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Abstract of Thesis Entitled:

Philo of Alexandria's Interpretation of the Jewish Cultus

Philo of Alexandria holds a significant place in the intellectual
environment in which Christianity originated and an examination, therefore,
of his thought is of value in appreciating the influences which affected
the development of that religion. The aspect of his thought considéred in
this study is his treatment of the Jewish cultus. The two mazjor English
works on Philo published during this century are by H.A.Volfson and
E.R.Goodenough respectively. The former sees Philo primarily as a philo-
sopher and says little of his cultic or mystical interest. Goodenough,
however; maintains that Philo transformed the Jewish cultus into a Hellen-

istic nmystery.

~ Turning to the writings of Philo, his treatment of various aspects of
the cult are considered in turn, beginning with the Temple. From this it
emerges that, on the one hand, he reads a spiritual meaning into the various
"~ parts of the Temple and, on the other, uses the Temple imagery to describe
his personal mysticism. This twofold approach is also employed in his treat-
ment of the remainder of the cult, namely the priesthood; sacrifice and the

festivals.

It is important that the two methods used by Philo in handling cultic
material be clearly distinguished from each other. The spiritualising of the
cult is very different from the metaphorical use of cultic imagery to des-
cribe another type of religion and passages in which the latter method is
being used are not indicative of Philo's attitude to the cult, a fact which
Goodenough fails to appreciate. Contrary to Goodenough's view, Philo did not
turn the Jewish cultus into a mystery, rather he held it in tension with his
personal mysticism in a way which enabled him to remain a practising Jew

while continuing his study of mystic philosophy.
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Introduction

The environment in which Christianity originated and the
influences which affected its earliest development are of a
complexity which is made to appear more simple only by the incomplete
nature of our knowledge concerning them. Yet such knowledge is
obviously essential if we are to reach an understanding of the
Christian religion appropriate to our own age. Unfortunately the
'1iterature of fhe opening years of the Christian era which is still
extant is comparatively small in quantity and, for the most part,
conjectures have to be made as to the conditions prevailing at the
time from earlier or later documents, A study of these does reveal certain

major factors.

Clearly Judaism as the parent religion is an important part of
the backgfound of Christianity but, since the period is poorly documented,
the detailed character of the Judaism contemporary with Jesus Christ is
often doubtful. The Rabbinic writings were only compiled much later and,
while they certainly contain a great deal of older material, it is
freqﬁently difficult to assign an exact date to a particular piece of
tradition. In general, however, Judaism was in a far from static
condition. Religious and political ideals had mingled with each other
and the evidence of Josephus points to widespread and intense
eschatological expectations, which must have been encouraged by the
apocalyptic writings of the preceding two hundred years or more and the
desire for deliverance from Roman rule, These expectations found concrete
expression in a number of Messianic pretenders who claimed to be able to
bring about a new miracle of deliverance for Israel., A typical example is
the Egyptian Jew, described by Josephus, who believed that the walls of
Jerusalem would collapse at his command, as the walls of Jericho had done
for Joshua. (Ant. XX 169-72., Wars II 261-3).

This was also a time when traditional institutions came under
criticism, which even the Jerusalem Temple, the focal point of Jewish
religion, did not escape. Certain sects objected to the low standard of
purity maintained at the sanctuary and withdrew from participation in
the cultus to their own communities, in which they practised a more
spiritual form of worship. The enormous amount of publicity which has
surrounded the discovery of documents belonging to certain of these
sects has, perhaps, led to a disproportionate emphasis on their
importance in the background of Christianity. However, considered along
with the atmosphere of apocalyptic excitement which manifested itself in

a number of "Messiahs'; they give the impression that conditions were
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favourable for the emergence of something revolutionary, not only in

the political life of Jewry, but also in its religious life.

However, the forces of change affecting Judaism came not only
from within but also from without. Classical Greek culture had
undergone major changes since the time of Alexander the Great, when
the empire built up by him brought Greek and Oriental culture into close
contact and, out of this confrontation, grew the phenomenon which we
term Hellenism. In the field of religion the two main features of
Hellenism were philosophy and Oriental religion. The outstanding
development in philosophy during this period was the emergence of the
new philosophies of Epicurus and Zeno which sought to solve the problems
created by the new world which Alexander had brought about; Since man no
longer felt himself part of a group such as the MBAes an attempt had to
be made to satisfy his need for individual happiness and this is the aim
of these philosophies. By the beginning of the Christian era, Stoicism
had become modified by assimilating on the one hand both popular and
astral religion and a great deal of superstition, while on the other
revived Platonism. This produced the Eclecticism which was the

characteristic philosophy of the early Roman Empire.

This popular religion with which Stoicism came to terms had become
increasingly oriental over the period in guestion. The popularity of
. the old Olympian deities waned and new deities, such as Serapis and
Isis were adopted from abroad. The old gods had been very much
associated with the city state and when this passed they tended to fade
with it, whereas the mystery cults of these eastern deities, with their
stress on salvation, catered for the needs of the new individualism
which appeared.

It was, therefore, with this culture that Judaism was brought into
contact, and out of this contact there developed a Hellenistic Judaism
which is particularly important for the background of Christianity for,
like the latter, it contained elements of Semitic and Greek thought and
it was from Jews of this type that early Christianity drew the majority
of its converts. The characteristics of this type of Judaism, compared
with that which became typical of Palestine, were first, a much more
liberal attitude to the gentiles as shown by the numbers of sqﬂépcvo;
who became attached to the synagogues, secondly a readiness to enter
into discussion with gentiles illustrated by the "Letter of Aristeas"
which says they were "ready to hold free argument, to listen to the
opinions of others and to consider thoroughly every question that might

be raised", and thirdly a universalism which did not restrict salvation
to Jews alone.
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However, the difficulty in trying to determine the character of
this Judaism is that most of the literature which it produced stems
from Alexandria and it is a moot point exactly how typical this was
of the rest of the Diaspora. Among this literature are such works as
the "Letter of Aristeas™" which purports to give an account of the
translation of the Septuagint while its main aim is to justify Judaism
to its gentile critics and even to convert them, The author says that
the Jews worship thebame god as the Greeks (Zeus) under another name
(15-16, 19) which shows how far apologetic will often take a writer,
Another work of the same milieu is the "Wisdom of Solomon" which also
has a missionary intent, although not perhaps as overt as the previous
work. The writer's aim is to deepen the faith of existing Jews and
convince pagans of the foolishness of their idolatry and his language
reflects the common notions of Platonism current at the time, such as
the immortality of the soul. IV Maccabees also seems to have been
written by an Alexandrian Jew about the beginning of our period, but
this time the influence is more that of Stoic philosophy as seen in his
main thesis that reason is stronger than the passions and which he

illustrates with a number of rather gruesome examples.

.It was works like these which prepared the way for the far more
comprehensive synthesis of Greek and Jewish thouéht to be found in the
writings of Philo of Alexandria. It can be seeﬁ from the above that
Philo represents only part of an extremely varied and complicated
situation which surrounded the origin of Christianity, andfhis must be
borne in mind if his importance is not to be exaggerated. However, the
study of Philo is particularly relevant to a study of Christian origins
for the following reasons. First the sheer fact of chronological
coincidence, for Philo was writing at exactly the time when Jesus was
preaching in Palestine., Secondly he represented a type of thought,
Hellenistic Judaism, which has quite clearly influenced New Testament
writings and among whose adherents Christianity rapidly spread. Thirdly
they both had the problem of interpreting the 01d Testament in terms of
a new situation, with Philo it was that created by Greek philosophy,
while with the Christians it was that caused by the life and death of
Jesus, Fourthly they are both in an apologetic situation in which, on
the one hand, they are trying to say something intelligible of a
Semitic religion to a Greek audience and, on the other, they are trying
to jusfify that religion to the authorities. The use made of Philot's
thought and exegetical methods by some of the Christian Fathers, such as
Clement and Origen, is indicative_bf a special relationship existing

between Christianity and Philo. The Fathers themselves certainly felt
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this and Eusebius records- the tradition that Philo met Peter in Rome.
(Church Hist.2.17). In fact it is extremely unlikely that this ever
occurred, but the story is useful in illustrating the a;titude of
Christian scholars towards Philo.

Philo was a prolific writer and, because of the special interest
taken in his works by Christians, a great number of them have survived.
Clearly this renders impracticable in a study of this size, a consider-
ation of his thought as a whole. However, one aspect of this which has
not, perhaps, received all the attention it deserves in the many works
in English and German over the last eighty years, is his interpretation
of the Jewish cultus. This is particularly relevant to the study of
Christian origins, since both Philo and the early Christians were in a
similar position in relation to the cult. The position was that they
were unable to participate in the cult at Jerusalem, Philo because he
was too far away, and the Christians both for geographicai reasons and
also because many of them were not Jews. Moreover, they were both
directing their missionary efforts toward people who also could not
participate. Thus a student of early Christianity cannot but gain by
discovering what Philo made of this subject.

Two important studies of Philo have been those by Goodenbwghl and
Wolfson® who differ as to what they consider to be the overall character
of Philo's thought. Goodenough is of the opinion that in Philo's writings
Judaism is presented as the true mystery religion, the various stages of
which are worked out and described by him. Wolfson, on the other hand,
while admitting that Philo does use language borrowed from the mystery
religions, believes that this is because these terms viere in common use
during the period, and because there were reasons why he could apply them
in a special sense to an event, such as the covenant, but that they did
not reflect the essential character of his thought, which was basically
a religious philosophy.

We shall consider Goodenough's interpretation first. His main theme
runs as follows. At an early stage the Jews in the Diaspora were greatly
attracted towards the religion.and thought of their gentile neighbours,
but there were two factors which resfrained them from expressing this

attraction in certain ways. One was that since the time of the revival

1 By Light, Light (The Mystic Gospel of Hellenistic Judaism) -
Yale University Press 1935

2 Philo. Harvard University Press 1947
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under Ezra, the cult had not been open to innovation, so Jews could
not borrow the rites of the gentile cults. The other was that a Jew
could not become an initiate of a gentile religion such as that of
Isis and Osiris, and at the same time remain a loyal Jew. These facts
partly explain what did happen to Judaism in parts of the Diaspora,
which was that it was transformed itself into the true Mystery. Thus
one could be a good Jew and yet enjoy the benefits of the mystery
religions. '

Goodenough admits that it is impossible to trace the stages of
this development but he believes that it was a reasonably'long process
of which, in some ways Philo is the culmination, as well as the most
extended source for this kind of Judaism. However, Goodenough asserts
that Moses had become identified with Orpheus and Hermes-Tat two
centuries before Philo was writing and his method is to examine the
character of "mystic Judaism" as revealed in the writings of Philo and
then to work back from there, picking out the features of it which other
writers displayed in a more fragmentary form. In Philo, he says, the way
to God fell into two stages, The first of these was an approach to God
through the unwritten law and logos or Sophia and was dissociated from
any contact with material things, while the second approached God
through those of his Powers which culd be represented in the material
world, that is the way of the written Law. The latter was for Philo an
inferior way, but could serve as an introduction to the higher one., The
kind of distinction which existed between these stages was often
expressed during this period as two successive initiations within a
single Mystery and thus Goodenough quotes the passages in which Philo
speaks of a "Lesser" and "Greater" Mystery, e.g. Initiation under Moses
is into the "Greater" Mysteries in Cher.49 and initiation into the
"Lesser" before the "Greater" Mysteries in Sac.62.

Goodenough deals first with the lower way which he terms the
"Mystery of Aaron" since it draws its symbolism from the cultus of the
outer shrine, presided over by the Aaronic High Priest. Philo gives
three main accounts of this mystéry in Vita Mosis, the Exposition and
Quaestiones in Exodum., The passages deal mainly with the symbolism of
the tabernacle and the robes of the priest and the significance attached
to them, The overall character of this symbolism is cosmic and the
mystery of Aaron is predominantly a cosmic mystery, its aim being to
unite the worshipper with the whole cosmos in the worship of God. Some
examples of the symbolism illustrate this. For instance, the altar of

lncense, claims Goodenough, represents the gratitude of earth and water
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(Mos.ii 101) and the seven branched candlestick represents the heaven
(Mos.ii 105). Goodenough then continues with Philo's description and
explanation of the High Priest's regalia(Mos.ii 109-116) which is said

to represent the cosmos. The function of the priesthood is indicated by
reference to the symbolism of his robes and it is clear that, as might be
expected in a cosmic temple, it is a cosmic priesthood, The High Priest's
robes represent the four elements and his mantle the heavens so that

when the priest is conducting the ritual, the. whole of the cosmos is
represented and worships with him.(Mos.ii 133-135). However, this mystery
is still part of literal Judaism and therefore not for gentiles for whom
Philo has described the mystery twice in De. vita Mos, and Spec,, but does

not invite them to share in it.

Goodenough then goes on to trace the parallels between Philo's
mystery of Aaron, the Hermetica and Plutarch. He finds passages which
he describes as striking parallels., In Poimandres 24-26a the mystic
hymns the Father accompanied by the stars, which is like the end of
Philo's mystery. In Plutarch's De Iside Chap.?7 p.383c he: quotes the
passage describing the robes of Isis and Osiris. The conclusion he
reaches is that Hellenistic Judaism has drawn into Jewish worship in the
mystery of Aaron, thought from the tradition of Isis and the Hermetica.
This cosmic interpretation of the cult was not an innovation by Philo,
as is shown by the passage in Wisdom of Solomon XVIII Zz24:-

eme "’\‘I’ TT'OfS’q'Pau;' s,‘vfu’,.«uroq :’;u g/\og o xb&pog

_ Having dealt with the lower way, Goodenough then expounds Philo's
description of the higher way which he calls the "Mystery of Moses".
The goal of this mystery, rather than being a union with the cosmos,
was a flight beyond it to a direct experience of God T 3», and it was
this kind of experience which was attributed to Moses, the Self Taught.
He finally achieved the vision of the unseen nature, 7 e’ttt—S"';c 4"55'-9
although it was impossible for him to actually see God. This experience
gave him his unique position as hierophant of Israel. The objective
symbolism of the greater mystery is drawn from the Holy of Holies, the
cult of which was no part of the regular function of the priesthodd.
The High Priest alone entered it once a year and then he was so blinded
by incense that he could not see anything. Also for this occasion he
wore only a white robe as opposed to his normal more ornate ones which

we saw above were invested with a cosmic significance. The ark which
had been in the Holy of Holies, although it had been lost for centuries
by Philo's day, represented for him God and his powers, and so much
symbolism was very suitable to represent the approach of the individual
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soul, having abandoned material things, to the invisible God. According
to Goodenough it is this mystery to which Philo wanted to attract
gentiles, since to participate in the mystery of Aaron meant that one
had to become a literal Jew and Philo was not interested in making
converts of this type.

However, it was not only in terms of the cult that Philo described
this mystery, for he also used the stories of the patriarchs to
illustrate the progress of the soul along this way to God. He allegorises
such incidents as Noah coming out of the ark, to represent him coming out
of the body, and Abraham's relation with Sarah to represent his union
with Sophia (Abr.100-102). In addition to the patriarchs the cities of
refuge are schematized by Philo to represent the Powers of God, three on
this side of the river in the material world and three on the other. The
" soul moves from one to the other towards the Logos. Thus Goodenough
detects an underlying unity in Philo's presentation of this mystery -
the scheme remains similar whether he is describing it in terms of the

cult, or the patriarchs or the cities.

In all this Philo is not, in Goodenough's opinion, merely giving a
mystic interpretation of Scripture, he is referring to a definite type
of Jewish cultus, He supports this view by citing the frequent use of
cultic language by Philo such as robes, secret doctrines, initiations
and sacred food. He then quotes two fragments of Philo from Harris. One
refers to not fevealing the " fcp-\t rwa'TT;P‘-" " to the " ""H"’";T"‘- "

. (Harris p.69). The other to " Tr:u"'l't'g'qs' MtTd)dﬁJuTrc zl'P:ts‘ " (Harris p.69).

These are used by Goodenough to support his contention that there
lies behind these passages an actual cultus. He admits that figurative
-language from the mysteries had been in use since Plato's time to
describe a philosophic mysticism, but says that these references seem
to go beyond the figurative, This was Judaism turned into a mystery that
rivalled the pagan mysteries, In a later work "“Jewish Symbols in the
Greco-Roman Period" Goodenough goes further in speculating as to the
details of this cultus and suggests that the participants wore white
robes and perhaps burnt incense as part of their titual.

Thus Goodenough holds that in Philo Judaism is revealed as having
been transformed into a{mystic philosophy, which ultimately had as its
sources Orpheus, Isis and Iran as thesé were interpreted by the mystic
philosophers of Greek background. This Judaism was so completely
paganised that it can best be described as Hellenism presented in Jewish

symbols and allegories, of which a large number, but not all, were drawn
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from the cult. The publications by Goodenough, which are cited above,
are the only detailed examinations of the cultic passages in Philo to
be produced in English. They are therefore referred to in the following
pages a great deal more frequently than works by other authors which
only touch briefly on this aspect of Philo.

Such a work is that by Wolfson, who takes é rather different line
from Goodenough. He sees Philo primarily as a philosopher and tends to
ignore the mystic element in his writings, holding that he marks a
conflation on the one side of Greek rationalism and, on the other, of
"native Judaism"., All Hellenistic mystic philosophy he dates as later
than Philo and, therefore, irrelevant in a discussion of his writings
but, in spite of the fact that most rabbinic material can only certainly
be dated to a time much later than Philo, he finds no difficulty in

positing this material as Philo's source, where a parallel is found,

Because of his primarily philosophical approach, Wolfson does not
have much to say concerning Philo and the cult, an aspect of his thought
closely related to his mysticism. However, he does give a brief treatment
of.Philo's.use of the language of the mystery religions. He writes,

"Now if Philo does happen to uée terms and expressions borrowed, for
instance, .....from the vocabulary of Greek mysteries, it does not
necessarily mean that his philosophy.......was really not a philosophy
at all but a mystery". Wolfson believes that Philo used these terms in
the same way that he used terms-from popular religion and mythology,
because they were parts of common speech. He explains what he thinks
Philo means by the "mysteries" and produces a scheme of what the lesser
and greater mysteries implied, gafhering together a variety of passages.
He says that there are two distiﬂct features belonging to each mystery.
First under the heading of the lesser is the taming of the passions and
the passing to the 1ifé_of virtue, and second is the knowledge of God
indirectly from his actions or created things. Under the greater
mysteries are included, first, the knowledge that there is a virtue
which comes straight from God, a guidance to righteous conduct which
comes directly by revelation and, second, the direct knowledge of God

"apart from his powers",

Thus, summing up, he says that by those who have been initiated
into the mysteries, Philo means '"men of good native ability and proper
edgcation who have succeeded in mastering their passions and in
acquiring & true knowledge of the existence and nature of God".(I.L49)
The reasons for which he calls them mysteries are as follows. First

because the true meaning of them is hidden in scripture and has to be
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drawn out of it by allegory and, second, as a challenge to the heathen
- mysteries, However, théy are not actually mysteries, but Philo merely
makes a comparison between them and the covenant of Israel and God. The
use of this language does not reflect the essential character of his
religion, but reflects more the language of the literature of his time.

So_much for Wolfson's evaluation of the mystery language in Philo,
which he does not associate in any way with the cult. When Wolfson does
deal with the cult it is to show that Philo owes his thought on this
subject directly to "mative Judaism". He describes Philo's attitude
toward the relation between sacrifice and prayer, significantly enough
treating it merely incidentally under a chapter headed "Ethical Theory"
and begins his account with the words, "Essentially Jewish is also
Philo's attitude toward the relation between sacrifice and prayer", He
says that, at the time of Philo, Jews participated in two forms of
worship, sacrifice, both vicariously by the Temple tax and personally
by journeying to Jerusalem at the festivals, and organised prayer.

Philo shared in both these as is shown by the reference to his

pilgrimage to Jerusalem (De Provid.2,64). His statements abaut sacrifice
are in common with what Jewish tradition was also saying about them, both
stressing that the outward act must be accompanied by a worthy intention.
For instance, he parallels Philo, "God does not rejoice in sacrifices
even if one offers hectacombs,.." (Spec.I.271) with Micah, "Will the Lord
be pleased with thousand of rams?" (6,7). He also quotes Spec.I.272. "And
indeed, though the worshippers bring nothing else, in bringing themselves
they offer the best sacrifices, the full and truly perfect oblation of
noble living, honoring God, their Benefactor and Saviour, with hymns and
thanksgivings", -

This he compares with Hosea 14.3 "We will render for bullocks the
offering of our Iips" and also with the later views of rabbis after the
fall of the Temple, who taught that prayer is a substitute for sacrifice,
(Tanhuma Korah,12). However, Wolfson rejects Heinemann's view that Philo
thought animal sacrifices were not necessary and that the only true
offering was the piety of a God-loving soul. He says that Philo accepted
sacrifice as a Yegitimate form of worship, as long as it was accompanied

by right motive and conduct and that, in this, Philo reflected traditional
Jewish views,

This is really the extent of Wolfson's treatment of the cult, but
there is an incidental reference to the High Priest when he is dealing
with the Logos, but not in his cultic setting. He says that the High
Priest represents both the incorporeal Logos of the intelligible world
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and the immanent Logos in the visible world, as is shown by the
passage which says that his holy vesture has a variegated beauty
derived from powers belonging, some to the realm of pure intellect,
some to: that of sense perception (Migr.18.102). The latter refers to
that cosmic symbolism of which Goodenough makes so much and, while
this passage in Wolfson adds little to our understanding of this
symboIlism, its very brevity shows how different his treatment is
from that of Goodenough.

Reviewers of Wolfson have generally deplored his omission of
the mystical elements in Philo, but the remedy for this does not
‘necessarily mean that one has to adopt a position such as Goodenough's.
Indeed, Wilfred Knox applauds Wolfson's rejection of the latter's
attempts to read a Jewish mystery into Philo and considers this to be one
of the best parts of his book. (JTS vol..49).
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The Temple

We shall now go on to examine those passages of Philo which deal
with the cultus, in an effort to determine his interpretation of it.
One aspect of the cult will be examined at a time, beginning with the
Temple in general and its furnishings, and then the priesthood, sacrifice
and finally, the festivals,

First, therefore, the Temple, the Jewish Temple at Jerusalem was,
in many ways, a symbol of the common faith which united Jews dispersed
as they were throughout the Mediterranean countries. In Flacc.46 Philo
is trying to make the point that Jews are good citizens of the places
where they have settled, in spite of the fact that they still retain a
sense of loyalty to Jerusalem:

c

H-"?Tpo"l'oAa.v pi‘v '1""72) Lt;/’or‘o/\:.:) 'qyoup«c'vou K‘d&"qv LSPuTe(L. o
1’00 U"\’rts‘r‘ou GCeov .u:a;;- lyeog .
The fact that such a piece of apology is needed indicates the degree to
which Jewish loyalties remained centred on the fatherland. Thus the
Temple was a great national and a great spiritual shrine, whose prestige
was enhanced by both political and religious aspirations, and these two
factors combined to produce the kind of fervour centring on the Temple

that is seen, for instance, during the Maccabaean revolt.

Officially, it was the only sanctuary of Judaism énd the only place
where sacrifice could be offered. Hence Jews from all over the Diaspora
made pilgrimage to Jerusalem, particularly at the grest festivals of
Passover, Weeks and Tabernacles, to take part in the worship. However,
such a journey was both costly and long, and there must have been many
Jews of the Dispersion who had never been to Jerusalem and whose only
participation in the life of the Temple was contributing the half shekel
tax. This tax was levied on all Jewish men over the age of twenty and
also on freed slaves and proselytes and was used for the upkeep of the
Temple and its services. It was collected annually in the month of Adar
(Shekalim :.I.3,) by the local communities and then sent up to Jerusalem
by means of specially selected envoys. Philo refers to this custom in a
number of places- e.g. Explaining what men did in synagogues-- dTngnguc

Se z'-r—?g(.ou;- ;upfcpavru.v cf S a(.vdyousc. Ovelus sreldovTes
Lt‘po‘l‘of-‘-ﬂ'cc)r cov 'To ) T_r:pos'ot\url-ow ‘-Z'P"U - Leg.312.
Al so: Kdu xpovoc.g- onc‘yt'vacc u:‘pon'o,u»uog, Teow xmua:wu
c(rn.s'nvg—q;) £‘Tru<p:..ch'n:9) tf CKcus'—r;q' o¢ &m.y.w'r‘dmc.
XEroToroo o, . - - - - Spec. Leg. I. 78.
However, in spite of this seeming solidarity of Jews all over the

Diaspora in their support of the Temple, and in spite of the magnificence
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of its cultus, the period in question can be seen as one of decline

for the Temple. Certainly there were many forces at work which tended
to undermine its position. In the eyes of many in Palestine, the Temple
was discredited by the worldliness of the priests and the poiitical
machinations involved in obtaining the High Priesthood. This gquestion
of the behaviour of the priests seems to have been a nmajor factor in
causing the schism of the sectarians whose writings are knownto us as
the "Dead Sea Scrolls", For instance, the author of the Habakkuk
Commentary would seem to hold the institution of the Temple in high
esteem, but to be very concerned about the impurity of the priesthood.
He denounces the "Wicked Priest", who is said to have forsaken God and
betrayed the precepts for the sake of riches, (VIII), and the author is
obviously concerned about the fate of the sanctuary. However, the action
of the "Wicked Priest" has rendered it unclean, ".....Jerusalem where
the Wicked Priest committed abominable deeds and defilied the Temple of
God". (XII).

The Essenes, too, worshipped separately from the Temple, but sent
votive offerings to the sanctuary, a fact which would tend to indicate
that they did not reject it on principle. (For this see Josephus,aAnt.XVIII

> \ < \ 2 / /
19, &5 §€ To cepov AvtO-quate ETcAlovTes. ... ),
The overall picture, therefore, is one of regard for the Temple as an
institution among these people, but also a feeling of inability to
participate in a cult which, to them, was impure. Such schisms could not

but weaken the position of the Temple.

For Jews in the Diaspora, however, there were different problems
with regard to the Templle. They did not visit Jerusalem often enough or
for long enough to be aware of the corruption below the surface, but
their very distance from the sanctuary was bound to place a strain on
their ties with it. The question arises of whether the temple at
Leontopolis, founded by Onias IV about 170 B.C. can bebeen as an attempt
to relieve this isolation from the cult by providing a shrine more
accessible to Egyptian Jews. The motives attributed to Onias by Josephus,
(Ant.XIII.62-73), are purely personal, namely his desire to secure a
reputation, but the latter's account is naturally hostile and consequently
too: much weight cannot be given to it. No matter what Onias' intentions
were, however, Leontopoiis did not become a centre for Egyptian Jewry, the
focal point of which remained at Alexandria, It was thus never a potent
threat to the Jerusalem Temple, but rather an illustration of how devel-
opments could take place in the Diaspora, over which the central
authorities had no control.
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A stronger threat to the position of the Temple was the existence

of the synagogues. By this time they were well established and provided,
for the majority of Jews, their main place of worship. So thoroughly had
they permeated Jewish religious life, that there may even have been one
within the Temple itself, to which the priests went during the course of
the sacrificial offering, to recite the Shema and Benedictions, In the
Diaspora, so far from the Temple, the synagogue was able to achieve an
even more déminant position and it is probablé' that the term " cha/a) LU
was used of synagogues. The daily services of the synagogue corresponded
to the daily offering in the Temple and, in such a situation, these could
not fail to be seen as, in some sense, a substitute for the actual
sacrifice. More of this, however, in the section dealing with sacrifice.
Here it is sufficient to note that the existence of the synagogue provided
a rival to the Temple for people's loyalties. In Legat.l1l91l Philo states
that the synagogues are of lesser 1mportance than the Temple- Effs7%u_52
'n'posca\ea.v -7 Xoecpac To €'r'o,u¢ e n’posruzc.,p -ru ;\u,_,_“,,,,_ ToU
T"awt-t:pou S-qr\ov Vatp wc Ou fpovnu. Tww d#vc;npnv K'au- Tepne

fa\o(T‘Touoc 'qft.w,u::vw:p o Tow T':(—N-c-qp.achTov Kau. Ln'cfewcs'raubv ucov
~ But he does think'-of them as being capable of being defamed. Thus they
are for him places of the T\g“l?l? that is of the presence of God. This
presence had been specially associated with the Tabernacle, then the
Temple and later was extended to include synagogues. Thus, a third
century saying, attributed to R.Isaac, reads, "Whence do we learn that
God is found in the synagogue? Because it is said, "God standeth in the
congregation of God" ", (Berakot,6a)

A telling indication of the actual place held by the Temple in the
Judaism of this period is the mere fact that the latter was able to
survive its destruction. Clearly the Temple was far from being the sine
qua non of Judaism by this date, and the inference could be made that
the real emphasis had come to lie with the rabbis and the law, even before
the Temple was destroyed.

In addition to the forces within Judaism which tended to undermine
the prestige of the Temple, there was in the Hellenistic world a general
backgrourid of questioning of the validity of " :ﬂpa\( xtb/’o'ﬁ'o:-q‘ra" which
is particularly important when studying the attitude of a Jew of the
DisPersion, who would be exposed to the influence of such ideas, The
ideas referred to can be traced back to Plato, who was followed by Zeno
in saying that, in the Golden Age, there had been no temples made with

hands, for hands can never make a house worthy of divinity. Plutarch also
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questioned hand made images and, while he is a writer later than Philo,
he is thought to embody traditions which are representative of the
Hellenistic background of Philo's time. . , ,
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An interesting passage occurs in the Sibylline oracles, the Jewish
author of which says, "Happy shall those men be throughout the earth
who .... when they see them, shall disown all temples and altars, vain
erections of senseless stones befouled with constant blood of living
things and sacrifices of four footed beasts." (IV 24-30) The value of
this passage in providing a background for Philo must'be tempered by
saying that it is normally dated at some time after A.D.79, and thus not
only considerably later than Philo but also after the destruction of the
Temple, at a time when perhaps a Jew could afford to be more scathing

about temples, although this was by no means a representative reaction.

Acts 7.48 is also cited as an interesting parallel where Stephen,
who seems to represent Hellenistic views, attacks the temple '"made with

J > « &/ >
hands", ao\,\’ ovy © U‘#"ue"l"oc c ,t:‘l.f)oﬂ'au-;fogs- KotToLlEC .

When dealing with this point of the Hellenistic questioning of
temples, Sowers (p.55) also quotes Cicero De Republica III.14 to show
the attitude of Xerxes to tempiles.

 "deinde Graeciae, sicut apud nos, delubra magnifica humanis
consecrata simulacris, quae Persae nefaria putaverunt eamque
unam ob causam Xerses inflammari Atheniensium fana iussisse
dicitur, quod deos, quorum domus esset omnis hic mundus,
inclusos parietibus contineri nefas esse duceret,"

True, this does illustrate the view of a fifth century Persian

but this seems hardly relevant to that of a Hellenistic Greek. In fact
it would seem that the attitude of Cicéro himself would be of more value
in filling #in the background against which Philo flourished, and this is
something with which Sowers does not deal. Cicero, of course, disagrees
completely with the Persian view, as he séys,

"Delubra esse in urbibus censeo, nec sequor magos Persarunm,

quibus auctoribus Xerses inflammasse templa Graeciae dicitur,

quod parietibus includerent deos, quibus omnia deberent esse

patentia ac libera, quorumque hic mundus omnis templum esset

et domus." (De Leg.II 26).




u,
Thus Cicero definitely supports the existence of temples....."ut

augerent pietatem in deos,......"

However, in spite of the reservations one must have about the
above passages, there does remain sufficient evidence to indicate that
a questioning of the validity of temples '"made with hands" was a part of
Hellenistic thought. Moreover it is possible to detect in Philo echoes

of these sentiments which he preserves

\
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He goes on to say that, even if the whole earth were turned to gold
or something more precious than gold, there would be no place where God's
feet could tread. Taken by itself this passage would appear to be a
straight indictment of the Jerusalem Temple and an affirmation that God
is not to be worshipped in a temple made by man. However, just previous
to this statement, in Cher.,92, Philo has been bitterly attacking the
pagan worship of the gentiles, describing how they go impurely to the
altar and indulge their sensual appetites during the festivals. The
denunciation of temples which is quoted above follows on from this
description and one feels that here is a case where Philo is carried
along by his argument, for it certainly follows that, if temple worship
is as debased as this, then it is not worthy of God. It must be noted
though that the temples of which he was speaking were pagan ones, and so
this passage in its context, is not a direct criticism of the Jerusalem
Temple, although it is couched in such terms as would necessarily include
the latter. As will be seen in other contexts, though, consistency is not
one of Philo's characteristics and it may well be that in his own mind he
never applied this to the Jewish Temple, the argument here being
completely self-contained.

A passage which does something to undermine this sweeping
condemnation of temples is to be found in Cher.94. Here the pagan
celebrants of festivals, whom he is criticising are charged with debasing
temple worship: wac pcx‘o«. ‘uzv ro owklaes 3 Z&:pcocf ﬂcﬂq,\oag
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So here, far from denouncing temples in principle, he implies that they
are basically good, "holy" and "most sacred", and it is only the people
who use them who have corrupted them, This is remarkable when one
considers that these are pagan temples of which he is talking, and also
callis to mind the denunciation of all temples a few paragraphs later.
Some explanation, therefore, of this inconsistency ought at least to be
hazarded., The first point to note is that, in this passage, it is Philo
the Hellenist who is dominant. There 1s no mention of Judaism and these
sentiments might almost have been written by a pagan philosopher. Indeed,
it may well be, that Philo is here repeating well known arguments which

he has culled from various sources and has not bothered to harmonise.

With regard to his seemingly high opinion of pagan temples, it can
be said that in Cher.91-4 his main purpose is an ethical one, that is to
condemn the immorality of pagan festivals, and the charge that they
desecrated holy temples may be brought in, as it were, as another stick
with which to beat them and to show up their guilt even more clearly.
Having done this, the point of his argument seems to change as he
introduces the idea that God is apprehended, not by the senses, but by
the mind, he is "o vcﬂfgc 6&;} " (97) Once this idea is introduced he
proceeds to develop it in a vivid fashion and it is in the course of this
development that the first passage which we quoted, condemning all temples,
occurs. Thus a possible explanation of the inconsistency which we noted
may be that Philo is developing two ideas in juxtaposition which, in fact,

are different in character, one primarily ethical, the other metaphysical.

Another passage in which Philo deprecates temples is Immut.8:
Kol iTor f'a\i_ 'A;:u :tp;t A{Oua rat fu’,\au &'#Jxau The 3J-qg 11'&'71‘0:./-\77&“.
The context here is that sacrifice and the contrast is between the
externals of the offering and the reality of it, which is the approach of
the soul to God. Philo's argument is that, if one has to purify one's body

to. go into a temple, how much more ought one to purify one's soul before
approaching God.* This passage will be discussed again in the treatment of

*Pnilo may here merely be repeating a philosophic commonplace.
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sacrifice, but in this context it is sufficient to note that Philo
implies that the externals, in this case the actual temple itself,
are .of less importance than the inner meaning of the worship. The fact
that he uses the plural, "122 Zc/::t " means that he is thinking primarily
of pagan temples, but fhere is no reason why the Jerusalem one should not
be included among them, since what he says here is not very different

from the prophetic denunciation of unrighteous sacrificers.

Philo's attitude to the temple is illustrated also in Sobr.63. Here
he is commenting on Gen.9,27 where Noah prays " Kd’l'ou<nso:1"w fu Tocs
o{KoLg Tou :—-;,u, (Ivid.59), and one suggestion is that this refers to God.
However, Philo continues, Kl Towks Cas Sc a)(:o«ta z\:’y.;'reu_ o eco\;-
oa;g o £ T'o/'rrcc; —'IT'tfu:/xc.. f"\‘f" Tt TodasTox 'n",oSg ,qu’cvSs-
Tepetyopevos — AN e TpSasocecas watd EMepédecan Treiveu Tov
Xwpioy ScadrronTas TOLOIMEIOS .

This is not really an attack on the Temple but rather the avoidance
of an anthropomorphism which would make God actually dwell in a man-made
house., The Temple was thought of as in some way the "House of God",

I Kings 8.13 and Philo does not want to deny that he is present in it, so
he produces this idea of God caring for a particular place, the impli-
cation of which is that God is present there in a special way. The tension
bétween the transcendence and the immanence of God wasvéry much felf by
Judaism and an effort was made at a coﬁparatively early date to deal with
this. The Deuteronomic redactor of Kings poses the problem in the prayer
he ascribes to Solomon, "But is God reallly to dwell with men on earth?
The heavens, even the highest heavens cannot contain Him, much less this
house which I have built" I Kgs.8.27. But he also answers it by saying
that the faithful pray in the Temple and are heard by Yahweh in heaven,
It is His "Name" which dwells in the Temple, I Kgs.8,17. The final
development was that of the "Shekinah", the dwelling, which expressed the
gracious presence of God without detracting from his transcendence. Thus
what Philo says is not very different from the solution already reached
by Judaism, and this passage cannot be used to indicate that Philo did
not believe in the divine presence in the Temple. |

We have now examined three passages which have Seen used to support
the view that Philo deprecated the institution of a temple, but only in
one, Cher.99, have we found a categorical denunciation of temples and
here we have suggested that he is influenced by the metaphysical point
which he has introduced and may well be repeating a commonplace philo-
sophical argument. It would be foolish, however, to pretend that Philo

is consistent on this point, and all we would wish to say at this juncture

is that it is necessary to have reservations about any view which would
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claim that Philo was against temples on principle, particularly when

one reads in Prov.II.64 that Philo went up to Jerusalem cZg To
TTaLrpc;op tt‘(’;y. ce e !‘(,Jfaly.tu‘og TE kel Gu/so.u e

The grief of Philo as portrayed in the Legatio when he learns that Gaius
has desecrated it, is also cited to show the high regard in which he held
the Temple: 2"1r::4.7'=c ;Suwo\rcio/cp.cum i Tes XBpdo. LSiag opmel

Kot Kotraets Tuyos t@f:qvou’.&cv. Leg. 190.

This has some value, but must be treated with caution, for this is not a
theological work, nor an unbiased account of what happened at Rome but a
political tract and he could very well here be allowing his political
purpose to control his_religious convictions, More conclusive, however,
in determining Philo's attitude to the Temple is Spec.leg.I.67ff:
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The reason Philo gives here for having a temple made with hands is !
not very different from the one given by Cicero which was quoted above,
namely that it was "ut augerent pietatem in deos" (De Leg,II26). Their
interests, however, are rather different since, while for Philo pietyihas
a value in itself, for Cicero it is merely an attitude which is useful to

States in the sphere of politics.

Although Philo's attitude to the Temple is here in favour of it, yet
the word he uses to describe it, x::c(:éxfun'roq has a pejorative implication |
in it in three other places where Philo uses it of idols as follows,
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¢f. also Plutarch's use of the word with regard to idols De trang.animi 477
quoted above.

However, in Mos.II.88 the closely associated word ;&cw»onbénrac is
used of the Temple without any hint of criticism of it, but here it is used
in a context which is dealing with the cosmic symbolism of the Temple and a
parallelism is drawn between God's creation of the A1l (79 ngv ) and man's
building of the Temple. So man's creation of a sanctuary "made with hands"
has a strong, implied justification in this case, which is not present in
Spec.Leg., I.67 where Philo is writing in an apologetic tone in answer to
what appear to be two charges. One is against the existence of a ":Cﬂ;u

/
XfeporkpumTox " at all, which he justifies but he is not talking about
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temples in general as is shown by what follows;
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Here it is made clear that he is referring only to the Jerusalem

Temple and not defending all temples. This in fact constitutes the

answer to the other charge which appears to have been that by only

having one temple the Jews restricted God to one place. The answer to
this is the reference to God as One in the passage above, and in 68 the
fact that because people have to come from all over the world the
sincerity of their piety is tested. The reason why this particular kind
of approach is employed in this passage can perhaps be fognd in the
intended audience of the work of which this is part. According to
Goodenough's analysis the Spec.Leg. forms part of the "Exposition of

the Law" which was lntended for friendly gentiles. Thus what Philo is
attempting is an explanation and apology for Judaism and its institutions,
and this accounts for the straightforward, comparatively unphilosophical
method. He is not here trying to read a significance into the Temple and
its cultus for the sake of Jews who worship there, but merely to defend
Judaism on a rational level. Hence, in spite of the fact that he mentions
the Kosmos as a temple in Spec.lLeg.Il.66 he does not make any allusion in
67 to the.cosmic symbolism of the temple, of which he makes so much else-
where, although as we noted above the parallel between God creating the
world and man the Temple could be seen as providing a justification of

the Temple's existence,

To summarise briefly so far, there have been discerned in Philo:
A denunciation of all temples, in a context which is concerned with pagan
ones and_therefore probably referring mainly to them, Cher.99.
A more positive assessment of pagan temples in that they can be profaned,
Cher.94.,
A defence of the Jerusalem Temple, Spec.Leg.I.67.

What has not been discovered is an explicit criticism of the
Jerusalem Temple. However, the exact position the material temple held in
Philo's thought cannot be judged on his explicit: statements alone, but
must taeke into consideration the implications of his other concepts. When
this is done, the evaluation of his attitude to the Temple has to be
qualified in the light of his use of Temple imagery to describe the

rational mind and the Kospoc .

In two passages the means by which the soul becomes the temple of
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God is seen as a two way process, in which on the one hand, the soul
must purify itself and thus make itself worthy, and on the other, God
graciously grants his presence, Thus QE II.S5l:

"For if, O mind, thou dost not prepare thyself of thyself excising
~ desires, pleasures, griefs, fears, follies, injustices and related evils,
and dost not change and adapt thyself to the vision of holiness, thou
wilt end thy life in blindness, unable to see the intelligible sun. If,
however, thou art worthily initiated and canst be consaecrated to God and
in a certéin sense become an animate shrine of the Father, (then) instgad

of having closed eyes, thou wilt see the First (Cause).,.."

This kind of ethical exhortation occurs again in Somn.I.1L49:
o
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There is an interesting parallel here with regard to the character
of God's indwelling between this passage and that in which he describes
God's presence in the actual Temple, Sobr.63, quoted above. There, as
here, the indwelling is not a spatial one but takes the form of God caring
"for a particular object, in one case the locus of the Temple, in the other

an individual soul.

The next passage does not actually describe the soul as the "temple"
of God in so many words but does describe it as his "house" and this was
a common designation for the Temple as noted above.
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This accords a high place to the soul as temple and definitely
attributes to it by implication a greater importance than the material
Temple at Jerusalem. The same kind of thought is'repeated in Virt 188:
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Thus from these passages it would seem that, for Philo, the most
suitable, particular place for God to dwell on earth is a purified,

rational soul.

With regard tothe cosmos as the temple of God, in QE II.51, commenting
on Ex,25,7, "Thou shalt make me a sanctuary and I shall appear among you",
Philo says that the deeper meaning of this is that "God always appears in

His work, which is most sacred; by this I mean the world", In the course




21

of amplifying this statement it is clear that, as with the presence of
God in the soul, this is not an ontological indwelling but is an
appearance graciously granted by God as a result of his beneficence.

However, this remains a very positive evaluation of the material world.

In two other passages, on the other hand, this world is contrasted
with the immaterial world and takes up a secondary positlon' T'V;v St
o(y,(@,ggw Sckerate :c.;p rd:u.zpwv 72}4.«::)02) T a(yc.co-rt(ao» . Svo Y*’(P
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2Oro» zeTiw, (Her.75)

Here the immaterial world constitutes a "holier" sanctuary than the
material one In the other passage Philo is commentlng on Ex.15.17f and
says, 1-° T'o:) Kosp.ou t‘uT(l::T’"r) Kou. J‘-“"'oapou a(u;&vrrau o:Kou Cuacu.
Ocol To mn;py«s&c wal ;.w, G(Yt'_lJ-qToy u:-u:. e3¢ wa—;&-qax.v Twogy
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There is an interesting passage in Plant.126 which illustrates, if
anything, Philo's inconsistency, since he writes, — ouSe yc\(r: eu’,,c.m(;-
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Clearly his thought is often governed by ad hoc considerations, and this
is exactly what appears to have occurred here., He is saying how one cannot
honour God with buildings and outward rites and, carried along by the vein
of his argument, he goes on to write the passage quoted above. In many ways
this wuld seem to be the YTanguage of devotion and is to be distinguished
from the more philosophical passages in which he speaks of the " chspec "

as a temple. This latter idea is found also in Plutarch, De Tranq. Animi 477
L‘:pov ,ut.:v y:m ;lfu\:‘l'ct?bv o ‘<°/6/-Loc £6TC . ... ..

A characteristic of the passages noted above, in which Philo sees the
soul and the " Ko’s;uoc " as temples, is that, although cultic language is
employed, the cult is not in fact the focus of attention. His main purpose
is to describe God's immanence in both the individual and in creation, and
lie does this by using the concept of the Temple. Such a usage is, perhaps,
best defined as metaphor, in that it applies a name to an object to which
it is not literally applicable. Thus the soul is not literally a temple
nor is the " KO,GMOS' " although Philo describes them in these terms.

So far we have detected three "temples" in Philo, the " Ka,6p09 " the
/
"'{ru;cﬂ " and the Jerusalem Temple itself and in one passage they are all

spoken of together, from which we can gein some idea of the relation they
hold one to another- §Yo v.(,o Ss z‘ouqu (.:‘/:u (9:ou cv 'Lt\v oS'c o Koeyo;- c

c.: Kau.. a(p;(c.a:pcuc o Tfpc..ur:vavoc a(urou em.o;' /\oyog tTt()o:J Sc /\cyut-r; -)lfuz,..b
1')<' ‘-f—‘PtUs' 5 7T'poc od«q&a.a» o(uepwm:g ou pc,u--”ud. dcg&-.,-,bu o 75!9 775(7‘p<ous'
80;(;:(9 Kote aun_«c ::TrL-r:)Q;_. eETLY .. o n - - (Semn.I.QIS.),
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This section is obviously of considerable importance in determining
Philo's view of the High Priest, and this will be considered below, but
what should be noticed here is the status of the Jerusalem Temple in
relation to the mental "temples" of the "Kéapos " and “/‘orcm‘-p '%'Uxé ",
The High Priest of the Jerusalem Temple is the "outward and visible image"
of the "real Man" who is the High Priest of the rational soul and thus, by
implication, the Jerusalem Temple is a "piumua %i6Ow7ow " of the rational
soul. According to the Platonic theory of matter which Philo held, the
Jewish Temple is thus a copy, the archetype of which is the human soul.
The relationship is, however, not a simple dual one, since it is
complicated by a third term, the "xéépoc ", This is given the highest
pos:.tlon of all in Spec Leg.I. 66 7o fA?.:D c,(aicold'l'co ot 'Tpos- adq@:uw
LCpoaa Ocol .Uo,u«.{u:u Tow 60;«1‘4»7‘:1. xrn, Kos;ua» L‘wcﬂ_ -

Thus the "Koqpos " is the archetype of the human soul as Philo explicitly

states in Opif. 82: ... 6 5:;,- ..... dflz-v;:v ,u::u OUr:u uo.:) CTroa.cc /c,Aos'

\
S’c a(.vepco_r'o» To:) p.z:; 'T'w:v 52-’ dbgen'roq- °(¢5L((:Tm: T‘L(IccaTxTo» ,o;)
¥
S'g :wa) yqycuwv K‘dc_ ¢‘9de¢.¢.1: X EToL, ﬁpdxw CL s:c -nx,\—.,ac;- C(JT.C(,:)

Moreover, the soul is the archetype of the Jerusalem Temple, which
has the lowest position, being merely the copy of a copy. Such is the
analysis given by R.A.Stewart in his article, "The Sinless High Priest",
(New Testament Studies,llh, 1967-8). However, it would not seem in fact
that the "Kgspor " is the ultimate archetype for in the two passages
quoted above, Her.,?5 and Plant.50, the "Ké;poc " as a temple holds a
subordinate position to a noetic one, and is itself merely a "Ffpwuut"
of the true archetype. The reason for Stewart's failure to identify the
ultimate archetype in this series is, perhaps, due to the fact that his
- interest centres on the figure of the High Priest, rather than on the idea
of the Temple, and the noetic world mentioned above, when seen as a temple,
has no distinctive High Priest.

Thus, for Philo, the material Temple at Jerusalem is inferior to the
other mental temples, but it does gain its significance largely from the
fact that it is a copy of these other temples and so, ultimately, a copy
of immaterial reality. The existence of this metaphysical relationship
between the Mxogpos ", the "1b¢v4 " and the Jerusalem Temple requires a
qualification of what has been said above concerning Philo's metaphorical
use of the Temple image., It can be argued that, if a necessary relation
exists between these concepts, then the application of one to the other is

not what is commonly understood as metaphor. However, we are not concerned

here to establish that Philo made a conscious use of metaphor in its strict
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grammatical sense., Rather we are using this term as a convenience in
order to distinguish a use of cultic imagery in which the cult is not

the centre of interest. From our present point of view this would still

appear to be the most accurate description to use.

Apart from the relationship described above between the Jerusalem
Temple and deeper realities, there is also another line of relation, in
this case more direct, between the Temple and the unseen world of ideas.
Philo describes this relation when he is dealing with the construction of

the tabernacle by Moses, to whom is revealed the pattern of the Temple by
God on the mountain: .. 6 75a ptt/\a\;vrap xToTedzc6Buc 6'0;4:(72.:2)
2B wopuaTOUS < Secxs 1"'7 '}é‘uz—v; Cresppiso, n‘po;- &e ESee Kd&dr‘rp X AT T L
Y()atf‘ms- Kl Mom Teow rdpuSCprdva ot & Omrat I*‘-f"-")l“""'“ reenor EOR varc
(Mos.II 74).

Here there is a straightforward Platonic theory of matter. The Temple
is the material object and, as such, is a copy of an immaterial "idea"
which, as an act of grace on God's part, was revealed to Moses, It is
interesting to note the absence of any cosmic imagery from this passage.
The revelation to Moses is purely that of the form of the sanctuary.

" However, when Philo describes the same incident again at QE II.52, the
content of the revelation is somewhat wider:

"For it was indeed proper and fitting to reveal to an intelligent man
the forms of intelligible things and the measures of all things in
accordance with which the world was made.,"

Thus what is implied here is that Moses received certain truths of
cosmic significance which were somehow embodied in the revelation of the
form of the sanctuary. If this is so, then this is a rather more direct
revelation, in the sanctuary., of those cosmic truths expressed in the
"Kéﬁpos"itself and the rational soul as a microcosm. It is a kind of short-
circuiting of the series of archetypes and coples which we examined above.

We now pass on to the other method by which Philo treats the Temple
imagery. It has already been noted how he useé the latter in order to
describe the religion of the soul and the'U«%gor " and this is to be
distinguished from what is now to be considered, namely his spiritualising
of the Temple and its furniture, Here the cult is, indeed, the centre of
attention, but it is taken to symbolise deeper truths. There is an account
of the symbolism given in Mos.II.77-108 and a much more detailed one in
QE II.53-106. The two accounts differ somewhat in order. In the former he

is commenting on the text of Exodus and consequently follows the biblical

order, but in the Vit.Mos. he rationalises his own order, starting with
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the outward construction of the tabernacle and moving on to its

furniture beginning with the Ark. The order to be followed here is that
of the Vit.Mos.

According to this the first aspect of the tabernacle to be dealt
with are the pillars, Mos.II.77-83. These provide Philo with an opport-
unity to indulge in some elaborate number symbolism after a little
adjusting of the figures to make them right. This is necessary because
in fact the total number of pillars of which the tabernacle was const-
ructed was fifty seven which is a patently non-significant number,
However, Philo gets round this by counting only the pillars which would
be visible and so leaves out the two corner pillars. This conveniently
makes the total fifty five (ibid.?79), which was one of the "triangular"
numbers of ancient arithmetic., That is it was the sum of the digits from
one to ten and these could be arranged to form an eqilateral triangle and
moreover ten is here described as TXwTelcia” by Philo, which is the term
Pythagoras is said to have used of it. Thus fifty five is a doubly signi-
ficant number, not only being triamgular but also béing connected with ten,
Philo, however, has not finished heresince he says that if the five pillars
in the propylaeum are excluded then the total is fifty (ibid.80) which is a
significant number since it is the square of the sides of the right angled
triangle, (32+l+2+52) grzp t,src\ 1‘:7\9 52 Sdeoss yc.vc’eu..-as ‘)"PZ"‘;,
The same kind of arithmetic is used in QE II.93: ",..all the visible
columns of the tabernacle altogether amount to fifty, omitting the two
hidden in the corners, Aﬁd their power is that of a right angled triangle".
He justifies omitting these five pillars in the Vit.Mos. by equating them
with the senses as in QE II.97 which are five in number, .and are conse-
quently different from the other pillars in that their béses are brass
whereas all the others have silver bases. This leads him on to yet another
piece of symbollsm drawn from this and the fact that all the pillars have
gold capltalS' ermrel 9c 'f)s' o '-'".u.:u dcg@necog K:,&.x,lq-, ,.u;;; Kl
‘V)yt,uouuco.u o J—'ouq C6;5a<7‘wl Jﬂc Kdt-' ‘dé'da_u:c. e’u; 7o aﬂ-a’&»—,ﬂ,y

£lkuer &% Tor peas 300w /tpugco AR §e 7o &GnTow |
(Mos.II 82)

The progression of thought is very difficult at this point since at
first the implied contrast is between the brass bases of the five pillars
and the silver bases of the other fifty. However, he then makes this a
contrast between the glden capitals of the five and their brass bases.
Although only a small example it gives a valuable insight into the way in
which Philo worked. That is he does not appear to have much of an overall

plan but rather his symbolism rﬁns on its own accord as it were, one
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thought igniting another and so on until a particular line is exhausted.
This would seem to be an explanation of the inconsistency between 81 and
82 and can be compared with other examples of Philo's inconsistency noted
above, There is a passage in QE II1.89 which mentions the pillars but the
main point of it is the bar which joins the pillars which he equates with
the Logos. In 93 he talks of the four pillars at the end of the inner
sanctuary in the following terms,

"The four columns are made solid, but in the tabernacle everything
is a symbol of corporeal things, while incorporeal things stand above the
tetrad".
The overall symbolism of this passage is clear, Philo sees the fdur pillars
as representing the material world, but the way he arrives at this is more
obscure. R.Marcus takes it that Philo eguates the four pillars with the
four elements of which the material world is made. This is certainly a
very Philonic piece of allegory and there is a very close parallel in
QE II.85 where the four types of material of which the curtains are made
are made to correspond with the elements, However, in this particular
context I doubt if this in fact is the case, particularly in view of the
following sentence.

"The point is ordered in accordance with the monad, " and the line in
accordance with the dyad and the surface in accordance with the triad,
while the solid (is ordered) in accordance with the tetrad,......"QE II.93.

This passage is incomprehensible unless understood against the
background of ancient mathematics, in which geometry was seen as an
application of arithmetic. In accordance with this, fifth century
Pythagorean mathematics had made the point correspond to the number One,
hence the traditional definition of the point quoted by Aristotle
"pwv:(g ;.f;vw;u Ofsca ", However, One was not considered as a number by
the Greeks, but rather as the source of all numbers and thus the three
dimensions are derived from the numbers 2, 3 and 4 respectively as Philo
has it here. Now in de Anima 4OL4b 19 Aristotle discussing Plato's theory
of Idea’s says that Plato held that xoTo pcw To Jou cf du'r";s‘ T‘vr
Tou c::og Lgcdg it TOO TpdsTou pnq;coug- oo MAdTove Kl ﬂ«&ous‘ T
SN\ opoceTESTEoS That is from a tetrad.
This is a definition of the composition of the form of animal which
according to the Timaeus, is the archetype on which the sensible world
is constructed.

Thus the tetrad represents the solid, material world which is what

Philo uses it to represent here. In view of the fact that he brings in a




26
mathematical reference, it seems more likely that these ideas form the

background to this passage, than to a straightforward equation with the

four elements.

However, he seems to have no little difficulty in keeping the
symbolism going here, since he has to explain why the four pillars are
nearer the inner sanctuary than the five, which he deals with in 97,
equating them, as we noted above, with the five senses, His argument to
justify this runs as follows, The four pillars represent the sensible
forms which in turn are the solid expression of the intelligible ideas.
This would seem to be the meaning of "solidly drawing the progressions
after the intelligible" QE II.93 although Marcus says the meaning of the
latter clause completely escapes him, Thus sensible forms mark a border-
Iine between the material and immaterial -~ they can be perceived by the
senses but they point to the intelligible. Hence he is able to say in 97
“"the tetrad ....touches incorporeal things and incorporeal things come to
an end with the tetrad". As will be shown, for Philo the inner sanctuary
represents the incorporeal world and thus it is appropriate that the four
pillars stand between it and the outer sanctuary which represents. the
sensible world, The five pillars, however, representing the senses belong
wholly to the corporeal world and therefore stand further from the inner
sanctuary.

Thus the symbolism which Philo reads into the account of the pillars
of the tabernacle is of a numerical kind, and within this category there
are two types,both of which he uses. One is of a mystical character in
which certain numbers have.é sacred virtue of their own and thus it is
sufficient to be ableto point to, say, fifty pillars, while the other
depends on finding a correspondence between a number in the tabernacle

and one in reality - for instance the five pillars equal the five senses.

In the course of his description of the pillars Philo refers to the
fact that the Holy of Holies represents the incorporeal world and the
outer shrine the corporeal, which we have already noted above, This is a
basic piece of symbolism in his descriptions of the tabernacle and one to
which he almost constantly adheres, It occurs in several places for

\ \
1nstance- Sio watc :'\7:) /Acaopcov zcopet:v o(r-c.va.,u; Tocs 7rc»-rc Ta ,ua:.v
Y“f’ caa-roc «OTeo» cxucucu:cc 'n‘pos- -ra dfufx 7‘»7;- Gkv;.v-r;;- dm:p reu.
EU“ﬂo)LKQ;' .vo‘rrr'ec T 8'cnTos 77',oos- o UT_d(.&pa_p ’atc T oA,

drrg,, tsﬂ.v d'-€8’17'°<- (Mos.II.82)
It also occurs in a number of passages in the Quaestiones in Exodum

including:",......the simple holy (parts of the tabernacle) are classified
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with the sense-perceptible heaven, whereas the inner (parts), which are
called the Holy of Holies, (are classified) with the intelligible world
\ \ ) 7/
(kaTet Toy Vomma> Ko6pox (", TT 94, "May it not be because the things
within (the veil) were incorporeal and intelligible ,...?" I1I.106.

This kind of 1nterpretatlon is suggested by Josephus Ant IT1.123.
""’)2’ #thoa S“-dﬂtquSLu M7:a Toc.awﬁ-,.v 7‘-r;r €xn:vnc ch M—‘-ﬂ"‘l‘(v "-7:' ‘Tco.u
rS P ¢u6c¢cs- Guvcﬁ«ww c:w., . 'o ﬂ-cv Vdrl :pcrw qru.w,p ,u;pog 'r'o £ 75¢
Tc.:» 18666(()60» Kt.o.vw.v o ‘l‘at.c u:(’zuec.» 'r):p dﬂ«\"ro.u cag aupu:vog
o(:)u'ro Tw Qrw o ‘rcucoec. rﬂqza.q cogu;p ro Keu &dflﬂécd ﬁa(sqao;'

o(ufgpwﬂ‘ocg ou'n.og Tocs ccfu‘uec Movou\ C'TI_CTCTPdﬂ'ro

However, there is a difference occasioned by the Platonic elements
in Philo's thought for, while Josephus says the Holy of Holies symbolises

simply "heaven", for Philo it represents the immaterial world of ideas.

We now come to consider the next main constituent of the fabric of
the tabernacle, namely the curtains. He allegorises these too in great
detail using some of the same features as in the allegory of the pillars
such as sacred numbers, These are found in abundance since there are ten
curtains, made out of four kinds of material each twenty eight cubits in
length and four cubits in breadth which make the total breadth of the

curtains forty cubits. These are all significant numbers as he describes:

<y N ’
. cavet h&ic Sznaél czyuec Tna) 7aﬁthAcU&v Kt Tpru&&.7“7v
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A word of explanation is perhaps called for here. Four is said to be

the essence of ten because if the digits from one to ten are arranged in
a triangular fashion, then the side of the equilateral triangle thus
formed consists of four units. This passage is also interesting because
it exhibits both kinds of number symbolism mentioned earlier, that is the
numbers sacred in themselves such as four and ten and also those which are
significant because they correspond with something in nature, in this case
forty which corresponds with the human gestation period which the ancients
calculated as forty weeks. Another point to note is the final construction
of the above passage. It follows on from the main clause thus--

gc')(el. y;p e d:Ad:dr « - e E'qu.c.oc:pyc(, e t,a)o( ch S::Kxgx

)C/zcosc e e s
Thié is informative in that it indicates what relation Philo considered

his symbolism to have to the tabernacle for, while we might hold that he.
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reads it into the text by more or less ingenious means, he himself
believed that he was uncovering an already existing symbolism. For him
the tabernacle was actually built with regard for the significant numbers
and the symbolism was dellberately planned, which is the force of the

final clause above,

The numbers and dimensions of the curtains are also allegorised in
QE II. In 84 he remarks on the ten curtains:

"Many a time has much been said about the number ten in other places,
which for those who wish to prolong the discussion it would be easy to
transfer here, But brevity of speech is liked by us, and it is timely and
"sufficient that whatever has been said he remembered".

A most Uncharacteristic touch!

However, he compensates for this in 87 with a lengthy discussion of the

numbers twenty eight and foﬁr, which in essence repeats Mos.II.84.

The next step is an allegory of the materials of which the curtains
are made. These are four in number; linen or bright white, dark red or

hyacinth, purple and scarlet and are allegorised to represent the four

elements. 17 f“""" V“ﬂ ﬂu“-og £ y—-,g- cf Su-reg s’ 17 T'e,:¢upa<,
S”cjldm..v (9a; olt'o(. o,uo«.ouTcu - ¢u€:¢. Yd() HET »‘o«' ou 700 ~ lo S‘.:
/
KoKKkaow Tupe, StoTe porascicova E'Kd‘rcpo.‘v- (Mos IC.88).

In De Cong.117 he repeats the same allegory but adds reasons for two of
/7 \ - \ ,
the symbols. 5u,uﬁo»\o» St y-ps- pc» ‘-7" ﬂu’scoc ‘fv’c—ra'c Vc(\fl L£x Tdu"T'r,;'—
uS’a-rog S = "Tor’¢upa< ) yd,o s fxd s o Teon Bi 9«4«1‘7'»7;
o O,LQJJUHOUGd Koy~ .....

An almost identical account is also given in QE II.85. The symbolism here
is very waried in character, two of the symbols being based on a corres-
pondence of colour and two because they are derived from what they
represent. The connections are, however a little strained. Philo is not
to be blamed for this since Josephus gives exactly the same symbolism in
Ant,II1.,183 and it would appear that this interpretation was reasonably
widespread, It is therefore likely that Philo got it from somebody else,
The reason for the appropriateness of this cosmic symbolism is given by
Philo 1n Mos.II.88.
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And again in QE II.85 where he describes the world as the "universal

temple - (73 ﬂBthcﬁbzi) which existed before the holy temple" and says

that it is right that the temple should be built of such and so many
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things as the world.

Naturally the allegory does get a little confused and is not
entirely consistent, particularly with regard to the "veil". In Mos.II.87
" this is said to be made of the same materials as the curtains and the
logical conclusion of this is that they share the same cosmic symbolism.
The difficulty does not arise in Vit.Mos. since he merely gives a factual
description of how they shield the inner sanctuary. In QE.91, however, he
allegorises it as dividing the divine, unchangeable things of the inner
saﬁetuary from the changeable sublunary ones of the outer. He then compares
it with the "ethereal and airy substance" which he says "is, as it were, a

‘covering".

Having dealt with the construction of the tabernacle, he then turns
to its furniture beginning with the Ark. This was kept in the inner
sanctuary which, as was seen above, symbolised the incorporeal world and
the Ark is part of this symbolism.

"Having first of all alluded to the incorporeal and intelligible
world by means of the Ark....." QE II.83.

According to Goodenough the Ark was of tremendous importance in
Philo's religion and he describes it as "the very heart of all that was
sacred in the Jewish religion" (By Light, Light p.23). However, in
"St.Paul and the Church of the Gentiles", p.33 note 5, W,L.Knox comments
on Goodenough's views thus, "Goodenough, By Light, Light p.23, says that
it is impossible 'to imagine how intense must have been the emotional
associations of the Jews of antiquity withfhe secret Ark of the covenant!',
The impossibility is enhanced by the reticence of the authorities. Philo
and Josephus only refer to it when they come upon it in the natural course
of their exposition of the narrative of Exodus.....The surviving literature
reveals very little veneration for the ark",

There is a further point on the same page of Goodenough's book which
also requires comment. In attempting to support his assertion of the
extremé, emotional feelings the Jews had. for the ark, he says, "Philo
speaks of it as though it were still there", There is, of course, one very
good reason why in Moses II and Quaestiones in Exodum II he speaks of it
thus, and that is because he is commenting on the text of Exodus describing
the tabernacle, and from the point of view of the biblical writer it was
there. However, it is significant that in Spec.I.72, where Philo is
describing, not the tabernacle, but the Temple of Herod, he makes no
reference to the ark whatsoever, although he is actually talking about the
Holy of Holies.
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In fact Goodenough is rather too anxious to schematize the religion
of Philo according to his own idea of a mystery religion, a method of
Philonic stydy for which he roundly castigates Wolfson in his review of
the latter's book, (JBL 67.p.87). As part of this attempt he tries to
attribute to Philo a consistent attitude to the ark, and give it a constant
symbolism, However, this can only be done by ignoring some of the data, for
in QE.II.54, a passage not noticed by Goodenough in By Light, Light, the
symbolism is completely different. Here Philo is answering the question,
"Why does he overlay (the ark) with pure gold within and with gold without?!
The "deeper meaning" which he gives is that "In nature there is a species
which is invisible and one which is visible. The invisible and unseen one
consists of incorporeal things, and this (species) is in the intelligible
world. But the visible one is made of bodies, and this is the sense-
perceptible world. These two (species) are the inner and the outer". Thus
here the inside of the ark represents the intelligible world and the
outside the sensible. The latter piece of symbolism is entirely incon-
siétent with that which was noticed earlier, whereby the ark as a whole
represehts incorporeal things. Here is another example of the way in which
- Philo will often deal with a text in isolation from other parts of his
writings. However, the allegory is not exhaustad here for he now goes on to
liken the inside of the ark to the human soul and the outside to the body.
The connection is made thus:

"Accordingly, the precious gold is allegorically used of the human
structure and, as is proper of the soul".

Here again can be seen the close connection between the "Kosmos™ and
the soul, what applies to one can be applied to the other, and the
realities of both are embodied in the Temple. The inside of the ark is
Iike the soul because they are both invisible, while the outside of the
ark and the body are visible. There is then yet another change of
symboliism as the inside of the ark is made to represent a pure mind, which ‘
again cannot be seen, and the outside blameless deeds which can. There is
an interesting parallel to this in Yoma 72b, where, commenting on the
guilding of the ark, Raba said, "Any scholar whose inside is not like his
outside is no scholar".

Philo continues in QE II,55 which deals with the "wreathed wave"
round the ark. This is within the Holy of Holies and therefore, according
- to Goodenoﬁgh's scheme, ought to represent something incorporeal, but in
fact he likens it to three things all of which belong to the sensible

world. First he 1ikens it to the stars and their rotation, then to the

corruption of the soul and the body for the mind turns this way and that
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while the body flows on, and lastly to human life.which is like a sea in

that it experiences storms, as its fortune varies.

To recognise the symbolism attributed to the ark by Philo in the
above two passages is not to deny that which is stressed so much by
Goodenough, that is, the ark as the symbol of the powers of God. This
symbolism is undoubtedly there, as when he interprets the mercy-seat as
representing the merciful power of God, QE II.61 and Mos.II.96 where, in
the latter he describes the mercy seat as,

7 / \ -~ c/ - - g’ /
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Again he interprets the cherubim as representing the creative and the
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The same allegory occurs in QE II.62.

However, it is not enough to take this symbolism in isolation and
merely assert, as Goodenough does, that the ark is a revelation of God and
his powers. The ark is this; but it is also a revelation of the soul and
the body and of incorporeal and corporeal things., If QE II.54-5 is taken
into consideration, then the whole distinction which Goodenough draws
between the Mystery of Aaron as a cosmic mystery and the Mystery of Moses
as a cult of the immaterial, is brought into serious question, for in this

passage cosmic symbolism is found in the Holy of BHolies itself,

We now come to the symbolism of the objects of the outer shrine,
beginning with the lampstand. There is a brief summary of it in Mos.II.1l02
-3, where it says that it was placed at the south because the luminaries
of the sun and moon run their course in the south and thus it figures them, |
Moreover its seven branches are, 6op{2oda T3 Aryopesicon Tapx Tois
¢ueu<o?9 o;ugpésg TJduachov ) (Mos.II.lOS.),t‘hat is Saturn,‘
Jupiter, Mars, Venus,'Mercury, with Sun and Moon., This symbolism is also
given in QE II.?75, and is found again in Josephus, Ant.II1I1.182. However, it
is not confined to Hellenistic sources and is also found in rabbinic |
literature, for instance Tan.Pekude 2 and Midrash Aggada Ex.38.21, where
the seven branches of the candlestick are compared with the seven planets.
There is a story in Tosefta Hagigah 3,35 which confirms that this inter-
pretation was known in rabbinic circles, for it describes the Sadducees
mocking the Pharisees for purifying the Menorah saying, "Look at the
Pharisees who are about to bathe the orb of the sun".

This symbolism i$ for Philo the answer to the question of why the

dimensions of the other furniture are given but not of the candlestick,


http://Mos.II.96
http://MoS.II.99
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for, 5 S’o:potvég’ o? stﬂoJo/v ésﬂ.v v; Auxv{d, &chf—'oﬂ:fc/gﬁq és 7'(/,_
(Her.227) and the same explanation is repeated in QE II1.81. Moreover, the
fact that it symbolises the heaven also explains why it is made out of
pure gold, for the heaven is made out of one element only, QE II.?73. The
correspondence between the Ko&mos™ and the human"yhavé"which has been noted
earlier is found again in the case of the candlestick. In Her.225 after
describing the symbollsm of the candlestlck as representlng the planets, he
continues' StSzw- aL gc Kol ¥ TrfJOj‘ ’yfvz-r)v r,;%;.g;‘_,‘ du‘l‘-qs- .

rv'ux-.-, Y°'~(’ Trn.,ucrqs' pru re-r‘c. 8o S'n: CKo(&To;J Teo pcpwa) c5¢

rgu;cﬁn IC’-L.'I)C Tee, ﬂoaf)w» 8z {caaop.cvcou °F cﬂS‘or«og £incdTeos

lo;atus- -r)v a(T'daJ‘Tco,n o u—'ﬂas K‘dc Osos /\oyo;

Thus the truth of the hebdomad as it is exists in nature and in the
soul is expressed by the candlestick. This then is the cosmic symbolism of

the lampstand, which seems not to have been confined to Philo, judging
from the evidence of Josephus and the fact that the same interpretation
occurs in the Midrashim.

However, it is not the only symbolism which Philo attributes to it
for there is what appears at first sight to be a very obscure passage in
Her.216. Philo has just described the candlestick saying that it has six
branches with itself in the middle and that it is made out of pure gold,
and he contlnues ;o y«,o Y Kele ﬂova» sate Ka<l9¢<po.v oJJTcos

zﬁScya&x :'r)v dﬂ’?fopag ycyr’mvm«_u £ fouTan MéBOU, ,uw;
Trf’OGZPns'e(pcvov UA—-; To ﬂ’e(pe:mx.u_ |

To whom or what this refers is not immediately obvious. However, the
only seven to which it can refer are the seven manifestations of God
revealed in the ark as the world of forms, the Power of Law, the Power of
Mercy, the Creative power, the Royal Power, the Logos and ‘To 6» " (QE II.68)
or in the cities of refuge as the Power of Mercy, the Positive command,
negative command, creative Power, Royal Power, the Logos and "o Qﬁaﬁ
(De Fuga I00). Thus Philo here sees in the candlestick an allusion to God
and His Powers and although he does not work out the symbolism in detail,
he cannot resist pointing to the connection. Here again is an instance
where Philo does not conform to the scheme Goodenough has laid down for
him, since according to the latter the candlestick standing in the outer
shrine, should represent only cosmic symbols. However, in this passage
Philo attributes to it a symbolism whiqh,according to Goodenough, is
Iimited to the Holy of Holies and this is yet another reason for

questioning his distinction between the two '"Mysteries'",

The next item of furniture in the sanctuary with which Philo deals is
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tﬁe Table. In the very plain description in Moses II 104 he merely says
that it is placed at the north with bread and salt on it, for it is the
north winds which provide us with food. In Her.226 it is described as

cig 1‘-:7» STn;r, "l'(:;:a @-IJ“‘]T(:;:J g(ﬁ‘oTchg,.«o/tTc.u_; C:Jz«,nsrc’a.v -_ :llrﬂbc_

var Kol emon&eia Tl Ocautac d«i‘rﬁl ois X aprm XpmeCac T T

Trod7s Sropeaot— -
The symbolism is, however, treated in much more detail in QE II.69. Here
the table is "a symbol of sense-perceptible and body-like substance". It
also indicates "a kind of communién among those who receive a common share
of salt and sacrifices", but more will be said of this in the consideration
of sacrifice itself. He then says (ibid.?70) that the waves around the table
are a symbol of the change of the corporeal world, the same symbolism
attributed to the wave around the ark. Finally, the cups,. censers,
libation~-bowls and ladles on the table represent the munificence of God
in givihg things which we can enjoy (71), while the loaves represent the
necessities which he provides (72). Thus the overall symbolism of the table

is cosmic, representing the corporeal world.

We now come to the altars of incense and burnt offering. Here we are
only dealing with the symbolism of the actual fabric c¢f the tabernacle and
thus a consideration of the characters of their respective offerings will
be postponed to the section on sacrifice. However, no detail is given of

the construction of the altar of incense and thus we pass on to the altar

of burnt offering.

In QE II.99 he deals with the symbolism of the length and breadth
of the altar, being five cubits by five cubits. As previously, he equates
the five with the senses and says this is because the altar ié "made for
sense-perceptible and bloody sacrifices". A similar type of correspondence
symbolism is used in Tan.Terumah 10 where, however, the two fives are made
to correspond with the five commandments of the law on either of the two
tables. In the following Quaestio he answers the question, "Why is the
height of the altar three cubits?" The literal meaning given is that it
hides the priests' bellies, but the deeper meaning naturally hinges on the
mystical interpretation of the number three, Here it is describe& as a
"three-tiered, dense and full number, having no emptiness but filling up
whatever is drawn apart in the dyad". This is then referred to the soul
which should have no empty spaces in it. Again this can be contrasted with

Tan.Terumah 10 where the three cubits equal the three delivere:;s that God

sent to deliver them from Egypt; Moses, Aaron and Miriam.

This concludes our examination of Philo's account of the sanctuary.
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As was said at the beginning of the consideration of the
it expresses Philo's belief that the tabernacle embodied
which were also embodied in the 'xosmos" and Yug~ “and in
the examination these points have been noted where Philo
two latter. In an unusually concise moment he summarises
to the tabernacle in Her.ll12:-

symbolism -
certain truths
the course of
refers to the
his attitude
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The Priesthood

We now pass on to a consideration of the priesthood which served
in this sanctuary. It was noted earlier that there were certain factors
which, at Philo's time, were tending to undermine the position of the
Temple, and it follows that, since the priests were so closely associated
with the latter, their position depended to a large extent on the prestige
of the whole Temple cult. Thus, as the Law and the synagogue gained in
importance in relation to the cult and the Temple, so the position of the

scribe graduaily rose in significance compared with that of the priest.

However, while this was so in the long term, the priest at this
period enjoyed considerable prestige within the synagogue itself, and ‘
continued to do so for a time even after the destruction of the Temple,
particuiarly while people still looked forward to a speedy restoration of |
the cultus. Thus, he took precedence in the reading of the Law:

"The following things have been ordained for the sake of peace, The ‘
priest is the first to read, then the Levite, then the Israelite for the ‘

sake of peace". (Gittin, V.8)

He was also the only one allowed to pronounce the priestly blessing, ‘
(Berakoth,V.4, and for the ritual regulations see Sotsz,VII.6). From this
it can be seen that the priest did have some position of importance even ‘
apart from the Temple and the idea of priesthood was meaningful in the
context of the synagogue. ‘

This was true not only of the synagogue, for the priesthood also had ‘
a significant place among the sectarians of the Dead Sea. These people had
cut themselves off from the cultus at Jerusalem because of the impurity and‘
wickedness of the priests there, but they did not reject priesthood as such.
So, while the "wicked priest" is denounced, the "Teacher of Righteousness" ‘
was also a priest. For instance, the commentary on Psalm 37, explaining \
verses 23-2L4, says "Interpreted, this concerns the Priest, the Teacher of
(Righteousness,...", Moreover, the priests had a definite place in the

hierarchy of the community and were, for example, members of the court.

This importance attributed to priests in contexts other than the
Temple might seem merely to strengthen their position, but in fact this
separation from their normal cultic function also made easier the re-
interpretation of the whole concept of priesthood. This process is seen
occurring in the Qmran documents, where the whole community is thought of
as having a kind of priestly sanctity. So the Damascus rule, commenting 6n
Ezekiel x1iv.1l5, says,

"The Priests are the converts of Israel who departed from the land of
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Judah and (the Levites are) those who joined them. ‘'he sons of Zadok
are the elect of Israel, the men called by name who shall stand at the
end of days". It then originally went on to give a list of the names of
the members of the community.(DR IV). Thus the concept of priesthood is
here widened in a way which could not but be detrimental to the literal

priesthood, membership of which depended on birth and physical purity.

When we turn to consider Philo, it is also possible to see in his
writings a widening of this concept, both by attributing priestly rank
to a community and also to individuals who are not priests. In Philo's
case the community, however, is all Israel, and he asserts in Spec:.Leg.
II.163, in a digression on the Sheaf: e e .3:;; A;yau ::/;5:; ’rrng
Tl’b/,\t.v LC(’:Z;, TelToL ‘ﬂ"pés- ;én‘otgdal T":p: OzKoupt/aJnv e Iaus“.(lu.-n
€Gues

The individuals to whom he accords the priesthood are a very wide
group indeed, merely being defined as those who no longer walk in the
way of s:.n- T-e(r)"‘)ropt'o f lous' ,M;Kc,‘, m,;) ‘t‘w:u dgw:nﬂamv 0&;9

t.o.v'rots‘ wc l—:‘(’d‘l‘okau Yl‘:voug— cyzgd T‘r)oaa_r)cg:gaq- Ko(&a((’dp

‘ucfc(f\dxo» = bt & 117’0: u:rn'ca» 1-60‘7"1-;4.4.«(» crrux9¢.v7'uq
Spec.leq T.243
The same thought is also applied to the High Priesthood in Her.82-3,
where it is said that one who loves God is truly inside the Holy'of Holies
though physically he is not: Tl /LqS’c Yt/»our,- ag.a-r,‘ Too (.Epwftcvou

9:0*4,/‘17 Ka((., # Joato.v ffc\) IGJ'.\) T_Eﬂcpr)atv'l‘qqucg.v 5672\,1—,( CGC..:T'Q:m

S'&airpcﬂtcv R, (89.)

Kau. yo(p #AL“;' ’u:v t‘e’Tc.:p tfc., TS d#wu K‘alJJ 6'031-7/4577:()0»
"15 de(n:s‘ o(r'o/\tcﬂ'o-,ro(q,, Ci/sw S-c W‘ds' 6‘0#0; K‘c):) IA'\—) Ma-vov
,twpdt.s otf\/\o( Ko((. ’bl‘rd/\ouc KAL’Mds(_ Y-qs‘ S’Lcaxcsp.cmog ‘Tugyxu-v; @3)
Hence in these two passages Philo is asserting that the qualification

for priesthood is dependent on the moral and religious qualities of the
individual, a view which stands in sharp contrast with the orthodox one
of the time which saw the main criterion to be one of birth. This amounts
to a radical undermining on Philo's part of the very foundations of the
hereditary priesthood. However, if he weakened it by extending it in the
material world, he also produced the same effect by extending it into the
spiritual one, for he often uses the":tprér" as a symbol of Logos or

Reason and hence the frequent occurrence of the phrase '© (fpeds Adyos "

For example, Melchisedec is a priest, that is Reason, in Leg.All.

- e \ \ > .
II1.82 tgpevs ytpp £6TL /\o’yoc. ... and Reason is described as priest and

. - — ¢ —~ N / A 4
prophet in Cher,17, ... ... T £l Kete u(Joéq'r-? oyto

In Deus Imm,134 the priest is the divine reason: Eéac ,4:;: yqp: o

Occos /\OVOS‘ ces ""')9’ ’)""‘Zﬂv Inon Kdgac‘m-'r’ T Eerinn 0dk
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The symbolism of” qucuc is not limited to Aoyoc' for in the next

section it is Conviction that is described as the true priest, "o Lq°tvc
ov1am-£Aryxpc . Thas Philo not only widens the concept of priesthood
but he also spiritualises it, both of which processes destroy the unique-
ness of the priest's position as it appears in the more orthodox tradition
of thought. This is not to be seen, thbugh, as a deliberate attempt by
Philo to play down the priesthood, for it is still to him the supreme
office: ""qv Sc ycyccrvv ﬂycya.w.wu dpzq;p Lc/‘UGUJJﬂ:U Ebr.126.
This high view of priesthood is also seen in the fact that he makes it
one of the functions of the 1deal ruler, who for him is Moses-{?dsuArSg
St ot -vo,uoac-r-qg o%tw\u ,u-q Te(y@pcauuez Ho-uo.v KA ot

—1’,¢ GCLA. Guucvcs‘n‘o‘rccv au Vo:p dch 6:(,:(; a.rrcffasuv-qq- ,
KdTap&ouTatc 'r'ot ﬂxe«.f‘:w» ch u7T17Ko¢o.v r’pdﬂ.wrrx S 17:) oluux-v
Cs‘fv)gr, ‘f'w ooc.ou Iw M7r T—pw:-r';' crpcaguu—qr ... . (Mos.II.5).
It must be added, however, that this was a common Hellenistic idea of the
monarchy* and not something peculiar to Philo. Possibly more Philo's own
view is Mos.II. 131~ ch"xmv Se 7l Saazgmu‘rbc C'r'l-ltg'qS(_ 1’47

ocr#u\q S‘cxdcw» ’ﬂ»a ctpw,ltvov TG @cw 9’0» ;qaa’yo» CEpaTAe, u(?o/u:(;uv
XTI Ka(e pvy MOV a.&c..uc.u) oo\,\o( Kl ﬂdsu\ e
Here the priest, while exercising his priestly function, is superior to
the king and thus, consciously at any rate, Philo is not attempfing to
diminish the status of the priesthood.

It is only to be expected, however, that Philo, with his extensive
use of Hellenistic concepts, should change the idea of the priest and,
indeed, this is what happens, for it seems likely that his concept of the
priest was influenced by that of the Stoic sage. Thus the priest must lead

*In origin this appears to have been a Pythagorean concept. Thus Stobaeus,
in his "Florilegium™" records that Diotogenes outlined the duties of a king
as being threefold, namely military command, legal administration and
prlesthood On the last mentloned Diotogenes is quoted as follows:

T Ay §¢ 6 ] Ocd A<

° Yc rutv rchov grw < lo rf)x\'"cus«.:u "r'wc s, AECALWC

L ¥ \
et:pr.(},_,,, . ST }/a(r: "ro otpcero.u Ui‘o l‘-> °¢pt€7'w T'L,ude'&dc
Kolc To o(yr.'luovsoy uuo ) o(vtr"-"-UCO-D'os'

(Stobaeus IV,vii,6l)
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a blameless life: T r%p - (.t'r:ws'u.v'qc cfau.rn:ro( t—Ko(wc 6‘u,.¢-¢u:ump

£m¥m 2067 T X170 Y‘”““"" (%pxc7s) dxpe Tedevrs & T TL00 |
Spec.Leg.l02.

Moreover, he must be without physical blemish, which Philo takes to
symbollse the perfection of the soul: TTaLvTC,\-:; ket ©ASxAmpor Clwete
Tow t.c(’to( TTpos TE T Tute., FﬂS’c'uou zw et 50,4.(11 ,\caﬂqp CxooT . ... % poc
Sexec r'd»ToL Gupﬁw\d l-qc wEpe ’V’uzn—;v c?a—u.. lc.-\uo‘r'-;:oc Spec.Leg.I.80.
Philo is not interested in the priests as they are, but reads into their

characters virtues from an outside source and idealises them.

Thus at Quod Det.62 he says that the holy things were not given to
ordinary people, but to Lev:.tes w:u et»ocfwg Kf\'qpoc Y"7 Kot uS’c..p
Kau\ o:‘r;p E;‘(_ SC Ou(’ot:uoq' ch TXs o r:o:,uor rJJOths'H-q
He continues-by saying that only the Creator was deemed worthy of them
and they took refuge with Him as true suppliants. Hence Philo makes out
of the Levites types of the conduct required of the Soul. He idealises
priests and Levites by reading into the priestly office his supreme

philosophical ideal and his ascetic concept.

The highest point of this idealising occurs in his treatment of the
character of the High Priest, who is a figure of exalted importance in
Philo. The reason for this pre-eminent position is 1arge1j to be found in
his association with the Logos and the reading back of some of the
attributes of the Logos to the High Priest, However, as will be seen, this
process also operates in reverse and a priestly function comes to be
attributed to the Logos. There is thus a cross-fertilisation between the
two concepts which helps to account for the particular character diSplayed
by both the High Priest and the Logés in the writings of Philo. This is
obviously not the place for a detailed examination of the Logos concept,
which is a vast subject in itself, and thus no attempt will be made to
give a comprehensive treatment, but rather,merely to deal with those
aspects which relate to the High Priest.

First, however, it is only fair to mention an instance where Philo
expresses a more traditional view of the function of the High Priest This
is in Spec Leg I 229, where he says- .. Teo z&a)aug u"i"v?ptT-qr cs”_

'rots' Kauwc urrp dTTdJ)Twu Trocoupta—bc ruxx(ug,uc tv TatCs pr@"‘d‘:‘dtq
iuzﬁ/u,' ot e tv Tolle Cudf“‘rdecs' Quscdcs' .

In this passage the High Priest is seen as the servant and representative
of the people, and in Spec.Leg.l.116 his function is further defined as
being on the borderline between man and God: ta &ce rtéaou Tcwos
zv@p@ﬁ‘oc_ f‘&}.v zf\O;EKCJ.deL Gco,». cen
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Thus he is a mediator between the two by the very nature of his
position. However, this mediator concept is reinforced by Philo's
association of the High Priest with the Logos, for the latter also held
a position somewhere between God and man. He portirays the High Priest
as a symbol of the Logos in two passages with particular clarity. First
Mig.1l02, where he 1ntroduces a cons1deration of the High Priest's garments
with the words, Ea(a) ’At‘:u‘l'oc_ PN ao\» XA . r(:a:at r\oyau rferZ'nr
These are variously translated as "If again you examine the High Priest,
the Logos" or "......the Logos as revealed in the High Priest". In both
versions, however, the thought is the same, that is the High Priest

represents the Logos.

I'4 \
The second passage is Fug.108-110. In 108 he writes, aACVbFCQJ YA >
\ > / » ¥ > ’\\ AI 9 - 3
Tov KO LEPEAR OUK dvapwﬂ’oaa dr\ < Aoyox’ o Llvele . .. .. .
and in 110, with reference to the High Priest's robe, Ew8SeTete
< \ / ~ ’ < 2 -~
g'o pe) 'Tr(’tsﬁu"'o":'oc Tovu ©0>Tog /\oyoc (A1 CGG--)T« ......
Here again the High Priest is identified with the Logos. Having thus
established the association of the two in Philo, we continue by illust-
rating the mediatorial function of the Logos as revegled in his writings.
This occurs very explicitly in Her.205: :aa 5} cqggxyyzAA; Kate
Tr(lzsﬁu mm /\oyw gc.»pt«v &o&tp cf««.ptrop o T &Au Yc:uv‘-,s«q
\ /
'rr’a('r~,r.v L,J)d. 'At'aop(.oc 5“6(;- To ycvo;utvo.v g’ccucpc:u., Tou 'lc'lToc'v;Ko; o% -
o gdufoc LKCT*);‘ ptv tGﬂ— Tou Gu.-,-rou quaﬂ.uouTo;- clu:c T—pog

\

To df&apTov, ﬂpccﬂ:ur-qr gﬁ Too qyc,.«ouoc ‘Tr‘pa;- To u‘tT-qKoo.v .

Hence the traditional idea of the High Priest as mediator between God and
man is supported by this parallel with the function of the Logos of which
the High Priest is a symbol.

~ Apart from exalting the High Priest in this manner, Philo also
jidealises his character by attributing sinlessness to him, as he asserts
in Spec.Leg.I. 230 .....0 Tpos w\nemm dpzccpiuq Kot e ,.4-:;
’IIl’CquJJU'LOS' oqu:'ro,zbq dpotf: :ﬁpa‘rw.v L‘s:cv
In this passage the tendency to idealise the High Priest would appear to
be Tinked with a desire for a pure mediator, but in other passages the
idealisation seems to stem from the influence of external concepts such
as that of the Stoic sage. For instance, he should be aloof from sorrow;*

\ / . / v ~ > 7 PY /
s e s MM YOMTWD, UM TEKWWY , KM dgcA+wv EWdows | | |, MNTTopmcos. . . .
(Spec.Leg.X.114)

*This was a characteristic of the #deal impassible Stoic. See Seneca,
"De Consolatione ad Marciam" passim for the Stoic ideal 6f the control of
grief. Praise of detachment in general is also found throughout the

"Discourses" of Epictetus, as can be seen from the chapter headings:

e 2 — N\ > /
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As might be expected, the Logos doctrine also contributes to the
idea of sinlessness and this may be seen in Fug.108, part of which was
quoted above, where the two ideas are in juxtaposition for, having
described the High Priest as a /\o,yov Grior he goes on to add, Tl_c;v’rc.u.)
OJZ EKousZuv ’Ac::va.v 5(/\/\;( Ka(‘c a)lKousfw» ;lgck-q/ualtnav di’#é"‘oxc:) .

It is interesting, however, to note that while Philo is concerned to
develop this concept of sinlessness in relation to the High Priest, he
has not excised from his writings the more traditional estimates of his
person which are found in the Bible. Thus in two passages he admits the
possibility of sin by the High Priest- TFol ,4;;, 00w Too “F/t°¢P‘“9
e‘(’pup‘i"-{parat ch\. ’;'oa ce.vous' t6o :c,u.w Kd&(cp: Tol( ?uco -—

Spec Leg I.228.

=\ 2\ 2/
"M o&& o3> rurro.,-rc -ro:p ,.hq T&Jttov o(r:-zccpcac or"orc ca) Tou; dg'ofoc.g'
‘p \
-ﬂx;' —'rolrpwoug o(w.g .:(_,(g- zr‘t..l cf\c'\ S'ov avatc TC Kate CEco,
Her.82.

In spite of these explicit references, the 'view_s"fhey eXpress appear to be
without significance in Philo's overall idealising of the High Priest and
in fact he carries these two concepts of the mediator and sinlessness so

far that the very nature of the High Priest is in doubt. He is higher than

human in Spec.Leg.I.116: (Scfu\r_-r,u yo}p XoTow o _.vé,uog ,u.ci;',vm
-~ / s\ > A 2 4 . d ~
pepocrds Gue ¢UG€Q¢ ) kT’ xwGpemos, LYyoTepe TPoEwor T Tirs

> ¢ /
ec&q/preo/(no», g Sel Te)o\»-,&cr ’\‘:Y“”/ ;(,uffa?y/ e

There would appear to be two main reasons why Philo exalts the High
Priest to this position of semi-divinity. One is that in paralleling the
the function of the High Priest with that of the Logos there has been a
feed back of the attributes of the Logos to the High Priest, as was seen
above, The other is based on his understanding of Lev.16.17 which contains
the regulation that nobody should be present in the Holy of Holies while
the High Priest makes atonement, The Septuagint, which Philo seems to have
used, reads, Ketc s 'Zy&pwrro; ouk ;fs'rau. £ .»7 quua—l
(representing the Hebrew idiom ﬂ""l‘” ..\’5 l:l'h.\’ —591) The intended meaning
is obviously that there should be nobody in the shrine apart from the High
Priest, but Philo takes it that the High Priest will not be a man in the
inner shrine. Thus he concludes that the High Priest's humanity is sus-
pended while he is ministering in the Holy of Holies He asserts this in
three passages quoting this verse- Ko & l.zf)a'.uc ,,u::_noc, “o (9fmrrog
oJK ‘7:'/5 Tl pcotT o(u-r;» ;’T‘dv i«-sun c«.g io( o((:..,( T a‘('yzw.v cag

2 CECA <9-. Ber.84.
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And 1ater in the same treatise, Somn IT.231: lOUlc.: rTo(patﬂ:I—qaw’»
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and then quotes Lev.,16,17.

Thus the High Priest is odk d28peiros” but Philo does not call him
6E5§ . It might be tempting to draw the conclusion that it is Philo's
Jewish background which prevents him applying this terminology to a man,
in that it is a threat to monotheism, However, this can hardly be the case
for he shows no scruple in acceptlng Gkos as applied to Moses: — 1019
Yol(’ Tou ovopa Jos :ou::: K/\f)pop o o(‘n;ca.uf»of-q,-—)g \dzt kusqf 27"-
wv v Aoyurr‘rw T‘()osp'-';@cc; ¢dpdw &:oc— Somn.II.189.
The reason for Philo not calling the High Priest 9:0’; has to be sought
elsewhere and, in fact, it would appear to lie in the symbolism which he
attributes to him, As Colson says, "in this narrative Aaron is not called
éacés though Moses 1s, and this symbolises the relation of the Logos to
the Existent", (Loeb Vol V.p.529 note c).

However, in spite of the fact that Philo does not describe the High
Priest as Ocds , R.A.Stewart, in the article cited above, feels it
necessary to defend Philo against the charge of blasphemy. He does this
as was seen in connection with the Temple, by setting out three distinct
temples as found in Philo, the cosmos with the Logos as its High Priest,
the rational soul, whose High Priest is the real man and the Jerusalem
Temple with the Aaronic High Priest. By applying Philo's Platonic theory
of matter he then sees the last mentioned as, in his own terminology, an
"ektype" of the soul which in turn is an "ektype" of the cosmos. Thus,
although the Logos is the archetype of the Aaronic High Priest, he is two
removed, and the latter is only, as he puts it, an "ektype of an ektype™".

This, he feels, frees Philo from the charge of blasphemy for the High
Priest in his writings is literally "not man" and does not bear any

relation to actual living High Priests, He concludes that Philo is not

very much interested in the earthly High Priest and treats him merely as
a peg for allegorisation.

Certainly the concepts of the Logos as High Priest in the cosmos and
the real man in the soul could not but, as in the case of the Temple,
attract attention away from the earthly institution in Jerusalem, and it
is now necessary to examine these concepts. First the High Priest in the

Soul. The clearest statement of this is in Somn,I.215:
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There is also another explicit allegory in Gig.52, where the annual
entry of the High Priest into the Holy of Holies is applied to the
Reason resortlng to the sacred doctrines: opdc o‘r(. ouS’c o dp,tcz'pcw
’\°Y°‘ rn)gu-rpoﬂ:cp el Kell C‘Ué'xo/\«ft‘o.v ‘t‘oc.q d\/iocq- S'owu..eg,,
gu.va(ptvoc o(S’zc_e(v c(squc:p Sarot Trokas Tt ch.'oav T‘r'os- T ¢o¢.7'et.-u
a(,\,\’ ‘/rrd-g S’ f.‘vcolu 700 F-o)cc
However, there are hints of this idea elsewhere such as in Somn,.II,187,
where sPeaking of the High Priest he says: o 5}: T'ou'ru.v u¢o7‘/~71-7;- '
opov Kald nou-)p eu;g " ‘T'uxeusag poga TS Lt,oct-;- Ekrlmsine 76T
o<,\,\ ! 03 Xcapcc G‘UVK,\—r; ,o;- oK olv -<<9po<,5<9“,., T‘a'rc Téw T‘-r;s' "I’ux‘q;-
pcmv ﬂou)—q To pouﬂ'au) o T{’atgpo;' O 'Tflu'ra(_uc;' a s‘fr”.u.oufrog

Also in Somn.II.231 where he applies the oracle about the High Priest
quoted above, to the good man, and so he can say of the latter, fi 5}?
"_4\7 Y{.yche To/'r; gv@pwﬂoc,gﬁ)oy T oc’JS}; (9cc>’s', ;GU; /\Z(-ToUpY¢;€
ol . . |

The good man in his individual, spiritual approach to God is thus in a

parallel position to the High Priest as he enters the Holy of Holies.,

This comparison can be seeh again in Her,84, where after the quotation
about the High Priest in the sanctuary he says: ) Yc?ﬂ 9055‘, STc ,-u:\:v
Kd&d(xf;g At‘c‘r‘ou(’yr.: th“_?,osx Z’Gnv ol.v(9/>w1n.va;~ 2 &?OS'

Here, true, it is the mind which is compared but the thought is the same,

‘the individual is similar to the High Priest in his approach to God, and
the locus of this worship must be the soul.

Attention must now be given to the Logos as the High Priest of the
cosmos. It was noted earlier how the High Priest was used as a symbol of
the Logos and how this influenced the character of the High Priest in that
certain attributes of the Logos were applied to him. However, the
aseociation between the two figures can in some respects be described, as
it were, as a two way traffic and the Logos seen as High Priest of the
cosmos represents the other direction of the flow from the one noted above
for here the function of the High Priest is transferred to the Logos. Thus

« p NN e
once more, Somn I. 215 S'La yd(:, s roox::u crpoc <9:ou o pED OdC
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From the above it can be seen that, as with the Temple, Philo gives the
priesthood a twofold reference, both to the individual soul and to the
cosmos and he elaborates the significance of the High Priest by means of a
detailed allegory of his clothing. The ankle length robe will be examined
first, again following the order of the account in Mos.II.109-135. It is
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described briefly and factually in Mos.II.110: o Iuév 00w 57‘0&51%7;-
oq,n.a.ycs-rzfug (.S'ca«' S Va(r) udk(.v@c_vos‘ cfw ToD ‘(al"?alo(‘r‘\) Kot

1“‘p05' 862:0:1'@«' Pu:(:cou Tolo Tk Ya((-' t'T'oucu‘:‘t.‘raxpu:orc f’occococ.c ch
Kcogcost. ch dv@avocc TrAcypdgcy
The significance is then drawn out in 118-121 where the colour of the
robe is said to symbolise the air by the same correspondence of colour
employed in the allegorising of the curtains. Moreover the air is said

to be"‘,‘férrw Tewet TTOS";(J‘F)?" since it stretches dovm from below the moon
" to the ends of the earth, as the robe stretches over the priest down to
his ankles, The flowers on the border of the robe represent the earth and
the pomegranates represent the water on account of their juice, while the
bells represent the harmony that exists between earth and water, The
position of these decorations on the bottom of the robe is also seen to be
significant since earth and water are below the air. Thus Philo finds
symbols of three elements in the robe, but it seems he is unable to find a
symbol for the fourth, fire, which is not mentioned, This interpretation
is the essence of that which is given in QE II.117-120 although there are
naturally some elaborations in this generally more detailed account. In
I18 he asks, "Why does the opening in the middle of this very same ankle
length garment have a hem 'that it may not be ruptured!?" The answer is
that the heavy and light elements would rupture if it were not for the
Logos, and thus there was need of an opening "of the divine Logos as
mediator". The meaning is not quite clear, but the hem of the opening
seems in some sense to represent_the binding function of the Logos. Philo
however, finds yet more in the passage, for the Septuagint, Ex.28.28,calls
the opening a Wz e6Topcon” and, employing the resemblance between this and
the wordusTépa" he goes on to urge moderation in speech and food both of
which use the mouth, and to denounce drunkards who "break out into
belchings and burst with insatiable fullness". Thus by an unlikely connec-
tion he has managed to continue his theme of rupturing while changing the
subject from cosmology to ethics.

A slightly different symbolism is given to the decorations on the henm
of the garment in Spec.Leg.I.93 where the bells represent, not the harmony
between earth and water, but rather more w1dely «fquaz)ux;aﬁcxc
s'upcfw»uaa Kl BudLaED T TOG KOBEMOU MErisw |

However, a more radically different interpretation occurs in Mig.1l03:
Tot S'Jy&,,y,‘ katt ot KLSwuts O(:‘&l-rr;y TotoTHTw 56,4.ﬂo/\a<, S
c;’pde:.c Kc(c\ G)lK01; ‘t‘o\t Kr)c‘Tv;/:Lo(.

Here the decorations become symbols of the sense-perceptible world

and the bells in particular of the sense of hearing. This divergence of
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interpretation calls for some comment if it is not to be dismissed

merely as the inconsistency of a careless mind, rather than seen as a
clue to Philo's method of working., It has been remarked above how Philo
often appears to allegorise and argue in self-contained units which are
not harmonised with the rest of his writings. This inconsistency that has
been noted in connection with the High Priest's robe would appear to
illustrate this, but it also does more, in that it shows how Philo's
symbolism is controlled by the thought of a particular context, rather
than the thought controlled by the symbolism. Thus in Mos.II he is
speaking in the context of the cosmic symbolism of the cult as a whole,
where the cult is the centre of attention and meaning is read into it. In
Mig,102, hbwever, he is defending the position of the senses in relation
to the intelligible world and the garments of the High Priest are used
incidentally to illustrate the main trend of his argument, the' mé7uloa"
representing the intelligible world and the decorations of the hem the
sensible,

A possible objection to this view can be seen in R,Marcus' interpre-
tation of QE II.120 (Loeb p.l72,note i) where he claims to find all the
three types of symbolism attributed to the bells, that is the harmony of
the elements, the harmony of the parts of the world and the sense of
hearing, in the one passage. Certainly the first two are present for it
reads, with reference to the bell it "indicates the harmony and community
of the elements" and "has united earth with water", but the bells as re-
presenting the sense of hearing are not included. The only basis for
Marcus' assertion would seem to be a reference to music, but the main point
of this is, not that we hear it, but that by it the "body of the world" is
adapted and reformed into a harmony. It is thus difficult to be convinced
by this interpretation of Marcus'. This being the case, it would appear
that the thesis suggested above is valid and that an instance has been
discovered where Philo alters his symbolism to suit the thought of a
particular context. It may just be noted here that, if Philo can change
the symbolism with this amount of ease, doubt must surely be cast on
Goodenough's assertion that there was a widespread interpretation of the
cultus which, although differing in detail, was characterised by a unity of
purpose in seeing Judaism as a cosmic mystery. His point may be accepted to
the extent of admitting that, say, Josephus reads cosmic symbolism into
various aspects of the cult, 1nclud1ng the one we are cons1der1ng here the
ngh Priest's robe: ,(rog-r”,..“_ucq_ S':: Kot o Tou dﬂzccfacug ;\:cTco.v ‘r"qu

qu /\Lvt'o( Z;v ° Sc St aOos Tow TFvo.u e(srfblr'dts‘ prv K Tat Toos
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Ant . III.184.
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Here, while the details differ considerably from Philo's cosmic
interpretation, one can say that both treatments are basically cosmic,
but when Philo's interpretation of Mig.103 is compared with these two
there is a basic divergence of purpose and it is this which would appear
to weigh against the scheme laid out by Goodenough. However, this is a
point which will be taken up later.

The next garment dealt w1th 1s the ephod which 1s descrlbed as
follows 1n Mos.II.111: -| s’ t'ﬂ"ca’.atc r&?"ratn'ce'TdTou L‘('Yo.v ol
;c,t»um:‘reuo» £‘Tl-s' '~7P~~1 TeleloT lall‘r’ KaTcJKcu:tfc o Tots ﬂpotcfﬂwt:uoc;
yw:scv um«v(9¢., K Torplpet katc ﬂuesco K& worrles
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The symbolism of the four types of material as representing the

four elements is not drawn out here as was done in the case of the
curtains and, instead, the significance of the ephod is made to centre on
the two precious stones on its shoulders, the result being that it repre-
sents the heaven, There are two possible means of arriving at this symbo-
lism mentioned by Philo, the first one being that the stones represent the
sun and moon: TP Tov ,.u::: yo?p o: cm. Tw» dK‘flw'ALQv ape«po:yf'au

Sua /\Laoa Trrpc¢cpug “nvvouecv wS' ﬂtz) aca»‘ra« TeVES dGlew»

‘f‘ou;‘ ")ﬂtr)d; Kol VUKTOS vwc,uave(;- ‘ry\com Kato 6&\—-1::'7:) .-+ « Mos.II.l22.
This is the 1nterpretatlon which Josephus adopts in Ant.III.185:

S’q,\o;, 5‘:: r(d‘ ‘rb» q,\cou Korc m-;v Cia\nqu s GchS'oyuxw»

C‘Kauzﬂor ot CJJC'IOf?uc.’Sc Tow o!p;ccrpzoc
Obviously this view must have been widely known since Philo refers to it
as being held by other people and then, at a later date, Josephus uses it.
However, Philo prefers another interpretation which sees the two stones as
representing the two hemispheres (Mos.II.1l22) since he feels that this
does more justice to the truth, for the moon increases and diminishes in
relation to the sun, but the stones are equal to each other as are the
hemispheres., Such a view enables him to continue by interpreting the names
of the patriarchs which are engraved six on each stone, as the signs of
the zodiac, which he repeats in QE II.1l09:
"The third is the number (of the names) engraved in them, for in each

of the hemispheres there happens to be six zodiacal signs,...."
Talking of these stones carries him on to talk of the twelve precious
stones on the breast of the High Priest of which he says: 3? TocL

g’éyqpérovTo 1’6;3 ﬂ'pos&vor}tuoptu:‘? Aoycz? Mos.II.1l12.
They were distributed in four rows of three, and thus Philo holds that
they signify the zodiac circle which is divided into four by the seasons,

Mos.II.1l24. The actual Aoygio;; itself is treated to a very elaborate
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allegory since, naturally, he connects the name with Aékoc for instance
in QE II.X10:

"As its very name shows, it is a symbol of logos".
He then continiies by playing on the fact that the Aoyclowr is said to be
double and takes thls as representlng the fact that reason is double,
Mos.II.127: Scr7os {d(: 6 Aoyes fv Tc To Mot Te Kot £ e OploTiou <l>u€c¢..
In the universe, in one form, he says, it deals with the incorporeal ideas
from which the intelligible world was framed and, in the other, it deals
with the visible objects of which the sensible world was produced. In man
one form is inward and of the mind, while the other is outward and of
speech. This allegory, relating to reason in man, is also given in
QE II.1X1. There are also references to the Urim and Thummim which in
Mos.II,128 Philo, following the Septuagint, calls E9Awets el otA O cot
saying that they are two virtues of the rational principle which is both
true and sets forth all things clearly. In the treatment of the Aoyr&u;
the double reference to both the universe and the rational soul, which has
been noted previously, is particularly clear.

The significance of the turban has been mentioned earlier and so we
pass on to the other part of the head gear which is the golden plate or
fié™Ao»» .The actual construction of this is allegorised in QE II.l2l
where the plate is said to lack depth and is therefore compared with the
geometric surface. Now the surface is incorporeal and so the plate is said
to be a symbol of the incorporeal and 1nte111g1b1e forms This 1nterpret-

ation is also given in Mlg Abr, 103 aA)’ CKerq r‘ﬂ—‘ ’1 G‘fﬂ“ﬂf (£
L‘GT'L» Lfro», Kde' \v o etoc C'ru”qass ’7‘0:) Koquw a(SCopo(Tog gf,p:ou
Kdl- -vo*n“q .

Here is yet another instance where Goodenough's division into two mysteries
is contradicted by Philo's symbolism, for according to Goodenough the
Kogmos VomTos 1is a stage in the Mystery of Moses (By Light, Light p.96)
and yet here it is symbolised by part of the regalia of the Aaronic High
Priest, who belongs to the lower mystery.

When it comes to what exactly was written on the plate, Philo gives
different answers in two separate accounts. In QE II.122 he says it is,
"Holiness to the Lord" while in Mos.II.132 he merely says: . ... Tow
fcﬁxpg» oC yJuz.fa«. Vpoqu,uaru» wtcfpdyceﬁ-,saw et Ev Svopa w5 e cﬁdsc
iﬁ;i;iggdthat only the divine name was written there. Earlier in the same
treatise, (114-5) he has taken the same line and given an account of the
virtues of the number "four", not in any way which fits in with the
general symbolism of the n?gzob» but ﬁerely for its own sake. In connec-

tion with this it is interesting to note QE II.123 where the question is
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asked, "Why is the leaf placed over the double hyacinthine robe?" The

answer is given that the robe is almost black and black is the colour

of ink which is opaque. Now the forms are not visible and are represented
by the leaf, hence the connection. This is worthy of notice, not just for
the very strained symbolism but for the completely different symbolism
which is given to the colour of the robe here compared with that of

QE IT.117, and shows how comparatively unimportant the cosmic symbolism
of the robe is for Philo. It can bedltered at will to illustrate another
point. This .would not appear to be the attitude of a person for whom the

robe held a fixed place in a cosmic mystery.

By way of conclusion we must mention the linen robe which the High
Priest wore once a year on the Day of Atonement to enter the Holy of
Holies, This receives only a passing reference in QE I1I.107 and Spec.
Leg.I.84 and none at all in Mos.,II. In QE II.107 it is said to be superior
to the ornate robe, and that the Father holds in highest honour those
things which are adorned only by nature, In Spec.Leg.l.84 the symbolism
which Philo attributes to the linen itself is based on the fact that when
it is worn the priest offers incense not animals and thus he points out
that 1linen does not come from animals, like wool. One may compare Plutarch
De Is, et 0s.352E where, speaking of priests' linen garments, he says,

7o 8t A0 ¢o,::1‘au. ,u::v ,cg 2Out v Tou Y Y‘;;f‘ .
The usual symbolism of linen, that is representing earth, is not used here
in Philo. The same point is made in Ebr.86, but here the setting is not a
cultic one, for the ritual of the sanctuary is being used metaphorically
of the worship of the individual. Thus the symbolism of the linen robe is
really a negative one, the point is not that it represents anything in
particular, but rather that it does not represent something which is
connected with the ornate robe,

Philo sums up his account of the High Priest's vesture in Mos.II.1l33
by giving the reason for the cosmic symbolism which he has attributed to
it’ ﬁufoy To :poTroaa o a(p,(c:(u:us- S’cdkospn@ng 61’8»:7'4((, ‘r‘mr

<
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There are two points which ought to be noticed in connection with
this, One is that it marks a universalising of the Jewish priesthood which
will be found again later with regard to sacrifices, The High Priest is
offering worship not just for the nation, but for the whole cosmos. The
other is that, while the significance of the cosmic symbolism of the

sanctuary was that the cosmos was seen as a temple, here the result of
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the symbolism is that the cosmos becomes a worshipper, as is made clear
in Somn,.I.21l5 where it is said that the intention of the High Priest's
robe is Camt furigpoupyq Kl & kogpos «w8pdatre atc TS Tt TC
;&Jé}noTﬂpc .
Here the idea of the High Priest as mediator merges into that of universal
worship. Thus there is some confusion about the exact role of the cosmos
and consequently of the High Priest which may be caused by the fact that
Philo is not originating this cosmic system but is using already existing
ideas both from Judaism and pagan religions. We have already noticed an
instance where Josephus employs a similar kind of interpretation to Philo,
but such symbolism also occurs much earlier in Judaism in the Book of
Wisdom, whlch is dated by many as belng before Philo

f‘n’(, Ya(() T‘oS'-q(;oug z‘:vgu,ud‘rog' v’;v Oa\or o K‘osrog

ch r'eucpw_u So¥c fme T!-‘ TPHET txov \(Gou yJu.f 15

Kdt Mi'\/ol.«\caec.:aa-r, Gou fTL Sug:qﬂd‘ro;' thedv;g e(uTou - (18.24)

The continuing use of similar ideas in paganism can be seen from the
writings of Plutarch, who in De Is, et 0s.352 says that some people say
the priests wear linen garments because the colour of the flax flower is
Iike the blue which surrounds the heaven, or from those of Apuleius who in
the Golden Ass XI 3-4 gives a description of the rohbes of Isis:

"Per intextam extremitatem et in ipsa eius planitie stellae dispersae
coruscabant, earumque media semenstris luna flammeos spirabat ignes: quaqua
tamen insignis illius pallae perfluebat ambitus, individuo nexu corona
totis floribus totisque constructa pomis adhaerebat'.

The concept, common for some time before and after Philo, of the
cosmos as the robe of God is seen by W.L.Knox (Pharisaism and Hellenism in
"The Contact of Pharisaism with other Cultures") as a natural development
of the Platonic-Stoic philosophy which was concerned to find a system of
monotheism which could be combined with existing cults. If the whole cosmos
is a manifestation of an indwelling divinity, then any part of it can be
worshipped, which gives a justification for these cults. The train of thought
is naturally alien to Judaism, but Knox believes it is introduced to show
that Judaism is aware fhat God is immanent in creation,

In conclusion it might be said that Philo appears to have a high
regard for the priesthood, to judge from some of his utterances but, by
treating it as a symbol for something else, as he did with the Temple, he
has for all practical purposes weakened the literal institution by

transferring the focus of attention to the spiritual world.
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Sacrifice

Having dealt with the setting of the cultus, that is the Temple,
and also with the priesthood which served in the sanctuary, it is now
necessary to consider the rites which were performed there. The chief
of these was clearly sacrifice and, indeed, it formed the raison d'etre
of the Témple and priesthood. A burnt offering was made twice a day, in
the morning and in the evening, called the "continual offering" (J'\? iS
’I“V?qa ) which on sabbath and festival days was surrounded by a variety
of other sacrifices., In order to facilitate the orderly making of these
offerings and also to ensure that there was a congregation present, the
people in Palestine were divided into twenty-four courses, each of which
had a class of priests, a class of Levites and a class of laity within it.
Each of these courses took it in turn to send deputies to the Temple to do
duty and these deputies were called "men of attendance!", while the remain-
der of the members of the course, who did not go to Jerusalem, appear to
have gathered in the synagogue at the time of sacrifice for services:

"When the time was come for a course to go up, the priests and Levites
thereof went up to Jerusalem, and the Israelites that were of the selfsame
course came together unto their own cities to read the story of Creation,."
(Taanith,4.2. Danby). This is interesting because the implication of this
custom is that in some way the synagogue service is a substitute for the
sacrificial offerings of the Temple. Naturally this particular type of
substitution only applied to one twenty fourth of Israel at any time,
However, in a more general way also, the daily service of the synagogue was
seen as a spiritual counterpart of the Temple sacrifice and the structure
of the services reflects the influence of the Temple. In fact, the afternoon
service even bears the séme name as the original offering to which it
corresponds, ( TN JY2).

The whole idea of prayer as a substitute for sacrifice can be traced
back to some of the Wisdom literature. For instance, Proverbs 15.8
"The sacrifice of the wicked is an abomination to the Lord, but the prayer
of the upright is his delight".

The ethical interest of the writer overcomes his adherence to the literal
act of sacrifice, Ethics is again the motive which makes the writer of
Ecclesiasticus assert that observance of the Law and moral acts are as good
as sacrifice:

"A man multiplies offerings by keeping the Law; he offers communion
sacrifices by following the commandments. By showing gratitude he makes an
offering of fine flour, by giving alms he offers a sacrifice of praisen,
(Ecclus.35. 1-2).
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However, in other places the author shows his high regard for sacrifice,
as at 7.31. It can thus be seen that, under certain conditions, even Jews
who were basically orthodox in their view of sacrifice were prepared to

spiritualise this view.

Possibly the highest point of spiritualisation of sacrifices in
Palestine, before that is the rabbis who taught after the destruction of
the Temple, was reached in the writings of the Dead Sea sects who,although
they do not seem to have rejected animal sacrifice in principle, had cut
themselves off from the Temple and its cultus because they held it to be
defiled. They were thus forced to find substitutes for sacrifice. Among
these prayer was an obvious choice and thus the Damascus Document speaks
of prayer as being preferable to impure sacrifice quoting Prq§.15.8 with
" approval:

_ "T,et there be sent to the altar of holocaust neither offering nor
incense nor wood by the hand of a man defiled by any defilement whatsoever
permitting him thus to render the altar unclean: for it is written, '"The
sacrifice of the wicked is an abomination, but the prayer of the just is
like a delectable offering" ", 11.,18-21 (Dupont-Sommer p.153).

Again in the Manual of Discipline, the phrase, "offering of the lips"
is used to designate prayer, 9.5. However, the overall thought of the
passage in which this occurs seems to be that it is the community which
has an atoning power that is more effective than sacrifices:

(The author is referring to the rules just set out for the conduct of
the covenanters and says,) "When these things obtain in Israel, as defined
by these provisions, the Holy Spirit will indeed rest on a sound foundation;
truth will be evinced perpetually; the guilt of transgressions and the
perfidy of sin will be shriven; and atonement will be made for the earth
more effectively than 5y aﬂy flesh of burnt-offerings or fat of sacrifices",
(Gaster,p.67).

Moreover, both among the Qmran Community and the Essenes, the ritual
meals of the community came to be institutioﬁs which were modelled after
the sacrificial meals of the priests and compensated for the Temple offer-
ings.

In the Diaspora, too, a spiritualising of sacrifice was taking place
in some quarters, thus in the "Letter of Aristeas" the passage occurs:

T‘: M._fyq_g—,—,’u t"c’r'c_ S,Olf-r'c; c; S’E C’l‘:\ﬂ'c ’fo\ ‘l"c.’u'?u 1‘3:.) et'ola-a .
TooTo §'28Tiw 00 Swpocs 0O8e @UG‘Z‘“S‘,:"\'\;‘ ’}"“’fq"“"&d’w,rﬂr(‘éﬂr)

However, this is not intended to eliminate sacrifice as is seen from

172 where the High Priest offers sacrifice, presumably to secure a safe
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journey for the translators. Just before this, in 170, there is a very
interesting section in which the author explains sacrifices in terms of
ethical symbolism: Kt & ya(f: zr«. Tc.;.v Nﬂ06¢t‘(’o,u£:)<:.v L‘A::yt.
F-olcz“:_‘ TE Kett KPeow Kol x«.yarn_.,p & §TT TCrm Ex uxo,\f_.‘,,,
Kd(. T‘ocr«.vcw.v /\«pﬂo{vay:dq- ")HCrJo( @uam{{au Rote ,wq¢9cv c(rpcov
01T'co; oo ‘ﬂ'(’oscfrf)om'rtc ‘l"a(s' @ueco(g- ra»-,@,_-p u1"rf11¢dw:u L’otu :oq‘
G‘uvtSIOP“JSL 6"7'4&06«. Ktxprmrw«. Too S'wvafdvrag- . ,,.,7, de
fduTba /P‘U,’Z"‘]C' Tou TI'at;)coc T'()a‘rou T-;v T'P05¢opc\(m Trowscrate © H‘):J
eueulv Hf)osd,fw»

The kind of interpretation which the author gives sacrifice here is
very: similar in character to that found in passages of Philo, as will be
seen later, A work which is possibly nearer in date to Philo is II Enoch,
but in character it is more remote. However, its mention of sacrifice
deserves recording:

"When the Lord demands bread or candles or flesh or any other sacrifice,

then that is nothing; but God demands pure hearts...."

Some scholars date this work as belonging to: the first century A.D. and
believe it to emanate from Alexandria, in which case it forms part of the
immediate background of Philo, but the facts about its origin are far from

certain.

Harnack sums up the situation in Judaism during this period as follows:
"It is beyond doubt that within Judaism itself, especially throughout the
Diaspora, tendencies were already abroad by which the temple cultus, and
"primarily its element of bloody sacrifices, was regarded as unessential and
even of doubtful validity". (Mission and Expansion of Christianity i 50).
These tendencies can be paralleled with ones which were also at work within
the pagan religions. For instance, Zoroaster had abolished sacrifice and
many Pythagoreans strictly forbade it, claiming that the injunction came
from Pythagoras himself. Apollonius of Tyana is a good example of a neo-
Pythagorean who was opposed to sacrifice.* The Corpus Hermeticum contains
the idea of spirituai sacrifice being superior to the material sort:

"O Tat, vis suggeramus patri tuo, e ritu ut ture addito et pigmentis
precem dicamus deo?" Quem Trismegistus audiens atque commotus ait: "Melius,
melius ominare, Asclepi: hoc enim sacrilegii simile est, cum deum roges,
tus ceteraque incendere. Nihil enim deest ei, qui ipse est omnia, aut in eo

sunt omnia., Sed nos agentes gratias adoremus"; (Asclepius 41).

*Philostratus, "Life of Apollonius of Tyana' Bk V Ch,.XXV and Bk.VIII Ch,VII
Eusebius, "Praeparatio Evangelica'" Bk.IV Ch.13,
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Spiritual sacrifice is also encouraged in Poimandres 31: 5;{«;
Aoyiwas Oueius &yvas LTTo Frozxae ke Koy Slots Tpos et
Ko TETotptam s, X ek AtAn e, EppmTe. 6ol 754:::0«5,«::3):_ _

Such ideas, therefore, form the background to the developments which
were taking place in Judaism. The latter, however, while exhibiting some
parallel lines of development, as we have said, with the pagan religions
tended to be rather more conservative with regard to the cult., Thus a more
moderate summing up of Judaism than that of Harnack is found in Oesterley,
"Sacrifice in Ancient Israel". He concludes that in post-biblical liter-
ature generally sacrifice was recognised as that which is acceptable to God,

/
but that in some circles more spiritual ideas were taking shape.

We have now reviewed the intellectual environment in which Philo was
writing on the subject of sacrifice, and it is inevitable that, with his
eclectic method, his thought should exhibit many characteristics of that

environment,

His major treatment of sacrifice occurs in Book I of the Special Laws,
where he divides the sacrifices into various categories, first into those
on the one hand which are general and those on the other which are for the
individual and then, secondly, he divides the latter category into three
main types, the burnt-offering, the preservation-offering and the sin-
offering, as will be seen below. The first distinction is made in Spec.
Leg.I.168: ’E-ﬂ'r? Se Twow COuecon ac ,42;; :Za,y &n‘z}» f:?nu.-u_Tog-

To0 i'/@vous-, ¢ §£ Scc T";‘f\"']&t\{' t‘:'ﬂ‘trzo/ :JTI"C\I: ;é"Tda)TOS' ‘;(V&f"(’ﬂ.“”-’
Vévous, al §’6tiep exkeTou TG (epoupypton &Eodvren. . . . . ..
Clearly the outstanding feature of this passage is the universalising of
the concept of sacrifice, It is also interesting to note that he does not
introduce his universalism in isolation from traditional ideas, but starts
with the orthodox concept of the general sacrifices being for the nation,
and then corrects this saying that they are really for all mankind.

The question which must be asked here is whether there are any para-
llels with this during the period under consideration. A first examination
might indicate a near parallel in the Manual of Discipline 9.4, Gaster's
translation of which is quoted above. In this the phrase occurs, "atonement
will be made for the earth more effectively than by any flesh of burnt-
offerings or fat of sacrifices". The atonement of which the author of the
document is speaking is that wrought by the covenant community and, from
this translation, it would appear that it is to be for the whole world and
is thus a universalising of atonement. However, the Hebrew at this point is

capable of another rendering, for the word which Gaster translates as
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"earth" is in fact yf1¢§ the meaning of which here is given by Vermes
as "the Land" and by'ﬁoﬁse as "Land.'", that is Palestine. In the 0l1ld
Testament the word bears both meanings. Thus in Gen.18.25 it means the
whole earth, while in Gen.l1.31 it refers to Canaan. Consequently the only
means of ‘determining what the word means here is by seeing it both in the
immediate context and in.the context of the thought of the document as a
whole. Both are conclusive. This particular passage begins "When these
things obtain in Israel......" and universalism is alien to the thought,
not only of this document, but of the total Dead Séa corpus. Hence this
passage provides no parallel at all to Philo's universalising of sacrifice.#
Returning to Spec.Leg.I.168, Philo says he will deal first with the
general sacrifices and then gives a list of the occasions on which they are
offered, starting with the daily offering and going on to the sabbaths, new
moons and feasts, However, as all these appear in Philo's scheme as festi-
vals, they will be dealt with in the next section, and we now move on to
consider his description of the sacrifices offered for particular people.
He gives a systematic account of the various types of individual sacrifice
and their meanings in Spec.Leg.I.198-246 and then goes on to deal with the
qualities of those who offer sacrifice, 257-72. This is prefaced by a gen-
eral statement of the purpose of sacrifice, which is of a traditional 'do
ut des' character: ,u.f.c;v MED Toa Trpds Oror Tiphas, T Lvev Tiaes
;,‘Tc/'oou s’ dé'ro\y /u.a/vo;j yc,:)o,u;(ng) a;s' e’l:uo(/de'a;p Kotd KO(AO/J), ;T{m&
S’;\ 'I'o;:) TG Quo/.v‘fu:) Trponyou’ué:u‘qv Q’J¢£/'Aa:¢.et:v 'S;-TT‘:‘ S";er{:z
< N 2\ ’ > -~ € Y 2 - > A 7
M pew Ml perovsia xyeloy v € Tl Kakiy XTetAdyx .
Spec.Leg.1.195.
Such a scheme enables him to assign the burnt-offering to the giving of
honour to God, the preservation-offering to the obtaining of a share in

blessings and the sin-offering to the avoidance of evils. He then goes

#*There is, however, a close parallel to this concept in the Talmud, in a
saying attributed to R.Johanan ben Zakkai. While this can be dated from its
content as originating after the destruction of the Temple, yet it is close
enough to be interesting:

"R.Johanan observed, 'Woe to the idolaters, for they had a loss and
do not know what they have lost, When the Temple was in existence the altar
atoned for them, but now who shall atone for them?" Sukkah 55b. Here as in
Philo, the sacrifices are said to have been offered not just for Jews but
for all men,.
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through the types of sacrifice in order, beginning with the burnt-offering.
After describing it literally he goes on to spiritualise the various feat-
ures of the ritual. The fact that a male animal is used is made to symbolise
the mind which is superior to sense, as male is superior to female and it is

the mind which is the best sacrifice: .... drc.wy.os' ca:.: Kau, Ke(&dpgec\c
Kataxpﬂ'sc T‘dcs‘ c((u:‘r-qr lt.'/\ue(s' du:o; 5‘61'4.:: ~7 t‘udycs :d'l"-r;
¢9u5¢.¢ Kd f\-q Y o/\w» CUa((tté‘;os' Gt‘w - Spec.,Leg.I.201.

The laying of the offerer's hands on the animal is said to represent
blameless deeds for by it the person proclaims that his hands have not done
evil, (202-4). In 205 the sprinkling of the blood round the altar is given
a compressed but complicated symbolism. The blood is described as 1#»235 in
the sense of "life principle" and this is made symbolic of‘jhge4 in the sense
of "mind" and thus the libation of blood indicates that the mind should be
willing to serve God in all its intentions and deeds., The washing of the
belly symbolises the washing away of lust, and that of the feet the fact
that the feet of the worshipper should tread the upper air, while the divi-
sion of the animal into its limbs shows that all things come from one and
return to one, Philo explains this by saying that we ought to divide the
attributes of God when praising Him and divide the parts of thel(ééﬁcw when
giving thabks for them. Thus in the treatment of the burnt-offering there
has been the accustomed reference both to the individual and also cosmic
worship, but in this passage they are brought together for under the section
already mentioned where he gives the symbolism of the washing of the feet,
and says that: the worshipper treads the upper air, he continues: ~; rﬁbg

700 #o/l 0 Orou f)b-uz,.? —Tﬂog oc,\q&;uv <LITo 49 daey Tpoes oupa(mo:) T‘-q&'a'Z
Katl TI‘T'cpcoQL‘LGoL Pletwf?o"ToAZL €UJJT°(TT¢:§9d¢ YA 5o,ut:uq Katl
Guyxopcucou v,/\l-w Kol gz,l...,,,,,, "t C -r—»-, Toow XA AET :cpca.u
c.zpo-r«r—q Kell. llot.vd(lpo:u_(o G'T'r’d"‘d-« e Spec.Leg.I.207.

Thus individual worship of God and the worship directed to Him by the

cosmos are here combined in a passage very Stoic in' character.

Moving on to deal with the preservation-offering in section 212 Philo
attempts to explain why the fat, thelobe of the liver and the kidneys are
set aside for the altar, and not the heart or the brains which contain the
dominant principle. He first gives as the reason why the latter are not
offered that the dominant principle also contains sinful elements and there-
fore is not suitable to offer on the altar of God: Si'@e TTwarTiov

¢ — V4 ‘ / 2 / / \ -~
AP T pat o Koo TPl 2 opunpae Teors ~imodbEces ytPoR Tale Kexe MvTeAscs

/ y \ [ / \ )
&g}csuc. SN z‘uq@cc Y<pr 73);- QUGL/dr UTTopU ¥nGear ;(;Ldpﬁ-,ya/u"o» At n7
MCap «oTGy KaTogreUXSrLD Spec,Leg.I.215.

The point to be noted about this passage is the stress which is placed
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on the atoning function of sacrifice. He then goes on to give positive
reasons why the three parts mentioned above are offered on the altar and
this involves him in a description of their physiological functions, which
is of no great significance for our purpose, except to illustrate his
concern to find a rational reason for every minute ordinance of the Law.
An elaborate argument is built on the regulation that only two days are
allowed for eating the preservation-offering. The first reason given for
this is a factual one, that it is intended to prevent tae flesh decaying,
but the second reason is rather more significant, It is that sacrificial
meals should not be hoarded but should be open todll who have need, for
they are now the pfoperty, not of the offerer, but of God, o ebqa,£7a7,

\ / 2 \ 2 / —_~ P \ ¢ P
Kae @edoSepos o kotwwwor XTTEPne Too (Bwopoo wad opoTpeieon

\ / -~ \ ’ 2 Vs
7o GupTioGLoy Tw T (906‘4.4» e :cJou:JTZov e

Spec,Leg.I,221.

This passage introduces another interpretation of sacrifice. Philo
has already given one, as we have seen, in Spec.lLeg.I.195 which although
in a somewhat spiritualised form, basically sees sacrifice as gift, a view
held in more recent times by Buchanan Gray. Here, however, the other main
theory is put forward, that is the communion theory which we associate with
Robertson Smith. By eating in the presence of the deity, and of his food,
the worshippérs become his table-companions which in the ancient world was
seen as a particularly close bond. Philo is, in this passage, introducing |
something of a new element into Judaism, illustrated by his use of
to describe the relationship between God and man, for the Septuagint does
not use it in this application. Philo, however, uses it elsewhere of this
relationship in Spec.Leg.I.131 where he says of the priests that:

Kan_vcaya: TaSv Ko7’ a,)zdpcs'rzd;; a’(ﬁ'ay;pa,;c’yoy yc/uban'aa. (9:::5; ......

The effect of this is to take some of the sense of distance out of the
relationship and, in Hauck!s opinion,* this idea shows the influence of
Hellenism. Philo also uses Kee¥wiie of the relationship between man and man
in sacrifice. Speaking of the symbolism of the table in the sanctuary, he
says,

"..... the table indicates a kind of communion (KmJMuﬁQ» Teasek )

among those who receive a common share of salt and sacrifices",

QE II.69.

He then carries this further in an interesting manner saying:

"For (this) leads to loving one's fellow for one's own sake",

* Theological Dictionary of the New Testament VA.III. p.803.
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Thus in this passage Philo is saying that the effect of sacrifice is to.
create a relationship of love between those who participate, an idea which
may be of significance for those concerned with the origins of the Christian
eucharist. However, Philo goes on to give the concept a characteristic twist
by reference to the cosmos:

"But there is nothing anywhere so lovable as the parts of the world
made from their own substance. For one who is about to eat and to be made
glad by the Father, (Who is) the begetter of these (foods), is taught from
above to give in exchange and return the benefit as if to brothers by the

same father and the same mother".

The point of this is that it gives the effect of sacrifice an extra
validity in that the participants conform with the nature of the cosmos,

wiich was the aim of the Stoics. Thus sacrifice reveals cosmic truths.

We now resume the thread of Philo's argument and go on to the third
reason why two days are allowed for the consuming of the preservation-
offering which is as follows: Tedeuralow S’ET( Twma» Tos_€w‘1‘qp{ou

Que‘wv urr:p S‘uu» T‘posc(ycs-@dc Gupﬁzﬂqm: r}t- ’Z‘% TC Kac 6'«';/»'«7'09,
c.>:) cxa:'rcpw ,.u.ae.v qyzpom o‘ﬂ‘cvu,ucv ccs- :ucoxca;y T Kpt‘w.v-

Spec.Leg.I.222.

Thus, here, we are back in the realm of individual, spiritual worship
the truths of which are indicated by the ritual ordinance, It is, perhaps,
instructive to review here some of Goodenough's assertions about Philo on
sacrifice in the 1light of this verse. In defence of his idea of the higher
and lower mysteries he draws a sharp distinction between the altar of
incense and that of burnt offering in Philo, saying thst the one is for
man's spirit while the other is for his material aspect. This is based on
Spec.Leg.171: ... .. o t‘fvd«. Tot 'AL}:J t,‘.;Jdeac rcjzdpus‘rz«:u thTl":\p

\
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Goodenough is obviously very concerned to maintain this distinction
for he also argues that Philo preferred the higher mystery, symbolised by
the incense offering, and probably burnt incense as part of his private
worship in Alexandria. There are two things which ought to be noted about
this, First is that the distinction in Spec.Leg.I.l?7l1 is not a simple one
between the spirit and the body, but rather between the higher and lower
parts of the jkqgé , and thus the respective spheres of influence of the

two types of offering are not as clearly defined as Goodenough might imply.
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Secondly, granted the distinction in this verse, it stands in clear contra-
diction to Spec.lLeg.I.222 which was quoted earlier, where the offering of
animals is on behalf of both body and soul, This kind of inconsistency has
been noted earlier in Philo's writings and it is clear why it occurs in
this instance, Philo is again, as we asserted earlier, moulding his symbol-
ism to suit what he is trying to achieve in a particular passage, thus in
Spec.Leg.I.171 he is trying to explain the relationship between the altars
of incense and burnt-offering, while in 222 he is trying to explain why two
days are allotted to the eating of the preservation offering. His purpose
governs his symbolism. In the face of this, however, it is clearly imposs-
ible to attempt to erect an orderly system of thought out of Philo's writ-
ings, by selecting only those passages which agree with a pre-conceived
plan, yet this is exactly what Goodenough would appear to be doing. Not
surprisingly he does not notice Spec.Leg.I.222.

Concluding his argument in Spec.Leg.l.223 Philo, having said there is
a day each for the body and the soul, says that as there is no third thing,
it is forbidden to eat of the sacrifice on the third day, and he who even
so much as tastes of it has his sacrifice'rejected, oV ﬁpoenxé’,«qu

#OSTe, X Epesas, ﬂc/g";/\wl‘/ wwxaBulpTern, Sas ‘:)/‘,0'17&«9' kpeion, &
Yotz-rpfpu.pyc/ B G 0568 g.volr.v E‘ﬂ‘-:;e&npéuar .

The significant point about this is the reason why the saérifice is
rejected, not merely because the ritual law has been infringed, but because
by breaking it, the offender shows that he does not understand the deeper
meaning of sacrifice which Philo has here expounded., Here Philo seems to
imply that the knowledge revealed in his allegories of the Law is of obli--
gation.

Philo now goes on to deal with the "praise-offering" which he includes
under the heading of the "preservation-offering". This is to be offered by
the person who has been exceptionally fortunate in his life and thus is
under an obligation to requite God. He should do this, says Philo:

UH”O‘-? TEL Kau fugalc.p.o»tgrtocg' KdL t‘uzoa.;- eugc_dts‘ Ti'Ke(L Totis
o(/\/\dtr fux,dptsTLdLs' . Spec. Leﬂ 1.224.

Here sacrifice is just one of a number of "£Gzypf511dt " not said to
be either better or worse than hymns, benedictions or prayers. He again
mentions the length of time allowed for its consumption which,'in this case,
is only one day and this is so that the offerer will make his repayment
without delay. '

The final major category of sacrifices is the sin-offering. Philo

makes a great deal of the different victims prescribed for the High Priest
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the ruler and the commoner, but the account is fairly factual and straight-
forward. The greatest significance of the passage is that it contains
Philo's teaching on the sinlessness of the High Priest which has already
been reviewed, but it does also contain some hints as to Philo's attitude
to sin in general which in turn affects the way in which he thinks it ought
to be put right. This attitude is highlighted if Philo's account is compared
with the passage in Lev.6.2-7 on which it is based Thus in Leviticus the
plain statement is made: Kdl. EeTac vr.vuccc ot c(;-ldruq ratl 'TJ"),‘,«&'A?;G?’
Kol AMoES To pmaypel o T, K.T.A. _ 6.4.
Philo, however, introduces the idea of the offender's conscience convicting
him: édla; T ... ....dJTo\s' c"duT‘oU yc,:vq'rdc Kol’r-v;/opas', ;'SJSO.D aﬂc; Toa
v SoTos E‘Aqx@c{s e spec,ﬁeg.I.235.
The significant word is"giébzf‘for it indicates the locus of which Philo
is thinking. The individual is not accused as being guilty before God, but
in his own mind and, moreover, the accuser is himself. Philo goes on to say
that, if the person confesses and verifies his repentance by restoring the
property to the injured party, then he is to be forgiven. In the Septuagint
there is no mention of forgiveness until the priest has made atonement for
the person: Kait #)dscTac TMepe *oTos 6 L(fpeos TwemTe Kuploo, Ketd

&¢£&4§6’5Td¢_ ®OT -n"zp: fwos Ty TixeITeon om E'ﬂ'oc/.-qew et &

é‘ﬂ'/"rwpéf\nsr.v "A’JT{; . 6.7.

In contrast to this, by the time Philo comes to mention the offering

in the Temple, there seems little left for it to achieve. Verbally he
retains the old idea, saying that the person is to go to the bemple
T gopcvos Su Z‘}'—-,’,,uprcm o,ll¢rgu.: but what has gone before has rather
removed the force from this statement, and what follows does so even more,

He says that the offerer is to take with him to the Temple, r,(,,,’(pln-,-w

ou 'At‘y.rrfov Tor KT #rux'q-» r/\cyxov og c(.‘.v(.a/l‘rou 5”*'¢°f"“' oD
Cr){:ugd‘ro :-v);u @dw ;ousav -\Josoa) a(:url.s' K'd(c Tr‘pog UYtha) T'e(:u:)-q
pc:a{&x)«u)- (ibid).
Thus the credit for ridding him of hi& sin is accorded to what happened
within his own soul and not to the sacrifice, and he appears to be elready
cleansed when he come s to make the offering. The same idea is expressed in
a negative form in Mos II. 10'7 .:2 }Lc\v ya\(p o)lyaac\;pcm ch.‘ c,fSZKos' o)éguT0¢
nguu Kot a¥izpoc Lzpeovpylee Wad o ‘IT'a(/‘LF.¢r”.{oL Tt TeA Y
(ﬁ&opd:v C‘-vgt';(oprvdc :
The determining factor which decides whether the sacrifice will be accepted
or not is not, according to the view expressed here, present in the sacrifice
itself, but resides in the offerer. Nothing objective happens in the sacri-

fice to atone for the worshipper and he should already, as it were, have
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" saved himself., Moreover, the whole image of sin as a sickness of the soul

in Spec.Leg.Il.237 stresses its inward and individual character, so different
from the objective guilt before God which is found in the Septuagint. The
consequences of sin for Philo here would seem to be something like the death
of the soul rather than judgement by God. Philo has, therefore, weakened the
concept of sacrifice by denying it a real function in atoning for sin,
although here he does not draw the logical conclusion from his thought, that
sacrifice might be unnecessary, It is doubtful whether Philo even realised
the weakening effect of his thought in this context on the material insti-
tution of sacrifice, for we have already seen how he explicitly states its
atoning function in Spec.Leg.I.215 and this seems to be yet another example
of Philo's explicit defence but implicit undermining of the cult which has
been detected with reference to the Temple and the priesthood.

He continues by giving reasons why the sin-offering is consumed in the
Temple, by priests, in one day. The reasons are straightforward and rational
and of no great significance for us. The whole account of the regulations
for sacrifice is concluded by a description of the Nazirite Vow (Spec.Leg.
I.247-256) which Philo sees as combining the three offerinés and showing the
connection between them. An interesting point in this section occurs in.
I.254 where Philo interprets the casting of the Nazirite's hair into the
sacrificial fire as an offering of himself. He says it would be sacrilege
to defile the altar with human blood, but the Nazirite had vowed to bring
himself and therefore he had to give some part of himself and, élthough it
could not be brought to the altar,

Cvelas you c(See GUJJdWKpd&-ﬁ‘ yeadueron GAx 4»\0;’0\;' Ccpds -

This interpretation of the burning of the hair does not occur in the
Septuagint. In itself it seems.a very crude concept of sacrifice for Philo
to introduce but in fact it fits in well with his idea of individual worship
and spiritual sacrifice which will be illustrated more fully below. Thus it
is that such a crude concept is more useful to illustrate Philo's idea than
those found in the Bible, where actual human sacrifice is sufficiently close
a réality to make the writers reticent about drawing such an analogy.

The next stage, to which Philo now moves, is a description of the
qualities required of those who offer sacrifice, (257). These people, he
says, should be pure in body amd soul which are purified each in their own
way: .. .. 'yfVPC“S ’423) g(_o\l TOW Wp;s‘ To}s‘ 9u6:ds- Cl,JTchi'Lfopévwv

Yberns, I.258.
With this Philo has run the full range of interpretations of animal sacri-
fice in terms of the body and the soul. In Spec.lLeg.I.l71 it seems to be

for the material side of man, in I.222 it is for both body and soul and




©

finally here it is for the soul alone. A clear illustration of Philo's
flexible improvisation of symbolism and a caveat to those, like Goodenough,
who wish to create a superficial order out of Philo's thought. The reason
for such symbolism here is again to be looked for in the context and it is
because he wishes to go on to say that sprinkling purifies the body:
é'wl',_wt'rc Sc‘ SL; /\oquc:» Kdz Trcpc(’pduﬂ—;pclw.v e

The soul, he says, is higher than the body and then he asks, concern-
ing the soul: Ti:’s' 00w ~ ‘r‘dJch Kx&d,os'c_;; 259.
The answer which follows illuminates Philo's idea of the atoning process of
saérifice. The animal is free from blemish, having been selected as being
the best of many, by priests who are experienced in judging. This provides

2N\ \ -~
an analogy for our scrutiny of our characters: ceo /dpvps; Tots

\)
o+(9d/\pocg ua(/uo» ;
SpSpTApat T Koll SBote E2 LTTanTL g% ﬂuo KmAC S‘a; ¥repst¥eo (ibid).

'T'¢a /\oycsy«: lOuTo Ka('rcs,-qr t'K:ul.’lf'-'q T'°<

Thus by presenting us with a symbol of the reformation of our characters,
the sacrificial wvictim encourages us to action. According to this the
effect of sacrifice is purely subjective and the offering does not have an
objective result. However, he at least implies in this passage that some-
thing happens during sacrifice, albeit subjective and that it does have a
"saving" quality, for we noted earlier, when considering Mos.II.l07 that
any saving had to be effected independently of the offering itself.

Philo shows how completely he has changed the emphasis of the literal
1aw when he says, referrlng to the law: c.:z'rz o0l Téow Guapng ¢F°=""‘-S‘
rg‘n.:) LJJaL yn&yup cxa—, /\Uﬂnv ol/\,\o( va Quo»ow» t.\)a( TthJc? H—»—,S'gy

Tt Oos knpaivwee - 260.
Later in the same treatise he expresses this idea again: S¢T SL; 7S;,
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Here, however, the connection between the literal law and the moral precept
which Philo draws from it, is severed. In section 260 the ritual law was
helpful in that it provided an example to be copied in the field of morals,

but in this passage it is merely a distraction to be ignored,

He now deals with the sprinkling of the offerer's body to purify it.
The water which is used for this ceremony has had added to it the ashes of
the red heifer, a fact which Philo finds to be of great significance, for
he uses the ashes and the water to represent the two elements of which our

bodies are composed, namely earth and water. Being sprinkled with this
mixture gives the individual knowledge of himself and how he is made which

precludes conceit, that is he gains a kind of cosmic knowledge and becomes
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aware of the fact that he 1s part of the cosmos and will return to it:
008t {d() gls 7o p—v; AW 4>(9npc5(94c Tﬁ:¢uxc» XY ef S ,
df’X"‘), u(wq THOTH Katl To IC/\os' . ) (266)
He then sums up the requirements for offering sacrifice thus: &vetykeiow
e "‘ot:c yé,\,\o»-ms- <fo«.7';:). cis o t‘rﬂo\u z’"’": FCTouﬂ/-e‘ (906:“’“ 76 T
G‘SP‘" 950'&5'()5:):5(9«‘ ch‘ T‘:)v ’)lf‘u;(;:;v ‘h—po ToU GZSHo(Tb; . (269)
Elsewhere he forcefully argues the necessity of moral apart from ritual

purity when offering sacrifice in what appears to be the context of pagan
religion- I(d(. Yazp [uq@tg I'l.s ',«c:p ‘T'o( C—L‘Pe( y-v, ffttydc ﬂds/rrcv o:
olﬁ) f"" 'ﬁ'por&'ﬂoy r\oug.,(ycyo;- ¢d($ﬂ0.‘9‘r’1‘dq_ o GMHM fUzCG&dL Sz

Kt Oew « t'm-xnpnv Fre kekmA Lé"r.:,/cu-q Kot & T‘ccﬁup,acuq g:.o(;vocot '
(Immut.8).

However, although these maj be pagan temples, Philo considers the worship
to be addressed to the one God. The implication is again that the body is
less important than the mind, that is the ritual requiremehts of less import
than the moral. In passing, it is interesting to note that in this passage
prayer does not in any way detract from or act as a substitute for sacrifice,
but is a natiiral accompaniment. The importance of the purity of the mind in
worship is also stressed by Cicero:

"Caste iubet lex adire ad deos, animo videlicet, in quo sunt omnia:
nec tollit castimoniam corporis, sed hoc oportet intelligi, cum multum
animus corpori praestet observeturque, ut casta corpora adhibeantur, multo
esse in animis id servandum magis nam illud vel aspersione aguae vel
dierum numero tollitur; animi labes nec diurnitate evanescere nec omnibus
ullis elui potest", De Legibus II,24.

Returning to Philo, the theme of cosmic worship noted in 266 recurs a
little later:
/
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269.

This has moved far away from any literal cleansing into the realm of
individual worship. However, in the next section the cleansing by wisdom is
seen merely as a preliminary to entering the Temple, which will be for such
a person his true home. Having entered he is to offer himself as a victim,
In spite of the vividness of the phrase this is obviously not meant to be .
taken literally, and the fact that Philo can make this statement without
qualification means that he can assume that his reader will take him
figuratively. This spiritual offering of the self is then contrasted with

the material offering of the immoral person to whom Philo says:
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God, he says, possesses all things and does not need even these, but
he does rejoice in the will to love Him. Another contrast is then drawn
between the rich offerings of the wicked person, and the poor offerings of
flour made by the righteous person, the latter being accepted by God. The

\
same kind of contrast is drawn in Plant. 108: &AM ya(p t"LT‘oc'L b
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Here the righteous do not have to have any offering at all. However,
the thought of the passage in Spec.Leg.Il.270-2 is on the whole confused and
the locus of the worship which Philo describes seems to change abruptly from
the individual soul to a corporate setting. The exact locus is important for
when talking in the context of the individual soul the emphasis on the
spiritual offering does not necessarily imply the aboﬂition of the matefiai
act, since it can accompany it. What it can do is merely to add depth and
significance to that act. However, if one emphasises another type of offer-
ing on the material plain, then it is a direct rival to the traditional
offering and the two cannot co-exist. This could be what Philo is doing in
1.272: wi» pc/u'ro«. Mm Scv z‘/TCpov Koy.ffcoecv_, o/cj‘l"oq);- %épev‘n;
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This almost seems to read like an apology for the validity of synagogue
worship, claiming for it an equal status with the Temple cult. Certainly
"Jﬂme; Kdc fd)aXﬂ{ETIdL " were major elements in the ligurgy of the syna-
gogue and it may be that here Philo is speaking as a Diaspora Jew who feels
that his usual mode of worship is equal to that which takes place in Jeru-
salem. However, in view of the fact that he goes on to speak of the worship
of the individual mind, it would seem more likely that these hymns and
thanksgivings are seen as purely individual worship, even when vocally
expressed, In another passage in Plant.126 even these wvocal ones are -ex-
cluded: Gtw ¢ oor cuceTe y»n&lws COxptE T Bt Se’ 5L
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Here the sentiment is expressed even more strongly for it is not merely
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that this spiritual worship is as good as sacrifice, but sacrifice is

unworthy and spiritual worship is the only kind permissible. However, the

mere fact of the worship being spiritual does not mean that it will be
automatically accepted for it must also be rendered by a pure, God-loving

person' t"g S'éfgcoq Kdz S'ZKauoc Méa—'tc ﬂfﬁdcor ”'; @us‘cfo(, K;I\:u
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' Mos.II,108.

It is this spiritual worship of the individual which, in Goodenough's
opinion, constitutes the "higher way" or Mystery of Moses, in contrast to
the material cult itself. The goal of this 'Mystery', he says, is God
Himself whereas the end of the cultus is mer&ly union with the cosmos. In
the light of this assertion, the continuation of the above quoted passage
is significant: :‘7\9 To tc,:xoffn::“ov o’(@dyaz-rfg': m« Kt a’(abfypdrr-rog,

G'nALTCUchL Tc(()d 8&.: GuuS}_dcwuL;’oy ﬂ/\l.co Ka(l- G'C/\-r;:v-v; Ka(c
'rco T TC Kos,uco .

Here the end of worship which Goodenough would class as part of the
Mystery of Moses is seen as union with the cosmos, thus providing another

damaging exception to the generalized theories which he puts forward.

Philo supports his idea that the smallest offering of the righteous
man is superior to the elaborate offerings of the unrighteous, which he has
put forward in Spec.Leg.271-2, by, in the next section, citing the example
of the two a2ltars. Thus he contrasts the altar of burnt-offering, which is
built of unhewn stone, with the altar of incense which is built, he says,
of gold, the one standing publicly in the outer court while the other stood
within the first veil and was only seen by priests who were in a state of
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Spec.Leg.I,275.

Moreover the precedence of the altar of incense is also indicated by

the fact that the daily burmt-offering cannot be made until the incense has

been offered. Thus he concludes- 7o S’ tg-r:_ é‘uﬂﬁa,\oy ouz
i"Ttr-'ou 'ﬁ_vor —-—) Tou udpd Qco ,A-v, ;o u,\a—,@og Teow
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In Quaestiones in Exodum, the altar of incense again has the pre-
eminence, but for a rather more metaphysical reason. In Quaestio 102 the
altar of burnt-offering is said to be made of bronze, which material belongs
to things of earth, since wars are made on earth and bronze was used by the
ancients to make weapons. To support this he cites Homer, The altar of
incense, however, . is made of gold which belongs to incorporeal and intell-
igible things (£ 46wpd Tots Kat womTocs ). It is worth noting that, when
Philo's purpose is not to contrast the two altars, the symbolism which he
attributes to the incense altar can be quite different: fLééo:a ,xéu
T‘c; 6u#gaT4pcou, y-;;s' ch\ (c)lfd’:‘os' G‘JHﬂOz\ov z‘ézd,ocs’rfdr
Mos,.II,101.

The symbolism here explains why the altar is in the middle of the
"vestibule" between the veils, because earth and water are in the mid-
position in the universe, This change of symbolism is ooviously relevant
when considering Goodenough's theory which was mentioned abowve, that Philo
used the altar of incense to represent the higher mystery of spiritual
worship of God, for here it is very much part of Goodenough's lower or
cosmic mystery. Moreover, Goodenough is not even consistent within his own
writings for while he uses the abovefheory in "Jewish Symbols in the Greco-
Roman Period" valIV, he has already in "By Light, Lighf" used the passage
from Mos.I1.101 to support his idea of cosmic worship within the lower
mystery. Thus, page 97-8, he says, "In the center is the altar of incense,
symbol of the'gratitude (cszgﬂpusféd ) of earth and water,....". His asser-
tion is that in the Mystery of Aaron the worshipper joins the cosmos in its
adoration of its Maker. However, leaving aside his double use of the incense
altar which he makes no attempt to harmonise, his interpretation of this
passage is extremely doubtful. Colson translates it as "gratitude for earth
and water", and, in view of the following clause this would seem to be the
correct version:

4)\2) Ercna Tow ytvo;ur./'vcay &4) ! 'EKdTépou TIPoE <€
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Thus the meaning of the passage is that the participants in the cult
give thanks to God for the cosmos, rather than joining in its worship, which
is a quite orthodox, Jewish concept in accord with the sentiments of the
"Benedictions", as opposed to the Stoic ideas of universal worship which
Goodenough tries to read into Philo at this point.

Finally the two altars are used metaphorically in Ebr.87 where they are

applied to the two aspects of man's life, the outer and the inner. The altar
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of burnt-offering represents the pub'l_n.c side of life: o©STos KetT pAz:a;
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But the altar of incense represents the mental side: Kot T 8}; Tgx
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In many ways this contrast illustrates the dilemma in which Philo

constantly felt himself to be, torn as he was between the contemplative
and the practical life. As he says- “Ho moTe xfovos- oTe ?SLAosod;.._x
s';to,\xg'wu ot (9(‘0(’(.4( ‘F'ou KOG’AOU Kotd Tioy L a(«.’a-m
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Spec,Leg.ITI.2 &3.

Thus Ebr.87 would seem to be a vivid portrayal of this kind of tension,
rather than any straightforward assertion of the superiority of spiritual
worship and, although it uses cultic imagery, it is really speaking of the
whole of 1life. Philo has, therefore, treated sacrifice in a variety of ways:
ranging from a factual consideration of the various regulations, to various
degrees of spiritualisation and finally to a metaphorical use of its imagery
in which it is entirely detached from its original cultic context. In the
last mentioned, the process is not an elucidation of sacrifice in terms of
" other ideas, but an elucidation of man's life in terms of the sacrificial
altars, and sacrifice is no longer the focus of attention. Colson, in fact,
claims that sacrifice has little meaning at all for Philo apart from the
spiritual and, indeed, as with the Temple and the priesthood the reading in
of a spiritual meaning does distract from the literal institution of sacri-
fice. However, perhaps the main cause of this weakening of sacrifice is the
denial of any real function to it by Philo in atoning for sin. This was
noted by Liddon in his Bampton Lectures for 1866:

"The priesthood and the sacrificial system, instead of pointing to
man's profound need for pardon and expiation, are resolved by him into the
symbols of certain cosmical facts or theosophic theories". (Lecture II,

page 69).

The same point was taken up at a later date by H.Wenschkewitz in his
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work "Die Spiritualisierung der Kultusbegriffe";

"Finélly the whole significance for religion of the institution of
sacrifice rests on the belief in the atoning power of sacrifice.....
In Philo, however, a tendency towards superficiality of consciousness of
sin cannot be denied, in spite of his ethical parenesis, From this it
follows that Philo cannot attribute any special significance to atonement
eesse Philo is in no way interested in sacrificial atonement. One sacrifices
essentially for the reason that it is commanded. The chief thing, however,
is the cult of the pious individual in the depths of his soul". (Quoted by
R.Marcus in "Recent Literature on Philo (1924-1934)", a study included in

"Jewish Studies in memory of G.A.Kohut" ed. by Baron and Marx).

It was seen above how, although Philo retained verbally the idea of
sacrifice atoning for sin, it was not in fact a real part of his thought,
and the real atonement took place in the soul of the individual by repent-
ance, This shift of emphasis in Philo has led Buchanan Gray to assert that
he prepares the way for the loss of material sacrifice in Judaism after the
destruction of the Temple, but bearing in mind the rejection of Philo by
the mainstream of orthodox Jewish thought it is difficult to see how he
could have had such an effect.
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The Festivals

Having considered the character of the cultus on ordinary days, it
is now necessary to examine what happened on special occasions, that is
the festivals, Those either ordained in the Law or mentioned in the 01d
Testament are seven in number-
The Sabbath, the regulation for which is given in Ex.20.10, that there will
be a complete cessation of labour.
Rosh Hodesh or Day of the New Moon which was marked by special offerings as
prescribed in Num.28.1l4.
Pesah or Passover which included the slaying of the Passover lamb and the
eating of unleavened bread. It lasted from the l14th to the 21st of Nisan,
but those who were in a state of impurity or distant from home could cele-
brate it during the corresponding period of the following month,Num.9.6-12.
The first and seventh days were marked by abstention from work.
Shabu'ot or Weeks which was seven weeks after Passover and was the feast of
the harvest, including the offering of the new meal, It, too, was celebrated
by a cessation of work,
Yom Teru'ah or Blowing of Trumpets occurred on the first day of the seventh
month. It appears to have been a particularly sacred New Moon day. No work
was done on this day also.
Yom ha-Kippurim or Day of Atonement occurred later in the seventh month, on
the tenth day. There was an absolute prohibition of work .on this day on pain
of excommunication.
Finally there was Sukkot or Booths, which was held from the 15th to the 22nd
of the same month, Tishri, and no labour was done on the first and eighth
days,

These feasts can be divided into two main types, first those which are
dependent on the harvest, namely Passover, Weeks and Booths, and secondly,
those which are connected with the moon which comprise the rest. Of these,
the feasts in the first group are by far the most important, being the great
pilgrim feasts at which male Israelites were supposed to appear at the
Temple in Jerusalem, and their significance was increased by the fact tﬁat
they came to be associated with some important event in the history of
Israel. Thus Passover was related to the Exodus, Tabernacles was a reminder
of the wandering in the wilderness and Weeks was associated at a later date
with the giving of the Covenant at Sinai. They thus came to be predominantly
feasts of commemoration rather than apotropaic in character. This illustrates

the process-of reinterpretation to which the festivals were submitted, a
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process which can be seen continuing in the Book of Jubilees about the
later half of the second century B.C. The purpose of the author is to
advocate a new calendar, a solar one instead of a lunar one, for calcu-
lating the festivals of the religious year, and the nature of his subject
causes him to say something about the various festivals. For instance a
new explanation of the origin of the Day of Atonement is given, namely that
it was inaugurated as a day of mourning in Israel because on that day Jacob
grieved at hearing the news about the death of Joseph:

"For this reason it is ordained for the children of Israel that they
should afflict themselves on the tenth of the seventh month - on the day
that the news which made him weep for Joseph came to Jacob his father",

(34.18)
Tabernacles is also connected with events different from those which it
was normally held to commemorate, thus in chapter sixteen it is connected
with the birth of Isaac and in chapter eighteen with his sacrifice. Finally
the feast of Weeks is associated with the covenant of Noah;

"He set His bow in the cloud for a sign of the eternal covenant that
there should not again be a flood on the earth to destroy it all the days
of the earth., For this reason it is ordained and written on the heavenly
tables, that they should celebrate the feast of weeks in this month once a
year to renew the covenant every year"., (6.16-17)

Thus the festivals are given fresh interpretations in this work, but the

new ideas all lie well within the Hebraic tradition.

There are two interesting links between the thought of the Book of
Jubilees on the festivals and that of the Dead Sea corpus. The first is
that they both appear to use the solar calendar and the second is that
Jubilees associates the Feast of Weeks with the covenant, while the Coven-
anters are thought by many to have celebrated their annual renewal of the
covenant during this festival. Here, then, is an exasmple of the Qumran
community adapting a festival to suit their own particular needs, while
stilY retaining some continuity with the rest of Jewish thought. Their
interpretation of the other festivals is not known but they appear to have
retained seven feasts at intervals of seven weeks and their observance is
enjoined in chapter six of the Damascus Document;

"They shall keep the Sabbath day according to its exact interpretation
and the feasts and Day of Fasting according to the finding of the members
of the New Covenant......" |
Thus, although separated from the main body of Judaism, they continue to

observe the festivals after their own fashion.

The interpretation of the festivals in Judaism was, therefore, not
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static, but Philo's reinterpreiation of them is far more radical than
anything which had been done so far in Judaism. We shall examine first
Philo's attitude to festivals in general and then go on to consider each
feast separately. It was seen above how in Spec.Leg.I.1l68, and also in
1,190, Philo gives the general sacrifices a universal significance and how
the occasions on which they are offered are all regarded by Philo as being
festivals. The implication of this would appear to be that the festivals
share in the universal character of the burnt-offerings. However, a sin-
offering was also made on each day of a festlval Spec Leg.1.190, and thls
also indicates the character of a feast: :cg oo ou,,ug —»7\ e z‘or' -1
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Thus he moves from the universal reference to the individual, going
on to say that the soul:of the worshipper should be as free from blemish
as the victim of the burnt-offering. This exhortation to celebrate festivals
in a pure and moral way is emphasised by the other reason he gives for the
sin-offering which is that festivals are times of special temptation to sin
resulting from the cessation of work and the festal food and drink. In order
that they should be helped to resist thls Moses called the people to the
sanctuary: (ot ki 700 louo..: Kt T3 Of’;-'wﬂc.uo.u K.u.
Acvorgcz)gy S'u TéoD Kupco:xu.o.u °(¢-€&o75'ccav o#raof; ch dKo:fs',
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I.193.

Here the ritual of the festival is seen as stirring up the better
nature of people and indicates one of the functions which Philo obviously
thought the Temple cultus could fulfil, that is a kind of dramatically
acted, ethical exhortation. The sin-offering also helps them to resist sin,
for Philo believes that one who is seeking forgiveness for old sin, will not
commit new.

Thus, as Philo says at the beginning of 1,193, the Jews are not allowed
to celebrate their festivals in the manner of other nations, a distinction
which is made even more clearly in De Cherubim, where the Jewish festivals
are seen as belonging to God and celebrated truly by Him alone, while the
pagan nations have their own festivals which are characterised by all kinds
of immoral:l.ty.
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He therefore appears to believe that there is something objectively
different about the Jewish festivals from the pagan ones, not just brought
about by the different behaviour of the participants, but by the fact that
they are God-centred and that by celebrating them the worshippers somehow
join in the activity of God. This would seem to apply to any Jew who kept
the literal festival in a moral way, but he who realises the fact will go
further: dpopor kudt KuAdigrow tgrciow oiece Cr TrieTea
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85.

Here Philo is spiritualising the idea of the festivals and pointing

out their deeper meaning, but this spiritual side is not meant to supplant

the Yliteral keeping of the festivals as he emphasises in Mig 92:
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Thus, while the spiritual meaning @f the festival is important for
Philo and is often very elaborate as will be seen, it is well to bear in
mind this assertion of the necessity of their literal observance. Con-
sciously, at any rate, Philo had no intention of undermining the festivals
of Judaism, We now go on to examine Philo's treatment of the festivals in
detail and for this purpose the order of the account given in Book II of
the Special Laws will be followed. This opens with the words:

Elel oivww ;T“f%*ég SEG<¢L Eqp711£ . : 41,
The attraction of ten for Philo has become apparent elsewhere in his
writings, it is a "rE)rios %e@pés " as he says here tut the festivals
have required a little schematizing on his part to bring them up to this
number. To this end he includes the "feast of every day", and treats
"Unleavened Bread" and the "Sheaf" as separate festivals in their own right.
His almost exclusive attention to the Pentateuch is illustrated by the fact
that he prefers to obtain ten feasts out of what it contains, rather than
use the later feasts which Judaism observed such as "Purim". He then starts

his treatment of the various feasts with that of "every day"- 'r7°a§.~7
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Thus Philo is quite aware that this statement may cause some surprise but,
as is shown by such a concept, he is working not from contemporéry Jewish
practice but from the written Law. He appears to get the idea of making it
one of his festivals partly from Num.28.3 where the commandment for the

daily offering stands at the head of the list of offerings for the various

feasts. However, since it lacks any strong cultic reference as a feast he
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is able to use this as an opportunity for passing general remarks on the
Iife of virtue and the keeping of feasts. Thus he says that if we did lead
lives of virtue, then the whole of life would be a continuous feast, II.42.
Having made virtuous living the prime constituent in keeping a festival, he
is then able to go on to universalise the concept by saying that all who
practise wisdom and lead a blameless life " ‘:‘l\ T"dr"‘tz‘o‘nsoy ':-; fTetp;L
[&wﬂgékotc " naturally keep the whole of their life as a feast.

It is interesting to notefhat the distinction is between Greeks and
barbarians rather than between Jews and gentiles, which would tend to suggest
that Philo is here using a Hellenistic idea rather than a Jewish one or
something which he has developed within a Jewish framework, and this is

supported by the fact that a similar idea is found in Plutarch attributed
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However, although the idea is basically Hellenistic, it is the
arrangement of the list in Numbers, mentioned above, which enables him to
incorporate it in his scheme of festivals. Thus the origin is not quite as
simple as Colson would suggest in his footnote, "The idea of the feast of
every day comes from Num.xxviii, xxix" (Loeb vol.VIY p.334). It is,however,
much closer to the mark than Belkin's comment on this festival, "It is
fruitless to look either in Jewish or Greek literature for its origin"
(Philo and the Oral Law p.l92) since we have seen that Philo's concept has
its roots in both.

By contrast with the virtuous, says Philo, the wicked can never really
keep a feast at all because they are so tormented by their guilt (49-50).
In fact Moses thought that such was the unhappy lot of the human race that
men could not hold a feast at all in the true sense, At this point Philo
gives an interesting definition of what he considers to be the true sense
’ ~
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It is seen as an essentially cosmic activity and the true celebrant
of a festival contemplates the cosmos with joy and seeks to be conformed
with nature, which was the goal of the Stoic. He also tries to achieve a
certain integrity of character. Moses is said to have thought this such a

difficult achievement, that he ascribed the true holding of a festival to
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God alone, an idea which was encountered above in Cher.86 and is present

in Sacr.l111 if Colson and Whitaker's alternative translation is followed:
Ccopmq Yd(—' ')(fu,g—qe " £ o(fu:. ooy £u¢poeu.vq H::qucag- t/-z‘tcdc
Se K'Y)f)c.):u clftc:azpc. osxs* 7o dv@pmr‘z‘ou ycvos' xeoree -
F_o;)og 5:5 z‘op;e(?tc /17;\) loca(uTv;:D t:'af)m-;v 609505- Teow S A con
ouSe cis -
I1f "o 6079;? " is taken as referring to God then here again He is the only
one who can keep a festival. However, Philo holds that joy is not entirely
confined to God for, while He is the only one who possesses unmixed joy,
yet the creature can experience joy mixed with sorrow and in Spec.Leg.II.

54-55 he takes Sarah and her laughter as a symbol of this.

Next for consideration is the Sabbath which is the sacred seventh day:
and this fact is enough to enhance its significance in Philo's thought.
However, the way in which he refers to the number seven in Spec.Leg.IIl.56
is obs‘cure if the background is not borne in mind. He says that some have
called it "Ta‘otp@tvo’u " and ";(Hr;'rup" and some Kd:_,og; , the meaning of which
is far from clear until seen in thelight of a passage such as Stobaeus,
Ed.i.1.10 where he says: “u@clyapo(g u/\mg,q—, Grou§~, ucpc. loug

xp Guouvs aqusx,o ) T‘a(g‘ TE T T YCDZGCLs‘ uw-m:v tcS'
“P‘@HOUT Kd‘, Tima) XE ’Cf""v TS uc(nofou;- e 8¢ totr @COLC
o(‘thl.Kc(g'Qp z'ur_s:.»ora.xfr_v e ,—y,;p St rﬂcfo,uué"ot &oapov Ketc
Ae-qvo(:v ..
Here the derivation of the attributes "1‘.‘«,00:»5»" and";(yr,;rup" is made clear
for they were applied to Athene, the myth relating that she was born from
the head of Zeus. This raises an interesting point, for Philo refers to
this myth in terms of seven being begotten by the father of the universe
‘alone: 67".(,»:4.5«:: Spc Ho:vou Teo uou(n;s' ;w.u oJcou ... - Spec.II,56.
The "father of the universe'" when encountered in Philo would normally be
taken as referring to the Jewish God but here the reference of the myth is
to Zeus and it seems that the two are being identified. A possible objection
to this identification is that this passage is just a quotation of other
people's views and therefore not applied by Philo to his God. However, in
Moses II,210, the same idea occurs namely that seven is " EK pa’vou ﬂ'o(ch\)S'
6'17'0‘/’5260‘” " and in this passage it is attributed, not just to "some
people', but to Moses and the presumption is that seven was begotten by the
Jewish God, who is thus worked into the Greek myth. Consequently this
appears to be a bold identification of Yahweh and Zeus by Philo and a rad-

ical piece of syncretism unusual for a Jew.

Returning to Philo's consideration of the number seven he thus calls

it a manly number suited for leadership. The other name attributed to it by
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Pythagoras, Ndap;} is also commented on by Philo, saying it is called
thus because seven is involved in many of the highest perceptible things
such as the seven planets, It also has a cosmic reference from the Jewish
point of view, for the world was created in six parts 2nd on the seventh
day it was perfected. Six has two factors, three the mele and two the
female and seven reveals what these have produced, thus the seventh day,
Y:vt’e/\coc Tou Ko/spou St‘o/»ﬂ.:aq &\2) TT(’osot(of’tl.;ocTo Spec.II1.59.
The same thought as that in Spec.Leg.II1.56-~9, is found in Mos.II.209-10,
where seven is described in the same terms and the Sabbath is the"birthday
of the world", ~‘)‘v ;‘op'o';rtc ;.u\:v O;pol:ués'l Eop-roltg'c,_ e y7 Kl T
FE VI Mos.II.210.
Thus éhe sabbath has a cosmic aspect commemorating the creation of the
world and celebrated by it. In Spec.Leg.l.1l70 where he is dealing with the
offerings made on the sabbath, it is again referred to as the "birthday of
the world“ but the statement is made' -
4-601(—/»402) ~7You,uz:uo; a/u_.;,m_ "V)J) Cﬂsof"qv .
This is gdven as the reason why the daily offering is doubled on the _
sabbath because he wished to assimilate it to the perpetuity of the daily
offering.

Having dealt with all the implications of the sabbath being the sev-
enth day, Philo goes on to deal with the commandment to abstain from work
on that day. This is given a.rational explanation as providing men with an
opportunity to rest from their labour, so that they can return to it re-
freshed, and also a more spiritual one in that it give men a chance to
exercise themselves in hlgher purSuJ.ts- 'r"po Ipzuu Yo(f' </>¢Joso¢ccv ToTE
BeldrioowTas Tow ","uz-q» Kate ToOW Nyepor Voo - Spec.Leg.II.6l.
For this purpose the Jews repair to the synagogues which are described as,

S Sugr At ¢f)ovr;6€w¢ P 6:.:4:()066»179 Kt :(a)é’ch:ozs- Koo Sixacosbvms

Kot Ty EAhon &petow ... .. ibid, 62.
The whole passage is strongly apologetic in character as Philo exalts the
Jewish sabbath in terms which would tend to recommend it to Hellenistic
readers, In Mos,II.21 his propaganda takes a different form in the asser-
tion that the Jewish sabbath is so venerated by all men that it is univer-
sal]J observed by Greeks and barbarlans- :cg Yetr) ,‘r;:p :cpa\(v

CKerQv Cﬂgof.w)v OUK x :z:q.vqt(c:; d;)cscp uoyc.u) Koo /’dG‘T(./qu:J

c(u'r'w TE Kate Tols ua\-qsc.«?oucc:v ouk Ca\tuerpocg povov otruct
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This universal outlook should be compared with the exclusiveness* of the
Book of Jubilees:

"The creator of all things blessed it but did not sanctify all peoples and
nations to keep the sabbath thereon, but Israel alone". 2.31.

Returning to the Special Laws, Philo says in section 65 that fire is
forbidden on that day since it is the source and origin of life necessary
for other things and in 66-8 he gives the masons why slaves are also for-
bidden to work, ending in 69 with the explicit statement, " S'(Ivepwrrog Yo\(p
tx ¢pleccos Soldos 0bScls . By way of conclusion, he then explains that
the regulation is also extended to animals.

A deeper symbollc meaning is glven to the Sabbath rest in Mig,91:
f-t'q Y"‘P OTL —r; c/?Soy»? :uvxpcwc M&v s ucp«. To d{cynfox ct'rrpotfus-
S'c T‘-r)s' 11':,9:, To Yy £3m T 4°p &S’d/pel 86‘4¢_ .
Here the rest of man on the Sabbath is symbolic of the relationship which
his activity holds to that of God.

The next festival dealt with in the Sfecial Laws is that of the New
Moon II.140 and Philo gives a number of reasons why this should be included
among the feasts. First is that it is the beginning of the month and the
beginning always deserves honour. Secondly because at that time the moon
regains its brightness and nothing in heaven is without light. Thirdly the
sun, the stronger heavenly body, illumines the moon, the weaker, and this
is taken by Philo as symbolising the obligation of men to help others.
Fourthly in its revolution the moon ends where it begins and this teaches
us to make our ends like our beginnings, which will only be achieved if we
control our passions with our reason:

Lol Aoyaps TRS Tpacs Tats 724 OX B pi g2 ép,ue\zq Cee e II.142.

Lastly the moon renders many services to the earth, in creating tides
and causing changes of weather and thus helping the maturing of crops and
fruits. For all these reasons the New Moon is to be honoured as a feast.
Philo here produces a mixture of ethical and semi-scientific reasons for
celebrating this festival and, as frequently elsewhere, the former are

based on conformity with the cosmos.

In Spec.,Leg.l.177 he deals with the offerings which are to be made

* For a further consideration of Jewish particularism with regard to the
Sabbath, see the article by Manson, "Mark 2.27f" in "Coniectanea

Neotestamentica xi in honorem Antonii Fridrichsen" (1947) pp 140-2.
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at this feast, which are ten burnt-offerings. Ten is for Philo, as has

been seen,"&puéL;g TfArLO¢ " and this is appropriate here since the
month which the moon takes for its cycle is also " TéAtuoc " Moreover

the division of the ten is also appropriate since the two' calves represent
the waxing and the waning of the moon respectively, the one ram the

"Aévof cis m by which she does this and the seven lambs the seven phases
of the moon. The offering of wine and oil is a reference to the maturing
function of the moon which was mentioned in Spec.lLeg.II.l4j3. The approp-
rdateness of the offerings is thus explained by pointing out their corres-
pondence.with various aspects of the moon, and generally the account is,

if anything, of an ethical rather than a mystical character. There would,
therefore, seem little basis for Goodenough's bald, unsupported statement,
"The New Moon is a cosmic Mystery". (Introduction to Philo, p.208), or even
for his more guarded assertions in his article in "Quantulacumque" that the
cosmic mystery lies behind the festival of the New Moon, although it is not

specific,

The fourth festival in Philo's scheme is the Passover which has a much
more prominent place in his writings than any of the three previous ones.
In Spec. Leg.II.145 he refers to it as " To Scot[3eT7pea, B “Ef3paloc
Tists et Fdrpfcg ya\cfw',—az KkotAovEe,"

He then goes on to say how for this day all are raised to the dignity of
the priesthood and make their own sacrifice, whereas for the rest of the
year only the priests can do this. The reason he gives for this is an
historical one, that the people were so delighted at escaping from Egypt
that they spontaneously offered sacrifice without walt-ng for a prlest and
this was sanctioned by the Law once a year. " 7au7a yc.z) Kot T TacAocLotas

o’(m@uo,\oyfd;; Zgropg:-rd._ says Philo in section 146, but of course
his implication that the people offered sacrifice after they left Egypt,
does not accord with the biblical account in which they sacrifice before
they leave. A different reason for the practice is given in Q.E.I.10:

"Because, in the first place, it was the beginning of this kind of
sacrifice, the Levites not yet having been elected to the priesthood,..."
That is, it was because there were not any priests in existence. He also
adds a more spiritual reason in this passage:

"....because the Saviour and Liberator....deemed them (all) equally
worthy of sharing in the priesthood".

A further reason, arising out of these two, is that he wished that
the particular priesthood should be derived from the priesthood of all

Israel rather than the other way round and finally a characteristically

Philonean ethical reason is given. It is because he wished the head of
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every household to act in a pure way, that is like a priest.

In Spec.Leg.Il.1l47 he gives an allegorical explanation of the
festivals which recurs many times in his writings: o?s Sc Tt f’"‘)T;
T‘pc’n-u,v TTpa\s' :Cz\/\ v)yof)/uap ;,'/Qos‘ '_’(}r‘u/-c;fs' K&@dpsc,:) c(i..v:,?"rr.'l‘odl. 7-°2

smﬁa(‘rq/p«_d. ’
The reason for this is that it represents the SecZ(3scs” of the soul from
the body and the passions. In Q.E.I.4 a much more elaborate exposition is
given starting with the"51éﬁbwlc" from place to place made by the Israel-
ites, going on to the" §«ZBaets” of man from youth to age and that of the
mind from the bad to the good, and ending with the "S‘tt:l(?del-s" of the soul
from the body and the mind from the senses, Thus he fills in the various
types of '"passing over" which exist between the two extremes of the hist-

orical event of the Israelites and the mystical flight of the soul.

It is interesting to note that this allegory is based on a completely
different understanding of the ''passing over" from that which is found in
the bible. In the latter it is the passing over of the angel of God over
the Hebrews, whereas Philo takes it to refer to the passing over from Egypt.
It may just be possible that he unintentionally misunderstood the biblical
account in this way, but it looks very much as if his zllegory has influenced

his interpretation.

In addition to being given the spiritual meaning set out above, the
imagery of the Passover is also used to illustrate other themes, where the
focus of attention is not the Passover itself but the theme under consider-
ation. Thus in Mig.25 the main interest is the idea that the ordinary soul
must leave the body in haste so that it will not be deflected by tempta-
tions and the Passover illustrates and confirms that'm;s is what it must do:

f»-,s«. Ya(r) '.tzre( GfouS’qg §cc @uc«.:u 7‘o T-ls;bgc 7o Sc. 851"«.»
::,o,a-*pzw&c:) S‘uﬁxecq cv’ ey Socs T ymo/w-; Kote 1l(lo§upua( sua-':ouw
mepc:voc ° Vous ™ Tc o(uo T TTeG52 & “Fcrdsrpcrr‘n. TMocm T S:-dﬂotg(,v

In Quis Her.252-5 he is arguing in a confused way that the zeal for
good implies a zeal to flee from evil and the Passover is one of a number
‘of instances used to illustrate this: a"p,/oSlrSKrocg o?v .A’{yuﬂ'ras'

;Izu 1T(’o\9 'T-r;:) T‘Gp Traz@g» E'Wgsrrcu/S'odeg a,(ﬂ"c{/\dusc:)/ kue';;‘ S
S».’:’,...rm,\w Mc‘r:z Ermouvdns Tl‘a(poz.,yé,\,\ £ o -lTol'g;Ca( E‘g@[ua,/ 7'1;':) oo
Tbé?Lx» éﬁa@@dgzma CGGQQ:E:SCQML'

(Her.255) .

Tle theme in Leg.A11,.ITI.151-4 is the relationship between the soul-:
and the body. He says that, because we have bodies, we have to take some

thought for their needs, but they must be controlled by reason and
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illustrates this by means of Dt.23. 13. The Passover is then introduced
merely to confirm the lesson of the latter text, and the aspect he emph-
asises is the fact that the Hebrews are ordered to gird up their loins
Ex.12,11 when crossing from Egypt, that is the passions: " £ watl
rC Ty SlxRisrws «dTow, & weAelrae Tialgpot  Tpo6TaTTEC Tois
“56¢;s' Tl"tft—tfas&tul :7/7'0(, GUPCG;I—OEE‘&OI(_ Ta;;' E‘ch(gu,&{a(g- .
(Leg.M11.TITI.154)
Finally there is another example of this kind of use of the Passover
in Leg.All.92-4. The theme is that"Qwéﬁvnsq"is inferior mihuéyq"and this
is illustrated by two passages from the bible. The first is the story of
Ephraim and Manasseh in Gen.48, which tells of how Joseph brought his two
sons to his father Jacob to be blessed. Jacob does this but crosses his
hands over so that his right hand rests on the younger one, Ephraim, in-
stead of on Manasseh, explaining it by saying that Ephraim will be superior.
Philo identifies Manasseh with"éwe’lp»nu;" and Ephraim with ‘Maium". The
other illustration is that of the two Passovers, The people who sacrifice
in the first month deserve the more praise and correspond with Ephraim, but

those who sacrifice in the second month are given an inferior place by Moses
and correspond with Manasseh.

Other details of the Passover ceremonies too are both invested with a
spiritual meaning and used metaphorically. The sheep, for instance, is used
to symbolise "progress" (QE I.3), a meaning which is derived from its name
“Tqévgxn»“and is applied to the progress of the soul in virtue., In QE I.8
this progress is further explained as that from the female gender to the
male, that is from the material to the incorporeal. This symbolism is also
employed metaphorically in Leg.,A11.III,.165, where Philo says:

..... Set T:;-z) 7T(loKo‘:T~;:J, o T:‘pc,ﬁd-roy/ /\d,u/fct/vcc:p e

The herbs are also given a symbolism in QE I.1l5 where their literal
meaning is that of the bitterness of the 1life of the Hebrews as slaves,
while the deeper meaning is the bitterness which a person who has repented
feels towards his old 1life. In Cong.l62 it is the discomfort, which most
men think they would experience by getting rid of passion that is repres-
ented by the herbs, but the herbs are only used along with the incident at
Marah in order to illustrate the theme of bitterness.

The command that every body shall "number sufficient for himsel f"
(Ex.12.4) is taken in QE I.6 as a command to equality and moderation. A
surv1v1ng Greek fragment of this Quaestlo sums up 1he 1nterpretat10n-

£ 8 o c:pou ypo(,u/uez T":pc:,gcrdc :o ,uo-,:ﬁ:a: al,/da)

In Quis Her.192-3, the theme of equality is being pursued and this
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commandment is used to illustrate it, while in Leg.Al1.III.165 it is used
to encourage the soul in the principle of "pnsﬁiv;va ", The forward step,

\
symbolised by the sheep quoted above, is consequently to be taken " M7
:!pt t/‘rpu; L

Finally there is inevitably some number symbolism included in the
account, In Spec.,Leg.II.1l49 the fact that the feast falls on the fourteenth
day of the month and that fourteen is twice seven, shows that seven appears
in all things worthy of honour., The Passover is used to illustrate the fact
that God is the tenth in Cong.l04-6, where it is said that there are eight
parts in heaven, that is one for the fixed stars and seven for the wandering
planets, one part in the world for earth and water and thus God their maker
is the tenth. The Passover is used, together with a number of other inst-
ances, to illustrate this because the Passover lamb is commanded to be
chosen on the tenth day of the month.

This double use of Passover imagery, on the one hand a spiritualising
and on the other a metaphorical use of it, which has been detected above
makes possible an understanding of the difficult passage in Sacr.62 where,
referring to the Hebrews who crossed over out of Egypt, he says:

Wdﬂ; Hou goKo:)\s‘v ép&c?g /grﬁouA :'35@0(; oc Tc-{)g TR HCVJJ‘J”
Tbu,’:"w» T M'-Kﬂo\( FUGTq/f)(at HU‘Y)GCIQJTcg .

Here the Passover appears to be “T pt«p;;auGT{pwf'as opposed to the
greater mysteries, and the conclusion might be drawn from this that Philo
saw those who celebrated the Passover as being initiated into the first
stage of a mystery. However, this is not so, for the main interest of the
whole passage €60-64 is with the individual soul, as is shown by the exhort-
ation following the reference to the Passover:

Totacceors 00w wuTo éhhxgkrrégxn{,zg‘yfugr; 6l .

This quest of the soul is expressed in various metaphors, one set of which
is drawn from the mystery religions, and one from Jewish cultic myth, in
this case that of the Passover. A metaphor of the former type is used in
section 60: " .. ... 7o Tedrlow wfe-rq- yt-po/urfv-q TedeToOwD H'ngfvz
7ﬂ°oz¢téﬂ<:g énckxAii T ru)eréfuu. Lt

The focus of attention here is not the mystery religion, but the vision of
God which the soul seeks, Similarly with the Passover metaphor, it is the
taming of the passions which is the centre of attention and not the Pass-
over itself and it is this control and escape from the passions which is
described as"Tﬁ‘pcxp; yusfépca“ . Here the two sets of metaphors are
conflated, but the literal imagery is not important compared with the pro-
gress of the soul and thus Philo does not think of the Passover as the

first stage of a mystery.
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There would, at first, appear to be an example of rabbinic application
of mystery language to the Passover at Exodus Rabbah 19.6, where it says
that another nation shall not know its mysteries ( - ("1 2V2 ), The
degree to which this may be considered a technical use of the word depends
on the view taken of the word's derivation. Jastrow, in his Dictionary of
the Talmud, ad loc., seems to imply that it is a direct derivative of
1 N> for he cites this as the root verdb immediately after the word in
que;tggn. If this is accepted, then the meaning is no more than "hidden
things". Krauss, however, (Lehnworter ad loc,) cites the word as a trans-
literation of pugTjpeon . He further points out that =7 APV is often
incorrectly used as a plural, but is in fact singular. So, on this view,
it is a loan word from the Greek and thus would be more capable of bearing
a technical interpretation in this context,

Yet another theory has been advanced by W.L.Knox, (St.Paul and the
Church of the Gentiles,p.227), which takes account of both the Hebrew and
the Greek factors in the word's etymology. Knox holds that pucvﬁkcax: was
first transliterated into Hebrew as "7 O3 oY) . This was then assimilated
to ‘1.1_1._6 by the change of the (@ to ¥ . He goes on to claim that at
Exodus R, 19.6 the word is used in its Hellenistic sense, However, his
etymology for the word by no means demonstrates this conclusively, for
once the assimilation to‘lS_\? had taken place, it is at least possible that
the meaning may have been influenced to such an extent by the root verbd,
that it meant no more than "secret". Moreover, to claim that the rabbis
described the Passover as a'"mystery" in the Hellenistic sense is to attri-~
bute to them an unusually syncretistic interest, while to say they regarded
it as a "secret" to be hidden from other nations, only reflects that part-

icularism which was noted above in connection with the Sabbath.

Goodenough has tried to argue that Philo saw the Passover as a mystery,
by employing a fragment (Harris p.75) which refers to the "sacred table"
(T?uzﬂéxhc ani} ) This, he claimed, could very well be a reference to the
Paschal meal celebrated in a mystical form by Alexandrian Jews, (By Light,
Light p.26l). Later, however, in his "Intfoduction to Philo" he is forced
to admit (p.204) that there is no evidence for such independent mystic
rites, but qualifies this by saying that mystic philosophy may have been
applied to Jewish observances. On Goodenough's owvn views these observances
cannot include the Passover, for he follows Moore in asserting that the
Passover couvld only be celebrated in Jerusalem at the time of Philo.

(By Light, Light p.261-2).

His argument for a mystical form of the Jewish Passover would have
! .
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carried more weight if he had been prepared to admit the possibility of a
Passover rite, celebrated in the Diaspora before the destruction of the
Temple. A case can be made for such a rite, which would probably have emph-
asised the Hametz element of the festival, However, even assuming that this
was the case, it would be unusual to find Philo talking in this amount of
detail concerning contemporary Jewish practice. Apart from é few general
references to the synagogue, he confines himself to dezsling with rites found
in the Law, If any context is to be posited for this fragment, that of the
worship of the soul, expressed in terms of mystery religion, would appear

to be far more characteristic of Philo than that of the Paschal meal.

Philo's whole use of language drawn from the mystery religions is an
extensive topic in itself, but as he does not use this languagevin cultic
contexts, it is really only of peripheral concern for our purpose, It is
unfortunate that undue prominence has been given to it in this sphere by
Goodenough's application of mystery concepts to Philo's treatment of the
cultus,

The next feast to be dealt with is that of Unlesavened Bread. This hé
gives both a national and a cosmic reference, (Spec.lLeg,II,150). The former
because it is connected with the Exodus and the latter for a number of
reasons as follows, First, because the month in which the feast occurs is

the first month, and it is the first month because the Spring is a likeness

; . / - 2 ~~ 4 ’ / ¢\
of the creation: .....plgmpua . ... TAs pxqs erciune w«@’Ha
5’8: ; Kéepeq 85:'”“@“{'(5?7'0 .
(Spec.Leg.II1.151).

Secondly because the feast begins on the fifteenth day of the month at the
full moon when there is no darkness, ibid.155 and thirdly because it lasts
for seven days which, as many times elsewhere, is a good thing from Philo's
point of view, for God intended seven to be " o’t();(»;:p Kece Trqy«:,v
;(JJG(J«/:TI‘oc; é’q«@:.’;u :ITTJ:DTQ.D :
The fourth reason is that the fact that the first and last days are holy
corresponds with the natural harmony on a musical instrument between the
intermediates and the extremes, These four reasons show why the feast
corresponds with nature and the cosmos, He also gives both a national and
a cosmic reason for the fact that the bread is unleavened. The first is
that the Hebrews left Egypt in such haste that they brought the dough un-
leavened, which is the reason given in the bible, Ex.12.39, and the second
is that the bread is thus imperfect and corresponds with the imperfection
of the crops which in spring are, as yet, unripe. (Spec,Leg.II.158).

Alternatively, he says, others hold that unleavened bread is a gift of
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2
nature, while leavened is a work of art. He then continues: cmed
~ 2 ¢ o \ [3 / 7/ P Y4 Py -~ ’
oV EC&TL M cd‘uvq fof’—’-"l/ Kd@ccﬁ‘cp Cs"g‘(;e(' Trv|s Tov KoGpou
\ N [ T
vc»r’egm 5"‘5:’-7,«04 ‘T'oug Sc T‘ao\dc_-n/uoug .. é(vdych_ov -7:)
,‘Zf‘qto(a'@dg 1‘.(¢.g Too Koe,uou gcaptdcg- a(SLdg:po#ocs' ',u,—ra, ,~.7g-
n&»qc rat.at'u'qps()oueqr, OLKtt.oTe(T'q‘-\-’ 'P0¢’7°’ C”Grko&zl*pc TG
L 5
K"“-(";’ ) ibid,160.

It is thus a call to a more ascetic way of life,

In Cong.l6l unleavened bread is used to 111ustrate the theme of
affliction, since it is called "oi()‘l'ov Kot I 6 ECos M and in 168 it is said
that the shew-bread in the Temple is derived from the unleavened bread of
this feast., This festival, too, therefore exhibits the characteristic

features of spiritual meaning and metaphorical use of its imagery.

The next festival is that of the Sheaf which occurs during that of
Unleavened Bread. This offering is a first fruit of the land of Israel and
also the whole world: a>g feante 'T-;r» ;lﬁ'd('x%v wKad To0 )r/@.vou: St

Kok :,’175(; LrsasTos ilv@ocfa'ﬁ‘av )’c,vour Kouu‘v;‘v .

' Spec.Leg.II.162.
Philo thus universalises the festival, and continues with the passage on
the Jews as the priests of the world which was mentioned in the section on
priesthood. The reason, he says, that they are priests is that they alone
worship the true God, and then follows an apologetic passage where he says
that the Jews ought not to be accused of 1nhuma.n1ty 51nce they are in fact
so good w111ed to men everywhere " wg "o<s TE tuzgg Ko((. fopfdg
Kpcc, dnotf;tug- UTF!:(J Tou Kocvau Vc.vous- Teow xuepwuu_p CTrLT'CAt'tJJ
Kot: :o:) ou:wg- o.v:o( &t:ov Grpdrr.rut(:a uT“cr. TC Edurou Kcu Teow

sl Awss . ... .. Spec.Leg.II.167.
Here the universalising is applied not just to this festival but to all of
them, The overall character of the passage, is however, apologetic rather
than theological and this assertion of universalism seems to be motivated
nere by the desire to answer the charge of" &mwa 9pc.:ﬁ':o( “ . This is supp-
orted by the fact that, when speaking in a spiritual context, the note of
universalism 1s absent Thus in Somn.II.75: & Too1 .o Kol kus-qs'

LgdL()CTop c‘op:-vrp dvc@nnc uw &’dﬂldu_ ll/\'v,u ou llo/.’l)l(_ o(a‘,\a(
JCJ o(uo v~q<' u:fmls- Y*)c .
ThlS is spiritualised to mean that when the soul enters the land of virtue,
it should offer a first fruit to God.

In Spec.Leg.IT1.168 he turns his attention to the significance of the
feast for the nation, which is as a thanksgiving for the fact that they

possess land and that it is good land, and then he further narrows the


http://Somn.II.75
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terms of reference down to the good it does the individual. It has three
main advantages. First it makes us remember God, secondly by it we make
requital to Him who gives the good harvest and thirdly, on the human level,
we learn to be grateful to benefactors. The reasons are then given why the
sheaf is of barley, namely that it shows inferior grain is not censured and
it would be irreverent to offer something designed to give pleasure such as,
presumably, wheat, Philo has thus used the festival of the Sheaf as an
opﬁortunity for expounding his concept of thanksgiving and, because of this,
it has assumed an importance greater than that which it is accorded either
in the bible or in Jewish tradition.

Philo calls the Sheaf a“ﬂrof;ﬂTbc" of the feast of Weeks or Pentecost
and, indeed, they are linked in that they are both harvest feaéts, Sheaf
marking the beginning of the barley harvest and Weeks the end of the wheat.
Naturally the calculation of the 1eﬁgth of time between the Passover and
Pentecost gives Philo an opportunity for some number symbolism., Philo counts
it as fifty days from the Sheaf, which was the Pharisaic reckoning, and
fifty is significant because it is seven times seven, plus the sacred monad

;f'rcs ceTiL o?sa;,.««ro; Oroo :'im.;v . Spec.Leg.I1.176.

However, fifty is also important for another reason in that it is the
sum of the squares of the sides of the primary right-angled triangle. Philo
then argues that, if the sum of the sides which is twelve, represents the
zodiac cycle, then the sum of the squares, fifty, must represent something
superior: ‘nfvos- &\w :’7./':7 'l'l-o(po’(gct.yf(a( o K(’z‘?TT'ov, -:; ‘-T"c:v‘T:KovTe:;',

;!\ T:‘.z/vT"OC :(f,«f{;va;)o;- %u’é_cwg .
Spec.Leg.1I.178.

He gives two reasons why the feast is called"ﬁpuTbvaLhaude" + One
is that the first produce of the young wheat is brought, while the other is
that wheat is the best and, therefore the first, of the sown crops. Next
follow three reasons why the loaves which are offered at this feast are
leavened in contrast with the usual custom which forbade leaven to be
brought to the altar. The first is that they are going to be eaten by the
priests, although this is not a very compelling reason since the unleavened
shew bread was also eaten by them. However, leaven is also said to stand for
two other things, on the one hand for food in its most complete form, on the
other for Joy which is the rising of the soul. This is a characteristically
Stoic definition of"zfqai". The joy in this case is the possession of the
fruits of the harvest, on account of which, oe’fw» v«:m&o.a;» Lo ETECD

T'buou;utvaus ozopa-rou n—;c TFCpc n;:) guuou» cUTuOrlng o(csﬁv,.-qv §lol
ow Elopeoptaron dpTov Cuzdpcsdl.u:)-
Spec.l.eg.II.185.
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Finally he concludes by saying that loaves are offered, not meal,
because nothing is lacking in the way of food at harvest time, and two
loaves are offered because one stands for the past and the other for the
future,

Pentecost is referred to in Spec.Leg.I.183-5 where the sacrificial
offerings are detailed., A different symbolism is attached to the preser-
vation offerings made at the feast from the one normally given them, for
here they are said to symbolise the preservation of food from all mishaps.
Finally the customary metaphorical use of the feast's imagery occurs at
Sac.87 where speaking in the context of the worship of the soul he says:
TTPMTOVCIJ.D‘P”A:(TQ» Jclsccf Que&v, 2» ‘l"l'(’cs TV Kot é'(p{sna»

Tyyérmern o Yruxs -

Having reviewed Philo's treatment of Pentecost, we are now in a
position to evaluate Goodenough's statement concerning this feast, '"The
First Fruits, with the leavened cake, are even more elaborately a symbol
of partaking of mystic food, divine sustenation, manna, the Logos".
(Introduction to Philo,p.208). It is difficult to see how such an inter-
pretation can be extracted from the evidence, for nowhere does Philo see
the loaves as mystic food. In Spec.Leg.II.184 he does say that the leaven
is a symbol of "£TrdceTdTs el OdokdNmou TPods M but he is not
exalting the character of the bread rather he is trying to justify the

presence of the leaven at all and contlnues with reference to the food
2

n B euk £ETia rupza.v £ T Kkx@’ AMEpas xfmscc K,occ.'r-o».x Kol
Austftlcgnqpum

Hardly mystic food, merely no worse than is used every day. Moreover, the
consunption of the loaves is said to be done by the priests and the loaves
are merely classed together with all the other offerings which are brought
to the altar, (ibid.183). This is very far from a symbolic partaking of the

Logos, as Goodenough suggests.

One final footnote needs to be added to the account of this feast, and
this concerns the reference in Vlt Contemp. 65 where Philo says of the
Therapeutae owi‘oc. o r«zv upco :o.v o/@poc.{ou,dc g"cn"rd Z‘ﬁfo/uotg’ca»

. tgTe Se T—pocop‘l‘or ,u:ycz:qr Eqras,

Both Conybeare (Vit.Contemp.p.313) and Colson (Loeb vd.IX p.152) take this
as Philo expressing the opinion that Pentecost is the greatest feast. How-
ever, there are two ways of interpreting this passage. One is to take it to
mean that there was a feast every fifty days, which is the view taken by
J.Milik in "Ten Years of Discovery in the Wilderness of Judaea",(n,2,p.92)

who parallels it with the Qumran calendar found in Cave IV. On this view,
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there is no reference to Pentecost at all. The other view does see it as
referring to Pentecost, and the phrase "after seven sets of seven days" is
taken to mean the period after the Sheaf. Vermes, who argues for the ident-
ification of the Therapeutae with the Essenes and the Qumran community, says
the reason it is referred to here as the chief feast is that this was the
feast of the renewal of the covenant, as portrayed in Manual of Discipline
I1.16-III.12. (Durham University Journal 1959-60). However, one does not have
to adopt his extreme view of the identity of the three types of community, to
see that Philo is here not expressing his own view, as Colson and Conybeare
assume, but is giving that of the Therapeutae. It is for them, not Philo, that
Pentecost is the 'ichief feast" and so this passage does not necessarily reveal

anything about his attitude to the festival.

In Spec.Leg.I11.188-92 there is an account of the next feast of the year,
namely the "Trumpet Feast" which marks the beginning of the civil year. Its
name comes from the custom of sounding the trumpet in the Temple, he says,
when the sacrifices are brought in, and the feast is given a twofold signifi-
cance by him, derived from this custom, The first is a national one and relates
to the sound of the trumpet which was heard on Sinai at the giving of the Ten
Commandments: "éu.v:, T cofa\myyoc :;’,gu ,Ac/yac " (Ex.,19.16). This made
known to the whole world that a great event had taken place., It is interesting
that Philo here links the giving of the Law with this feast, whereas later
Jewish tradition associated it with Pentecost, but this would seem to be a
result of two different approaches., Philo, working from his Greek bible, was
led to his conclusion by the verbal coincidence of G&Aﬂtyf whereas the rabbis
arrived at theirs by calculating the supposed dates of the first Passover and
the giving of the Law, which placed the latter at about the time of Pentecost.

The other significance of the feast is a universal one. It is derived from
the fact that the trumpet is a military instrument used in war, and the latter
is compared with the war waged by nature against agriculture. Thus the Law
ordained that the trumpet should be: " e c:);gdrus'rfd'_. ToO £{rmeTiocod
Oceo0 Kau.\ c:.p-r,uo,écj/\ukoc . (192).

The unusual assocliation of this feast with the harvest should be noted.

In Spec.lLeg.I.180 the sacrifices to be offered on this feast are des-
cribed. These are double since it is a double feast, being both a New Moon and
the beginning of the sacred month, However, the calves are not doubled: Too

pgﬁtu'rou S?_Kou.cso(v:oc aéﬂon.pc-rg, 4>us:4_ ,uovotg'o; TP &dcpc-nr
Sudg‘os‘;(ﬂﬂgdg@o{t. ta)a(p/t-v’ rou C:U(.alu:ou .
An instance of number symbolism being used to explain a seeming inconsistency

in the Law.
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S.Belkin in "Philo and the Oral Law" points out that, while the

rabbis prescribed a horn not a trumpet for this feast, the Septuagint and
Philo both take it as a trumpet, (p.211). He then goes on to argue from
Philo to contemporary Alexandrian practice saying that "had the horn been
blown on New Year in the Alexandrian synagogues, Philo would have discussed
it further and would not have discussed it merely as a Temple ceremony®.
(p.213). This, however, does not necessarily follow since it has become
increasingly apparent during this study that Philo was working almost ex-

clusively from the written Law and he rarely mentions contemporary practice.

Thus the reason Philo associates the blowing of the trumpets with the Temple,

‘is not because he 'must have heard of the Jews gathering near the Temple in
order to hear the sound of the horns, or as he calls it, the trumpets",
(p.214) but because the locus of the feasts and worship described in Lev.
23-24 is the tabernacle.

On the tenth day of the month opened by the Trumpet Feast, occurs the
Day of Atonement a Fast which Philo now describes., He defends its position
as a feast against those who would say that it has none of the character-
istics, saying that such people are ignorant of "Tac' 7177;: &,\»-’,Gud,,
cu¢po5u;rn9 " Spec.,Leg.II.1l94. It is in fact the greatest of the feasts
a " 6xfyBatet Edﬂﬁi‘fu» " or as the Greeks would say" cﬂ&wa&x tﬂ:or'dg'av )

There are several reagsons for this pre-eminence. First is the self-

restraint which it involves which, if practised with regard to food, is
easy to extend to the other desires. Secondly because the whole day is spent
in prayers for forgiveness and, thirdly, because at the time it is bheld the
harvest is gathered in and the fast indicates the proper place of food.
(Again the association with the harvest is to be noted). By doing this
people show their trust is in God and not food, who nourishes us as is shown
by his gift of manna in the wilderness t./zdol_ c e e ,,uK(M 4?0:;:4.?0»1’:9

T xaf"n(oupcucov Tow Xop-,ra:) @auyug‘gsg ot T‘posKuvcosc Hole

Tols dpp 6TTOUEWS Upvews Kal LUSKpon MO YEpALPWELD -

Spec.Leg.I11.199.

The feast is held on the tenth day of the month and this calls forth
from Philo a brief summary of the virtues of ten. The significance of this
is that, by basing the feast on ten, Moses prescribed the best form of
nourishment for us, Vhich is made possible by fasting namely " SlauyE}
it ot Coipary T XS TS Aoycds Ty7 e (ibid.202). Lastly the feast
reminds those who are enjoying good fortune of what misfortune is like, so

that they may be grateful for what they have.

In Spec.Leg.I.186 he asserts that even the irreligious observe this
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feast as well as the religious. He then points out a double significance
based on the sacrifices which are offered. First it is a feast and, there-
fore, it has the same sacrifices as the sacred month days and seeondly it
is a purification, hence the sacrifice of a ram and one kid and the freeing
of the other kid in the wilderness,

Mos.II.23 repeats the emphasis on the high standard with which the

Id > \

feast is kept: T«./g se ’:‘1\71J /\£{0p£u-7:) VUNGETCtn o TeGqTE Katc
TroeKunes S’ f7ous. . ...

He then goes on to contrast it favourably with the Greek '"holy month",

Apart from these treatments of the Day of Atonement, there are the
accustomed passages in which the feast is used metaphorically in the sphere
of the mind and soul., Thus in Gig.52 the fact that the High Priest could
only enter the Holy of Holies on the Day of Atonement is used of Reason
resorting to the sacred doctrines, while in Post.Cain.7?0 the scape-goat is
used as a symbol of the ";’doyas /2‘—/09 " The two goats are used in Plant.6l
to represent two attitudes of mind, one of whlch belongs to the "1quy2
Godal " (58) and the other o the "Aga(p. viol " (§). of these atti-
tudes seen as the goats, " o WOG?J”U-”“” HtD od» T& A<Tcow
('T‘c.p-qv) (T TTPeeKAmpdbesTac, o ST yYEVI6w ‘}é"Y"‘g""’5"76(7-"‘L

(61).

To sum up, therefore, Philo makes the Day of Atonement not only a fast,
but a feast and also an expression of the Greek dualism between the body and
the soul, for on this day the latter is freed from the distractions of the
body. '

The final festival isfhat of Tabernacles which is said to occur at the
autumn equinox, a fact which suggests to Philo two morals. The explanation
of the first of these contains some interesting imagery for, he says it
teaches that we should honour equallty and hate 1nequa11ty- ﬁq rtt:u ya7=

S.LKdLOGUJJ‘f)f £61"(.v S’c o(JZKLe(c o(f'xn TE Kau_ u-r,(q K'dc r-’ 'Af:)
Enou ¢‘-"°S' 7 S’c swéTous 6“YV‘”"7¢ : Spec,Leg.II.20L.

The references to the "fountain' and "1light" recall the Temple ritual
connected with this festival of pouring out a libation of spring water and
illuminating the Temple with many lights. The second moral is that we should
give thanks to God for the fruits of the larvest, a sentiment which is

derived from the word for autumn,’psTomwpow " Which means Mafter-fruitage".

The command that the people should live in tents during this festival
is given two reasons, (ibid.206-9). First is that, now the harvest is gath-
ered in, the farm workers no longer have to live in the open air guarding

the crops. This connection with the harvest is interesting because modern
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scholars are of the opinion that these tents or booths originated with
the temporary dwellings erected in the vineyards during the vintage season.
The second reason is the one given in Lev.23.43, that it is a reminder of
the wandering in the wilderness, Philo, however, carries this further saying
that it teaches men to remember misfortune when they are enjoying good. This

< \‘1 . . .
is both a“mSowvm™ (Spec.Leg.II.208) and also helps in the practice of virtue

since it makes people grateful and thus they worship God, lest their fortune

should change.

when there is no darkness and, also, it has an eighth day called thé?féﬁov“‘
which marks the end not only of this feast, but of all the feasts of the

year, An eighth day also has a symbolic significance in that it is the first‘

The festival begins on the fifteenth day of the month, at the equinox,

cubic number and represents solids, which agrees with the stability of the
feast caused by the relief from anxiety for the people now that the crops

are harvested.

|
In Spec.Leg.1.189 there is a purely factual description of the sacri-

fices made during the festival, of which no explanation is given at all,
while in Dec.l6l Tabernacles is referred to, together with Unleavened Bread,
as'7§< H:yﬁsT&r----- 5%0749“ . The latter has some parallel in Josephus'®
description of the feast as, Tetx Tols ‘E/!pdf.occ Ry TiTas KAl peyieTas” |
Ant,VIII.100. Plutarch also describes it as the greatest of the Jewish
feasts in Quaest. Conv.IV.6: T—:}r yr,ffsrv)c Kol ch\tt.c‘re/l‘r\'.c Eop'r:)‘c
T luTols |
The latter two writers, however, merely reflect the fact that Tabernacles
did hold a pre-eminent position in Judaism, whereas Philo is arguing its
importance from the fact that it occurs at the equinox and, in fact, Philo

calls several of the feasts the "chief feast" for example Pentecost and

Passover so that he does not have a single major one,

In volume four of "Jewish Symbols in the Greco-Roman Period" ‘
Goodenough, arguing from the fact that the Temple is not mentioned in ‘
Spec.Leg.II.204-13, says that this account represents the rite celebrated
in Alexandria. He has some difficulty with the fact that the lulab and ‘
ethrog, which he believed were used there, are not mentioned, but explains
this by saying that they are omitted because they are too Jewish for l
Philo's Gentile readers. However, as has been observed above, Philo rarely {
mentions contemporary Jewish practice and certainly does not appear to base
his exposition of the law upon it. He is writing a commentary, for the most
part, on the Pentateuch and this is what he is doing here, and we would

expect his writing to be influenced by the content of the passage which he
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is explaining. This would certainly seem to be the case in this instance,
for in Lev.23.39-43 there is neither any mention of the Temple, although it
is assumed that the locus of the festival is the tabernacle, nor any mention |
of the lulab, and it is this fact which causes the omission from Philo's
account, He is thus commenting on a written passage and if any contemporary
Jewish rites are at the back of his mind, they are those in the Temple which

are reflected in his choice of imagery.

Goodenough's further assertion in the same volume that the symbolism
given to the number eight, in dealing with the last day of the festival,
represents the transition from the immaterial to the material of the One,
and thus the eighth day is a transition upwards for us, is also without
foundétion._He attempts to reinforce this interpretation by seeing in the
term“EféSlcp" a reference to the Exodus which was seen by Philo as a passing
from the material to the immaterial. However, what Philo is attempting to do
in this passage is justify the addition of this eighth day at all, and uses
this symbolism to do so, while he uses the worduéfgslcm; because it is in
his text at Lev.23.36. That Philo was not thinking of the transition from
the material to the immaterial, is shown by the fact that the aspect of the
symbolism on to which he fixes is the stability implied by the solids which

eight represents.

The generally unsatisfactory nature of this treatment by Goodenough of
Tabernacles which we have criticised above, is pointed out by Nock in his
review of "Jewish Symbols" in Gnomon vol.27, 1955. He quotes Goodenough on
Philo's idea that the tents remind us of the fathers in the wilderness,
"Thus Tabernacles is the eucharist of the mystic journey from the world of
matter and sin to that of spirit", but goes on to say that this "means no

more than ‘iforsan et haec olim meminisse iuvabit" (Virg.Aden.I.203)".

It would therefore seem that Goodenough is so anxious to read into
Philo his own ideas of what he means, that he fails to do justice to the
actual meaning which Philo gives to this festival, namely that it 1is a
harvest festival with commemorative associations with the sojourn in the

wilderness,

This concludes the consideration of the festivals in Philo. As with
other aspects of the cultus, in spite of his insistence on their literal
observance, the effect of his treatment would probably be to weaken the
outward institution, for he transfers much of the emphasis to the state of
joy and thankfulness of the soul which the festivals express, This change
of emphasis has also brought about a change in the conception of time in

relation to the festivals. In their primitive stage of development the
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festivals are thought to have been largely apotropaic amd thus the
attention is on the present, later they become commemorative and therefore
much of the attention is switched to the past, while in Philo it comes full
circle again as the attention is fixed.more on the present spiritual and
moral state of the participant in the festival., However, the traditional
commemorative element is not ignored, by any means, as has been observed,
and there are references to the wilderness, the Exodus and the giving of
the Law, Moreover, the harvest associations of some of the festivals are
not only retained, but also extended to other festivals which did not trad-
itionally have this association. Such an interpretation of them seems to be
far from mystical and it is therefore difficult to agree with Goodenough
when he says of festivals in general in Philo, "The traditional Jewish
associationswith the Festival are entirely ignored, that the mystic Jew
may find in them a means of escape from the material, a medium for par-
taking of the Logos". (Introduction to Philo, p.209).
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Conclusions

We may now set out some of the general characteristics of Philo's
treatment of the cultus which have emerged in the course of this study.
A fact which has become increasingly clear is that there is a discrepancy
between many of his explicit statements about the cult and the overall
character of his treatment of this aspect of Jewish worship. On the one
hand he professes an unswerving allegiance to the regulations of the ritual
law, while on the other making it impossible to attribute any real efficacy
to the rites prescribed by that law.

An example of this occurs in hdis insistence on the necessity for the
material cult in Mig.89-93, parts of which have been quoted above and here
he asserts that the spiritual meaning, which can be read into an ordinance,
is no substitute for observing it. This can be contrasted with the total
effect of his treatment of the cult which is to transfer attention away
from the material cultic institutions to the spiritual realm. Thus,to take
just one example, it has been seen how he evacuates sacrifice of any real
significance by emphasising the approach of the soul to God which lies
behind it, to the exclusion of any atoning function casrried out by the act
itself. Thus, while he consciously expresses a loyalty to orthodox Judaism,

the character of his thought makes this seem at timesa rather hollow claim,

Consonant with his professed adherence to the material cult, is his
explicit statement of the subordinate position held by Greek philosophy
which is found in De Cher.10k: E‘K Se ™S EYKUJL/ou Teoa )
ﬁ‘poﬁuuf'cupofrwu pedi s T Tipes KoEuow s Yrurms cSs TS
‘g{fa'r;'r‘d(. .

Here the learning of the schools is seen as being nothing more than
the ornaments of the soul and not itsfoundation. However, the spiritual
worship of God by the soul which has been constantly encountered in this
study is in fact founded on concepts drawn from Greek philosophy rather
than Hebrew thought. For instance the dualism between the material and the
immaterial forms the whole basis for the flight of the soul to God as it
passes from one realm to the other, a flight which is illustrated by the
crossing of the Red Sea. Again this dualism is present in several passages
dealing with the Ark which sometimes represents the intelligible world as
opposed to the sensible, and similarly with the" Treracdow™  which formed
part of the High Priest's headgear. Another example of this dependence on
Greek philosophy is the use of the Stoic idea of the importance of con-
formity with the"Késpof'and man as a microcosm. This is clearly connected

with the strong ethical element in Philo's thought, since conformity with
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the "Ko&pos“is one of the motives for pursuing virtue, and here again it
is to be noted that his ethics are essentially Greek in character. From
this it can be seen that Greek philosophy is far more than an ornament in
many aspects of his thought and this another instance of Philo diverging

in practice from what he asserts in theory.

It is interesting to note that the explicit statements lie on the side
of loyalty to Judaism, while the tendencies of histhought carry him away
from this. Thus he is not criticising the cult when he reads into it a
spiritual meaning. This is important since, if it is not borne in mind,
superficial parallels may be drawn between Philo and the writings of the
Qmran community. Similar tendencies in both have been noted above and this
can be partly accounted for by the similarity of their situations, both
being isolated from the cult. The underlying motivation, however, is ent-
irely different for, while the Qmran covenanters rejected the impurity of
the Temple cultus, no such criticism is present in Philo's writings which
might account for the contrast in his thought mentioned above. Ritual purity
has no real intrinsic interest for Philo. Indeed, when he comes across a
regulation of this type, he tends to impart to it a moral significance, as
in Spec.Leg.I.80 where he takes the regulation that a priest should be with-
out physical blemish to symbolise the perfection of the soul. Philo's Greek
outlook in the field ofethics is here again evident and this fact also dis-
tinguishes him sharply from the Qmran writers., Thus Philo does not have
reservations about the Jerusalem cult in the same way as the sectarians of
the Dead Sea. We therefore have to look elsewhere for the roots of the

contrast in his thought which is being examined.

A possible reason for it is his apologetic motive. This would account
for both sides of the contrast, the open assertion of loyalty to Judaism and
the departure from the norm of orthodoxy as he seeks to express this Judaism
in the categories of the gentile, Hellenistic world. It is certainly not
unusual for an apologist to be led into heresy by his own zeal to make him-
self intelligible to those for whom he is writing., However, while there are
strong apologetic elements in Philo's writings which have been noted above,
yet merely to describe them as an apology for Judaism would quite obviously
be far from satisfactory. When Hellenistic thought forms are encountered in
Philo, they.do not appear merely as those of his audience into which he is
translating what he wishes to say. Rather they appear very much as part of
his own way of thinking and he in no way gives the impression of handling
alien concepts., Thus it is impossible to say that one side of the contrast
lies in Philo, while the other lies in the gentile world to whom he
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addresses his apology, for the fact is that both sides are present in
Philo himself. Finally it must be added that, if his works are intended
solely as an apology, then, viewed from our standpoint, they are not a very
effective one, This is particularly so in his treatment of the cultus, since
a work which transfers the attention away from the literal institutions of
the cult to the meaning behind them, is not really designed to recommend
those institutions to others. His writings did, however, meet the needs of
the early Christian church, who were not concerned with maintenance of the
literal cult but did want to be able to extract some meaning from the cultic
passages of the 014 Testament.

The existence of this apologetic motive is admitted by Goodenough, but
for him it is only one of a number of factors which lead to the total trans-
formation of Judaism into a twofold mystery religion. However, throughout
this study instances have been noted where Philo diverges from the scheme
set out for him by Goodenough, according to which there should be a "mystery
of Aaron" confined to the outer shrine, and a "mystery of Moses" connected
with the inner shrine. In fact this division has been shown to be false and
elements from both so-called "mysteries™ have been found in either part of
the shrine.

Another fact which weighs against Goodenough's theory is that a reading
of Philo, in his words, "with the grain" (Introduction,p.20) does not in-
evitably lead to that theory, for it has proved possible to produce an
alternative exposition of Philo's treatment of the cultus without reference
to a twofold mystery, except to note where Goodenough's theory does not hold
good. The fact is that there is only one instance of Philo actually using
mystery language in a cultic passage and that is with reference to the Pass-
over, (Sacr.62). Even here it is not used of the cultic aspect of the feast,
but of the "myth" of the crossing of the Red Sea. Thus it is really Good-
enough himself who imports the concept of a "mystery" into this facet of
Philo's thought.

The most positive value of Goodenough's view is that it does justice
to the large mystical element in Philo, an aspect which is totally ignored
by Wolfson, whose estimate of Philo is consequently less than adequate.
However, the fact remains that this mystical element is far from being as
organised and schematic as Goodenough holds., It would indeed appear that any
attempt to force an external plan on to Philo's thought is exposed as in-
adequate if full attention is paid to the way in which he is working, which
is from the text of the Pentateuch. It is the subject matter contained in

this text which, to a large extent, determines the content of his work,
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rather than a logical selection of topics made to illustrate a set of

basic principles, and this is what makes it so difficult to detect an
underlying plan that will account for all the facets of his thought. The
difficulty is increased by the manner in which he treats scripture. Gen-
erally he does not seek to impose an overall order of his own on the
Pentateuch, but takes the passages in comparative isolation from each other,
bringing the whole of his thought to bear on each one, He then appears to
hang as much of his thought on a passage as it will support and then moves
on to the next where the process is repeated. The result of this is that
there may be a considerable overlap between his commentary on one passage

and that on another, and the same ideas appear in different contexts.

In the course of this study it has become evident that Philo treats
cultic passages of the 0l1d Testament in one or mofe of three ways. First
there is plain exegesis of the text, attempting to draw out its literal
meéning. Some of the explanations may seem rather fanciful to us, but they
represent the nearest Philo gets to doing justice to the original meaning
of a passage. Examples of this type of exegesis occur thraughout the
Quaestiones, where Philo frequently gives the literal meaning Qf a text
first. For instance, QE II1.100: "Why is the height of the altar three
cubits?". The answer he gives first is that it is just high enough to con-
ceal the lower part of the priest's body when he is ministering at it. This
is the literal interpretation which is followed by a more spiritual and

symbolic one.

This brings us to Philo's second method of treating a text, which
involves reading into it a spiritual significance probably not intended in
the original. As has been seen this method is employed extensively, espec-
ially in the De Specialibus Legibus and the Quaestiones, Just one eXample
will be given here. In QE II.69 the table is said to be "a symbol of sense
perceptible and body-like substance.

Finally there is the third method which has been encountered and this
is the use of cultic material to describe some aspect of Philo's personsal
and mystical religion of the soul. In these passages the focus of attention
is not centred on the cult, but on the soul, and the former is used in a
way which is best described as metaphorical., The use of Passover imagery in

Sacr.62 is a good example of this.

Having thus begun by establishing these points about the way in which
Philo worked, it is now possible to draw certain conclusions about his
thought in the light of them, First is that he saw the Temple cultus in

terms of that personal, spiritual religion to which we have already referred,



PL

This is what he is doing in the second method of working mentioned above,

by which he reads into a cultic text the truths of this inner religion of the
soul. Thus, for example, the offering of the incense can represent the '
approach of the soul to God. Second is the reverse of this, namely that he
saw his spirituwal religion in terms of the Temple cult, and this corresponds
with the third method above, which is the metaphorical use of cultic imagery.
It is important that these two types of passage be clearly distinguished
from each other since, while the former can be used to throw light on
Philo's attitude to the cultus, the latter is not really saying anything
about the cult at all. It is dealing primarily with the religion of the

soul. The result of not giving full weight to this distinction can be seen
in Goodenough's works, in which he frequently takes these metaphorical pass-
ages as if they said something about the cult, a preocedure that helps him to
maintain his view that Philo saw the cult as a mystery religion of the soul.

Parallel to this metaphorical use of cultic imagery is his use of
imagery drawn from the mystery religions, that is he also sees his spiritual
religion in terms of the mysteries, If the conclusions reached above in
connection with this metaphorical use of the imagery of the Temple cult are
borne in mind when considering his use of '"mystery" language, then an exag-
geration of the importance of this language will be avecided. That is it
cannot be taken to be referring to the mysteries themselves, for the centre
of attention is likewise here the religion of the soul, and the imagery of

the mysteries is purely metaphorical.

Two negative conclusions may also be drawn., One is that, quite obviously,
Philo did not see the mysteries in terms of his spiritual religion as he did
with the Temple cult., The other is that no place has been found in this
analysis for the ecnnclusion that Philo saw the Temple cult in terms of the
mystery religions, as Goodenough claims that he did. In fact it would appear
highly unlikely that Philo would wish to make such an identification, in
view of his explicit hostility to the mysteries. It is therefore erroneous
to picture Philo &s attempting to resolve a tension between the Temple
cultus and the mystery religions. The poles of his thouwght are in fact much
more satisfactorily to be seen as the cultic passages of the Pentateuch on
the one hand, and a vividly experienced personal religion, expressed prim-
arily in Hellenistic terms, on the other, and it is these which he is trying
to reconcile by transferring the imagery of one to the other and vice versa.
Seen in this way, Philo's interpretation of the Temple cultus is largely
determined by the tension between his personal and his institutional
religion.
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In Philo's case this tension is exacerbated by the fact that his
institutional religion belonged to one culture, while his personal
religion belonged to another, The former, which included the Temple cult,
he experienced primarily in an indirect form in the Septuagint and this
naturally made strong claims on his loyalty. For him to have abandoned his
Jewish heritage would have been unthinkable and also highly unlikely when
he was a member of a self-conscious and persecuted minority. However, the
Jewish religion in itself does not appear to have provided him with any
kind of living faith or experience of the transcendant, for these both stem
from his personal mysticism, It is from this that Philo draws his real
inspiration and it is this which provides the dynamic for his thinking. His
main concern cannot be said to be the keeping of the Law of Moses, as should
be the concern of an orthodox Jew, Philo's attention is centred on the state
of his soul in-its progress towards God, a progress which was furthered, not
by Jewish ritual, but by contemplation and asceticism of a completely Greek
type. This is why Philo's treatment of the cﬁlt basically undermines it,
because it does not play a significant part in his spiritual life. His
loyalty to Judaism could be said to be more cultural than religious.

Nevertheless, this loyalty remained very real and it was obviously
necessary for him to work out a system which could accommodate both it and
his personal religion. From our standpoint, as we read his works, the syn-
thesis which he created may often appear unsatisfactory and contrived. There
are many péssages which seem to illustrate C.Siegfried's judgement that
Philo has "that model lack of clarity which, in conjunction with an extra-
ordinary susceptibility, makes it possible for a large variety of contra-
dictory ideas to coexist in one mind,.."* Yet, when all this has been said,
no matter how unsatisfactory his system may appear to us, the fact remains
that, for Philo, it was a success since he was able to remain a practising

Jew while stlll contlnulng, ¢u\oso¢w¢ 53:01\‘:4;@.,9 Kete Gcc.a/uat Ta0

2

) "
Kas,u.ou wole .cou v el.u'r'w (Spec,III.1l)

# Philo von Alexandria als Ausleger des Alten Testaments (1875) p.223.
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