represent types of the unrighteous and
righteous respectively.
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well as in Philo, Pseudo-Solomon explains how the elements can adjust
to accommodate the purposes of God.* Moreover, this is not the only
mention of the concept of cosmic émitacis and &veois in Wisdom of
Solomon. Recall that Pseudo-Solomon ascribes similar activity to
Sophia, namely in Wis 8:1 where he says “she reaches (Siateiveo)
mightily from one end of the earth to the other and orders all things
well.” One need not extrapolate much to see that creation’s
participation in divine judgment and providence is rooted in the
presence of Sophia as the one who administrates (perhaps even governs)
the cosmos.

3.1.3.2.1. Excursus #2: Sophia and “Salvation History” in
Wisdom of Solomon 10

Sophia’s role as savior is given further definition in the Beispielreihe in
Wis 10.*" As we have already noted, in this text Pseudo-Solomon
presents a list of people in Israelite history who receive salvation. The
primary character is Sophia who, in contrast to the ahistorical
presentation of her in chs. 6-9, now operates in history.*> Sophia
protects, delivers, steers, acknowledges, strengthens, guides on straight
paths, imparts knowledge, prospers, provides victory, accompanies,
causes to reign, honors, rewards, shelters, and causes to praise. These are
in keeping with how Pseudo-Solomon describes Sophia in chs. 69 and
so summarize his point. But we should also pay attention to those for
whom she does all these things. A reader familiar with Israelite history,
especially Genesis and the beginning of the Exodus narrative, will know
that she assists Adam, Noah, Abraham, Lot, Jacob, Joseph and the
[sraelites in bondage in Egypt. But Pseudo-Solomon does not provide
their names. In fact, though he provides much information about these
figures, he manages to present them in the most generic sense possible
while still retaining familiarity. What unites all these people is not that
they share the same narrative or ancestry; what unites them is that they

80 See Winston, Wisdom, 300. Again, we see that Pseudo-Solomon is arguing
nature works within its own regulations in service to God, not “super-
naturally”.

81 On the Hellenistic convention of listing examples, see Collins, Jewish Wisdom,
213, and the study he draws from, A. Schmidt, “Struktur, Herkunft und
Bedeutung der Beispielreihe in Weish 10,” BZ (1977): 1-22.

82 This chapter actually serves as a bridge between the encomium of Sophia
(6:22-9:18) and a rehearsal of the Exodus (chs. 11-19).
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are all “righteous” (8ikoios in vv. 4, 5, 6, 10, 13 and cf.
v. 15 — “holy and blameless people”). To solidify the notion that
Wisdom rescues the righteous, our author provides negative examples
(interlaced through the positive characters).” Again, though one
familiar with Jewish Scripture would know them, he does not provide
their names. The only way he describes them is “unrighteous,” “passing
by wisdom,” “covetous,” “makers of false accusations,” and “ungodly.”

Wisdom of Solomon 10 is most interesting because, though it
appears to operate as a rehearsal of biblical history, it in fact substantially
changes that history, even removes its historicity. First, it changes it by
presenting Sophia as the primary agent of salvation. Indeed, she is not
just the one who saves but appears to be the touchstone for who will be
saved. The “ungodly” and “wicked”, the “unrighteous” are described as
those who lack virtue (v. 3; cn. 8:7), who are covetous (v. 11; cn. 6:23)
and who “pass wisdom by” (v. 8). Second, she only rescues the &ikaior.
Missing is any explicit reference to God’s covenant people. In fact,
though in an historical guise, the text actually presents an ahistorical
perspective. Those who are rescued are only a type, exemplars of the
righteous. In other words, Wis 10 does not reflect salvation-history per
se; rather, it relates a pattern of rescuing the righteous who accept
Sophia, as Pseudo-Solomon both claims to have done himself and
exhorts his readers to do as well.

3.1.3.2.2. Excursus #3: The Mystical and Philosophical Aspects
of “Friendship with God”

The list of Sophia’s saving roles given in Wis 10 suggest a plethora of
services. However, her saving role is more monolithic.** The goal is not
simple provision in the midst of life, whether protection, prosperity or
honor, but rather a right relationship with God. Our author describes it
as “friendship with God” (7:27). In another place, he says seeking
Sophia leads to “assurance of immortality, and immortality brings one
near to God; so the desire for wisdom leads to a kingdom” (6:18-20).

83 Cain (v. 3) and his offspring (v. 4), those constructing the tower of Babylon (v.
5), Sodom and Gomorrah (v. 6-8), Jacob’s in-laws (v. 11), the Egyptians who
“accused” Joseph (v. 14), and the Egyptians who enslaved Israel (v. 15-20).

84 This holds true at the cosmic level as well. Wis 16:24 presents the cosmos as
tensing and slackening almost on an ad hoc basis while 8:1 suggests a much
more orderly, consistent activity. The difference is that of distinguishing the
trees (former) from the forest (latter).
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This passage is important both because it fills out the picture of Sophia’s
primary anthropological task, but also adds to it the dimension of human
involvement. One must desire wisdom, must pursue her. This process
ultimately starts with faithfully asking God for her.”

The quest to be “near to God” is a mystical one that has its
toundation, not surprisingly, in philosophy. Before we address the
mystical and philosophical issues about pursuing Sophia, a reasonable
question is: Why should one seek her when she is already dispersed
throughout the cosmos, including within those spirits that are
themselves “intelligent, pure, and altogether subtle” (Wis 7:23)?
Winston answers this question by pointing to Sophia’s status as both
transcendent and immanent, that she remains both in union with God
and pervades the universe. He points to a simile which the Stoic Seneca
uses to explain this.

When a soul rises superior to other souls ... it is stirred by a force from
heaven. A thing like this cannot stand upright unless it be propped up by
the divine. Thereafter, a greater part of it abides in that place from whence
it came down to earth. Just as the rays of the sun do indeed touch the earth,
but still abide at the source from which they are sent; even so the great and
hallowed soul, which has come down in order that we may have a nearer
knowledge of divinity, does indeed associate with us, but still cleaves to its
origin; on that source it depends, thither it turns its gaze, and strives to go,
and 1t concerns itself with our doings only as a being superior to ourselves

(Ep. 41.5)

Winston explains: “From the human viewpoint, the Divine Wisdom
enters man and departs; from the eternal perspective of God, however,
it is ever present to man, though its consummation in any particular case
is conditioned by the fitness of the recipient.”® Hence, the pursuit of
Sophia is grounded in the notion that one can have “a nearer
knowledge of the divinity,” that one can in fact grow closer to God
through Sophia. The author of Wis makes this nearness parallel to
“immortality,” by which he means more than simply not dying. It is a
sublime quality of existence (cf. 8:16—17) since union with Sophia
results in union with the deity. Beyond this our author does not venture
much in describing the experience. He lacks the specificity when

85 Hence, “righteous” is not simply a moralistic term for Pseudo-Solomon, but
has to do with faithfulness. It is a mark of righteousness to recognize God and a
mark of unrighteousness to deny God’s presence, even when creation clearly
communicates it (Wis 13).

86 Winston, Wisdom, 41-42.
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describing the mystical union that we find in Philo or Plotinus. Rather,
it is as if the author’s mystical thinking remains inchoate, what Winston
calls “an incipient movement along the road to mysticism.”"’

There is another way to characterize “nearness to God,” namely
from within a philosophical context. This is not necessarily to be
dissociated with mysticism. But it is a concept that stands on its own and
provides a distinct lens by which to appreciate Pseudo-Solomon’s
understanding of immortality/friendship with God.®™ In his dialogue
Theatetus (176b), Plato speaks of dpoiwois edd, “assimilation or likeness
to God.” This concept was appropriated by Middle Platonists to
characterize a more spiritual understanding (contra the Stoics) of the
human TéAos.” A fragment from Eudorus of Alexandria is the earliest
known expression of this.

Socrates and Plato agree with Pythagoras that the Téhos is assimilation to
God (6poiwois Je@d). Plato defined this more clearly by adding: ‘according
as is possible’ (kot& TO SUvatov), and it is only possible by wisdom
(ppdvnats), that is to say, as a result of virtue.”'

Eudorus’ quote is strikingly similar to the idea expressed in Wisdom of
Solomon, though for Solomon it is not ppévnois or Virtue, but Sophia
who makes it possible. Alcinous, in Epit. 28, subscribes to the Platonic
concept of duoiwots 9edd in much the same fashion as Eudorus. But he
adds an interesting twist: “By ‘God’ is obviously meant the God in the
heavens (¢moupdvios), not, by Zeus, the God above the heavens
(Utroupdwios), who does not possess virtue, but is superior to it.” Dillon
suggests that

This has the appearance of a reservation entered by [Alcinous] himself to
what he must have regarded as an insufficiently exact traditional
formulation. The God in the heavens is necessarily the Demiurge or
Mind of the World, Alcinous’ second God. To bring the supreme God, as
discussed in [Epit.] 10, into a relationship of “likeness” with Man would be
to compromise his transcendence.”

87 1Ibid., 42.

88 Philo’s mysticism is at least in part grounded in his Middle Platonism. See David
Winston, “Philo’s Mysticism,” SPhA 8 (1996): 74-82.

89 See Tobin, Creation of Man, 18.

90 Dillon, Middle Platonists, 44, 122.

91 Stobaeus, Ed. 2.49, 8-12. Translated by Dillon, Middle Platonists, 122. Cf.
Tobin, Creation of Man, 18.

92 Dillon, Middle Platonists, 299-300.
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Though Alcinous’ second God is not an exact parallel to Sophia, it is at
least significant that both he and Pseudo-Solomon hold to an
intermediary who provides a buffer for the transcendence of the
supreme God, who has the responsibilities of cosmic demiurge, and
with whom humanity seeks union.

3.1.4. Conclusion to “Wisdom of Solomon”

Drawing from the heady currents of contemporary religious and
philosophical trends and combining these with an authoritative
sapiential tradition, Wisdom of Solomon renders an engaging portrait
of Sophia, she who is both God’s throne companion and humanity’s
boon. Sophia’s status as throne companion we find to be much more
involved than earlier renditions of personified Wisdom. For one thing,
Sophia is not one of God’s creations but an entity closely related to him;
she 1s his breath, his emanation, his image. For another, she does not just
witness creation but has a preeminent role in the event; she fashioned all
things and, while essentially distinct from them, she continues to
pervade and order all things. Furthermore, while Wisdom of Solomon
may call Sophia “savior,” we saw it was precisely this cosmic artisanship
and ubiquitous presence that makes her companionship desirable for
achieving fulfillment. Hence, when “Solomon” sets the wise example in
entreating God for Sophia, we find that she will come not just to guide
the soul back to its divine source but to bring the cosmos to its intended
Téhos as well.

3.2. Philo of Alexandria
3.2.1. Introduction

Philo’s philosophical program, especially in the allegorical commentary,
as well as the exposition of the Law, is pragmatic.” That is, it centers on
issues related to the advancement of the soul, or psychagogy.”* On

93 Philo presents his cosmology in its most straightforward fashion in De Opificio
Mundi. However, while not subservient to psychagogy, cosmology finds
expression in that work only in the process of a philosophical exegesis of
Genesis 1, an exegesis itself under the influence of Plato’s Timaeus.
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occasion, he provides glimpses of the ontological and/or cosmological
framework upon which his psychagogy rests. Such glimpses are not as
frequent or as detailed as we might hope and Philo allows them only as
they help illustrate his views on psychagogy. Hence, to inquire about
Philo’s views on a divine intermediary’s role in cosmology and
anthropological fulfillment™ is to inquire of material that is infrequent
in occurrence, illustrative in purpose, partial in extent, and unsystematic
in presentation. Fortunately, given the volume of Philo’s writing, such
qualifiers are relative and we may still ascertain enough data to provide a
useful if inherently inchoate sketch of the cosmological and anthro-
pological system(s) underlying Philo’s work.

Ascertaining whose system(s) these are — Philo’s or his “teachers”, be
they actual educators or textual encheiridia — 1s more difficult.
Scholarship has moved beyond Wolfson’s view that Philo was a
philosophical savant or the opposing thesis that his writings represent a
disorganized treasure trove of testimonia that say of Philo himself only
that he was a philosophical eclectic.” Truly, the key to understanding

94 David Winston, Logos and Mystical Theology in Philo of Alexandria (Cincinatti:
Hebrew Union College Press and Hoboken, N. J.: KTAV House, 1985), 36:
“The central thrust and fundamental aim of Philo’s biblical commentary is to
trace the return of the human soul to its native homeland by means of the
allegorical method of interpretation.” (Discussed below, § 3.2.6.2).

95 The phrase “anthropological fulfillment” functions in the place of “salvation.”
Soteriological language is problematic in that Philo and the Middle Platonists do
not view the world as “damaged” (a la early Christians — see the conclusion to
ch. 4) or “hostile” (as the “Gnostics” purportedly held). Fulfillment has a more
holistic sense and coheres with the conviction of this chapter that Middle
Platonically inspired Judaism viewed human teleology as a natural process that
occurs not in spite of or against nature. As we saw earlier (§ 3.1.3), while
Wisdom of Solomon uses soteriological language with respect to copia, it still
views cogia’s role in terms of this holistic/natural view of fulfillment.

96 See Harry Wolfson, Philo: Foundations of Religious Philosophy in Judaism,
Christianity, and Islam (2 vols.; revised edition; Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1948). Those who view Philo as an eclectic include E. R. Dodds, “The
Parmenides of Plato and the Origin of the Neoplatonic ‘One,”” CQ 22(1928):
132; A. J. Festugi¢re, La revelation d’Hermeés Trismégiste (4 vols.; Ebib; Paris:
Gabalda, 1949-54), 2.534; and Henry Chadwick, “Philo and the Beginnings of
Christian Thought,” in The Cambridge History of Later Greek and Early Medieval
Philosophy (A. H. Armstrong, ed.; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1967), 141, 155. More recently, Richard Goulet, in La philosophie de Moise: essai
de reconstruction d’un commentaire philosophique préphilonien du Pentateuque (Histoire
des doctrines de I’Antiquité classique 11; Paris: Vrin, 1987), argued that Philo’s
writings preserve a pre-existing commentary, the central presuppositions of
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the Alexandrian is accepting his place somewhere in between. Since
Philo’s primary concern is psychagogical exegesis, this is where he is

most likely to be (if ever) innovative.”

7 Thomas Tobin argues

persuasively that Philo preserves in his own works multiple layers of
exegetical and philosophical traditions, traditions he works and reworks

97

which Philo works (less than successfully) to overturn. See the review of
Goulet’s La philosophie de Moise by David Runia in JTS 40 (1989) 588-602.
In this study we focus on Philo’s commentaries, which may be divided into
three main groups: the exposition of the law (which loosely includes De vita
Moysis), Quaestiones et solutiones in Genesim and Quaestiones et solutiones in
Exodum, and the Allegorical Commentary. Given its relatively basic tone, the
Exposition must have a more general audience in mind — whether Gentile or
Jew; the Questions and Answers, being more practical and less aesthetic in their
presentation, deal with more nuanced issues and so suggest the school room in
some fashion; the allegorical commentary speaks to similar concerns as the
Questions and Answers but with greater artistry and restraint. I see the three
works as representing concentric circles of awareness about the Law that Philo
intends to move his readers through, the heart being the Allegorical
Commentary. See also Gregory E. Sterling’s “The Philo of Alexandria
Commentary Series: General Introduction” in David T. Runia, Philo of
Alexandria On the Creation of the Cosmos according to Moses: Indroduction,
Translation, and Commentary (Philo of Alexandria Commentary Series 1;
Leiden: Brill, 2001), xi—xii.

For a detailed introduction to the study of Philo see Peder Borgen, “Philo of
Alexandria: a critical and synthetical survey of research since World War IL,”
ANRW 21.1:98-154; and David Runia, Philo of Alexandria and the Timaeus of
Plato (2“d ed.; Leiden: Brill, 1986), 7-27. For a general introduction, see
Kenneth Schenck, A Brief Guide to Philo (Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John
Knox, 2005); Samuel Sandmel, Philo of Alexandria: an introduction (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1979); and Henry Chadwick, “Philo and the
Beginnings of Christian Thought,” 135-57. Earlier studies include Erwin R.
Goodenough, An Introduction to Philo Judaeus (2™ ed.; New York: Barnes &
Noble, 1963); J. Daniélou, Philon d’Alexandrie (Paris: Fayard, 1958); Emile
Bréhier, Les idées philosophique et religieuses de Philon d’Alexandrie (3 ed.; Etudes
de philosohie médiévale 8; Paris: Vrin, 1950); Wolfson, Philo; W. Volker,
Fortschritt und Vollendung bei Philo von Alexandrien: eine Studie zur Geschichte der
Frommigkeit (TUGAL 49.1; Leipzig: J. C. Hinrich, 1938). For a comprehensive
bibliography, see H. L. Goodhart and E. R. Goodenough, “A general
bibliography of Philo Judaeus,” in E. R. Goodenough, The Politics of Philo
Judaeus: Practice and Theory (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1938),
125-321 (up to 1937); Roberto Radice and David T. Runia, Philo of
Alexandria: An Annotated Bibliography, 1937-1986 (Supplements to VC 8;
Leiden: Brill, 1988); and idem, Philo of Alexandria: An Annotated Bibliography,
1987-1996, with Addenda for 1937-1986 (Supplements to VC 57; Leiden:
Brill, 2000).
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into his psychagogy.” Differentiating those traditions from Philo’s own
thought is not easily done, though Tobin has provided a valuable
reconstruction in terms of what Philo says about the creation of
humanity. While our enterprise is distinct from Tobin, his work shapes
how we approach Philo’s writings in the following ways. First, this
study presumes that Philo’s psychagogy rests most immediately on a
Middle Platonic foundation. We will not try to prove this, though it
will be evident as we treat Philonic passages that they share much with
Middle Platonism.” Second, this study presumes that Philo honors
previous exegetical traditions by preserving them even if he has moved
beyond them. This is how we account for Philo’s presentation of Sophia
vis-a-vis the Logos. Philo will describe Sophia and the Logos in
strikingly similar language at times and thus raises the question of their
relationship. The answer is that Philo is aware of and preserves traditions
that view Sophia as occupying the same place as the Logos, i.e., that of
divine intermediary (such traditions were likely responsible for Wisdom
of Solomon). The Logos surpasses Sophia in Philo in much the same
way as (according to Tobin) the double creation of man surpasses the
single creation; Philo preserves the one even while he moves beyond it.
Such preservation is in keeping with Philo’s exegetical efforts; it is
probably less a demonstration of the evolution of the thoughts he now
owns as it is an expression of the viable traditions present to him and
from which he fashions his own approach.

98 T. Tobin, The Creation of Man. For a more extreme view on Philo’s use of
traditions, see Goulet, La philosophie de Moise. For an alternative perspective, see
the indepth study of Philo’s interpretive method by V. Nikiprowetzky (Le
commntaire de UEcriture chez Philo d’Alexandriee: son caractére et sa portée;
observations philologives [ALGHJ 11; Leiden: Brill, 1977]).

99 See chapter two for our discussion of Middle Platonism. For Philo’s
relationship with Middle Platonism, see the Studia Philonica Annual 5 (1993)
which contains a special section on Philo and Middle Platonism. The section
includes articles by Gregory E. Sterling (‘“Platonizing Moses: Philo and Middle
Platonism,” 96—111), David T. Runia (“Was Philo a Middle Platonist? A
Difficult Question Revisited,” 112—40), with responses to Sterling and Runia
by David Winston (141-46), Thomas H. Tobin (147-50) and John Dillon
(151-55). See Sterling, “Platonizing Moses,” 97-98 for a detailed review of
literature on Philo’s relationship with Middle Platonism and philosophy in
general.
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3.2.2. The Questions of Intermediary Activity as they are Raised by
Philo — Sacr. 8

One passage that demonstrates how Philo’s cosmological and anthro-
pological views are subservient to his concerns about psychagogy is De
sacrificiis Abelis et Caini 8. This passage comes at the end of a section
(Sacr. 1-10) where Philo is interpreting the lemma ko TpooéSnxe Texkelv
Tov &BeAgov altoU Tov "ABed (LXX Gen 4:2) so as to show how one
perspective, 86Sav &totov (represented by Cain), is replaced by another,
kaAov 86yua (Abel), within the soul. To illustrate this advancement,
Philo connects mpooTiSnui in Gen 4:2 with the descriptions of the
deaths of Abraham, Jacob and Isaac. We learn from the Scriptural
accounts of Abraham and Jacob that upon death they were added
(TpooTidnui) to the people of God (Gen 25:8, 49:33 LXX). Philo
claims in Sacr. 67 they thereby represent those “who learn by hearing
and instruction,” those angelic souls whom God “calls a people.” For
[saac, “to whom was granted the higher gift of self-learned knowledge,”
God goes one further and adds him not to a people but to “the genus of
the imperishable and fully perfect” (Sacr. 7; cf. Gen 35:29: TrpooeTédn
Tpos TO yevos awtol). Philo interprets the similarity in these accounts
(the use of TpooTidnui) as demonstrating the advancement of the soul;
he interprets the dissimilarity (the difference between & Aads and 1o
Yévos) as denoting a gradation of advancement where certain few souls
advance further still through heightened rational ability.

The apex of this gradation finds its exemplar in Moses. Philo
explains:

There are those whom God leads still higher; causing them to exceed every
form and genus, he sets them next to himself. Such a one is Moses to whom
he says “you stand here with me” (Deut 5:31). Hence, when Moses was
about to die, he neither left nor was he added like the others - there was no
room in him for adding or taking away. Rather, he was removed “through
the word” (8i& pnpatos; Deut 34:5) of the (Supreme) Cause, that through
which also the whole world was created (8" oU kai & cUpTras KOoPOS
gdnuioupyeito). Thus you might learn that God values the wise person as
much as he does the world since by the same word that he makes the
universe he also leads the perfect from things earthly unto himself (1¢ a¥té
Aoy Kol TO T&v épyalopevos Kal TOv TéAslov &TTO TV Treplyeindy dvdywv
& EauTé).!

100 My translation. The Editio maior for Philo’s extent Greek writings is Philonis
Alexandrini opera quae supersunt (L. Cohn, P. Wendland, and S. Reiter, eds.; 6
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The primary function of this passage is to describe the fate of the highest
quality of soul. Where Abraham, Jacob and Isaac represent those who
leave things earthly and are added to either a people or a genus (so &idn
kal yévn mévta), there is a type, the odos, who is intended for the
highest position, namely to stand alongside of God.""" This is Moses to
whom God said oU 8¢ atol o1iid pet’ uoU (Deut 5:31). Since he is
perfect (TéAelos) and as such is not capable of addition or being taken
away, his transition to that highest status must come by means of an
altogether different method.'”> Hence, when Moses died he is not said
to be added to anything or taken away from anything; rather, Deut 34:5
reads kai ¢TeAeUTnosy Mwuofis... 81& priuatos kupiou. Philo interprets the
fact that Moses’ transition (petavioTnui) is by means of the divine word
(Bi& pripaTos ToU aitiou) as a claim about Moses’ superior status. After
all, the divine word has no mean résumé given its role in the creation
(dnuioupytw) of the whole world (6 oUuTras Kc’)cmog).m3

vols.; Berlin: George Reimer, 1896-1915; repr. Berlin: De Gruyter, 1962).
For a Greek index, see Peder Borgen et al., The Philo Index: A Complete Greek
Word Index to the Writings of Philo (Grand Rapids, Mich. : Eerdmans, 2000). The
standard translations are Philo in Ten Volumes (and Two Supplemntary Volumes)
(F. H. Colson, G. H. Whitaker, and R. Marcus; LCL; Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1929-1962) (=PLCL below); Les ceuvres de Philon
d’Alexandrie (R. Arnaldez, J. Pouilloux, and C. Mondésert, eds; Paris: Editions
du CERF, 19611t.); and Philo von Alexandria: die Werke in deutscher Uberstzung
(L. Cohn, I. Heinemann, and W. Theiler, trans.; 7 vols.; Breslau: Marcus
Verlag, 1909-38 and Berlin: De Gruyter, 1964 [vol.7]). See also F. Siegert,
“The Philonian Fragment De Deo: First English Translation,” SPhA 10 (1998):
1-10.

When not using my own translation, I will employ PLCL (occasionally with
minor modifications) and the more recent Philonic anthology by David
Winston, Philo of Alexandria: The Contemplative, the Giants and Selections (CWS;
New York: Paulist, 1981). For translations of De opificio mundi that are not my
own, I rely on the Runia, On the Creation of the Cosmos, from the new Philo of
Alexandria Commentary Series (see n. 97).

101 See my discussion of this passage while dealing with the soteriology of the
Johannine prologue (§ 4.4.3.4.3).

102 In Sacr. 9, the characteristic of not being susceptible to addition or being taken
away from is attributed to the Deity. That Moses could share this characteristic,
Philo claims, is implied in the statement “I give you as a god to Pharaoh.”

103 Clearly, Philo has in mind Gen 1 which describes the creation of the world as a
result of divine speech. On the interpretation of Gen 1 see below and in chapter
four (“Excursus #5: Logos-centric Interpretation of Genesis 1 in Philo of
Alexandria and the Prologue to John”, § 4.4.2.4). Regarding pfijuc, cf. Heb 1:3
and 11:3 (discussed below on § 4.3.2.2).
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For Philo this line of reasoning results in the following moral (so fva
u&9ns): God regards the wise person as highly as he does the kéouos. For
clarity, Philo restates the basis for this conclusion. He writes ¢ oUtéd
AOyw kol TO AV Epyalduevos Kal TOV TEAElov &TTO TGV TeplyEiwv
&vaywv s éautédu. Notice that Philo makes an interesting alteration; it
is no longer 8i& prpatos but ¢ Adyw. Otherwise, the ideas are the
same. This alteration, which seems unnecessary, suggests that what
underlies Philo’s interpretation is an understanding of the function of
the divine Logos. For Philo, this mentioning of the Logos is a passing
reference that serves only to clarify how the biblical lemma (Deut 34:5)
sets Moses off at his death from the patriarchs. More germane to his
discussion is the moral, God’s high value of a wise person, which moves
his overarching thesis about the value of the Abel perspective (koAdv
8oyuo) over the Cain perspective (86&av &toTrov).

For our study, this passing reference is of considerable interest. It
raises precisely the questions we would like answered. How does Philo
relate the creation of the cosmos with the final fulfillment of humanity?
What does the use of the preposition 8i& or the dative case imply about
the role of the word (pfijupa or Adyos) in these two areas (creation and
fulfillment)? When Philo substitutes Adyos for pfipa, may we take the
Logos as more than a figurative alternative but an intellectual reality to
which pfiua refers? Depending on how we answer these questions, we
go a long way in showing the similarities between Philo’s thinking and
the Middle Platonists. Even though Sacr. 8 does not answer these
questions, it does show us that the questions are not inappropriate.

With the questions inspired by Sacr. 8, as well as the caveats it
confirms (Philo’s ontological system is incomplete, unsystematic and
subservient to his psychagogy), we may turn to Philo’s writings as a
whole. In the explication of Sacr. 8 above, we were careful to note the
context as fully as possible so as to illustrate concerns about mining
Philo’s works for our particular purpose, i.e., the caveats listed above. In
what comes below, the approach will be substantially different. The
concern will be systematizing data rather than explicating passages. The
information about the Logos and its roles in creation and anthropo-
logical fulfillment are usually ancillary to Philo’s exegetical campaign;
Sacr. 8 represents the norm in Philo’s writings with respect to this
matter. The questions we will ask are the following: what is the
ontological relationship between the Logos and God? What is the
cosmological (cosmogonical and sustaining) function of the Logos?
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What function does the Logos have in Anthropology, especially in terms
of humanity reaching its telos? How are the two functions interrelated?

3.2.3. God?

In chapter one, we noted that NT writers tie the Son’s role as
instrument of creation with his role as savior of humanity.'"* We saw in
chapter two that Middle Platonists also posited a divine intermediary, a
second principle responsible for creation as well as having anagogical
significance for humanity. We wish to see from Philo’s writings
whether and how the same may be said of him: is there an intermediary
serving both as instrument of creation and as human anagogue? If so,
how? Sacr. 8 provides a positive answer to the first question: the divine
Noyos, by which God created all things, is also that by which God raises
the wise to himself. What remains is for us to show that Sacr. 8 is not an
anomaly — it is in fact representative of persistent (if often ancillary)
themes in Philo. We must also accentuate in the Philonic evidence what
may be said about the principal characters (God, the Logos, creation,
and the wise) and their roles.

Philo has at the same time very much and very little to say about the
Deity."” There is little that can be said since the Deity (who for Philo is
the Jewish God) is completely transcendent and hence ultimately
unknowable: he is the unnamable, unutterable, and inconceivable-by-
any-means God (6 &katovéuaoTos kol &ppnTos Kai KaTd Téoos idéas
kaTdAnTTTOS 865, Somn. 1.67). And this is not only an epistemological
phenomenon, it is also an ontological reality. Indeed, he alone truly is (6
pévos, 6 EoTiv é(\psu&bs),mé not subject to any change whatsoever (6
&kAvhys kad &tepmrros eds).'”” Indeed, he simply is (6 ¢v or T &v).'"

104 For the detailed discussion of the NT on this matter, see chapter four.

105 For a discussion of the transcendence of God in Philo, see David Winston,
“Was Philo a Mystic?” in The Ancestral Philosophy: Hellenistic Philosophy in
Second Temple Judaism, Essays of David Winston (Gregory E. Sterling, ed.; BJS
331; SPhilo Monograph 4; Providence: Brown Judaic Studies, 2001), 151-154.

106 Fug. 101.

107 Conf. 96.

108 Both epitaphs occur frequently throughout Philo’s writings, especially the latter
(to 8v). For Philo’s caveat that even 6 v says too much, see De Deo, ch. 4
(Siegert, “The Philonian Fragment,” 5, 12).
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Philo consistently chides idolaters (which includes anyone who has an
inadequate view of God by his standards) for limiting the Deity.

But those who have concluded a treaty and a truce with the body are
unable to doff the garment of the flesh and see a nature uniquely simple and
self-sufficient in itself, without admixture and composition. They therefore
conceive of the universal Cause precisely as they do of themselves, not
taking into account that while a being that comes into existence through
the union of several faculties needs several parts to serve the needs of each,
God being uncreated and bringing all the others into being had no need of
anything belonging to things generated.'”

This passage from Quod Deus Immutabilis Sit alludes to what Philo
will say positively about the Deity, namely while he is &yévnTos he
brings everything else into existence (T& &AM &ywydov eis yéveow). He
is the source of all things, & &éAwv mathp (Conf. 63), or most simply
stated, he is & aiTios.''” Philo treats this information as if it were a
commonplace; so in Fug. 12 he says yéyové Te y&p & kdopos kai VTS
Ut adtiou Tivos yéyovev (“For the world came to be, and certainly it
came to be by some cause”). Furthermore, the Deity continues to be
involved in creation and is quite present to it. Explaining the passage
“Here I stand there before you” (Exod 17:6), Philo says that God

shows that his subsistence is before all created being, and that he who is
here is also there and elsewhere and everywhere, since he has filled
everything through and through and has left nothing empty of himself. For
he does not say, “I will stand here and there,” but even now, when I am
present here, I stand at the same time also there. My motion is not one
involving change of place, so as to occupy one place while leaving another,
but it is a tensional motion (&AAX Tovikfj xpdouevos 7 kivhoet).' !

Philo preserves the notions of the Deity’s transcendence and role in
creation, at times in the same sentence. For instance, in Somn. 1.63 God
may be understood as a place (T6Tos) since he contains all and is
contained by nothing at all (T& Trepiéxev pév T& A TrepiéxeoSan d¢ Tpds
undévos &TTAGDS).

For not even the whole world would be a place fit for God to make His

abode, since God is His own place, and He is filled by Himself, and
sufficient for Himself, filling and containing all other things in their

109 Deus 56. Trans.: Winston, Philo of Alexandria, 139.
110 See above Sacr. 8.
111 Sacr. 68. Trans.: Winston, Philo of Alexandria, 132.
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destitution and barrenness and emptiness but Himself contained by nothing
else, seeing that He is Himself One and the Whole.!!?

Yet this combination creates a paradox. How can a God who fills all
things (TremAnpeookcos T& TévTa, Deus 56) be truly transcendent?

3.2.4. Between God and Creation: An Intermediary Nexus

3.2.4.1. The Many Names of the Intermediary

Though at times Philo appears to assert that God is present to creation in
unmediated proximity, his tendency is to posit an intermediate reality
between the Deity and the physical world. In Quod Deus sit immutabilis
51-69 Philo addresses the issue of anthropomorphic descriptions of God
in Scripture. In Deus 57 he explains how it is the God who lacks any
physicality whatsoever can be involved with creation.

For what are we to think? If he makes use of bodily organs, he has feet to
go forward. But whither will he go, since he fills everything? To whom
will he go, when none is his equal? And to what purpose? For it cannot be
out of concern for his health as with us. Hands too he must have both to
receive and to give, yet he receives nothing from anyone, for aside from his
lack of need, all possessions are his, and he gives by employing as minister
of his gifts the Logos through which also he created the world (8i8wo1 8¢
NGy Xpeougvos UTrnpéTn Swpetdv, ¢ Kol Tov kéopov gpyddeTan).'

In juxtaposition of the impious notion that God has hands, Philo
contends that God does need hands for himself since he lacks nothing
and all are his possessions, again striking the note of God’s transcendent
self-sufficiency.'"* And when it comes to what God gives, the other use
of hands, God does not need them for he has his Adyos, whom he
employs (xpdopat) as minister of his gifts and by whom (&) he also made
(tpy&lopan) the world.'"® This passage captures the essence of Philo’s
views about the intermediate reality between the Deity and the kéouos;
it serves the transcendent Deity by providing the active link between it
and everything else.'"® Tt is both God’s instrument in his worldly

112 Leg. 1.44. Trans.: Colson, PLCL 1.175.

113 Trans.: Winston, Philo of Alexandria, 139.

114 Cf. Aristobus, frg. 2 (in Eusebius, Praep. ev. 8.9.38-8.10.17).

115 Cf. Sacr. 8 (16 Aoy TO Té&V Epyalduevos).

116 Notice that in Deus 57 the Logos continues to dispense God’s gifts, functioning
in the same capacity as it did at creation. Philo does not clarify what these gifts
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dealings and at the same time a buffer from the inherent limitations of
the world.

Before we explore and substantiate these two functions we must
consider more carefully the nature of Philo’s intermediate reality. Some
of the difficulty of this topic should already be apparent. Philo assigns to
the Supreme God actions he at other times assigns to the intermediate
reality. Above we saw that in Sacr. 68 Philo describes the Deity as
existing everywhere at once by means of his “tensile motion” (Tovikf) 1
kivnois). In Plant. 9 he describes the Logos as having a similar cosmic
ubiquity and purpose.

The Logos, extending himself from the center to its furthest bounds and

from its extremities to the center again, runs nature’s unvanquished course

joining and binding fast all its parts. For the Father who begat him
constituted him an unbreakable bond of the universe.'"”

One must ask when comparing Sacr. 68 with Plant. 9 how Philo
reconciles the two. Is it that they represent two distinct traditions and
Philo preserves them both? Or is it that Plant. 9 (the Logos as bond)
somehow explains the mechanics of Sacr. 68 (God as having tensile
motion), providing additional information meant to preserve the notion
of the Deity’s transcendence? Or is it that the Logos is merely a
metaphorical attribute of the Deity, a way among many of describing
God’s presence to creation?

The conundrum only becomes more complicated as we consider
that Philo does not limit the intermediate reality to the Logos alone.
Consider Cher. 27-28 where Philo interprets the two cherubim and the
flaming sword standing sentry at the garden in Gen. 3 thus.

...with the One God who truly is (6 &va &vTeos dvta Seds) are two all-high
and primary powers (8Uo T&S QUwTATw €val Kol TTPOTAS SUVAWELS),
Goodness (&yaddétns) and Sovereignty (8§ousia). Through his goodness
(&yad6tnTi) he engendered all that is, through his Sovereignty (¢Soucia) he
rules what he has engendered, but a third uniting both is intermediating
Logos, for it is through Logos that God is both ruler and good (Adyw y&p
kail &pyovTa kal dyadov elvor Tov Sedv). Of these two powers, Sovereignty
and Goodness, the cherubim are symbols, but of Logos, the flaming sword
is the symbol. For exceedingly swift and of glowing heat is Logos, and
especially so the Logos of the primal Cause, for this it was that preceded

are, though we reasonably may take them as running the gamut from the
administration of creation to the dispensing of human enlightenment.
117 Trans.: Winston, Philo of Alexandria, 93.
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and outstripped all things, conceived before them all, and before all
manifest.'®

In addition to the Logos, Philo also includes as intermediaries the
Deity’s goodness (&yaS6tns, denoted for Philo by the divine name 6
©eds) and his authority (8oucia, denoted by 6 Kupios). Of the two, the
former (which Philo also considered to be ontologically prior) is the
Deity’s creative power while the latter is the Deity’s ruling power.'"”
Both are subordinate to and subsumed under the Logos. What Cher.
27-28 (and similar passages) shows is that even while pride of place must
certainly be given to the Logos, the intermediate realm is in fact a
complex nexus of entities or powers. In many ways, the Philonic
intermediate realm is akin to Russian matryoshka (nested) dolls in that
the powers appear at times to be nestled together, one within another.'”

We should also include in this catalog of principle intermediaries
Sopia.'”' While it is inadequate simply to equate Sogic and the Logos
(they do after all occur together as distinct entities in some passages),
there is considerable overlap in terms of their nature and roles in Philo’s
writings. Philo uses the same language to describe the two.'** In another

118 Trans.: Winston, Philo of Alexandria 89.

119 Cf. QE 2.62. These powers recall Timaeus 41a—d where the demiurge has the
lesser gods create mortal beings so as to safeguard his deity. Philo’s powers, as
part of the intermediate reality between God and the sensible world, serve a
similar purpose. However, in Fug. 68—72 (discussed below, § 3.2.6.1) Philo
describes how God relies on his lesser powers for the construction of all but the
rational aspect of humanity. “God formed the rational in us, thinking it fit that
the ruler should make the ruling faculty in the soul, while the subject faculty
should be made by his subjects (i.e., his powers)” (Fug. 69).

120 See Fug. 9499, where Philo interprets the six cities of refuge as a gradation of
six intermediate entities between the Deity and humanity. Winston says the
different entities represent the same being (the Logos) seen from the perspective
of six different levels of cognition (Philo of Alexandria, 24). See also Alan F.
Segal, Two Powers in Heaven: Early Rabbinic Reports About Christianity and
Gnosticism (SJLA 25; Leiden: Brill, 1977), 159-181.

121 For a detailed account of Sophia in Philo’s writings, see Burton L. Mack, Logos
und Sophia: Untersuchungen zur Weisheitstheologie im hellenistischen Judentum
(SUNT 10; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1973), 108-95.

122 Cf. Leg. 1:41 (“the lofty and heavenly wisdom is many-named; for he calls it
‘beginning’ and ‘image’ and ‘vision of God’” [Trans.: Winston, Philo of
Alexandria, 92]) with Conf. 146—147 (“Many names are [the Logos’], for he is
called , ‘the Beginning,” and the Name of God, and His Word, and the Man
after His Image, and ‘he that Sees,’ that is Israel. ... The Word is the eldest born
image of God.” [Trans.: PLCL]). For a discussion of these titles, see below.
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place Philo calls Sophia the mother of the Logos.'* In yet another place
he claims the Logos dispenses Sophia.'** This semi-conflation is
instructive if not overly satisfying to systematizing minds. There does
not appear to have been a generally accepted view about this realm and
its inhabitants. In other words, given the lack of clarity in Philo’s
descriptions of this intermediate realm, it seems the concept was in flux.
We have seen this to be the case in Middle Platonism; Plato’s revivalists
were committed to the presence of an intermediate reality, a second
principal, though they do not ever seem to have come to a consensus
about the form or nature of that reality. It is interesting that despite a
strong religious heritage and its textual traditions, neither Philo nor
Hellenistic Judaism in general could shake this deficiency of Middle
Platonism.'*

3.2.4.2. The Ways of Being of the Philonic Intermediary

Beyond the many ways of describing this nexus, or denoting its sundry
parts, we must inquire as to what it is. We shall focus from this point on
the Logos since for Philo, the Logos exists as the most prominent
intermediary entity, the one that subsumes in itself all other interme-
diaries."” In fact, this subsumption is helpful to understanding the nature

123 Fug. 109.

124 Fug. 137-138.

125 Wisdom of Solomon, as we saw, is consistent (far more so than Philo) in its
discussion of Sophia as the divine intermediary. However, that may be due to
the genre of the document as much as to any dogmatic view about the issue.

126 The title 6 Adyos has a storied philosophical past dating to Heraclitus and was
especially prevalent among the Stoics as a name for the active principle of the
cosmos (Diogenes Laertius 7.134; Cicero, Nat. d. 1.36). We discussed at the
beginning of this chapter its use in Aristobulus. Though for the most part Philo
assumes the association, the Logos was rooted in the Biblical tradition by the
fact that it was the speech act by which God brought creation into being (see,
e.g., Genesis 1:3, 6, 9, 11, 14, 20, 24, 26, 29; Psalm 33:6; cf. Sirach 39:17, 31;
43:10, 26; Aristobulus, frg. 4 [Eusebius, Praep. ev. 13.13.3). The creative speech
act comes to the foreground in Fug. 95 where Philo refers to the Deity as 6
Noywv (“the one who speaks”; see also Somn. 1.75, as well as the notes by
Colson on both texts, PCLC 5.60 and 337). For an introduction to the concept
of the Logos, see Thomas Tobin, “Logos,” ABD 4.348-56. For a detailed
discussion of the Logos in Philo, see David Winston, Logos and Mpystical
Theology, and Runia, Philo of Alexandria and the Timaeus of Plato, 446—451. For
a discussion the Logos’ role in Hellenistic Jewish cosmology, see H. F. Weiss,
Untersuchungen zur Kosmologie des hellenistischen und paldstinischen Judentums (TU
97; Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1966), 216-282.
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of the Logos. In Philo’s exposition of Gen 1, he discusses the role of the
Logos in the creation of the intelligible world.

The conception we have concerning God must be similar to this, namely
that when he had decided to found the great cosmic city, he first conceived
(Bvvotw) its outlines (oi TUor). Out of these he composed the intelligible
cosmos (kéopos vonTtds), which served him as a model (Topodelyportt
xpoouevos &keivw) when he completed the sense-perceptible cosmos (&
odo9nTos) as well. Just as the city that was marked out beforehand in the
architect (fy &v 16 &py1TekToVIKS TrpodlaTuTwdeioa TéALs) had no location
outside, but had been engraved ((voppayifw) in the soul of the craftsman,
in the same way the cosmos composed of the ideas (6 &k TGV idedov kbdopos)
would have no other place (6 Témos) than the divine Logos (6 Seios Adyos)
who gives these (ideas) their ordered disposition. After all, what other place
(té1os) would there be for his powers (alToU of Suvépes), sufficient to
receive and contain, I do not speak about all of them, but just any single
one in its unmixed state?'”’

The comparison between God and the architect who mentally
prefigures his city makes the divine Logos out to be the mind of
God. As such, the Logos becomes the locus, 6 Tétos, where reside the
preconceived forms (tUmol) or ideas (i8éar) that in the collective
constitute the kdouos vonTds, the noetic world.'”® We will discuss later
how God puts this noetic world to use. Here, however, notice that
when Philo’s analogy between the architect’s thinking and God’s slips
into an encomium of the Logos, Philo switches from the TUmol/i8icn of
the noetic world to the divine Suvdpers.'? Philo will say more about
these powers in the following sections of the treatise; at the least, they
suggest that there is a potency associated with the ideas/forms within the
divine Logos. Here, however, he does not clarify the exact nature of the
relationship between the powers and the Logos.

Though the details change some, this description of the Logos vis-a-
vis the Deity and the individual ideas or powers is true to Philo’s

127 Opif. 19-20. Trans.: Runia, On the Creation, 50-51.

128 Cf. Opif. 24: oUdtv &v ETepov eimrol TOV vonTdY KéoHov glvar fj Seol Adyov 48
KoopoTtoloUvTos. See the discussion of De opificio 15b—35 in Runia, On the
Creation of the Cosmos, 132—173; and his discussion of kbopos vonTtds in idem,
Philo of Alexandria and the Timaeus of Plato, 159-165 (and in n. 181 below).

129 Philo explains the “powers” of Opif. 20 in the sections 21-23 of the treatise.
See Runia, On the Creation of the Cosmos, 145. See also Wolfson, Philo, 226,
who claims the terms “ideas” and “powers” express “two aspects of the Platonic
ideas — one their aspect as mere patterns of things and the other their aspect as
causes of things.”
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understanding presented elsewhere. The Logos is itself a noetic entity (it
is domuaTos).” However, it stands apart from all other vofytan due to its
being the first conception of the Deity (pd wévtev voouuevov)."! This
primacy is complete in every way. Hence, the Logos is the beginning (7
&px™), the first born (& TwpwTdyovos), the eldest (6 TpeoPUTaTos), terms
that refer to logical priority as opposed to temporal priority."”> As Philo
says in Fug. 100, with respect to the other powers, the divine Logos is
far above them (6 Umrepdvw ToUTwv Adyos Jeios) being “the eldest one of
all intellectual beings (Tév vonTdv &mag &mévtwy 6 TpeoPuTaros), the
one established nearest the Alone truly existent one (6 pévos, & goTwv
&yeuddds = God), no distance whatsoever lying between them. ~'

Ontologically speaking, Philo holds the Logos to be the closest thing
to God that is not God himself. Within the Logos are all the creative
potencies of the Deity, which when considered in the aggregate make
up the noetic cosmos. In this position, not God yet most proximate to
God, the Logos serves the function as divine intermediary between God
and the sense perceptible world. Philo describes the significance of the
Logos’ position in Her. 205-206.

To his chief messenger and most venerable Logos, the Father who
engendered the universe has granted the singular gift, to stand between and
separate the creature from the Creator (lva peSdpios oTds TO yevdpevov
Biakpivn ToU memoinkoTos). This same Logos is both suppliant (6 ikétns) of
ever anxiety-ridden mortality before the immortal and the ambassador
(TrpeoPeuTtns) of the ruler to the subject. He glories in this gift and proudly
describes it in these words, “And I stood between the Lord and you” (Deut
5:5), neither unbegotten (&yévnTos) as God, nor begotten (yévnTos) as you,
but midway between the two extremes (&AA& péoos TGOV &pKwv), serving as
a pledge for both; to the Creator as assurance that the creature should never
completely shake off the reins and rebel, choosing disorder rather than
order (&xoopiav &vTti kdopou ENdpevov); to the creature warranting his
hopefulness that the gracious God will never disregard his own work."**

This passage depicts the functions of the Logos quite generally. What
appears here to be the least of its functions is to serve as a buffer between
the &yévnTos and the yévnTos, though it does do that. This is not a point

130 Conf. 62.

131 Cher. 28.

132 Philo uses all three of these terms of the Logos in Conf. 146. See also Conf. 63.

133 Though Fug. 100 makes the Logos out to be spatially most proximate to the
Deity, see Somn. 1.67 which describes the place of the Logos as possibly quite
far from the first cause.

134 Her. 205-206. Trans.: Winston, Philo of Alexandria 94.
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Philo belabors much elsewhere, which suggests that his doctrine of the
intermediary nexus had a more positive purpose. More importantly
then, in the language of Deus 57, the Logos serves as minister of God’s
gifts, preserving cosmic order (kéopos) as well as being a suppliant
(ikéTns) on behalf of the creature (16 yevopevov). In the next section we
will explore the function of the Logos in preserving order in the
creation, in particular in terms of cosmology (cosmogony and Sioiknots).
In the following section, we will explore the function of the Logos as
representing (being a mpeoPeuTns for) God to humanity, particularly in
terms of the Logos as anagogical agent.

3.2.4.3. The Functions of the Intermediate Nexus:
The Logos of Cosmology

As we have seen, Philo considers the Deity (16 8v) the originating cause
(adT105) of all reality. He brings everything else into existence (T& A
&ywycov eis yéveow) and is thereby the father of all (6 &Awv Tatnp).
Without diminishing the magnitude of this claim, Philo also holds that
the father of all created everything by means of an intermediary reality.
Philo identifies all of the members of the nexus we discussed above as
the specific creative force, including the benevolent 8Uvaws (&y&Sotns
or 6 Oeds, responsible for cosmogony), the soverign SUvauis (¢Sousia or
6 kuplos, responsible for Sioiknois), Sophia, the forms (i8ec1) in general,
and the Logos. Most frequently it is the Logos who functions
cosmologically in Philo’s writings, and in keeping with our matryoshka
analogy, what is said about the other members of the nexus in their
cosmological function is said of the Logos.

Describing the cosmological function of Philo’s intermediary nexus,
represented chiefly by the Logos, is a complicated task. While Philo sees
the Logos as involved in all of aspects of cosmology (the originating,
ordering, governing and preserving of things not God, i.e., the cosmos)
,"° he appears to separate his involvement into distinct functions. As
with the functions of the two powers (benevolence bringing about
creation and sovereignty governing creation), Philo keeps the differing
functions of the Logos, cosmogony and administration, separate.

135 Of course, the cosmos itself is not monolithic in Philo, as Opif. 19-20
demonstrated. The cosmos entails both a noetic aspect (vontds, which is
supersensible) and a material aspect (odo9nTds, sense-perceptible). The differ-
ence between the two kéouor (vonTds and aioSnTds) and their interrelationship
has relevance to our study, which we discuss below.
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Speaking of the powers, we should also recall that Philo could create a
gradation of intermediacy among those powers, a gradation that
extended from most transcendent to most immanent."* In what follows
we will consider the cosmogonical function of the Logos first, paying
attention to Philo’s different modes of description. Then we will
consider the Logos’ administrative function, asking how the Logos
influences the continuing existence of the kéopos. Finally, we will segue
to a discussion of the anagogical function of the Logos by sketching the
differences between the transcendent and immanent Logos.

3.2.5. The Logos as Agent of Creation

True to form, Philo does not use an overarching scheme to discuss the
Logos’ role in cosmogony. Rather, he makes use of at least three basic
metaphors: the Logos as image (eikcov), as instrument (6pyavov), and as
divider (topeUs)."””” The first two (instrument and image) are prevalent
throughout Philo’s corpus, especially in the Allegorical Commentary,
occurring by themselves as well as together. The last metaphor (divider)
stands by itself and is found mostly in Quis rerum divinarum heres
(130ff)."* We will consider it briefly as a distinct form of instrumen-
tality.

A good foray into Philo’s understanding of cosmogony is Leg. 3.96,
a passage where the Logos is described as both instrument and image.
The passage not only introduces us to the two metaphors, it also uses
some of the terminology distinctive to each. At the outset of this passage

136 Fug. 94-101. Even when Philo conflates the multiple powers into the Logos,
we cannot ignore the two poles of this gradation, what Wolfson termed the
“transcendent Logos” and “immanent Logos” (see Philo, 1.327).

137 Translating ToueUs is awkward. “Divider” comes from LSJ, 1803. “Cutter” also
is a possibility. Winston makes the noun an adjective, modifying the Logos
(“all-incising Logos” in Her. 140, see Philo of Alexandria, 97). In Her. 130 he
refers to it as “the severer” while in 140 he too opts for the adjectival “all-
cutting Word” (PLCL 4.347, 353). The problem with such terms is they
capture the function but do not serve well as names for a tool. While I use the
traditional “divider,” perhaps the term “scissor” (not in the plural) would work
best in capturing the sense of a tool used to cut in twain; this term preserves the
since that we have here a fool for a specific function (not simply the function).

138 ToueUs occurs elsewhere in Philo only at Det. 110 where it is associated with
Aoyos and serves as a tool for excising vice (Aoyw Topel TG Kat’ émoThuNY
TEUVETAL).
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the Alexandrian interprets the name of the chief artisan of the sanctuary

(see Exod 31:2-5).

...Bezalel means “in the shadow of God,” and the shadow (oxia) of God is
his Adyos, which he used as an instrument when he made the world (&
kaddmep dpydvey Trpooypnoduevos EkoouoTroler). But this shadow, a
representation  (&melkoopa) as it were, is [itself] the archetype
(&pxétutov) for other things. For just as God is the pattern (Trapdderypa)
of the image (1) eikcov) — what has been called “shadow” — thus the image (7
eikcov) becomes the pattern (map&derypa) of other things. This he (Moses)
made clear when he starts his law by saying, “And God made the human
being after the image of God” (kai &moinoev 6 Seds TOV &vSpwov kat eikdva
9e0U; LXX Gen 1:27); thus on the one hand that the image had been
modeled after God, while on the other that the human being was modeled
after the image when it undertook its paradigmatic function (dos Tfis uév
eikdvos kaTd TOV Sedv &mreikovioSeions, ToU 8¢ &vSpwTrou KaTd TNV gikova
AaPoloav SUvapty TapadelypaTos).

Philo starts oft this passage by referring to the Logos as an instrument
(6pyavov) that God uses in the act of creation (koopoTroiéw). He then
moves to discuss the Logos as eikiov or mapdSerypa. The connection
between the two (instrument and image) is not necessarily obvious in
this passage, though there is no reason to see them as disjointed. If there
is a distinction, it is that the function of the Logos as instrument is a
more generic topic while its function as image has greater specificity.
We will first consider the Logos as instrument.

3.2.5.1. The Instrumental Use of the Logos:
The Logos as épyavov 81 o0 10 Tév ékoopoTrolel

In terms of cosmogony, Philo starts oft Leg. 3.96 with the statement: &
(Aoyw) kadd&tep dpydvw Tpooypnoduevos ékoouoTrolel. Koopotoiéw is
one of several verbs the Alexandrian uses for the creative (cosmogonic)
action; others include py&Zouct, Snuioupytw, yewdw, and moiéw."”
These verbs function generically and do not suggest any particular
method of creation. Philo most often uses them with the Deity as
subject."” The other terms in Leg. 3.96, dpyavov (“instrument”) and
Tpooypdopar (“to use”) along with the dative case of the relative

139 Philo often uses the verb yiyvoua to refer to the process from the perspective
of the creation. See Cher. 125. The cognate noun  yéveois can refer to the
creation event (an echo of Gen 1:1 LXX) or to created things (often ai yevéoeis,
see Migr. 6).

140 On occasion, Philo has the Logos as subject of the creative verbs.
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pronoun (&, “by which” ), are more telling. Such language affords the
Logos a specific role in cosmogony, namely as an instrument which the
Deity employs in his crafting of the creation.

Philo refers to the Logos qua instrument a number of times.
Consider the following examples.

Sacr. 8: ...since by the same word that he makes the universe he also

leads the perfect from things earthly unto himself (16 a¥Té Adyw kai T
&V Epyaldpevos kal Tov TéAelov &Td T&V Treptyeicov &vdywv dos EquTov
Deus 57: ...He employs as minister of his gifts the Logos by which also he
made the whole world ([6 Seds] 5i8wo1 8¢ Aoy Ypouevos UTrnpéTn duwpeddv,
& xai TOV kdopov gpyddeto.) '
Migr. 6: [Interpreting “house of God” in LXX Gen 28:17] Who, then, can
this house of God be, save the Word who is antecedent to all that has come
into existence (6 Adyos 6 TpeoPUTepos TéV yiveow)? The Word which the
Helmsman of the Universe grasps as a rudder to guide all things on their
course (0¥ ka9&ep oiokos éveiAnupévos TV dAwv KUPBepvTNns TTNSaAiouxel
T& oUptravTa) ? Even as when he was fashioning the world (koouomAdoow),
He employed it as His instrument (xpnoduevos dpydvw), that the fabric of
His handiwork might be without reproach.™

Note that these three passages not only use the metaphor of the Logos as
instrument that we find in Leg. 3.96, they also use a number of the same
terms to denote that instrumentality. It is in fact possible to isolate an
“instrumentality vocabulary cluster,” a group of terms Philo consistently
draws upon to refer to the Logos. The tabel below provides the different
items found in this cluster along with where they appear in Philo’s
writings.

141 Trans.: PCLC 3.39.
142 Trans.: PCLC 4.134.
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Instrumentality Terminology in Philo’s Writings

Term Philonic Passage(s)
Spyavov Migr. 6, Leg. 3.96, Cher. 125127
gpyaeiov Cher. 125
Xpaw Deus 57, Migr. 6
TpooXpdopal Leg. 3.96
instrumental dative | Leg. 3.95, Sacr. 8, Deus 57, Fug. 12, 95, Somn. 2. 45,
(&) cf. Cher. 27-28 (duvopeis)
instrumental use of d1& Sacr. 8, Spec. 1.81, Cher. 125-127, Somn. 2.45;
c. gen. (81" oU) cf. Fug. 108 (cogic)

The idea of the Logos as instrument in creation has a limited
exegetical foundation for it. As I have said, the use of the term Adyos
appears to have its warrant in the cosmogonic speech acts of Gen 1,
though the exact term is not used there. Psalm 33 (LXX 32):6 is also
suggestive: TE Adyw ToU kupiou ol oUpavol éoTepecddnoav kol TG
TvelpaTl ToU oTépaTos autol m&oa 1) Suvapts aitdv (“by the word of
the Lord the heavens were secured and all their host by the breath of his
mouth”). Similar language is used in the LXX for Zogia’s involvement
in creation, which we discussed earlier when discussing Wisdom of
Solomon. Though these texts may support the “Logos as instrument”
metaphor, none of them however provides enough support to suggest
any strong biblical impetus for Philo’s language. Such an impetus must lie
elsewhere.

Fortunately, Philo assists us in determining a probable Vorleben for
this idea of the Logos as instrument of creation. As I have said, most of
the passages that we rely upon to reconstruct the cosmological roles of
the Logos address the issue only secondarily and briefly. However, in
Cher. 125—128 we have what appears to be an instance of philosophical
self-indulgence when Philo spends a number of paragraphs discussing
the technical function of prepositions. The reason for this digression is
precisely the question of the Deity’s relationship to instrumentality.
Philo takes issue with the claim of Adam (allegorically, voUs) in Gen 4:1
that he has gotten himself a human 8i&x ToU Seo0.'” The Alexandrian

143 Gen 4:1 LXX: ASou 8¢ gyvw Evav v yuvaika atol kai ouAoBoloa ETexev
Tov Kav kai gimrev Ektnodpny &vdpwov 81& ToU SeoU (“Adam knew Eve, his
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contends such language with respect to the Deity is inappropriate. “For
God is a cause, not an instrument; what comes to be does so through an

instrument but by a cause (611 6 9eds oiTiov, oUk &pyavov, TO Bt
95144

ywduevov 81’ dpydvou ptv Umd Bt adTiou mdvTws yiveTan).

Philo interprets Adam’s use of 81& c. gen. as implying instrumen-
tality. Philo apparently felt this gross misstatement (SiopapTtéve) needed
further explanation since he embarks on a prepositional excursus in
Cher. 125-127 to show how the origin of a thing is the result of
manifold causality, as signified by the phrases T U¢’ 0T, 6 £§ 0T, 16 &’
o0, 16 81" 6. Philo explains curtly the different causes to which each of
these prepositional phrases refers. Respectively, “The ‘by which’ is the
cause (716 oiTiov), the ‘from which’ is matter (7 UAn), the ‘through
which’ is the instrument (16 épyaheiov), the ‘on account of which’ is the
motive (f aitic)” (Cher. 125). He illustrates the relevance of these
causes by providing their cosmic application in Cher. 127. With respect
to the cosmos,

you will find its cause to be God, by whom it came to be, its substance the
four elements (ai Téooapon oToryeian) from which it was mixed
(ouykepdvvup), its instrument (dpyavov) the Logos of God through whom
it was constructed (kaToaokeudlw), and the motive of its construction the
goodness of the maker (6 8npioupyds).

Clearly, this cosmological application is ancillary to Philo’s agenda in
De cherubim since he immediately transitions to something more akin to
prepositional epistemology.'*Yet that Philo can provide this nuanced

wife and, becoming pregnant, she bore Cain and (Adam) said: ‘I have gained a
human through God”).

144 Cher. 125.

145 Thomas Tobin (Creation of Man, 67) and before him, W. Theiler (Vorbereitung,
29-31) claim rightly that the excursus in Cher. 125-127 is only loosely related
to Philo’s topic. It would appear that there is an umbrella topic having to do
with prepositions and causality and that beneath that topic you have different
spheres wherein such causality plays out. Philo’s immediate concern is
epistemology, in keeping with his noetic allegorical reading of the Adam
narrative. The excursus, as we shall see, also involves metaphysics.

146 Epistemology is the subject at hand when Mind/Adam thinks he is the cause of
what he has acquired by union with Sense-Perception/Eve and that God is only
the instrument (as Philo interprets LXX Gen 4:1 &i& ToU 9eol). The
prepositions (qua termini technici) denote causality (Cher. 125: mpds Thv
Twos Yyéveow), in its diverse forms, a causality that can be applied to
epistemology or to metaphysics. After a digression wherein Philo establishes
the technical function of these prepositions by way of an artistic illustration
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metaphysical sketch even as an aside is informative. In fact, the
complexity of this excursus and its resemblance to similar discourses in
Hellenistic philosophy make it quite likely Philo is drawing from an
established philosophical topos, if not lifting his material directly out of
an encheiridion.'"” We saw in chapter two that this philosophical use of
prepositional phrases has its origins in Aristotle’s positing four distinct
causes (the material cause, the formal cause, the efficient cause, and the
final cause). It appears to have been at the advent of Middle Platonism
that prepositional phrases were formally associated with these different
causes. Philo’s treatment of prepositions in De cherubim, written a
generation or so removed from this advent, resembles well that
association and the distinctively Middle Platonic Tendenz that underlies
it. This Tendenz is the three-principle doctrine (Dreiprinzipienlehre)
where God (the first principle) is the efficient cause (the Up’ oU), matter

is the material cause (the & oU), and an intermediary principle bridges

the gap as the formal cause (the ka®” & or mwpos 8).'*

(itself a standard trope) and a cosmic illustration (our primary concern here, the
prepositional metaphysics), the Alexandrian returns to epistemology. Hence in
Cher. 127-128 he writes: “It is thus [a proper understanding of prepositions]
that truth-lovers distinguish, who desire true and sound knowledge. But those
who say that they possess something through God, suppose the cause, that is the
Maker, to be the instrument, and the instrument, that is the human mind, they
suppose to be the cause (oi 8¢ p&okovTes 81& ToU g0l T1 kekTHioSan TO pév oiTiov
dpyavov TOV dnuioupydv, TO & OSpyavov oiTiov TOV &vSpcdmivov volv
UmoAaupdvouocty). Right reason too would not hold Joseph free from blame,
when he said that through God would the true meaning of dreams be found
(Gen 40:8). He should have said that by Him as a cause the unfolding and right
interpretation of things hidden would fitly come to pass. For we are the
instruments, wielded in varying degrees of force, through which each particular
form of action is produced; the Craftsman it is who brings to bear on the
material the impact of our forces, whether of soul or body, even He by whom
all things are moved” (PLCL).

On prepositional epistemology, see our discussion of Alcinous and Potamon
in chapter two (§ 2.3.1).

147 We discuss the topos of prepositional metaphysics and provide examples in
chapter two (§ 2.3). In addition to Tobin (see previous note), see also the other
secondary literature discussed there. For a discussion of Philo’s use of this topos
in particular, see Sterling, “Prepositional Metaphysics,” 227; Dillon, The Middle
Platonists, 138=139, Tobin, Creation of Man, 67; and Runia, Philo of Alexandria
and The Timaeus of Plato, 171-174. (On pg. 172 Runia erroneously attributes
the Gen 4:1 quote to Cain [twice] instead of Adam.)

148 On the fluctuation of prepositional possibilities for the intermediate principle
see chapter two (§ 2.3) as well as below.
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In Philo’s presentation in Cher. 127, particular notice should be
given to his description of the Adyos SeoU through whom creation is
constructed. The Logos comes not unexpectedly as the intermediary
principle between the efticient cause (6 Seds/dnmoupyds) and the formal
cause (UAn/ai Téooopar oTtorxeian). In fact, the hypothesis that Philo is
drawing from traditional material for this passage is quite helpful in
explaining the presence of the Logos, since this is the singular reference
to the Logos qua divine intermediary in this section of the treatise (Cher.
124-130)."* At the same time, the presentation of the Logos here is
typically Philonic: it serves as cosmopoetic instrument (note 8pyavov c.
kateokeudodny) with the distinctive prepositional descriptor, 16 81’ oU.
We saw in chapter two already that Philo’s positing the Logos as
metaphysical instrument and specifically his use of 8i& c. genitive is not
attested in Middle Platonism before him.""

The question that comes from all of this is how we assess the status
of the Logos as divine instrument in creation in Philo’s writings. Is the
Logos as 8pyavov SeoU part of received philosophical tradition that Philo
appropriates wholly or is it an innovation infused into that tradition? If
it is an innovation, is it Philo’s or does it lie further back in the Jewish/
exegetical traditions he appears to rest upon? The place of the Logos in
Jewish philosophical speculation (and/or exegesis) clearly precedes
Philo, as Aristobulus makes clear. Yet, the “Logos as instrument”
development seems closer to Philo if not original to him. It seems likely
that Philo, and in a less sophisticated way, the Wisdom of Solomon, are
in the right place at the right time. The rise of Middle Platonism in
turn-of-the-era Alexandrian and its emphasis on transcendence of the
first principle and immanence of the second principle created an
opportunity for Greek-speaking Judaism to articulate itself’ philosoph-
ically without compromising its key tenet, the absolute transcendence of
God.

Philo, like Wisdom of Solomon, shows how Middle Platonism and
Judaism can coalesce by means of a previously established intellectual
apparatus, the relatively ancient Wisdom tradition. Philo is clearly aware
that Sophia plays the intermediary role not only in a philosophical
reading of Prov 8 but also in more recent speculation. No doubt for a

149 The divine Logos is last mentioned prior to Cher. 127 in sections 35-36.
150 See the discussion “The Prepositional Phrase 6 81" o0” (§ 2.3.1) in chapter two.
There we considered evidence from Alcinous and Potamon whether Philo’s use

of this phrase is not sui generis.
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number of reasons, Philo adopts a scheme that emphasizes the Logos
over Sophia; yet, he still retains not a little a bit of the Wisdom tradition
in his description of the Logos.

[t is interesting to consider De providentia 1.23 from this perspective.
It is one of the two other places where Philo ventures into prepositional
metaphysics while discussing the causes of the cosmos.

By whom: God. Out of which: matter. Through whom: the instrument.
The instrument is the Logos of God. And towards what was it made: the
model (...nempe Deum, A quo: materiam, Ex quo; instrumentum, Per quod.
Instrumentum autem Dei est Verbum. Ad quid denique? Ut sit rap&Seryua)."!

There are two aspects of these prepositions of metaphysics that stand
out. First, instead of the final cause, the motive, Philo provides the id ad
quod, the that towards which, in reference to the paradigm. This is
consistent with prepositional schemas preserved in Seneca and Alcinous
and suggests that we may supply the Greek phrase 6 Tpds 6 to this
cause.””® However, the exemplar/Toapdderypa of which Seneca and
Alcinous speak is their intermediate principle. Philo either perceives a
different intermediate principle in the instrumentum which is the Verbum
Dei, or he bifurcates that principle into transcendent (ad quid) and an
immanent (per quod) aspect. In either case, the Logos must carry out its
instrumental function in creation through relying on a model.

Where Cher. 125127 provide for only one intermediary principle,
Prov. 1.23 provides two and seems to suggest (at least to the later
interpreter of Philo) a dichotomy between them. I am not sure the
dichotomy 1is real or at least substantive. A comparison of these two
passages with each other and with the numerous instances in Philo

151 Translation of Prov. 1.23 from Runia, Philo of Alexandria and the Timaeus of
Plato, 173. The Latin translation of the Armenian is from J. B. Aucher, though I
have provided Runia’s emendation of mop&derypa for Aucher’s argumentum.
According to Runia, the word Aucher “translates as ‘argumentum’ is also the
Armenian equivalent for Top&deryus” (ibid., 172).

Philo explicitly discusses prepositional metaphysics three times in his oeuvre,
Cher. 125-127, QG 1.58 and Prov. 1.23. The Greek text of the latter two are
lost to us; we have them preserved only in Armenian translation. These three
passages do not appear to differ very much. In QG 1.58 he is providing an
exegesis of Gen 4:1 and does not catalog the different causes and their
respective prepositions. See the discussion of these other two passages and their
relationship to Cher. 125-127 in Runia, Philo of Alexandria and the Timaeus of
Plato, 172173

152 See § 2.3.
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where the Logos has instrumental and paradigmatic functions (not to
mention the instrumental function of Sophia) suggests that the manner
of describing the intermediate principle was in considerable flux when
Philo was writing. Furthermore, we saw above in Leg. 3.96 that Philo
brings the instrumental and the paradigmatic functions together. There
the Logos serves both functions, though again their interrelationship is
not clear. Yet if we take Leg. 3.96 as representative, the language of
instrumentality is straightforward and introductory; the “image”
terminology that dominates the remainder of the passage is rich, varied
and substantive.

In summary, I understand the instrumental function of the Logos, its
role as dpyoavov through whom (81" oU) the cosmos is created, to be a
generic way of describing the Logos’s cosmic function, a form of
philosophical shorthand about which Philo does not provide much
elaboration. The origin of this shorthand lies with the development of
the Middle Platonic intermediate principle. Yet while it seems likely
Philo received his terminology of instrumentality from this philosoph-
ical milieu, the evidence is sparse. Perhaps Philo has an exegetical or
religious reason or making use of language that itself will not be
common among Middle Platonists until the second century CE. But
Philo’s frequent use of this terminology should not detract from the fact
that Philo’s greater valuation of the Logos lies with its paradigmatic
function, and it is for that function that he reserves the greatest variety
and complexity of language when dealing with the Logos. What is
more, in his emphasis on the Logos as model, he is in unquestionable
harmony with the Middle Platonism of his day.

3.2.5.2. The Logos as Divider: The Logos as 6 Topels TéV oupmavTwy

The passage in De cherubim treats causality in terms primarily of
epistemology and secondarily (illustratively) of metaphysics. The
mention of the Logos belongs to the latter, the illustrative. This of
course does not mean that the divine Logos is not connected with
Philo’s epistemology; the Logos is after all the essence of rationality.
Furthermore, Philo does not ultimately separate the two (epistemology
and metaphysics) ; they share the same causality because they are part of
the same universe, originating with the same one God, who is consistent
across his actions. This is clear already in Cher. 127 where Philo’s
criticism of Adam/NoUs is not just that he confuses God as instrument
but sees himself as the cause. This reverses the matter.
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Those who affirm they acquire something through God (81& ToU Seo0)
suppose that the cause, the maker, to be the instrument (¢ upév oiTiov
Bpyavov TOV Snpiopydv) while the instrument, the human mind, they
suppose to be the cause (16 8 dpyavov oiTiov TV &vSpdaTivov voiv).'>

Though Philo does not state it explicitly in Cher. 124-130, his
juxtaposition of prepositional metaphysics and epistemology demon-
strates a correspondence between the Divine Logos and the human
mind; both are the &pyavov 8’ o¥ something occurs (creation or
thought). This correspondence remains even if the language of
instrumentality shifts.

In Quis rerum divinarum heres sit, Philo employs a unique metaphor to
describe the Divine Logos, a TopeUs or divider.”® The Alexandrian
devotes the middle part of the treatise (129-236) to interpreting one
verse from Genesis 15, a chapter that describes the covenantal ceremony
between Abraham and God. In that ceremony God tells Abraham to
take “for me a three year old heifer, a three year old goat, a three year
old ram, a turtledove, and a pigeon. He took for him all of these and he
divided them in the middle and he placed each half facing one another;
but the birds he did not divide” (vv. 9—10)."" Philo understands the
subject of “he divided” (8ieidev from Sioupéw) in verse 10 to be God, not
Abraham. He sees in this division an allegorical key to understanding
reality in all its dimensions, as he explicates exhaustively in Her.
129-236. The principle of division helps to explain everything from the

153 This is given further explanation in Cher. 128 when Philo says: “For we are the
instruments, wielded in varying degrees of force, through which each particular
form of action is produced; the Craftsman it is who brings to bear on the
material the impact of our forces, whether of soul or body, even He by whom
all things are moved.” (épyova yap mfuels, d1' dv ai kaTtd pépos Evépyelal,
EmiTevopeva Kad &vidueva, TexviTns 8¢ 6 TV TANEWY Epyaldevos TGV CWUXTOS Te
kal Wuyfs Suvépewvy, U’ ob mévta kiveitar) (PLCL 2.85).

154 For a discussion of the Logos as ToueUs in Philo see David M. Hay, “Philo’s
Treatise on the Logos-Cutter,” SPhilo 2 (1973): 9-22. See also U. Friichtel, Die
kosmologischen Vorstellungen bei Philo von Alexandrien : ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der
Genesisexegese (ALGH]J 2; Leiden: Brill, 1968), 51-52. See also the introduction
to Quis rerum divinarum heres sit: Introduction, Traduction et Notes (Marguerite
Harl, trans.; vol. 15 in Les cuvres de Philon d’Alexandrie; ed. by R. Arnaldez et
al.: Paris: CERF, 1966), 71-88.

155 LXX Gen 15:9-10: eimev 8¢ ad1dd AaPé por S&uoAw TpieTifovoav kai ofya
TpieTifouoav Kal KPLov TPIETIfovTa Kol TpUuydva kad TrepioTepdy EAaPBev 3¢ aUTG
TavTa ToUTa Kad SieThev ot péoa Kad E9nkev aTar dvTiTrpdowTa AAAAAOLS T
8¢ dpvea oU Bieihev.
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intricacies of the cosmos to the workings of the soul, from metaphysics
to epistemology.'*®

At the center of God’s activity in both fields, again serving an
instrumental function, is the Logos. Philo’s cosmological reading of Gen
15:10 shows itself in Her. 133—140, which he summarizes thus:

Thus did God sharpen his Logos, the divider of all things, and divide the
formless and qualityless universal being, and the four elements of the world

that had been separated off from it, and the animals and plants constituted

15
from these.'’

While this passage does not employ prepositional metaphysics, it evinces
the same basic cosmology that lay behind Cher. 127. God is the efficient
cause, matter (1) &uopos kai &mrolos TGOV SAwv ovVoia = UAn) is the
formal cause, and the instrumental cause is again the Logos (Toueus =
bpyavov/Epyoieiov). However, where épyavov is a generic term (“tool”
or “organ”), Touels relates in itself something of the process being
described (a “divider” used in the process of division)."”® This process of
division is not limited to cosmology but, as I said, is the means whereby
all reality is delineated — whether in its inception and by the creator (6
TexviTns) or in its conception by the human mind. Similarly, the Adyos
itself is not limited as a divider operating metaphysically; it also has a
corresponding epistemological role.

In much the same way that De cherubim provides two dpyova, one
“through which” the world is constructed (the divine Logos) and one
through which intellection takes place (the human mind), so Quis rerum
divinarum heres sit provides two Toueis."” Philo brings this correspond-

156 Consider Hay’s conclusion (“Logos-Cutter,” 19): “Philo’s concept of the
Logos-Cutter as an agent of creation as well as redemption seems to be original
with him. He probably developed it in conscious dependence on a Jewish
tradition regarding the divine Word as a sword to preserve the faithful and
punish the godless. In extending that soteriological image, he was presenting a
Jewish solution to a problem often discussed in Greek philosophy, the existence
of endless differences and sources of conflict within the universe.”

157 Her. 140. Winston, Philo of Alexandria, 97.

158 The cognate verb Tépvw occurs 17 times (with God as subject of the verb) in
Quis rerum divinarum heres sit, all of them in the section of the treatise where
Philo is explicating Gen 15:10 (secs. 130-236).

159 Philo does not explicitly use Topels for human reason; but as wes hall see
presently, human reason serves as such a tool. See also Her. 225; in this passage
Philo provides the following interpretation of the seven-branched lampstand in
the tabernacle: “We have shown, too, its resemblance to the soul. For the soul
is tripartite [see Her. 132], and each of its parts, as has been shown is divided
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ence to the fore by interpreting why the two birds were not divided in
Abraham’s covenant ceremony (see Gen 15:10, quoted above). In Her.
230 he says Moses “gives the name of birds to the 8Uo Adyous, both of
which are winged and of a soaring nature. One is the archetypal reason
above us, the other the copy of it which we possess (Bva uév &pxétutov
<TOV> UTrgp Nuds, éTepov 8¢ pipnpa Tov Ko Aua’s UdpyovT).”

Philo explains the differences and similarities of these two Adyor by
referring to the two birds set out by Abraham, the pigeon and the
turtledove.

Our mind (6 fuéTtepos vouUs) is likened to a pigeon, since the pigeon is a
tame and domesticated creature, while the turtledove stands as the figure of
the mind which is the pattern (Top&deryuo) of ours. For the SeoU Adyos is a
lover of the wild and solitary, never mixing with the medley of things that
have come into being only to perish, but its wonted resort is ever above
and its study is to wait on One and One only. So then the two natures (ai
8Uo puotls), the reasoning power within us () &v fjuiv ToU Aoyiopol) and the
divine Logos above us (7| Umep fjuds ToU Seiou Adyou), are themselves
indivisible yet they divide other things without number (&tpnTor 8t oUoon
wupia Mo Tépvouow). The divine Word separated (Sicupéew) and
apportioned (Siavépw) all that is in nature. Our mind deals with all the
things material and immaterial which the mental process brings within its
grasp, divides them into an infinity of infinities and never ceases to cleave
them.'® This is the result of its likeness to the Father and Maker of all (5i1&
TV Tpds TOV ToINTAY Kai TaTépa Tédv dAwv Eupépeiav). For the Deity is
without mixture or infusion or parts and yet has become to the whole
world the cause (adTios) of mixture, infusion, division and multiplicity of
parts. And thus it will be natural that these two which are similar (&oTe
elkdTws kal T& SpoiwdévTa), the mind within us and the mind above us
(voUs Te & &v fluiv kai & UTrep Muds), should subsist without parts (&uepeis) or
severance (&tpnTot) and yet be strong and potent to divide (Sicipéw) and
distinguish (Siaxpives) everything that is.'®’

Philo presents two minds in this passage, a macrocosmic mind in service
to God, and a microcosmic mind within us. The minds are different in
scale but similar in nature and function. They are invisible entities by

into two, making six parts in all, to which the iepds kai Selos Adyos, the Topeus
&mévTtwov, makes a fitting seventh” (PLCL 4.395).

160 Compare Her. 235, where Philo speaks of human rationality (& e fjuétepos voUs,
&TT &v TapoAdPn vonTds TEdyuaTd Te Kol oopaTa, el &Telpdkls &TElpa
Branpel pépn kol Tépvwv oudémote Afyer) with sec. 130 where he speaks of the

divine Logos (v Tov &BeikTov gwvofis Jedv TépvovTa T&S TV cwPETwy Kal TS
TEOV TTPAXYBETWY ... TG TopeT TOV CUUTTAVTWY EauToU Adyw, O €5 THv dEuTdTnv
SkovnJels dxuny Siaipdv oUdéroTe Afyel).

161 PLCL (modified).
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which all other things are divided. The division wrought by the
heavenly mind is cosmogonic as the & Selos Adyos distinguishes and
distributes everything (T& &v Tf gUoel mévta). The division worked at
the microcosmic level is one of intellectual apprehension
(TraparapPdvev vonTds), whereby the human mind (6 fuétepos vois)
perceives the created order in the very multiplicity that the divine mind
12 The process of understanding things is hereby directly
connected to the process of creating things, epistemology to meta-
physics, because the instrument necessary to the former is of like kind
(the allegorical dpvis) with the instrument necessary to the latter. Still,
there is the obvious substantive difference between these two; the
human mind is a pigeon, a domesticated creature which operates from
within the created order, while the mind above, the divine Logos, is a
wild and soaring turtledove that exists free from the created order and is
constrained only by service to the Supreme One.

This supreme One, 6 Seios, establishes by his nature the natures of
the 8o Adyous. Philo specifically claims this for the microcosmic mind
in Her. 236 when he says it has its function as a result (cupPaive) of its
likeness (¢pgépeia) to the ToinTns kai TaTnp TEOV SAwv. The association
between the macrocosmic mind and the Deity is less explicit in the
passage above, though clearly they are related: the mind above us is &
Noyos Seol and & Seios Adyos and it serves as an attendant (&dmadds) to
the €is pévos. Philo is clear that the mind within us and the mind above
us function as they do because the simple and singular Deity is the cause
(odTi0s) of the complex and diverse universe.

Cosmologically, we again find, lying just beneath the surface of Her.
234-235, a tripartite causality pointing to a supreme cause (the cause of
all), an intermediate instrumental principle (the divine Logos who
determines reality via division) and a passive object which comes to be
T& &v TR QuUosEl, & k6opos. Anthropologically, we again find a tripartite
epistemological causality that mirrors the cosmological, with the only
change being that the instrumental principle is the mind who discerns
reality via division. In the passages we have so far treated, the basis for
this interrelationship of cosmology and anthropology in terms of an
intermediate principle is clear though unsubstantiated. What we now

conceived it.

162 See n. 158. Note how Her. 130 describes the divine Logos as never ceasing to
divide (Sicupédv oUdémoTe Afyyer) cosmologically and Her. 235 describes the
human mind as never ceasing to separate (Tépvwov oUdémoTe Afiyer) in terms of
intellection.
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must observe is the basis for this interrelationship, the basis for the
correspondence between the mind within us and the mind above us,
between cosmology and anthropology.

3.2.5.3. The Paradigmatic Use of the Logos: The Logos as eikcov

What we have seen thus far is that Philo reproduces the Middle Platonic
Dreiprinzipienlehre when presenting his cosmology. In Philo, the three
principles are the efficient cause, the instrumental cause, and the
material cause. In the evidence we have considered, Philo’s writings
demonstrate a modification of earlier Middle Platonic tradition in
focusing on the intermediate principle as instrumental as opposed to
formal cause. The comparison of the Logos as TopeUs and as dpyavov
demonstrates that while the metaphor might change, the basic function
of the intermediary remains. Furthermore, this comparison has shown
that Philo’s cosmological speculation is closely aligned with and exists in
support of his anthropological/epistemological speculation.

The metaphor of the divider expresses the common function shared
by the mind above us and the mind within us, the 8o Adyous, in Her.
230-236 and as such suggests an ontological relationship between the
two. However, when Philo wishes to substantiate this suggestion, to
define the relationship between the heavenly and earthly minds, he does
not rely on TopeUs language. Instead, he bases the relationship between
the heavenly and earthly minds on something else. Notice in the
quotation of Her. 230-31 above that Philo sees the relationship between
the two as one of &pxétutos and pipnua, a model and its copy.163 Philo
explains the basis of this terminology further in Her. 231, again speaking
of the 8Uo Aoyous.

163 The relationship of archetype and copy is introduced originally in Quis rerum
divenarum heres sit in 126—127 where Philo is explaining the significance of the
pigeon and turtledove sacrifices (cf. Gen 15:9): “And further take for me a
turtledove and a pigeon, that is divine and human wisdom (1 e kad 1
&v9pwTrivn cogia), both of them winged creatures, skilled by practice to speed
upwards, yet differing from each other, as the genus differs from the species or
the copy from the archetype (f Siapépel yévos eidous 7| pipnua dpyetutou). For
divine wisdom is a lover of solitudes, since loneliness is dear to her because of
the solitary God whose possession she is, and thus in parable (cuppoAikés) she is
called the turtledove. The other is gentle and tame and sociable, frequenting the
cities of men and pleased to dwell with mortals. They liken her to a pigeon.”
(PLCL 4.347 modified).



Philo of Alexandria 117

One is the archetypal reason above us, the other the copy of it which we
possess. Moses calls the first the “image of God” (gikcov 9eol), the second
the cast of that image (tfjs eikévos &kuayeiov). For God, he says, made man
not “the image of God” but “after the image” (“¢moinoe” ydp onow “6
eds TOV BvpwTov” oUyl elkdva Jeol &AM “kot’ eikdva’; cf. Gen 1.27
LXX). And thus (¢oTe) the mind we each possess, which in the true and
full sense is the “&v9pwros,” is an expression at third hand (TpiTos TUTOS)
from the Maker, while the mind in between is a model (Tap&derypa) for
our own while being itself a representation (&meikaouds) of God.'*

In its context in Quis rerum divinarum heres sit, this turn to Gen 1:27 and
the paradigmatic understanding of the two Aéyor which Philo develops
from it provides the exegetical warrant that underlies the presentation of
the two minds that we discussed in the last section.'” They may be
understood as having similar functions, as indivisible Toueis, because the
one is a copy of the other. Furthermore, the qualitative differences
between the two, the turtledove and the pigeon, rests with the fact that
one is once removed, the other twice removed from the Deity. Hence,
divine reason creates reality while human reason perceives it; divine
reason exists above reality while human reason exists within reality, i.e.,
within us.

This association between an instrumental metaphor and a para-
digmatic metaphor to discuss the relationship between the intermediary
principle and the physical (i.e., anthropological) realm is noteworthy in
that we have seen it before, namely in Leg. 3.96. Recall that it is this
passage which follows the description of the Logos as &pyavov, the
instrument 81" oU the world came to be, with another image, the Logos
as map&derypa and eikwov. And as with Her. 231, this imagery is
specifically tied to Gen 1:27. In other words, Leg. 3.96 and Her. 231
both present the instrumentality of the Logos as resting on its iconic
status.

The Logos as eikev is, one may argue, the most resilient and the
fullest of Philo’s multiple modes of discourse about the intermediary
principle.' The origin of this metaphor is difficult to state definitively,

164 Her. 231.

165 Philo’s chief concern in Her. 129-236 is the allegorical explication of Sicipéw as
it is used in Gen 15:10. When he addresses the two birds that are not divided,
the text affords him the basis for speaking of two indivisible things that stand in
contrast to the divisible. But from the outset (see Her. 126) the paradigmatic
construal of the divine Adyos/human Adyos is operating.

166 The classic studies on eikwv are Friedrich-Wilhelm Eltester, Eikon im Neuen
Testament (BZNW 23; Berlin: Topelmann, 1958); and Jacob Jervell, Imago Dei :
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though it seems to have as its two foci Middle Platonic interpretations of
Plato’s Timaeus and Moses’ account of the creation of &v3pwTos in Gen
1:27. We will first consider how Philo employs this biblical passage to
explain the cosmological role of the Logos. We then consider how the
framework of that explanation coheres with Middle Platonism.

3.2.5.3.1. “This teaching is Moses’, not mine.”

In Her. 231, the Logos is the intellectual paradigm for human reason. In
other words, it serves as an intermediary of rationality. Philo interprets
Gen 1:27 in this manner elsewhere, including Plant. 20, Spec. 1.171, and
3.83."7 In passages such as these we have our three Middle Platonic
principles as they relate to rationality. While the human mind is rational
and not material (and hence not the material principle), these passages
make clear the locus of human rationality is within the context of the

Gen 1,26f. im Spdtjudentum, in der Gnosis und in den paulinischen Briefen
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1960).

167 Plant. 18-20: “... the great Moses ... claimed [the Aoyikny yuxn] to be a
genuine coin of that divine and invisible Spirit, signed and impressed by the seal
of God, the stamp ( 6 yapoktnp) of which is the &iSi0s Adyos; for he said “God
inbreathed into him a breath of Life” (¢vémrveuoe & eds eis 16 TrpdowTtov aTol
Tvonv {wis, Gen 2:7); thus it must be that the one who receives is modeled
after the one who sends. This is why it also says that the human being has been
made after the Image of God (xat’ eikdva 9eol TOV &vIpwotrov yeyevfioSal, cf.
Gen 1:27), though surely not after the image of anything created (0¥ pnv xot’
eikdva Tvds TV yeyovdtwv). It followed then, as a natural consequence of
man’s soul having been made after the image of the Archetype, the Word of the
Cause, that his body also was made erect, and could lift up its eyes to heaven,
the purest portion of our universe, that by means of that which he could see
man might clearly apprehend that which he could not see” (my translation of
Plant. 18—19; PLCL translation of 20).

Spec. 1.171: “Incense offerings serve as thanksgivings for our dominant part,
the rational spirit-force within us which was shaped according to the archetypal
form of the divine image (ds elvar T& utv Evoapa ebyaploTiav Utep ARGV TGOV
gvaipoov, T& 8¢ SupidupaTa Utrep ToU fyepovikoU, ToU év Auiv AoyikoU TveluaTos,
STep Epopeaddn Tpods dpxéTuTrov idéav eikdvos Seias).”

Spec. 3.83: “...of all the treasures the universe has in its store there is none
more sacred and godlike than man, the glorious cast of a glorious image, shaped
according to the pattern of the archetypal form of the Word (8161 Tédv év
KOOUG KTNUATWV Ko KEUNAicov oUdtv oUTe iepoTrpeTréaTepoy oUTe Se0e1BE0TEPOY
goTiv &uSpdTOUT TaYKAANS €ikovos TréyKaAov ékpayeiov &pYeTUTTOU AOYIKTS
idéas TapadelypaTt TUTTCSEY).”
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sense perceptible and that its role is the most passive or derivative.'®

Again, like the material principle, the human mind is an entity twice
removed from the Deity, a copy of a copy.

We can understand Gen 1:27 playing a role in Philo’s discussion of
humanity and in particular humanity’s relatedness to the Deity (where
&v9pwTros is made kot eikdva Seol). Yet, Philo’s Dreiprinzipienlehre
extends beyond principles of rationality and interests us for how he
relates it to cosmology. Still, this does not make Gen 1:27 and its focus
on the origin of humanity irrelevant beyond anthropology. What we
tind is that Genesis 1:27, or more precisely the phrase xat’ eikéva SeoU,
serves as a kind of warrant for Philo for finding the Platonic three
principles in Moses’ teaching on cosmology as well. Gen 1:27 serves as
nexus between Philo’s philosophical anthropology and cosmology.

The nexus of Gen 1:27, anthropology and cosmology may be seen
in Spec. 1.81 where Philo writes concerning the perfection of the soul
(using the purity of the priest’s body as an analogy).

For if the priest’s body (odpa), which is mortal by nature (T6 @Uoel
SvnTdév), must be scrutinized to see that it is not aftlicted by any serious
misfortune, much more is that scrutiny needed for the immortal soul (yuxn
A &Sd&vartos), which we are told was molded according to the image of the
Self-existent (v poot TuTrwSfivan katd Thv eikéva ToU 8vtos). And the
image of God is the Word through whom the whole universe was framed
(Aoyos & EoTiv ikcov Seol, 81’ oU oUutras 6 kdouos éST][JIOUpyETTO).mQ

This passage provides a more subtle reference to Gen 1:27 than Her.
231. Yet we notice that the passage promotes the same anthropological
view found in Quis rerum divinarum heres sit: the soul is analogous to the
human Adyos or voUs in its relationship to the eikcov Seo¥ in as much as
tkpayeiov in Her. and TumoUpa in Spec. are semantically the same.'”” We
notice also that Philo again highlights the authoritative nature of Gen
1:27 in our passage’s conclusion. As in Her. 231 where it is Moses who
calls the archetypal reason the eikéov SeoU, so here in Spec. 1.81 Philo’s

168 Philo allows for various kinds of rational beings that exist at third hand from the
creator; some are embodied souls with hopes for ascension, some are
unembodied souls which never have been held down, and still others are
embodied souls which will never ascend. See De plantatione and De gigantibus.
We discuss ascension later when treating Philo’s anagogy.

169 PLCL 7.147, modified.

170 See Spec. 3.83 where #uayeiov and TuTdw are used together and in relationship
to Gen 1:27.
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use of the verb ¢onui calls attention to how the information is not
original to him.

Philo finishes the passage by identifying the eixcov that forms the soul
as the Logos, the demiurgical instrument (81" oU) of creation. This
identification, with its cosmological bent, is unanticipated. " The
question arises: what exactly does Philo intend his readers to deduce
from the claim that the human soul is shaped by the very entity through
which the world is created? Is the Logos’ relationship to the soul (that of
image to its copy) similar or dissimilar to the Logos’ relationship with
the cosmos? Or is it that the soul has a noble quality to it since it has an
affinity with the very instrument of creation? Both are possible. The
latter scenario, the shared qualities of the earthly and heavenly Adyor, is
the subject of Her. 231 as we discussed above. The former scenario, that
both the individual soul and the world are copies of the Logos, is Philo’s
point in De opificio 24-25.

Opif. 24-25 is the culmination of a section (15-25) wherein Philo
discusses the creation of the intelligible cosmos, which he sees as the
necessary precursor to the creation of the sense-perceptible world. Philo
introduces in section 16 the language of model and copy (Tap&derypa
and pipnuo) to explain the necessity of an intelligible cosmos preceding a
material one. The physical cosmos is a copy of the intelligible cosmos,
which God uses as “an incorporeal and most god-like paradigm to
produce the corporeal cosmos.”'”> Philo explains this relationship
further by means of an analogy in Opif. 17-20: God’s use of an
intelligible cosmos upon which to model the physical cosmos is akin to
the development of the plans for a city in an architect’s mind prior to its
actual construction. For God, the plan in all its detail is located in the
divine Logos. Philo summarizes these views in sections 2425 as well as
provides the scriptural basis for them.

If one desires to use more revealing language, he might say that the vonTtos
kéopos is nothing other than the Adyos of God as he is actually engaged in
creation of the world (f)8n koopotoiéwv). For 1) vontn moAis is nothing
other than the reasoning of the architect (&pxiTékTovos Aoylopods) actually
engaged in planning (Siovoéw) to found the city. This teaching is Moses’,
not mine (16 8¢ 86yua ToUTo Mwuctws ¢oTiv, oUk 2udv). When describing

171 The cosmological information provided at the end of the passage appears
somewhat gratuitous. Later in Spec. (84—94), Philo will interpret the priestly
garments in such a way that cosmology will come to the fore; in section 81,
however, it serves to emphasize the Logos concisely.

172 Translation from Runia, On the Creation of the Cosmos, 50.
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the creation of the human being later on, he will expressly state that the
human being was molded after the image of God (ko eikdva SieTuTrOIn;
Gen 1:27). And if the part (T pépos) is an image of an image (geikcov eikévos),
it 1s evident that the whole is as well; and if this whole sense-perceptible
world (cUptras 6 aicInTds kdopos), which is greater than the human image,
is a copy of the divine image (pipnpa Selas eikdvos), it is also evident that the
archetypal seal (&pxétumos oppayis), what we claim to be the intelligible
world (vonTos kbéouos), is the model (Toapdderypa) and archetypal idea of
ideas (&pyétutros idéa Tév i18ecv), the Logos of God (6 Oeol Abyos).'”

Noteworthy is how Philo substantiates his understanding of the vonTos
kéopos as model for the alo9nTds kéouos. While in his exegesis he has
yet to treat Gen 1:1 (see section 25), Philo moves all the way to Gen
1:27 and claims that in that passage Moses establishes the doctrine which
the Alexandrian is now expounding. By saying that the human being is
molded (BiaTutdw) kat’ eikdéva Seol, Moses reveals the divine modus
operandi when it comes to creation in general. After all, if it can be said
that the part (16 pépos) of creation is formed this way, the same must be
claimed for the whole (cUpras).

Philo’s move is not as obvious as we might wish. First, does Gen
1:27 really have in view the kind of three-principle causality common
to Middle Platonism? Is it from the text that Philo deduces the eixcov as
an intermediate entity that gives shape to cosmos and human alike? Or —
as it seems more likely — does the presence of the phrase kot eikéva in
Gen 1:27 recall for Philo (or an exegetical predecessor) its use
elsewhere, perhaps in a philosophical context? Second, Philo often
understands &vSpwtos in Gen 1:27 as referring not to corporeal man as
much as to the intelligible aspect of humanity, the human mind, soul or
reason. This is the case in Her. 231, Plant. 19-20, Spec. 1.171, and 3.83.
Yet for his logic to work in Opif. 25, he would have to be speaking of
corporeal humanity as the copy of the divine image, since he sees it as
parallel to 6 oio9nTds kéopos. Here we might recall the differences
between Leg. 3.96 to Spec. 1.81. In the former, the world and human
beings are both corporeal representations of the Logos; in the latter, the
incorporeal human soul and the corporeal cUptas & kéopos both rely on
the Logos for their origination. Third, Philo takes it as commonplace to
conclude that the eikeov is the Logos, even though there appears to be no
explicit textual reason for this conclusion in Opif. 25 (or in Spec. 1.81, or
Leg. 3.96). The identification of the Logos with the eikcov is also made in

173 Opif. 24-25.
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Fug. 101 and Conf. 147. At the least, Philo’s persistent allusion to Gen
1:27 and the tri-partite interpretation that verse represents functions as a
“proof-text,” an authority external to himself, associated with Moses,
and which appears to need no support of its own.

3.2.5.3.2. The eikewv and the Form of Reason

Regardless whether Philo believed Moses to have been the originator of
this doctrine, he places considerable weight on the tri-partite schema he
finds in Gen 1:27. As we have seen, Philo employs the schema in several
expositions of anthropology and/or cosmology. Many of these involve
other images, such as the intelligible cosmos/city of De opificio mundi,
the ToupeUs in Quis rerum divinarum heres sit, the cosmic plant of De
plantatione, or the iepov SeoU described in De specialibus legibus I and De
vita Mosis II.'""* However, Philo’s understanding of Gen 1:27, given its
ubiquity and his appeals to it as the dogma of Moses, encapsulates the
essence of his understanding about the intermediate principle and so it
remains our focus.

The use of eikov in Gen 1:27 refers to both the intermediate agent,
the Logos, and to the mode of agency, the way the eikcv shapes humans
and the cosmos. ik evokes the process of imitation where one thing
serves as a paradigm for another, producing in the second its copy.
There appears to be a distinctive cluster of vocabulary associated with
this paradigm/copy relationship.'” Recall in Her. 230 where the human
mind is a pipnua of a heavenly &pxétutos. Philo explains that “Moses
calls the first the eikcov SeoU, the second the cast of that image (Tfis
gikovos  Ekpayeiov).” What is more, the heavenly mind serves a
Toapdderypa for the earthly only because it itself is an &meikoopds, a
representation, of God. The same relationship is also discussed in Leg.
3.96: “For just as God is the pattern (Tapé&deryua) of the image (1 eikcov)
... thus the image (j eikcov) becomes the pattern (Trop&deryuo) of other
things.” In Plant. 1820, Philo describes the human soul as coin,
“impressed (Tumow) by the seal (oppayis) of God, the stamp (6
xopokThp) of which is the &idios Adyos.”

174 For a detailed presentation on these different cosmological metaphors, see
Friichtel, Die kosmologischen Vorstellungen; for a concise survey, see Tobin,
Creation of Man, 60—61.

175 On Plato’s Timaeus the origin of this terminological cluster, see Tobin, Creation
of Man, 56-101, esp. 58-62, and Runia, Philo of Alexandria and the Timaeus of
Plato, 158-74.
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The following table summarizes the different elements of this
paradigm/copy terminology cluster with the Philonic references where
they occur. Note that the cosmological texts are set in bold.
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Paradigm/Copy Terminology in Philo’s Writings.(Cosmological Texts
in Bold)

Term Philonic Passage
Iy Opif. 25; Leg. 3.96; Det.86; Her. 230; Mut.223;
Spec. 1.81, 3.83
&TTEIKOVIo U Leg.3.96; Plant.20; Her. 231
&pyéTuTros Opif. 25; Leg. 3.96; Det. 86; Plant. 20; Her. 230;
Spec. 1:171, 3.83
ToP&EBELy B Opif. 25; Leg. 3:96; Her.231
uipnpa Opif. 25; Her.230
gkuoryeiov Opif. 146; Her. 231; Mut. 223; Spec.3.83
oppayis Opif. 25; Det. 86.
TUTTOW/ BlaTUTTOW Opif. 25; Plant. 18; Spec. 1.81

Philo turns to Gen 1:27 in several places, whether explicitly or by
echo, to convey what he calls the philosophy of Moses.'”® This
philosophy posits three principles (Seds, eikcov Seds, eikcov gikdvos) and
Philo applies it to anthropology as well as to cosmology. In anthro-
pology, there are two further trajectories. Most often, the rational aspect
of the human being (whether this asomatic entity is called the soul, the
mind or the reason) is a copy of the eikcov Seo¥, which itself is a copy of
the original rational archetype, God."”’ Less frequently (Opif. 25, Leg.
3.96, Spec. 1.81) it is not human rationality but the human being itself, a
sense-perceptible entity, to which Gen 1:27 is referring. The cosmo-
logical implication of Gen 1:27, as Philo reads it, is associated with this
second trajectory, where one may deduce that if the part (16 yépos = the
human being) is a copy of the eikdov SeoU, how much more is the whole
(6 oUpmas = the sense-perceptible world).

176 Regarding the philosophy of Moses, cf. Mut. 223: “Now ‘reasoning’ as a name
is but a little word, but as a fact it is something most perfect and most divine, a
piece torn off from the soul of the universe, or, as it might be put more
reverently following the philosophy of Moses (Tois katd Mwuofiv
p1Aooogoloty), a faithful impress of the divine image (eikovos Seias éxporyeiov
Eupepés)

177 Cf. Her. 230 where Philo says that “the mind we each possess” is, in the “true
and full sense,” that to which the term &vSpwmos in Gen 1:27 refers.

”
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The two anthropological trajectories are rather different. The
rational trajectory stresses the common function between the divine
Logos and the human mind. The human being trajectory stresses the
paradigmatic relationship between the Logos and the human, where the
human is a corporeal copy of an incorporeal archetype. These do not sit
easily along side each other: is the eikcov 9eoU a paradigm of human
reason or of the whole human, body and all? While it is both in Philo, it
is not clear if he ever accounts for the difference. What is clear is that
Philo wishes to stress the pardigmatic nature of the eikcov, whether in
terms of rationality or more general reality, and that it is the
intermediate reality that mediates divine influence in corporeal (-

bound) reality."”®

3.2.5.3.3. Philo’s Cosmological Ideas

It should be manifest by now that Moses’ philosophy is also that of the
Middle Platonists. Like the cosmological interpretation of Gen 1:27, the
Middle Platonists posited three pinciples: a transcendent first principle
ultimately responsible for creation, but only by means of an interme-
diary second principle. Like Philo’s Logos qua eikcov, Middle Platonists
held that this intermediary mediated divine formation of the physical
world. The third principle is passive matter, receiving the impression of
the divine Word upon itself and so taking shape.'”” Hence, Alcinous
says, “Matter constitutes one principle, but Plato postulates others also,
to wit, the paradigmatic, that is the forms, and that constituted by God
the father and cause of all things.”'™ Compare this with Philo in Somn.
2.45:

when the substance of everything (1) Té&v Tévtwyv oloia) was without shape
(&oynuérioTos) God shaped it (oxpatifw); it was without figure

178 It is interesting to note how in at least a couple of occasions, Philo provides the
eikcov as rational archetype to adjust an interpretation that human minds or souls
are of a piece with the divine mind (Plant. 18-19, Det. 86).

179 As Runia shows (Philo of Alexandria and the Timaeus of Plato, 158—165), there is
no concise way of presenting the ways Middle Platonists construed the
intermediary as model for the material world. Runia concurs with what we
observed in chapter two, that “The heart of the Middle Platonic system is the
doctrine of the three principles — Seds, i8éa, UAn — in which the world of ideas is
subsumed into fulfilling the function of perfect pattern for the creation of the
cosmos, ....”

180 Epit. 9.1 (Trans.: Dillon, Alcinous, 19). Alcinous alternates between i8éa and
id¢cn in his treatise. See § 2.2.



126 Chapter Three: Salvation as the Fulfillment of Creation

(&tUmewTos) and he gave it figure (Tumdw), and it was undefined (&moids)
and he gave it form (poppodw); and perfecting it, he stamped the whole
world with his image and form, even his own Logos (teAeicooas Tov SAov
Eoppdry1oe kOTUOV AOYw).

This association is sealed by De opificio mundi 2425, which provides the
most elaborate development, conceptually speaking, of Philo’s cosmo-
logical application of Gen 1:27. The eikav SeoU represents the vonTog
ko6opos, which itself is — as Philo makes clear earlier in the treatise — an
amalgam of the vonT& yévn, or idéar.'® Philo’s system even attests to the
characteristic fluidity of Middle Platonism in dealing with the
intermediate principle. It is both a plurality (i8¢c1) and a singularity (6
vonTos kbéouos) and in either case exists within a noetic mind. Though
this mind is less closely associated with God; it is a distinct entity, the
Logos.'"

181 Runia sees Philo as sharing the Platonist notion of the xbécuos vonTtds
(equivalent to the “entire structured world of the ideas”), where “the whole
process of creation [is] regarded as taking place when the creator looks to or
employs a noetic design” (Philo of Alexandria and the Timaeus of Plato162—-63).
See also Opif. 20: “Just as the city that was marked out before hand in the
architect had no location outside, but had been engraved in the soul of the
craftsman, in the same way the cosmos composed of the ideas would have no
other place than the divine Logos who gives these (ideas) their ordered
disposition.” Also, Opif. 16: “Therefore, when he had decided to construct this
visible cosmos, he first marked out the intelligible cosmos, so that he could use
it as a incorporeal and most god-like paradigm and so produce the corporeal
cosmos, a younger likeness of an older model, which would contain as many
sense-perceptible kinds as there were intelligible kinds in that other one.”
(Translations are from Runia, On the Creation of the Cosmos, 50-51). Runia
provides a parallel passage from Aet. 15 where Philo is speaking of Plato:
“throughout the entire treatise he describes that moulder of divinity
(SeomrAdoTns) as the father and maker and demiurge, and this cosmos as his
product and offspring, a visible imitation of the archetypal and intelligible
model, containing in itself all the objects of sense-perception which the model
contains as objects of intelligence, a wholly perfect imprint for sense-perception
of a wholly perfect model for mind” (ibid., 139)

182 In Opif. 1620, 24-25, Philo appears to see the Logos of God as parallel to the
mind of the architect wherein the noetic plans for the city reside. Still the
Alexandrian views the Logos as an entity more distinct from God than the mind
from the architect.
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3.2.5.4. The Stoic Aspect: The Logos and Cosmic Sioiknois

The previous section has shown how the Philonic Logos is the divine
agent of creation. Philo understands the Logos as an instrument that
God uses and/or as a God-shaped paradigm which informs the created
world. In ontological terms, the Logos qua agent shares the intelligible
(vonTdés) nature of the Deity and yet is directly involved with the
tormation of the sense perceptible (aio9nTds) realm. This is only part of
the story of the Logos. We shall see below that, both functionally and
ontologically, the Logos’ relationship to the aioc9nTds kdopos is not
limited to creation in the cosmogonical sense. Rather, Philo also
attributes the sustaining of the cosmos, its administration or 8ioiknats, to
the Logos.

We may understand the Logos’ role in cosmic Sioiknois Platonically.
In Fug. 12, for instance, Philo again uses paradigmatic language and
makes reference to the intelligible and material realms, Platonic
standards that he used in Opif. 16-25 to describe the creation of the
world. Now, however, they also explain the world’s continued
existence.

For the world has come to be (yiyvouai) and indeed it has done so by some
cause (odTios Ti5); and the Logos of the maker is himself the seal, that by
which each thing that exists has received its shape. This is why (Tapd) from
the beginning perfect form (TéAeiov TS €idos) attends closely these things
which come to exist (Topaxoroudéw Tols ywouévols), seeing that it is an
impression and image of the perfect Word (&te ékuaryeiov kai eikcov TeAeiou

Aoyou).

In this passage there appear to be four components to creation: the
“maker” (6 Toiédv) who 1is first referred to by the circumlocution aiTios
Ti5; the Logos of that maker who functions as a ogpayis, providing
every created thing its shape (uoppdw); an immanent representation of
the Logos which Philo terms TéAeiov TO €ios, synonymous with the
shape or impression (ékuayeiov) that the Logos deposits; and the things
that have come to be (oi ywduevor), recipients of the Logos’ shaping and
hence bearers of his eikav.

What concerns us from among these four is the immanent &iSos
which remains with (TrapaxaiouStw and pévw) existing things from the
beginning on. We are familiar with the three principles, God-
intermediate Logos-matter; the immanent &8os appears to be a fourth
principle. That it is perfect (TéAeios) suggests it is intelligible and not
material. Philo stresses the difference when, following the above
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excerpt, he contrasts the quantity (méoov) and quality (Troidv, To16Tns)
of an existent being (Té yevduevov gédov). Where the quantity of such a
being is imperfect (&teAns), subject to flux (i.e., growth with age), its
quality is perfect (téAeiov). Philo says “the same quality remains since it is
an impress of the abiding and unchanging divine Logos” (uéver y&p 1
oUTh To1dTNs &Te &To pévovTos ékuaryeioa kal undau) TpetTopévou Seiou
Aoyov) (Fug. 13).

In De fuga et inventione 12—13, Philo provides an alternative to the
one who “fashions material forces as divine and believes there is nothing
apart from them that can be efticacious” (Fug. 11). In other words, Philo
provides an alternative to Stoic cosmology, which posited a divine force
(often called & Adyos) that provided form to reality; a force however that
was itself ultimately material.'"® Philo’s alternative, rather than providing
a strong Platonic contrast, represents well the rapprochement of
Stoicism and the old Athenian school that is Middle Platonism.'™*
After all, the Stoic Logos yielded the same result as Philo’s immanent
€idos: the provision of abiding quality to existing things."™ The

183 Cf. Long and Sedley, Hellenistic Philosophers, 1.270: “The Stoics ... propose to
explain all the formal or identifying characteristics of objects by reference to the
presence, within their matter, of a divine principle that activates and shapes
them.” They provide this summation from Diognes Laertius (7.134; Hellenistic
Philosophers, 1.268): “They [the Stoics] think that there are two principles in the
universe, that which acts and that which is acted upon. That which is acted
upon is unqualified substance, i.e., matter; that which acts is the reason [Adyos]
in it, i.e., god. For this, since it is everlasting, constructs every single thing
throughout all matter ... They say there is a difference between principles and
elements: the former are ungenerated and indestructible, whereas the elements
pass away at the conflagration. The principles are also bodies [‘incorporeal’, in
the parallel text of the Suda] and without form, but the elements are endowed
with form.”

184 In areal sense, the Middle Platonists are bringing the issue full circle. The Stoics
must have been inspired by Plato’s World Soul (described in the Timaeus and
other dialogues) in their development of their active, material principle. What
the Middle Platonists did was reclaim that World Soul as an intelligible entity.
They also perceived a transcendent first principle above the World Soul,
equivalent to Plato’s demiurge in the Timaeus. For the most part, Philo does not
use the language of the World Soul; though his Logos (a Stoic name) is all that
in function. See Runia, Philo of Alexandria and the Timaeus of Plato, 204—208,
448-449; and Wolfson, Philo, 325-28, 360-61.

185 Cf. Fug. 13 with Simplicius, In Ar. De an. 217,36-218,2 (SVF 2.395): “if in the
case of compound entities there exists individual form (eI8os) — with reference
to which the Stoics speak of something peculiarly qualified (roi1év [or Toi6s]),
which both is gained, and lost again, all together, and remains the same
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mechanics of course are quite different and Stoic universals are by no
means equivalent to Platonic forms.'™ Furthermore, Philo insists there
1s, apart from this immanent &idos, “some cause,” namely the tran-
scendent “maker” (6 Toiédv) of the cosmos. Indeed, Fug. 12—13 presents
the Logos itself as relatively transcendent. Still, “form in perfection” as
the Logos’ byproduct that “attends” existing things allows Philo to draw
a connection between the intelligible and material realms.

In analyzing Fug. 12—-13, we must be careful, recalling the earlier
observation that Philo’s intermediate reality has the characteristics of
Russian matryoshka dolls. Hence, we should not be surprised that the
distinction made in Fug. 12 between Adyos and &i8os is blurred in Fug.
110-112. In this passage Philo interprets the High Priest as the Divine
Logos. Where the priest puts on special clothing according to Leviticus,
“the most ancient 6 ToU évtos Adyos puts on the world as clothing; for
he enwraps himself in earth and water and air and fire and the things
that come from these” (Fug. 110). The metaphor of clothing applied to
the world in both its elemental and complex state stresses the
immanence of the Logos. In this position, the Logos serves an
important service as “the bond of everything (S¢ouos TévV &mdvtwv); it
binds and keeps every part together, preventing them from disbanding
or separating (ouvéxel T& uépn TAVTA Kai o@iyyel KwAUwY oalTd
SrohveoSau kai SropTtdodan)” (Fug. 112).

We find similar imagery in De plantatione 8 and 9. Philo again takes a
swipe at the Stoics (“nothing material is so strong as to be able to bear
the burden of the world”) but then concedes that something immanent
is necessary. That thing is “the everlasting Logos of the eternal God”
who is “the most secure and steadfast prop of the whole.” Though such
language belies a static nature, Philo adds that the Logos is “that one
who, extending (teiveo) from the middle to the ends and from the
outermost edges back to the middle, traverses the length of nature’s
unconquerable course and gathers (ouvéyw) and holds together
(opiyyw) all its parts” (Plant. 9). This extension (teivew) is identical
with the Tévos the Stoics afforded their active principle. As Nemesius
relates it, the Stoics say “there exists in bodies a kind of tensile

throughout the compound entity’s life even though its constituent parts come
to be and are destroyed at different times” (Trans.: Long and Sedley, Hellenistic
Philosophers, 1.169; Greek text, 2.173).

186 See the discussion of Stoic Universals in Long and Sedley, Hellenistic
Philosophers, 1.181-183.
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movement (Toviknv kivnow) which moves simultaneously inwards and
outwards, the outward movement producing quantities and qualities
and the inward one unity and substance.”"®’ For the Stoics, the provider
of this Tévos 1s material and to be associated with the active side of the
four elements. “They say that earth and water sustain neither themselves
nor other things, but preserve their unity by participation in a breathy
and fiery power (TrvuepaTikfis 8¢ peTox ) kad TTUpcoSous Suvduews) ; but air
and fire because of their tensility (e¥Tovia) can sustain themselves, and
by blending with the other two provide them with tension (Tovés) and
also stability and substantiality.”'™

3.2.6. The Anthropological Role of the Logos

3.2.6.1. A Page from Stoic Anthropology

Earlier, we saw that Philo makes Moses’ statement in Gen 1:27
(¢troinoey & Jeds TOV &vIpwTrov kT’ eikdva Jeol) programmatic for both
his understanding of anthropology and cosmology. The eikcov of God
works as paradigm that informs both the creation (i.e., the relationship
of the kbéopos vonTds to the aioSnTds kéopos) and, more specifically,
human rationality (i.e., the relationship between the “mind above us”
and the “mind within us” in Her. 230-31). Anthropology and
cosmogony are interrelated inasmuch as they both depend on the
same &ikcov, the Logos. More immediately, we have been observing how
Philo presents the Logos (or its “extension,” €i8os) as an immanent
power responsible for the Sioiknots of the world. As in cosmogony so in
Bioiknots, the paradigmatic function of the Logos plays a part. We also
saw that there is an immanent aspect of the Logos which functions
cosmologically. This aspect, what Wolfson called a “stage of existence of
the Logos,”"®” may be a product of the paradigm (the €i8os of the Logos)
attending closely to material things. It also may be the Logos itself,
clothed in the material world. Philo presents both and both conceptions
can exist together for Philo given his fluid understanding of the Logos.

Finally we saw that, while clearly not adopting Stoic theology, Philo
appropriates Stoic conceptions of an immanent force that inhabits, forms

187 Nemesius 70,6—71, 4 (Trans.: Long and Sedley, Hellenistic Philosophers, 1.283).

188 Plutarch, Comm. not. 1085 c—d (SVF 2.444); (Trans.: Long and Sedley,
Hellenistic Philosophers, 1.282).

189 Wolfson, Philo, 327.



Philo of Alexandria 131

and preserves the material world."” Though God remains in his noetic
heaven, untouched by things corporeal, he still has ultimate responsi-
bility for the world. His governance however is indirect, taking place
through an intermediary. God may be the steersman of the universe, but
he steers by means of a tiller, namely his Logos."”" Hence, along with
Middle Platonism, Philo sees that it is the responsibility of the
intermediate principle to be involved with the physical world, both in
terms of cosmogony and cosmic Sioiknois.

We have seen that Philo draws a parallel between the Logos and the
human mind. For him, Genesis 1:27 is a statement both about the
origins of the universe and the origins of human rationality. When Philo
reads Gen 1:27 anthropologically, it points to the common nature of the
“mind above us” and “the mind within us.” This is the argument of
Her. 230-31. Having seen that the Logos has a cosmological nature that
is (or engenders things that are) immanent and yet still intelligible, we
might ask whether Philo’s anthropology corresponds to this.'”

It does. For instance, Philo speaks of mind (voUs) as “sowing into
each of the body’s members abilities from itself and distributing to them
their actions, taking charge of and responsibility for them all” (Migr.
3)."” Indeed, what Philo considers to be truly human is one’s rational

190 Alexander of Aphrodisias, De mixtione 225, 1-2 (SVF 2.310): It is the Stoics
who “say that god is mixed with matter, pervading all of it and so shaping it,
structuring it, and making it into the world” (Trans: Long and Sedley,
Hellenistic Philosophers, 1.173).

191 In Migr. 6 (see § 3.2.5.1 above), Philo speaks of 6 Adyos 6 TpeoPuTepos TV
yiveow when he says it is he oU koS&mep ofoaxos EveiAnuuévos & TV SAwv
KUBepvTns TnBodiouxel T& oUpmravTa. Cf. Numenius, frg. 18, who likens his
second god to a helmsman (6 kupepvntns) who guides and governs the cosmos
(see § 2.2).

192 The Stoics linked human rationality to the same cosmic principle which
brought about and preserved reality. See Diogenes Laertius 7.128-9.

193 Migr. 3: 6 voUs omeipwv €is ékaoTov TGOV pepdv Tas & éautol Suvdpels kol
Sravépwv gis alTd TAS Evepyeias ETuéAeI&y Te Kad ETITPOTITV &vnuuévos TTaVTwY.
In its context, the human mind corresponds not with the Logos but with God,
6 TGV 6Awv volv (Migr. 4).

This coheres with the Stoic view of such things. “That the world is ensouled
is evident, they say, from our own soul’s being an oftshoot of it” (Diogenes
Laertius 7.143 [Trans: Long and Sedley, Hellenistic Philosophers, 1.319]. The
Stoics claim “that the wuyxn has two meanings, that which sustains the whole
compound, and in particular, the commanding faculty (Td #fyspovikév). For
when we say that man is a compound of soul and body (¢k Wuxfis kai cwpaTos),
or that death is separation of soul and body, we are referring particularly to the
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faculty (Her. 231: 6 ka® &kaoTov AUV volv, & 81 kupiws kai mTpds
&ANSeiav &vpwTrds tot). He speaks of Gen 1:27 in Opif. 69 when he
says “image” refers not to the body but to the mind, “the ruling part of
the soul, for with one mind, even that mind of the whole universe as an
archetype, the mind in each individual human being was impressed.”'”*
This faculty alone is directly related to God, whereas all other aspects of
human nature are of inferior origin. In Fug. 6872, Philo explains God’s
call to “let us make a human” (Troifcwpev &vIpwTov) in LXX Gen 1:26
as referring to his reliance on his (lesser) powers in the construction of all
parts of humanity save one, human rationality. God “formed the
rational in us, thinking it fit that the ruler should make the ruling faculty
in the soul, while the subject faculty should be made by his subjects (i.e.,
his powers).”'” A little later, Philo repeats this: “for the true human,
who is purest mind, one, God alone, is maker; but for what is usually
called human and is blended with the sense-perceptible, the multitude
(powers) are the maker” (Fug. 71).""°

Given all of this, we can consider the Philonic view of humanity as a
microcosm, the nature and activity of which mirrors the nature and
activity of the Divine Logos in the kéouos. The activity of the human
mind imitates the Logos in two ways. The first is ontological: the mind
governs the body as the Logos governs the universe. This ontological
function is what we have just seen described in Migr. 3 above, where the
human mind takes charge of and responsibility for the human body. The
second is epistemological: the mind discerns things in the same fashion
as the Logos “discerned” things. Though in the Logos’ case, its
discernment of things is identical with their genesis. This epistemo-
logical patterning is what Philo discusses in Quis rerum divinarum heres sit,
when he refers to the Logos and the human mind as Topefs.

commanding-faculty (6 fyepovikév)” (Sextus Empiricus, Adversus Mathematicos
[Trans: Long and Sedley, Hellenistic Philosophers, 1.315]). Philo preserves
interpretations of Gen 2:7 that argue the soul is an offshoot of the divine.
Sometimes he provides a Platonic correction to this.

194 A little later in Opif. 69, Philo says: “For it would seem that the same position
that the Great director holds in the entire cosmos is held by the human intellect
in the human being” (Trans.: Runia, On the Creation of the Cosmos, 64).

195 Fug. 69: 16 Aoyixov &v fiuiv éudppou, Sikaiddv UTo pév Nyepdvos TO fyepovelov év
Wuxil, 16 8 Utrnkoov mpos Utrnkdwy SnuloupyeioSal.

196 Remembering that Philo does not invite systematization, we should note a
difficulty here: the rational mind is not just a god to the body, but to the
irrational soul as well. See Leg. 1.39-41.
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Indivisible are the two natures, the reasoning ability (Aoyiouds) within us
and the divine Logos (Selos Adyos) above us, though being indivisible they
divide myriads of other things. The Divine Word divides and distributes
(Bropéw and Biavéuw) all things, while our mind, whatever things material
or immaterial it ascertains intellectually (TopoAd&Pn vonTds), it divides
(Braxpéew) them into parts well beyond numbering and never ceases to
separate (Téuwvw) them.'”

3.2.6.2. The Logos and Psychic Anagogy

The Adyos speaks not just to the origin, nature and function of the
human mind (our true self), it also speaks to its end. We keep in view
here the purpose of Philo’s writings, especially his allegorical commen-
taries. “The central thrust and fundamental aim of Philo’s biblical
commentary is to trace the return of the human soul to its native
homeland by means of the allegorical method of interpretation” says
David Winston. He adds, “The greater part of his allegory is devoted to
the psychic ascent of the soul.”"”

The process of ascent is one of disengagement from an inferior
environment (sense-perceptible reality, especially the body) by means of
intellection. The ascendant soul rises according to the level of
intellection it achieves, the stronger or purer intellection being that
most free of sense-perceptible or irrational influences. Because not all
souls are equally gifted or of equal stamina, Philo posits a graded ascent;
there are different levels a soul can aspire to, with the highest being
reserved for the most uncommon of souls. First we will consider the
passages that provide the backdrop for this description of Philo’s ascent
of the soul. Then we will consider how the Logos is both the means and
the goal of the ascent, corroborating Philo’s statement in Sacr. 8. “Thus
you might learn that God values the wise person as much as he does the
world since by the same word that he makes the universe he also leads
the perfect from things earthly unto himself (T¢ ot Aoy w kai TO Tév

’

gpyagopevos kai TOV TéAelov &d TOV Treplyeicov dvdywv s EauTov)

197 Her. 235. See nn. 161 and 163.

198 David Winston, Logos and Mystical Theology, 36. For more on Philo’s use of
allegory, see Jean Pépin, “Remarques sur la théorie de I'exégese allégorique
chez Philon,” in Philon d’Alexandrie. Lyon, 11-15 septembre 1966 (Colloques
nationaux du Centre national de la recherche scientifique; Paris: Editions du
Centre national de la recherche scientifique, 1967): 131-67; Tobin, Creation of
Man, 135-154; and David Dawson, Allegorical Readers and Cultural Revision
(Berkeley, Calif.: University of California Press, 1992).
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In his treatise De Gigantibug Philo teaches that souls (also known as
Baipoves and &yyelot), originating from the same purely rational origins,
may be placed in three classifications.'”” Some souls descend into bodies,
while others never do. The latter are what we tend to refer to as angels
proper and exist as servants and assistants to God. The former,
“descending into the body as though into a stream, have sometimes
been caught up in the violent rush of its raging waters and swallowed
up; at other times, able to withstand the rapids, they have initially
emerged at the surface and then soared back up to the place whence
they had set out.””” The buoyancy of a soul is determined by its
relationship to bodily (i.e., irrational) things. If a soul cannot wield its
innate intellect over such things, it remains perpetually bemired in
them.””' However, those souls that can — afTat giol yuyad Téw &véSws
prhocogpnodvtwy — do so, even though it means they consistently
“practice dying to the life in the body.”*”* What they obtain by this is a
“portion of incorporeal and immortal life in the presence of the
Uncreated and Immortal.”*”

What this tells us 1s, for Philo, the human soul’s hegemony over the
physical body is not simply descriptive, it is prescriptive. Philo espouses
the philosophical life, which eschews “the reasoning that voluntarily
abides in the prison of the body” in favor of that which “loosed from its
bonds and liberated has come forth outside the walls, and if we may say
s0, abandoned its own self” (Her. 68).*”* This type of life involves a

199 In the universe of De Gigantibus, souls start out as stars. See Winston, Logos and
Mystical Theology, 33—34.

200 Gig. 13 (Trans.: Winston, Philo of Alexandria, 12).

201 The physically bemired soul experiences a kind of death which is not a
separation of body and soul but “an encounter of the two, in which the worse,
the body, gains mastery, and the better, the soul, is overmastered.” This is death
qua penalty, the soul dying to virtuous life and alive only to wickedness. (Leg.
1.106—107; Winston, Philo of Alexandria, 121).

202 Cf. Leg. 1.108: “When we are living, the soul is dead and is entombed in the
body as in a sepulcher; but should we die, the soul lives its proper life, released
from the pernicious corpse to which it was bound, the body” (Winston, Philo of
Alexandria, 121-22). See our discussion of Wis 9:15 above.

203 Gig. 14 (Ibid.).

204 Trans.: Winston, Philo of Alexandria, 169. Philo continues: “If then, my soul, a
yearning comes upon you to inherit the divine goods, abandon not only your
land, that is, the body; your kinsfolk, that is, the senses; your father’s house, that
is, speech, but escape also your own self and stand aside from yourself, like
persons possessed and corybants seized by Bacchic frenzy and carried away by
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conscious repudiation of the desires and ways of the body, an asceticism
that extends beyond the relationship between the Logos and the world.
While the Logos does have to enforce order in the cosmos, even
aggressively (Opif. 33), generally the Logos preserves and even fosters
the creation.®” The relationship between body and soul leans more
toward the negative; preservation is a necessary hindrance, but
ultimately the body is a thing kept in check until it becomes
unnecessary. At death, the philosophical souls ascend, free and pure
and ready for immortality. Souls that are not philosophical remain so
much flotsam and jetsam in the sense-perceptible currents.

What does it take for a soul to be genuinely philosophical? As we
have already seen, it is the negation of the body and things sense-
perceptible; i.e., asceticism.’” This negation is necessary because of the
inherit irrationality of the body; the mind, to be most rational, must
subdue and ultimately sever its irrational accoutrement. The process of
negation yields a positive result for the soul. The human soul abandons
things irrational so as to be filled with the divine. “Let everyone indeed
on whom God’s loving goodness has fallen as rain pray that he may
obtain the All-ruler as his occupant who shall exalt this paltry edifice,
the mind, high above the earth and join it to the ends of heaven” (Sobr.
64).>"” This is accomplished by making the soul a suitable receptacle for

some kind of prophetic inspiration. For it is the mind that is filed with the Deity
and no longer in itself, but is agitated and maddened by a heavenly passion,
drawn by the truly Existent and attracted upward to it, preceded by truth,
which removes all obstacles in its path s that it may advance on a level
highway....”(Her. 69-70). Cf. Migr. 1-4.

205 See the excursus on “Logos-centric Interpretation of Genesis 1 in Philo of
Alexandria and the Prologue to John” (§ 4.4.2.4). See also Winston, Logos and
Mystical Theology, 31.

206 Here I am condensing all things that might entangle the soul into the phrase
“the body and things sense-perceptible.” As Her. 68=70 and Migr. 1—4 suggest,
Philo presents a more complex view of what obstacles the mind (or rational
soul) must overcome (especially note his focus on the three-tiered advancement
from body-senses-speech in these passages).

On Philo’s asceticism, see Winston, “Was Philo a Mystic?”, 162—65, esp.
162—-63: “In Philo’s view, the body is by no means to be neglected, nor is its
well-being deliberately to be compromised in any way. ... Better to indulge in
the various pursuits after external goods, but to do so with skillful moderation
and self~control ... [so long as the body is not| allowed to become the central
focus of human concern or to usurp the higher dignity reserved for the rational
element.”

207 Trans.: Winston, Philo of Alexandria, 165.
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the Deity, that is, by shoring up its inherent rationality through the
purification process of bodily negation.

Now, among souls capable of migration from the body back toward
their original nature (their “homeland”), there is yet another gradation.
In De Fuga et Inventione (discussed above), Philo discerns in the six cities
of refuge to which a homicide may flee (Numbers 35) six difterent levels
of ascent. These cities are, in descending order, the sovereign Logos (6
fyepovos Aoyos), the creative power (1) oinTikny dUvaps), the ruling
power (f Paothikr) SUvapis), the gracious power (R TAecs SUvais), the
legislative power () TpooTakTikf) TGV ToinTéwvy), and the prohibitive
power () &moyopeuTikf) TGV pt) ToinTéwv). The city reached, i.e., the
level achieved, depends on the “swift-footedness” of the ascendant.
Such swift-footedness is determined by the degree to which a soul is
free from error (or “sinfulness”).

He, then, that has shown himself free from even unintentional offence —
intentional is not to be thought of — having God Himself as his portion, will
have his abode in Him alone; while those who have fallen, not of set
purpose but against their will, will have the refuges which have been
mentioned, so freely and richly provided.*”

Of these cities, the latter three are closer to and more easily attainable to
humankind. The other three are “on the other side” of the river, which
is to say they are well removed from our kind (of poxpdv fuddv ToU
yévous &eeotdat).””

Recall from the beginning of our discussion of Philo that De
sacrificiis Abelis et Caini 610 also evinces a gradation in the psychic
ascent, seeing in the varying descriptions of the deaths of the patriarchs
and Moses the different levels achieved by differently abled souls. Those
for whom it is said “he was added to the people of God” (mpooeTédn
TPOs TOV Aadv atoU — Abraham, Gen. 25:8; Jacob, Gen. 49:33), we
should understand as the ones who “inherited incorruption and have
became equal to the angels.” Angels here are “unbodied and blessed
souls” that are “the host of God.”

208 Fug. 102, PLCL 5.65.

209 See Fug. 103—-104. Recalling the earlier example of the matryoshka (nested)
doll, the process described in De fuga is like working with such dolls in reverse.
Unlike in real life, one begins with the innermost and smallest first and move to
the next largest, and so on, according to one’s abilities.
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Isaac’s fate is differently apprehended, for he was added not to “his
people” but to a yévos (Gen 35:29: mpooeTédn Tpds TO yEvos alTol).
Philo explains:

For genus is one, that which is above all, but “people” is a name for many.
Those who have advanced to perfection as pupils under a teacher have their
place among many others; for those who learn by hearing and instruction
are no small number, and these he calls a people. But those who have
dispensed with the instruction of men and have become apt pupils of God
receive the free unlabored knowledge and are translated into the genus of
the imperishable and fully perfect. Theirs is a happier lot than the lot of the
people, and in this sacred band Isaac stands confessed as a chorister.”"

Where Abraham and Jacob represent those who achieve worthy heights
by means of discursive reasoning, Isaac represents those who achieve
even worthier heights by eschewing such reasoning for a more innate
knowledge.

There remains yet a higher rung, represented by Moses, whose
death — if such it were — is shrouded in mystery.

There are those whom God leads still higher; causing them to exceed every
form and genus, he sets them next to himself. Such a one is Moses to whom
he says “you stand here with me” (Deut 5:31). Hence, when Moses was
about to die, he neither left nor was he added like the others — there was no
room in him for adding or taking away. Rather, he was removed “through
the word” (8i& pnpatos; Deut 34:5) of the (Supreme) Cause, that through
which also the whole world was created (8" oU kai & cUpTras KOoPOS
£dnuioupyeiTo).

Moses represents the apex of intellectual achievement, a lot reserved for
the very few in Philo’s system of thought.

It is worth comparing this summit achieved by Moses in Sacr. 8 with
the best of the cities of refuge in Fug. 94—105 since both are associated
with the Adyos of God. In De Fuga, the Adyos is the pinnacle because of
its proximity to God and its sovereignty over the other powers.”"" Philo
says the Divine Word “is himself the image of God, chiefest of all beings
intellectually perceived, placed nearest, with no intervening distance, to
the Alone truly existent One” and is “the charioteer of the Powers” to

210 Sacr. 7. Trans.: PLCL 2.99.

211 See Fug. 101 where Philo says the Divine Word “is himself the image of God,
chiefest of all beings intellectually perceived, placed nearest, with no
intervening distance, to the Alone truly existent One” and is “the charioteer
of the Powers” to whom God gives directions “for the right wielding of the
reins of the Universe” (Trans.: PLCL 5.65).
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whom God gives directions “for the right wielding of the reins of the
Universe.” The one who comes to this topmost divine Word (6
dvTdTw Adyos Jeios) comes to “the fountain of Wisdom” and,
drawing from that stream, is released from death and gains eternal life
(97). In De sacrificiis, the Adyos is not the goal but the means of
perfection. Philo explains that when Moses is translated by means of the
word (81& pnpatds) we “learn that God values the wise person as much
as he does the world since by the same word that he makes the universe
he also leads the perfect from things earthly unto himself (¢ ot
Aoyw kol 1O &V Epyaloduevos kol TOV TéAelov &TTO TGOV Trepryeiwov
&udywv oS fauTdv).”

The Logos, which functions in the creation and guidance of the
universe, is in both these passages shown to be integral to the successful
ascent of the soul. The Logos provides the psychic ascent its ultimate
destination, for in its proximity to the Deity it gives the soul the best of
vantage points to see God.”"> The Logos also provides the ascent its
means, namely rationality. The soul ascends only by its intellect,
especially in its purest and innate form. This intellectual capacity it
receives from the Logos, whether we say that it is because the human
mind is a fragment of the Logos or because it is a copy molded after the
Logos qua eikcov. As we have seen, Philo claims both. This combination
of goal and means is well presented by Philo in Somn.2.249.

And into the happy soul, which holds out the truly holy chalice, its own
reason, who is it that pours the sacred measures of true gladness but the
Logos, the Cupbearer of God and Toastmaster of the feast, who differs not
form the draught he pours, but is himself the undiluted drink, the gaiety,
the seasoning, the effusion, the cheer, and to make poetic expression our
own, the ambrosian drug of joy and gladness?*"

3.2.7. Conclusion to “Philo of Alexandria”

Hence, we come full circle — both in Philo’s anthropology and in our
description of his Logos doctrine. In terms of Philo’s doctrine, we began
by discussing Sacr. 8, a Philonic passage that combines the Logos’
cosmological and anthropological roles. What we sought to do was to

212 See Conf. 95-97. See also the analysis by Winston, “Was Philo a Mystic?”,
165-170.
213 Trans.: Winston, Philo of Alexandria, 95.
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canvass Philo’s Logos doctrine to see whether this passage was
anomalous or whether we could take it as representative of Philo’s
views generally. Philo’s treatment of the Logos is both diffuse and
complex; he says many things in many places, and sometimes they do
not cohere as well as we would like. Hence, we had to cast our net
strategically, understanding that the limitations of this chapter would not
allow us to unpack fully Philo’s teachings about the Logos.

From this condensation, we see that the Logos is an entity between
God and matter, an intermediary which brings the divine image to bear
on matter and thereby produces and sustains the sense-perceptible
world. The Logos has both a transcendent and an immanent status; it is
both very close to the Supreme One, God, and very close to the kéouos.
It is both purely rational and asomatic as well as filling all things and
providing for their dioiknois. We noticed that Philo’s descriptions of the
Logos’ cosmological roles often make recourse to its anthropological
roles as well. Indeed, the scriptural passage which serves as the
toundation for so much of Philo’s cosmological doctrine is actually
anthropological in scope, ie., Gen 1:27. For Philo, this passage
encapsulates the modus operandi of the Adyos Sefos in the descriptive
phrase xat’ elkéva SeoU. This close association of cosmology and
anthropology is essential to understanding what Philo means in Sacr. 8,
when he says that God employs the same word by which he created the
universe to deliver the wise and perfect person from things earthly to the
presence of the divine. So we have spent the latter part of this section
spelling out the ways that the Logos brings the human mind into
existence, providing that mind with its own intellectual nature and its
role and status vis-a-vis the body, giving it its proper orientation, and
guiding it back unto himself. Again, just as when Philo describes the
cosmological function of the Logos he could not help but refer to the
human mind, so when he describes the anthropological nature and
specifically the form and future of the soul/rational mind, Philo cannot
help but refer to the Logos. Anthropology and Cosmology are of a piece
in Philo of Alexandria and that piece is the all-encompassing Logos.
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3.3. Summary of Chapter Three

Middle Platonism, with its positing of an intermediary between the
Supreme Principle and the physical cosmos, accounts well for Wisdom
of Solomon’s Sophia and the Logos of Philo of Alexandria. Despite the
numerous qualitative differences between Wis and Philo’s writings, we
find they both use of Middle Platonic terms and concepts to present an
intermediary that is ontologically related to God, that is responsible for
creating and governing the cosmos by God’s power, and that fosters
humanity finding its ultimate fulfillment in God. Furthermore, we
observed that in both writings, the intermediary’s roles in creation and
human fulfillment were “of a piece.” That is to say, physical creation,
even though obviously and woetully inferior to noetic/divine reality,
has a positive place (if only as a starting place) for the soul’s ascent to
God.



Chapter Four

Salvation as the Reparation of Creation:
The Roles of the Divine Intermediary in
New Testament Christology

4.1. Ontology and Eschatology in Conflict
1 Corinthians 8:6 — An Introductory Case Study

4.1.1. The Origin and Nature of 1 Cor 8:6

4.1.1.1. Function of Text

First Corinthians 8:6 is in the middle of a conversation. The letter of 1
Corinthians as a whole represents Paul’s response to issues raised by the
Christians at Corinth." Chapters 8-10 in particular are a discussion about
eating meat sacrificed to idols (ei8wAd6SuTov), an issue about which the
Corinthians were divided.”> Some Corinthians appear to have adopted
the bold stance of eating such food without concern for its idolatrous
connections. Their stance is in contrast to and disregard for other
Corinthians who are more sensitive to idolatry. Paul feels obliged to
address the boldness of the former group both in terms of its theological
validity and its effects on the Christian community in Corinth.

The Corinthians’ confidence in their eating liberties appear to stem
from their monotheistic awareness. First Corinthians 8:4 provides two
slogans which epitomize this confidence: “We know that ‘there is no
idol in the world’ and that ‘there is no God but one’” (oi8apev 611 0Udtv

1 It is now a commonplace to acknowledge Paul writes what he does in 1
Corinthians as responses either to reports he has heard about the Corinthians’
actions (see 1:11; 5:1) or from a letter he has received from the Corinthians
wherein they themselves raise issues which invite (intentionally or not) Paul’s
response (cf. 7:1).

2 Presumably, £i8wAéSuTov refers to meat that people ate in the temple. See 1 Cor
8:10 and consider 10:25-29 where Paul endorses eating meat in someone’s
home as long as its origin is not questioned.
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el8cohov &v kKOopw kod 8TL oUdels Jeds &i pn efg).3 Paul certainly has no
qualms with monotheism, so how could he take issue with “there is no
God but one”?* The stance that “an idol is nothing in the world” is the
basis for the Corinthians’ boldness in claiming that food will not separate
them from God. It appears they consider such boldness a mark of piety,
of spiritual strength. To ingest meat in the temple of an idol is to make
clear that sound knowledge and not superstitious weakness motivates
one’s faith in God.

The next verses, 1 Cor 8:5-6, provide Paul’s gloss on the
Corinthian’s position, a gloss that allows Paul to agree with the
Corinthians and yet show what is missing in their reasoning.’

For even if there are so-called gods (Aeydpevor Seol), whether in heaven or
on earth — as in fact there are many gods and many lords (¢&orep eioiv Seoi
ToANol kai kUptol TToANof) — yet for us there is one God, the Father, from
whom are all things and we are unto him, and one Lord, Jesus Christ,
through whom are all things and we are through him.’

The Aeydpevor eoi of v. 5 functions pejoratively, expressing the falsity
of Greco-Roman conceptions of Deity. But immediately following this
concession is a parenthetical caveat (¢GoTrep eloiv Seol ToAAol kai kUpiol
ToAAoi) which suggests Paul sees idolatry as something not completely
vacuous: there are many gods and many lords. This comment seems
directly opposed to the statement “there is no god but One” in v. 4.
Paul will show that, subjectively, for some idolatry is still an issue (v. 7ft)

3 “There is no idol in the world” and “there is no God but one” are possibly
slogans the Corinthians use to substantiate their consumption of &i8wAéSuTov.
On Paul’s use of the Corinthians’ own quotations and slogans, see Birger
Pearson, The Pneumatikos-Psychikos Terminology in 1 Corinthians: A Study in the
Theology of the Corinthian Opponents of Paul and its Relation to Gnosticism (SBLDS
12: Missoula, Mont.; SBL, 1973; reprint, Scholars Press, 1976); Gregory
Sterling, ‘““Wisdom Among the Perfect:’ Creation Traditions in Alexandrian
Judaism and Corinthian Christianity,” NovT 37 (1995): 355-384.

4 For Paul’s own expressions of monotheism see Gal 3:20; Rom 3:29-30; cf. also
1 Tim 2:5.

5 Against Wendell Willis, Idol Meat in Corinth: The Pauline argument in 1
Corinthians 8 and 10 (SBLDS 68; Chico, Calif.: Scholars Press, 1985), 83—84, I
cannot take 1 Cor 8:5-6 as a continuation of the Corinthian citation begun in
v. 4, with or without the parenthetical comment of 5b (“as in fact there are
many gods and lords”). Without v. 5b, anacoluthon still exists between 5a and
6. Additionally, the contrast between “many gods and many lords” is needed to
set up v. 6’s “one God ... one Lord.”

6  The Greek for verse 6 is provided below.
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and also that there is a spiritual aspect of idolatry which must not be
ignored (10:12-22). Here he only hints at these upcoming discrepancies
as he moves quickly to the confession in verse 6.

In Greek, verse 6 reads:
SAN fjuiv
els Seds & TaTh)p
€€ oU T& mdvTa kad fuels eis avTdy
kai €is kUplos ‘Inools XpioTods
&1’ oU T& mévTa kad fuels 817 ool

In an abrupt and anacoluthic transition, AN fpiv in verse 6 sets up a
contrast between the non-Christian perspective (v. 5) and the Christian
(v. 6). Paul states positively what 1 Cor 8:4 had stated negatively,
namely that there is no god but the One God the Father. He moves
beyond this by including the “one Lord, Jesus Christ,” forming a
complete counterbalance to the “many gods (Seol ToAMof) and many
lords (xUpior ToANol)” mentioned in v. 5b.

Two issues immediately face us about Paul’s statement in verse 6.
First, what kind of statement is this? Is it an ad hoc comment “penned”
by Paul as he composed the letter? Or is it an established, independent
confession which Paul selected (or appropriated from the Corinthians)
for his argument? Second, how does this statement address the
Corinthians’ convictions? Does it simply reiterate their yvéois or
does it augment, even reorient their theology?

4.1.1.2. Origin of the Text

It is highly unlikely Paul created 1 Cor 8:6 ad hoc as he formed his
argument in chapters 8-10." The evidence for this is primarily
grammatical and cumulative. First, there is an undeniable syntactical
break (anacoluthon) between verses 5 and 6. Second, in contrast to all
other sentences in chaps. 8-10, 1 Cor 8:6 is marked by ellipsis of the
verb. Furthermore, this ellipsis highlights the rhythmic quality and
parallelism of verse 6, qualities which stand out in the midst of the prose

7  Contra Gordon Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians (NICNT ; Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Eerdmans, 1987), 374, and André Feuillet, Le Christ Sagesse de Dieu
(Paris: J. Gabalda et Cie, 1966), 79.
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of vv. 1-5 and vv. 7-13.* Similar to the slogan “there is no God but
one” in 1 Cor 8:4, verse 6 (after &AN’ Auiv) stands on its own. Finally, 1
Cor 8:6 introduces new information to the discussion, most of it
unanticipated and nonrecurring (e.g., “the Father,” the prepositional
phrases) in Paul’s current arugment.’

If 1 Cor 8:6 was not written for this occasion, can we say that Paul
wrote it in the first place? While the evidence can never be conclusive,
some of the language is anomalous with respect to Paul’s undisputed
writings."” This makes it unlikely, as Thiising suggests, that it represents

8 The parallelism of 1 Cor 8:6 shows itself in the syntax of the verse’s phrases.

els Seds & TaThp A (“one” + generic noun +
personal noun)

&€ o0 T& T&vTa Kad fuels eis aUTéOV B (prep. phrase + noun / pro-
noun + prep. phrase)

kal €5 kUplos Inools XpioTds A’ (“one”+ generic noun +
personal noun)
81’ 0¥ T& mévTa kad TpeTs 1 B’ (prep. phrase + noun / pro-
aUToU noun + prep. phrase)
Note also that both B and B’ form the same, fairly complex chiasmus:
&€ oU T TdvTa &1’ oU T& TdvTa
Kol Kol
Tuels els oTOV fuels 81 arol

a (preposition + relative pronoun [oU]) then b (a pronominal
adjective [T& TévTal)

-conjunction-
b’ (personal pronoun [fueis]) then a’ (preposition + personal
pronoun [aTéV/adTol]).

9 See Jurgen Habermann, Priexistenzaussagen im Neuen Testament (European
University Studies, series XXIII, Theology; vol. 362; Frankfurt am Main: P.
Lang, 1990), 159, who catalogs the stylistic distinctive characteristics of 1 Cor
8:6 vis-a-vis its literary context. See also Jerome Murphy-O’Connor, “1 Cor
8:6, Cosmology or Soteriology,” RB 85 (1978): 254.

10 Murphy-O’Connor, “Cosmology or Soteriology,” 254-255. Nowhere in his
writings does the apostle use the phrase efs Seds 6 matfp. While Paul uses the
81& c. genitive prepositional phrases in reference to Christ, such Pauline phrases
are more elaborate than the simple 81" atoU here. Paul’s use of 814 in reference
to the mediation of Christ in his undisputed writings appears in more developed
phrases: 81& ToU kupiou fludv Incol Xpiotol (1 Thes 5:9; Rom 5:1, 11; 15:30;
1 Cor 15:57) or 8i& ‘Inco¥ XpioTol ToU kupiou fluddy (Rom 5:21; cf. 7:25).
Finally, in the undisputed Pauline writings, Christ’s relationship with T& mévta
is mentioned only in 1 Cor 15:25-28 and Phil 3:21. In both cases, Paul does
not say through Christ everything exists (81" o0 T& mévTta) but rather that Christ
subjects “all things” to himself.
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a self-sufficient distillation of the apostle’s missionary preaching.'' More
germane to the context of 1 Cor 8, some have perceived in our passage
affinities with Deut 6:4 and suggested it 1s Paul’s Christianized rendition
of the Shema."” The passage does stand by itself, and its heightened
language and rhythmic quality give the impression of a kind of
confession or acclamation.” As such, a better parallel than the Shema
would be Paul’s doxology to God in Rom 11:36: “From him and
through him and to him are all things” (8§ a¥ToU kad 81 ool Kai €is
aUToV T TavTa). Romans 11:36, along with Eph 4:6 and Heb 2:10,
share with 1 Cor 8:6 the use of terse prepositional phrases describing the
relationship between (at least) the Deity and “all things” (t& mwévrta).'*
Eduard Norden, who noticed similar traits in Greek philosophical
writings, especially those with a religious bent as in the case of certain
Stoic authors, posited that NT passages such as these ultimately derive

For those writings of Paul whose authenticity is questioned, see below and
my discussion of Col 1:15-20 in the next section.

11 See Wilhelm Thiising, Gott und Christus in der paulinischen Soteriologie, vol. 1: Per
Christum in Deum (3d ed.; NTAbh; Minster: Aschendorft, 1986), 225, where
he compares 1 Cor 8:6 with 1 Thes 1:9-10.

12 N. T. Wright, The Climax of the Covenant: Christ and the law in Pauline Theology
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1992), 129-130; cf. Witherington, Jesus the Sage, 314;
and Dunn, Christology in the Making, 180. Compare the Greek of Deut 6:4
(LXX) and 1 Cor 8:6:

Deut 6:4 1 Cor 8:6

&xove lopanh AN fuiv

KUplog O Seds MUV els 9eds 6 TaTNp € oU T& TAVTX

KUplos €l 0TIV kol MueTs els alTov, Kkal €l kUplos Inools

XpioTos 81’ oU T& TévTa Kad Apels 81’ adTol.

13 While some have debated whether 1 Cor 8:6 is a confession (Hans Lietzmann,
Symbole der alten kirche [4™ ed.; KIT; Berlin: De Gruyter, 1935]; Conzelmann,
1" Corinthians) or an acclamation (Klaus Wengst, “Der Apostel und die
Tradition : zur theologischen Bedeutung urchristlicher Formeln bei Paulus,”
ZTK 69 (1972): 145-162; Rainer Kerst, “1 Kor 8:6: ein vorpaulinisches
Taufbekenntnis,” ZNW 66 (1975):130-139; Murphy O’Connor), the truth is
we have too little information about early Jewish and/or Christian liturgies to
say conclusively which — if either — our passage is.

14 Eph 4:6 “one God and Father of all, the one who is over all things and through
all things and in all things” (els 9eds kai TaTnp MavTwVY, & &l TAVTWY Kol S1&X
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from Stoic doxologies or Allmachtsformeln (omnipotence formulas)."

Unfortunately, as Norden himself recognized, 1 Cor 8:6 breaks with the
monism expressed in Stoic Allmachtsformeln by focusing on two active
principles — the primary principle “from whom” and a secondary
principle “through whom.”"®

To account for the difference between 1 Cor 8:6 and Stoic
Allmachtsformeln it is important to remember from our previous chapters
that the type of prepositional predications found in Paul’s statement are
not limited to Stoicism. They also appear “in another group of texts
which are less doxological and more speculative in form and function,
largely the products of Platonic (school) philosophy.”"” These philo-
sophical texts are involved in metaphysical speculation about the causes
(&pxai) of the universe and assign different prepositions to different
causes.' In the case of 1 Cor 8:6, the application of ¢€ oU to God the
Father but 81" o0 to the Lord Jesus Christ would then arise from different
metaphysical functions: for instance, where God is the originating or
efficient cause of T& wévTa, Christ is the instrumental cause (the Middle
Platonic &pyavov) through which everything came into be being."

mTévTwy kol &v mdow); Heb 2:10 “on account of whom all things are and
through whom all things are” (81" év T& TdvTa kai 81" 00 T& T&VTY).

15 Norden, Agnostos Theos, 243. For an example, cf. Marcus Aurelius, Meditations
4.23: & quois &k ooU TavTa, v ool TAVTA, Els oF TAVTA.

16 Given the lack of concrete parallels, Norden (Agnostos Theos, 243) sees 1 Cor
8:6 as a “paraphrase” of a Stoic formula. See Murphy 0’Connor (“Cosmology
and Soteriology,” 261) for a criticism of this conclusion. Rom 11:36, Eph 4:6
and Heb 2:10 all refer solely to God and in Meditations 4.23 Marcus Aurelius
refers solely to quots.

17 Richard Horsley, “Background of the Confessional Formula in 1 Kor 8:6,”
ZNW 69 (1978): 132.

18 See chapter two and our discussion of Middle Platonism, especially
prepositional metaphysics. See as well Horsely, “Confessional Formula”
130-135, and Sterling, “Prepositional Metaphysics,” 219-238 for discussions
of these texts with respect to 1 Corinthians.

19 In contrast to 1 Cor 8:6, ¢§ o0 among Middle Platonists represents the material
cause, i.e., matter. To designate efficient cause, Middle Platonists used U’ o0U.
The Stoics could use both £§ ou and ¢’ ov for the efficient cause.

Gregory Sterling (“Prepositional Metaphysics,” 235-236) points out that the
first half of the 1 Cor 8:6 statement, which uses the prepositional phrase for
material cause (2§ oU) with reference to God, is more akin to a Stoic
formulation. On the other hand, the use of 8i& in reference to Christ in the
second half suggests a distinction (i.e., between &§ o0 and 81" oU) that is — as we
just discussed — Platonic. Sterling attempts to explain this combination by
suggesting “an early Christian — whether it was Paul or the author of a
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There is yet another deviation from Stoic Allmachtsformeln. While
the cosmological use of prepositional metaphysics in 1 Cor 8:6 (¢§ o0
and &1’ oU T& TdvTa) is consistent with such formulae, the soteriologcial
use (gis aUtév and 81" adtol) is not. The use of eis altdv in application to
God 1s not uncommon in Stoic formulae and may suggest some form of
cosmological apokatastasis when combined with T& mévta.” But in 1
Cor 8:6 it is combined with the 1* person plural pronoun (fpeis), as is
81" ool in the second part of the statement. This combination (as we
will see in the next section) suggests a much more overt soteriological
theme and therefore distances the statement further from a typical Stoic
doxology. On the other hand, inasmuch as certain Greek-speaking
Jewish writers appropriated Middle Platonic Prinzipienlehren in their
discussion of religious anthropology, in particular ascribing to the
cosmological intermediaries Sophia and the Logos soteriological
significance, it is at least possible 1 Cor 8:6 represents a Christian
permutation of this phenomenon.

How did these philosophical constructions find their way into Paul’s
first letter to the Corinthians? Since we have evidence from Wisdom
and especially from Philo of similar uses (where God is the efficient
cause and Sophia and/or the Logos is the instrumental cause), it is

confession he was citing — used the Stoic formula for God and then balanced it
with the Platonic formula for Christ.” If Sterling is correct, we would have
with “One God the Father from whom are all things and we to him” a Stoic
doxology (an “omnipotence formula”); and affixed to it an agency formula,
“one Lord Jesus Christ, through whom are all things and we through him.”
Sterling claims “The presence of a mixed orientation is not surprising. We [see]
it in Hebrews [1:2 and 2:10]. Similarly, Philo can use Stoic as well as Middle
Platonic formulations. The only thing that is surprising here is the close
proximity of the two” (236).

It is also possible that we have in 1 Cor 8:6 the product (maybe somewhat
removed) of philosophical eclecticism. Recall our discussion of Potamon of
Alexandria in chapter two who in a discussion of both epistemology and
metaphysics employs prepositional phrases that appear to have been culled from
Stoicism and Platonism.

Finally, compare also Werner Kramer, Christ, Lord, Son of God (trans. B.
Hardy; Naperville, Ill.: A. R. Allenson, 1966), 95-96, who also sees the
statement as a combination of Jewish (first two lines) and Christian (second two
lines) statements.

20 Cf. Romans 11:36 and Marcus Aurelius, Meditations 4.23 (both cited above).
With respect to Middle Platonism, eis atév may perhaps parallel the phrase for
the final cause — &’ &v. See our discussion of prepositional metaphysics in
chapter two.
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plausible that it is a form of Greek-speaking Judaism which mediates this
phenomena to early Christianity.”’ In particular, Christians must have
had such speculation ready-to-hand in the Jewish synagogues of the
Diaspora and specifically their liturgies.”” Yet was it Paul who
appropriated this language first or was it the Corinthians?

4.1.2. Whose Soteriology? Corinthian vs. Pauline Soteriology
in 1 Cor 8:6

4.1.2.1. The Difficulty with Crediting Paul for Creating 1 Cor 8:6

As terse as they are, the prepositional phrases represent the most
distinctive aspect of 1 Cor 8:6. As we have noted, different prepositions
refer to different entities: #k and eis for God, di1& for Christ. ’E§ o0 T&
Té&vTa Kad fuels eis alTdv is unified in motion — all things are from God
and we fo him. “From whom are all things” must be cosmological (even
cosmogonic) in reference, emphasizing that whatever there is on heaven
or earth (cf. v. 5) ultimately originates with the Father.” The
cosmological focus falters — as just discussed — with the second half of
the line. Where we expect “from whom are all things and all things are
to him” (the recurring T& mévta common in Norden’s Allformeln), we
have instead “we are to him” (fjueis eis a¥t6v). This phrase, which along
with the corresponding fiueis 81’ a¥toU is without parallel within or
outside the N'T,* personalizes the statement in a way the Corinthians’
slogans in 1 Cor 8:4 had not.” It surpasses the claim that we know

21 See § 3.2.5.1 for the discussion of prepositional metaphysics in Philo’s writing.

22 Stoic doxologies likely found their way into Jewish worship long before the
first century. With the Platonic revival (discussed in chapter two) that
emphasized a transcendent first principle and made the Stoic active cause an
intermediate, immanent force, philosophically astute Jews likely appropriated
these friendly developments into their own thinking and into their worship (for
evidence, see chapter three).

23 Cf. 1 Cor 11:12: “But all things come from God (T& 8¢ TéavTa ¢k ToU Jeol)
See the discussion of this verse below.

24 Searching the Thesauraus Lingua Graecae (Irvine, Calif.: University of California,
TLG Project 2001-), neither fueis eis atév or fuels 81’ a¥Tol turn up in any
literature from the 4™ century BCE to 1% CE. From the 2™ century CE on,
either phrase only occurs in materials citing or indebted to 1 Cor 8:6.

25 Cf. Fee, First Corinthians 375: “The emphasis is on the ‘we,” which is the
unique feature of this present expression of the creed. The preposition here has

”
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(oidapev, cf. dAN fuiv) idols are nothing and there is no God but one by
emphasizing we somehow exist unto that One God. In other words,
where &§ o0 T& TévTa is cosmological, fuels eis aUTdv is soteriological
(i.e., personally teleological).*

With respect to Christ, two prepositional phrases with 81& (plus the
genitive) occur: first, with the third person singular relative pronoun
and T& mévTa; and second, with the third person singular personal
pronoun and Aueis. Unfortunately, there is not much within the Pauline
corpus, let alone 1 Corinthians, to explain what Paul might mean by
these occurrences of 8i1& in reference to Christ.”’ Since the previous use
of T& mdvTta makes the most sense as cosmological in reference (i.e.,
God is the source of all things), it is appropriate to suggest that “all
things are through Christ” is also cosmological. However, Paul does not
explicitly refer to Christ’s role in creation anywhere else in his
undisputed letters.”

The only other place we have the use of 8i& in a cosmological sense
in Paul’s writings is in 1 Cor 11:12: &oTep y&p 1) yuvn) & ToU &vdpds,
oUTws kai & &vfp 81& THis yuvaikds: T& 8¢ dvta &k ToU eoU. This is an
interesting passage, since both 8i&_and_éx appear together (as in 1 Cor
8:6). The woman is from the man and all things are from God; but the

a kind of built-in ambiguity to it. Ordinarily in such a creedal formula it is an
eschatological term, expressing the fact that God stands at the beginning and
end of all things. But precisely because the creed has been personalized, that
goal has a very strongly telic (purpose) force to it. God is not only the one to
whom we are ultimately heading, along with the whole created order, but our
very existence is for this purpose. Thus Paul’s concern is not with philosophical
theology, but with its practical implications for the matter at hand. Although he
does not directly refer to it again, this is the ground of the entire argument that
follows. By this phrase he places all of them — the Corinthians, both ‘gnostic’
and ‘weak,” as well as himself — under God’s ultimate purposes, which will be
spelled out more precisely in the next clause and especially in v. 11.”

26 Cn. Murphy-O’Connor, “Cosmology or Soteriology?” 264—65.

27 Since Paul uses prepositions in a formulaic sense in reference to God in Rom
11:36, we have a framework for understanding the first part of the statement.
Paul does not use them in a formulaic way in reference to Christ (assuming
Colossians 1:15-20 is non-Pauline in origin).

28 The one exception could be Col 1:15-20, but even if Colossians is genuine the
apostle did not likely compose Col 1:15-20 (see below and in the next part).

Paul does discuss Christ in relation to T& mwévTa (with T& TévTa referring to
the universe) in 1 Cor 15:27-28 and Philippians 3:21. In both cases, “all
things” are placed in subjection to Christ not mediated “through” him (again,
see below).
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man comes through the woman.” While consigned to an unfortunately
obtuse pericope, we must note that Paul’s use of prepositions clearly
suggests a difference between & and 81& When one compares 1 Cor
11:12 with v. 8 (0¥ y&p goTv &viip €k yuvaikos GAAG yuvn &€ &vdpds),
there appears to be a prepositional hierarchy at work. Both the &vnp and
God are the source from which (¢x oU) something (yuvr), T& TdvTa
respectively) comes. The woman’s role, indispensable though it is (v.
11), is distinct in that she is not the source but the medium (“through”).
The distinction also lies in the fact that the man has primacy, since the
woman came from him before he came through her. This hierarchy
casts some light on 1 Cor 8:6, both in terms of the functions expressed
via prepositions and in terms of how the passage relates to monotheism
(God’s role has primacy; Christ’s role is secondary).”

Beyond this, we do not have anything else from Paul to explain the
prepositional phrases in reference to Christ. In the previous section, we
established that 1 Cor 8:6 is formally similar to Greek-speaking Jewish
writings, which use similar language in reference to both God as well as
other entities, namely Sophia and the Logos. But if the Jewish writings
are truly parallel (even ancestral) to 1 Cor 8:6, then our passage must be
ascribing a function to Christ on a par with Wisdom’s Sophia or Philo’s
Logos. Where Sophia is the TexviTis of all things (Wis 7:21) or the Logos
is that through which the whole world came to be (81" o¥ cUpmas 6
kéopos Ednuioupyeito, Spec. 1.81), 1 Cor 8:6 appears now to call Christ
the agent of creation (81" o0 T& wdvTa). The fundamental difficulty here
is that Paul himself does not have an overly speculative Tendenz. Why
would he even broach an issue such as Christ as agent of creation, when
that role has no explicit relevance to his Christological thinking
elsewhere ?’!

29 In 1 Cor 11:12 Paul says “just as the woman is from the man so the man is
through the woman” to make the point that there is an interdependence
between the two and to mitigate possible abuse of an earlier statement (in vv.
8-9).

30 The primacy is ontological rather than chronological with respect to both the
man and God, though in the former it has a chronological aspect to it as well.

31 Cf. Horsley, “Confessional Formula” 132. Perhaps the closest we come to such
a speculative Tendenz (excluding, as we said, Col 1:15-20) is Phil 2:6 (where
Christ is said to be in the form of God [¢v popef) Seo¥]). Even if we set aside the
possibility the hymnic text in vv. 6-11 does not originate with Paul, no role is
associated with Christ’s exalted status. It is the fact that he humbled himself
from this status which concerns Paul as he calls on the Philippians to follow suit.
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4.1.2.2. The More Suitable Context: How 1 Cor 8:6 fits with the
Corinthians’ Thought

If it 1s so peculiar to Paul, to where shall we turn to explain this curious
confession? In particular, how can we account for a view of Christ that
would explain, let alone allow for the claim &’ XpioToU T& mévTa Kt
fuels 81° XpioToU? The source of this statement would have to be
familiar with and open to influence by Greek-speaking Jewish
speculation of the same order. Furthermore, unlike Paul, that source
would have to have a speculative Tendenz in which Christ or a similar
entity figured prominently. In other words, to explain 1 Cor 8:6 we
should look toward an individual or group similar to the Christians with
whom Paul converses in 1 Corinthians.”

Especially from chapter 8:1—4, 7-11 we can ascertain the Corin-
thians’ position. They believe they possess certain knowledge (yvéors,
vv. 1 [bis], 7, 10, 11) which aftords them the liberty (¢Soucia, v. 9) to eat
temple meat. The content of that knowledge is summed up in the
following slogans: “there is no God but one,” “idols are nothing in the
world” (v. 4) and “Food will not bring us close to God” (v. 8). These
slogans point to the fact that it is the possession of knowledge that
appears to matter to the Corinthians (rather the content of that
knowledge). This comes out in Paul’s response to them (vv. 7, 9-11)
where he calls attention to those who lack such knowledge, referring to
them as “weak” (&oeveis).

This spiritual stratification of believers is also the issue the Apostle
addresses in 1 Cor 1-4. From what we can ascertain from Paul’s
polemic, it appears that some of the Corinthians believed they had
achieved a spiritual enlightenment, which magnified their self~appre-
ciation. They referred to themselves as the spiritual ones (TrveupaTikoi, 1
Cor 2:13,15; 3:1), as well as the mature (TéAeior, 2:6) and the strong
(ioxupoi, 1:27; 4:10) and differentiated themselves from those who
were, spiritually speaking, infantile (vfimor, 3:1) and weak (&oSeveis,

See the thorough discussion of this passage by Gordon Fee, Paul’s Letter to the
Philippians (NICNT'; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1995).

32 For a reconstruction of the Corinthian community which ties them to the
speculative Greek-speaking Judaism similar to Wisdom of Solomon or Philo,
see B. Pearson, Pneumatikos-Psychikos Terminology.

33 We may assert vv. 4 and 8 to be Corinthian slogans since immediately following
these statements (in vv. 5, 9) Paul counters them. Similarly, v. 1a (ci8auev 6T
T&VTES YV@dolv Eyopev) is countered by vv. 1b-3.
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4:10).* They developed this enlightenment through a relationship with
wisdom (81 Tfis copias, cf. 1:21), a relationship that apparently yielded
esoteric knowledge of God (T& P&9n ToU Seot, 2:10).”

Richard Horsley has referred to what the Corinthians experienced
as an “exaltation Sophialogy.”** Sapiential traditions from Greek-
speaking Judaism help to make concrete what this “Sophialogy” might
entail. Pseudo-Solomon sings of the scope of insight Sophia provides
and the benefaction she delivers to those who associate with her. “She
passes into holy souls and makes them friends of God (pidor Seol), and
prophets; for God loves nothing so much as the person who lives with
wisdom (6 cogia ouvoikédv)” (Wis 7:27-28). The rewards of such
friendship involve heavenly insight that far surpasses what mere mortals
know.

We can hardly guess at what is on earth, and what is at hand we find with
labor; but who has traced out what is in the heavens (oUpavoi)? Who has
learned your counsel, unless you have given wisdom (cogia) and sent your
holy spirit (16 &y1ov cou Tvedpa) from on high? And thus the paths of those

34 Paul frequently responds to the Corinthians by “using the opponents’
terminology and turning it back against them.” (Pearson, Pneumatikos-Psychikos
Terminology, 27). In 1 Corinthians 1-2 Paul appropriates the term “Sophia,”
likely an important notion to the Corinthians, and applies it to Christ (vv. 24,
30) and subsequently presents his “own version of the wisdom of God”: “the
salvatory crucifixion of Christ as the center of God’s salvific plan.” (Pearson,
Preumatikos-Psychikos Terminology, 31). Or again in chapter 15:44—49, Paul
adopts the exegesis of Genesis 2:7 favored by his opponents and alters it to
express his differing view. As Sterling suggests, ‘“Paul co-opted [the
Corinthian’s exegesis], but shaped it by his temporal eschatological perspective”
(Sterling, “Wisdom Among the Perfect” 361). Both of these cases involve
passages which use a number of terms and concepts that are not found
elsewhere in the Pauline corpus and are hard to square with Paul’s views
elsewhere presented. This appears to be the result of Paul’s pattern of adopting
his opponents’ language and altering it to prove his case over against theirs.

35 See Sterling, “Wisdom Among the Perfect” 371. We need to set aside the
important issue of “wisdom in speech”. For a treatment of both wisdom as a
means of knowing God and persuasive speech in 1 Cor 1-4, see Richard
Horsely, “Wisdom of Word and Words of Wisdom in Corinth,” CBQ 39
(1977) 224-239.

36 Richard Horsley, “Gnosis in Corinth: 1 Corinthians 8:1-6,” NTS 27 (1980):
46. Horsley himself is inspired by H. Koester (review of Ulrich Wilckens,
Weisheit und Torheit, Gnomen 33 (1961): 590-95) who argues that the
Corinthians focused on Sophia and that Paul replaced Sophia with Christ as
part of his polemic (see 1 Cor 1:21, 24, 30, 2:6, 7).
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on earth were set right, and people were taught what pleases you, and were
saved by wisdom (Tf} cogia towInoav) (Wis 9:16—18).

The sage tells us in this prayer to God that that true enlightenment, even
unto salvation, depends on the acquisition of Sophia for she grants
knowledge of celestial things.”’

Philo of Alexandria expresses a similar sentiment in Migr. 39—40.
Making an allegorical interpretation of the transforming vision which
Jacob had of God in Gen 32:25-31, Philo writes:

For the current coin of learning and teaching from which Jacob took his
title 1s reminted into the seeing Israel. Hereby comes to pass even the seeing
of the Divine light (péds T6 eiov), identical with knowledge (¢moTtnun),
which opens wide the soul’s eye (16 wuxfis Sioiyvuoiv duue), and leads it to
apprehensions distinct and brilliant beyond those gained by the ears. For as
the application of the principles of music is apprehended through the
science of music (81& puoikfs), and the practice of each science through that
science (i Téyvns), even so only through wisdom comes discernment of
what is wise (81 cogias TO copov Sewpeitar). But wisdom is not only, after
the manner of light, an instrument of sight (8pyavov ToU 6pav), but is able
to see its own self besides (dAA& kal alTtnv 6pd). Wisdom is God’s
archetypal luminary («Utn SeoU 16 &pxéTuTtov péyyos) and the sun is a copy
and image of it.

In this passage the divine light, or knowledge (¢moTrun), is both
content and guide in that its possession yields greater illumination. Philo
explains how this is so by pointing to copia (being synonymous in this
passage with @d&s and &motnun), through which (8i& cogias) one
discerns (Sewpéw) whatever is wise (1o codv) as well wisdom itself
(since aUTHV 6p&).

In chapter three we discussed how Wisdom anchors the illuminative
(or anagogical) capacity of Sophia in her cosmological function. Pseudo-
Solomon tells us he desired Sophia as a companion because “she is an
initiate in the knowledge of God (tfis ToU SeoU émioTruns), and an
associate in his works” (Wis 8:4) and it was in her capacity as 1) T&vTwv
TexviTis that Sophia instructed him (7:21). Philo preserves traditions that

37 That cogix is synonymous with 16 &yiov mvedpa in Wis 9:17 recalls Paul’s
discussion of cogia 9eo¥ (1 Cor 2:6-16). In that discussion, Paul speaks of the
mysteries of God (cf. 1 Cor 2:7, 9) and how God has revealed such things to us
“through the Spirit; for the Spirit searches everything, even the depths of God”
(v. 10).

38 PLCL. Cf. Wis 7:28-30.
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assign similar cosmological functions to Sophia. For instance, in Det. 54,
Philo says:

If you accord a father’s honor to Him who created the world (6 yewnoas
TOV KOopov), and a mother’s honor to Wisdom (Zogia), through whom the
universe was brought to completion (81" s &meteAéodn TO TAV), you
yourself will be the gainer. For neither God, Who is full, nor supreme and
consummate knowledge () &kpa kai TTavTeAs EmioTALN), need anything.*

Philo is not explicit about any anagogical function for Sophia here,
though his substitution of ¢moTrun for cogia is suggestive.

In Sacr. 8, the Alexandrian is more explicit in tying the Logos’
cosmological and anagogical functions together. In the prior sections
(Sacr. 5=7) Philo interprets the biblical descriptions of the deaths of the
patriarchs (Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob) as representing the types of
ultimate ascent possible for differently endowed intellects. He culmi-
nates with Moses, a breed of intellect all his own, who ascended to the
height of companionship with God. Philo says that the lawgiver was
translated to such heights “through the word of the (Supreme) cause,
that through which also the whole world was created” (S1& priparos ToU
aitiou peTavioTaTal, 81’ oU kai & oUpTras koopos é8nuloupyeito) (Sacr. 8).
From this we are to learn “that God values the wise person (6 cods) as
much as he does the world, since by the same Word (1¢ altéd Aoyw)
that he makes the universe (T6 T&v ¢pyagopevos) he also leads the perfect
from things earthly unto himself (Tov TéAeiov &mo TéV Tepryeicov
&vdywv &s gauTdéy)” (ibid.). Moses’ ascent is of the purest kind because
it comes by divine command — the same power which spoke creation
into existence speaks to Moses and says “stand with me” (cf. Deut 5:31).
Significantly, Philo interprets “the word” (T6 pfiua), itself an allusion to
Moses’ death in Deut 34:5 LXX, as the Adyos, the divine intermediary
who functions in this text as both cosmological and anagogical agent.*

De sacrificiis Abelis et Caini 8 is an important passage for our
discussion of 1 Cor 8:6. First, it reminds us that for Philo language that
traditionally applied to Sophia is transitory. We saw in chapter three that
Philo describes the Logos in terms he at other times uses to describe
Sophia. Here, Philo can write of the Adyos 81’ o0 6 oUumas KOoPOS

39 PLCL. In Det. 54, Philo most likely gives expression to a tradition he has
inherited rather than something original to him. Zogia is nowhere discussed in
the surrounding context of this passage. Furthermore, in the same passage, Philo
appears to substitute é¢mioTrun for Zopia.

40 See our discussion of this passage in chapter three (§ 3.2.2).
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gdnuoupyeito or TO Tav Epyalduevos, when at Det. 54 he wrote the
same about Sophia (81" fis &meTeAéodn 6 &v). In 1 Corinthians, we see
a similar transition: in 1:21, the question is whether God could be
known 81& cogias; while in 8:6 (in the middle of a discussion about
knowledge [yvéois]) we read fipels 81 XpioTol.

Second, Philo’s use of the prepositional phrase 81" o0 to refer to both
the cosmological and anagogical agency of the Adyos qua pfiua is similar
to &1’ oU T& mvTa kad fueis 81” atoU in 1 Cor 8:6. Furthermore, the
transition from cosmology to anagogy in Sacr. 8 is similar to the
transition in 1 Cor 8:6: while in both cosmology affects everything (6
oupTas kbéopos and 16 Td&v = T& TavTa), the soteriological/angaogical
mediation appears limited to particular persons (6 cdpos = fueis). We
should also note that in Sacr. 8 8’ o0 corresponds to the instrumental
dative 1 Adyc. This reminds us that even though Wisdom’s Zogia is
not described as one 81" fis things happen, she is still a suitable parallel for
discussion. "'

Finally, it is important to note how Philo describes the beneficiary
of the Logos in Sacr. 8. That person, the copds/TéAeios, is drawn by God
“from things earthly to Himself,” i.e., in Philo’s Platonic Weltan-
schauung, from the sense perceptible to the noetic sphere. In 1
Corinthians, there also appears to be a devaluation of the physical
reality in favor of intellectual enlightenment. Whether we speak of
sexual issues (chs. 6-7), worship issues (chs. 11-14), the question of a
physical resurrection (ch. 15), or eating temple meat (chs. 8-10), the
implications of this devaluation of the physical oscillated at Corinth
between asceticism and physical liberty. The Corinthians who possessed
this understanding, this yvéois, about physical vs. spiritual reality
claimed the high ground for themselves. This resulted, as we have
already seen, in their improved self~understanding. By virtue of having
oogia and the resultant yvéois, they considered themselves the spiritual
ones (mveupaTikof) and the mature (or perfect) ones (téieiot).” They
may have even referred to themselves as cogoi (cf. 1 Cor 1:26, 3:18).

If we change Adyos to Zogia in Sacr. 8, it seems likely the
Corinthians would have been comfortable with the transition as the

41 Recall Wis 9:1, which uses the instrumental dative for both cogia and the
Aoyos in a cosmological context (6 Toifoos T& VTS &v Adyw cou Kai T1j copia
00U KATAOKEUATQS EvSpwTov).

42 For a discussion of the Corinthians’ different categories for humanity, see
Sterling, “Wisdom Among the Perfect” 368-371.
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sentiment in Philo’s passage well expresses their own perspective.
Interestingly, the same holds true for the statement in 1 Cor 8:6: if
Sopia replaces XpioTds, if we could say there is One God &§ oU T& TévTa
kol fuels eis aTédv and One Zogia 81° Ais T& mévTa kal fpeis 81 aUTs,
this may well have been an appropriate summary of the Corinthian
perspective.*

4.1.2.3. Seeking a Solution to the Question:
From Whence Comes 1 Cor 8:6?

Richard Horsley has suggested just this: what originally lay behind 1
Cor 8:6 is a statement which confessed the unique status of God and
Sophia and credited her, not Jesus, with the mediation of creation and
salvation. He explains the current form of the statement as stemming
from Paul’s revision of the Corinthians’ theology to reflect the apostle’s
own Christ oriented perspective.*

Circumstantial evidence lends itself to Horsley’s claim. We have just
seen that 1 Cor 8:6 thus altered would reflect well our reconstruction of
the Corinthian “exultation Sophialogy.” It 1is linguistically and
phenomenologically similar to Wisdom and Philonic presentations of
Sophia and/or the Logos, and the speculative theology which Wisdom
and Philo exemplify illumine several other aspects of the Corinthian
situation. While we cannot prove the Alexandrian Apollos introduced
this speculative influence to the Corinthians, we can be relatively
confident that the currents that would have carried him to Asia Minor
and Greece carried others who did espouse this enlightened (or
philosophical) Jewish thought.®

43 Cf. Philo’s statement in Det. 54 where honor (Tipdw) is reserved for the one
Father, God, and the one Mother, Zopia.

44 Horsley, “Gnosis in Corinth” 47: “What we find in 1 Cor 8:6 is Paul’s
christological transformation of this Hellenistic Jewish formula concerning God
and Sophia/Logos. As in 1 Cor 1:24, Paul has replaced the Corinthians’ Sophia
with Christ. We can thus discern directly behind Paul’s formulation in 1 Cor
8:6 another of the ‘strong’ Corinthians’ principles of gnosis, another very
fundamental theological statement concerning the one god as Creator and final
Cause and his consort Sophia as the agent (efficient cause) of creation and
salvation.”

45 Apollos is mentioned by Paul as one having considerable influence among the
Corinthians in 1 Cor 1:12; 3:4, 5, 6, 22; 4:6; 16:12. Apparently the same
person is introduced by the author of Acts as being from Alexandria, an expert
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Furthermore, Paul’s response to the Corinthians about their yvéois
in chapter 8 is similar to how he responded to their views elsewhere in
the letter. Throughout, Paul appears quite interested with how the
Corinthians articulate their beliefs. As we already noted, Paul quotes
their slogans and their terminology frequently. Often He will cite a
quote and then immediately correct it (as in 1 Cor 8:1-3).** Often,
however, his method is more subtle. He will co-opt the Corinthians’
language for his own purposes. He does this in chapter 1, where he
identifies Christ with cogia in 1:30.

But God chose what is foolish in the world to shame the wise (Tous
cogovs); God chose what is weak (T& &oSevf)) in the world to shame the
strong (T& ioxupd); God chose what is low and despised in the world,
things that are not, to reduce to nothing things that are, so that no one
might boast in the presence of God. You are of him in Christ Jesus (&§
oauTol Uuels éote &v XploTdyInool), who became for us wisdom from God
(65 &yevn9n copia ATV &ro Seol), and righteousness and sanctification and
redemption, in order that, as it is written, “Let the one who boasts, boast in
the Lord.” (1 Cor 1:27-31, NRSV)"

The emphasis here is that over against the haughty wisdom of the world,
the lowly, crucified Christ represents the true wisdom from God, that
which truly brings salvation.

Paul’s tone in 1 Cor 8 is similar; there he says the Corinthians were
“puffed up” (puoidw) because of their yvédois with respect to temple
meat.” Paul’s response is similar to his construal of God in 1:27-31 in
that, like God, the apostle sides against the knowledgeable (read “the
wise” or “the strong”) and with the weak (oi &o9nveis), namely those
still accumstomed to idolatry (see 8:7).* Paul argues his stance better
conforms to the love (&yarn) of God (vv. 1-3), the love best expressed
in the sacrificial manner of Christ.

For if anyone sees you, who has knowledge (tov &xovta yvdow), eating in
the temple of an idol, might he not, since his conscience is weak, be

in the Scriptures and a persuasive speaker (Acts 18:24-28). Acts says Apollos
went to Corinth (19:1) after preaching in Ephesus.

46 Cf. also 1 Cor 8:1 (oiSapev &1 wdvTes yvdow Exopev) with v. 7 (AAN oUk &v
m&ow 1) yvdois).

47 Cf. 1 Cor 1:24

48 quoldw appears in 1 Cor 4:6, 18, 19; 5:2; 8:1; 13:4 and in all these cases
denotes spiritual pridefulness. Cf. the only other N'T occurrence of the word in
Col 2:18.

49 ol &o9nvels = 1) ouveidnois altédv &odevns oloa (cf. 1 Cor 8:7 and 9).
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encouraged to the point of eating food sacrificed to idols? For by your
knowledge the weak person is destroyed, the brother for whom Christ died
(&méAAUTOL Yyap & &oSevdv &v TR off yvcoel, 6 &BeAods B1” Sv XploTds
&méSavev). But when you thus sin against your brothers, and wound their
conscience when it is weak, you sin against Christ. Therefore, if food
causes my brother to fall, I will never eat meat, so that I may not cause my

brother to fall. (1 Cor 8:10-13)

Paul counters the Corinthians’ confidence in their spiritual enlighten-
ment by emphasizing how the death of Christ causes one to forego his
or her liberties for the sake of another, weaker person.

In this context of refutation and reorientation, it makes sense that
Paul would wish to replace Zogia, the powerful matron through whom
the Corinthians gained knowledge of God, with Christ, the crucified
Lord through whom all believers gained SikaiooUvny Te kai &yiaoudy kol
&moAUTpwow (1 Cor 1:30). And if 1 Cor 8:6 was a Corinthian
statement about God and his Zogpia, we can imagine that while Paul
would agree with the claim about God ((8§ ato¥U T& TévTa ki fpels eis
aUTtév), he would be constrained to shift the focus from Zogia to the real
(i.e., the &i5) xUpios Incols XpioTds. Such a redirection would account
for 8" 0¥ T& w&vTa, a cosmological claim anomalous in genuine Pauline
writings but relatively common in religious literature similar to his
Corinthian opposition. Paul may have believed Christ held such a role
(though we cannot be sure).”” Just as likely, if he did take the 1 Cor 8:6
statement and apply it to Christ, he may have simply accepted its
cosmological aspect uncritically so as to focus on what he clearly
considered the more important issue. Namely, the way “we” (fjpels)
come to God (gis alTdV) is not 81" a¥Tfis, i.e., Sophia, or knowledge or
any related intellectual feat. Rather, it is 8" a¥toU, through Christ and in
particular his death which secures our place with God.

50 The role of Christ in cosmology is distinct from the question of Christ’s pre-
existence. If we take Phil 2:6 as in fact referring to Christ’s pre-existent divine
status (there are strong arguments for and against this interpretation), it still does
not state any positive role Christ had in the formation and preservation of the
cosmos.
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4.1.3. Eschatological vs. Ontological Anthropology

Unfortunately, as was mentioned at the outset of this section, the
evidence is only circumstantial. We lack the hard data necessary to
identify the source of 1 Cor 8:6 definitively. However, though we
cannot prove Paul appropriated a Sophialogical statement for his
Christological purposes, the suggestion points to important factors for
evaluating 1 Cor 8:6. First, Paul does not elsewhere posit Christ’s role as
cosmological agent, let alone connect it to his role as savior. Second, the
association between the cosmological and anagogical (i.e., soteriolog-
ical) functions of divine intermediaries (namely Sophia and the Logos) is
a move made by Greek-speaking Jewish sapiential writers, who
themselves appear to have been influenced to some extent by Middle
Platonism. The prepositional phrases and the ideas they express in 1 Cor
8:6, were they applied to God and Sophia or God and the Logos, can
easily be construed as coming from these writers.

Third, believing it unlikely this language is original to Paul since he
uses it only here, we must account for how he came to use it in
application to Christ. We suggested above that it came from the
Corinthians since it appears these Christians embraced intellectual
positions similar to, if not in fact related to the aforementioned Jewish
sapientialists. Whether 1 Cor 8:6 came from the Corinthians or not, a
transition must have taken place at some point where Christ was
credited with functions previously ascribed to Sophia and/or the Logos.
Be it from Paul, the Corinthians, or some other Christian group, this
representation of Christ, so succinctly articulated, becomes quite
suggestive for later Christology.

Fourth, Paul’s use of 1 Cor 8:6 to reorient the Corinthians toward a
Christ-centered ethic (such is what 8:7-13 articulates, and v. 6
introduces Christ into the conversation) makes clear that this is not a
simple extension of Jewish Wisdom speculation. Horsley, Sterling,
Pearson and others have all argued (persuasively) that the Corinthians
were influenced by a Jewish theology similar to what we read in
Wisdom of Solomon and Philo of Alexandria. Even if this is not the
case and the Corinthians were not so influenced, the argument would
still hold merit for evaluating any possible relationship between Paul and
this type of Jewish thought. Where Philo and Pseudo-Solomon
espoused human illumination via a divine agent who had received his/
her bona fides from his/her cosmic involvement (to put it simply), Paul
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espoused a human transformation via a divine agent who had received
his bona fides from his ignoble death.

There are in fact fundamentally different anthropologies at play
here, as Sterling has already articulated.”’ Philo and the author of
Wisdom, as well as the Corinthians, represent an ontologically-based
anthropology. They view the human-divine relationship as a matter of
radical circumscription of the physical world and an intellectually based
ascent to intelligible/divine reality, an ascent facilitated by an angagoge
(Sophia or the Logos). Though assisted by an intermediary, this feat is
ultimately only achievable by oi cogoi, those who are the TéAeior or
TTVEUPOTIKOL.

Opposite of this view is Paul, who represents a wholly different
anthropology, an anthropology that is historically conditioned by the
Christ event. Those who are Téhetol and Trveupatikoi, Paul argues, are
such not by virtue of their own wisdom but by virtue of the Spirit of
God.” The Spirit itself comes to a person as an eschatological gift, a gift
made possible by the eschatological catalyst of Christ’s death.
Consequently, the hallmark of those who are truly mvevuaTikoi is the
mind of Christ (voUs XpioTol, 1 Cor 2:16), a mind that is not puffed up
with yvéois but is built up by &yard 3o (1 Cor 8:1-3).>> The mind
of Christ manifests itself in believers not in liberty that comes from
knowledge but self-sacrifice in accordance with Christ’s sacrifice
(8:7-13).

First Corinthians 8:6 is at the heart of this conflict of anthropologies
with the claim fjueis 8’ altoU being the center of the soteriological
maelstrom. Paul’s use of the statement points to the incomplete nature
of the Corinthians’ yvéaois (articulated in 1 Cor 8:4) since they did not
factor in the Lord Jesus Christ in their claims of liberated monotheism.
The claim that “we are through Christ” cuts at the notion that their
knowledge, most likely gained through some type of sophialogy,
sufficiently determined their spiritual status. The reality Paul reorients

51 Sterling, “Wisdom Among the Perfect,” 372.

52 This is Paul’s argument in 1 Cor 2:6-16. Cf. Sterling, “Wisdom Among the
Perfect,” 372: “In nuce, for Paul there is a chasm between human existence and
pneumatic existence which can only be crossed by the eschatological gift of the
Spirit; for the Corinthians there is no gulf, only a bridge to cross as their own
pneumatic existence is illuminated until they experience the divine.”

53 The notion of the love of God (objective genitive) is a more than passing part
of Paul’s refutation of the Corinthian position (cf. 1 Cor 8:1-3 with 2:9 and
13:1-13).
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the Corinthians toward is that they stand along side the weak as being
equally indebted to Christ and his death for their status before God and
with each other. To say Aueis & XpioToU alters how they must
understand themselves and how they treat one another. The claim 81 o0
T& TévTe, lost in the fray of this conflict, hints at a common starting
point — if not theologically, at least traditionally — from which the two
anthropologies and their adherents’ have now diverged.

4.1.4. Conclusion to “1 Corinthians 8:6”

We established that 1 Cor 8:6 is best understood as representing the
intersection of two religious milieus, both arising out of Judaism. One
focuses on human enlightenment and is thus ontologically oriented,
favoring a divine agent whose instrumental functions in cosmology and
soteriology are of a piece. The other focuses on the Christ event and is
thus eschatologically oriented, favoring a divine agent whose instru-
mental function in soteriology is of greater significance than any possible
cosmological function. As we proceed, we shall see that this intersection
is common to the other NT passages which bring together Christ as
creator and savior. Our analysis of these texts (Col 1:15-20; Heb 1:2-3,
John 1:1-18) will show they stand at greater distance from their literary
contexts than 1 Cor 8:6, though they are more robust in their
terminology and ideology. Hence, we have spent more time with the
literary context of 1 Cor 8:6 than we will with the other three passages.
Not only has our study of the context helped explain the terse statement
in Paul’s letter, it is also quite helpful for establishing a paradigm of
converging worldviews that will help us in the remainder of this
chapter.

4.2. Colossians 1:15-20

A move from 1 Corinthians to Colossians is not as abrupt as it may
seem. We saw that 1 Cor 8-10 and the concern about eating temple
meat are part of the larger issue of inflated egos and myopic spiritual
bravado stemming from “Sophialogical exultation.” The letter to the
Colossians also addresses a somewhat similar environment where human
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wisdom results in “inflated” spiritual standing in the community.”

However, instead of Corinthian liberty, some Colossians appear to have
espoused a biblically contrived asceticism (“Do not handle. Do not taste.
Do not touch.” Col 2:21; cf. 2:16-17), an asceticism that appeased
supernatural elements (T& oToiyeia ToU kdopou, 2:8, 20) and elevated
individuals to angelic visions (2:18).> As with 1 Cor 8:6 so with Col
1:15-20, we find a passage — marked by elevated speech and
(apparently) poetic construction — that functions to further an argument

by coalescing significant phrases and concepts from differing perspec-
tives. The result is a text that begins with a sapiential perspective on the

55

54 The “Colossian problem,” the attempt to reconstruct the Sitz im Leben of the

letter, is notorious among NT scholars. With more than 45 such reconstruc-
tions out there, it is fair to say one may construe Colossians as fitting just about
any context (including that of 1 Corinthians). However, it is worth noting that
after 1 Corinthians, Colossians has the most occurrences of the term cogia in
the NT (6x to 1 Cor’s 15x: Col 1:9, 28; 2:3, 23; 3:16; 4:5) and is the only
other NT text where the term guoidw appears (2:18; cf. 6xin 1 Cor, in 4:6, 18,
19, 5:2, 8:1, 13:4). In both letters cogia and @uoidw appear connected (the
latter arises from some abuse of the former). Compare also Colossians’ concern
about believers being deceived by mSavoloyia (2:4, also known as gihocopia
kai kevny &mérn in 2:8) with issues of persuasive speech in 1 Cor 2 (v. 2,
Utrepox) Adyou # copias). In both 1 Cor and Col, such speech is refuted by
testimony about the crucified (and risen) Jesus (cf. 1 Cor 2:1-5 with Col
2:8-15). For two studies which argue that the Colossian situation is akin to that
attested by 1 Corinthians, i.e., both demonstrate the influence of Hellenistic
Jewish sapiential speculation, see Gregory Sterling, “A Philosophy According to
the Elements of the Cosmos: Colossian Christianity and Philo of Alexandria”
in Philon d’Alexandrie et le langage de la philosophie (ed. Carlos Lévy; Turnhout,
Belgium: Brepols, 1998), 349-373; and P. Turner, “Wisdom and Law in
Colossians” (Ph.D. diss., Murdoch University, 1999). As we discuss below such
sapiential speculation best accounts for the Col 1:15-20; however, since this
passage is likely an independent unit within Colossians, it is not necessary to
contend here for any reconstruction of the setting of the letter as a whole. For a
thorough treatment of the “Colossian problem” see J. D. G. Dunn, Colossians,
23-35.

For how this Colossian asceticism may be explained in the light of
philosophically-oriented Hellenistic Judaism, see Sterling, “A Philosophy
According to the Elements.” Notice also that where the “knowing”
Corinthians disparaged the existence of other gods and lords (cf. 1 Cor
8:4-5), the Colossians had a heightened concern about such beings (consider
Col 1:16 and 2:15).



Colossians 1:15-20 163

cosmos and its origination but shifts midway to a distinctly Christian
understanding of cosmic reconciliation and pacification.”

4.2.1. Structure and Origin of Colossians 1:15-20

4.2.1.1. Structure

Colossians 1:15-20, part of the introductory thanksgiving (vv. 12-23) of
the letter, lauds the Son of God as one”

15a°® who is the image of the invisible God,

15b  firstborn over all creation,

16a since in him were created all things

16b  in the heavens or upon the earth,

16¢  the visible things and the invisible things,

16d whether thrones or dominions,

16e whether rulers or authorities,

161  all things have been created through him and to him.

17a And he is before all things
17b  and all things hold together in him
18a and he is the head of the body, the church;

18b  who is the beginning,

18c firstborn from the dead,

18d  so that he might become in all things preeminent,
19 since in him all the fullness was pleased to dwell
20a and through him to reconcile all things to him,

56 There is still considerable debate about whether Colossians is pseudonymous.
Given the evidence, it seems unlikely Paul is the author. However, it does not
alter our thesis if Paul did in fact write Colossians, since we saw the same basic
polemic ‘“against” Wisdom speculation in Colossians already existed in the
undisputed Pauline letter of 1 Corinthians (see § 4.1).

57 The subject of 1:15-20 is first introduced in v. 13: 6 vids Tfis &y&mns aUToU
[i-e., TaTpds, see v. 12].

58 1 lay out Col 1:15-20 according to the lineation found in NA* (though I have
placed additional spaces between lines 16f and 17a and lines 18a and 18b to
highlight structural and thematic breaks that are discussed below). When
discussing individual lines I will refer to the number (=verse) and letter (=line)
to the left of the text.
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20b making peace through the blood of his cross,
20c  through him®” whether things upon the earth
20d  or things in the heavens

Verses 15-20 are set oft from what comes before and what comes after
by a change in person: where vv. 12-14 are written in the second
person and 21-23 in the first and second person, vv. 15-20 are only in
the third person. The structure of 1:15-20 is also offset from its
immediate context in having the following formal characteristics:
parallelism (see below), chiasm (e.g., cf. vv. 16a with f and 16b with
20dc), and increased repetition of terms (e.g., T&s appears 8 times,
TpwTSTOKOS twice, the prepositions &v, 8i&, eis, &mi at least twice).(’“
Perhaps most illuminating for how this passage stands apart from its
context is the way the author refers to, even cites portions of 1:15-20
throughout the remainder of the letter." All of this suggests that the
author of Colossians did not write 1:15-20 when he penned the letter.
Rather, he appears to be quoting a text, probably a hymn, which must
have been familiar to, and even favorably regarded by the letter’s
audience.”

59 NA? includes brackets around “through him” (8" aUtol). The textual
evidence (see the apparatus in NA) points to syntactical dissonance in Col 1:20
which copyists tried to account for by either adding or (more likely) deleting
this phrase. See below for discussion of v. 20b. See also Lohse, Colossians and
Philemon, 43.

60 The Greek text is provided below.

61 For example, cf. the terms (or cognates) integral to Col 1:15-20 that appear
elsewhere in the letter: eixov (Col 3:10), ktiois (1:23), keparn (2:10, 19), odpa
(1:22, 24; 2:11, 17, 19, 23; 3:15), mAfpwpa (2.9), &mokaTtaAAdoow (1:22),
oTaupds (2:14), and més (22x in Col apart from vv. 15-20).

62 For a recent review of the scholarship on the question of the form and function
of this passage and an argument that Col 1:15-20 is a pre-existing prose-hymn
wherein both Jewish and Greco-Roman conventions for praising an exalted
figure are represented, see Matthew E. Gordley, “A Prose Hymn of Christ:
The Language, Form, and Content of Colossians 1:15-20 in its Greco-Roman
and Jewish Contexts and in the Context of the Epistle to the Colossians”
(Dissertation, University of Notre Dame, 2006). Recall also the chapter one of
this study where we briefly discussed the liturgical nature of Col 1:15-20, 1
Cor 8:6, Heb 1:2-3, and John 1:1-18.

E. Lohse’s argument (Colossians, 41-46) for Col 1:15-20 as an independent
text that pre-existed the letter remains the most astute and appropriately
conservative to this day. P. T. O’Brien makes a case for taking the passage in its
whole as originating with the letter itself (Colossians and Philemon [WBC 44;
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Taking Colossians 1:15—20 as an independent unit itself, it is
possible to discern a number of structural aspects in the text. The
tollowing highlights only those few structural aspects that are germane
to the relationship between soteriology and cosmology in the passage.”
Taking into consideration both content and formal matters, we perceive
two separate sections, or strophes, in the passage: vv. 15a—18b and
18b—20d. In addition, the first strophe also has two sub-sections: vv.
15a-16f and 17a-18a."* We lay out below the Greek text of Col
1:15-20 according to these sections and sub-sections. To demonstrate
structural aftinity between the diftferent parts, the parallels between the
two strophes are set in bold and the parallels between the first strophe’s
two sub-sections are underlined.

Waco, TX: Word, 1982], 40-42). Both provide bibliography and analysis of
previous arguments about the origin of the text.

63 The following is not intended to be an exhaustive analysis of the structure of
Col 1:15-20. For a more indepth study of structure, see Gordley, “A Prose-
Hymn of Christ,” 7-22, 236-242, 252-261.

64 Cf. Lohse, Colossians, 43—44. Eduard Schweizer (The Letter to the Colossians: A
Commentary [Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1982], 56-57) has been influential in
suggesting Col 1:15-20 is comprised of not two strophes but three (vv. 17-18a
is the middle strophe that bridges vv. 15-16 and 18b—20).
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Strophe 1 (vv. 15a—16f, 17a—18a)

Strophe 2 (vv. 18b—20d)

&5 goTiv eikoov ToU SeoU ToU

&opdaTov,
TPWTOTOKOS TTAGNS KTIOEWS,

8s goTv &pym,

TPWTOTOKOS &K TV VEKPOV,

v yévnTtan év TGOtV aUTos
TPWTEUWY,

6T &v aUT® EkTiodn T& VT
&v T0Ts oUpavois kai &mi Ths Yiis,
T& SpoTd Kal T &dpaTa,

glTte Spodvor elTe KUPLOTNTES

gite &pyad eiTe éSovaian

T& TévTta 81 avToU Kai €l alTdv

OTL &v aUT® eUBOKNOEY TEV TO
TAT|PWPA KATOIKT oL

kad 81° aUToU &mrokaToAA&Ean T&
TévTa €ls aUuTdV,

elpnvoTroinoas d1& ToU alpaTos
ToU oTaupoU oToU,

tkTIoTCQN [81 a¥ToU] eiTe T& i TS Yis
€iTe T& &v TOTs oUpavoTs.
kol aUTOS 0TIV TTPO TTAVTWV
Kol T& TTévTa 8V aUTE GUVEGTTKEY,
kol aUTOS 0TIV 1) KEQOAT) TOU

OWUATOS TTS EKKATOIaS

In terms of content, the repetition of xTiois and its cognate kTilw in
vv. 15 and 16 suggest these two verses deal with cosmogony. Verses
17-18a, with their repetition of the conjunction kai (3x), mark a formal
shift (see below). However, it appears these lines preserve the basic focus
on cosmology (except for the curious Tfjs ékkAnoias, which is most likely
an authorial gloss).” The change from kTifw to the verb cuvicTnu

65 The mention of “the church” in Col 1:18a is perplexing, since the parallelism
between vv. 15a and 18b is so defined. One would expect a reference to the
church to come after mentioning the resurrection and/or death of Christ (i.e.,
in the second strophe). On the other hand, the author stresses the equivalence
between odua and 7 ékkAnoia in Col 1:24: “I complete what is lacking in
Christ’s afflictions in my flesh for the sake of the body, which is the church”
(Utp ToU owpatos aUTol, & toTv 7 EkkAnoia). Furthermore, in Col 2, the
author uses kepaAn) twice, in ways that appear to contradict each other. In 2:10,
the Son is the “head” of every ruler and authority (cf. 1:16¢) while in 2:19 he is
the head of the “whole body” (by which the author means the church). The
rulers and authorities and the church cannot be two subsets within the same
body, since the author’s point is that those who are part of the Son’s body are
elevated above and protected from these “rulers and authorities” (2:10-15). It is
quite possible the Colossians understood odpa as the cosmos (a commonplace
in Hellenistic thought; see Eduard Schweizer, “odua xTA.,” TDNT 7:1037-38)
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suggests the concern in v. 17 is now the continuance of the creation
(i.e., T& wévTa). On the other hand, verses 18b—20 represent a dramatic
shift from these cosmological concerns. There is greater specificity
about the hymn’s subject, especially his temporally-located experience;
note especially the reference to resurrection (TrpwTOTOKOS &K TGV VEKPEV,
v. 18¢), to dwelling (katoikéw, v. 19) and to death (16 oipa ToU oTaupol
avtol, v. 20).%°
strophe (note the continued use of Tés), the focus is now the reparation
of all things (note the important verbs in v. 20, &mokaToAA&oow and
eipnvoToléw). Hence, it appears that the first strophe has a cosmological
focus (itself divided between cosmogony and cosmic continuation); the
second strophe has a soteriological focus. We will discuss the content of
the strophes in detail when we discuss the cosmology and soteriology of
the passage below.

With respect to the formal structure of the two strophes, we note
considerable parallelism (see especially bold sections above). Both
strophes begin by clarifying the identity of the Son (cf. vv. 15 and 18bc:
“He is the image ... firstborn over all creation” // “He is the beginning
... firstborn from the dead”). After the subject is properly identified, the
basis for the identification is provided (note the causal 11 in vv. 16a and
19). The basis for the Son’s identity is established by the use of
prepositions: first generally, by the use of &v ot (cf. 16a, 17b and 19:
“in him all things were created” // “in him all things hold together” //
“in him all the fullness was pleased to dwell”); and then more specifically
with 8" a¥tolU and eis atév (cf. 16d and 20a: “all things were created

While the cosmic concern continues into the second

which they shared with capricious heavenly forces. The author, wishing to
bolster their faith in Christ, reinterprets oépa (in Pauline fashion) to refer to the
Son’s body, i.e., the church, a group set apart from and beyond the influence of
such forces. It makes sense to read 1:18a as originally implying cdpa = kTiois
(cf. 2:10); the author, preparing for his emphasis later in the letter, adds “the
church” (so that now oépa = 7 ékkAnoia).

66 Lohse, Colossians, 43, mentions only Tfjs ékkAnoias in v. 18a and T6 aiua ToU
oTaupoU auTtol in v. 20 as historically grounding the hymn (he sees both as
authorial insertions). However, the phrases mTpwTdTokos ék TéV vekpddv and év
aUTE eUBSknoEY &Y TO TATpwHa KaTolkfjoar in vv. 18c and 19 respectively are
no less temporally oriented, even referring to historical occurrences. Such
orientation we may also infer in v. 18d (“so that he might become [yévnTa]
preeminent in all things”). We discuss all of these further in the soteriological
analysis below.
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through him and to him” // “through him to reconcile all things to him”).%
Finally, a chiasm demonstrates that the scope of the Son’s activity is
comprehensive with respect to both cosmology and soteriology (ct. 16b
and 20cd: “in the heavens and upon the earth” // “whether on the
earth or in the heavens”). Hence, where we saw that the concepts shift
abruptly between the first and second strophe, the form and much of
the terminology remains consistent between the two.

We differentiate the two sub-sections of the first strophe (vv. 15-16
and vv. 17-18a) by the presence of kai at the beginning of each
statement in vv. 17—18a. This is distinct from vv. 15—16, where xai
simply conjoins opposites (earthly/heavenly, visible/invisible). At the
same time, as the underlined sections above denote, vv. 15b—16a appears
parallel to v. 17ab (“the firstborn over all creation, since in him all things
were created” // “and he is before all things, and all things hold together
in him”). Furthermore, v. 15a and v. 18a are parallel in that they have
matching grammatical structures.®

The above comparison highlights a few lapses in the parallelism that
are worthy of mention. First, v. 18d (lva yévnton &v m&ow aTds
TpwTeUwv) does not have a formal parallel in the first strophe. In fact, in
terms of content, v. 18d appears to contradict the absolute sense of vv.
15b (TrpwtédToKos) and 17a (atds otiv mpd mévTew).” Second, v. 20b
(elpnvoTroinoas Bi& ToU aipaTos ToU oTaupol adtol) also has no parallel
in the first strophe. This line appears to disrupt the flow from T& TévTa
in v. 20a to T& &ml Tfis yfis and T& &v Tois oUpavois in v. 20cd. Given
how the author stresses the physical death of Christ later in the letter
(see 1:22 and 2:14) and the resumptive 81’ a¥toU at the beginning of
20c, verse 20b is likely a gloss by the author.”” We will discuss how this

67 Note that except for v. 20a, all these prepositional phrases are linked to passive
verbs. The verb in v. 20a is an aorist active infinitive.

68 The grammatical structure of vv. 15a and 18a matches word for word (except
for the initial kad in v. 18a): subject (&s, aUtds), verb (foTwv, £oTv) predicate
nominative (gikcv, kepahn), possessive genitive (ToU Seol, ToU ocouaTos) , and a
2" genitive (ToU &opdTou, THs ékkAnoias). Note that the grammatical purpose of
these last two genitives is different; the first (“invisible) describes the noun
“image” while the second (“the church”) specifies “body” (not — as we might
expect — “head”). (See n. 65.)

69 We discuss whether vv. 15b and 17a refer to temporal or ontological primacy
below. Either way, v. 18d is problematic.

70 See n. 59. Lohse (Colossians, 43) argues &’ a¥ToU is original to the hymn and
that it immediately followed eipnvomoifoas in v. 20c (that which comes
between the two, i.e., 8i& ToU aiuatos ToU oTaupoU, being an authorial gloss).
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gloss might function when we analyze the soteriology of Col 1:15-20
below.”!
4.2.1.2. Origin

As we observed, Col 1:15-20 has several characteristics that lend to it an
air of being an independent text, whether a hymn or similar kind of
traditional material. The analysis of soteriology and cosmology below
will raise some questions about the possible integrity of this text, though
the formal parallelism above has shown it would be hard to separate any
substantial part of the passage from another.”” Part of the reason for
asserting the independence of Col 1:15-20 is how phrases and concepts
from the “hymn” appear later in the letter. It is indisputable that Col
1:15-20 informs at some level the rest of the letter, and yet curiously the
letter author ignores cosmological issues mentioned in the first strophe
(vv. 15-18a).” Even when he makes use of terminology from the first
strophe, his concern is not cosmology but soteriology (e.g., compare the
uses of eikcov in 3:11 or ai &pyai kai af E§oucicn in 2:15 with 1:15a, 16¢
respectively). In terms of soteriology, the letter and the hymn are in
greater alignment.”* However, even this alignment has its incongruities.
For example, the term &mokatoAdoow (“reconcile”) occurs in
Colossians only in 1:20 and 1:22,” and in both verses this reconciliation
is graphically associated with the death of Christ. However, the

We should see eipnvoTroiéw as part of the gloss and 81" atoU is the author’s (less
than successtul) attempt to preserve the flow of the hymn.

71 The words épatd, &bpata, Spdvol, kuptdtnTes, &pxai, and é§oucion in v. 16¢c—e
are without parallel in the second strophe (though note the multiple
occurrences of T& and &iTe in both strophes). Some have argued that v. 16c—e
is a gloss since it disrupts the “balance” of the hymn. We do not know enough
about liturgical texts of the period to know whether balance was characteristic
among them. What is clear is these lines function the same whether they are a
gloss or not: they specify what t& TévTa entails.

72 1fis &kxkAnoias (Col 1:18a) and eipnvomoifoas di& ToU aipaTos ToU oTaupol
aUTol, 81’ altoU (v. 20b), if they are glosses, are relatively minor and their
absence would not call into question the integrity of Col 1:15-20 as a whole.

73  On the relationship between Col 1:15-20 and the letter see n. 61 above.

74  On the affinity between Col 1:18b—20 and the rest of the letter, compare 1:18¢
(TrpwTdTOKOS #K TGV vekpdv) with 2:12 (8v & kad ouvnyépdnTe Si1& Tiis TicTewos
Tfis évepyeias ToU Seol ToU éyeipavTos atov &k vekpddv). Compare 1:19 (61 év
aUTE eUBSknoey &Y TO MAfpwpa KaTokfioar) with 2:9 (871 v T KaToiKel
&V TO TANpwPa THs SEOTNTOS TWUATIKES).

75 &mokataAdoow occurs in the NT only in 1:20, 22 in Colossians and Eph 2:16
(a passage shaped by Col 1:22). It is not found in any Greek text before these.
See BDAG 112.
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universal focus of v. 20 (denoted by & Té&vTa) shifts to an ecclesial focus
in v. 22 (denoted by Upeis), in the space of only two verses.”® If Col
1:15-20 originated with the rest of the Colossian letter, one would
expect more coherence between the two.

We may address the origin of Col 1:15-20 from another angle, one
that applies whether we take the passage as written with the letter or
pre-existing the letter. A survey of the terminology in Col 1:15-20
reveals considerable affinity with Hellenistic Jewish literature and in
particular Wisdom speculation.”” The table below highlights many of
the important terms and phrases in the Colossian hymn that have

76 The shift in focus from cosmic to churchly reconciliation in 1:20, 21 is best
grasped by reading 1:20—22 as a whole. Recall that all of Col 1:15-20 is in the
third person while vv. 21-22 are in the second person. “... and through him
God was pleased to reconcile to himself all things, whether on earth or in
heaven, by making peace through the blood of his cross. And you who were
once estranged and hostile in mind, doing evil deeds, he has now reconciled in
his fleshly body through death, so as to present you holy and blameless and
irreproachable before him . . .” (Col 1:20-22, NRSV). Verses 21-22 are an
application of v. 20 to the lives of the Colossians.

77 A consensus now exists which takes Col 1:15-20 as most closely related to
Hellenistic Jewish Wisdom texts, though how this relationship is understood
varies from scholar to scholar. There are two other major attempts at
reconstructing the origin of Col 1:15-20. C. F. Burney argued that Col
1:15-20 represents Paul’s reflection on the first words of the Bible (NR72).
Burney’s reconstruction presumes the use of the Hebrew version of Genesis as
the primary impetus for the Col passage, a notion that seems unlikely in light of
the passage’s allusion to Greek-speaking Jewish texts (see below) as well as non-
Jewish Hellenistic parallels. See Lohse, Colossians, 46—47. For a recent attempt
at rehabilitating Burney’s thesis, see N. T. Wright, “Poetry and Theology in
Colossians 1:15-20,” NTS 36 (1990): 444-468. (A slightly modified version of
this article appears in idem, The Climax of the Covenant, 99—119.)

Ernst Kisemann (“A Primitive Christian Baptismal Liturgy” in Essays on New
Testament Themes (SBT 41; Naperville, Ill: Allenson, 149-168) argued that Col
1:15-20 was originally a pre-Christian gnostic text which spoke of the Gnostic
Redeemer. The difficulty with his contention is (a) v. 18 speaks of “the
firstborn of the dead”, which is not usually a “Gnostic” topos; and (b) the text
presents the creation as having a positive relationship with “Christ” from the
beginning (in the first strophe, esp. vv. 15b and 17-18a) and as ultimately
reconciled to him (in the second strophe, v. 20ab). (Note especially the use of
the preposition &is in vv. 16 and 20. See more about this preposition in our
discussions of both cosmological agency and soteriological agency below.) See
Lohse’s critique of Kisemann in Colossians, 45. For a discussion of “gnosti-
cism,” see chapter five of this study.
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parallels in LXX wisdom literature, especially Wisdom of Solomon, and
in the writings of Philo of Alexandria.”

Terminology Common to Colossians, Wisdom and Philonic Writings

Col 1:15-20 LXX Wisdom Philo
of
Solomon
gikcov Wis 7:26 | Leg. 1.43; 3.96; Conf. 97, 146—147;
Fug. 12, 101; Somn. 2.45; Spec.
1.81.
TPWTETOKOS cf. Prov | Wis 6:22 Agr. 51; Conf. 146
Tdons kTiTews | 8:22, Sir
24:9
& alT®d cf. Wis
9:1-2, 18
81" olToU Cher. 125-127; Sacr. 8; Somn. 1.81
T& TéQVTA EV cf. Sir Wis 8:1 Her. 23; Fug. 108-112
T 43:26
OUVEOTTKEV
&pym Prov. 8:22, Leg. 1.43; Conf. 146
cf. Sir 24:9

There have also been recent studies of Colossians that identify
broader thematic and literary parallels between the letter (not just the

78 Using the same criteria of common terms and phrases, we should also note the
similarity between our passage and Romans 8:18-39. Especially noteworthy is
Romans 8:28-30 (“For those whom he foreknew he also predestined to be
conformed to the image [eikcov] of his Son, in order that he might be the
firstborn [TpwTdTokos| among many brothers. And those whom he predestined
he also called; and those whom he called he also justified; and those whom he
justified he also glorified.”). With respect to the powers canvassed in Col 1:16,
Rom 8:38-39 stands out: “For I am convinced that neither death, nor life, nor
angels, nor rulers, nor things present, nor things to come, nor powers, nor
height, nor depth, nor anything else in all creation, will be able to separate us
from the love of God in Christ Jesus.” It is possible that some or all of the
Colossian hymn is influenced by this Pauline discussion of the suffering of
creation and salvation by Christ in Rom 8, or perhaps both passages are
influenced by a common tradition.
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hymn) and this speculative milieu.”” The analysis of cosmology and
soteriology below will help further establish and clarify the possible
relationship between Col 1:15-20 and Hellenistic Jewish Sapiential
writings. We shall see that our passage makes sense as an independent
statement of the Son’s efficacy that arises out of and at the same time
reacts against this particular religious environment.

4.2.2. Cosmological Agency in Col 1:15-20

Three moves comprise the first strophe. First, v. 15 identifies the subject
of the text: he “is the image of the invisible God, first-born of all
creation.” Second, v. 16 provides the basis (611, “since”) for this
identification: “in him everything was created in the heavens or on the
earth ... everything has been created through him and for him.” Third,
vv. 17-18a explain the continuing significance of this identification:
“he is before everything and everything holds together in him and he is
the head of the body the church.”®

4.2.2.1. The Son’s Ontological Status in Col 1:15

Our text begins with the relative pronoun &s, which in its present
context refers back to God’s “beloved son” (6 vios Tfis &ydmns adtoU, v.
13).%" It is the Son who is the €ixcov ToU Seol ToU dopdTou, “the image
of the invisible God.” With respect to God, it is important to observe
that this is the only explicit mention of him in 1:15-20; after this, the
activity or presence of God is only inferable through passive verbs (v.
16, see below) or circumlocution (v. 19, m&v 16 TMAfpwpa). Even in this
one explicit reference to God, he receives the appellation &bpaTos
(“invisible”).*” Placing God in the background in this way brings to the

79 See the references to Sterling and Turner in n. 54 above.

80 Our analysis of these three moves will include numerous comparisons to
Wisdom of Solomon and Philo. For the reasons that I focus principally on
Wisdom and Philo, see chapter one where we saw that these alone of the
Jewish sapiential literature speak to the issue of divine intermediaries with
cosmogonic and cosmological agency.

81 &g also appears in v. 13 but there refers to 6 wotrp (v 12).

82 "Adpatos qualifies God in 1 Tim 1:17 and Heb 11:27. Cf. Rom 1:20: “From
the creation of the world, his invisible attributes [T& &bpata] — his eternal
power and divinity — have been clearly understood and perceived in what he
has made.” See also Dunn, Colossians, 87.



Colossians 1:15-20 173

fore the intermediary role of the Son. It also has the effect of
demonstrating how, through the Son, God is ultimately responsible for
creation while completely distinct from it.

The Son is the divine image, or gikcov. As such, the Son is no mere
copy (impossible, given an invisible original) but a “living image,”
“embodiment,” or “manifestation” of God.*> Of NT texts, it is only
here in Col 1:15 and in 2 Corinthians 4:4 (65 ¢éoTiv gikcov ToU Seol) that
eikcov expresses Jesus’ relationship to God.* In the latter instance, Paul is
speaking of Christ’s revelatory function conveyed by the gospel.* Any
revelatory significance of eikcov in Colossians must be inferred from the
context, which might suggest that the Son reveals God cosmologically
(vv. 16=17) and then by the Son’s death and resurrection (vv. 18b—20).*

It is more likely, however, that eikcv is an established technical term
tor denoting the relationship of the Son vis-a-vis God, a term the
Colossians passage received from its Hellenistic Jewish Vorleben. Recall
that Wisdom of Solomon includes eikcov among the list of metaphors
with which it describes Sophia’s relationship to God in 7:25-26.%
When Wis refers to Sophia as an “image of his goodness” (eikcov Tfis
&yadétnTos awtol, v. 26) it is part of an effort to highlight her strong
ontological link with the Deity. Similar to the Colossians passage,
Wisdom then presents her as acting from that ontological position in her
role as “fashioner of all things” (1) Tévtwv TexviTis).

Though Philo also knows of Sophia as God’s eikewv (Leg. 1.43), his
understanding of the Logos as such is much more significant for our

83 See “eikaov,” BDAG 282 and H. Kleinknecht, “sikcov,” TDNT 2.388—89.

84 Other NT passages refer to the Son/Jesus as eixwv in the sense that he is the
paradigm to which believers will (or should) conform. In Rom 8:29, 1 Cor
15:49, 2 Cor 3:18, Col 3:10, the eikewov of Christ is the paradigm for his
followers. In other occurrences in the NT eikcov refers to an engraving on a coin
(Matt 22:20//Mark 12:16//Luke 20:24) or to a statue (i.e., idol; Rom 1:23;
Rev 13:14, 15; 14:9, etc.). In 1 Cor 11:7 eikcov is part of an allusion to Gen
1:27 (LXX), where it is said the male is an &ixcov of God.

85 2 Cor 4:4: “... the god of this world has blinded the minds of the unbelievers,
to keep them from seeing the light of the gospel of the glory of Christ, who is
the image of God (&s 20T eikdov ToU Jeol)” (NRSV).

86 It is possible that vv. 18b—20 represent a completely new claim about the son
that parallels v. 15a (since the &s éoTv apyt) in v. 18b is formally parallel to &5
goTwv elkcov in v. 15a). In which case, his revelatory function is limited to the
first strophe.

87 See discussion of this passage and of the ontology of cogia in chapter three (§
3.1.2.1).
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study. In chapter three, we discussed how Philo drew from Gen 1:27
(kat” gikova Seol Emroinoev ToV &v9pwTrov) to develop the Logos’ role as
paradigm for both humanity and creation as a whole.™ The Logos qua
gikcov serves as the intermediary that mediates divine influence over
corporeal reality. ® The capacity to do so arises from the Logos’
ontological proximity to the Deity, a proximity that makes it pre-
eminent above all other things. Philo expresses this quality in Conf.
146—47, a passage that resonates considerably with Colossians.

. if there be any as yet unfit to be called a Son of God, let him press to
take his place under God’s First-born (mpwTtdyovos), the Word (Adyos),
who holds the eldership (TpeopUtoTos) among the angels, their ruler as it
were. And many names are his, for he is called, “the Beginning” (&pxmn),
and the Name of God (8voua Seo¥), and His Word (Adyos), and the Man
after His image (6 ko’ gikéva &vSpwtros), and “he that sees” (6 pddv), that
is Israel. ... For if we have not yet become fit (ikavoi) to be thought sons of
God yet we may be sons of His invisible image (tfis &e18oUs eikévos), the
most holy Word. For the Word is the eldest-born image of God (SeoU y&p
gikdov Aoyos & TrpeaPUTaTos).”

While Colossians 1:15 evinces little of Philo’s sophistication, the
terminology and concepts in Conf. 146—47, all centered around the
Logos as eikv, are quite familiar.”' De confusione linguarum emphasizes
the superiority of the Logos over reality (TpwTdyovos, TpeopuTaTos,
and &pxn), basing such on the Logos’ essential proximity to God (SeoU
y&p gikoov Adyos & mpeoPuTaros). It is the Logos’ quality as eikeov that
drives Philo’s call in this passage (“let him press to take his place
under...the Word”), for it is as the divine eikcv that the Logos mediates
the divine nature, making the transcendent immanent to humanity.”

88 Cf. Opif. 24-25.

89 See the discussion of the eikcov in Philo in chapter three (§ 3.2.5.3).

90 Translation from PLCL.

91 With respect to the common motifs in Conf. 146—47 and Colossians, note the
terms TpwTdyovos, TpeoPuTaTos, &pxn have conceptual (and in the last case,
literal) parallels in the Colossian “hymn”. Also, Col 1:12-13 point to God’s
beloved son (cf. “son of God,” “first-born,” “eldest-born” in the Philo passage)
as the subject of the “hymn”. Also, compare the use of the verb ikavéw in Col
1:12 and the noun ikavoi in Conf. 147. The mention of &yyehor and 6 6péov
recall Col 2:18 as well as possibly the invisible powers alluded to in 1:16 and
2:10, 15. Taken individually, most of these verbal parallels are insignificant; but
the constellation of terms centered around a character who is the “image of
God” is suggestive.

92 See the discussion of this passage later in the chapter when we address the
soteriology of the Johannine prologue (§ 4.4.3.4.3).
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In the same way Philo understands the Logos, as eikwv, to be
TpwTdyovos among the angels, Col 1:15b views the Son to be
TPWTOTOKOS TTATTNS kTioews.” Like TPWTSOYOVOS, TpwTodToKoS literally
means “first born” and often refers to something or someone that is first
in a sequence (as in Col 1:18b, where the Son is the &pxn, TpwTdTOKOS
& TG vekpdw).”t A less common use of TpwTdTOKOS is to refer to
someone’s uniqueness and superiority. In Heb 1:6, “firstborn” refers to
Jesus’ Messianic status:“When [God] leads the firstborn into the world
(eloaydyn TOV TpwTdTOKOV €ls THV oikoupévny), he says, ‘Let all God’s
angels worship him.”” ”® Notice here both the suggestion of pre-
existence and that TwpwTdTokos more likely represents Jesus’ superior
status over the angels as opposed to his temporal priority.” Of the two
uses of TpwTdTOKOS, the latter (“unique and superior”) best fits; the
ontological difference between the eikwv and creation is manifest in the
next verse where the eikcov is instrumental in the formation of the latter
(v. 16).

4.2.2.2. Cosmogonic Functions of the Son in Col 1:16

Immediately following the ontological claim (v. 15) is the conjunction
611, “because”, making clear that what follows explains how the Son is
the TpwTdTOKOS TrdONS KTioE