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Foreword

Only within the last century, apparently, has any serious
study been made of the Jewish philosopher, Fhailo. Just why
a man of such ingenuity and intelligence should be relegated
to the background is not clear. Ferhaps, 1t is because Philo
occupies a unique position in the progress of humen thought.
On the one hand, he was a philosopher. IYét, because his
philosophy lacks originality, and because he uses it so
arbitrarily, he cannot be classed among the world's great
philosophers. On the other hand, Philo was, in a sense,

a theologian. He was a devout Jew and, as such, had a high
regard for the 0ld Testament Scriptures, particularly, the
writings of Moses. It was his avowed purpose to commend the
sacred Scriptures to the Greek world. And yet, because of
his over-emphasis on allegory, he cannot be regarded as a
serious interpreter of Scripture, for it is difficult to
understand a man who would cast aside the obvious meaning of
a Scriptural passage in favor of such an exaggerated use of
allegory. Strictly speaking, then, Fhilo's system is neither
philosophy nor theology; it is a mixture of elements from
both.

But because his doctrine of the Logos is the center of
his system, a study of Philo commends itself to every advanced
Bible student. For this reason also we have in the following
pages payed particular attention %o Philo's Logos concept.

We have made no special attempt to evaluate Philo's theology.
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Nor is it within the scope of this thesis to draw parallels
between Philo and the works of later Christian writers. That
is a study in itself.

All sources and material used are listed in the bibliography.
The references to Fhilo's works are based on the Colson and
Whitaker edition (CGreek and English), the Roman numerals
indicating the book in the treatise, the Arabic numbers denoting
the particular paragraph.

Finally, we wish to express our appreciation %o
Prof. A. M. Rehwinkel and Dr. Paul Bretscher, under whose
helpful direction this thesis was written, and whose interest
in the project provided us real encouragement.

Roland A. Frantz

St. Louis, Missouri,
May 15, 1943
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Philo and Alexandrian Thought

Following the conquests of Alexander the Great, the
city of Alexandria became one of the chief centers of
intellectual and commercial activity. It was the great
world conqueror's purpose to make that city the greatest
city in the world. His successors, the Ptolemies, fulfilled
this purpose. Alexandria became the site of a great museum,
a library containing, at a very conservative estimate,
400,000 volumes, a famous light-house, but of more importance,
the center of Greek culture and philosophy.

Numerous Jews migrated to Egypt under the Ptolemies
because of the cordial treatment they received in addition
to the grant of full citizenship. It is estimated that at
Philo's time about a million Jews inhabited Egypt. Also in
Alexandria, the Jewish citizenry must have been very large.
It is sald that the synogogue there was so immense that an
official standing on a platform had to wave his head-cloth
or veil to inform the people at the back of the edifice when
to say "Amen" in response to the reader,’ Naturally the Jews
brought with them their Torah and their tradition.

Now, it is evident, that the fusion of Greek and Jewish

1. Norman Bentwich, Philo Judaeus of Alexandria, p. 16



ideas was inevitable in Egypt. The Jews there, in spite of
their exclusive tendencies, could hardly expect to remain
aloof and absolutely untouched by the secular Gentile culture
surrounding them. For one thing, there was the influence of |
the Greek language. Within a hundred years of their settle-
ment in Alexandria, Hebrew and Aramaic had become "foreign"
languages to the Jews, for they were gradually compelled fo
speak the Greek.

But Hellenism had a far more pervasive influence upon
the Egyptian Jews. Not only was their daily life, their
culture affected, but the Jews soon began to feel the forces
of Hellenism encroaching upon their religion. It meant that
because few could read or understand the Hebrew, it was
necessary to have a Greek translation of the Holy Scriptures.
Out of this necessity arose the Septuagint translation, begun
during the reign of Ftolemy Fhiladelphus, about 250 B.C.
Surrounded by pagan Egyptian and Greek cults, it is not
surprising that the more liberal-minded Jews began to be
influenced by heathenism. No more were they in the comparative
safety and solitude of Palestine, where outside influence was
not as great, but they were now surrounded by people who had
a different philosophy of life, who lived and who thought
differently. And the more liberal minded became interested
and curious to become acquainted with this new philosophy.
Nor was it only the more liberal minded who were thus affected.
The orthodox and faithful sons of Abraham also desired to know

what Greek and Egyptian religion was like, because, still



conscious of their position as God's chosen people and
therefore the possessors of divine truth, they realized
the opportunity that confronted them of proving to the
Gentiles the superiority of their own religion.

Yet aside from these factors, Judalsm in general, be
it the liberal kind or the orthodox, could not escape
Hellenizing influences in their religion. By the very
nature of Greek culture and thought, which is attractive
to the cultured, contemplative mind, a fertile field was
furnished the curious mind. The Jews began to study Greek
philosophy and to use the phrases of philosophy, so that
beforé long philosophy was interwoven with their religion.
Particularly, those parts of their doctrines which appareﬁtly
had some outward resemblance to Greek speculation gradually
came to be identified.

But the amalgamation of these two systems of thought
involved reciprocal tendencies. Judaism did not lose its
identity completely, nor was it the passive element. in the
fusion of Greek and Hebrew thought. The Jews never, either
as a result of subtle influence or by forceful persuasion,
gave up their monotheism and their veneration for Moges and
the prophets. As a matter of fact, the Greeks, in Egypt,
too, could not escape the influence which the Jews had on
them., @reeks and Romans became acquainted with Jewish
beliefs and customs, It is believed that religion influenced
Greek philosophy perhaps to as great a degree as religion
itself was 1nfluenqed by Greek speculation. The whole
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Neo-Platonic-systemy~whichuwas-a~1ater~develo§ment,-waS»~~~—~
essentially a religious philosophy, while Alexandrian theology
was really a philosophical religion. A reason for the suscepti-
bility of Greek thought to Hebrew religion is suggested by
Bentwich, who remarks that the Greek world was at this time
losing faith in the "poetical gods of its nythology and in
the metaphysical powers of its philosophical schools,” and
was searching for something more real and reliable. It was
attracted to Judaism, for in the place of the gods of nature,
or the impersonal world force, the Jews offered them the God
of history.? At any rate, the evident conviction on the part
of the Jews regarding their own religion must have been an
influence on the Greeks.

The task to which Jewish philosophers set themselves,
then, was this - to harmonize Greek philosophy with Jewilsh
monotheism. Their purpose was, first of all, to strengthen
the Alexandrian Jews themselves, who had undoubtedly begun
to entertain many doubts and were on the verge of apostasy,
and, secondly, %o adapt the sacred Soriptures to the Greek
world. From the very outset, the task of reconciling two
such opposing systems was almost a hopeless one, although
the Jewish philosophers believed they had accomplished this
by the use of allegory. Allegorical interpretation formed
the basis of the whole Jewish-Alexandrian philosophy. Thus,

the Jews could interpret their sacred Scriptures in terms

2. BentWiCh, opl Cit. ’ p.ssq

]
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of philosophy. Of course, a real harmony never was effected,
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but the result was a neﬁ method of exegesis, which, in turn,
produced a peculiar kind of literature.

Probably the first step in this Jewish-Hellenistic deveiOp-
ment was the Septuagint version of the Bible, which permitted
Jew and Greek to meet on common ground. The first of the
Alexandrians to use allegorical interpretation for the purpose
of harmonizing Greek ideas with the Bible is believed to be
Aristobulus. The authenticity of his writings is disputed,
but he is supposed to have written about the beginning of the
first century B.C. Other products of the Jewish-Alexandrian
philosophy were the Letter of Aristeas, written about 100 B.C.,

which pretends to give an account of the origin of the

Septuagint translation, the Wisdom of Solomon, the Sybilline

Oracles, etc. In all these works the object was to present
the God of the Jews as the only true God, and to show that
all philosophy was really dependent upon Judaism.

It remained for Philo to put the finishing touches to
the Jewish-Alexandrian philosophy. In him the whole develop-
ment of Jewish-Greek thought reached its culmination. He was
its most distinguished representative, In his hands, allegory,
for the purpose of enabling the Jew and the Greek to under-
stand each other, reached its highest development. Fhilo even
believed he had & sacred mission to interpret the Scriptures
to the Greeks. A great part of the Jewish-Hellenistic
literature is believed to have been lost, but in Philo's

works we have the full development of this period. Thus,
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Philo's works are more than the expression of an individual
mind; they are, in fact, "the record and expression of a
great culture,"? Although not developing a complete system,
and though he himself is often vague and even contradictory
in his teachings, he clearly shows the tendency of his age.
In the final analysis, then, it would be difficult to under-
stand the position of such a man, particularly, when he him-
self is inconsistent. But, perhaps we can arrive at some
general conception of his more apparent conclusions. That
Philo was extremely versatile cannot be denied, for he
touches upon innumerable subjects in the filelds of philosophy,
science, politics, religion, law, psychology and ethics.

Of Philo's life we know very little. In fact, concerning
only one incident do we have any definlte information, namely,
his mission to Rome. The precise year of his birth is not
known, but scholars are generally agreed that he was born
between 10 and 20 B.C., probably nearer the latter date. He
waes a resident of the great city of Alexandrias, belonging to
one of the most distinguished and wealthiest Jewish families
of the city. It is a question, however, whether or not he
was of the priestly renk. Opinion is divided on this matter
and we cannot be sure., Even if this distinction were conceded
to him, it is doubiful whether such a distinguishing mark
would carry great prestige in the Hellenized city of Alexandria.

3. Bentwich, op. cit., p. 77.



His brother, Alexander Lysimachus,’ one of the foremost and
wealthiest men in the Jewish community, was magistrate and
alabarch, or chief farmer of taxes on the Arabian side of the
Nile. It is said that at one time he lent Herod Agrippa two
hundred thousand drachmee, and that the gold and silver plates
covering the nine gates of the temple at Jerusalem were the
gift of Alexander.’ Furthermore, Alexander's %two sons seem to
have followed in the socially prominent footsteps of their
fether, for the one, Marcus, was married to Berenice, the
daughter of Herod, and the other, Tiberius Julius Alexander,
having deserted his religion, ventured upon a political career,
which elevated him from a general in Egypt to Roman procurator
in Palestine, and finally to & position immediately below
Titus.*

Although of such a wealthy and influential family, Philo
himself was not attracted by wealth or politics, but was of a
studious, contemplative disposition. Yet it is rather ironical
to learn that the only incident of his life about which there
are some details, is an incident which involves him in a
serious political situation. That event was his journey to
Rome, in the year 40 A.D., as the head of an embassy of five,
to plead the case of his people before the emperor Gaius

Caligula. According to the decree of the emperor, his own

4, In his History of Israel, Ewald questions this relation-
ship between Philo and Alexander, contending that, according to
newly discovered passages, Alexander was Philo's nephew. But
more récent scholars make no mention of these "newly discovered
passages" and regard the two men as brothers.

5., Erwin Goodenough, An Introduction to Philo Judaeus, p.J3.

6. Ibid-’ p. 40
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statue was to be placed in all Jewish temples, and was to be
worshipped. This the Jews refused to do, and, as a result,
théy were persecuted. VWhen it was decided that & special
embassy should be sent to Rome to ask that the Jews be exempted
from paying thé emperor divine honors, Philo, no doubt because
of his great reputation and patriotism, was chosen at the head.
The mission was unsuccessful. Philo and his colleagues were
mocked and made sport of, Philo's brother was thrown into
prison (to be released later by Claudius whose friendship he
had gained), and the rest of them fled. For a man so devoted
to his people and to their tradition, this must have been a
bitter disappointment for Philo, and we are, perhaps, safe in
assuming that some of those treatises in which he attacks the
Gentiles, were written after, and were the result of, this
shameful treatment on the part of Caligula. From now on, says
Bentwich, "he was the public defender as well as the teacher
of his people."’

Now upon the dating of this event in the year 40 A.D., to
which historians agree, is based the chronology of Philo's
life, as well as the apparent change in his outlook on life.
In a treatise describing the events of A.D. 40 he speaks of
himself as an old man ( yépwv ), end from this it is conjectured
that he was born about 20 B.C. As to the date of his death,
it is also assumed that he died about the year 50 A.D. A%

least, this is accepted by most writers. In Jewish history,

7. Bentwich, op. cit., p. 45.



then, Philo's life was contemporaneous with the reigns of
King Herod, his sons, and King Agrippa. He was also partly
contemporary with Hillel, who came from Babylon to Jerusalem
in 30 B.C. The period of his teaching is practically simul-
taneous with that of Jesus, John the Baptist, and partly with
the life of Paul. Of the rest of Philo's life we have no
authentic information.

As to his personal character and way of life we are
entirely dependent upon passages taken from his own writings,
and even from these we learn very little, for Philo was not
given to speak of himself, But an occasional passage reveals
the type of person that he was. Already from his early youth
Philo devoted himself to a life of contemplation and study.

In spite of his being born under wealthy and socially prominent
circumstances, he spurned love of the world and devoted himself
to philosophy. He regarded it as man's highest duty to study
the lLaw and to strive to know God. We shall point out later

how this was to be accomplished. But it should be remarked
here that there is a two-fold stage in Philo's approach to

this attainment of righteousness. In his early days Philo
regarded the way to virtue and happiness to lie in the solitary
and ascetiec life. He looked upon the world and soclety as evil,
so that man should flee from these things if he would know God.?
Accordingly, he spent his youth and early manhood in studying

8. While Philo was in sympathy with ascetic ideas and
habits, especially those of the Essenes, and although he speaks
of a Jewish brotherhood of ascetics living alone near the mouth
of the Nile, he nowhere says that he belonged to their society.
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philosophy énd in contemplating the universe.

But, apparently, in his maturity Philo reversed himself.
He no longer regarded asceticism as the ideal way of life, but
looked upon moderation as the road to righteousness, This
dualism in his point of view, this conflict between the
contemplative and the practical 1ife, is best seen from his
own words. In one passage he says of himself:

"There was a time when I had leisure for philosophy
and for the contemplation of the universe and its
contents, when I made its spirit my own in all its
beauty and loveliness and true blessedness, when
my constant companions were divine themes and
verities, wherein I rejoiced with a joy that never
cloyed or sated. I had no base or abject thoughts
nor grovelled in search of reputation or of wealth
or bodily comforts, but seemed always to be borne
aloft into the heights with a soul possessed by
some God-sent inspiration, a fellow-traveller with
the sun and moon and the whole heaven and universe."?

In another place he says:

"For many a time have I myself forsaken friends and
kinsfolk and country and came into a wilderness, to
give my attention to some subject demanding
contemplation, and derived no advantage from doing
so, but my mind scatiered or bitten by passion has
gone off %o matters of the contrary kind. Sometimes,
on the other hand, amid a vast throng I have a
collected mind. God has dispersed the crowd that
besets the soul and teught me that a favourable and
unfavourable condition are not brought about by
difference of place, but by God who moves and leads
the car of the soul in whatever way He pleases."/’

It may well be that the fortunes of his fellow-Jews in
Alexandria, their persecution and hardships, contributed to
this reversal of attitude and to his involvement in public

affairs, for he was truly a Jew devoted to his peoples But

9. The Special Laws, III, 1.
10. Allegorical Interpretation, II, 85.



whatever the cause may be, it is obvious that he did experience
a change of attitude. The solitary, contemplative life emerged
into the social and active life. Nevertheless, Philo was far
from giving up his contemplation and speculation even in his
later years, for, indeed, this was the way to know God,

Being intensely interested in learning, he early acquired
an education in all the subjects prominent in his day. Because
of his family's wealth, and because the city of Alexandria was
then the chief center of the world's wisdom, Philo had unusual
opportunities for education. He busied himself with all
branches of learning, becoming acquainted with Greek, Egyptian,
Chaldean, Persian and even Indian thought. He studied, and
became well versed in, all the prominent schools of philosoﬁhy
of his day - Platonic, Stoic, Skeptic and Pythagorean. It is
said, he became "the most distinguished Platonist of his age,"/
and can be regarded as "representative of the best attainments
of the Judeanism of that age."’”

But Philo was more than a pedantic intellectual. He was
sincere, was devoted to Seripture and to the welfare of his
people, and he loved virtue., While he was, by and large, not
an ascetic, neither did he countenance hilarious living. He
disapproved of the ostentation of Alexandrian society, and he
rebukes the idolatry of the Egyptians. His advice was to avoid
the two extremes and to choose the middle course, the way of

temperance and virtue.” Philo was truly a man of high moral

11. Bentwich, op. cit., p. 48.
12. Georg Ewald, History of Israel, Vol. VII, p. 195.

13, It is true, this does not agree with his earlier views,
but I think we are justified in regarding his more mature outlook

on 1life as representative of the man.




character, and his devotion to the Law and to the Seriptures
is hard to matchs 1In his views on practical life it is some-
times amazing to note the outward resemblance to Christian
principles. MNoreover, simplicity of life was evidently
emulated by Philo's wife. The story is told that, when asked
why she, who was so rich, did not wear the costly ornaments
and jewelry peculiar to her social standing, replied, "The
virtue of the husband is adornment enough for the wife,"’#
Although living in Alexandria practically all his life,
Philo is known to have made one other journey outside Egypt,
besides his trip to Rome. In his treatise De Providentia he

speaks of going to Jerusalem to worship - as every faithful
Jew was wont to do. This probably occurred about 30 A.D.,
during the reign of Agrippa, who was a personal friend of
Philo's family.”

As far as his outward life and circumstances are concerned,
this is about all we know of Philo. But of his thoughts and
attitudes and convictions we learn more from his writings., 1In
fact, as we study the nature of his works and observe the method
of his approach, Philo emerges as a man of many aépects. He is
a profound, though not always a consistent, thinker, and his
writings have assumed voluminous proportions. It 1s believed
that those works which are extant form only about one half of

his total writings.

In order to understand Philo at all, one must understand

14. Heinrich Graetz, History of the Jews, Vol., II, p. 186.
15. Bentwich, op. c¢it., p. s0.
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his method of interpretation. To Philo, allegory was the key
which unlocked the Seriptures. To be sure, he was not the

first to employ allegory, but he certainly gave it new importance.
It is perhaps not saying too much to remark that under Philo
allegory was used as it had never been used before.

#hen we think of the task to which Philo addressed himself,
we begin to see why allegory played such a prominent part in
his system, yes, why it was the center and core of his system.
Philo was essentially a Jew. He regarded the 0ld Testament,
especially the Mosaic lLaw, as the supreme authority, venerating
it "as if it were God." He adhered strictly to the inspiration
of the Holy Scripture, regarding every word, every letter as
divinely inspired. For him, Moses was the supreme philosopher
end law-giver of the world. Accordingly, the Greek philosophers
and poets were but "broken lights" of Moses. Thus, in Philo's
estimation the Pentateuch was the source of the highest wisdom,
and while the other 0ld Testament writers were also inspired,
they were merely disciples of Moses.

On the other hand, Philo was a Greek philosopher, having
become acquaintedfﬂith, and holding in high esteem, the
prominent philosophies of the day, éspecially. that of Plato.

In fact, he thought so much of Plato and borrowed so extensively
from him, that it has been said, "either Philo Platonizes or
Plato Philonizes.™ But inasmuch as he borrowed freely from
several other ﬁhilosophic systems, notably the Pythagorean and
Stoic, he is very properly called an eclectic.

Philo's task was to reconcile Greek philosophy and culture



- with traditional Jewish faith. His purpose was two-fold. In
the first place, he wanted to show that between faith and
philosophy there was no conflict and, secondly, he wished to
establish the Torah as well as Judalism on a firm foundation
for the edification of the man of outside culture. The result
was that "to the Greek world he offered a philosophic religion,
to his own people a religious philosophy."’

But was it possible %o accomplish this task? Could a
divine revelation be harmonized with human speculation? Could
monotheism be reconciled with polytheism? Philo believed he
found the answer. True to his Jewish faith, he subordinated
Greek philosophy to the Hebrew Scriptures, and with the
instrument of allegory he worked out his doctrines. His premise
is that the Greek philosophers borrowed from the 0ld Testament
and from Moses. He attempts to show that whatever good is
found in the Greek philosophemes was nothing original, but
that, on the contrary, Moses had taught it long ago. Yet,

I think, it would be more correct to say that, actually, Philo
borrowed many of his doctrines from the Greeks and, using
Scripture in a very loose way, tried to create the impression
that the Greeks borrowed them from Moses.

However,.Philo's task was a rather hopeless one, and no
matter how sindere and earnest may have been his effort at
harmonizing these two modes of thought, "the amalgamation is

somewhat external and incomplete.™7 Philo was striving to

16. Bentwich, op. cit., p. 96.

17. Edward Caird, The Evolution of Theology in the Greek
Philosophers, Vol. II, p. 190.




reconcile opposites. As Caird has put it, "the Hebrew mind is

intuitive, imaginative, almost incapable of analysis or of
systematic connection of ideas"”, while "the Greek mind, on the
other hand, is essentially discursive, analytical, and system-
atic, governing itself even in 1ts highest flights by the ideas
of measure and symmetry, of logical sequence and connection,"/’?
These two divergent systems of thought -- the one, reason, the
other, revelation -- Philo tried to reconclile. While a general
failure to attain this objective was, by the very nature of the
circumstances, precluded, Philo saw no difficulty in his attempt,
end actually worked out a detailed system. By the use of
allegory he believed he found the answer.

Yet, while the method of allegory was a highly serviceable
instrument in the approach to the problem, it was, actually a
necessary instrument. It was, perhaps, the only vehicle which
could convey Greek thought to the Jewish mind and vice versa.
And so, allegorical exposition became almost a necessity with
Philo, so that "had he not already found it in use, he would
doubtless have invented it."/!

Philo's general principle is that, in addition to the
literal meaning for the common man, the Bible has a hidden and
deeper meaning for the philosopher. Not everyone is able to go
beneath the surface and learn the true meaning; only the man
who is practiced in philosophy and meditation cen do this. Thus,

Seripture is a sort of palimpsest. In studying the Scripture,

18. Ibid., P. 188ff.
19. Graetz, op. ¢it., Vol. II, p. 210.
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one should give heed, not only to the words and terms, but
to the spirit of the writings, because the true meaning lies
under the surface, and words are only a means of conveyance
acco@ﬁdeting to man. On this point Philo says:

"We should look on all these outward observances as

resembling the body, and their inner meanings as

resembling the soul. It follows that, exactly as

we have to take thought for the body, because it is

the abode of the soul, so we must paey heed to the

letter of the laws. If we keep and observe these,

we shall gain a clearer conception of those things

of which these are symbols."?20

That his method lacked system and consistency seems to be

of no concern to Philo. He employs it at his own pleasure, so
that it becomes an instrument by which he can deduce anything
from anything. In fact, it is so flexible, that he is known
to take a certaln passage and deduce different ideas from the
same terms, or to apply wholly different terms to the same
idea. 1In reality, his own préctice 1s inconsistent with his
theory, for, on the one hand, he firmly believes in the verbal
inspiration of Seriptures, whose teachings contain the highes%t
and ultimate truth, while, on the other hand, because of his
preconceived notions, he introduces foreign matters into the
text of Scripture, which render verbal inspiration null and
void, and thus he becomes involved in a vicious circle.
Moreover, he feels free at any time to take a Hebrew name or
word, substitute some supposed Greek equivalent, and then
ramble on in his exposition. In itself this is certainly a

dangerous and misleading method. But when a men of Philo's

ingenuity and imaginetion employs such a method of

20. On The Migration of Abraham, 93
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interpretation, we are not surprised at the far-fetched and,
at times, nonsensical thoughts that are deduced.

The difficulty now arises, how, if the very words of the
Hebrew text are inspired, can we be sure that the Greek text
has caught the meaning. For Philo this was no problem,
because he regarded the LXX also as verbally inspired.?
Inspiration was ascribed to the translators even in the choice
of words, and hence, he bases all his arguments on the LXX.
But this, too, seems to have been a necessity for Philo.
Ignorant of, or at best, only superficially acquainted with,
Hebrew, he was compelled to use the Greek in his study. At
the same time he freely takes a Hebrew name and promiscuously
substitutes some Greek term, or he interprets a Hebrew word
according to Greek etymology. It is not surprising then, that
his entire treatment and application of the Bible becomes
defective and false. It is true, he does not impress one as
being whimsical in his approach, or indifferent to falsification,

for he seems to have pursued his task with all seriousness,
and apparently believed he was expounding the original and
only true meaning. But he was unconsciously led to an
exaggerated use of allegory. Everything in the Pentateuch,
its historical significance being obliterated, was interpreted
allegorically, and, as a result, personages and places became

"the cold puppets of a mystical philosophy."** Even within

21. It is a controversial point whether Philo had any
knowledge of the Hebrew language. Several authorities believe
thet he was entirely ignorant of Hebrew, while the most that
is said for him on this point is that he had a working knowledge

of Hebrew.
22, James Drummond, Philo Judaeus, Vol. I, p. 22.
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Judaism, this promiscuous use of allegory threatened to

have evil consequences, because it led to two extremes.

Some disregarded the literal sense and began to allegorize
away the law, including numerous ceremonial observances.

It is even said that allegory beceme so general and intriguing
that the masses lost all interest in the simple stories of
the Holy Secripture, and "took more delight in artificial
explanations than in the plain lessons and sublime laws of
their sacred books."4 Others adhered strictly to the literal
sense of Scripture and rejected allegory. Philo seems to
have chosen the middle course, being "liberal in thought and
conservative in practice,"?*

Though our religious philosopher had no definite system
nor any definite rules regarding his allegory, he does seem
to follow for definite reasons various principles. For one
thing, everything anthropomorphic had to be changed into some
spiritual or philosophic truth. He regarded it as being
unworthy of God to speak of Him as having arms, a body, or as
laughing or repenting. These were merely forms of speech for
man's accommodation, but were unsuited to the Deity. Further-
more, the literal sense must be excluded wherever Scripture
seems to be involved in a discrepancy, as, for example, where
numbers or relationships in a particular family seemingly do
not agree. Finally, allegorical interpretation must be used

wherever Scripture seems to require it, as, for instance, when

23, Graetz, op. oit., Vol., II, p. 209.
24. BentWiOh, Op. Oit., p. 40-



it speaks of the trees of knowledge, and of 1life, or of the
serpent speaking. These seem to be genersl principles which
he followed in his interpretation.*’ With the use of such
principles the bars are let down and the doors are wide open
for arbitrary and subjective interpretation. He defles £he
rules of hermeneutics and gets around this by saying that
only the higher and more capable minds can understand the
deeper meanings of Scripture. Accordingly, he at times,
offers some interesting and thought-provoking conclusions,
but only too often he toys with the sacred Scriptures and
deduces some fantastic explanations. Of course, his difficulty
lay in his purpose, with the result that "the Scriptures are
ruthlessly robbed of their historical significance, and made
the scaffolding for the erection of a philosophical system
in many respects alien to their real meaning."4¢

A word may be said about Philo's writings. Ve are
accustomed to refer to Philo as a philosopher, but he really
had no definite, coherent philosophic system. His purpose
was to defend thé teachings of lioses and to show that they
contained the highest philosophical truth, and not to write
a new philosophy. TFor that reason he never traces a
philosophical question to its logical conclusion. Rather is
his philosophy in the form of biblical exposition, or as
Zeller puts it, it is "Jewish theology mixed with Greek

25, It may be, according to Drummond, that a school of
allegorical expositors existed at Philo's time, which had
fixed laws by which they were guided.

6. William Fairweather, Jesus and the Greeks, p. 186




mysticism";’ rather than real philosophy. Taking the
Pentateuch, he proceeds verse by verse and gives an
exegesis of the Scriptures, all the while injecting into
it, by means of allegory, his philosophical ideas. Thus,
his works are nothing but philosophical commentaries on

the books of Moses, inasmuch as his various conceptions,
which lie scattered up and down his writings, are all based
on the Jewish, more particularly, the Mosaic viewpoint.

One reason for the lack of consistency in his writings,
other than the impossibility of his task, is that he himself
deals with Biblical material in different ways. Recalling
that Philo reelly lived a double life, we are not surprised
that the interpretations of his maturer years differed from
those of his earliest writings. Hence, it becomes more
difficult to understand the man. The problem would be less
difficult, of course, if we could place the various treatises
in the proper periods of his life. Then, at least, we could
come to some sort of conclusion as to how his views developed
and what could be regarded as an established conviction. But
since, as Bentwich remarks, "the chronology of Philo's
writings is as uncertain as the chronology of his 11fe,"a%e
shall probably never know how to interpret the man on some
points.

Another reason for his inconsistency in dealing with

Biblical material is that different treatments were meant for

27, Eduard Zeller, Outlines of the History of Greek
Philosophy, p. 264.

28. Opo cj.to’ Pe 77 .




different audiences. In general, Philo defends his religion
especially against three classes of opponents. First of all,
he inveighs against the scoffers among the Jews themselves,
those who have deserted their Jewish faith. Next, a great
part of his writing is directed toward those within Judaism
who were coming to admire Chaldean astrology and who were
inclining towards Greek culture. A third portion of his
writings is meant for the ordinary heathen, particularly,
the Egyptians with their animal-worship."‘q Throughout his
writings FPhilo maintains a dignified attitude, and he very
rarely mentions his opponents' names. His language, too, is

elevated and mannerly.

29. Ewald, op. cit., Vol. VII, p. 200ff.
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II
Doctrine of God

In studying Philo's doctrine of God, we notice especially
two points from which he proceeds, namely, the existence of
God and the nature of God. Concerning the first point, Philo
is deeply imbued with the conviction that God exists. To a
devout Jew this could not be otherwise, for the sacred
Seriptures establish this fact. 4nd yet, for the sake of
the heathen, Philo relies on philosophical arguments to prove
God's existence. In the case of God's nature he is; for the
most part, content to rely on the teachings of Moses.

In Philo's day there were many theories concerning the
existence of God., There were skeptics who doubted God's
existence, atheists who said there was no God at all, poly-
theists who believed that many gods existed, pantheists who
believed God to be manifested in every object. Over against
these divergent theories Philo introduced the God of Judaism,
and he tries to prove His existence by rational argumentsJ

In a generasl way, says Philo, the true God may be known
by contemplating nature. He uses the analogy of microcosm
and macrocosm, showing that God is in the universe in the
same way that the invisible mind is in man. Even as the mind
rules all the parts of the body, so all the parts of the cosmos
must be ruled by a Supreme Being. Secondly, the existence of

God may be proved by the intuitions of the soul. For example,

1. See his treatise, On the Creation
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when we contemplate art or painting, we cannot do so without
believing that someone cfeated that plece of art or did that
painting. So, too, 1n.the cosmos, The multitudinous phenomena
which we see and exXperience must be the work of a Creator.
Another argument is that of causality. Just as any work of
art cannot come about by itself, neither can we suppose that
the universe evolved by itself. On the contrary, thére mus t
have been a first cause, something which gave shape and form
to shapeless matter. Furthermbre, the orderly arrangement in
the universe suggests some law or reason acting upon-it. As
a result, Philo attributes this cause to mind.* The Supreme
Mind 1s the original cause of the universe.

But there is a higher mode by which God may be apprehended.
ifhile ordinary men must be content with the knowledge of God
gained indirectly, the more perfect and purified minds can
apprehend Him through more direct manifestations.® "Those who
strove to see God from the creation were confined to conjecture;
but those pursued the truth who perceived God by means of God,
light by means of light."¥ This idea is expressed through an
allegory of Abraham. When Scripture says that Abraham left
his country, and his kindred and his father's housef'this,
according to Philo, means that he put off the body, sensible
perception, and speech, so that only when the bodily things

2. YOUS

3, This distinction between superior and inferior minds
will be discussed under the doctrine of man.

4. Drummond, op. ¢it., Vol. II, p. 5.

5. Genesis 12, 1ff.
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were cast aside did God appear to him.® In other words, the
higher life, the life that is removed from the busy world

to solitude and retirement and has conquered the senses --
that is the life that attains to a more direct knowledge of
God. In this doctrine that the highest intuition, the
spiritual intuition, is capable of seeing Cod, we have Fhilo's
mysticism. According to his doctrine, the goal of the
righteous man is to arrive at this vision of God, and, having
done that, to enjoy the communion with the Divine. Thus,
Philo based his belief in the existence of God on the apparent
orderly arrangement in the universe, upon the evidences of
causality in the cosmos, and upon spiritual intuitions. These
three, says Philo, prove that God exists and that He is
independent of everything else.

However, of more importance is Philo's teaching concerning
the nature of God. That God exists is an unquestioned fact.
But matters are not so simple when it comes to learning who
God is, for here there is room for much speculation. Now, if
any certain conclusion can be drawn from Philo's system, it
is this that God is a transcendent God. He is entirely
separate from man and the world, incapable of coming into
contact with anything finite. In this respect, he agrees with
0ld Testament theology, which speaks of God's wisdom tran-
scending the world, and of man's inability to behold God.?

6, Cfs On the Migration of Abraham.
7. Isaiah 55, 9.
8. Exodus 33, 20.




In keeping with this lofty conception, Philo regards
God as transcending all description. Simply because He is
s0 elevated above the world, and because we thus are unable
to know Him, nothing positive can be sald of Him. That which
is begotten cannot comprehend that which is unbegotten. Thus,
appealing to Exodus 3, 14 (LXX), Fhilo calls God 70 8v. God's
nature 1s inexpressible by any name, for, Philo points out,
God refers to Himself as "I am that I am".? Hence, we know
only that He is and not what He is, Ve know him only negatively
and not positively, because all those names by which we, in
human speech, are accustomed to call Him are only predicates
which contrast his infinite Being with the finite character-
isties of the world. While God's creatures are definitely
related to Him, He is in no way related to them. He alone is
self-sufficient, transcendent, changeless, eternal, without
quality.

The point from which Philo proceeds is the antithesis
of God and the world, the Infinite and the finite. For this
reason Philo makes an effort to explain away the anthropo-
morphic and anthropopathic statements concerning God in the
01d Testament. He regarded it as impious to speak of God as
having any of the characteristics of a created being. According
to Philo, such terms are used only for the accommodation of
those who are unable to understand. Not everyone has the same
gift of thought and the ability to interpret. Thus, for our
benefit, Scripture has pictured God in such terms so that we

9. Exodus 3, l4.



may know of his existence. Furthermore, human language itself
is inadequate to express the true conception of God. To these
ideas Philo gives expression in the following passage:

"God being uncreated and the Author of the creation
of the others needs none of the properties which
belong to the creatures which He has brought into
being. For consider, if He uses our bodily parts

or organs He has feet to move from one place to
another., But whither will He go or walk since His
presence fills everything? To whom will He go,

when none is His equal? And for what purpose will

He walk? For it cannot be out of care for heal th

as it is with us. Hands He must have to receive

and give, Yet He receives nothing from anyone, for,
besides that He has no needs, all things are His
possessions, and when He gives, He employs as-
minister of His gifts the Reason wherewith also He
made the world. Nor did He need eyes, which have

no power of perception without the light which meets
our sense. But that light is created, whereas God
saw before creation, being Himself His own light.

Why need we speak of the organs of nourishment? If
He has them, He eats and is filled, rests awhile and
after the rest has need again, and the accompaniments
of this I will not dwell upon. These are the mythical
fictions of the impilous, who, professing to represent
the deity as of humen form, in reel ity represent Him
as having human passions.

"Why then does Moses speak of feet and hands, goings
in and goings out in connexion with the Uncreated, or
of His arming to defend Himself against His enemies?
For he describes Him as bearing a sword, and using as
His weapons minds and death-dealing fire (thunderbolt
and storm blast the poets call them, using different
words, and say they are the weapons of the Cause). Why
again does he speak of His jealousy, His wrath, His
moods of anger, and the other emotions similar to them,
which he describes in terms of human nature? But to
those who ask these questions Moses answers thus:
*Sirs, the lswgiver who aims at the best must have one
end only before him - to benefit all whom his work
reaches. Those to whose lot has fallen a generously
gifted nature and a training blameless throughout, and
who thus find that their later course through life
lies in a straight and even highway, have truth for
their fellow-traveller, and being admitted by her into
the infallible mysteries of the Existent do not over-
lay the conception of God with any of the attributes
of created being. These find a moral most pertinent
in the oracles of revelation, that 'God is not as a
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man'! nor yet is He as the heaven or as the universe.
These last are forms of a particular kind which
present themselves to cur senses. But He is not
apprehensible even by the mind, save in the fact
that He is. TFor it is His existence which we
apprehend, and of what lies outside that existence
nothing. But they whose ns tural wit is more dense
and dull, or whose early training has been mis-
handled, since they have no power of clear vision,
need physicians in the shape of admonishers, who
will devise the treatment% proper to their present
condition. Thus ill-disceciplined and foolish slaves
receive profit from a master who frightens them, for
they fear his threats and menaces and thus involun-
tarlly are schooled by fear. All such may well
learn the untruth, which will benefit them, if they
cannot be brought to wisdom by truth."/?

It is clear that Philo regarded God as incapable of being

comprehended. The best we can do is to think of Him as being,

entirely free from all quality or limitations, or as Philo puts

it:

"Nothing that can give assurance can give positive
assurance touching God, for to none has He shown His
neture, but He has rendered it invisible to our
whole raece. iho can assert of the First Cause either
that It is without body or that It is a body, that It
is of such a kind or that It is of no kind? 1In a
word who can make any positive assertion concerning
His essence or quality or state or movement?"/

Yet Philo did not rob God of personality. On the contrary,

he regarded God as & personal God, the divine, self-determining

I.Jli nd. .

This he asserts in the words:

"Moses, both because he had attained the very summit
of philosophy, and because he had been divinely
instructed in the greater and most essential part of
Nature's lore, could not fail to recognize that the
universal must consist of two parts, one part active
Cause and the other passive object; and that the

10. On the Unchangeableness of God, 56-64,
11. Allegorical Interpretation, IIT, 2086.
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active Cause 1s the perfectly pure and unsullied
Mind of the universe, transcending virtue, tran=-
scending knowledge, transcending the good itself
and the beautiful itself; while the passive part
is in itself incapable of life and motion, but,
when set in motion and shaped and quickened by
¥ind, changes into the most perfect masterpiece,
namely this world.™/2

As the rational Cause, God is in distinct antithesis to
creation. MNoreover, He exercises a continual causality,
forever holding the world together and preventing it from
disintegrating and vanishing. But our best efforts in searching
for God will be rewarded only in being able "to comprehend that
God in his essential being is absolutely incomprehensible, and
to see that He is not to be seen".’’

One of these negative predicates by which God is described
is His namelessness. Since the essence of the Divine Being is :
unknown, therefore, God is without a name, at least as far as
we human beings are concerned. To prove this doctrine, Philo
appeals to the incident in Scripture where God appeared to
Moses in the burning bush and called Himself, "I em that I am".
This suggests to Philo that God is without a proper name, and
is referred to merely as being. No name is to be applied %o
Him who is infinite. Names are characteristic of finite and
created things only/? If we do call God by some particular

name, it is only because our minds are imperfect and we need

12. On the Creation, 8-9.

130 Dl'ummond, Op. Oit-, v01. II’ po 200
14. On the Life of Moses, I, 74-76.
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some mode or way of referring to him. Yet no single name
exhausts or describes the essence of God.

Still on the negative side, we notice, in the next place,
that God is without qualities.”” No description can be applied
to Him because He transcends all qualities, because "he is
above them, owing nothing to them, but being himself the living
source from which they emanate."’® According to Philo, if we
ascribe qualities to God we immediately place him in a class,
to which others may belong. This would be entirely unworthy
of God. Thus, the best we can do is to regard him as without
quellities, a self-existent Being whose essence is absolutely
sul generis. This idea Philo expresses in the following
passage:

"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 destitution and barrenness and emptiness,
but Himself contaeained by nothing else, seeing that
He is Himself One and the Whole."/7

This comple te transcendence of God Philo speaks of in
another passage, in which he indicates that, though we may
know of God's existence, it is impossible to know His essence.

"Yet the vision Jof God, gained by the righteous man]
only showed that He is, not what He is. ©For this
which is better than the good, more venerable than
the monad, purer than the unit, cannot be discerned

by anyone else; to God alone is it permitted to
apprehend God."/&

15. KTTOL os
16, Drummond, op. ¢it., Vol. II, p. 24.

17. Allegorical Interpretation, I, 44.
18. On Rewards and Punishments, $9-40.
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Thus God is superior to all description, for everything
that is good and perfect and blessed is comprehended.in God,
but is only a part of His full essence.

Now with such a lofty conception of God it might be
expected that Philo would stop at this point and be content
with the incomprehensibility of God. On the contrary, he is
not satisfied with purely negative conceptions, but freely
ascribes positive descriptions to the self-existent Being.

In this apparent contradiction critics of Philo have revelled.
They have pointed out that this is an instence of glaring
inconsistency, for, on the one hand, Philo denies all attributes
toc God, and, on the other, he ascribes attributes- to Him. The
difficulty, no doubt, arose from Philo's attempt to solve
rationally the problems of transcendence and immanence. Philo
has no doubt about the transcendence of God, and he was equally
convinced that God acts upon the world. The latter implies
positive properties. For Philo or, for that matter, for anyone
who tries with human reason to find a solution to a problem
containing two such irreconcilable elements, the difficulty is
obvious. Philo's whole Logos doctrine is an attempi to
recoricile these opposites, an attempt to link the infinite with
the finite. Thus, to explain the immesnence of God, it was
necessary %o presuppose positive properties. Ve use the word
"properties™ advisedly, for Philo makes the distinction between
qualities and properties. While God can be regerded as having

only negative qualities, He does have positive propertiesJ’ If

19. Cf. Allegorical Interpretation, II, 79ff.
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there is any essential difference between the two outside
the sphere of philosophy, we are not aware of it. But Philo
wes, after all, a philosopher, and we will have to try to
observe his distinc tion.
Accordingly, then, Philo ascribes eternity to God. Since

God is the cause and the mind of the universe, He must be
eternal, for if He were not eternal, He could not be the
first cause and the source of all things. This eternity of
God 1s expressed in the following passage:

"Who then is he that sows in them the good seed

save the Father of all, that is God unbegotten

and begotten of all things."<#¢

All other things have come into being by creation, but

God alone is without beginning and the Father of all. In
this respect He is different from everything else. Further-
more, since creation implies change, God, who is uncreated,
is necessarily unchangeable and, consequently, incorruptible.
This incorruptibility, together with the unity of God, is
expressed thus:

"God is alone, a Unity, in the sense that His nature

is simple not composite, whereas each one of us and

of all other created beings is made up of many things.

I, for example, am many things in one. I am soul and

body. To soul belong rational and irrationsl parts,

and to body, again, different properties, warm and

cold, heavy and light, dry and moist. But God is not

a composite Being, consisting of many parts, nor is

He mixed with aught else. For whatever is added to

God, is either superior or inferior or equal to Him.

But there is nothing equal or superior to God. And

no lesser thing is resolved into Him. If He do so

assimilate any lesser thing, He also will be lessened.
And if He can be made less, He will also be capable

of corruption; and even to imagine this were

20. On the Cherubim, 44




blasphemous. 7The "one" and the "monad" are, therefore,
the only standard for determining the category to
which God belongs. Rather should we say, the One God
is the sole standard for the "monad". For, like time,
all number is subsequent to the universe; and God is
prior to the universe, and is its Maker." 2/

Other attributes or properties upon which we need not
elaborate, and which we should expeot to be included in Philo's
lofty conception of God are His invisibility,’* His ommipresence?’
His transcending space and time2¥ His omnisciencej“'His
omnipotence ¢ His complete perfection.?’

To one particular atviribute, however, some attention must
be given, namely, God's goodness, for this brings us to matters
concerning creation and providence. In connection with God's
goodness we find Philo's answer to the reason for creation and

providence. This is expressly stated in his treztise Cn_the

Cherubim:

"For to bring anything into being needs all these
conjointly, the "by which", the "from which", the
"through which", the "for which", and the first

of these 1z the ceuse, the second the material,

the third the tool or instrument, and the fourth
the end or object. If we ask what combination is
always needed that a house or city should be built,
the answer is a builder, stones or timber, and
instruments. What is the builder but the cause

"by which"? ¥hat are the stones and timber but

the material "from which"? Wwhat are the instruments
but the means “through which®™? And what is the end
or object of the building but shelter and safety,
and this constitutes the "for which". Let us leave
these merely particular buildings, and contemplats

21. Allegorical Interpretation, II, 2-3.

228. On _Abraham, 76.

23, On the Confusion of Tongues, 1l354-139.

24, who is the Heir of Divine Things, 227-229.

25. On the Unchengeableness of God, 8-9,

26, On the Creation, 4%.
27. On the Cherubim, 85-80.




that greatest of houses or cities, this universe.

We shall see that its csuse is God, by whom it has
come into being, its material the four elements,

from which it was compounded, its instrument the
word of God, through which it was framed, and the
final cause of the building is the goodness of the
architect. It is thus that truth-lovers distinguish,
who desire true and sound knowledge." 2%

God, according to Philo, created the world because He is
good and kind, and for the same reason He exercises providence
over the world. Using the eanalogy of the provisions that
parents maeke for their children, Philo describes God as dealing
bountifully with His creaturess’ His blessings are showered
down upon both the good and the evil. In fact, so numerous
are the blessings flowing from God's goodness that the world
cannot contain them. Not only are His punishments intolerable,
but even His blessings are so abundant that not even the whole
world could hold them, should God wish to manifest all of them.
For that reason, He says, the Israelites said to Moses, "Speak
thou with us, and we will hear; but let not God speak with us,
lest we die."® His conclusion is that the status of the
universe is measured in direct proportion to God's bestowing
or withholding His blessings.?

But if God 1s so good in exercising divine providence,
how do we account for the evil in the world? How is 1t possible

thet evil should even exist in a world that owes its creation

28. On the Cherubim, 125-127. Here Fhilo shows his
acquaintance with Aristotelian causality.

29, Cf. On the Creation, 171-172.
30. Exodus 20, 19.
31. On Dreams, 143.




- 34 =

and providence to the goodness of God? Why is there pain,
pestilence, and calamities of all kinds? Furthermore, why

is it that these misfortunes appear to be unequally
distributed, those who deserve them of ten escaping them ahd
the righteous ones often having more than their share? These
questions are answered in Philo's two treatises On Providence,
in which he pursues philosophical arguments and does not
attempt to answer such questions on the basis of Scripture
and exegetical writing.’* As to the cause of evil, Philo is
convinced that God has nothing to do with it. He uses numerous
human analogies to show that evil is something which exists
outside of God and cannot be attributed to Him, for a tran-
scendent, perfect, beneficent God cannot be mentioned in the
same breath with evil.

And yet by philosophic argument he tries to show that all
evil is not unnecessary. On the principle that some evil is
required to insure the harmonious functioning of the entire
cosmos, he offers many 1llustrations in which evil is at once
a misfortune for some and a blessing for others. Thus, the
principle of God's goodness is not violated or contradicted,
but His ways are justified. Incidentally, this very point
glves us a good insight into Philo's eclectic tendencies.
Unable to solve the mysteries of God's hidden ways from the
writings of Judaism, he turns to philosophic speculation. All
this is quite consistent with his attempt to harmonize Jewish

theology and Greek philosophy.

32. Cf. Dmmmoﬂd, OpD» cito, Vol. II, P 58.



- 35 =

This, in broad outline, is Philo's conception of God.
Throughout, he has in mind a God who 1is transcendent above
everything in the universe. Nothing finite can describe Him
or apprehend Him. The Infinite is simply too far above the
finite. In this respect Philo's conception is Jewish. But
he was also impressed by the apparent connection between God
and the world. The universe seemed to hinge on the presence
of a divine power working in it. All the phenomena of nature
seemed to shout this to him. God must in some way be connected
with the world. Yet transcendence and immanence are terms
which defy human reconciliation. Undoubtedly, Philo must have
realized the difficulty. Accordingly, to supply the rational
need for an intermediate link, Philo introduced his doctrine
of the Logos. The Logos was the instrument through which God
descended to men and through which man ascended to God. It is
the fundementel doctrine of Philo's system, not only because
for him it solved a great difficulty, but also because it

commended Jewish monotheism to the Greeks.



III
Doctrine of the Logos

The doctrine of the Logos reached its fullest develop-
ment in Philo. To be sure, this endeavor to bridge the chasm
between God and the world was not original with Philo. As
long as the world has existed, men has been concerned about
his relations to God and about God's mode of dealing with
mankind. This innate feeling of dependence upon the Supreme
Being and a conscious speculation about His acetivity in the
world has been a matter of supreme importance to every
thoughtful humen being. Nor was the formal. doctrine of the
Logos an original concept with Philo. It is true, no one
before Philo had discussed it so thoroughly nor had attached
so much importance to it, but the idea itself, including the
very name, had already had an historical development before
Philo appeared on the scene. The roots of this concept had
been planted centuries before, so that the idea had already
attained formideble proportions by the time Philo began to
nourish it. In his hands it developed and matured and reached
its highest growth., It remained for Christianity to reveal
the full, supreme'significance of the Logos.

These Logos roots, planted aiready five centuries before
Philo's time were embedded in Greek soil. Greek thinkers
cultivated them and gradually the Logos flower began to emerge.
Thus, by the time Philo appeared, he took up a concept that
was not original with him, but whose terminology and
philosophical form had long been influenced by Greek thought.
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Philo, however, succeeded in bringing out more of its color
by shedding a religious light upon it. The Logos of the
Greeks had been thoroughly pagan. Although by no means
bringing out the true meaning of the Logos, as John in his
Gospel has done, Philo re-interpreted this pagan, philosophical
Logos of the Greeks by attaching a religious significance %o
it. Through the ingenuity of Philo, the Greek Logos was

uni ted with Hebrew monotheism. Again, we are face to face
with the motivating purpose in Philo's mind. His object was,
not to introduce a new system, but to effect a union between
two existing systems -- Greek philosophy and Jewish theology,
He apparently made no conscious attempt to be original. On
the contrary, he was an eclectic. His theology was Jewish,
his philosophy a mere reproduction of what he considered best
for his purpose from various existing systems. Thus, to
appreciate his own concept, it will be instructive to review
briefly certain phases of Greek philosophy which Philo found
useful in establishing his Logos doctrine. It will be well
also to keep in mind that we are now dealing with the
philosophical Logos. Strictly speaking, there is no evolution
of the Logos idea as we Christians know and believe it. When
John speaks of the Logos as the Son of God made incarnate, he
is speaking of a divine revelation, which is far removed from
the philosophical Logos idea. And so, when we speak of the
development or of the primitive traces of a Logos concept, 1t
is the development of the philosophical Logos or of the use

of the term, to which we are referring. This, indeed, had a



development.

Heraclitus, the Ephesian, who flourished about 500 B.C.,
was one of the first to introduce a more or less formal Logos
doctrine. He was, by and large, a pantheist, and we are not
surprised that the first traces of the Logos assumed the
nature of a cosmical power. This philosopher's premise is
that all things are in a state of constant flow and change,
so that not a single object is the same for two successive
moments.! By logical deduction he arrived at the conclusion
that fire must be the primitive substance, because fire is the
most changeable of all the elements. All things are derived
from fire. Fire changes into water, and of water half changes
into earth, while the other half returns to the original
substance, fire. Thus, all the elements are in a constant
state of change.

However, all this change in the universe proceeds according
to a fixed law, which is none other than cosmical reason or the
Logos. All things happen according to this Logos. Whether
Heraclitus ascribed a conscious intelligence to the universe
is a matter of conjecture. He seems %0 recognize an immanent
reason in the world, but we cannot prove that the Logos of
Heraclitus had a conscious 1ntelligence.‘ Apparently, he
recognizes only a rational law pervading the universe.

In another sense, the Logos is really fire spiritualized,

while the material element is fire itself. Now, of the substance

1. Zeller, Qutlines of the History of Greek Philosophy, p. 46
2., Drummond, op. c¢it., Vol. I, p. 38.
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of this Logos, this spiritualized fire, the human soul is a
portion.* The soul is not separated in each individual life,
but is in a state of change like everything else. Actually
the soul is material, for it consists of fire, being of the
same nature as the universal principle. Heraclitus c¢alls it
an "exhaletion" of the universal principle, the fire which
ascends upwards out of the moist elements of the world. Here
his pantheism 1s evident. Heraclitus compared the Logos in
the universe to human reason in the individual. In the former
it was objective, unconscious reason, in the latter, subjective,
conscious intelligence. Thus, says Drummond, he avoided the
terms V”ES and ¢gév because they implied subjective knowledge,
while in the Logos, this idea is not necessarily included.”
It is also apparent that with Heraclitus the Logos has
no relation to the "Word". His is a materialistic Logos, a
cosmical power, so that there is no transcendent God whose
word it could be. It is the universal reason in opposition to
the individual thought, "the rational self-evolution of the
world."’ The relation is rather that of the whole to the parts,
since the parts are manifestations of the whole (the Logos).
This, then, is one of the earliest and one of the more
prominent usages of the Logos concept. In his speculations,
Heraclitus arrived at a cosmical power in the universe

analagous to human reason in the individual and this rational

3. Zeller, Outlines of the History of Greek Philosophy, p. 47
4, Drummond, op. c¢it., Vol. I., p. 47.
5. Ibid, p. 46.



- 40 =

law he termed Logos. Thus, Heraclitus is credited with
giving the first important impulse to this concept, which
was gradually to be taken up and developed further by those
who succeeded him.

The first to make an advance in this newly found Logos
concept was Anaxagoras, who was born about 500 B.C. He also
claimed a primitive substance existed, but unlike his
predecessors, he said it was unlimited in quality and number.
To show how this unlimited primitive substance got into motion
and order, Anaxagoras formed his doctr{ne of the "mind". He
uses the word -Vogk(mind) instead of Aé}os(reason).‘ "Mind"
was separated froﬁ all other substance and ruled over all
things, yet it is not clear whether it is immaterial or material.
Since it brought everything into orderly arrangement, it also
possessed universal knowledge. However, Anaxagoras never
attributed personal existence to mind. It was in somerthings
but not in all things; it 1s a substance present in larger or
smaller quantities in various objects.

Anaxagoras' principal object was to explain the ma terial
world, and the idea of "mind" was introduced rather as a con-
venience. He was concerned chiefly with material phenomena,
and his only purpose in using the doetrine of mind (vwﬁ}) was
to explain the original motion of the primitive substance,
which then spread in wider circles. This gave rise to a force
which, under mechanical laws, separated the universe into ether

and air. By collection or separation these formed the water,

e Ibid., P 48.
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earth, stones, and, finally, the sun and stars. Since mind
is divisible and exists in smaller or larger proportions in
various objects, it also exists in all living things. It is
virtuelly identified with the soul or the vital principle.
This pantheism reaches its extreme when Anaxagoras says that
even the plants have their share of mind. Evidently, the
human soul was a part of, and of the same substance as, the
universal mind. Vhether it retained its individual being
when separated from the body, or was reabsorbed in the
cosmical mind, is not determined.

Thus, by the introduction of the term "mind", the Logos
doctrine was advanced to a certain degree. Under Anaxagoras
it still had all the characteristics of a fague, cosmical
force in the universe, yet by ascribing universal knowledge
to "mind", a distinct advance was made from the Logos of
Heraclitus, which did not have this attribute, but was rather
a mere rational law,

At this point we might mention in passing the name of
Socrates. His system contains no doctrine of the Logos, but
it does contain some things that are related to it. Having
conceived of teleology, or design and purpose in the universe,
Socrates dwells on the personal relations between the divine
and the human. He believed in the personality of one supreme
and universal God, under whom there were also a number of
inferior and local subordinate deities, but he also believed
that the universal mind could become divisible and could

separate into individual humen souls, all the while retaining



all the qualities of mind. Thus, the human soul partakes

of the divine substance and is capable of knowing God or the
gods. This was Socrates' chief mode of approach to the divine.
As far as the Logos doctrine is concerned, Socrates added
nothing new, yet his attempt to bring the humen and the divine
into relation with each other has some significance, for it
showed that Greek philosophy was beginning to consider spiritual
things in addition to material phenomena.

The next Greek philosopher with whom we have to do deserves
more than passing interest in this present discussion. e refer
to Plato. His philosophy actually contains no doctrine of the
Logos, yet some of his doctrines have contributed to the
Alexandrian conception of the Logos.

The basis of the Platonic system is the doetrine of "ideas",7
and a knowledge of this doctrine is essential to the under-
standing of Philo; According to Plato, "ideas" are eternal,
unchangeable realities, constituting the world of real existence,
apprehended only by the reason ( Voﬁs). In the world of senses
there is no real being, only shifting phenomena. Real knowledge
can be found only by arriving at general notions, which are
reality. Thus, each visible object is merely an imperfect
pattern of the general idea. The ideas are not subject to space.
Yet they are neither divine thoughts, but real substances. Flato
believed that these idees existed in indefinite multitude,
because there is an idea corresponding to every general notion

that we are capable of forming. He also speaks of a hierarchy

7. Cf. Zeller, Outlines of the History of Greek Philosophy,
pp. 129ff.
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of ideas, of which the highest is that of good (7; Tov o’ndfo&ﬁa;
18éx ).’ The latter he sometimes identifies with God, so
that "the good" is "the creator and Father of the universe."

In the relation of the eternal to the phenomenal, Plato
approaches most nearly to the doctrine of the Logos. The
basis for the creation of the cosmos is the goodness of the
creator, who wished everything else to be good.’ Now, since
nothing is good without mind, and since mind cannot be
separated from soul, the oreator placed mind in the soul and
soul in the body. This i1s his doctrine of the cosmical soul.
The cosmos was due to the forethought of God, and apparently
was also a living being endowed with soul and mind. Since the
universe was a living being, penetrated in all its parts with ‘
a rational soul, this soul was the mediating term between the
ideal and the materisl, the eternal and the phenomenal. Like
the ideas, it was incorporeal, like material objeets it had
comge into being. It existed in space and was capable of motion.
The cosmical soul was the regulating and harmonizing principle
in the world. Again, we have the relation between the microcosm
and the macrocosm, for according to Plato, just &s our bodies
were fashioned after the great body of the universe, so the
individual soul proceeded from the world's more perfect soul.
The souls were of the same material as the soul of the universe,
only with diminished purity. Divine in origin and nature, pre-
existent and immortal, the soul formed the link beiween the

8. Drummond, op. eit., Vol. I, p. 59.
9. Note the resemblance between Philo and Flato on this
point (ef. p. 33).
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ideal and the phenomenal worlds.

This gives us a sketchy background for Plato's fore-
shadowing the Logos doetrine. Using the term "mind", he
recognized the presence of an all-pervading reason in the
universe. MlMoreover, in order to bridge the chasm between
God end the world, he introduced his theory of the cosmical
soul. This universal soul, different from, yet related to,
the supreme God, was the connecting link between the eternal
end the phenomenal world, and it is very similar toc the later
Alexandrian philosophy of the Logos. Like the philosophical
Logos, the soul is present everywhere in m ture, yet with
Plato "the soul is far more exclusively connected with the
material universe than is the Logos of Philo."’’ It will later
become apparent that Plato and Philo agree in many things.
Philo was indebted to Plato in a great measure both as o
thought and terminology. Had FPhilo been a Greek and not a
Jew, he might have been Plato's successor.

Yet of gll the schools of Greek thought, the Stoics most
fully developed a doctrine of the Logos. They were not so
much interested in speculation about the mysteries of nature,
but were more concerned with practical, religious questions.
The most eminent Stoic, perhaps, was Chrysippus, but only
fragments of his writings remain, so that we are indebted to
the later Stoic writers for our knowledge of this system.

The fundamentals of Stoic thought are materialism and

pantheism. Their celebrated teaching that man should live in

10. Drummond, op. c¢it., Vol. I, p. 68.
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conformity with nature is well known. Yet their doctrine of
the Logos is significant for its contribution to Alexandrian
theology. The Stoics by various philosophical arguments
cdncluded that there was reason or wisdom in the universe.

All the orderly movements and the unchangeable constency in
the universe proved a controlling reason. Indeed, the universe
itself, they believed, produces this, and, hence, they
identified the universe with God. For the Stoies such terms
as the universe, divine reason, supreme cause or Logos were
all synonymous. Divine reason or the Logos is not detached
from, but is the universe itself. Their materialism becomes
apparent when they thus leave no further room for a higher
power transcending the material world. With them the ultimate
is material causality, and the obvious conclusion is that God
is a material substance and the Logos a corporeal spirit.”
Following Heraclitus, they attach great importance to fire.
God or m ture was fire, and all other elements resulfied by
chemical change from fire. Thus, we arrive at a sort of
fire-Logos, a mixture of physical and religious speculation.
But the Stoics seem to deviate somewhat from this prineiple
when they speak of God also as a spirit. Air or breath was
coordinate with fire, and both had pervading tendencies. Air
is said to permeate all things. Since these terms were
applied to God or the Logos who pervaded and permeated matter,

including "ditches and worms and workers of infamy";* we are

11. Zeller, Outlines of the History of Greek Philosophy, p.215
12. Quoted in Drummond, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 87.
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confronted with an all-pervading Logos, which controls the
administration of the universe. According to its various
functions in the economy of the world, it is variously called
Destiny, Truth, Fate, Cause, Nature, Providence, Universe,
Necessity, etc. There is nothing better than the universe,
hence, it had reason and was God. In esnother respect God is
nature, since, the Stoics believed, creation and providence
are due to nature. Furthermore, since everything is supposed
to happen according to destiny or natural causation, God is
spoken of as destiny. And so on. The result is that "at every
turn we are brought back to the all-penetrating Logos“.w Being
extreme moralists, the Stoics also found the cause for both
good and evil to reside in nature or the universe or the Logos,
etc.

But there is another aspect of the Stoical Logos besides
its all-pervading, materialistic and pantheistic aspect, and
that is the doctrine of the "seminal Logos" (hé;os Vﬂie/bdftKaﬁ)-
It is really a theory of evolution. The universe is regarded
as an organism which unfolded from a seed, in which all earthly
and heavenly things were wrapped up and were produced at
determined times. This does not contradict the other explanation
of causality, for the primeval fire was regarded as the seed.
Since the fire is both reason (as explained above) and seed, we
have the combined expression -- seminal reason. This seminal
Logos is God Himself, the organic principle of the universe. At

this point we are introduced to the logoi, a term and a concept

13. Drummond, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 94.
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which Philo adopts literally. Just as the universe evolved
from the seminal Logos, so the various organic bodies within
the cosmos also had their seminal logoi, which were included
within the Logos of the universe, and as a totality either
proceeded from, or merged into, the universel Logos. Thus,
the pristine fire, like a seed, contained the logoi and causes
of all things, past, present, and future, the latter being
united in the universal Logos. Into this seminal Logos return
the souls of the dead.

As far as the relation of the Logos to the human soul is
concerned, the Stoics taught thet man 1s a portion of the
universal reason, which, having become detached from itself,
constitutes man's personality. In other words, the soul, mind,
or reason was God, dwelling as a guest within the human body.”
Thus, both God and man partiecipated in the Logos. Without
pausing to follow their reasoning, we shall proceed to the
division of the soul in man, and notice that the Stoies separated
the soul into eight parts -- the rational or intellectual
faculty, the faculties of speech and reproduction, and the five
senses. Of these, speech appeared to be in closest connection
with the rational faculty, since the voice converts the thoughts
of the soul into sound. Thus, the so~called two-fold Logos in
man originated -- the internal Logos (A@m;iv&&ﬁarq;) and the
uttered Logos (Adyos Toogoptnds ). The latter is the

correlative of the internal Logos.’’

14, Drummond., ODe« eit-’ Vol. I, Pe 108,
15. Ibid, Vol. I, p. 110,



These are the more obvious contributions of the Stoiecal
Logos to Alexandrian theology. It was a Logos that manifested
itself under various aspects, many of them contradictory and
unreal, all purely philosophical and materialistic. Indeed,
the whole development of the Logos concept in the hands of
Greek philosophy is pagan. Their problem was to bring the
human into relation with the divine, a problem which human
speculation can never solve. Since, therefore, their approach
to the problem was materialistic, a materialistic and unsatis-
factory solution was inevitable. Only divine revelation could
solve the mystery. This was foolisShness to the Greeks.

In developing his Logos doctrine, Philo was influenced
largely by this Greek speculation. This is not surprising, if
we keep in mind his purpose of harmonizing Jewlsh and Greek
thought. But Philo also was influenced by Judaism. He was an
orthodox Jew, and had all the baskground of the 0ld Testament.

Thus, the 01d Testament, too, contributed to the
formulation of the Jewish-Alexandrian philosophy of which
Philo was the most distinguished exponent. In the 014 Testament
we find certain roots of the Logos conocept. There are various
terms and concepts in the 0ld Testament which anticipate the
Logos of later times. The Jews of 0ld Testament times were
characterized by their strict monotheism. Jehovah was the only
true God. Most important of all, he was transcendent. Yet
equally fundemental was the O0ld Testament truth that God speaks
to the human soul and projects Himself into the affairs of

nature end men. In Alexandrian philosophy we are aware of a

"



philosophical explanation of these two opposing thoughts --
God's transcendence and His immenence. Jewish philosophers
attempted to reconcile the two by introducing mediating
powers. But in the 0ld Testament the Jewish religionist
rested on his fgith in Jehovah and sought not so much a
theory of God's relations to nature, but tried to explain
the manner in which God takes part in the affairs of men.
These descriptions contributed to the later doctrine of the
Logos in Philo, for, as we have already remarked, Philo
approached his task wlth pre-conceived notions, which were
the result of his Jewish faith.

In viewing the concepts under which God is represented
as active in the world we must keep in mind that there is in
the 0ld Testament much poetical personification. Wisdom, for
instance, is one of the terms used to denote God's active
agency in the world, as is also the "Word".” The latter term
contributed much to later Alexandrian theology. The LXX
translation uses the word ;\é}o}. Apparently the ideas of
Spirit, Breath and Word are closely related, and it may be
that the Jew conceived of the latter as "the articulate shape
or expression of the former".” They are not God Himself, but
powers which He sends forth. With Him, to speak is to create.’?
Here we have a theory of God's relation to the universe and

of the manner in which He communicates with it, although it

16. Cf. Isaiash 2,1; Ps. 33,6; 147,18; 148,8; cf. also
Genesis 1, "And God said."

17. Drummond, op. c¢it., Vol. I, p. 137.
18. Cf. Ps. 33, 9.
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cannot be shown that the idea of mediation is implied.

But the "Word of the Lord" was not only an agency
employed in creation. It also became a name for the
revelation of Jehovah in the hearts of men.”’ Numerous
passages show that the "Word" was regarded in this sense.”’

Now, while it is significant that the finite and the
infinite are united with easch other by meens of the "Word™,
the latter expression is probably related to Alexandrian
theology more closely in language than in thought. Ve
cannot prove from the passages cited that the "Word" is a
distinet hypostasis, and in this respect it differs from
the later idea of the Logos.

Yet when we introduce the concept of Wisdom into the
discussion, a new light is cast. The "Word" suggests,
primarily, the power of God in creation and in providence.
But we take a step farther, when we notice that goodness,
intelligence, mercy and understanding are other aspects of
His relations with men. All these qualities meet in the

attribute of Wisdom.’z'

According to Jewish interpretation,
Wiisdom appears to become "an agent of God in the accomplish-
ment of His gracious will and purpose."? In the book of

Proverbs, Wisdom is personified, and some of the leading

19. George Stevens, The Theology of the New Testament, p.577

20, Cf. I Sam. 3,21; Is. 2,1; Ezek., 3,16; 6,1; Jer. 1,2; eto.
In all these passages the LXX has

2)l. Cf. Ps. 147,5; 145,9; 104,24.
22. Stevens, op. cit., p. 577.
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ideas of the doctrine of the Logos are apparent.’’ On the
one hand, Wisdom denotes all that is good in God, on the
other, Wisdom may be apprehended by men. In the book of
Job, too, Wisdom, while not personified, is described as
a distinct entity that is apprehended by men.**

In general, however, these expressions are poetical
personifications which describe God's activities of power
and grace in the world. They do not indicate that the
writers looked upon Wisdom as a distinct being pos sessing
divine attributes. The absence of personification in Job
seems to prove this. Yet here was an important truth in
Jewish faith, for Wisdom was the principle of unity in God
and man. This apparently satisfied the Jewish soul.

However, not only did the 0ld Testament provide elements
useful in formulating the later doctrine of the Logos. The
01ld Testament apocryphal and pseudepigraphical writings also
made definite contributions along the same lines. Traces of
Philo's Logos can be found in these exiras~-canonical writings.
In the Wisdom of Solomon, for example, we have the origin and
nature of wisdom described?’ Wisdom is God's essistant, sent
out to do His bidding, She shares in the divine counsels
because of her intimate association with God2* In other words,

Wisdom is an "instrumental agency". This, we shall see later,

23, ¢cf. Proverbs 3,13-26; 4,5-13; 7,4; 8,1-9,12.
24, Cf. Job 28, 1l2rf,

25. Cf. Ch. 7,10; 7,282-24; 7,25-29.

26. Drummond, op. ¢it., Vol. I, p. 220.
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is in perfect agreement with Philo's view that Wisdom,

or the Logos, is an emanation of the divine essence, and
plays a great part in directing the affairs of man. ¥Whether
it is only an attribute of God or is an independent being

is not always clear. At any rate, this prepared the way

for FPhilo's Logos. With Philo, the Logos is not that which
is spoken (he avoids the term "uttered Logos"), but it is
consistently an expression of reason, so that the conceptions
associated with Wisdom are characteristic of the Logos, and
the two are virtually identified. 1In Ecclesiasticus, %oo,

we find Wisdom more or less personified. I% is, for example,
spoken of as "the first creation of God."*’

In the Targums a similar signification is found in the
use of the term "Memra". The reference is to the creative
power evident in God's speaking (Gen. 1). It cannot be
determined what the precise signification of Memra is. Some
regard it as representing "the inmost union of purpose and
will, and [as providing] a mode in which God could communicate
Himself to His people, and at the same time sustain the
universe" ¥ while others look upon it as "a kind of inter-
mediate agent between the transcendent Deity and the world."*?
Especially the anthropomorphic acts of God were ascribed to

the Memra, through whom Jehovah expresses Himself and executes

His will.

27. Cf. Ch. 1,4.10; 24,3-12; 24,32-33.
28. Joseph Carpenter, The Johannine Writings, p. 292,

29. Stevens, op. cit., p. 579.
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This, then, is how the Logos doctrine developed within
Judaeism. It was the Jewish solution to the problem of God's
eactivity in the world. Medlating powers were ascribed to
the Word and to Wisdom, and their activity was the Jewish
answer to the problem of how an infinlte, transcendent God
could be active in the finite world.

It is obvious that the conception of mediating powers
had taken a strong hold on the minds of men in one form or
another centuries before Philo addressed himself to the
problem. The Greeks, with a view to explaining the relation
of the Supreme Being, particularly, to nature, had arrived
at a metaphysical principle, which, because of its own orderly
activity and an apparent predetermined purpose motivating that
activity, and, further, because reason and intelligence were
its chief attributes, was referred to as the hé}q; Judaism,
on the other hand, approaching the problem from a spiritual
angle, by which it sought on the basis of faith to explain the
communion between God and man, found the answer in Wisdom or
in the Word of God, the uttered Logos. 1In philo these two
streems of thought merge. Religion and philosophy are combined,
as much as s combination is possible, and a harmony of the two
is attempted, which, however, 1s as unreal as it was sincere.

A1l these preliminary speculations and interpretations on
the part of Greeks and Jews establish the fact that the Logos

concept occupied much of the thought of mankind already before

Philo, so that this Jewish philosopher was by no means original

in this respect. Yet he deserves a place in the history of

TN



1

philosophy and religious thought, because, by combining
two systems, he gave a new interpretation to the Logos
doctrine. In Philo we find the culmination of that
combination of Judaism and Hellenism. He brought the
Logos doctrine to its highest development, that is, before
Christianity revealed its true significance and obviated
any further speculation.

Perhaps, the most direct approach to Fhilo's doctrine
of the Logos would be to consider his theory of the divine
powers, or logol, which form a large part of Philo's system.
Immediately we are confronted by many difficulties. Philo
himself admits that human language about God is inadequate,
and that figurative language must be employed;“ Fur thermore,
Philo's style of writing is rhetorical, and this often
obscures ﬁis meaning. 4dd to this his allegorical inter-
pretation, and we see how extremely difficult it becomes to
fathom his meaning or to establish definitely his position.
Or, we may see the difficulty by again referring to Philo's
task. The attempt to hermonize two opposing systems of
thought -- the teachings of Moses and the speculations of
Greek metaphysics - necessarily led to many confusions of
language.

Philo's theory of creation manifests a dualism of God
and the world. Since, according to Philo, God formed the

world out of pre-existing, shapeless matter, matier must be

30. See p. 16,
31. Cf. his treatise On the Creation
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e second principle alongside of, although infinitely
inferior to, God. Now, in order to explain the activity
of God upon matter, Philo was led by‘sheer necessity to
introduce his doctrine of the 'divine powers? (JVV%uetSL
The difficulty into which he was placed, ss a result, will
be seen presently.

From the contemplation ofnature itself the human soul
begins to ingquire into the nature of cosmical forces, and
soon perceives that there is some divine power or force
regulating the world* God is the Creator of the universe,
and these forces belonging to Him bring Him into immediate
connection with the world., They are "unifying powers",3?
because they bind and hold together all the parts of the
universe, and prevent the universe from being dissolved into
its parts, Bojh in the spheres of mind and of matter we are
confronted by these powers, which give form and reality to
the objects of nature. All these powers are efficient through
God, who is the ultimate causality. VWhenever we see two or
more objects that can be distinguished, we are aware of the
presence of powers, for it is the function of these powers to
differentiate between the objects in the universe. In his own
words we are told:

"Again the torches of fire borne as in the mystic
torch-rite are the Jjudgments of God the torch-
bearer, judgments bright and radiant, whose wont 1%
is to range between the half-pieces, that is between

the opposites of which the whole world is composed.
For we read 'torches of fire which passed through

32, Cf. P 23,
33, Drummond, op. ¢it., Vol. II, p. 69.
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between the half-pieces.’* Thus you may know how
highly excellent is the work of the Potencies

[dvramewv] of God as they pass through the midst
of material and immaterial things. They destroy
nothing - for the half-pieces remsin unharmed -
but divide and distinguish the nature of each.™

35

Everythihg that we see in nature had an immaterial or
ideal pattern, so that these powers or forces themselves are
immaterial (A dwmazot).%®

Moreover, these divine powers are said to be eternal,
because they are connected with the eternal mind of God.
Through their energy the ideal world was formed into the
material, the intelligible into the perceptible. The former
is the archetype of the latter. The world of 1deas,'then,
are the powers themselves. Through them God became active in
the universe.

The question now arises, Is there not some orderly
arrangement to these innumerable powers? It is to be expected
that some would take p;ecedenoe over others, or that some
would be dependent upon others. From a passage, in which
Philo gives an allegorical interpretation of the cherubim
placed at the gates of Paradise, we gain a clearer view of
these powers.

"The voice told me that while God is indeed one, His
highest and chiefest powers are two, even goodness
and sovereignty. Through His goodness He begat all
that is, through His soverelgnty He rules what He

has begotten. And in the midst between the two
there is a third which unites them, Reason, for it

34. Cf. Gen. 15. 17.
35, Who is the Heir of Divine Things, 311-312.
36. Cf. On the Life of Moses, II, 74.
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is through reason that God is both ruler and good.
Of these two potencies sovereignty and goodness
the Cherubim are symbols, as the fiery sword 1is
the symbol of reason. For exceeding swift and
burning heat is reason and chiefly so the reason
of the (Great) Cause, for it alone preceded and
outran all things, concelved before them all,
manifest above them all."J7

The two main powers - goodness and sovereignty - unite
all the other powers, and these two in turn are united by the
Logos. Using terms which are common in the LXX, Philo
represents goodness as @sds and sovereignty as KUgcos. From
these passages it is evident that Philo conceived of the
goodness and the sovereignty of God as powers which were
highest in the hierarchy, under which the whole multitude of
other powers can be classed. This would appear to be a neatly
worked out system, if, as we have seeﬁ, the powers exercised
their function according to a hierarchy, each in its own sphere.
But such is not the case. These powers do not merely stand
beside each other, but they also appear in each other. One
partekes of some of the attributes of another. This obscures
Philo's orderly arrangement of the powers, assuming that an
orderly arrangement was intended at all,

Ag to the precise relation of these powere to God, no one
seems to know Just what Philo believed. He himself was aware
of the difficulty and, therefore, recommended that this
particular study be attempted by those only who were sufficiently
trained. It has been observed, however, that Philo 1s here

involved in a dilemma. Two influences cross - the religious

37, On the Cherubim, 27-28.
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personal beings and the philosophical impersonsl. Philo
himself ie not clear.’? At times, the powers appear to be
attributes of God and, collectively, represent the nature
or essence of GodJ! But this would not solve Fhilo's problem,
for it does not answer the question how the infinite God,
transcending time and space, nevertheless acts upon the
world. Certainly, FPhilo believed that He did. The passage
which interpreters of Philo use most frequently to prove that
he conceived of the powers as persons essentially different
from God is cited by Drummond, who quotes Philo as saying,

n [out of matter] God generated all things, not

touching it himself, for it was not right for the

Wise and Blessed to come in contact with indeter-

minate and mixed matter; but he used the incorporeal

powers, whose real name is ideas, that the fitting

form might take possession of each genus.™ %°

The idea appears to be that the powers surround God and
wait upon Him in much the same manner as servants wait to do
the king's bidding. In other instances, too, Philo creates
the impression that God is above the powers, and, hence, they
must in some measure be subordinate entities. There seems to
be a definite distinction between "God in His essential being
and God conceived under the partial aspect of the powers."¥
The mediating aspect of these powere is inftroduced when

Philo speaks of God as touching all things through His powers.

The connection between the divine and the human is effected

%8. Cf. Zeller, Die Philosophie der Griechen, pp. 611ff.
%9, Cf, On Dreams, I, 232.

40. Op. ¢it., Vol. II, p. 113.

41, Ibid, Vol. II, p. 1l21.
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through these mediating powers. God cannot touch the soul
directly because He 1s transcendent, but He does this through
the powers. In the human mind these powers would appear as
thoughts, in matter as ideal forms. Inasmuch as they are
divine and yet do not constitute fhe essence of God, the
powers form the intermediate link between God and the world.
"They are the connection between the universe and God,
mediating between them, not bgcause they are different from
both, but because they are strictly separable from neither.
Withdraw them from the mind, and it becomes a non-entity;
withdraw them from the material world, and it ceases to be a
cosmos; detach them, if that be conceivable, from God, and
they will sink into_nothingness."“‘And so, FPhilo refers to
God under two aspects, God in His unknown and transcendent
essence, and God as He is menifested through His powers.

In Philo's doctrine of the divine powers most writers
agree that he is inconsistent and even contradictory, and if
we would place opposite passages side by side, we too would
perhaps agree. But Drummond, who appears to be Philo's most
sympathetic interpreter, is not so ready to charge him with
naive contradiction. In trying to find a reason for the
apparent inconsistencies, he calls attention to Philo's
fondness for personification, and he remarks that, since Philo
throughout his writings personifies virtues, attributes, the

parts of the soul, time, space, historical narratives, etc.,

we mey regerd his personification of the powers as figurative.*’

42, Ibid., Vol. II, p. 116.
43. Drummond, Ope cito, Vol, II, p. 123£f.
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Apparently, he is inclined to believe that Philo did not
regard the logoi as distinct personalities, Whether Philo
uses personifications merely in agreement with his principle
thet human languege is not adaptable to divine mysteries, or
whether he reaslly believed the powere to be distinct beings,
we shall perhaps never know. However, I believe his eclectic
and harmonizing tendencies led him into a difficulty which he
himself did no?% know how to solve. Had he not borrowed from,
and tried to harmonize, so many diverse systems of thoughti,

he would have been spared some difficult problems.

In regard to these divine powers or logoi, we must notice

briefly four sources from which Philo borrowed. In the first
place, he is largely indebted to Plato, particularly, Plato's

doctrine of ideas. The best passage, showing the resemblesnce

of Philo's powers to Plato's ideas, at least in their function

on the universe, is found in his treatise On the Creation. In

deseribing the manner in which God created the universe,
Philo says:

"For God, being God, assumed that a beautiful copy
would never be produced apart from a beautiful
pattern, and that no object of perception would be
faultless which was not made in the likeness of an
original discerned only by the intellect. So when
He willed to create this visible world He first
fully formed the intelligible world, in order that
He might have the use of a pattern wholly God-like
and incorporeal in producing the material world,
as a later creation, the very image of an earlier,
to embrace in itself objects of perception of as
many kinds as the other contained objects of
intelligence. :

To speak of or conceive that world which consists
of ideas as being in some place is illegitimate;
how it consists (of them) we shall know if we care-
fully attend to some image supplied by the things
of our world. When a city is being founded to
satisfy the soaring ambition of some king or
governor, who lays claim to despotic power and

e ]
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being megnificent in his ideas would faln add a
fresh lustre to his good fortune, there comes forward
now and again some trained architect who, observing
the favourable climate and convenient position of
the site, first sketches in his own mind wellnigh
all the parts of the city that is to be wrought out,
‘temples, gymnasia, town-halls, market-places,
harbours, docks, streets, walls to be built,
dwelling-houses &s well as public buildings to be
set up. Thus after having received in his own soul,
as it were in wax, the figures of these objects
severally, he carries about the image of a city
which is the creation of his mind., Then by his
innate power of memory, he recalls the images of
the various parts of this city, and imprints their
types yet more distinctly in it: and like a good
craftsman he begins to build the city of stones

and timber, keeping his eye upon his pattern and
making the visible and tangible objects correspond
in each case to the corporeal ideas.

Just sueh must be our thoughts about God. We
must suppose that, when He was minded to found the
one great city, He conceived beforehand the model
of its parts, and that out of these He constituted
and brought to completion a world discernible only
by the mind, and then, with that for a pattern, the
world which our senses can perceive. As, then, the
city which was fashioned beforehand within the mind
of the architect held no place in the outer world,
but had been engraved in the soul of the artificer
as by a seal; even so the universe that consisted
of ideas would have no other location than the
Divine Reason [Adyov], which was the Author of this
ordered frame. For what other place could there be
for His powers to receive and contain, I say not
all but, any one of them whatever uncompounded and
untempered?" #4

Of course, true to his principle thet all Creek philosophy
borrowed from Moses, Philo bases this doctrine on passages from
the 01d Testament, giving it a Scriptural appeal. When 1t is
seid tha% "God created man in His own image"® Philo understands
this to mean that man was created only like the image of God,
not like God. In other words, man is the image of an image.

This applies also to the whole visible cosmos, each perceptible

44, On the Creation, 16-20.
45, Cf. Genesis 1, 27,




object having an archetypal idea, which is its image. He also
refers to Gen. 2, 4f to support his theory that God first
created transcendental, incorporeal aréhetypes of all physical
and material things. Another resemblance to Plato may by

found, when Philo describes the powers as rays of light, which
emanate from God and take up their residence as thoughts in

the minds of men. This reminds us of Plato's world-soul,
reaching out and expanding in the universe, parts of which form
the minds of men. The same approach to the communion of the
human with the divine is evident in both. We may mention here,
too, that Philo's conception of God is similar to the Platecnic
unchangeable reason (Vaﬁj), although the Logos of Philo, having
the two-fold aspect of inward, subjective and outward, objective
functions, 1s more active in the world. These outward, objective
activities are the logoi. Thus, in relation to the world,

Philo read into his doctrine of intermediate beings all the
leading thoughts of Plato's theory.

Another source which contributed to the formulation of
Philo's doctrine of divine powers is the 0ld Testament doctrine
of angels. It is not clear whether Philo identified angels
and powers, but the resemblance between the two is evident.
Angels were God's messengers and servants; so were the powers
with Philo. One distinction, however, may be noted. The
angels wers created, while Philo regards the powers as eternal.
Furthermore, in passages where the person of God 1s referred
to in the plural (actually, the editorial plural),® Philo
believes that this signifies the powers cooperating with God

46. E.g., Gen. 1,26; 3,22; 11,7.
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as obedient servants., Since, according to Philo, these powers
also assisted in the creation, they cannot be angels, for angels
are created beings. But whatever the relationship is between
angels and divine powers, it is clear that elements of the
Jewish doctrine of the angels are included in Philo's doctrine
of the divine powers.

A third source which may have influenced Fhilo on this
point is the Greek theory of demons. According to the Creeks,
demons inhabited the air, that is, the space between the sarth
and the heaven. In this atmosphere they flew about, some
descending into bodies and forming the souls of men, others,
who were more pure and consecrated, remasining in the ethereal
regions for the purpose of serving the Father of the universe.*’
This strongly resembles Philo's divine powers, which are also
a host of beings separated from God, but mysteriously related
to Him.

Finelly, Philo was strongly influenced by the Stoics,
especially the Stolc Mdyos omepuarinds, Or active cause, of
which all phenomena in the universe are the result. As far
as the powers are concerned, they closely resemble the doctrine
of emanations which was peculiar to the Stoics. Philo, as we
have already seen, describes the powers as parts of the Godhead
that expand or radiate in the universe. This is the same
function ascribed to the Stoic emanations. Both proceed from
the Deity and become the cause of all things. It has been
suggested that this Stoic doctrine influenced Philo most, since,

47. Cf, Drummond, op. c¢it., Vol. II, p. 1l44.




on the one hend, angels and demons were a bit too personal
for his system, while; on the other, the Platonic ideas were
too abstract, being only archetypes and not moving powers,‘®

In general, however, we may say that the divine powers of Philo

were somewhere between Stoic emanations and Platonic ideas.,
Viewed on their immaterial side, they were divine thoughts;
in their cosmic aspect they were motivating or efficient
causes.?? |

The reason for our concern about the sources from which
Philo borrowed this doctrine is to be found, first, in the
importance which he attaches to these powers and, second, in
the fact that Philo's doctrine was not’original. Concerning
the former, to understand something of Philo is to gain a
general conception of what the powers or logoi are in his
system. As Drummond remarks, "We meet these powers everywhere,
for they alone give reality and meaning to all to all that we
see and touch. They are the‘secret beauty in each humblest
thing; they a;e the mighty bonds which constrain earth and
ocean and sky into the harmony of a cosmos; and since they
are but the varied expression of the divine emergy, it is
through them that the universe lies unfolded in the all-

"’ Nor could we understand the

pervading immensity of God.
Logos concept of Philo without inquiring into the significance
and function of the 'powers'!, for the latier are intimately

connec ted with the former.

48. Cf. Zeller, Die Philosophie der Griechen, pp. 615ff. |
49, Carpenter, op. cit., p. 299. ﬂ
50. Drummond, op. c¢it., Vol. II, p. 153.



As a matter of fact, all the powers "proceed from, are
reconciled by, and are merged in the Logos - the cornerstone

of Philo's system.”

Philo, apparently, was unable to clearly
define the powers, nor was he able to harmonize all of them,

yet they are all comprehended in the one Logos, which is the

most universal intermediary between God and the world.,

As we approach the Logos doctrine itself, one of our
first impressions is the many aspects under which Philo's
Logos can be viewed. Drummond speaks of an enormous list
of classifications made by Grossmann, in which the latter
lists the meny meanings of the Logos. Consequently, it is
rether futile to search for a single, definite notion of
Philo's Logos, for "it is the expression of God in all His
multiple and manifold activity, the instrument of creation,
the seat of ideas, the world of thought which God first
established as the model of the visible universe, the guiding
providence, the power of virtue, the fount of wisdom,
described sometimes in religious ecstacy, sometimes in philo-
sophical metaphysics, sometimes in the spirit of the mystical
poet."% It is like "a crystal prism reflecting the light of

(7} 53

the Godhead in a myriad different ways. In other words, it
is the complete aspect of God as He makes Himself known to
the world.

We have already seen in connection with the divine powers

the influence of the Jewish conceptions of Wisdom and the

51, Williem Fairweather, Jesus and the Greeks, p. 1980,
52, Bentwich, op. cit., pe 148.
53. Ibid., p. 152.

.

i

;
e




ol

creative Word of God, the Platonic ideas, the Stoic emanations
and divine reason operating in the world. The same influences
may be noted in Philo's Logos concept, for by combining all
these doctrines Philo produced a kind of "mediatorial hypostasis”
between God and the world. Moreover, the same difficulties
that were encountered in determining the precise nature of the
powers are to be met with in the Logos doctrine. In this
doctrine Philo's ealecticism is perhaps more apparent than in
any other of his theories, for this doetrine is the center of
his system. This mixture of such diverse elements explains
the lack of systematic formulation. Add to this Philo's gifts
for imagination, his arbitrary use of allegory, his utter dis-
regard for legitimate hermeneutics, and the result is a concept
that defies understanding.

To mention a few of the innumerable aspects of the Logos,
there is, first of all, Philo's conception of the Logos as
mind, the rational part of the humen soul, Because of its close
connection with man's reason, these two are at times identifieqd,
and the Logo'® becomes a neme for man's reason or understending.®”
Again, the Logos may mean any abstract or impersonal expression
of humen reason or character.”” In another sense, the Logos may
signify speech, which is a product of reason. In this sense it
applies especially to Scripture, for, according to Philo,
Seripture is not merely the means through which the Logos speaks,
but it is itself the Logos. Thus, with Philo, the Logos does

not always demote the same thing.

54. Cf. the treatise On_Abraham, 83.
55, Cf. Drummond, op. e¢it., Vol. II, p. 158.




In its connection wifh the powers, it will be recalled
that all the powers were comprehended in the Logos. According
to Philo's cosmology, all perceptible objects are the result
of the eternal ideas, whose impress or image they bear, so
that the whole cosmos can be traced back to God's thought.
God's thought or Reason 1s the most generic thing, under which
the innumerable lesser thoughts or ideas are assembled and
united. It is interesting to see how Philo tries to prove this.
He refers to the incident in the 0ld Testament where God
miraculously fed the children of Israel in the wilderness with
mannaf“ and Philo concludes that this is symbolic of the divine
thought of God nourishing the soul. He identifies this manna
with the "word" of God and thus, as a logical consequence, with
the "Logos of God."*’

From this 1@ is apparent that Philo regarded the Logos as
the highest of all things that have come into being. God stands
at the head of the hlerarchy, supreme, then comes the Logos,
which is second to God. Ffom the Logos proceed all the logoi
or divine powers. On this point, too, Philo is not without
"Seriptural proof". An example of this superiority of the
Logos is based on Exodus 25,22, where the Lord speaks of
communicating with the children of Israel "from between the
two cherubim which ére upon the ark of the testimony." From
this Philo concludes that "the Logos is the driver of the
powers but he who speaks is the rider, giving %o the driver

56. Exodus 16, 15-16-
57, Drummond, op. c¢it., Vol. II, p. 1860.




the orders which tend to the correct driving of the universe." *’
In brief, then, all the powers are united and summed up in the
Logos, for the Divine Thought comprehends all the divine
thoughts. Since God is supreme, the Logos is beneath Him, is

second to Him, and is contained in Him. This is