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DIGHST OF TIIusSIS
One of the basic gquestions wiich arises in any
survey of Rabbinic theology is that of God's relation-
ship to the world. Our concern, here, lies in the
question-of'Rabbinic cosmogony, and, specifically,
in the place occupnied by wisdom in that cosmogony.

To begin with, we surveyed tne Biblical material

2
e

relevant to this problem., ue commented on such

passages as Genesis 1:1-3; Esalm 10l:2; Proverbs 3:15%;

6]

8:22-31; 9:1-Li; and Job 28. Other selections from

Biblical and compaerative literature were noted and
discussed, in our atternt to ascertain the notions

of Creation and hypostases of ‘isdom during th

T

o9)

iblical rericd.
Tn the second c.anter, we surveyed Sreek cos-
IS s o

mosony and QWypostiuses of .isdom. lLiere e atiewnted

both to lay the foundation for at least one of the

—

possible sources for Rabbinic notions on tiris subject,
as well as to noint out certain obvious parsilels
in Jresk snd Rabbinic thinking.

This task was carried further in the third
chanter, which sought to establish the relation between
Palestini-n-Rebbinie Judeisw and 1ts liellenictic
milieu. Bere we exzmined the intellectusl clinate
of Alexandria, considering such topics as -the parallels

betieen Alexandrian and Rebbinic internretation of

de

text. 1In a second smectirn, vwe surveyed tle .Apocr;:hal
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and Pseudépigraphal material related to our problei,
Finally, we considered the gquestlon of Fhilonic
parallels to Rabbinic cosmozony. Here we dwelt upon
such topics as the Light 3tream.

In the fourth chapter, ve revieved btils questicn
os found in Christian end Gnostic literature. .e were
particularly concerned with the Prclogue to the Gospel
of John and the mystic liturgy found in the Apostolic

Gonstitutionss.

In our final chopnter ve examined the Rabbinic

0

terinl itself. After a few introductory considerations,
we discussed the sources, grouring Lhem under the
following headings: The Esoteric Hature of Creztion;
The Rabuinlc Attitude towards lMedlations and Pluraliity;
Theursic Notions of Creation; Ire-existent fiete-lalsy
The Creation of Lisht aznd the Rabbinic Doctrine of
Imanation; The "Jord" of God; The Cosmlc rian; and
The Hymrostatizstion of wWisdom.

Our ¢ nclusions indicaté that the Habbinic
material must be viewed in the context of its con-
tenmorary milieu. The place of isdom in habbinic

cosmoTony appears to be insepar:ble from, trough not

necessarily denendent on, Greek, Chnristian, and Gnostic

e

thought.
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INTRODUCTION

There are few qQuestions as intriguing as those deal-
ing with the creation of the universe. Cosmogony and cos=-
mology were the ma jor concern of the ancient pre-Socratic
philosophers. Even those later philosophers who posited an
eternal universe, such as Aristotle, had to apply their full-
est talents and abilities to refute the cosmogonic arguments
of their opponents.

If early sclence and philosophy were fascinated by
this question, how much the more so was theologyl! A reli-
gion which centers about a Creator, must be concerned with
creation. If the deity 1s omnipotent, then the world and its
existence depend upon him., Of course, some argued that the
world was co-extensive with God, in which case, in the Medi-
terranean world at least, this usually led to a deification
of the world itself, and the question of the relation of
the world to the deity, or deities, remained unanswered.

Judaism and Christianity, in their normative posi-

tions, have never seriously suggested that the universe was
eternal or uncreated. Both have been concerned with the
Creation of the universe and how it was accomplished. Further-~

more, there was a rapprochement in their respective cosmogo-

nies. Starting with the first verse of Genesis as the com-

fc 5
mon "given," the Jerusalem Targum stated __' ) ;)7 INDJINTF; s'

the Midrash (Genesis Rabbah 1.1 and elsewhere) stated that

the world was created "with Reshith," and by referring to
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Proverbs 8:22, declares that "Reshith™ is to be equated with

the Torah; and the Fourth Gospel states, "In the beginning
was the Word." Clearly, the Wisdom of God, the pre-existent
Torah, armd the pre-existent Christ bear some similarity. All
three were employed by the differing systems of cosmogony as
God's instrument of creation. Indeed, a fundamental distinc-
tion between Judaism, on the one hand, and Christianity and
Christian Gnosticism, on the other, lies in the question of
creation. For Rabbinic-normative Judaism, God's tool was the
Sophia-fokmgh-Torah. For Christianity and Christian Gnosti-

cism, it was Sophis-Logos. - Christ.

It is our contention that there are great similari-
ties between the two positions, and that the real difference
lies in the Jewlsh semi-hypostatization of Wisdom-Torah into
an implement used by God, as opposed to the Christian and
Gnostic complete hypostatization of Logos-Christ as a part

of the Godhead. In any event, as we shall attempt to demon-

strate, the entire rabbinic-normative position on the signi-
ficance of Hokmah in creation is comprehensible only if seen
against the backdrop of the Hellenistic and Christian worid.
Our procedure, then, shall be to examine the role
of wisdom in cosmogony at the various strata of what we shall
consider to be the background to the rabbinic material.
First, we will conslider the Creation and hypostases of wisdom

on the Biblical level, for, whether by exegesis or eisegesis,




this was the starting point of the rabbis. Then, we will
turn to a consideration of the question of cosmogony in

Greek philosophy. A chapter on Alexandria will follow,
wherein we will touch upon the impact of the Alexandrian
Jewish community on that of Palestine. We will also survey
the issues of creation and hypostatization as evidenced in
the Apocrypha-Pseudepligrapha and Philo., The final chapter

of background material will deal with New Testament and Gnos-
tic sources.

Our ma jor interest will lie, of course, in the ex-
amination of the rabbinic texts discussing the issues of cre-~
ation and the hypostatization of wisdom. These texts will
also be viewed in terms of their similerity and/or relation-
ship with the background material. Since our major concern
shell be in the rabbinlc-normative material itself, there
will be many peripheral and ancillary questions which we will
touch on without a really thorough investigation. Hence, we
shall not attempt to stratify the Biblical, Apocryphal, and
New Testament material. We will not deal with the involved
issues of the authenticity of Patristic and Gnostic documents.
In like mamner, in treating the Philonic material, the ques-
tion of direct influence of the rabbis on Philo or Philo on
the rabbis will not concern us. What we will do is to point
out certain parallels and similarities. Except for reference
to the problem, any attempted resolution of the causal ques~-

tion is beyond the scope of this work, We shall attempt to



{ndicate similarities without entering into considerations
of dependencye The same, of ccurse, will apply to any of
the background material. With these goals and limitations
clearly in mind, let us turn to a consideration of the first

of our background sources, the Biblee.



CHAPTER I

THE BIBLICAL CONCEPTION OF CREATION AND
EARLY HYPOSTASES OF WISDOM

"The Lord by wisdom founded the earth; by understanding He
established the heavens." Proverbs 3:19

The point of departure for all rabbinic discussion
of our problem is the Bible, It may be, as we shall gsee,
that the specific notions of the rabbls derive from external
stimli, but, inevitably, they turned to the Bible, 1if not
to find the source, then, at least, to find the Jjustifica-
tion of this or that particular concept. Whether the pro-
cess be that of exegesis or elsegesis, the Bible was cen-
tral. It is from this point of departure that we shall ex~
amine Biblical references dealing with Creation and/or with
hypostases of wisdom. We do rnot propose to delve deeply
into the problem on the Biblical level, but rather to sug-
gest the bases for the subsequent treatment of the material
by the rabbis.

Judaism, even during the Biblical period, did not

develop its notions sui generis. It is impossible to di-

vorce its ideational content from that of its conmtemporaries.
Thus, the systems developed elsewhere in the Biblical world
will have an impact on the emergent Biblical thought. Thus,

1t is significant that "In Egypt we find that Hu (Qjw 'Word')

and Sia (832 ‘'understanding') were regarded as assistants



to Re-Atum in the work of creation. Later they attained

so high a degree of independence that they could be associ-
ated with any G-od."1 The same case obtained with other
abstractions, Other similarities will appear between the
Biblical "Wisdom,"™ the Mesopotamian Ishtar and the Egyptian-
Hellenistic Isis. These Mesopotamian similarities were
particularly reflected in the various Gnostic concepts of
Sophia (see belOW)z. In like manner, an investigation
into the pre-Biblical and Biblical Near East will yield
parallels to rabbinlic expressions. The name for God "He
who spoke and 1t came into being,™ is found in Sumero-
Babylonian cosmogonic accountso3 However, in all this ma-
terlal, we must bear in mird that similarity does not imply
dependence.

Of course, we cannot neglect the Greek influence
upon Biblical material., It may not be as extensive as
Neumark suggests, i.ee., to make "P" virtually dependent on
Plato, but he does offer some interesting possibilities for
the post Ezraic period.4 He discerns two types of influence
at this period.

It 1s positive 1lnasmuch as some writers of this
period try to blend Platonic and biblical elements
into one harmonious mold. But it is also negative,
lnasmuch as they had to fight certain Greek, and
among them also some specific Platonlc, elements

which were favored and embodled into Jewish life
and letters by the so-called Hellenists. ©

Among other positive influences, he includes



« « e the preponderance of the cosmological aspect
into the God-conception of the Jeremian school
which in principle had conquered the field, as
also, and especially, the theory of ideas which,
in the doctrine of man's creation in the image of
God and of the erection of the Tabernacle after
an ideal heavenly pattern, had been embodied in the
new Book of the Covenant and thus enjoying a cer-
tain measure of authoritative recognition, prepared
the soll for the metaphysical influence of Plato,
quite perceptible in the biblical writings of this
period. ©

We would do well to bear in mind the danger of treating
what may well be merely superficial similarities as causal
relationships.

At this point we shall turn to a brief survey of
the Biblical passages relevant to our problem. Our further
conslideration of the guestion of cross-cultural influences
will be clearer if treated in this context.

Our major concern, of course, will lie in the
treatment of the first chapter of Genesis, particularly the
first five verses. As we shall see, the very first word

N '@iC)P is the point of departure for a significant

portion of the rabbinic solution to the question of how the
world was created. The third verse is similarly important
in Philonic as well as rabbinic exegesis and the question
of the light-stream. The material in the seconmd chapter,
highly anthropomorphic in nature, seems to play little part
in the formation of the rabbinic conception of creation.

The next passage which we shall consider is

Jeremiah 10:12, JANDA? /21 LN n20 f)rc 2
{




¢ NC \YXCJ Yilpncl Here, the termin 2 Y]
first comes into play. Thus, at this level, we may have

the origins of the equation of N (0jc) with ANIN

which becomes normative in the rabbinic period, and in some
of the Targumim as well. However, 1t is much more probable
that the actual origin of this concept derives from Proverbs
8:22 ff (see below). Neumark suggests one interpretation
of the possible significance of this passage 1n its own
period. He sees it as reflecting the theory of ideas. Some
individuals in this period might be willing to base this
upon angels. "The opponents of angels, however, had to em-
ploy the art of interpretatlon, and the soil for a conveni-
ent interpretation was well prepared: The attribute of
Wisdom was pressed to the fore by Jeremiah 1In his monothe-
7

istic theory of creation." This was, he maintains, simi-
lar to the Platonic cosmological Sophia. This, in turn,
led to the acceptance of the Platonic Ideas as an undivided
totality. The ideas were, for Plato, the means of creation.

The undivided attribute of Wisdom is the organ of

creation in the conception of those adherents of

the monothelstic theory of creation among the Jews

who were influenced by Plato, but insisted on the

rejection of angels. This theorem was to them all

the more acceptable, as the exemplum presens of

that Wisdom, the Torah, was on their hands: Wisdom

was gsoon identified with Torah. The Torah, accord-

ingly to this interpretation, is mnot only the causa

finalls, byt also the causa movens, the cause of
creation.

Neumark applies this same analysis to the conception of Torah



as an emanation of Wisdom, which he finds in Proverbs,

Isaiah, and Deuteronomy. In Plato, he asserts, these ideas
were linked to theocratic ideas. He sees a parallel in
Job as a glorification on the monothelstic conception of
Creatioh, and Proverbs 9 which is, for him,theocratic in
nature.g His equation of Wisdom wlth Torah, and hils asser-
tion that the latter is both the final and efficient cause
of creation, may well be descriptive of the rabbinic period.
One may question, however, the accuracy of placing such a
system in the Ezraic and early post-Ezraic period. There
may have been contact with Greek thought including that of
Plato, but was it that extensive that early?

The Psalms constitute our next source of passages.
There are several passages whilich attribute Creation to God,
and glorify Him and His moral excellence because of Hig
creative act.lo Psalms 24:2, which informs us that water
constituted the undergirding of the world, is reminiscent
of certain Greek systems of cosmogony.11 Creation by the
"word" of God12 and by fiat are significant themes developed
in Psalms.15 Similarly, Creation 1s described as taking
place by the Munderstanding™ of God.14 That the Creation
fulfilled a pre-ordained plan is suggested by 148:6. Here,
a boundary is set beyond which the waters may not move.
One final passage in the Psalter is of great significance.

In 104:2, the emanation of light 1s described: )J[i j\{ﬂr
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Y'Yy o The significance of this passage

in explaining Genesis 1:3 d4id not escape the rabbis. It
served, as we shall see, as a basis for an emanation theory

] of Creation, highly similar to the Alexandrian Light-Stream

notion.

The book of Proverbs highlights the significance
of ) N D/ in creation. This relationship is clearly
stated in 3:19f: J/lc 10’ NN 202 ')

MNIWY 8?2  nJIPhe PN L1
gkt136\‘ f‘QﬂCLJJ&”?J Now, we may raise the point that the

"Wisdom" here described may well be poetic personification

rather than a hypostatization. 1In any event, Wisdom's sig-
nificance 1s great by the time we reach this book. In the
passage in Chapter 8:22-31, Wisdom gains a still greater
significance.
Moreover, these passages 1in the book of Proverbs
seem clearly to be in line with the later explicit
identification (as in Sirach) of Hokmah with Torah.,
And the fact that in Proverbs viiT.30 Wisdom is
called 'umman "artisan™ not only does not invali-
date but actually confirms the intquretation of
Wisdom as poetic personification. ~
In a subsequent passage, however, the :notion of Creation is
a physical one, and God's wisdom is merely another attri-
bute, like His omnipotence.16
Qur final passages are to be found in the book of

Job., In chapter 28, especlally verses 12-27, we find that




Wisdom, in the ultimate sense, is the possession of God
alone, Its value is unmeasurable. Even here, however, as
in similar passages in the Wisdom of Solomon and Enoch, we
are hard pressed to discover whether Wisdom is used in a
personal or impersonal sense.l7 In Job 38, especially
verses 4-41, we find further emphasis placed on the notion
that Wisdom and creativity belong to God alone. Here,
the distinctions between man and God are drawn even sharper,
We might view the RBiblical material with Marcus,

who observed

eeeThe Israelite intellectuals were consistently

devoted to the task of showlng the people that

Torah was not only the sum of human wisdom but

was also the revelation of divine wisdom. Because,

therefore, Johmah was not only a divine quality

but alsoc the ideal of a human quality, which was

to be realized in practical form, it never became

sufficiently detached from either God or the Torah

to become a concrete hypostasig and the occasion

of a polytheistic development ., 18
He further suggests that the argument from analogy of other
Near Eastern religions is fruitless, since a true analogy

does not exist.

If a particular deity is a very powerful and complex
personality, like Yahweh, it 1s extremely unlikely
that his qualities and attributes will ever acquire
enough personality o{ their own to be considered
independent deities. °

On the other hand, we cannot deprecate the level which Wis-
dom had reached by the end of the Biblical period. Marcus

may be correct in asserting that it is not a full entity



E alongside of God, but it does seem to be more than one of

His attributes. I feel more inclined towards the position

of Bentwich in this matter:

The Wisdom books of the 0ld Testament, outlining
the primitive reflection of the Hebrews on the
Nature of the divine, pictured Wisdom as a link be-

. tween God and man. Wisdom in her perfection is
alone with God, and exists with Him before the
creation. She is the divine purpose, the divine
scheme of human life, and man's goal is to seek the
apprehension of the divine ideal,
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CHAPTER II

GREEK COSMOGONY AND HYPOSTASES OF WISDOM

"MIf the world be indeed fair and the artificer good, it is

menifest that he must have looked to that which is eternal
.es" Plato

While it may well be true that the real inter-
change between Greek and Jewish cultures did not take place
until well into the Hellenistlc period, we shall begin our
survey with the pre-Socratics. Our reason for doing this 1is
quite simple -- many "new" doctrines are the restatement of
0ld ideals. Thus, Murray observes, that the hypostases of
Wisdom -- Sophia, in the Hellenistlc age, is merely a re-
interpretation of the Kore or "Earth Malden/Mother" concept
of earlier times. He notes, interestingly enough, a parallel
in the use of the Hebrew N1, which is a feminine noun.™
Let us turn then to a brief survey of the Greek material
relevant to our topic.

The first name we come upon is that of Pherecydes
(sixth century) of Syros. He related the myth wherein Zas
bestows a robe upon Chthonie, upon which the earth and ocean
are depicted.2 Thus, creation takes place by an unfolding
process., We shall have occasion to reconsider this theme
in rabbinic literature.

The first major school of Greek thought which we
shall consider are the Milesians. Thales (c. 624~546) held

that the earth floats on water.5 Furthermore, water is the
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material cause of all things. All things are full of gods,
This may\be proven by the reactions of magnetic substances.
This last point does not necessarily make Thales a religion-
ist.4 As Zeller notes, "We have no grounds for assuming
that he distinguished expressly between matter and the cre-
ative force as deity or mind or world—soul.“5

For Anaximander (c. 610-545), the basic substance
was the "Boundless" to which all would return. "... The
boundless was conceived by him as something spacially un-
bounded (infinitum) and at the same time of indefinite
quality (indefinitum).“6 It is eternal and indestructible.
Its motion 1s eternal, and this brings about the origln of
the world. There is, however, no alteration in the first
element. The opposites in the substratum, which is bound-
less, are separated out. The primary substance caeannot be one
of the four elements since these exist in palrs of opposites
while it is infinite. The hot (dry) and the cold (wet) be-
come the sun and earth, respectively. Life itself begins in
the sea. There 1s a periodic alternation of creation and
destruction in the universe. There is, therefore, a succes-
slon of worlds, without beginning or end. Similarly, there
may be the simultaneous existence of inmmerable world sys=-
tems in infinite space.

The final Milesian, whom we shall consider is An-
aximanes (flourished 585-524). For him, air is the prime

matter. Like Anaximander, the prime substance here, too, is
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boundless and in perpetual motion. Through its eternal motion,
air undergoes two changes. The first is rarefaction, which
leads to loosening, warming, and ultimately fire. The second
is condensation which leads to contraction and cooling.

This latter leads in turn to the formation of wind, clouds,

water, earth and stones.

The next school which we shall consider are the
Pythagoreans . Py thagoras (flourished 5%2-496) develops his
cosmology via "Boundless breath." His position 1s similar,
in substance, to that of Anaximanes.r7 Generally speaking,
it is the theory of transmigration which distinguishes
Pythagorean philosophy. The fundamental doctrine is that the
nature of things is mumber. "Thus the anthropological dual-
ism of body and soul was extended to the cosmic dualism of
metter and form, or, &as they expressed it, of the unlimited
and the limit.“8 The 1limit probably was fire, while the
boundless was darkness. There was a plurallty of worlds,
wherein the heavenly bodies were conceived of as "Eheels of
air." Thus, Pythagoras approaches Aniximander.9 Smith cites
the following passage from the Physics of Aristotle which
describes the cosmogony of Pythagoras:

An& the Pythagoreans s&y that there is a voild,
and that it enters into the heaven itself from
the infinite air, as though it (the heaven) were
breathing; and this void defines the nature of
things, jnasmuch as it js a certain geparation
and definition of things that lie together; and

this is true first in the case of numggrs, for
the void defines the nature of theseo
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The later Pythagoreans carried this system still
further. "This construction of the world out of numbers was
a real process in time which the Pythagoreans described in
detail."ll The numbers are the formal and material cause of
things. Thus, odd and even become the equivalents of limit
and unlimited, which was, of course, one of the original
principles underlying Pythagorean cosmology. Xenophilus de-
scribed the process as follows: first there was the "monad,"
then the "Dyad," then the number, then points, then lines,
surfaces, and finally solids. The earth and the universe
are spheres. Archytas (first half of the fourth century)
built upon this and declared that the substance of all things
is the concrete unity of form and matter.12 The nature of
reality lies in matter. "The moving primary force makes the
matter of elements into bodies.“15

The third school in our consideration is that of
the Eleatics., Here we shall find a greater diversity of posi-
tion than in the former two schools. The first of the Eleatics
whom we shall consider is Xenophanes (c. 570-475). Xenophanes
was essentlially a pantheist, who taught that the unity of
everything was the "all-One" or God. He was organically and
Immanently related to this world. Xenophanes took clear ex-
ception to the anthropomorphic representation of God by the

14
poets, The earth was the first substance in his system.

He taught "For all things come from the earth, and all things
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end by becoming earth. INor we are all sprung from earth and

gater." (fragments 8 and 9)15 It is not clear whether or

not he held the world to be infinite. His conception of God,
however, 1is quite cleare.

One god, the greatest among the gods and men,

neither in fomrm 1ike unto mortal nor in thoughteese.

He sees all over, thinks all over, and hears

all over. DBut without toil he swayeth all

things by the thought of his mind. And he

abideth even in the self-same place, moving

not at all, nor doth it befit him to g0 about

now hither now thither.

strictly speaking, Heraclitus (ce 544-484) may not
be an Eleatic, yetb nis position 1is most clearly set forth
against the background of the Eleatics. Indeed he stands 1in
opposition to some of the Eleatics, especially Parmenides.
"Tike Xenophanes, Heraclitus started from the observation of
nature; he comprehended this as a uniform whole; as such 1t
has nelther come into being nor does it pass away." The
essence of the world was to be found in the spiritual prin-
ciple of the Logos, &8 it was in the delty for Xenophanes.
The Logos, to which we shall have cause to return, was bound
up with the material substrate, fire. Thus, Heraclitus
tekes a position closer to the Ionians than to the Eleatics.
Also, unlike the Eleatics, he posited continuous changee.
"Tn the sams river we step and do not step; we are and we are
18

not." (fragment 81) The primary substance, fire, becomes

water, then earth, then water once more, and then fire.

All things are subject to change. The appearance Of sameness




is an illusion caused by the equilibrium of the vectors

operative. An analogy may be drawn to the metabollc process
in the human body =-- there 1s no complete anabolism. There
is a tension factor operative. DNelther pole can be reached
for this would imply the destruction of the other.19
God, for Heraclltus, 1is n_ . .immanent spirit which

creates nature, history, religion, law, and morality out of
himself."zo Thus, he develops a panthelsm involving unity,
eternal change, and the inviolability of the laws of the
world order. A most significant and controversial point in
Heraclitus is his Logos concept. Burnet takes one extreme
position. "In any case the Johannine doctrine of the Logos
has nothing to do with Heraclitus or with anything at all
in Greek philosophy, but comes from the Hebrew Wisdom litera-
ture.Zl On the other hand, it 1s asserted by Drummond,22
that in Heraclitus the Logos is eternal and is not simply a
term for discourse.

And if we have not evildence which justifies us in

ascribing conscious intelligence to the Logos of

Heraclitus, nevertheless we can hardly avoid the

conclusion that he must have used language which

was susceptible of dal fferent interpretation, and

was capable at least of suggesting the doctrine

of a later times
Similarly, Mills asserts, "It, the Logos, was a reasonable
force which inheres 1in the substance-matter of the world.

24 1t has, however,

There is nothing material without it."
no pre-existence.

The strongest opposition to Heraclitus came from
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Parmenides (c. 540-470). He asserted, "Being camnnot have a
beginning or cease to bej; for it camnot be created from Not-
Being or reduced to Not-Belng; it was never and never will
25

be, but 1s now continuous and undivided." Only the senses,
which are in error, tell of change. Reason does not do so.
with Parmenides, we may consider Melissus of Samos (flourished
c. 440), one of the Younger Eleatics. His line of argument
follows that of Parmenides, regarding the eternity of the
universe, "...but in divergence from him drew the inadmissable
conclusion that 1t must also be spacially without beginning

26
or end, that is to say infinite."

It was inevitable that an attempt would be made to
reconcile the positions of Heraclitus and Parmenides. This
was first undertaken by Empedocles (c. 495-435), He explalned
creation and destruction as being, in reallity, the separating
and mixing of eternal, immutable substances.

In the formation of the present world Love, which
was at first in the centre separated from Hate

by the substances, set up a vortex into which
the substances were gradually drawn; from this
mixture air or ether was first to be separated
by the rotary motion and formed the vault of
heaven; after this fire, which took up 1its
position immediately beneath air; from the earth,
water was pressed out by the rotation and from
the water, air again (that %s the lower atmos-
pheric air) was evaporated. 7

Like Empedocles, Anaxagoras (500~-428) deniled actual
coming into being or ceasing of existence. He stated "ooo

All coming into being consists only in a combination, and

all ceasing to be in the separation of already existing
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gubstances, and each change of quality rests on a change of
28
material composition.® He gives no explanation, however,
for this motion. His most significant ldea 1s a conception
of mind as distinct from matter. The distinction lies in the
simplicity of mind vig-a-vis the composite nature of matter.
Matter itself is composed of a divisible nature of uncreated
particles. His cosmogony proceeds as follows: in the origi-
nal state there were mixed particles; the mind then created
a vortex; and, ultimately, this led to a separation of these
particles.
There is but a single statement of Leucippus (fifth
century) which concerns us. He observed, "Nothing occurs at
29
random, but everything for a reason and by necessity." This
notion will be consildered subsequently in our discussion of
certain aspects of the rabbinic concept of creation.
The last of the pre-Socratics, whom we shall con-
sider is Democritus (c. 460-370).
Democritus, like Parmenides, was convinced of the
impossibility of an absolute creation or destruc-
tion, but he did not wish to deny the manifold of
being, the meption, the coming into being and ceas-
ing to be of composite things; and since all this,
as Parmenides had shown, was unthinkable without
not—beingz he declared that not being 1is as good
as belnge. 0
In our treatment of Plato (427-347), we shall first
consider some general factors and then turn to a more detalled

look at the cosmogony of the Timaeus. Prior to the creation

of the world, the material was 1in a state of irregular motion.
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Through some process of natural necessity, the infinite#imal
particles came together sccording to like kinds, and inﬁ
separate regions formed the four elements, 1e0¢,y water, earth,
air, and fire. Thus, we can see & marked similarity to the
position of Democritus and the atomists .--the difference being
that for the atomlsts the tiny particles constituted real
being, while for Plato they assumed the status of co-causes
jn creation. The ideas &are the real world. Similarly, the
two differ regarding the significance of natural law. For
Pemocritus this 1s the only moving force, while for Plato, it
is merely an instrument of the divine minde.
Plato knows of no creation ex-nihilo. Indeed such
an ldea seems foreign to all of Greek thought. Creation, for
Plato, appears to be the reduction of the primal chaos into
an ordered cOSMOS. All this 1is accomplished through the self-
moving soul, the Demiurge.

All reason and knowledge in the universe and in te

particular have their origin in hime... Thus the

whole universe 1s a great 1living creature comprising

mortal and immortal beings, &a visible God, & coODY

of the God comprehended by thought, big, beautiful,

magnificent and perfect of its kind.%l

In the Timaeus, Plato develops the notion that God

js all good. Since He desires to extend His goodness to
others, He creates the world. In so doing, He first created
a perfect pattern, which was 1tself living and divine. From

this pattern he created the material worlde.

If the world be indeed fair and the artificer
good, it is manifest that he must have looked to
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that which is eternalecee Everyone will see that

he must have looked to the eternal; for the world
igs the fairest of creations and he 1s the best of
causes. And having been created in this way, the
world has been framed in the likeness of that which
is apprehended by reason and mind and 1s unchangeable,
and must therefore of n%%essity, if this is admitted,
be a copy of something.

The material world is made of fire, alr, water, and earth
in four equal parts. Tts shape is that of & sphere. Its

proportion, four, and 1its shape, spherical, constitute &

perfect number and a perfect shape. Thus, we can see the ex- |
tent of the Pythagorean influence on Plato.55 The joining of
the four elements is accomplished by the laws of harmony, an-
other Pythagorean concept. As we have noted above, the cre-
ated world is itself divine.54 Like Heraclitus, Plato held
that all the elements are in flux, only space remains con-
stant.55 Man is a microcosm and 1s partly divine and partly

36
materials.

For Aristotle (384-322), cosmogony would be super-
fluous, since he was among the first to formulate the theory
of the eternality of the world. An eternal universe would
have, by definition, neither beginning nor end., How he ar-
rives at the eternallty of the universe may be of some inter-
est for us in that he does SO by first refuting Plato's
cOSmogony .

The eternity of the universe follows as a natural
consequence Of the eternity of form and matter v
and from the fact that motion is without beginning
and end. The assumption, sndeed, that the world
is originated but will last forever overlooks the

fact that coming into peing and passing away vir-
tually condition each other. Only that can be
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everlagging which excludes both the one and the
other.

The next school which we shall consider 1is that of‘
7eno and the Stoics. There {s reason to believe that Zeno
(c. 334=-261) himself was of Semitic or half-Semitlc origin,38
God formed the world by converting part of the filery vapor
of which he consists into alr and water. He remained within
these substances as the immanent, formative force. He caused
one-third of the water to raln down as earth, while the
second third became air, and the remaining third was unchanged.
The air created from the water became fire after rarefactlon.
This was the elementary fire. The process of creation, then,
was the formation of the body of the world as distinguished
from God, Who is its soul. Silnce this creation took place
in time, ultimately it will be consumed again into fire and
the cycle repeated once more. Thus, there 1s an endless suc-
cossion of creation and destruction of worlds.59 Since the
same process always operates in the identical fashion, each
of the infinite number of worlds is identical. Indeed, each
of these worlds is populated by the same people, who share
the same history down to the last detail°40 Knoxy thus makes
the following astute observation regarding Stoic cosmogony;
"In theory it was monothelstic; 1n practice it might or might
not be., If God is immanent in all things, you can worshilp
anything, on the ground that you are worshipping not it, but

41
God present in it."
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The dualism of spirlt and matter is a fundamental
concept of the Neo-Pythagoreans, This being the case, God
as spirit, or pneuma, has no direct contact with matter.

Consequently, they developed a concept of the Demiurge simie

lar to that found in the Timaeus. The ldeas became arche=
types, somehow releated to Pythagorean Numbers and similar to
the Aristolelean Forms.

Pythagoras 1s said to have revealed such doctrine
to his band and to have veiled 1t in his theory
of numbers, Plato to have borrowed it from him.
The later neo-Pythagoreans, particularly Numenius,
referred to the revelation still further hack to
Moses, This 1s due to Philo's influence.

Numenius (second half of the second century) was a
Neo=Pythagorean and a Platonist. His work is, therefore, syn-
cretistic, and also shows a considerable dependence upon

Philo and Christian Gnostics. His most characteristic doc=

trine is that of the three gods. The first 1s the supreme
and supersensible deity. The second is the Demiurge who gave

form to material things. The third is the ereated universe
itself,

Beginning with the distinction of God and matter,

the unit and the indeterminate dyad, he widened

the gap between the two to such an extent that he
regarded any direct influence of God on matter as
Impossible and was conseguently led (like the Gnostic
Valentine) to insert the world-creator or Demiurgos
as a second God. The world itself he called the
third God.43

Plotinus (204-269),11ike Plato, begins his system
with the Idea of God. The concepts of emergence from end

return to God lie between these two notions, God, Nho is perfect,
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is self-sufficient. The baslic problem, then 1s how and why
did creation take place?

The emmanation of the world from the Godhead 1s

an Overflowing in which the Godhead is as un-

changed as light when it throws its gleam Into

the depths of the darkness. But as its gleam

becomes less and less strong with the 1lncrease

of distance from lts source, so the creations of

the Godhead are only a reflection of its glory,

which reflection becomes less and less bright
and finally ends in darkness.

Zeller holds that this i1s, then, a dynamlic panthelsm
rather than a true doctrine of emanations, in that the pri-
mary being remains discreet from and external to the deriva-
tive.45 The process of emanation (using this term for lack
of a better one, as per Zeller) occurs in three phases. The
first phase is that of "spirit" or "thought" (nous). From
this, "soul™ emerges. "As the light gradually fades away in-

o darkness, the streaming out of the dlvine essence degen-
n46

erates finally in matter.
Sallustius 1s the last of the Greek thinkers whom

we shall consider. For Sallustius, the world is eternal,

and yet it 1s made by the gods. He resolves this seeming
paradox in a most unique manner. It is neither made by craft

nor begotten of God. The world

seo 13 a result of quality of God just as light

1s the result of a quality of the sun. The sun

causes light but the light 1s there 1s soon as 1
sun 1s there. The world is simply the other side, i
as 1t were, of the goodness of God, and has

existed as long as that goodness existed.47

Sallustius was the friend and tutor of the emperor Jullan.
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He was closely connected with Julian's attempt to restore

paganlism, Hence, his positlon reflects a well thought-

out confrontation of Jewish, Christian and Gnostic teachings.
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CHAPTER III
HELLAS AND JERUSALEM: THE MEETING OF TWO TRADITIONS
A. THE JEWS OF ALEXANDRIA

The city of Alexandria, one of the few truly cosmopoli~
tan centers of the ancient world, was the locus of the full-
ost impact of Hellenism on Judaism. Of course, Greek
thought enjoyed a wide area of influence prior to Alexander
and the growth of the city which bore his name. Yet, his
career and the emergence of this city marked the full flower-
ing of Hellenistic culture ard its impinging upon the Semitic
world.

The centre of this movement was Alexandria, where in

1iveliest intercourse of the people of the Orient

and Occident the amalgamation of religions was com=

pleted on the grandest scale., Here at the beginning

of our era, two tendencies in mystic religious

Platonism became prominent. One of these accorded

more with the Greek, the other with the Oriental 1life.

They were the go-called neo-Pythagoreanism and the

Judaic-Alexandrian philosophy e Both seem to have

gone back to the attempt to develop into a scientific

theory, with the help of Platonism, the views which

had been fundamental in the Pythagorean mysteries.

The Creeks were quick to take notice of the Jews, the
nation of philosophers, dwelling in their midste. Greek
authors reported that the Jews meditated daily on theologi-
cal questions. They spent their evenings in the study of
astronomy and in prayeroz This notion developed by Theo-
phratus and others derived from their equation of the

Jerusalem priesthood with the astrologically-oriented priest-

hood of Egypt and Babylonia.Astrology and astronomy were
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pasic disciplines for Plato, Aristotle, and, the latter's
pupil, Theophratus.

In like manner, Clearchus reports of a meeting be-
tween Aristotle and a n;ise Jew" who was conversant in matters
pertaining to the freeing of the soul from the body. This
Jew furthermore, demonstrated his abilities to effect such
a separation.

There are extant Egypto-Greek writings which
praise the Jews!' dsvotion to their faith, and the purity of
that faithe. Heketalos is representative of such authors.

He, apparently, received his information from the Kohen Gadol

of his day. Heketaios' account of the Jews 1s the best one
extant in Greco-Roman 1iterature.4

This generally favorable attitude toward the Jews
is the product of the time when the two cultures had rela-
tively little political contact. However, when the Jews
spread out and established Diaspora comnunities, when they
became engaged in proselytization, and when the Hasmonean
dynasty arose, these attitudes of respect and friendshlp
changed to suspicion and animosity. The Greeks viewed the
expansion of the Hasmoneans &s a further encroachment of the
barbarians. It is at this point that we find the manifesta-
tions of adverse attitudes towards Jewish “particularness"

in diet, etc. and thelir social and religious nexclusiveness.”

Furthermore, the success with which the proselytizing
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sctivities of the Jows met, especially in Rome and Alexandrila,
1ed to further anti-Semitic feelings. One might well ask why
the attitudes towards the Jews did not reflect the well esatab-
1ished patterns of Greco-Roman tolerance? The answer 1is
quite simple. Inasmuch as the Jews would not acknowledge the
Brimacz of Greek culture, they were considered as barbarians
and, indeed, as less-than-humans by viptue of their deviation
from and opposition to Greek cultic life.5

We shall turn, at this point, to our ma jor concern 1n
this section, the products of the encounter between Judaism
end Hellenistic thought. Moore observes several l1iterary and
other ideational gimilarities which he considers to be products
of Greek influence in Palestine. Thus, he notes the common
occurence of the Narclssus legend in the Jerusalem (Nedarim
26d4) and Babylonian (Nedarim ob and Nazir 4b) gglgggig.s
He cites the esoterlc works of the Essenes &s reflections of
the secret documents of the Pythagoreans. There seems to be
a similarity between late Biblical passages (Isa. 38:10;
Job 38:17; Pealms O:14; 107:18; Isa. 5:l4; Habe 2353 Proverbs
27:20; 30:15f) dealing with Sheol as the common abode of the
dead and the Hades of Homer (odyssey x1) and virgil (Aeneid
Vi)e. on the other hand, he declares,

Whether Greek ideals of the immortality of the soul

and retribution after death-popular or philosophical -

were widely ert er tained, or mt, in a centre of Hel-

lenic culture like Alexandria in the first century

before the Christian era, it is certain that the de-
velopment of conceptions of the hereafter 1in authentic




33

Judaism wegt on its own way unaffected by the alien
influence.

Baer notes still other gsimilerities. He draws at-
tention to the gsimilarities in format between the Eighteen
Benedictions, a product of the Tarmeim, and the Hiketides of
Aeschylus. This does not, he maintains necessarily imply a
direct Greek influence, but rather that the Jews were not
unique in developing this sort of 11turgy.1o He deals at
great length with the similarities between Py thagorean and
Christian asceticism and the asceticism found among such
Tannaim as Phinehas b. Jair and in the program stated by
Simon the Righteous in Agggg.ll

He ssserts that there 1s a basic similerity between
the institutions of the Sanhedrin and the Platonic and
Pythagorean Academies. The latter were also political instil-
tutions, @.ges the Pythagorean Academy in Southern Italy.

One of the explicit goals of the Pletonic acadenmy was the
training of the "philosopher-king.“12 The academy of Plato
and the Sanhedrin sought in 1ike measure to effect the reali-
zation of the ideal state. "They came to build their poli-
tical state on earth, according to the pattern which was
found in heewen.“lz5 Similarly, he conslders, the Mishnalc

statement (Sanhedrin 4:5) that all men were created in the

image of God and yet each appeared different, as reflecting
the Platonic "idea."™ ™This statement flows from the basis

of their doctrine that the terrestial man was fashioned




according to the pattern of the celestial man, who was created
in the likeness and the 1mage (of God)."14

Liebermen deals at great length with the cultic
end ritual similarities in Jewish and Greek worship. Animals
barred from heathen gacrifices on the basis of their leges
sacrae, were similarly disqualified from Jewish sacrifice by

the rabbis, on the basis of Mal, 1:8 (cf. Bab. Sukkah 5la).

O0f course, there were additional rabbinic prescriptions.15
In like manner, the Temple of Herod, while bullt along Bibli-
cal lines, had adormments not mentioned in Scripture. From
this, Lieberman concludes "There was & general pattern in
the ancient world of temples and sacrifices with which the
Jews shared."™

Certain cultic personalitles were apparently
shared with the Greeks. Lieberman cont ends that "The Rabblis
not only identified Eve with Isis, but apparently also com=~

17
pared the Biblical Eve to the Greek one." Both Lieberman

18
gnd Baer see a Greek origin to the gilding of the bull of
Bikkurim. Baer maintains that this follows the pattern of
Deme ter worship.l9
The whole sacrificial pattern becomes meaningful
in light of Greek practice and influence. In this light,
the rabbinic passages regarding ) E ?\N become clear. Simi-
larly, the question of blemishes in sacrifices 1is elucidated.

What is improper for the table of an idol can
certainly not be brought on the Jewish altar.
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We can therefore expect striking similarities be-

tween the Jewlish and ngg-Jewish rules regarding

defects and blemishes.
Simllarities are also to be observed between the regulations
on entering the Temple, and Pythagorean cultic practice.21
Parallels may be found in other areas of behavior in the Sanc-
tuary, its structure, and function to general practice in the
Greek world.zz The examples which we have considered'... are
gufficlent to demonstrate the common patterns of worship
which prevaliled in the Mediterranean world during the first
century B.C.E. and C.E.”zs Lieberman also notes Greek paral-

24

lels in the natural science and medical knowledgezsof the

rabbis,

A ma jor area for our consideration in tracing
Hellenistic inroads into Jewish culture is that of rabbinic
methods of interpretation of Scripture. Despite certain
fundamental similarities, to which we shall subsequently turn,
we must bear in mind that

The early Jewish interpreters of Scripture did not
have to embark for Alexandria in order to learn
their rudimentary method of linguistic research.

To meke them travel to Egypt for this purpose would
mean to do a cruel injustice to the intelligence
and acumen of the Palestinian sage., Although they
were not philogists in the modern sense of the word
they nevggtheless often adopted sound philological
methods.

Daube, however, asserts that the Greek influence
was somewhat greater.zv_ Nonetheless, he malntains, the
rabbis did not slavishly adopt foreign methods. The Hel-

lenistic methods were adopted in the first pre-Christian
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ecentury, which marked the beginning of the "classical™ period
of Tannaitic creativity. Furthermore, what material, the
rabbis did borrow, they thoroughly Hebraized.2® Shemaiah
and Ablatipn, Hillel's teachers are represented in the litera-
ture as being proselytes. If they were not natives, then,
at least, they studied in Alexandria. "So there is a prima
faclie case for a direct connection between Hillel's seven
norms of interpretation and Alexandria, a centre of Hellenis-
tic scholarship.nzg

Hillel attempted to overcome the antithesis between
tradition and rationality as bases for law. This was a com-
mon problem with which Cicero, a contemporary of Hillel, also
worked. Furthermore, Hillel asserted that lacunae in Scrip-
tural law might be filled through the utilization of certain
forms of reasoning. This was, in fact, sound rhetorical
method and resembles the "ratiocinations®™ of Cicero.
Hillel's position, that the products of these interpretations
have the same status as the original law, is also paralleled
in the statements of the rhetorician.

There was the distinctlion, similarly, among the

Greeks between an "oral law" or nomoi agraphol (ius non

scriptum or per manus traditium) and a "written law®™ or nomoi

eggraphol (ius Scriptum)}. However, we must bear in mind that

the nomoi agraphoi of the stolcs, often referred to what we

would call "law of nature." Daube does not take notice of

thi.So
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+eeThere is an ideal which at first sight looks
the exclusive property of the Rabbis, for whom
the Bible had been composed under divine inspira-
tion: the lawgiver foresaw the interpretation of
his statutes, deliberately confined himself to a
minjmum, relying on_the rest belmg inferable by
a proper exegesis.

This, too, 1s found among the Greek orators. The ancient
legislators among the Greeks and Romans had enjoyed a semi-
divine status. Cicero, too, maintained that only the basic
detalls had been laid down by the lawgiver. The detalls
were to be derived by inference. In regulating related cases,
the lawglver, Hillel maintained, picked the most common
cases and relates the other possibilities by analogy. This
notion is also found in Cicero.

Hillel's jurisprudence, then, i.e., his theory of

the relation between statute law, tradition and

interpretation, was entirely in line with the

prevalent Hellenlstic ideas on the matter. The

same is true of the details of execution, of the

methods he purposed to give practical effect to

his theory. The famous seven norms of hermen-

eutics he proclaimed, the seven norms in accord-

ance with which Scripture was to be interpreted,

hitherto looked upon as the most typical product

of Rabbinism, all of them betray thg influence of

the rhetorical teaching of his age. 1

In like manner, there are similarities to be found

in terminology. This nomenclature was, however, thoroughly
Hebraized. Thus, there was no literal, in toto, adoption of
the Hellenistic rhetorical terminology. That the utiliza-
tion of these modes of exegesis was wldespread 1s attested
to by their employment in the New Testament as well as the

01d Testament, There are certain differences between the
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utilization of these modes in the two works. The 0ld Testa-
usage

ment tends to popularj, while the New Testament usage was more

technical., Two examples will serve to illustrate thls point.

Both works employ the & fortiori syllogism, the gqal vehomer.

In Genesls 44:8, Joseph's brothers use this to prove that
they have not stolen gold and silver from Joseph. In Matthew
12:10ff, Jesus infers that if a sheep which fell into a pit
can be saved on the sabbath, how much the more can a man's
life be savedl

It is the naturalness of the rhetorical categories
and methods in the former sense, their soundness as
doctrine and in practice, which accounts for their
adoption, in one form or another, in so many parts
of the Hellenistic world. Recently it has been
shewn (sic) that Philo was acquainted with them, and
the conclusion has been drawn that he was influenced
by Palestinian Rabbinism., But it is far more likely
that he came across them in the course of his general
studies at Alexandria. We have before us a scilence,
the beginnings of which may be traced back to Plato,
Aristotle and thefr contemporaries. It recurs in
Cicero, Hillel and Philo - with enormous differences
in detall, yet au fond the same. Cicerd did not sit
at the feet of Hillel, nor Hillel at the feet of
Cicero; amd there was no need for Philo to go to
Palestinian sources for this kind of teaching. As
we saw, there are indeed signs that Hillelt's ideas
were partly imported from Egypt. The true explana-
tion lies in the common Hellenistic background,
Philosophical instruction was very similar in out- 20
line whether given at Rome, Jerusalem or Alexandria.

The influence of Hellenistic philosophy was not
confined to Hillelt's time. It was also to be found both
before and after him. One hundred and fifty years after
Hillel, the systems of Akiba and Ishmael were concelvable
only against the context of contemporary rhetoric, This

Influence was not confined merely to the domain of Sckiptural




L—

39,

; interpretation. The distinctions between rational and non-

rational law, 1.6., p ‘gfaQAL and P'{)Iﬂ probably preceded j
Plato. The process by which this influence was transmitted ﬁ
probably involved a cross-fertilization. One should bear in
mind that there 1s an area of difference as vast as that of

the similarities pointed out in the preceding disu':ue.sion.:f':5

There are, furthermore, certain clearly distin-
guishable Greek influence on the Aggada., It is in the area
of stylistlc consideration that this influence is clearly
visible. Certain forms predominate such as the diatribe and
the dialogue. Flctional dlialogues are found between Biblical
personages, sages, and God. Others include dialogues based
on a free dramatization of Biblical narratives, and those
involving personifications, e.g., the Torah. The diatribe
may employ the imtroduction of objections by some opponent.,

The formula r (ﬂ&/ 2 it (<0

was frequently employed, particularly for statements emanating

from Gnostic sources. That is to say, in these passages the
rabbis were quoting the real statements of their opponents.
The same background 1s found for such introductory formulae
as PLONICD ‘NJ‘\ \NKO ‘NS LYVILC ) />
AN LEIYS AN ICana WNICQ Tyl NPO) 34

There 1s an Interesting Greek parallel to be found

in a recurrent figure found in the Aggada.. There is a marked
similarity between the accounts of the location of the ii]}g]?

and heathen divination. ™The Jews adopted the same course
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(as the heathens), substituting the school or synagogue for
the heathen temple. This was not considered forbidden divi-

nation but a QO l“}.& TOY (N !IC) from Heaven, a kind of
w35

prophecy. A similar situation was found in early Christi-

anity, cf. Matthew 19:21. But, as compared to the Greek I
oracles, the j1) N?was clear and unambiguous, needing no in-
terpretation.

These comparisons between Hellenistic and Palestinian
Haggadah testify not only to an early contact between
these two branches of the same tree, but ... to the
parallel growth of literal and figurative exegesis in
both countries. This may be looked upon either as a
cause, or as a result of thg ruling forces in the
realm of religious thought. 7

Lieberman raises serious questions and objections
to the alleged ban, lmposed by the Rabbls, against Greek
wisdom.38 The law, which 1s referred to in the various
sources, only prohibits the teaching of Greek thought to
children. It appears that the motivation for the ban lay in
the fear of assisting informers against Judaism., Now such
a fear could only center about children who were as yet un-
trained and untested. Certalinly, it could not apply to ma-
ture adults who might seek ingtruction in Greek thought.39

Although we do not know exactly what the Rabbls
designated by the term Nt !t ANDOh s Greek
Wisdom, it 1s obvious that in our case it com-
prised information which would help the individual
in his assoclation with the educated Hellenisgtic
circles of Palestine. The Rabbis had therefore a
Jewish chamnel through which Hellenlstic culture

could be conveyed to them if they wanted to avall
themselves of it .40
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B. THE APOCRYPHA AND PSEUDEPIGRAPHA

"He created me from the beginning, before the world; the
memorial of me shall never cease.®™ Ecclesiasticus 24:9

One of the baslc collections of the literary re-
mains of the Alexandrian-Hellenistic period in Jewish thought
is the Apocrypha and Pseudepligrapha. While it may well be,
as Pfeiffer maintains,41 that part of these works are Pales-
tinian in origin, the basic Hellenlstic influence cannot be
denied, Particularly in regard to such works as Becclesiagti-

cus and The Wisdom of Soloman, it has been observed that

They found iIn the Greek schools spiritual doctrines
about the divine Reason amd the divine Wisdom which
governed and ordered all things, and detected in
them a close relation with the Bible of the Wisdom
and Word of God. Desiring to display Judaism as a
philosophical faith, they were naturally led to
assoclate the Hellenistic attributes of Sophia4§nd
Logos with the images of Hokmah and the Dabar,

At this point, then, we shall turn to a brief survey of the
concepts of creation and the hypostai}zation of wisdom 1n
the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, We shall follow Charles'

43
editions and divisions of these works.

1 TII Maccabees

In II Maccabees we find the account of the martyrdom of
the mother and her seven sons. The mother exhorts her
youngest son "... 1lift thine eyes to heaven and earth and
look on all that is therein, and know that God did not make
them out of the things that ex:&;ted." (ve 28)e Thus, we

o

have the doctrine of creatiqgjgg nihilo expounded for us.
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i1 Eecclesiasticus

The most important single book in the collections
ijs Ecclesiasticus or BenSira.44 The first verses of Ben Sira
(1:1-10) deal with the origin of wisdom. "All wisdom cometh
from the Lord and is with Him fof ever.™ (1:1) The parallel
here to Job 12:13, Prov. 8:22f and, as we shall note, Wisdom

of Solomon 7:26 and John 1l:1f, is quite striking. Another

verse draws our attention once more to Proverbs 8 ™Before
then all was Wisdom created, ard prudent insight from ever-
jasting." (v. 4). Wisdom emanated from God (1:9)

Another passage, 4:11-19, destribes the reward of
those who seek Wisdom. Here, too, Wisdom exists in some
special relationship to the deity. "They that serve her serve
the Holy One and God loveth them that love her." (v. 14)

~ Regarding this passage, Marcus observes that "The author of
Sirach 1s merely saying that Wisdom is the chamnel through
45

which God and man come into relation as master and servant."

Nonetheless, Marcus notwithstanding, we seem to have a rather

full hypostatization here.

Two subsequent passages deal with the blessedness
of him who seeks Wisdom (14:20-27) and how Wisdom is to be
attained (15:1-10). In the former, Wisdom is highly personi-
fied. 1In the latter, Wisdom is rather significantly linked,
if not identified, with the Law, "mor he that feareth the

Lord doeth this, and he that taketh hold of the Law findeth

her." (15:1)




The most important polint about Ben=-Sirats teach-
ing regarding the Law 1s that he identifles 1t

with Wisdom; but the way in which this identifi=-
cation is taken for granted shows that Ben-Sira
i{s not expressing a new truth, but one which in

his time had already become generally accepted;...46

The rest of this passage contlinues the personification of
Wisdom.

Two successive passages, 16:24-30 and 17:1=4,deal
with the creation of the world and man. Throughout, there
1s the notion of a cosmic plan used by God. "When God
created His works from the beginning, after making them He
assigned them their portions." (16:26) Regarding the crea-
tion of maen, he states, "He clothed them with strength like
unto Himself, and made them according to His own image."
(17:3) The Syriac version of this verse reads "By His wis-
dom He clothed them with strength and coﬁered them with
fear." The exact status of Wisdom iIn this reading is not
clear, Is it merely an attribute or is it a full assistant
or tool employed by God?

| The twenty-fourth chapter is an elaborate praise
of Wisdom. The entire passage bears a strong and marked
similarity to Proverbs 8:22ff, Wisdom emanates directly
from God. "I came forth from the mouth of the Most High and
as a mist I covered the earth. In the high places did I
fix my abode and my throne was in the pillar of cloud."
(ve 3f) There is a clear parallel here to Genesis 1:2, and

Wisdom seem to be identified with the Spirit of God.
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Here we have, therefore, the germ of the later

teaching; but a great advance was made as early

as the last quarter of the second century B.C.,

for in the Book of Wisdom, the identification of 47

Wisdom with the Holy Spirit 1is implicitly taughtjeee.
Wisdom 1s pre-existent and 1s found with God "™He created
me from the beginning, before the world; the memorial of me
shall never cease.” (v9) There is a close parallel here
to John 17:5. Finally, this chapter contains the identifica-
tion of Wisdom with the Torah. "All these things are the
boo k,of the covenarmt of God Most High, the Law which Moses |
commanded as an heritage for the assemblies of Jacob.® (v23) ‘

The next passages which we will consider are to be

found in chapter 33. Here, the auvthor discusses God's dif-
ferentiating in nature. "By God's great wisdom they were
distinguished, and He differentiated seasons and feasts.”
(ve 8) The context, however, makes it difficult to deter-

mine whether this 1s a hypostatization or merely an adjec-

tive describing God. A subsequent verse suggests the latter

possibility. "In His great wisdom God distinguished them, | f 9
and differentiated thre ir ways." (v. 11)

In 39:12-35, there 1s an elaborate hymn in praise
of creation. Here, again, there is reference to a plan in
creation. Creation is achieved by the word of God. ™"The
works of God are all good and supply every need in its season. ; E
None may say: This 1s worse than that; for everything avail- :3
eth in its season. By His word, He ordereth the luminaries |

in the heavenly height, and by the utterance of His mouth |
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%Z in His treasury." (v16f) The similarity of verse 17 to
| Psalm 33:7 1s self-evident,
; Still another passage deals with creation by the
word of Gode "e.eooBy the word of God His works were formed,
and what was wrought by Hls good pleasure according to His
decree™ (42:15), The remainder of the chapter is a paean
on Creation. Chapter 43 contlnues this theme and deals with
the manifestations of God in nature. The opening verse may
refer to the concept of the emanation of light. "The beauty
of the heavenly height is the pure firmament, and the firm
heaven poureth out light." (43:1) It does not, as the fol=
lowing verses do, refer to the sun.48 Subsequent verses
(5 and 10) describe the funetioning of the word of God in
ordering creation. The remainder of the chapter suggests
a cosmic plan in that all created things serve a particular
function in a specified manner.

In the final chapter, in a poem describing how Ben

Sira acquired Wisdom (51:13-30), we again find it personi-

fieds One verse may serve to exemplify this material. ™"She

blossomed like a ripening grape, my heart rejoiced in her,
my foot trod in her footstep, from my youth I learned Wisdom." 1 Vﬁ

(v.15) Of course, this may be merely an allegorization,

111 The Wisdom of Solomon49

Next to Eccleslasticus, the Wisdom of Solomon is

the most significant work, for our consideration,in this 1F




collection. 1Indeed, there 1ls a rather clear relationship

between Ecclesiasticus and Wisdom of Solomon, as we noted

above,

Wisdom is highly personified in the sixth chapter
(12-25). Wisdom desires to be found. "Wisdom is radiant
and fadeth not away; and easily 1s she beheld of them that

love her, and found of them that seek her. She forestalleth

them that desire to know her, making herself first known."
(vel2) The description of wisdom in verse 12 appears to be 4

dependent on Proverbs 8, In fact, 12b reads as a variant of

Proverbs 8:17.

This theme 1s continued in chapter 7 and the first

verse of chapter 8, Solomon receives wisdom as the answer

to his prayer (1-7). There follows a tribute to the value

of wisdom (8-14)., Solomon's knowledge itself derives from
this gift of wisdom (15-22a), The remainder of the chapter

deals with the attributes, source and actlvity of wisdom. @

For there is in her a spirit quick of understanding,
holy, alone in kind, manifold, Subtil (sicl) freely
moving, clear in utterance, unpolluted, distinet,
that cannot be formed, loving what is good, keen,
unhindered, Beneficient, loving toward man, stead-
fast, sure, free from care, all-powerful, all=
surveying, and penetrating through all spirits that

are quick of understanding, Pure, subtil (sicl) o™
(vezf)

There are twenty-one qualities attributed to Wis=~
dom here. This number may represent the multiple of two
50
Ssacred numbers, seven and three. Wisdom penetrates and

pervades all (v.24), It is an effluence from the glory of
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God (v. 25) and from the everlasting light, "... an image
of His goodness™ (v. 26). This emanation of wisdom paral=

lels Ecclesiasticus 1:9. "And she, thought but one, hath

power to do all things; and remaining in herself, reneweth
all things" (v. 27). It has been suggested51 that this lat-
ter notion, along with the qualitles described in v. 227;
may stem from a Stoie influence. The notlon of a primeval
fire, or Logos, which remains essentially the same, despite
its manifestations in nature, is one common to Heraclitus
and to the Stoics.

The personification of wisdom continues in chapter 8.
Solomon desired wisdom "as a bride.," He wanted its help in
public and private matters. Wisdom is the gift of God. Simi-
larly, in chapter 9, Solomon prays for wisdom. Wisdom 1s
with God. "O God of the fathers, and Lord who keepest thy
merey, who madest all things by thy word; and by thy wlsdom
formedst man,..." (vlf) "We may, perhaps, see here the
truth of the statement that the writer of Wisdom was a fore-
runner of Philo. Word and Wisdom are here synonymous. Our
author chose Wisdom, Philo chose the Word as the intermediary
between God and the world."52 Wisdom dwells by God's throne
(v. 4). Another verse may allude to an influence from Plato. :
"Thou gavest command to build a sanctuary in thy holy moun-

tain, and an altar in the city of thy habitation, a copy of .

the holy tabernacle which thou preparedst aforehand from the




beginning." (v. 8) However, the idea of a "copy" 1is also
found among other Semitic peoples;.'S:5 Wisdom was God's tool
in the creation of the world. "And with thee is wisdom,
which knoweth thy works, and was present when thou wast
making the world, and which understandeth what 1s pleasing
in thine eyes, and what is right according to thy command-
ment€"(v. 9).,

Chapter 10 and the first verse of Chapter 11 de-
scribe how Wisdom has operated in history for the beneflt of
Israel, There is one final verse in Chapter 11 which is of
interest to us, "For thine all-powerful hand, that created
the world out of formless matter, = lacked not means to send
upon them a multitude of bears, or flerce lions." (v. 17)
Here, we have the concept of eternal matter. This 1s a most
significant passage and is open to at least two interpreta-
tions., First, that God created the formless matter prlor to
His ordering of the universe. Second, that the formless mat=-
ter was eternal. This latter position, it is argued, was
actually maintained by Philo and the Aleih@§rian community
with him.54 This position, if actually held by Philo and
the Alexandrians, is certainly not in keeping with either
Biblical or normative-Rabbinic Judaism, and will, indeed, be
frequently attacked by the latter.

Thus, we seem to have found, Pfeiffer to the con=-
trary,55 a rather complete hypostasis of wisdom. It is pre=

existent; it dwells with God; and it was His implement in
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creation. We shall have cause to return to these notions

again and again in our subsequent discussions.

iv The Book of Baruch or I Baruch

The entire section from 3:9-4:4, 1s devoted to the
praise of Wisdom. Pfeliffer makes a strong case for 1ts
Palestinian origin in the period of 150-100 B.C.E. He as-
serts, "The teaching of the poem on wisdom is strictly Pal=-
estinian, like Sirach's in contrast with the Hellenistic at=-
mosphere of Wisdom of Solomon: dm Alexandrian Jew would have
mentioned the Greeks rather than the Edomites and thelr
neighbors as the searchers for wisdom® (3:22f).56 Others
maintalin similar positions.

There is the quest for the source of Wisdom.
""Learn where 1s wisdom, where 1s strength, where is under=-
standing; that thou mayest know also where 1s length of days,
and life, where 1s the light of the eyes and peace. Who hath
found out her place? and who hath come into her treasures?"
(3:14f) There is a clear parallel here to Proverbs 3:16;
8:14; and Job 28, Wisdom 1s sought out by many peoples
(3:20-23), Wisdom lies far from man (3:29f - a passage with
striking similarity to Deut. 30:12f.). "There is none that
proveth her way, nor any that comprehendeth her path."™ (3:31)
As in Job 28:12-24, only God can find wisdom (3:32). God is
the Creator, Who sent forth light (v. 33) and apportioned

the watches of the stars (v. 34). "This is our God, and there
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shall none other be accounted of in comparison of him. He
hath found out all the way of knowledge." (3:35f) In what
may be a Christian gloss,58 thls Wisdom 1s bestowed upon
Jacob, the servant of God (3:37). The next verse (4:1a or
3:38 in the Greek) may similarly be a Christian gloss.
"Afterward did she appear upon earth and was conversant with
men." The subsequent passage clearly identifies Wisdom
with the Torah. "This is the book of the commandments of
God, and the law enduréth forever." (4:1b) The next two
verses echo Proverbs 3:16-18 and 4:13. The reference to

the shining brightness of wisdom (v. 3b) may be understood
In the context of Isa. 60:3., The final verse 1s a panegyric

on the lot of Israel, who knows what 1s pleasing to God.

v The Prayer of Manasses

Here we have, in the introduction to the prayer, a
description of God as Creator. That Creation took place by
filat is one theme of this passage. The other slgnificant
theme 1s that of the power of the name of God. "Thou who
hast made heaven and earth, with all the array thereof: Who
hast bound the sea by the word of thy command; Who hast shut
up the deep and sealed it with thy terrible and glorlous
name." (vv 2-4) This sealing of the deep is found agaln in
rabbinic material dealing with the "foundation stone." The

"setting of limits"™ echoes Job 38:8, 10f, and Psalm 104:9.

The power of the name of God, besides being found in connection
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with the "foundation stone,"™ is found in Ecclesgsiasticus 47:18

and Baruch 3:5,

vl The Book of Jubilees59

The account of the creation given here does not vary too
greatly from that in Genesis 1. There 1s a more elaborate

angelology here, however. Unlike the more common Midrashim,

the angels were created, according to this account, on the

first day.

60
vii The Book of Enoch (Ethiopic Enoch)

A large part of the books contain a gsort of cosmic geogra-

phy, “Enoch's" account of his tour of the universe. (ch, 18).
Wisdom is highly personified in a subsequent passage.
Wisdom found no place where she might dwell; then a ‘
dwelling-place was assigned her in the heavens. :
Wisdom went forth to make her dwelling among the
children of men, and found no dwelling-place; wisdom
returned to her place, and took her seat among the
angels., (42:1f)

Wie have seen thils theme before, and frequently, in Proverbs,

Job, Sirach and Baruch, i.e., the praise and heavenly origin

of Wisdom,

This theme is picked up once more in chapter 48 WAnd in
that place I was the fountain of righteousness which was inex-
haustible: and around it were many fountains of wisdom; and
all the thirsty drank of them and were filled with wisdom and
their dwellings were with the righteous and holy and elect.”

(48:1) This chapter weaves the theme of exalted wisdom with




that of the pre-existent "Son of Man." Of course, a good
deal of this may well be a later Christian interpolation.
The evidence for this seems particularly valld 1f we consider

61 These same motifs are carried

the New Testament parallels.
into chapter 49, "And with him dwells the spirit of wisdom,
and the spirit which gives insight, and the spirit of under-
standing and of might, and the spirit of those who have fallen
asleep at night."™ (49:3) With this relating of the divine Wis-
dom to the "Son of Man," we may be on our way to the complete
identification of the two made in the prologue to John}

This pralse of wisdom and its personification is
taken up in one final passage "And the righteous shall arise
from their sleep, and wisdom shall arise and be given unto

them." (91:10)

viii The Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs:
The Testament of Levi®o®

The reading in one of the manuscripts for 2:8 indicates,
perhaps, some relation to the "Light Stream.®™ "And further I
saw a second heaven far brighter and more brilliant, for there
was a boundless light also theréin." A second manuscript has a
similar reading. That this light emanates from some other
source 1s borne out by the following verse in two of the manu-
scripts. "And I said to the angel, Why is this s0? and the

angel sald to me, Marvel not at this, for thou shalt see another

heaven more brilliant and incomparable."
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In the third chapter, there is a description of a
series of heavens. As we have had cause to note (see chapter II
note 39 above), this idea is found frequently with varying de-

grees of significance in Rabbinic literature.

63
ix The Slbylline Books

The passage in Book III lines 8-28 deals with the
creation and the praise of God, the Creator. "Who by his word
created all, both heaven and sea and tireless sun and moon at
full and twinkling stars, mighty mother ocean, springs and i
rivers, fire immortal, days and nights." (lines 20-23) |

64 i
x II Enoch or the Secrets of Enoch (Slavenic Enoch) ‘

An Egyptian influence may appear in the account of

creation in chapter 25, It 1is, basically, the egg theory of
the universe.65 The notion of creation by emanation is also
present here., "And he came undone, and a great light came out.
And T was in the midst of the great light, and as there 1s born
light from light, there came farth a great age, and showed all
creation which I thought to create." (25:3) The significance
of the light in creation 1s elaborated in the subsequent chap-
ters (che 26-27). Limits were set to the sea, as in Psalm 104:9
and Proverbs 8:29 (ch. 28). The "B" version of chapter 29 de-
scribes the creation of the sun out of the primordial light of
the first day. Chapter 30 continues the creation account. The

objects created correspond, generally,to the account and sequence

given in Genesis 1:1-2:3. Wisdom is a personified entity used
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by God in creation "On the sixth day I commanded my wisdom to
create man...." (30:8) In what may be the result of a Pytha-
gorean influence, the number seven plays a significant part
in the description of the creation of man, Similarly, too,
the number four 1s used frequently. (30:8-15)

Chapter 47 presents a rapid review of the creation
with a tribute to God the Creator (especially verses four and
five), Finally, 49:1 again relates the theme that God is the

Creator of all,

xi1 II Baruch or Syriac Baruch6

God created the world by fiat. "When of o0ld there
wag no world with its inhabitants, Thou didst devise and speak
with a word, and forthwith the works of creation’‘stood before
Thee .," (19:17) The Law and Wisdom are, apparently identified.
"For Thou knowest that my soul hath always walked in Thy law,
and from my earliest days I departed not from Thy wisdom."
(38:4) This identification is made once more,

Also as for the glory of those who have now been

justified in My law, who have had understanding in

thelr life, and who have planted in their heart the

root of wisdom.... For over this above all shall

those who come then lament, that they re jected My law,

and stopped their ears that they might not hear wis-
dom or receive understanding. (51:3f)

xii III Baruch or Greek Baruch67

The chlef significance of this work, in terms of
our interest, lies in its enumeration and description of five

heavens. This motif, which we noted in previous material,




achieves some significance in Rabblinic literature.

xii3i IV Bzra or II Esdras68

There 1s a review of the Creation of the world, fol-
lowing the contents and sequence of Genesis 1:1-2:3 (6:38-59),
"Again I said: O Lord, of a truth thou didst apeak of the begin-
ning of the creation upon the first day, saying: Let heaven and
earth be madel and thy word perfected the work." (6:38) Light
was created from a divine source. ™Then thou didst command a
ray of light to be brought forth out of thy treasuries, that
then thy works might become visible," (6:40) There 1s some
similarity here to a passage in rabbirnic literature Talmud
Bébli Haglgah 12a, which we shall conslder subsequently.

In a subsequent passage, wiadom and the law are
jdentifieds ™...Thou disciplinest it through thy law, and
reprovest it in thy wisdom.,® (8:12) The world was created
by God, the sole Creator, to conform to His plan. "For there
was a time in the eternal ages when I prepared for those who
now exlst - before they had come 1nto being - a world whereln
they might dwell: and then none gainsaid me-for none existed.™
(9:18)

In concluding our consideration of this materlal we
might bear in mind that,"Although an immense literature has
grown up on the subject of these apocrypha, the truth 1is that
no one knows for certain to what extent they reflect views

shared by Mishnaic etutl'xor:l.i',:l.ess."69
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C. PHILO OF ALEXANDRIA

"Philo gives us a Greek skeleton, and clothes it

70
with a blend of Greek and Jewish flesh." In our considera-
tion of the cosmogony and cosmology of Philo, we shall first

turn to an examination of the background and gources of Phile

and then the content of his system. We shall reserve for the
end of thils discussion our consideration of the 1nfluence of
Philo upon the Rabbis.

From the point of his Jewish background, it has been
alleged that Philo studied Palestinian Midrash. He probably
visited Jerusalem more than once. Furthermore, prior to Philo,
some Palestinian Tannaim fled to Egypt during the persecution
of Hyrcanus.71 The passage in Talmud Babli Niddah 69b, refer-

ring to the twelve questions which the man of Alexandria asked
of Rabbl Joshua b. Hananya, may mean that R. Joshua was éctu-
ally in Alexandria. This problem 1s discussed by a great many

72
who do not see any necessary dependence here.

It has also been maintained that Philot's Jewish
sources were not "Jewish" as we now know it. ™"In-exact as are
the Hermetic and magical parallels to Philo's conceptions,
they strongly suggest Philot's Powers, and the whole picture
of Deity of which they are a part, were an adoption of concep-
tion from the religlous world of Graeco-Egypt and Persia.”7
But there 1is this difflculty-Philo repeatedly expresses a vio-
lent rejection of the Mysterles as found in the world of his

day. How then could he incorporate these theologlcal conceptions
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into his system? Of course, 1t would be possible if it took

place as a gradual process involving much time and many hands.

Such appears, indeed, to have been the case. Indeed, it would
seem that whenever one controverts some position, he may use
the notlons of that position in other, undisputed matters.

His conception of the Powers was clearly superior to the con-

temporary magic ard Hermetic usage. It was also superior to
the polytheistic tendencies of Alexandrian Gnostlcism. "Philo's
deity 1s notable because Philo refused to see the Powers as
anything but distinct flashes of the single divine nature as
apprehended from the human point of view.“74

Philo was, of course, in the neo-Platonic school.
But this did not exhasust the Greek influences upon him, There
is a definite Stoic strain to be found in Philo.75 "The pecu~
liar blending of Platonism and Judalsm was also cleosely related
to ...neo-Pythagoreanism, and was completed at the beginning
of our era in the so-called Alexandrian religious philosophy.

76
Philo of Alexandria was its leader.” Moore has summarized

succinctly the varlegated influences operative on Philo.

"The God of the Bible 1s in its own expressive
phrase a 'live God,! a God that does things; 4
Philots God 1s pure Being, of which nothing can

be predicated but that 1t 1is, abstract statle

Unity, eternally, unchangeably the same; pure im-
materlal intellect., Between the transcendent delty
and the material world of multiplicity and change,

of becoming and dissolution, is a gulf that must
somehow be spanned. The Neoplatonists in their time
endeavored to overcome the dualism of the system by
interspersing in descending order Nous, the universal
active 1ntelligence; Psyche, the universal soul; and
Primordial matter; remaining thus, so far as terms



went, in the Platonic tradition. Philo's Intermediary
is the Logos. Stoic influence is manifest in the

name and functions of the Logos, as it is in many
other features of Philo's system; but 1n meking it

a tsecondary deity,!' above which is a transcendent
God, he has made of it something widely different

from the immanent energetic Reason of the unlverse
which 1s the only God of Stoicism.”7

Thus, the very terminology which Philo employs betrays
external influence. The active manifest delty 1s Philo's Logos.
The twofold meaning of the Greek word (reason, utter-

ance) made it natural to appropriate for the Logos
what was sald of the divine wisdom and of the word
of God; and allegorical Ingenulty enabled Philo to
find the Logos in many other places and assoclations.”8
Finally, we ought to note the suggestion that ulti-
mately Philo's system stems from Babylonian and Perslan sources.
It has been claimed that there are strong Zarathustrian ele-
ments in Philots system.79
To comprehend Philo's notlon of the Logos, we shall
first conslder i1ts antecedents among the Stolcs and its devel=-
opment in Philo's Interpretation of the Timaeus of Plato. The
Stolc poslition, which we considered above, may be summarized
as follows: "Inert and motionless matter is formed to the most

beautiful world which is possible by the divine reason, or the

reasonable God, which is the Logos.“80 n

&
2 )
Coad,

In hls interpretation of the Timaeus, Philo, unlike
E}ﬁto, holds that matter i1s uncreated. In commenting on Genesis  °°
1:1-3, Philo uses the seven objects mentioned therein as Ideas,
Heaven is the idea of five; earth, the idea of earth; derkness,

the idea of air; water, the idea of water, 1.e., the "incorporeal

essence of water™; and the Spirit of God, the idea of spirit,
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i.e., the incorporeal essence of Spirit - ldeas of mind and soul,
The slixth ldea is that of light, the idea of sun, etc. Finally,

the abyss is the idea of the void. "This is indeed an interpre=

tatlion of Genesj(gmlbu eﬁr?_ﬁwoﬁ }‘erl/emsTjémaeui - not iang ’Elezgs of the

Timaeus as it waqﬁunderstood by Philo." The Timaeus has no

concept of "mind" or "soul." It refers to four elements, fire

explicitly,and the 1deas of celestial bodies. The ideas are
definitely :eternal for Plato, but they are created for Philo.
Philo jolned his interpretation of the Timaeus with one of the
Bible. Accarding to his visw of Seripture, the God of creation
and history is clearly distinguished from the absolute first

principle. The first principle 1s beyond personality and change,

and, hence, is incapable of relation to the sublunar world. It

is the Logos,or medlator between Godsthe First Principlesand mans

which he identifies with the God of the Bible. It 1s to the

Logos, that Philo would turn for those passages which speak of

God communicating with men. It 1s exceedingly difficult to as-

certaln whether Philo maintained that the Supreme God and the

Logos are two distinct entities. The commentators on Philo are

divided on this. Indeed, it is difficult to say whether he had

any consistent answer to this question at all.82

God, for Philo was of as uncertaln personallity as
were the powers, |
This must be the case for so long as the concept of
the Logos hovers between that of a personal being

distinct from God and that of an Impersonal divine
force or quality can it provlide even an apparent
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solution of the insoluable problem for which it is
required to make 1t comprehensible how God can be
present in the world and all its parts with his force
and activity, when he 1s by his very nature completely
"external to it and would be defiled by any contact
with 1t. 83

Out of a primordial chaotic mixture of matter, God created the
world through the instrumentality of the Logos. Again we have
a Platonlc as well as a Stoic parallel. Wolfson observes,

In our analysis of Philo we have found that the
relation of God to the Logos is that of Creator

to created, that the relation of the Logos to the
intelligible world is that of mind amd of the think-
ing of mind to its object of thought, and that the
relation of the intelligible world to the ideas is g4
that of the whole to the parts of which it consists.

Thus, we have seen that in Philo there is an abso-
lute transcendence of God, Himself, God has no direct contact

85
with the world. It has been noted that Philo's transcendence

is more absolute than that in the systems of other Alexandrians. %
The contact of God with the world is maintained through the

potencies or Ju¥a Hﬁlf .

These (Stoical) potencies were identified on the one
with the Platonic Ideas, and, on the other, with the
angels of the Jewish religion. Their unity, however, j
1s the ILogos, the second God, the content, on the

one hand of all original ideas, and on the other of

the theological formatége forces that reveal God's

presence in the world.

Thus, the Logos is, simultaneously, a divine potency and a

hypostasized entity. On the other hand, Abelson is reluctant
to see the Logos as "the second God."™ It is a manifestation
of God which is not yet God. It 1s an extension of God.a'7 As

we have seen, it would be most difficult to give a precise
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definition of the Logos in view of its mmltiple usages. "It

is the Mind of God, the Wisdom of God, the Glory of God, the

Agent of God in the creation of the world."’88

Thus, there 1s in the Philonic system the need for
an intermediary or system of intermediation.

He called these intermediate beings forces and de-
scribed them on the one hand as qualities of the
‘Delty, as ideas or thoughts of God, as parts of the
general force and reason that prevails in the world;

on the other hand, as servants, ambassadors and
satellites of God, or the executors of his will, souls,
angels and demons. He found it impossible to harmonize
these two modes of exposition and to glve a clear answer
to the question of the personality of these forces. All
these forces are comprehended in one, the Logos. The
Logos 1s the most universal lntermedliary between God and
the world, the wisdom and reason of God, the idea whilch
comprises all ideas, the power that comprises all powers,
the representative and ambassador of God, the instrument
of the creation and govermment of the world, the high-
est of the angels, the first born son of God, the second
God. He is the original pattern of the world and the
force which creates everything in it, the soul which is
clothed with the body of the world as with a garment .89
In a word he has all the qualitlies of the Stolc lLogos,
ingsofar as this 1is thought of as distinguished from

God as such and free from the characteristlcs which

were the result of the Stoic materialism.

Philo now takes the intermediary, this Logos, and
equates 1t with Wisdom, in its hypostatized usage. The Logos
thus becomes the divine pattern of which this world 1s a copy.
"Thus, the Logos can, at times, be almest an independent per-
sonal being, for the divine pattern of the Timaeus is itself
living and divine; hence Philo can say that 1t was to the
Logos that God said 'Let us make man in our own image and like-

91
nesg,'" Philo substitutes the term Logos for the term Nous.
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This makes it both natural and easy for Philo to equate Logos
with wisdom. Philo had Biblical exémples for the equation of
wisdom with the creative word of God. God created the world
with Wisdom (Jer. 10:12; FProv. 3:19). All of God's works are
done in Wisdom (Psalm 104:24)., God imparts His wisdom to man
(Prov. 2:6). It 1s personified (Prov. 1:8ff); it is identified
with the Torah (Sirach 24:23ff) and with the word of God (Wisdom

of Solomon 9:1f); all this by the time of Philo. 2

Wisdom, then, is only another word for Logos, and it

1s used in all the senses of the term Logose. Both
these terms mean, in the first place, a property of
God, identical with His essence, and, like His essence,
eternal. In the second place, they mean a real, in-
corporeal belng, created by God befare the creation of
the world. Third,...Logos means also a Logos immanent
in the world, and so, we may assure, wisdom could also
be used by Philo 1n the sense of one of 1lts constituent
i{deas, such, for instance as the idea of mind.93

The Logos is the pattern or plan used by God. It
is the first principal and archetypal 1dea.94

The Logos 1s viewed as an instrument, l.e., in the
Aristotelean terminology, it is the material and formal cause.95
The Logos is the instrument of creation.96 It is described much
as is Wisdom°97 But creation is not delegated to the Logos
as an Independent entity. "It is evident then that despite
his statements that God used the Logos as an instrument
through which the world was created, the creation of the
world, with the exception of the body and the irrational soul
of men, was considered by Philo as a direct act of God."98
Logos is to Philo what form is to Aristotle. God does not "need"

help. He uses 1t to teach men a leason. This is also used
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pedagogically to teach the impropriety of touching that which
is "unclean," which, for God, includes any matter. In addi-

99
tion, the Logos is the archetypal idea and the archetype of

Related to the preceding i1s the concept of the Light-

Stream,
the

In the solution of the problem of how unrelated God
could be the God of the universe Philo vividly fore-
shadows the thought of Plotinus. The sun was taken
as the figure, that orb whieh burns, to all appear-
ances, eternally, yet without need of fuel from out-
side itself. Independent of the world, a self-
sufficient existence, it sends out its great stream
of light and heat which makes life possible upon the
earth. Thils stream may be called a stream of light,
or of heat, or of life, or of creation. But the
stream itself 1s greater than any of these single as-
pects, since it includes them all, The aspects are
only convenlient abstraction for our immediate purpose,
for the stream from the sun is not a pluralistic col-
lection of independent elements, but 1s 1itself a unit.
It is not the sun, yet i1t 1s in a sense the projection
of the sun to us, or was so regarded by the ancients,
inasmuch as 1n ancient thou§ht light was a stream of
fire from a fiery source.l0

This formulation of the light stream 1s opposed by a Persianwi
one, wherein Osiris, the light God and Logos, has a wife,
Isis, who bears him Horus, the projection of the divine light
into the sublunar world. In this formulation utilizing the

female principle, "Horus would seem to be the Divine Stream

as clothed in matter, the cosmic Logos."102
The stream from God Philo accepts without question,
and gives varying formulations. First is that which
centered in the 'Female Principle.' Philo would not
have had far to look, if he had himself made the
search de novo, for the Jewlsh counterpart of this con-

ception. It was right at hand in_the Jewish Wisdom
which had in Greek become Sophia,l03
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or Logos because these were but different approaches
in Philo's mind to the same concept."109

Creatlion took place from a plan, i.e., it was a copy of the

cosmos noetos., Basically, creation is the imposition of law
110

on matter.

"It is obvious that Philo wrote the De Opificio to
demonstrate that the cosmogony and philosophy of Moses was that
taught by the Platonic and Neo-Pythagorean philosophers.“lll
As we have seen, he used the Timseus to explain the first chap-
ter of Genesls. He concludes with five points:

a) The existence of God, against the atheists.
b) The unity of God, against the polytheists.

¢c) The non-eternality of the universe.

d) The unity of the cosmos, against the Atomists.

e) The efficacious providence of CGod, not in the Stoic-
deterministic sense, but rather as immanent presence,
agaims t the Epicureans.112

The final issue which we shall consider is that of

the relation of Philo and Philonic exegesis to other Jewish

material. What we shall first consider is the relationship
of Philonic to Apocryphal and Pseudeplgraphical material.
Then we shall turn to a brief and cursory survey of certaln
representative positions on the question of the relationship ;
of Philonic to Palestinian-Rabhinic material. In this latter

area, we shall content ourselves with summarily describing the

various alternatives and thelir advocates. The matter of
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resolution of this question lies beyond the scope and inter-
est of this paper.

IT Enoch 1s a Hellenistic, Alexandrian apocalypse
with sources patently different from those of Philo. "Still
it is interesting to see that the view of God as Light had
become so0 proverbial in Hellenistie Judaism as to be axliomatic
even in an apocalypse."115

"With the Wisdom of Solomon we come to still more
definlte testimony that Philo's Judaism was not of a type pecu-
liar to h:l.mself."114 The immaterial light of Gnostic, Philonic
and neo-Platonic thought 1s found in such passages as 7:10,29.
"Such must be the fundamental thought of Sophia: she is the
Light-Stream from God's glory. As such, she is the Orphic

__P.Oj'/ OXWQ YE ; 'unique in kind.'"°  wisdom is,

for Philo, unchanging. The discussion of the creative agent

in 9:1 makes, albeit haltingly, the identification of Logos
and /or Sophia with the creative word of God. The utilization
of Sophia at this point may congtitute the introduction of the

116
Light-Stream into Judaism.

117
In Aristobulous, «sethe famous statement of

Proverbs viii, 22, 27, is definitely taken out from its Jewish ?
setting and equated with Sophia as the pagan Light-Stream, the |
source of all light and the gulde of the individual." TC This f
gives us at least the terminus ad quem for the introduction
of this idea into Judaism, and dates well before the Wigdom

of Solomon or Philo. A similar theme is found in Book IIT
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lines 8-28 of the Sibylline Books. However, here the problems

of the date of the Sibylline Books and the extent of Christian

interpolation enter the question.119

There 1s a slzable group of scholars who suggest that g
there 1s a strong and direct influence exerted mutually by Philo

and the Rabbis. This position is advocated primarily by Wolf-

120 121
son and Baer. The similarity between Philo and the Mid-

rash shows, as per usual, the antiquity of doctrines such as
these and that thelr source (come) from one common root.“122

On the other extreme, there is the position typified
by Goodenoughlzsand Sandm31124which would suggest that similari-
ties between the Rabbis and Philo are largely fortulitous in
nature. Sandmel observes that, "One need not infer from a
casugl similarity In one or more facets of Philonlc and rab-
binic statements that such similarity amounts to total identity,
nor that that dublous ldentity requires Philo to be dependent
on the rabbis."lg5 Goodenough's position is similarly un-

equivocal. Commenting on Philo's system, he observes,

For all its passionate Jewish loyalty, i1t was not
fundamentally a Judalsm with Hellenistlc veneer: it
was a Hellenism, presented in Jewlish symbols and al-
legories, to be sure, but still a Hellenistic dream
of the salvation of the problem of life by ascent
higher and even higher in the Streaming Light-Life o
of God. 126

There 1ls, of course, a middle position, and most i

authorities seem to favor it. One group seems to feel that
there was a definite cross influence but it was not direct.

Baeck feels that the Philonlc influence was mediated by Orlgen,
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whose school was virtually adjacent to that of the third cen-
tury Amoraim, including the teacher of R. Hoshala., In this
way, Baeck traces what he consliders to be the Philonic influ-

127
ence evidenced 1n Genesls Rabbah 1l.1. Moore develops essen-~

tially the same pos:ition.lg8 Marmorstein is somewhat more ex-

129
treme than the other two.

Abelson notes many similarities between Phile and
the Rabbis and suggests that there 1is a definite Philonic in-

fluence.lso He feels that the Rabbinic Q’?[n;ﬂ hi) reflects
the Philonic paraclete. 51 He notes, howevei, at least two

significant disparities between Philonic and Rabbinic material,
There 1s, first of all, in Philo, a lack of clear doctrine re-

garding God. This would account for a dimu§ition of Philonic
ot

1
influence on the Rabbis. o2 Secondly,

The 'Word' at once reminds us of the Targumic Memra,

which 1s perhaps the most noteworthy feature of the

Targum literature. And one is led to think in this

connection of the Logos of Philo and the 'Word! of

St. John's Gospel. But close study very soon dispels

the idea that the latter two terms are identical with

Memra or Shechinah or Dibbur. Philo's Logos differs

in at least three important respects from the Rabbinic
conceptions. These are (1) that it is a plece of meta-
physics, a philosophical term quite foreign to Rabbinic
methods of interpretation. (2) That it 1s impersonal,

whereas the Rabbinic terms stand for a Personal God, a

father into whose ears man can pour the tale of his

troubles, and receive a comforting reply. (3) The Logos

1s often the intermediary between man and God, the Ay
tparaclete! of humanity, whereas the Rabbinic repudiated -~
in the strongest language possible, an{ inferviewing
personality between man and his Maker.

Mueller asserts that there is no answer possible as
to whether or not Philo and the Rabbis exerted any influence

on each other, or as to whether or not they used any common
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134
sources. "Philo, however, in hls elaboration of the Logos
idea, took a somewhat different line from the Palestinian
teachers, and consequently his Logos teaching had little in-
fluence on subsequent mystical thought in Judaism, though it
135
profoundly affected that of Christianity.™
136
Finally, Lauterbach 3 takes a position more closely
approximeting that of Sandmel and Goodenough. He asserts that,
In the case of many of the ideas and principles
found both in Phile and in the Talmudic and Mid-
rashic literature 1t 1s impossible to assert that
there has been borrowing on either side; and it is
much more justifiable to assume that such ideas
originated independently of each other in Palestine
and Alexandria. This may have been the case also
with the rules of hermeneutics.

Thus, we have seen 1in our consideration of the
Alexandrian Jewish community, the Apocrypha and Pseudepigraphsa,
and Philo that the Jewish world was but a part of the larger,
Hellenistic world. There was, to be sure, that which was
unique and peculiar to Jewish thought, particularly in Pales-
tine. However, the total development of Judaism within and
without Palestine 1s thus seen to be comprehensible only
against the background of the comtemporary Hellenistic civili-

zation.
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CHAPTER IV
BEYOND THE CONFINES OF JUDAISM
A. THE NEW TESTAMENT AND THE EARLY CHURCH

"In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God,
ard the Word was God. The same was in the beginning with
God. All things were made by him; and without him was not
anything made." John 1l:1-3

There are many points of contact between the New
Testament and Rabbinic literature. Before turning to our
major concern in this section, New Testament and early Chris-

tian parallels to the Creation accounts and the hypostatiza-
of wisdom, we shall consider, briefly, but a few of these
points of contact.

Baer adduces many parallels between the asceticlsm
and primitive communion of the early church and a vast number
& rabbinic passage.l

Marmor steln makes the identification of the ‘d g [s)

§:<‘\Q\‘, who are frequently referred to in Rabbinic litera-
ture, with the early Jewlsh Christians.2 Marmorstein derives
evidence for his position by citing polemical passages from

the Clementine Homilies and the Didascalia, and, similarly,

from rabbinic passages which he holds to be refutations to
the charges contained in the former.3 The individuals de-
scribed in the Homilies x1.16 and in James 2:10, i.e., "For
whosoever shall keep the whole law, and yet offend in one
point, he is gullty of all," correspond to the descriptions
of the leQt lYQ | Y  which are given by R. Simon b.
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Lekish and Simon Hasidah.

At this point, we shall turn to a consideration of
the New Testament sources themselves, withholding our consider-
ation of John 1, till the end.

The primeval nature of the Law amd its immutability
1s the theme of Matthew 5:17ff.

Think not that I am come to destroy the law, or
the prophets: I am not come to destroy but to
fulfil, For verily I say unto you, Till heaven
earth pass, one jot or one tittle shall in no 5
wise pass from the law, till all be fulfilled.
Whoscever therefore shall break one of thege
least commandments and shall teach men so,> he
shall be called the least in the kingdom: but
whosoever shall do and teach them, the same shall
be called great in the kingdom of heaven.
The same notion 1s expressed in a parallel verse in Luke 16:17,
"and it is easier for heaven and earth to pass, than ons
tittle of the law to fail,"

Another significant i1dea for our consideration is

that the Christ is the means of creation and, indeed, all

existence, This doctrine is advanced by I Corinthlans 8:5f,

"For though there be that are called gods, whether in heaven .

or in earth, (as tlere be gods many, and lords many) but to
us tlere 1s but one God, the Father, of whom are all things,
and we in him; and one Lord Jesus Christ, by whom are all
things, and we by him." This passage would appear to be re-
lated tb material in the Fourth Gospel, which we shall con-

sider subsequently.

The spiritual nature of Christ and his pre-existence



is described in I Corinthians 15:45f "And so 1t is written,

The first man Adam was made a living soul; the last Adam was

made a quickening spirit. Howbeilt that was not flrst which

is spiritual, but that which is natural; and afterward that

which is spiritual. The first man is of the earth, earthly;
7

the second man is the Lord from heaven."

IT Corinthians 4:3 may provide us with a develop=

ment of the Light Stream concept of Alexandria., "But if our
gospel be hid, it is hid to them that are lost: In whom the
god of this world hath blinded the minds of them that belleve
not, lest the light of the glorious gospel of Christ, who is
the image of God, should shine unto them." This would sug=-
‘gest that the gospel itself is the Light. This Light becomes
embodied in Jesus 1n a subsequent verse., "For God, who com=
mended the light to shlne out of darkness, hath shined in
our hearts, to glve the light of the knowledge of the glory
of God in the face of Jesus Christ." (v.6)

Two verses in the first chapter of Ephesians, 4 and
10, continue the theme of the pre-existent Christ (v.4),
through whom the world exists (v.10). The second passage is
particularly significant, "That in the dispensation of the
fulness of times he might gather togefher in one 811 thilngs
In Christ, both which are in heaven, and which are on earth;

even in him."

Still another passage, Colossians 1:15ff, describes




Christ as being pre-existent and the means by which creation
took place.

Who is the image of the invisible God, the first
born of every creature: For by him were all things
created, that are in heaven, and that are 1in earth,
visible and invisible, whether they be thrones, or
dominions, or principalities, or powers: All things
were created by him, and for him: And he 1s before
all things, and by him all things consist.

In a subsequent passage in Colossisns 3:11l, Christ 1s de-

scribed as being all pervasive, "...but Christ is all and
in all,"

Perhaps Christ 1s identified with the Light Stream
itself in a passage in Hebrews. "Who being the brightness
of his glory, amd the express image of his person, and up=
holding all things by the word of his power, oe..o" (1:3)
Here he appears to be the Light Stream embodied - or, per=
haps, the Demiurgos. A subsequent passage, Hebrews 1l1l:3,
returns to the theme of the efficacy of God's word in crea=-
tion. "Through faith we understand that worlds were framed
by the word of God, so that things which are seen were not
made of things which do appear." It would seem, furthermore,
that what we have in the last part of the verse is a denial
of eternal matter. As the rabbls held the pre-existent Torah
to be immutable, Paul describes Christ in the same manner,
"Jesus Christ the same yesterday and today, and for ever."
(Hebrews 13:8)

One final passage describes the efficacy of God's
word in the creation of the world. "For this they are willingly
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ignorant of, that by the word of God the heavens were of old,

and the earth standing out of the water and in the water"

(II Peter 3:5). It is interesting that once again we encounter
the notion that creation took place out of water. This no=-
tion, developed by Thales, was, as we have seen, also found

among the rabbis.,

At this polnt, we shall consider the most signifi-
cant New Testament passage 1in our concern, the first chapter
of John. The text 1tself 1s too familiar to require our
clting it here. We shall mske certaln observations about its
context and Intent and then attempt to trace 1lts sources 1in
order to demonstrate 1ts relatlonship to normative Jewish
thought. The gist of the passage is as follows: "Spirit"
exlisted with God prior to creation. This "Spirit" functioned
as an agent of mediation in creation. In the Fowrth Gospel,
it became identified with the Logos.8 It has been suggested,
furthermore, that John 1:3 and 1:14 are, in reality, polemics
against the Gnostic Cerenthus and the earlier Nicolatiﬁﬁs. [
These heretics had taught that Jesus was a human beiné upon
whom the Christ had descended after his baptism and from whom
the Christ departed at the cruecifixion., Jesus, they held, was
resurrected but not the Christ, which is a spiritual being.
This chapter also attacks the Gnostic doctrine that the God
of creation and redemption are not the éame Being.g

Many authorities concur that the author of John had
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10
a Jewish background and orientation. It can be demon-

strated, as we shall see subsequently’that the Logos of John
ultimately derives from Proverbs 8.

If this be so, we do not need to imitate modern
exegetes who speak of the influence of the teach-
ing of Heraclitus upon the Ephesian ghilosophers
or upon the early Ephesian Church. t is doubt-
ful whether there lg any need to introduce
Heraclitus at all.ll

Harris holds that by identifying the Logos of John

as the Wisdom/Sophia of Proverbs, "We have crossed from
Proverbs to John; the bridge upon which we crossed is the
ninth chapter of the Wisdom of Solomon; so the praises of
Sophia become praises of the Logos."12 Thus, Christ is
identified first with the Wisdom and then with the Word of
God. The Logos 1s originally a Wisdom doctrine; and when
Wisdom is identified with the Word, so 1is Christ. "Thus
behind the Only-Begotten Son of God to which John introduces
us we see the Unligue Daughter of God which is His Wisdom,
and we ought to understand the Only-Begotten Logos - Son as
an evolution from the Only-Begotten Sophia-Daughter.“13
This 1s similar to the theology implicit in Hebrews 1:2f,
The equation of Logos with Sophia is established

by many sources. These include Cyprian's Testimonia and

the writings of Gregory of Nyssa.

It is becoming increasingly clear that the eighth
chapter of Proverbs and those associated chapters
of the Apocryphal Wisdom-books, are fundamental for
primitive Christology, as 1t was presented in the
proof texts against Judaism. The Book of Testi-
monies, then, shows clearly that Christ is the Worgd




85.

of God reposes on an earlier doctrine that Christ
is The Wisdom of God. 14

We find similar evidence in Justin Martyr's Dialogue with

15 16
Trypho, in the writings of Theophilus of Antioch,

Irenaeus,17 Tertullian,18 Origen,19 and Busebius' Prophetlc

Eclogues and Evangelical Demonstration.zo

The Odes of Solomon 31 is particularly significant

in this context. ™"Thus we have actually found a Sophia-Christ-

Ode in the early Christian Church, quite unconnected with

the Sophia that we discovered in the Testimony Book., Note

in passing that she describes herself as a preacher of
Divine Grace."21

Similarly, we find certain passages in Apocryphal
material which seem to have a direct bearing on the first
chapter of the Fourth Gospel. These include Wisdom of
Solomon 7:29f (cf. John 1:4-5) and Sirach 24:7f (cf. John
1:11). John 1:16 speaks of the Pleroma or "fulness™ of God,
which is derived from a Gnostic notion. Proverbs 3:16 con-
nects the Law and Truth with Sophia. Wisdom of Solomon 3:4
provides the bridge between Proverbs and John. "The sugges-
tion to replace Law by Grace, so natural to the primitive
Christian, had already been made in part by the Wisdom of

Solomon."22

Sirach 2:16 and 32:14f identiflies the Pleromsa
as the Law which pleases God.
In Cologssians 1:19, it is "the Son" who pleases

God. Finally, as we shall see, the Rabbis equated the Torah
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with Wisdom. In yet another source, we find this equation

of Christ with the Wisdom of God - in the Created Things and
23

Banguet of the Ten Virgins of Methodius.

From all these parallels, Herris of fers the follow-
ing reconstruction and restoration of the prototype for the

Prologue to the Fourth Gospel:

Proverbs 8:22ff: The Beginning was Wisdom
Wisdom was with Gode.
wisdom of Solomon 9:1f and 9: Wisdom was the assessor of God
All things were made by her;
Apart from her nothing that was
come to be.

Wisdom of Solomon 7:26: With her was Light and the

Light was the Life of me
That light shone 1in the darkness
Wisdom of Solomon 7:291: And the Darkness did not over
master it.
For no evil overmasters Wisdom.

Wisdom was in the World,

In the world which she had

made;
Proverbs 1:28: The World did not recognlze
(sic) her.
Sirach 24:7f: She came to the Jews, and the

Jews did not recelve her.




Enoch 42:1ff and
Wisdom of Solomon 7:27:

Sirach 24:8ff and

Wisdom of Solomon 7:25:

Wisdom of Solomon 3:9:

Odes of Solomon 33:

Sirach 32:15:

Wisdom of Solomon 3:9:

Wisdom of Solomon 7:26:

Wisdom of Solomon 6:22 and

Sirach:
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Those that dld receive her be-

came friends of God and Prophets.

She tabernacled with us and we

saw her splendour, the splendour

of the Father's Only child,
Full of Grace and Truth.

(She declared the Grace of
God among us.)

From her pleroma we have re-
celved Grace instead of Law.
For Law came by Moses,

Grace and Mercy came by Sophia
She 1s the Image of the In-
visible God.

She is the only child of God,
in the bosom of the PFather,

and has the primacy.24

On the other hand, it has been suggested that rather

than stemming from apocryphal material, the Logos of John 1

25

derives from the Rabbinic Memra and/or Shechinah., Thus,

we can see that while the author of Prologue to the Fourth

Gospel might not have been a Jew, he may well have been

familiar with Jewish apocalyptic and Palestinian Rabbinic

26
teachings of the First Century C.E.

In concluding our consideration of the Fourth Gos-

pel and New Testament sources, we should mote briefly two
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passages related to John l. The first of these describes
Jesus as being pre-existent, "Your father Abraham rejoiced
to see my day: and he saw it, and was glad. Then said the
Jews unto him, Thou art not yet fifty years old, and hast
thou seen Abraham? Jesus said unto them, Verily, verily, I
gay unto you, Before Abraham was, I am." (John 8:56ff) Our
final passage likewise deals with this theme "And now, O
Father, glorify thou me with thine own self with the glory
which I had with thee before the world was." (John 17:15)

It might well prove instructive for us to trace
the development of the Logos a little further in Church his-
tory. Among anti-Gnostic Christian apologlsts, the Logos
becomes the hypostatization of the energizing Reason. It is
both God in His immanent aspect, and the creative Reason,
"..o He 13 the principle of the world and of revelation at

2
the same time," 7

The Logos always was with God as the Divine reason
and the potentlallity of the world. In the process of crea-
tion, the Logos emanated from God and became an independent
hypostasis. In effect, the Logos is the immanent aspect of
God, as such, 1s not distinct from Him in essence., The Logos

is simultaneously the Creature of God par excellence, and the
28

Creator and/or Prototype of the world.
The emergence of the notion of the Trinity wherein
the Logos is an entlty stems from Tertullian. He rejected

the CGnostic dualism of a Creator God and a Redeemer God in
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favor of another Gnostlic concept, that of the Demiurge.29

By the time of Origen, the Logos 1s, as viewed from one per-
spective, God Himself. Viewed from another, the Logos is
the totality and the creator of the many. Indeed, it may be
viewed as the first state in the transition from the one to
the many.so For Origen, creativity 1s the essential element
of God's being. Since God is Himgself immutable, this crea-
tivity must be mediated.

The Logos 1s expressly conceived by Origen as a

person, as an hypostisized being. He 1s indeed ¢

and the Holy Spirit stands related to him as he is

related to the Fathe The is related to the
world as the \ ) archetype according
to which the divine ji%f creates all things.31
In the writling of Paul of Samoséta, the Logos be-
comes depersonalized. God 1s an individual personality.

The Logos (Son) or Sophia (Spirit) can be distinguished, how-~

ever these are attributes of God. The Logos emanated from

God prior to time and, hence, while he can be called “Son,"
he remains an impersonal power. Paul was thus led to an
adoptionist position and was deposed as Metropolitan of Anti-
och in 268. He opposgsed both Greek science and the Roman

church

The cosmology of the fathers may be thus stated:
God, who has carried 1n himself the world -

idea from eternity, has through the Logos, which
embraces all ideas, in free self-determination
created in six days out of nothing this world,
which has had a beglinning and willl have an end;

it was created after the pattern of an upperworld,
which was brought forth by him, and has 1ts cul-
mination in man in order to prove his kindness and
to permit creatures to participate in his bliss.33
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Origen's heresies, i.0., pessimism and the contention that

S e

t?g\contention that matter is evlil, were set aside. None-
AV N e AN NP
Ev theless, the literal meaning of Genesis 1:1-3 left the
church with a sizable residue of neo-Platonic and Origenistic

doctrine.

B. THE GNOSTIC HERESIES

Generally speaking, in the mythological embodiment

of Gnosticlsm, the heathen demons and the God of the 01l1d ;
Testament, the latter taking the form of the Platonic Demiurge,
were viewed as the powers of this world who were to be over-
come. They were seen in opposition to the true God of Sal-~
vation who had vanqulshed them with the revelation of Jesus.
This was especially the case in the system of Marcion, with %
which we shall deal subsequently.54 5

"In this world then, as already in the spirit
world, the battle of the perfect and 1mperfect,
of light_and darkness, waged untlil the Ao’ ng

the U¢s Christ, the most perfect of the
aeons, cE%e down to the world of the flesh to

release the spirlt shut up in matter. This is

the fundamental idea of Gnosticism, and its dif-
ferent mwtholog%gal shadings are of no phllosophi-
cal iImportence. '

With this in mind, let us consider some selected aspects of
certain of the Gnostlc positlons.

The flrst system which we shall consider 1s that
of Simon Magus and Menander. The former held that creation
took place via emanations from the primordial fire, which is

a symbol for a spiritual force.56 Menander held, as had
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Simon Magus, that the world had been made by angels who were
the offspring of Ennoia or "conception.®™ Simon Magus had
tgiven this title to Helena, hls consort. Both maintained
that they had been sent by the invlisible supreme power to
deliver mankind from bondage, through the agency of the
magic doctrine which they taught.57
At least one divislion of the Ophlte sects appear to
have made the ldentification of the serpent of Genesls 3 with
the Word or Divine Son. Like Phlilot's Logos, he served the
function of being the intermedlary between the supreme,
38
transcendent deity and matter.
Cerinthus 1s the next Gnostic whose cosmogony we
shall conslder,
In common with the majority of the Gnostics he
borrowed from the school of Philo the theory
which made the Creator of the world a distinct
being from the Supreme God, and in common also
with the ma jority of the Gnostics he engrafted
a pseudo~Christianity upon this pseudo-Judaism
by interposing a series of intermedlate powers
between the Supreme God and Creator, so as to
meke the latter distinct from the former and to
leave room for the wor% of the Christ as medi-
ating between the two. °
Tatian carried this distinction between the Crea-
tor amd the Supreme God still further into a fully developed
dualism., Indeed, he maintained that Genesis 1:3, "Let there
be light,™ comstituted a prayer from the Creator to the
Supreme God. This position is reminlscent of that of

Saturninus, who held that the human body was created by the
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angels, while the light bearing, spark of life was given from
above the angels.

The position of Bardesanes as a Gnostic 1s unclear,
His cosmogony seems to be fairly orthodox.

God the father in conjunction with the Divine
Word, or according to another representation
of his view, the Divine Word in conjunction
with Wisdom or the Holy Sgirit, is the maker
of the world and of man.%

We find a full hypostatization of wisdom in the
works of Valentinus. Valentinus holds that the creation of
the world was attributable to the Wisdom of God. This view
may stem from an Influence from Alexandrian Judaism. This
Wisdom is represented as a separate personality - depicted in
a mamner similar to its description in Job 28 and Proverbs 8,

and, particularly, in such Apocryphal works as Sirach and

the Wisdom of Solomon.42 He held, as had Philo, that the

ideal world was created first. And, in obvious similarity
to both Genesis and the Timaeus, he maintained that "God
re joices over creation.”

Hippolytus was an anti-Gnostic, yet his cosmogony

1s best seen as a reaction to the teachings of the Gnostic
heretics. |

His theological controversy with the heretics is
limited to an exposition, by way of contrast, of
the true doctrine concerning God the Creator of
all things; concerning the Logos by whom the world
was made, and who became man; concerning the free
will and future destiny of men.44

The Logos doctrine played a significant role in the
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Arian heresy. According to Arius (post 320), within God

dwelt Wisdom and Logos, which were inseparable powers.

Besides these two, there were numerous created powers.

Prior to the creation of the world, God created, from his
own free will, an instrument. This instrument is referred
to alternately as ™§¥isdom,"™ "Son," "Likeness," or "Word,"

in Scripture., The "Son"™ stood as distinct from God. There
was, however, a unique relationship between the two, that of
grace., The "Son," in time, became incarnate, and, through
the "Son," the "Holy Spirit"™ was created., This position was
derived in part from Paul of Samgsgtg (see above). Athanasius,
on the other hand, held that tﬁ;wﬁggos-Son was a part of the
uncreated Divine Being. For there to be the ™Father," there
must be the "Son." This could nat be the earth which was
created but rather 1t must be something coexistent with the
"Father."45

46
Goodenough has presented a collectlon of mystie

liturgical fragments, from the Apostolic Comnstitutions, which

should be considered in the present context. "The Jewish ori-
gin of these Fragments was made certaln by Bousset's analysis,
as well as thelr strong Hellenization."47 They appear to be
the product of a mystic, non-normative group of Hellenistic
Jews.48 The Logos passages and the concept of monogenes are
used here in an Orphic sense as they appear to be in Wisdom
of Solomon%9 While the Logos here is possibly Christian in

sense, its Christian references are oblique, ard it stands
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much closer to mystic Hellenistic Judaism.

The first Fragmentsois built upon Pgalm 104:6 and
contains the heart of the K'dusha formula, hence demonstrating
its similarity to normative Jewlish liturgy. Two verses seem
to be particularly germane to our discussion, "...A1ll which
creatures, belng made by Thy Logos show forth the greatness
of Thy power." (v.5) "For Thou art the Father of Sophisa,
the Creator, as the cause, of the Creatlon, by a Medilator;
eeee (Ve 10). Goodenough considers this to be a Jewish
prayer, with some Christian interpolations, at least as old

51
as the Second Century.

The second Fragment52also contalns passages of inter-
est to us&ﬁo Lord Almighty, Thou has created the world by
Christ, and has appointed the Sabbath in memory thereof...
that we might come into remembrance of that Sophia which was
created by Thee." (v. 1) The subsequent verse then describes
the incarnation of the Christ and identifles him with Sophia,
This avoids the problem of his being created. The sixth verse
is a Christian insert which ldentifies Christ as the medla-
tor in Creation. Goodenough asserts that in verse one, as
a result of the subsequent identification of Christ and
Sophia, "Christ" was substituted for the original reading of
"Sophia." Both he and Bousset claim Jewish authorship for
this fragment.53

The next Fragment which we shall consider is the
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sixth one.54 “Thou art blessed; 0 Lord, the King of ages
(c£.1I Tim. 1:17),55 which by Christ hast made the whole world,
and by Him in the beginning didst reduce into order the dis-
ordered parts; who dividest the waters from the waters by a
firmament and didst put into them a spirit of life; who didst

fix the earth, and stretch out the heaven and didst accurate-

ly dispose the order of ever creature. For by Thy taking
thought, 0 Lord, the world.is beautified...." (v 1f.) Again,
Gocdenough suggests that "Christ" is a later interpolation or
substitution for an earlier form, perhaps "Sophia.,®™ This
fragment is likewise considered to be of Jewish origin.5
There 1s an interesting point apparently unnoticed by Good-
enough, In the form which both this and the fifteenth frag-
ment tale we find an interesting parallel to the Rabbinic
liturgical Z\N2N 72 'Y P WN 17237 PCic
CNY NJCN adippel P ¥R N NI(g "Who by His word

b brings on the evening, with Wisdom opens the gates (of heaven),

and with understanding causes the seasons to change."

5

Fragment Seven 8 is a most significant one for our

consideration. Three successive verses contain highly rele-
1 vant material,

For Thou art Gnosis, which hath no beginning,
everlasting sight, unbegotten hearing, untaught
Sophia, the first by nature, alone in being, and
beyond all number; who didst bring all things out

of not-belng, and into being by Thy only Son, but
didst beget Him befare all ages by Thy will, Thy
power, and Thy goodness, without any agency, the only
Son, God the Logos, the living Sophia, the first




born of every creature (Col. 1:16), the angel of
Thy great counsel (IXX Isa. 9:6), and Thy High-
Priest; but the King and Lord of every intellec-
tual and senslible nature, which was before all
things, by whom were all things (cf. Col. 1:17).
For Thou, O eternal God, didst maske aTIl things

by Him, and through Him it is that Thou vouch-
safest Thy suitable providence over the whole;
world; for by the very same that Thou bestowedst
being didst Thou also bestow well being: the God
and Father of Thy only Son, who by Him didst make
before all things the cherubim and seraphim, the
aeons and hosts, the powers and authoritiles (cf.
Col. 1:16), the principalities and thrones, the
archangels and angels; and after all these, didst
by Him make this visible world, ani all things
that are therein. For Thou art He who didst frame
the heaven as an arch (cf. Isa. 40:22) and stretch
it out like the covering of a tent (cf. Gen. 1,
Psalm 104:2), and didst form the earth upon nothing
(cf. Job 26:7) by Thy will....(verses 7-9)

It is possible that "Thy only Son" or Monogenes in verse
seven stems from John 1:14, 18, The expression, "Lord of
every intellectual and sensible nature," which is found in
verse seven and frequently throughout the Fragments, 1is

used by Philo in discussing Phesis?g Verse fourteen is simi-
larly of interest for us. "...Who didst encompass the world
which was made by Thee through Christ...." Of course, Good-
enough holds that "Christ® 1s a later interpolation for an
earlier form, perhaps, "Sophia." Verses nine to fifteen,
especially in their reference to hsavenly bodles, bear a
marked resemblance to the Timaeus.so An interesting and
significant interpretation of Genesis 1:26 is found 1in verse
16, ™... For Thou didst say to Thy Sophia: 'Let us make man
according to our image ....'™ (v. 16) Again, Goodenough

61
argues for a Jewlsh authorship.
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The first two verses of Fragmenmt XI ~, 1s the next
i passage which we shall consider.

0 Thou the great Belng, 0 Master, Lord, God,
and Almighty, who alone are unbegotten, and
ruled over by none {(cf. I Tim. 1:17; Matt.
19:17); who always art, and art above all
cause and beginning; who only art true; who
only art wise; who only art the most high;

4 who art by nature invisible; whose gnosis is

4 without beginning; who only art good, and be-

- yond compare; who knowest all things before

1 they are; who art acquainted with the most

3 secret things; who are inaccessible, and with-

i out a superior. The God and Father of Thy only

Son. Our God and Saviour;. the Creator ef the

e whole world by Him; whose providence provides

. for and takes the case of all; the Father of

3 morcies, and God of all consolation (cf. II Cor.

A 1:3); who hath His seat on high and yet lookest

to the things below:"

4 The final Fragment which we shall consider 1s the

63
fifteenth.

0 Lord Almighty, our God, who hast created all
things by Christ, and dost appropriately take

care of the whole world by Him; for He who had
power to make different creatures (Wisdom 6:8)
has also power to take care of them according

to thelir different natures; ....

Goodenough suggests that if "Logos™ be substituted for "Christ,”

or, by changing gender, "Sophia" be substituted for "Christ,"

64
we have what would clearly be a Jewish Prayer.

"It was Gnosticism, one of the last great
manifestations of mythology in religious
thought, and definltely conceived in the
struggle against Judaism as the conquerer
of mythology, which lent figures to the
Jewish mystic."65

1 And we certainly must concur with Scholem, that Jewish cos-

mogony 1s certainly clearer when seen against the background
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of Gnostic thought. Mueller maintains that such Gnostile
gréups as the Ophites, Nachashites, Ebionites, and Melchi=
zedekites were Jewish in composition., It 1is to the last
two groups that Paul refers in Hebrews 6 and 7.66
Marmorstein lists a series of passages in Rabbinic
literature which reflect a-response to Gnostic assertions of
dualism. For example, in B. Hag. 15a,Elisha b. Abuya (ARer)
sees Metratron sitting beside God, thus he sees "two powers."
All the charges made against God by Marcion, as reproduced
in the Clementine Homilies ii 48f, are addressed by the
Rabbls and refuted by ﬂlem.sv Similarly, certain names of
God employed by the Rabbis may reflect a Gnostic influence.

Thus, the name P ‘N;JLX; % ] 71¢ , "Lord of the

world,™ may derive from the Gnostilc sources.

It is quite lmpossible to assume that the Gnostilc

doctrine of the Jewish God as the Lord of this

world, the Satan, the Demiurgfs, the source of

Evil, should mt have influenced the theological

speculations and the apologetical tendencies of

the Rabbis.®8
The utilization or, indeed, the refusal to utllize allegori-
cal interpretation by many of the Rabbls may similarly betray
a Gnostic influence.69 Thus, once again, we see that Jewlsh
thought of the period under consideration 1s lncomprehensible
without an understanding of the non-Jewlish background against

which 1t was written.
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Chapter IV
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such studies 1s Strack-Billerbeck, Kommentar zum Neuen
Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch.

2. Marmorstein, A. Studlesg in Jewlsh Theology. Oxford
University Press. London, 1950 p. 179ff. In Hagigah 27a,
they are exempted from Hell, and the descriptlion seems to
imply that they were circumcized, but assimilated Jews.

"Po sum up, we see that there were friendly and unfriendly
views taken of these transgressors; they displayed cer-
tain virtues, and yet had shown peculiarities which alien-
ated the Rabbis from them; they surely did not give up
their intimacy with the synagogue, yet they loosened the
tie of unity which held Jews together all over the world
and through the ages. In other words, we find here in
the third century a peculiar sort of Jews which retain
some laudable characteristics of Jewish religion and
%ife, a?d yet with one foot stand outside the camp.™

p. 185

3. Ibid. cf. pPp. 185-206, The nature of the material is too
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of the present paper.
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filled" in this context,. Various suggestions have been made
regarding its possible meaning. These include: "to reveal
the full depth of meaning™; "to transcend™; "to complete';
"make the imperfect perfect," etc. c¢f. Montefiore, C. 6.
The Synoptic Gospels, Vol. II. MacMillan and Co., London.
1927’ ppo 47"500

6. Cf. the IC QNN [P35 in Mishnah Sanhedrin 11.2.
1
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Ibid. p. 425f. I have corrected errors in Harris' citations.

Abelson, op. cit. p. 161f. "The remark in 1.1, ‘the Word
was with Cod, and the Word was God,"™ so far from lending

itself to the Christological Imterpretation of the identity

between God and Jesus, seems to alm at conveylng an ildea

just the reverse. It has been shown from our study of both

Shechinah and Memra, that although the Rabbins personified
these terms, speaking with the greatest freedom of them

as the visible manifestations of Deity in the objective
world, they yet left no stone unturned to prevent any
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belief in anything but the unigue and lncomparable unity
of God. The Gospel seems to bring out just thls insis-

tence on the Divine unity, "The Word was with God, and the

Word was God. The word was in the beginning with God.
All things were made by Him; and without Him was not any-
thing made that was made."™ It is an exact reproduction
of the Rabbinic emphasis upon everything having been made
by the "Ma'amar," based on the Psalmist's declaration,

"For he spake, and it was" (Psalm xxxiii. 9), with the pro-

viso that this "Ma'amar" must not detract one iota from
the absolute Unity of Deity. The Gospel's allusions to
the metaphor of light in the next few verses seem to be a
further harping on the same Midrashic string. The mani-
fold figurative portrayal of the Shechinah as Light fas

already been mentioned., The 1dea of "The word made Tlesh"
(1.14) and "the only begotten of the Father" (1bid.) seem

also to be an echo of mystical statements found in Rab-

binie thought. In T. B. Pesahim 54a we get an enumeration of

seven persons or things which were created before the

world came into existence. These are (1) the Torah, which

is called "the firstling of His way" (Prov. viii.22); (2)
the throne of glory which is "established of 01ld"™ (Psalm
xciii.2); (3) the sanctuary: "From the beginning 1is the
place of our sanctuary" (Jer. xvii.l2). (4) the garden
of Eden (Rabbinical interpretation of rP3 3N in
Gen. i1.8); (5) Gehennaj; "Tophet 1is ordaineg éf ola"
(Isaiah xxx,33). (6) Repentance: "Before the mountains
were brought forth, or ever Thou hadst formed the earth
and the world"™ ... Thou saidst, "Return, ye children of
men (Psalm xc. 2-3); (7) the name of the Messiah: "Before
the sun His name sprouts as Yinnon, the Awakener" (Psalm
1xx1i.17 Rabbinical interpretation). This pre-existence
"of the name of the Messiah" has a strong bearing on the
Gospel ideal under consideration. In John viii.58 Jesus
says "Before Abraham was, I am." One can clearly see
then, that the "Word" which was "in the beginning", and
afterwards "was made flesh" and became the Christ, 1s an
echo of the Rabbiniec teaching about the pre-exlistence of
Messiah, The 1dea of sonship in relation to God, 1s de-
veloped in Rabblinical literature on the basis of many
statements iIn the 0ld Testament, and 1s quite free from
any theological or dogmatic significance., It 1s a Hebrew
idiom, which conveys nothing more than the truth of the

spirituality of man. Every Israelite, every member of the

humaen race, enjoys God's fatherhood; it is ™spirit™ and

not physical descent which puts man in the filial relation
to his Father in heaven. DBut there is this exception, viz.

that in certaln passages in Rabbinic literature, the
Messiah is singled out for special sonship. Thus, T.B.
Sukkah 52a makes God address Messiah, son of David, in

|
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the words of Psalm 11.7,8, "Thou are my Son, ask of me,
etc." (cp. also Genesis Rabba xliv 8)., Similarly, the
"3on"™ of Psalm lxxx.l7 is rendered by the Targum as
*king Messiah,'"

Ibid. ﬂ. p. 165.

Harnack, op. clte po 126.

Ibid. pp. 126-128, "The history of the Logos 1s as follows:
God was never g 0 3 he ever had the Logos within
himself as his ﬁeason and as the potentiallty (idea,
energy) of the world (notwithstanding all negative asser=
tions, God and the world were somehow bound together).

For the sake of the creation, God put the Logos forth
from himself (sent him forth, permitted him to go forth),
l.e., through a free simple act of his will generated

him out of his own Being. He 1s now an independent hypos-
tasls whose real essence 1s i1dentical with that of God;

he 1s not separated from God but only severed, and 1is

also not a mere mode or attribute of God; but is the in-
dependent result of the self-unfolding of God, and, al-
though being the compendium of the Divine Reason, he did
not rob the Father of his reason; he 1s God and Lord,
possesses the essence of the Divine Nature, although he

1s a second being by the side of God but hils personality
had a beginning ("fult tempus, cum patri filius non fult,"
Tertull) ., Since then he had a beginnlng, and the Father
did not, he 1s, as compared with the Father, a Creaturs,
the begotten, created, manifested God. The subordination
lies, not in his essence (for monotheism would then have
been destroyed), but in the manner of his origin. This
made 1t possible for him to go forth Into the finite as
reason, revelation, and activity, while the Father remains
In the obscurlty of his unchangeableness. With the going
forth of the Logos begins the realization of the world-
ldeas He 1s the Creator and to a degree the Prototype of
the world (the one and spiritual Being among the many

sentiment (sicl) creatures), which had its origin from
nothing."
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[ like R, Joshua b, Hananyah, R. Akiba, R. Meir, R. Abbahu,
and others, whose acqualntances with Greek philosophy,
Greek literature, secular law, and general 1life is more
or less well documented are opposed, iIf not hostile, to
allegorical interpretations, and consequently, do not
mind anthrompomorphic conceptions about God. Yet others
whose whole life and upbringing betray no sign of philo-
sophic knowledge or external influerces favour allegoris-
tic exposition of the Sacred Writings on which thelr re-
ligion and theology are founded. The solution of this
puzzling contrast may be seen in the very fact that the
wider experience and knowledge acquired by the former
served as a warning against the dangers and pitfalls of
allegorizing the Bible. Living in an age when, among
other enemies, Gnostics menaced the very existence of
. Judaism by undermining the stronghold of Judaism, the
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CHAPTER V

WISDOM IN RABBINIC COSMOGONY
DA jefic A IS

A. TINTRODUCTORY CONSIDERATIONS

In thls chapter, which represents the culmination
of our quest, we shall attempt to draw together the strands
of the Greek, Christian, and Gnostic parallels to Rabbinic
thought and to see what materlal, if any, appears to be in-
digenous to the intellectual climate of Palestine. Our
goal, in part, is to present aspects of the Rabbinic cosmo-
gony. Furthermore, we shall attempt to test the validity of
the proposition that "The impulse for cosmological specula-
tion by the Palestinlan rabbis of the flrst three centuriles
C.E. came chlefly from two sources: Plato!'s Timaeus mediated
by Philo of Alexandria, and Gnostlic writings of various
kinds."l

We must bear in mind certaln factors operative in
Rabbinic thought which complicate the problem of arriving at
a systematlc exposition of this question, or for that manner

of any philosophical or theological question. There appears

to have been llttle distinction between philosophy and history

2
In Pharisalc thinking. The motivation for a systematized

theology was not particularly great,as Schechter significantly

Observes:

|
;
*i
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With God as a reality, Revelation as a fact,

the Torah as & rule of life, and the hope of

Redemption as a most vivlid expectation, they

felt no need for formulating their dogmas

into a creed, which, as was once remarked

by a great theologlan, 1s repeated not becausse

we believe but that we may believe.d

In order to galn a clearer understanding of the
material we shall subsequently dliscuss, we should consider,
briefly, certaln background factors. The fourth through
sixth centurles of the Christian Era constitute the classi-
cal period of Jewish mysticism. We know that Raba and
others studled the esoterlc doctrines., However, we cannot
ascertain whether or not they actually wrote mystic and/or
Gnostic texts. The origin of the movement was in Palestine
In the first century and probably stems from the circle of
scholars gathered about Johanan b. Zakkal. There may be
some measure of validity to the tradlitions which aseribe some
of this mystlc materlal to Johanan b. Zakkai, Akiba, et. al.
The earliest theme discussed in Jewlsh mystic writing 1s that
4
of throne~-mysticism,
It 1s self-=evident that Mldrash must be apprcached

from its historic context and seen as reflecting some particu-

lar Sitz im leben.5

Here we should like to lay down an Important princi-
ple in the lnvestigation of the Aggadah. The utter-
ances of the Rabbls are not as a rule pointless.
Their homilies and parallels in which they utilize
the current events of thelr time always containéﬁf@zﬂ
something which must have appealed to the mind or
heart of their contemporaries.6
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This material further indicates that the Jews of Palestine

were very much a part of the Hellenistic-Mediterranean world.
In all areas of life and thought the Jews shared certaln uni-
versal ideas, behavlor patterns, and belil.efs.'7

We mlight note, in passing, but a few examples of

eross cultural influences operative in Rabbinic thought. Thus,
pet

we find/such names for God as (f{l]’\\ {{P , 1C 1)) and

L I)K\\ Y]  or 7% | 'are paralleled in such

diverse literary sources as Philo, Pythagoras, and Stolec liter-

8
ature. Much of the Midrashlic materlal may be best understood

as polemlics and apologetics addressed to the issues of thelr

g milieu. If there 1s one generalization that can be made
about Rabbinlc literature and thought, it 1s that 1t was vi-
brantly attuned to the world of its day. Clearly those pas=
sages addressed to the Minim, "Philosophers," and Goyim re-
»5 flect this tendency. Many theories have been advanced as to

the identity of these groups, especlally the Minim. The most

attractive seems to be that most of these passages refer to

9
Gnostics. Similarly, there 1s another observable parallel to

Z Hellenistic thought, particularly in the area of Rabbinie

Immanence. Thus, we may note the similarity between the Rab=

binlec Shechinah and the all pervasive Divine Pneuma of the
Stolcs. Parallels to the Stolc 1dea may be found in Sirach 24;

Wisdom of Solomon 7:24-26; Luke 2:9 Ephesians 1:6; and 2

Corinthians 4:6, All of these passages bear a marked resemblance
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to be. Haggigah 12a, where the all pervasive light probably
refers to the omnipresent Shechinah, which is thus seen to

be the equivalent of the Stoic Pneuma.

As we have seen, Christian thought, at least as early
as John, equated Christ with the Logos. Under these conditions,
i1t is easy to see how a mystery~doctrine such as the _,) ¢ dl!
!}'glC‘}? could arise as a polemic addressed to this identifics-
tion.ll These mystical doctrines, however, provided no the-

ological panacea. They threatened the unity and incorporeality
of God.

Bereshith led up to the doctrine of eternal primary
matter alongside of God, thus to a duality of prin-
clples, and, within the spiritual principle, to
plurality, the ideas having been conslidered eternal
heavenly beings Independent of God in thelr exist-

ence, even though dependent on Him as to their acti-
vation.1l2

The Tannalm attempted to resolve this difficulty by subsuming
all the ideas and principles under God, and asserting that
they were neither Independent of God nor coexistent with Him.
To a large extent, it wlll be with questions and issues such
as those dlscussed above that we shall be concerned in the
balance of this paper. Before we begln our survey of the
lssues involved in Rabbinic cosmogony, we would do well to
call to mind Schechter's warning. "Whatever the faults of
the Rabbls were, consistenecy was not one of them. Nelther
speculation nor folklore was ever allowed to be converted

13
into rigid dogma."
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B. THE ESOTERIC NATURE OF CREATION

Jewlish mysticism ... 1s a secret doctrine in

& double sense, a characteristic which cannot

be sald to apply to all forms of mysticism.

It 1s a secret doctrine because it treats of

the most deeply hidden and fundamental matters
of human life; but it is secret also because

it 1s confined to a small elite of the chosen
who impart the knowledge to thelr disciplesecee
There 1s a certaln analogy between this develop-
ment and that of the mystery religions of the
Hellenic period of antiquity, when secret doc-
trines of an essentially mystical nature were
diffused among an ever growing number of people.14

Our principal Rabbinic texts for this concept are
found in b. Haglgah 1lb-14b., The basic statement is found
in the first Mishnah of chapter 2. _N [ W72 1'®)7 ¢
NIy ARIcIP2 M¢Nz ’ L)QJJQIP
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Clearly the esoteric information referred to in this passage

is iIntended only for the ears of the initiate. It certalnly
indicates that there was a group engaged in such speculation
during Tannaitic tim.es.l6 The subsequent Gemara clearly indi-
cates that natural science is not proscribed in any sense.
It is only inquiry into creation or pre-creation that 1is
carefully restricted.17

In a subsequent passage, b. Hag. 1l3a, there is an
exhortation to refrain from inquiry into that which 1is beyond

18
human ken. This passage reproduces Sirach 3:21f. The
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most celebrated text germane to our topic, b. Hag. 1l4b, de-
scribes the four sages who engaged in studying this esoteric
material, Aklba, ben Azzai, ben Zoma, and Elisha ben Abuya.19
Now, clearly, there 1s more left unsaid than sald in this
account., This passage may refer to pre-sxistent material,
However, much more than this 1is meant here.go The doctrines
involved may well be Gnostic.21 This seems even more probable,
when we consider the nature of Elisha b. Abuya's apostgﬁ&, the
animosity which the Rabbls express towards him, and the reti=-
cence with which they discuss the entire matter. At best the
passage raises as many questlions as it answers.

Other Rabbis refused entirely to engage iIn such
speculation.zz Some seemed to suggest a withdrawal of the

permission granted in the Mishna Hagigah to individual

scholars. The use of the letter _I, which is closed on three
sldes, 1s taken to indicate the prohibition of studying any-
thing which came M"above, below and before™ creation. The
restriction goes even further. There are ideas based upon

explicit Scriptural references which are nonetheless taught

esoterically., These are frequently introduced by such ex-
pressions as _1C /¢ 'jc A RAPNIRY S '/(N(ﬂ/(l
l,)N /i/C///[ 24
Thus, the Rabbls were careful to keep thelr cosmogonic

speculation esoteric. The areas that were permitted for
speculation and those entitled to engage in such speculation

are rather clearly spelled out. These stringent regulations
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are not surprising when we recall that there was great dan-
gerbin such speculation. The possibility of 1t leading to
heresy is apparent if one recalls the account of Elisha b.
Abuya. Furthermore, by virtue of the very influences which
the Rabbis sought to combat, e.g., Gnosticlsm, speculation
on such subjects would, by its very nature, be esoteric and
restricted to the initiated.
C. THE RABBINIC ATTITUDE TOWARDS MEDIATION,
THE DEMIURGE AND PLURALITY

Generally speaking, the Rabbinic rejectlion of the

Demiurge and/or an intermediary is implied by their vigorous

re jection of duality implied in __ A\ ') ) 'NQ 25, This

does not mean that the Rabbis escaped all influence of such
thought.26 That the Biblical passages relating to Creation
were susceptible of pluralistic interpretation is revealed
to us by a non-Rabbinical source. Irenaeus described certain
Gnostics as believing that Genesls 1l:1 refers to four deities
- God, "beginning," "heaven," and "earth." Thils is especi-
ally significant in that f 'NQ was used in Rabbinic litera-
ture as a name for God.27 We shall consider this problem in
furthef detail under the headings of "The Word of God" and
"Phe Place of Wisdom"™ (see below).

At this point, we shall turn to a consideration of

some Rabbinic texts bearing on tals matter. Several passages

repudiate the notion that the angels aided God in the creation
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of the world. The Midrashim relate that the angels were
created elther on the second or the fifth day. Most of the
passages turn on the exegesis of Isailah 44:24 - instead of
‘'NICN ‘NI ‘N, 1.6, "Who was with Me" is read,

28
1.6, God alone created the world.

Simllarly, we are told that man was not the partner
of God. Adam was created last, lest the Minim claim he was
29
God's partner in creation. Somewhat related to this is
the statement that only one man was created, lest the Minim
claim that there were many "authorities™ in heaven, il.e.,
since man was created in the image of God, more than one
0

"image" would indicate more than one God.3 The problems
derived from Genesis 1:26f were numerous. Primarily, they
centered about the question to whom did God sreake.

First of all, we see that the earliest method of

overcoming difficulties of this type was to alter

the text of the Bible. Secondly, a reference to

the context, especially the use of the context,

1s often utilized to dismiss the superficlal inter-

pretations. Thirdly, the scribes found allusions

to the Torah, the Messlah, or the angels in such

passages.

There are a host of passages which deal with the

problems engendered by the use of the plural jo '\EAXLQJ

This problem occurs with Genesis 1:1, 26f, Exodus 20:1;
Deut. 4:7; Joshua 22:22; and 24:19. Generally, the problem
is resolved by pointing out that a singular verb is used
with t 'i;j}C in all of these cases. As many of the texts

state explicity, they are polemics delivered agalinst some
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32
Gnostic group. Somewhat related to this, are the alleged

changes made in the Hebrew text of the Bible prepared for

Ptolemy. The first two of these changes, there are 13 in
all, are of interest to us. \. Q}C 27 ieHe f ')l)L '
33 AINZ2L 132 PR DY C t

Now, clearly, these "changes™ are intended as repudlations of

the doctrine of "two authorities." The reference to Ptolemy i

may suggest that this 1s an allusion to the Septuagint. 1In i
any event, Alexandria was a known cermter of Gnosticism, and

? it might be significant indeed, that such a Midrash refers

to this location. God, Himself, is uncreated and changeless,

He begets no sons. This may be an anti-Christian polemic.34
But not all Rabbinic literature is so thorough-

going in 1ts insistence upon the absolute solitude of God.

There is a large group of passages which describe God as con-

sulting His "Familia," court, or advisors.55 The implications

of the term "Familia™ are not as clear-cut as might at first

appear. Indeed, the context cf Ex. R. 6.1 suggests that the

consultation with the ™Familia®™ might refer to consultation
with the Torah, itself.

15: Two final passages which we shall considenb.Hagigah I
}8& and b. Sanhedrin 38b, indicate that the Gnostic notion

|
of "two authorities" had made deep inroads into Rabbinic j;
thought and, if unchecked, would constitute a significant

threat to monotheism. The first passage deals with Elisha

b. Abuya (ARer). This Tanna turned heretic (Gnostic?), was
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well-versed in the Metatron legends, and saw in him at least
a Demiurge. There are some problems involved in the validity a
of the passage. It might well have been the case, that ARer
became a convenieﬁt representative for any heretical doctrine,
In any event, the Rabbis were aware of the dangers of un-
restricted speculation in the Gnostic doctrines.36 The second
passage deals with the exegeslis of the cryptical passage in
Daniel 7:9. Here, no less an authority than Rabbi Akiba offers
an interpretation which might imply "two authorities." It is
in this passage that he receives his celebrated rebuke, |

instructing him to concern himself with legal matters and 1

leave theological problems to those who are more adept at

them. The other interpretation offered also seems somewhat

37
less than satisfactory. i

We can summarize this section by noting that the
Rabbls conscientiously attempted to repudiate all doctrines
of "two authorities."™ They considered such teachings to be
the root-source of heresy. Yet, they themselves, whether in
the speculation regarding the "Familia" or in the re jected

exegesls of Akiba, could not entirely escape its influence.

D. CREATION BY IETTERS, WORDS, NUMBERS, ETC.

No small number of statements reflecting a magical
or theurgical notion of creation are to be found in Rabbinic
sources. Many of these passages stress the relation between

the Creation and the letters of the Torah."58
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The world was created by use of the letters in

A\ N N C[C ! 0 lC 59 Another source

tells us that the world was created through the six letters
in the word A ') . This is derived from a forced

etymology of the word, which yilelds the reading_ﬂ'e (CIP,

)
i.e., "He created six™ () ? being a variant for )] 93 or
40

Q(Z )e Still other sources assert that the world was cre-

ated with the letter 341 We are also informed that the
world was created with the letter . This 1s based upon the
exegesls of Genesls 2:4.42 Another group of sources claim
that both thils world armd the world to come were created by

43
the agency of the letters i) and L. Finally, we are told

that men may learn this secret knowledge the combination of

the letters by which the world was created. Bezalel, the

architect of the Tabernacle, possessed thls esoteric knowledge.
Another idea, related to that discussed above, is

that the world was created with 10 saylings. The basic text

for this notion is Aboth 5.1. 4:%(0(&\?.1 AINICN DICE?

The Biblical proof texts given In the sequel are Gen. 1:3,6,
9, 11, 14, 20, 24, 26, 29; 2:10., The forced and contrived
nature of this total 1s indicated by a parallel passage which
tries to derive that 10 verses are the minimal amount that
may be read from the Torah from the "fact" that the world was
created with 10 statements. This enumeration can find only

9 statements and concludes that the word N'C(C )P 1tselfl
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s to be included in the total.46 Thus, 1t would appear that

the number 10 had some mystic significance. This significance
was great enough to cause the number to be used both in
ritual practice and Rabbinic cosmogony. The significance of
the number 10 may become more apparent if we mnote that
Manolsmus, a Gnostic, also speaks of 10 creatf[onsaly7 Thus,
once again, in this area of Creation by magic or theurgy, we
see that the Rabbls were very much a part of the Roman-

Hellenistic world.
) 48
E. PRE-EXISTENT MATERIALS

There are mamny passages in the literature under con-
sideration which assert that there were seven things created
prior to the Creation of the universe. The contents of these
lists vary. One grouping includes: the Torah, Repentance,
the Garden of Eden, Gehinnom, the Throne of Glory; the Temple
and the name of the Messiah.49 One text gilves an interesting
variation on this list by substituting "the heavenly Temple"
for "Temple.“so Other versions include the Patriarchs of the
world and Israel.51 In all of these passages, the relevant
Biblical proof texts are cited.

The "Spirit of the Lord™ of Genegis 1:2 is identified
with "the spirit of the Messiah.™ Isaigh 11:2 is used as a
proof text.52 As we have seen, other sources list the name
of the Messiah as among those things which pre-exlsted the

creation of the world. There 1s a vast difference between
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a pre-existent "name™ or "spirit" and a pre-existent Messiah.53

As we noted previously (see notes 3 and 19 to
Chapter II above), some of the Rabbis held that fire and water
from under the Throne of Glory were used to create the world.54
Other sources assert that water and darkness were the pre-
existent materials with which the world was created.55

Two final references indicate the esoteric nature
of this speculation. The Rabbis appear to have felt that
there was more to this notion of pre-existent matter than met
the eye. Had Adam not simned, all men would know the nature
of the primordlal matter from which the universe had been
created.56 On the other hand, some of the Rabbls were quick
to repudliate the notion of any pre-existent matter, when
such a notlion might impugn the omnlipotence of God. Thus R.
Gamaliel refutes the "philosopher" who suggests that Tohu,
Bohu, "darkness," "water," "Wind," and "The Deep" were
building materials used by God.5r7 Again, Rabbinic literature,
particularly in thils area of cosmogony, 1s comprehensible
only when seen against the background of their social-cultural
environment. The vliolent reaction of the Rabbls to some of
these Hellenistlic notions only serves to attest to theilr
gwareness of the kinship between the acceptable and unaccept-
able ideas. We do not mean to suggest that there is no
noveltyyand?genius of the Rabbinic mind is most clearly estab-
lished when we see how the Rabbls gave Judaism's answers to

universal questions. Common concerns do not prove an over-

whelming dependence.

P
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F. THE CREATION OF LIGHT: THE RABBINIC DOCTRINE
OF EMANATION

The significance of this topic can hardly be over-
stated., If there is any Philonic and/or Gnostic influence
operative in Rabbinic literature, we must certainly find it
in their treatment of this subject. As we have stated
earlier (see Chapter III Section C, above ), our primary con-
cern does not lie in the issue of Philo's influence on the
Rabbis and their influence upon him. However, the parallels
which we shall present here and subsequently (see Section I
below) cause us to favor the notion that the Rabbis were in-
fluenced by Philo, directly or indirectly, the manner not
being as important as the conmtent of that influence.

A controversy 1s reported as having téken place be-
tween R. Judah and R, Nehemiah as to what was created first.
R. Judah asserted it was the Light, which thus enabled God
to see where to place the foundations of the world. R.
Nehemiah, on the other hand, argued that the world was created
first and then the Light which served as an adornment for
the world.58 In a significant variation of the argument of
R. Judah, he asserts that God c lothed Himself in Light and
then created the world.59 This, of course, serves to relate
this Midrash to the group of Midrashim which we shall con-

sider with Genesis Rabbah 3.4 (see below)., Still another

passage simply asserts the priority of Light in Creation.SO

This Light of the first day had certain remarkable
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powers, With 1t, Adam could see from one end of the world to

the other. Because God foresaw that evil-doers would inhabit
the earth, He hid that light away for the righteous in the
world to come. In our principal source for this legend, b.
Haglgah 12a, the majority of the sages seem to dispute that
this Light differed in any way from the light we use today,
They assert that the light created on the first day was
placed in the firmament on the fourth day, i.e., that it was
the light of the sun, moon, and stars.6l One of the texts
which belongs to this family, suggests, on the contrary, that

there was no relation at all between the Light of the first

day and that of the sun, moon, and stars. Once the primordial
Light, which lasted for one week, was hidden, God created
the secondary light, which we now have, by striking two flints
together., In passing, let us note that there is a Philonic
parallel to the material comcerning the primordial Light which
we found in b. Hagigah 12&.63
Our basic text for this section is Genesis Rabbah 3.4
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R. Simon b. Jehotzadak asked R. Samuel b. Nahman,
'Since I have heard that you are a master of
Aggadah, tell me from whence was the light created?!
He sald to him, 'I learned that the Holy One, blessed
be He, wrapped Himself in it as a garment and the
splendor of His ma jesty illuminated the world from
one end to another.! He had amswered him in a whisg-
per. He said to him, 'But this is stated explicity
in a Biblical verse: (Psalm 104:2) Who coverest Thy-
self with light gg with & garment, yet you answered
me In a whisperl' He answered him, 'Just as I
heard 1t in a whisper, so I answered you in a whisper.'
R. Berekiash said, 'Had not R. Isaac taught this
publicly, we could not have discussed itl' Prior to
this, what did they say (about this matter). R.
Berekiah said in the name of R. Isaac, 'The Light
was created from the place of the Temple, as it is
said (Ezekiel 43:2) And, behold, the glory of the
God of Israel came from the east. Now His glory
refers only to the Temple, as you have stated

(Jer. 17:12) Thou throne of glory, on high from the
beginning, Thou place of our sanctuary, etc.64

R. Simon's question appears to be one of long
standing. It suggests that the simple meaning of Genesis
1:3 was no longer considered either self-evident or complete.
As a matter of fact, R. Samuel's answer directly repudiates
the Blblical statement that the Light was created by fiat.
Rather it suggests that the creation of Light took place by

an emanation from the Divine Glory - I’){;\ lls - or the

garment in which God garbed Himself. "We may see in this

doctrine of emanation a decisive breaking-away from the
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cosmology of the Word as a creatlve power, preparing the ground
for the more elaborate theorles of emanation which were to
emerge, under neoplatonic influence, at a much later stage of
Jewi sh cosmological speculation."65

Altmann points out, quite correctly it would appear,
that the Light referred to here 1s not the light of Genesis
1:3, which was the last thing created on the first day. The
light of Genesis 1:3 1s that which, according to Altmann, is

described by Philo (De Opificio Mundil 26-29), The Light re-

ferred to here corresponds to that of De Somniis I, 75.

From this it 1s clear that the Light which 1s the
Logos was the first creation, God's First-born as
1t were, and the ldeal world described in De opif,
mundi as the work of the first day may be inter-

preted as the Logos or Light spoken of in De
Somniis .66

There 1is a dmilarity in all this to the cosmogony

of Polnmandres and that stated in the Slavonic Enoch 25A, where

the creation of Light precedes that of heaven and sarth., This
precedence of Light 1s also found in several Rabbinic passages

as we noted above. Genesls R.3.4 is predicated on the prece=-

dence of Light iIn Creation. Thus, this would refer to that
spiritual, primordial light by which Adam could see from one
2ud of the world to another. Not only is this notion found

in Rabbinic literature, but it also occurs in Patristic litera-

ture. Basil the Great (Bishop of Caesarea after 370), in the

first homily of Hexalmeron, refers to "a spiritual light" ¢ﬁ
87 Il

(P W YOVT0Y) which preceded the creation of the world.
7 7
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Thus, it sppears that R. Simon is referring to the
primordial light. 1In additlon, there are numerous other pas=
€8

sages wherein R. Samuel uses the garment metaphor.

tPutting on the garment! must therefore be tanta-

mount to manifesting a hidden aspect of the Divine.

We suggest that the 'garment' of God mentloned in

our Midrash is 1dentiecal with God's Wisdom (Hokmah)

or Logos and that the 'splendour_ shining forth!

from 1t 1s the primordial light. 9
The "Garment™ notion is a common Hellenistic metaphor, and it
18 predlcated of Zarvan-Alon in Manichean and Mandaean cosmogony.

The notion of Zarvan-Aion as "light bearer" may similarly, be

reflected in Slavoniec Enoch 25A in the description of light

bursting from the belly of Adoil. The "Great age" referred
to there may be Zarvan or Alon. Altmann would relate Zarvan-
Alon-Logos, who 1s clothed in light as a garment and contain-

ing all. Creation to Philo's Logos doctrine.70

Thus, Altmann suggests that R. Samuel's statement 1is
patterned after Philo. He describes God as clothing Himself
in the Logos-Wisdom-Primordial Light. The garment is the Logos
1tself, whereas in Philo it appears to be the cosmos or the
elements. In effect, by saying that God put on His garment,
R. Samusl 1is asserting that He revealed His Logos by the light
that radiated from it. This passage

eoo does not suggest an emanation of the Logos-
Wisdom from the Divine essence but is content to
allude to the emanation of the primordial light
from the Divine Logos mythically described as
God's garment., As to the preclse nature of the

primordial light, we may say that it partly coin-
cldes with the Logos as the prefiguration of all

creation, as a {r (n Q:“ Q( XQI)Tos, in the Philonic
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sense, and partly represents the physical light as
well.ﬁ

Altmann summarizes his position regarding this passage by stating
thet 1t asserts that "Creation is a process of emanation."73

There is a group of passages which seem to be related
to the preceding. Thus, we are informed that the heavens were
ereated from the Light with which God garbed Himselfo74 God
created the Light from His own Light.75 God will be the
source.of light In the world to come.76 The Shechinah of God
1s all 1light, and from i1t was the light of the unlverse created.77
There are some statements, derived from Daniel 2:22, that the
Light dwells near God.78 The sun and moon recelved their light
by snatchling sparks of the celestial Light.79 There are four
winds in the world, one from each direction. Light emanated
from the east wind.BO A notion which may be related to these
1s that the "Glory of God" pervades the universe.81 A final
passage suggest that there were certaln primary substances cre-
8ted, and these, in turn subsequently generated secondary sub=
stances. For the school of Hillel, the fundamental elements
were the earth, flrmament and seas. These produced vegetation
and the Garden of Eden; the luminarles; and fish and fowl,
respectively. For the school of Shammal, the fundamental ele=
ments were heaven and earth, which produced the luminaries
and man, respectively. This passage may reflect a notion of
82

creation by emanatlion from the primary elements.

The Torah is frequently considered as the source of
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83 24
light which 1llumines the world, These passages may serve
as a bridge to those others which equate Torah-Reshith-Wisdom.
Thus, again, we find evlidence that the Rabbls were very much

involved in the intellectual currents of their times.
G. THE "WORD"™ OF GOD

The "Word" of God is, in all probability, closely

felated to the Shechinah, and, as such, refers to the immanent

aspect of God.85 It is failrly difficult to ascertaln to what

extent the "Word" of God becomes a true hypostasls. Even if
we should consider the "Word" to reach some degree of personi-
fication in Rabbinic literature.

Thls does not mean that the Word was regarded by the
rabbinical teachers who employed 1t as a person dis-
tinct from God, with a separate personal existence.
Thls was no more the case with Word than with Wlsdom,
which 1s undoubtedly personfied 1n Proverbs, Ch., 8.
In the case of the personlfied Word, God'!s creatlve
or dlrecting Word or speech 1s thought of, 'mani-
festing 1tself! as Kohler says, 'in the world of mat-
ter or mind.,! The reality behind 1t 1s God - 1t 1is,
as 1t were, God in action; but the divine power or
qualities expressed by 'Word or Memra are, as 1t were,
abstracted and personified. Thls would lnevitably

be the result 1f such terms were regularly employed.

Perhaps, the first stage 1n the process leading to
at least a quasi-hyposyipization of the "Word" of God, was
the development of the notion of Creation by flat. The doc=-
trine of Creatlon by flat was one of prime lmportance to the
Rabbls. Only the wicked would suggest that God engaged in
actual labor in creating the world.87 Speculation on the

"Word" of God might be a dangerous thing. It had a dire effect
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on Ben Zoma, and ultimately led to his untimely insanity
and/or death., Here, the implication 1is that the question is

8
an imponderable one. 8 Not only was this world created by the

"Word" of God, but the world to come will also be created in
the same mann@r.89 This 1s a fundamental difference between

God and man. When a man fashions something, he must actually

90
work. Not so with God, Who created light with His Word.

The "Word" of God is His creative agency. It has,

for Him, the same efficacy that an actual deed has for men.

By this stage, we have seen beyond the notion of Creation by

91
Fiat. His "Word" is the equivalent of fait accompli, an

92
angel 1s created from each word spoken by God. The words

93
Spoken by God have material substance to them. The "Word"

of God 1s charged with power. With it, He can destroy His
enemies.94 The "Word" of God 1is so powerful,that when the
Revelation at Sinail takes place, all nature is set astir. When
the natural elements hear the "Word" of God, it is as if the

entire universe were to be overthrown. God's "Word" is heard

1n nature as that of the Creator. The God of Revelation and
Creation 1s one. This Midrash may be too early to be a polemic
against Gnostlic dualism, but it certainly seems to be directed
agalnst some sort of dualism.

A basic problem related to the nature of the "Word"
of God and its personification, is the issue of the Memra.

In the Jerusalem Targum to Géhesis 1:27 we find the following

reading:
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_}l;)J\' /C)P "And the Memra of God created man in His image,

in the image of God created He (he?) him, a male and his mate,

created He (he?) him." Similarly, the Jerusalem Targum to

Exodus 12:42 suggests that the creative agent was the Memra
which "shone forth."96 Moore regards as erroneous the notion
that the Targumic Memra is the equivalent of the Word=Logos
of God, as found in Philo. He notes that the Targumim do not
use Memra to translate "word." Pitgama or milla are used for

such purposes. Indeed, the Memra is not even the equivalent

o7
of the Biblical "Word of God."

In many other contexts memra is introduced as a
buffer-word - sometimes™ in very awkward circum-
locutions -~ where the literal interpretation
seemed to bring God into close contact with his
creatures, But nowhere in the Targums is memra

a 'being!'! of any kind or in any sense, much Tess

a personal being. The appearance of personality
which in some places attaches to the word 1ls due
solely to the fact that the memra of the Lord

and similar phrases are reverent circumlocutions
for 'God,' introduced precisely where in the
original God 1s personally active in the affairs
of men; and the personal character of the activity
necessarily adheres to the periphrasis. It 1s to
be observed, finally, that Temra 1is purely a
phenomenon of translation, Tiot a figment of specu-
lation; it never gets outslide the Targums.

Abelson takes the other extreme. The Memra/ "Word"
is a world pervading force, for him. It i1s similar to the
Shechinah and/or Holy Spirit. It corresponds to the use
of "wisdom" in Apocryphal literature. He contends, however =-

end this seems a bit hard to follow - that 1t 1s not used
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99 |
as an intermediary between God and man.

The Targumlc usage of the Memra, although it '
has resemblances to the Rabbinic connotation ‘
of Shechinah, nevertheless constitutes a new

departure. It enters into the relations be-

tween the human and the Divine, between God,

man and the world,_to an even greater extent |
than the Shechina,l00

Initially, the Memra was merely an extension of the

creative word of the Psalmist, as in Psalm 55:6.101 However,

it had become similar in meaning and function to the "Word"
1 102
i in the Prologue to John.
It seems to us, that the truth lies in neither of

these rather extreme positions. There 1s some aspect of

medlation in the Memra - even Moore admitted this when, as 171
we saw, he considered it to be a circumlocution for God's h
? immanent actions. However, this is rot the same as to say
that 1t is hypostasized to the extent that the "Word"™ is in the
Prologue to John. In the history of ldeas, it is not infre-

quent that one group may borrow the terminology of another b

without also taking the ideological content of that termi-

nology. This seems to be the case with the "Word" of God. & y
The term was used by the Rabbis without their full awareness L
of all its implications. In any event, there may well be a ’ |
marked relationship between God's creative "Word" (whether | i

or not the Memra means this) and His "Wisdom." |
H., THE COSMIC PLAN ll

The distinction between this section and the follow- 'ii

ing one is artificial at best. Of course, strictly speaking,
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any categorizing of Midrashic Aggadlic material, such as we
have undertaken, 1is artificial. There 1s no Rabbinic trac-
tate dealing exclusively with the question of cosmogony. We
have gleaned these passages from larger bodies of materials
dealing with diverse subjects. We have used these categoriles
to faclilitate and systematize our consideration of the ques-
tion urder discussion. Thus, the categories are arbitrary
ahd must not be construed as really exlsting 1n the litera-
ture. In these last two sectlons, we shall find, even more
than in the earlier sections, a great deal of overlapping.
The basis of the cosmic plan is Torah. The creative "Wisdom"
of God 1s manifested in the Torah.
Our principal text for thls section is the opening

Midrash in Genesis Rabba:
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Rabbi Hoshaya began his discourse as follows:
Then I was by Him as a nmursling (i.e., Amon),
and I was daily all delight (Prov. B:30) Amon
means tutor. Amon means covered. Amon means
hidden. And there are those who say Amon me ans
great. Amon is a tutor in that you read as a
nursing father (Omen) carries the sucking child
Nu. 11:22) Amon means covered, in that you read
'They that were clad ("covered™ H a'emunim) in
scarlet (Lam. 4.5). Amon means hidden in that
you read and he brought up (here taken to read
"concealed™ - Omen) Hadassah (Esth. 2:7). Amon
means great 1n that you read art thou better than
No-Amon (Nshum 3:8); which the Targum renders
Wart thou better than Alexandria the Great that
is situated among the rivers?" Another interpre-
tation Amon is a workman (uman). The Torah says,
T was the tool of the Holy One, blessed be He.!
In general practice, when a human king builds a
palace, he does mt build it by his own skill,
but, rather, by the skill of an architect. Simi-
larly, the architect does rnot build 1t by his
skill alone, but rather uses plans and diagrams
to ascertain how to make the rooms and wicket
doors. Similarly, God consulted the Torah and
created the world., And the Torah says "In the
beginning God created. Now ™beginning" can mean
only the Yorah, in that you read The Lord acquired
me as the beginning of His way. (Prov. 8:223.105

Before we discuss this Mlidrash in detail, let us
briefly note tlhree related passages. In the first of these,
we are told that when God thought to create the world, but
prior to His doing it, He drew a blueprint from which to

104
proceed. In the second, we find that Moses ascends to
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heaven where he is shown the heavenly counterparts of the
vessels of the Tabernacle. Thus, we have what appears to be
a reflection of the Platonic Ideas.105 Finally, we read
that God has an archetype or pattern which He used in the
creation of man.106

At this point, we shall examline some of the scholar=-

ship dealing with Gen. R. 1l.1l. Baeck asserts that this Mid-

rash 1s one of the best example of the pﬁpmgation of Greek '7(};1/
107 T o .
thought into Rabbinic literature. He gives a detailled

1ist of midrashic, apocryphal, and Philonic sources which

parallel or cast significant light on our text, all of which

108
indicate that the Torah is to be equated with N'0iC) .

The question of the meaning of Fokhmah, (which 1s, as we have
seen, the speaker in Proverbs 8) 1is crucial to the entire his-
tory of religion.lo9 Qur Midrash, Baeck feels, represents

an approach towards the reconciliation of philosophy with
Jewish theology. Its basis lies in the cosmological question.
He cites Apocryphal, Pseudepigraphical,Septuagint, Philonic,
and New Testament passages, all dealing with the question of

the nature of A QI<). He ends this list by citing Z

Jerome's commentary to Genesis, wherein Jerome equatesﬁ‘g’Cj
with the Christ.llo Thus, he would view this Midrash as a
polemic against the Christian identification of p'e 1<) with

the Christ, i.e., _ N\ 11A) ‘)cj/\g AC(CH IL'K "Reshith can
111

only mean Torah." The whole matter of the "pre-existence"

is amply discussed in Apocryphal and Targumic sources as well
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as in the New Testament. Indeed, Baeck asserts, the very

descriptionswhich the New Testament uses regarding the Pre-

existent Christ, could be applied by the author of our Mid-
112
rash to the Torah.

Moore views our text as bearing a marked Philonic in-
fluence, The thought of Philo was brought to the Rabbis of
Caesarea by their great Christian contemporary and neighbor,

113
Origen. This contact between Origen and the Rabbis was
sufficient to permit the transmission of Philonic notions
from the Church Fathers, who preserved them, to the Rabbis,
who may or may not have been ignorant of them. This 1s at-
tested to by those Jewlsh-Christian controversies of which we
have records. "Most of the rabblis of whom such discussions
are reported taught or resided in Caesarea in the third cen-
tury, when Caesarea was an Important episcopal see and a
114
noted center of Christian learning in Palestine." Bent -
wich seems to hold a similar view with Moore and Baeck in
115
this regard.
Others suggest that this Midrash finds it original
116 117
source in the Timeus of Plato. Moore, and Baer, note
the strong similarity. Knox observes that
eeolere we have a highly concrete version of the
regular cosmogony, 1in which God appears as the
architect of the universe, working from the living
and divine original of tre Timaeus, which becomes
the Logos in Philo, The ¥isdom of Proverbs is not

a plan but an assistant. 118

Altmann points out the literary parallelism between




133,

our Midrash and the Timaeus 29a, c¢f., ™Phe artificer looked

for a pattern to that which is eternal,™ and "God looked to
the Torah and created the world."119

There are various Midrashim which are more or less

closely related to those mentioned above. This latter group

suggests, 1lmplicitly, that God created the world correspond-

ing to some plan or pattern. Thus, the Midrashim found in
Gene Re 9.5-9, all state that everything God created was
71CN flc "very good" (Gen. 1:31). All created things

seem to conform to a Divine Plan or, at least, standard.
The rabbis cite a statement of Ben Sira to show that all
created things serve a Divine purpose. The Midrash 1is on
Genesls 2:2, 1< s Which 1s translated here as "their
desires."lgo The subsequent Midrash asserts that all created
things, even flies, and gnats, etc., which are apparently
superfluous, were created for a purpose.lz1

The placing of 1limits and boundaries on the natural
elements also suggests conformity to a plan. Thus, God as-
signs the waters to their place.122 The luminaries, heaven,
earth, seas, and depths were all set in their limits by God.125
Finally, in a Midrash which we previously consldered (cf, foot=-
note 74), we find that God set limits to the heaven., He is
called ' iQ » "almighty," because He saild _l;z_, "it is
enough,'" to the heaven.

A theme which we noted previously (cf. chapter II,

footnote 36 above) 1is that man was created as a microcosm,

S
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He has terrestial and celestial elements in his mekeup. This
was done in order to keep balance and peace in nature. Thus,
the creation of man involved his conformity to a plan.124

Another group of Midrashim deals with miracles, All
the miracles that have come to pass were planned at the time
of creations Thus, they constitute aspects of the Divine plane
rather than exceptlons to it.125

Yot another group informs us that many worlds were
created anmd then destroyed prior to this world.l26 What may be
involved here is a notion that these worlds were destroyed be-
cause they did not conform to the eternal plan., Of course, it
is possible that the Midrashim may reflect a similarity to the
system of Heraclitus, especially his notion of the simultaneous
creation and destruction of worlds, rather than to a Platonic
notion of the eternal ideas.

There is final group of Midrashim from which the

existence of a plan may be inferred. These Midrashim describe

the perfection of creation, The heaven and earth which God

created are identical with those that He originally contemplated.

The perfectlon of the Creation is self-evident. There is not

one aspect of the Creation with which anyone could take excep-
128 n

tion. Thus, we have seen that there was a "plan®" operative

in the Creation of the World. That "plan"™ has been identified

quite clearly as the Torahe. It now remains for us to see how

VN2, the Divine Wisdom, becomes identified with the

|
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Torah, and how 1t served as God's instrument in the Creation

of the world,
I THE PLACE OF WISDOM

In the development of the identification of Torah-
Reshith-fokmah, the first step may have been the notion of the
pre-existent Torah. The first phase of this idea, in turn, was
probably the assertion of the priority of the Torah in Creation,
Thus, the Torah was one of the five acquislitions which God
made for Himself, the others belng heaven and earth, Abraham
and Israel, and the Sanctuary.129 The Biblical proof text used
here is Proverbs 8:22. This will be our key verse in establish-
ing the primacy of the Torah in Creation, 1ts use as God's
ins trument and its equation with wisdom.lso The material which
we are considering at this point, and throughout this seetion,

is, of course, intimately related to our dlscussion of Pre-

Existent Materials and The Cosmic Plan (see sections E and H

above).

From asserting that the Torah was first created, it
is a small step, indeed, to suggest that it was with God prior
to the Creation, i.e., that 1t was pre-existents Thus, we find
that the Torah was in heaven, initially, until Moses ascended
thereunto and brought it down.151 Several passages inform us
that the Torah resided with God for 974 generations prior to

the creation of the world. (Variations suggest that 1t was 980

generations
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and/or 2000 years prior to the Creation).

Related to the notion of the pre-existent Torah, are
those Midrashim which describe the Torah as the purpose of Cre-
ation. The Torah appears to be the final or teleological cause
of the Universe.l33 There is another group of Midrashim, or,
more precisely, a sub-category of the preceding group, which
asserts that the Creation was a conditional act. The perpetua-
tion of the world was made contingent to Israel!s accepting
the Torah at Mount Sinai154 and to their fulfilling it.135

It was, apparently, not a large step from asserting
that the Torah was the pre-existent teleogical cause of Crea-
tion, to depict it as the instrument of Creation. Thus, the
Torah i1s described as that precious implement (hypostasis) with
which the world was created. 5 Most of the texts seem to sug-
gest that God consulted with the Torah prior to the creation

138

137
of the universe, 5 or, at least, of man. The relation of

this notion to that of the Cosmic Plan is readily visible (see

gection H above).

The next step in the development of the notion that
the Y&?g was created through the "Wisdom" of God, was the iden-
tification of the Torah with that Wisdom. Now, as we have
seen, the Tofah was held to be the pre-existent, teleological
cause of the universe. Indeed, it was a full hypostasis used,
or, at least, consulted by God in the creation of the universe.,

As we noted previously (see section H above), as the primordial

—T
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Cosmic Plan, the Torah could readily be identified with the

N 'QICY) of Genesis 1:1. As early as the completion of the

Wisdom Books of the Bible, the groundwork had been laid for |
the hypostatization of Wisdom and for its subsequent, Rabbinic,
identification with the Torah. The classic text for this is,

of course, Proverbs 8:22.159

Our discussion of the Cosmic
Plan gave ample evidence for asserting that this line of de-

é velopment was just the one taken by the Rabbis. In addition

| to the passages cited there, there are a host of othem which
make the equation of Torah=Reshith=Wisdom. 40 Other Biblical
texts also employed to make this equation. These include

143
141, g.30%%%; 9:1"*°; anda Job 28:20.1%%

Proverbs 3:19
The final topic awaiting our consideration, is that
of the hypostatization of Wisdom in Judaism. The book of
Proverbs, and, to some extent, Ben Sira, are the ultimate
sources of this doctrine. Although this notion bears great
similarity to Greek thought, Knox asserts that it was, at
least at the Biblical perlod, an ldea indigenous to post-
BExilic Judaism.l45 Whatever the relationship might have been
between Jewish and Greek thought at this period (and I think
that Knox 1is too extreme in this lnsistence on complete
autonomy ), there certainly are some important distinctions
and differences between Jewish thought, on the one hand, and
Greek and/or Christian, on the other, concerning this matter.
For Judaism, except perhaps at its fringes, (cf. the "doctri-

nal errors™ of Aher as discussed in section C above},Wisdom
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as an hypostasis never seriously challenged monotheism,
TorahsReshitheWisdom, never attained membership in a divine
pantheono146
The Midrashim involved in this toplc are of three
groups., The first asserts the hypostases of several divine
qualities, including ™Wisdom,™ all cf which are employed in
Creation., The second provides Biblical textual support for
the existence of "Wisdom" as an hypostasis. In the third

category the existence of "Wisdom™ as an hypostasis is asserted,

and no proof 1s given for this assertion.

In the first category, we find statements to the
effect that seven qualities were used by God in creating the
world.147 Seven aﬁtributes minister before the Throne of
Glory.148 The use of seven, here, may well betray a Gnostic
influence. The Hebdomad, or grouping of seven superhuman
beings, 1s significant in some Gnostic systems., It might con-
celvably go back to an even earlier source, and reflect a
notion of planetary influence. The world was created with
Wisdom (ggkggg) and Understanding (T‘vunah).l49 Another group
of passages tells us that the world was created with three
attributes, and these are Wisdom (Hogmah), Understanding
(T'vunah) and Knowledge (Da'ath). These three are derived

_from Proverbs 3:19f. All of the passages in this group re-
late these qualities to those used by Bezalel in constructing
the Tabernacle, Hence, those gualitles are, under certain

condi tions, available to men.lso
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Most of the sources in our second group are derived
from Proverbs 3:19., Indeed, there appears to be very little
"derivation" involved. There is merely the assertion that
God created the world with W‘isdom.151 Still another source
is derived jointly from Proverbs 9:1f and 3:19.15§inally, the
text of Proverbs %1-4,18 Interpreted to refer to the entire
process of creation.l53

In the third and final group of Midrashim, we find
a most intriguing passage. It tells us that three creations
preceded the universe. These were water, Rual (which is best
left untranslated), and fire. From the water, darkness
emerged, from the fire, light emanated, and the Rush yielded
- Hokmahe. All six of these "creations" were then used in the
organization of the universe.154 All that was created in the
universe, even that which 1s apparently evil, was fashioned
by Wisdom.155 The final statement, the one which most clearly
and fully depicts Wisdom as an hypostasis used by God in
creating the world, 1s the Targum Jerushalmi to Genesis 1:1.

Here we read [S'NQ A 'O ICI2 (S NOJN?
!( 3/-)’< A "With Wisdom God created

the heaven and the earth.,™ Here we find the point of contact
in the Cosmogonles of Alexandria, the Rabhbis, and the Fourth

Gospel. Here Judaism answered Reshith-Logos-Sophia-Christ

with Reshith-Logos-Sophia-Torah, Thils speculation was carried

onto an even greater extent in the Zohar and other Kabbalistic

156
works.
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The genlius of Judalsm met the challenge of Greek,

Christian and Gnostic thought by incorporating and assimi-

lating 1t wherever possible, negating and rejecting it wherever

recessary, but never compromising its insistence on Monothe~
ism, and the identity of the Creator and Redeemer-God. The
God of Creation, and Revelation, of Prophecy and History, of
Prayer and ultimate Redemption, 1is one. Though comprehensible
only when seen against the context of %EE contemporary milieu,
Rabbinic cosmogony and cosmology are not slavishly dependent
on 1t. They are creative and auténomous disciplines which
arose 1in response to the challenge of their times.

Our selection and treatment of Rabbinic Cosmogony
" bears a two-fold significance. By our tracing its emergence
from Biblical times and our examination of the forces which
shaped and/or paralleled it, we have produced a case study
to support the thesis that Judaism, throughout its history
has been a viable faith, vibrantly attuned to the currents
of its times. Judalsm has always shown a lively concern in
the products of man's creative intellect. However, there is
an even greater significance to our exploration of this topic.
This lies in man's quest for the divine. "The more we know

157
of creation, the closer we get to the Creator,"
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CHAPTER V |

Footnotes

1, Altmann,A. ™A Note on the Rabbinic Doctrine of Creation™

in The Journal of Jewish Studies Vol. VII nos. 3 and 4.
1956. London, England. p. 195, cf. also the Rabbinic
rarallel in the celebrated debate between Hillel and Sham- |
mali to Philo and the Timaeus clited by Bentwich, N. i
Hellenism, Jewish Publication Society of America, Phila- |
delphia, 1919, p. 255f. "Beneath the surface of the dis- ;
pute lay the question whether an ideal creation preceded i
the physical, which is one of the cenmtral doctrines of !
the philosophy of Philo. This was the point upon which
Hillel and Shammal must have been at varlance; and while o
Hillel said earth was created before all (i.e., there was
no intermediate step between God's will and the bringing
into existence of the world), Shammai meintained that
heaven was created first (i.e., an ideal plan preceded).
A similar difference of opinion between Hillel and Shammail

4 is expressed in relation to another controversy upon the

| period of day at which Cod accomplished the creation.

: According to Shammai, the plan of creation was made by E
night and the creation itself took place by day; Hillel, |
on the other hand, said that both took place together in ;M
the day." |

2. Knox, W.L. "Pharaisism and Hellenism" in Judaism and ‘ i
Christianity. Vol. II, pp. 61-114, London, Sheldon Press. i
T§3ﬁ7‘57‘€I¥ "But 1t is almost true to say that for the il
Judaism of the beginning of our era the distinction between «g‘
history and philosophy is a distinction of degree, not of |
kind. All history is a history of God's dealings with |
man: All true philosophy is an understanding of God in the F
light of those dealings,® Of course, this may not be as
serious a difficulty as it at first appears. The collec-~
tive experience of God via his tory may be viewed as the I
"oeiven" in our own problem. Certainly, in areas more |
susceptible of subjective consideration, é.g.s the ques-
tion of the one and the many in ethics, this limitation
of the knowledge of God to collective historical experience
is quite a serious impediment to developing a system. P

; However, there are little, if any, subjective factors in-

B volved in the development of a system of Rabbinic cosmogony.

3. Schechter, S. Some Aspects of Rabbinic Theology. Behrman {
House, Ind. New York. 1936, p. 12. |

4, Scholem, G.G. Major Trends in Jewish Mysticism, Third
Revised Edition. Schocken Books New York, 1954, cf. O
Pp. 41-44. - ,
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Heineman, I Darke Ha 'Aggadah, Hebrew University.
Jerusalem, 1950, p. 4.

Lieberman, S. Hellenism in Jewish Palestine, Jewish
Theological Seminary of America, New York, 1950, p. 4.

Ibide pe 19,

Marmorstein, A. The 01d Rabbinic Doctrine of God: I The
Names and Attributes of God, Oxford University Press.
London, 1927 c_f_‘o PP 80, 84’ 86f .

Cf. Marmorstein, A, Studies in Jewish Theology, Oxford
University Press. Lordon. 1950, pe. 47. "Our material
leaves no doubt that the great teachers of the second and
third centuries faced people who, more or less, were under
the spell of the Marcionite way of thinking. These were
the Minim, who, either entirely or in part, severed their
connections with the Synagogue. Socially or economically,
they coulé not be separated from members of the community
or from their own family., Teachers and preachers used to
have disputes or discussions with them.... Considering
the nature of thelr questions and thelr attitudes towards
Jews,one cannot, in the Minim of the early times (up to
the third century) and especially in places where Christian
were not to be found at all, see Christians whether Jew-
ish or Gentile. Jews who were inbued with Gnostic doc-
trines are krown by the name of Minim." Marmorstein may
be a bit extreme in this. However, as Dr. Petuchowski

pointed out to me, in the Palestinian version of the Tefilo,

a distinction is made between 2 ' 72 1] and L' A N .

Abelson, J. The Immanence of God in Rabbinical Literature.
Macmillan and Co., Limited. London, 1912, cf. p. 58.

Neumark, D. The Philosophy of the Bible. Ark Publishing
Co. Cincinnati, 1918, p. 295. "in order to combat this
new phase of Christology, Rabbl Akiba introduces the mys-
teries of Bereshith (_p‘'fIic 27 ) CYN ) so as to be
able to fight antinomistic Christianity on its own grounde.
This is again the repetition of a situation which was per-
formed in biblical times: Mercabah and Bereshith go back
to the schools of Bzekiel and Jeremiah respectively.™

Ibid. pe 296,
Schechter, op. cit. p. 46,
Scholem, op. cit., p. 21. Subsequently, he asserts "....

we are dealing with organized groups which foster and hand
down a certain tradition: with a school of mystics who are
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not prepared to reveal their secret knowledge, their 'Gnosis,!

to the public. Too great was the danger, in this period of
ubiquitous Jewish and Christian heresies, that mystical

speculation based on private religious experience would ’
come into conflict with that 'rabbinical!' Judaism which was

rapidly crystallizing during the same epoch,™ (p. 47) .

15. Cf. also Midrash Haggadol to Bereshith 1.10, 16 and jJ. ‘
“Hag, ch. 2. Halacha 1 p. 6b (Zhitomir ed.)

16. Cf. Scholem, op. cit., pP. 74 .
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Cf. also Gen. R. 8.2. The citing of Ben Sira may present ]
still further evidence that the Rabbls were familiar with i
Apocryphal material. Of course, as Mishna Eduyoth 5.3 and I
Yadaim 3.5, suggest a considerable controversy raged as

to the canonization of the Hagiographa. Perhaps at this i
time the canonization of Ben Sira was also contemplated.

This would account for its being cited as if it were
Scripturs.
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Altmann in "Gnostic Themes in Rabbinic Cosmology",

pp. 19-32 1in Egssays Presented to J. H. Hertz. Goldston,
London, 1942., cf. p. 26,

20, Scholem, op. cit., p. 52.

21, Ibide. p. 361, ™'Paradise,' as Joel has pointed out, could
well be a Talmudical metaphor for Gnosis, because of the
tree of knowledge (Gnosisl) therein.... Origen (Contra
Celsum VI, 33) relates that the Gnostical sect of the
Ophites, used the same metaphor."
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24. Cf. Seder Eliyshu R. (Friedmann ed.) che 31, p. 160 and l
Gen. R. 3.4 and the large number of passages similar to 3
it. g

25, Cf. Moore, op. cit. Vol. I, p. 364. Moore is rather ex-
treme in this matter, e.g.,"That the 1dea of a divine
intermmedlary, whether derived from Philo or the independent
product of a similar Platonizing theory of the nature of !
Deity, had some currency in Hellenlistic Jewish circles ;
may be Inferred from the adoptlon and adaptation of it in 1
certain New Testament writings, and from Gnosticism as 158
well as from Catholic Christianity. But that this phil-
osophy deeply or widely influenced Jewish thought there is
no evidence. In the Palestinian schools there is no trace
of it." p. 417.

26. Cf. Box, G.H. "Intermediation in Jewish Theology" in
Jewlsh Quarterly Review, New Series Vol. XXIII, (1932- ‘
1933) pp. 103-119, p. 105. i |
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3l. Marmorstein, Studles in Jewlish Theology, op. cite., P. 99,
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35.

cf. Gen. R. 8.8 and 9.
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Gen. Re ¢fe note 3 Soncino edition, p. 4; cf. also Deut.

R. 2:13; Tanhumae to Gen. (Buber ed.) 3a; §. Berachot
(Zhitomir ed.) ch. 9. 55b-56a; b. Sanh. 38b.

Cfe Jo Megillah (Zhitomir ed.) 12b; (Krotochin ed.) 71d;

b. Meg. 9a; Mechilta (Lauterbach ed.) Pisha 14, lines
Tanhuma to Exodus (Buber ed.) 6a.
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Ex. R. 6.1 ¢f. also J. Sanh. (Krotoshin ed.) 18a; b,
Sanh. 38a; Mi.R. 3.4; amd also j. Berachot (Krotoshin

64ff.;

I
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ed.)

Ch-:-g, p. 1‘;5;—&;. R. 12.4; LeV. R. 24.2;(08,1’113. B_Q 1.901;

Tanhuma to Genesis (Buber ed.) 53b; Tanh. £o Ex. 2683
Tanhuma to Ex. (Warsaw 1875 gg) 78a; Pesikta Rabbati
(Friedmann ed.) 175b.
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The note to thls passage in the Soncino edition (p. 93)

casts doubts on the historicity of this passage on the

grounds that Metatron sounds more like a Babylonian no-
This seems rather strange inasmuch as the Enoch-
Metatron material is found in abundance in the Apocrypha

tion.

and Pseudepigrapha.
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Seder Rabba d'Bereshith c¢f. also b. Sukkah 49%a, '
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Je Hagigah (Krotoshin) 77c; Tanhuma to Exodus, Buber ed.
40a. This assertion 1ls also made 1n Soferim 2.1 and Seder
Eliyahu Rabba (Friedmamnn ed.) ch. 31l. p. 164,
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. Hagigah (Krotoshin ed.) 77c ¢f. also b. Menahoth 29b.;
Gen. R. 12,10 Midrash Tehillim (Buber ed.) Psalm 114,
P. 236a-236b.
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Cf. also Aboth d'Rabbi Nathan Schechter ed.) A Version
ch. 31 p. 45b; B. Version ch. 31 p. 45b; Pirke d'Rabbil
Eligzer ch. 3; Pesikta Rabbati (Friedmann ed.) 108a-108b;
and, with some variation, Gen. R. 17:1.
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(Psalm 33:6) cf. also b. Rosh Hashanah 32a where the 10
statements are used to derive the practice of reciting
10 Biblical verse for each division of the £¢»g service
on Rosh Hashona, i.e., AlXD1 0 AN 1I35 N

Ginzberg, L. The Legends of the Jews. 7 Volume edition.
Jewish Publication Society of Amsrica, Philadelphia, 1924,
1946, 1954, 1955, Vol. V, p. 63,

In this sectlon, we shall deal with pre-exlstent materials
other than the Torah. We shall consider it under secfions "H"an#
TIT below.

Cf. b. Pesahim 54a, b. Nedarim 39b; Midrash Mishle (Buber
ed.) 30a; Pirke 4' Rabbi Ellezer ch. 3; Seder Elizahu
Rabbah (Friedmann ed.) ch. 31. p. 160 {This passage lists
six pre-exIstent things, omitting Repéntance.)

Midrash Tehillim (Buber ed.) ch. 90. p. 196a.

Tanhuma to Numbers (Buber ed.) 17b-18a; (Warsaw 1875 ed)
56h.
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Moore, op. cit., Vol. II, p. 344. "It is the question of
what with an ambiguous name is called 'pre-existence,!
especially the 'pre-existence of the Messiah,'! which has
been given an exaggerated Importance on account of its
supposed relation to Christian beliefs. For Judalsm it
makes very little matter what the apocalyptic writers
Imagined about it. On that question it 1s pertinent to
observe that Esdras and Baruch are contemporary with the
great generation of Tannaim, the disciples of Johanan ben
Zakkai and their successors; that the authors were evi-
dently men of some respectable learning, which meant in
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those days a relation to the schools; and there is no
sectarign eccentricity to be discovered in them. Under
these circumstances there is a certain presumption that
they were not consciously at variance with rabbinical
teaching on this point. The Tannaim, as we shall see,
counted 'the name of the Messiah' amongst things that

preceded the world (Psalm 82:17) but not the person of
the Messiah.
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55. Tanhuma to Exodus (Warsaw 1875 ed.) 129b:

. 119:30 117%0 DX bxk:: UPARE
Psalm// "o»rnp 1°ap 17K 777237 nna" a"wr "oowvw Y33
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56, Aboth d'Rabbi Nathan (Schechter ed.) A Version ch, 39, p. 58b:

100 10 xbPobRA -”57°‘Jl’°ﬂlP yi°% 0% poo I°X
L7IXT 0°DW X923 OB ¥IVCY nannen 1% 190D /l
57. Gen. R. 1.9: o :
- 4% 7°% 90K YX°9p3 ]2 DX PK@ IAK ?HIDIPD
490w 0°210 D23DDD XXDT RYX O3°A1°K K10 21712
9pX  .NIDIANY B?DY MITY JWINT I WA L INAR
LIK273 [A2 2°n3 7I0%90 X723 XA A% AR nhthn nv

The Biblical proof texts then follow. For the Gnostic
antecedents of this matter, cf. Altmann, "Gnostic Themes

in Rabbinic Cosmology," pp. 19-32 in Essays, etc., op. cit.,
c¢f. pp. 20-28. T




151.

58. E.E;.: 30

Psalm 1199/nns prs? 711 MK 0 A’ DYAbK DK7Y
»"9 goomz ‘a1 20 "Ya31 ycap a°x° 7937 nns”
1°v%n n13ab wpaw Jen? bwpn AbhAn NXI21 AKX ARIK
1°0381 NI71 POYIA AwY AD YBR ~40PD ANIK AT !
NKT331 N7IKA 7O 0°01°%B°n ¥AIp XA JRUa yI°P
1%n% %wn abnn %723 obvayn ok aconi ‘a1 L.abmn
' ...71°03B1 N33 ATeyY 1Uube 13w

Gen. Re 3¢l cf. also Ex. Re 50.1 where the account is
placed adjacent to the celebrated Midrash of R. Simon b.
Jehotzadok. (cf. under our discussion of Gen.R. 3.4).

59. Tanhuma to Exodus (Buber ed,.,) 62a-62b the significant dif-
- ference lies in the'word(? Jﬂﬂrﬂ_(ci?QD NT-D N
PRV P A VLT S Vel j ENd__ 005 N XA udUo ahn

60« Ex. R. 34.2: p)Cicnp 0 YN 0oL £3D Vi L
L VY T S RN ) Y VA VAR, X

6l. B. Hegigah 12a: jpipkan ©81°2 a"2pn K73 K Tryor 'k
bano3w 1173 1810 1 abiyn wad 11n91:“n1:
onowyn n%TY n3E 71731 2i3Dn 111:‘\§n apn )

yap>1" Job38:15px3w jap 1¥3331 DY a>%pYipn
X125 J°Nn¥Y BOp°I3Y 1731 ’n21 Bk BYPID

1> % "oqu 73 TI%KA R BOAYR %777 égg.l:u) IwRIY
"Jip 5 pr1t 170" \Isa.3:1070x3v pRIX x%x 210
Rrov.13:9 apx3v mpp 0°p T3P 17330 7R AXIW 1179
T Taas3 a"apn %72 7K CKIND  ADRY BPF°IE K
4p10 7¥1 O%I¥N MI0D 13 T°IDY ABIT BIX JIVEY

" ¢
81°2 1X7230 RITIKD ] 1A K ImY 3py? 7 73T
,29°37 810 1Y 1bn3 kP 1@X7

The entire statement 1s found repeated in j. Berachot
(Zhitomir ed.) ch. 8 Halacha 6 pp. 53b-54b and Midrash
Tehillim (Buber ed.) To Psalm 47 p. 211b. Similar state-
ments regarding the unusual qualities of this Light may
be found in the following sources! Gen. R. 3.6; 11l.2;
12.6; 42.3; Ex. R. 35.1; Lev. R. 11.7; Nu. R. 13.5; Ruth
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63,

64.

65.

66 .
67,

68,

69,

70,

152 )

R. Pischa 7; Esther R. Pischa 11 Pesikta Rabbati (Friedmann
ed ) 118a-118b; Pesikta Zutrathi (Buber . ed.) on Genesis
1:31. That the Light was hidden away for the righteous
may be found in the following sources Gen. R. 3.6; 42.3;
Leve. R. 11.7; Tanhuma to Leviticus (Warsaw 1875 ed ) 16b;
Pesikta Rabbati (Friedmann ed.) 19b-20a. The opp031tion
of the sages to R. Jacob's position may also be found in
Pesikta Rabbati (Friedmamn ed.) 186a, For the Gnostic
background to _5/J(#) i cf. Altmann "Gnostic Themes in
Rabbinic Cosmology," pDe. 19-33 in Essays etc., op. clt.,
c_f.o PP. 28-32.

J. Berachot (Zhitomir ed.) ch. 8 Halacha 6, pp. 55b 54& -
cf. especiallyl

0°o¥1 »3p a"apa 1Y In°1 Ayw aAnIx3a "1% v37 qpX
1+"an Lnoby 11’:11 q91Kn (AB X3°Y Arb ar 1Uwvpan
»n1%kD K773 n°5y .77°31 Rsalml3991Y-31ya ik bty

' LUKA

De Opificio Mundi 30-31 as cited in Baer Yisrael Ba'amim
Mosad Blalik, Jerusalem 1955 pp. 86 and 132.

Gens R. 3.4 cf. also Gen. Re 1l.63 Ex. R. 50.1; Levo.R. 31.7;
Tanhuma (Buber ed.) Genesis 3b; EXOdUS 628 (Warsaw 1875
ed.) Exodus 130 a; Pesikta d‘Rav “Kahana (Buber ed.) 145b;
Midrash Tehillim (Buber ed.) Psalm 27, pe llla. In soms

of the versions, the reading suggests that this deals with
the creation of the world rather than Light. However, it
appears that "Light" is the original reading.

Altmann, "A Note on the Rabbinic Doctrine of Creation™ in
The Journal of Jewish Studies Vol. VII, etc., ope. cit.,
P. 197.

Ibid., pe. 198.
Ibid., p. 200.

Ee.g. Deut. R. 2 end; Cant R. 4.10; Pesikta d'Rav Kahana
(Buber ed.) T147b-148a.

Altmann, "A Note on the Rabbinic Doctrine of Creation,®
in The Journal of Jewish Studies Vol. VII, etc., Op. cit.,
Pe 201,

Ibid. p. 201, cf. De Fuga 110 "In a sense Philo's Logos 1is
a de-mythologized Zarvan-Alon" p. 202.

71, Ibid. p. 202.
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73.

74 o

75,

76 .

sing opinion. " "Primitive

Ibid. p. 202, Altmann points out the similarities between
this and Plotinus and the Hermetica (202f).

Ibid. p. 206. cf Abelson gg citey, ps 206, for an oppos-
th In its nature and in the
manner 1In which the Rabbins expressed it, is the conception
of Holy Spirit under the flgure of light and fire. The
same tendency was noticed in the Shechinah conception.
It is a materlalist idea, but yet it has its mystical
side. Its advance on the 0.T. idea consists in its recog-
nition as a separate entity. And not only 1s 1t materi-
alized as light and fire., It is also symbolized as wind,
creating various startling noises - and this, not only
in the atmosphere surrounding certaln personages, but in-
side them e84+ in several of their limbs and internal
organs. rfhe myskical elements in all religions present
these phenomena.

Pirke d'Rabbi Eliezer ch. 3: 4qi1xp 1%723 81pD nTYKD 0°DO

apbpa wAbY 13DD NPL BIAY X100 a"apn Ye wnab
XIp3 12 °¥n 51 an% noxvw Ty 1°5%301 (°ANID 1’111
*qY DU
w123 pXE 1°3BL ETSERRLIN-RE -1 4/ ok v |

Keelm g_gﬁy’ﬁ’: nopy mEil ApYEs ik aviy’ Yiw k723

—

Friedlander, in his edition, observes "The Church Fathers
discussed the creation narrative in much the same way as
our author: Thus Anthanasius in his exposlition of the 103rd
(sicl) Psalm (corresponding to the Hebrew 104th (sicl)
Psalm) refers to the formation in terms of the 01d Testa-
ment writers; +..." (pe. 15)

Tanhuma (Warsaw 1875 ed.) to Numbers 62a:
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Pesikta d'Rav Kshana (Buber ed.) 145a:
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77. Pesikta Zutrathi (Buber ed.) on Gen. 1:3 ;
fesldi8 LULT: ed. Gen. 1: This passage
also contains the interesting notion th é i

created from the water. & at the llght was
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"ovx n0s 0055 by apak1"191K 13¥ 7R ADIKIVTIXD | ¥
v5"x"'n5Y ©%a°yaw B°00 BN B*3°¥R CTIRD s> 1o B
"s3%y niypia |
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80. Pirke d4'Rabbi Eliezer ch. 3.
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8l. Midrash Tannaim (Hoffman ed.) p. 210
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cf. also Ex. R. 17.1,;

82, Gene. R. 12,5 " . ‘
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83. B. Megillah 16b’
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84, Seder

er Elijahu Rabba (Friedmann ed.) ch. 3 p. 16f:
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85, C_f_o Abelson 220 cit. Pe 1l47¢f,

86. Box, op. cit. pe. 110, Cf. also Abelson op.cit. p. 282f,
"As for the Incarnation, it can be seen from the chapters
on the Holy Spirit, how the Rabbins, by their delineation
of the Holy Spirit.as an ideal which everyone has it in
his power to reach, provided he orders his life aright,
recognized the divinity of humanity. But they sternly
repudiated the converse side of the proposition - the
humanity of divinity. One of the chlef motlves underlying
the zealous insistence on the Divine Unity and the pains
and penalties attaching to the infringement thereof, is
just thils safeguarding agalinst the dangers of clothing
the Divine in the garb of the human., Side by side with
the words "Shechinah" or "Memra®, we get ™God's Shechinah,"
"God's Memra." Why is this? Because the Rabbins never
desired that the personification of God intended in these
terms - ard which had as its object to express the l1mma-
nent workings of the all-directing, omnipresent, and all-
pervading Divine Principle - might be woefully misconstrued
into a false identity between man and God. After all, it
is only the trained philosopher who can understand what
is and what 1s not included in the connotation of the word
"person" as applied to the Deity. It is not easy to satls-
fy the man in the street that God can be a person with all
the attributes of personality, amd yet be a spirit.”

87. Tanhuma (Buber ed ) Genesils 4a,
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Cf. also Gen. R. 3.2; 12.10; 27.1; Ecc. R. II.21.11, =.

88. GeneRe 446: (Gen. 1:7) Conx n1 “grpan nx nenbR vy
T _ syqnw nIRIpDA 1%
Ak wy®1 0PI¥A X KDITTI 0OF KD K21
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89. éggadath Bereshith (Buber ed.) Ch. 23 on Isa. 42:25.
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Mamscript of Midrash Tehillim to Psalm 18 as cited by

Kasher (Vol. I add. #6).
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95. Mechilta Bahodesh ch. 5 (Lauterbach ed. lines 40-48)
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xY>% %3597 7502 1°2°N2 113°R 11P2% yaax OIIK
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97. Cf. Moore op. cit. Vol. I p. 417f.

98. Ibid. p. 419.

99. Abelson, op. cit., p. 158ff.

100. Ibid. p. 150.
101. Ibid. p. 153.

102, Ibid. pp. 160-164.
B A e Lo i
Tehillim (Buber ed.) Psalm 90 p. 196b; Seder Ellshy . Rabba

(Friedmann ed. ) ch. 31 1603 '
d'Bereshith 3. > P # and Dedor Rabbe

104. Pirke d'Rabbi Eliezer ch. 3, navn ob1ya X113 X227 13
Ak K71Y% nawnpa Ayl 92%31 %1730 10U n":Pn
9p1y n°f X971 1°3p% 0°1ya NX g anp n*n1 o®ayn
EAFELEE AR AL 1b0% DT 13T Ap? PwD 1opY "
15K91071 1°R1710° FIKI ©XIND 13I°K DK ThYp 0°7v°D

1238% ovﬂql?n":pn 13 na33b PomaAn 137K ]7KI0Y
a%iyn nx

105. Ex. R. 40.2: gaxan oitp? awn nbyws ¥310 AnK...
nowyY Ay 751 15 1?7 DX 1O@RA %3 %> n apa 1%
...]o0D5 AWYR ©3 > marp N°UI jn%e nqEeyy NIan

106. J. Sanhedrin (Zhitomir ed.) ch. 4, Halacha 9 p. 1l7a.
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107.

108,

109,

110.

111.

112.

113.
114.
115.

116.
117.
l18.
119.

159.

Drei Jahrtausenden pp. 157-175 Sch" Verlag. 1938 cf.p.162

ol i
Baeck, L. "Zwel Beispiele Midraschiag r Predigt" in Aus l |
S¥ n ;

Ibid. e¢f. p. 163 - "Die Tora allein is der A'@IC) der

Sch8pfung."

Ibid. p. 164 "Diese Frage war damals eine entscheidende, ; D
on on ihr schieden sich Christentum und Judentum." i ’

Ibid. pe 165 - citing Jerome "Im Sohne schuf Gott Himmel
und Erde . "

cf. Ibid. p. 166 "Der Christus oder die Tora, so war es
seit der Zeit des Galaterbriefes ein eigentlichtes Problem
des Kampfes zwischen Christentum und Judentum,"

Cf. Galatlans 3:24 F., where the Torah is compared to a ;f
Pedagogue . l
1

i
Moore, op. cit. Vol. I. p. 165. 1
Ibid. p. 365. |

Bentwich, N. Hellenism op. cit. p. 311l. "To R. Hosaya tra-
dition ascribed the passage at the opening of the Midrash
on Genesis, which says that God created the world by the ;
aid of the Torah in the same way as a king employs an |
architect to draw plans for hls palace. The image of the !
architect and plan corresponds strikingly with a picture "
which Philo gives of the creation; and as Origen was a AR
faithful follower of Philot's allegorical method, and pos- .l
sessed at Caesarea manuscripts of all his works, it is ‘ |
possible that the Midrash is an indirect adaptation of .
the Alexandrian allegory, induced by i1deas which passed i‘j
from Origen to R. Hoshaya." The Philonic Sources alluded o
to include the follow1ng. De. Cher. 125;127; Alleg.
Inter@. ITI, 96; De. Opif Mundi 4, 16-18; 5, 20 6,233 4;
hese sources are clited 1n Baeck Op. cit. Pe 165,
Moore op. cit., Vol. I, p. 267; Mueller, E. A A. History
of JewIsh Mysticism., East and West Library. Oxford,
1946, p. 34; and Wolfson, H. Philo, Harvard University
Press. Cambridge, Mass. 1947, Vol, I p. 242ff. » ||

Moore, ope. cit. Vol. I, p. 267, :
Baer, op. cit. p. 83ff.
Knox, op. cit. p. 75.
Altmenn, op. clt. p. 195. | i
|
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121,

122,

123,

Gen. R. 10.6 cf. Sirach 38:4, 7,8:
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IMALARIS A ALRLRELAERED NN REL a%iya nv°*n® 19w
7wiy A apa »331 14 a1y be o anrml b%53 10 X

shy snx win® "y ¢vsk wny "y % NINhE ;
S AT}

Examples follow to 1llustrate this principle. Cf. also
Ecc. R. 5.8f. 1f. —

i "
GeneRe S.4: 1732 ©°9717 0P D°3¥IIN jD W *ih 9 X
73own a"apa bw 1°ip awyad xpar a3 °kyy 12
[1] v
["g>mayn a0 %% °%9'Ddut.32:49 1% 10kw nywd awnd

(Theodor -7100°0] faﬁvvn‘n"npn"bw"1b1p w93
(Psalm29g3) "'B2pn ¥y “A Pip v an avam oy

Bracketed material absent from Theodor ed.

Lev. R. 3504: yaxny 0°nva nx °hppn oi12w opn
it

aboby apiv *nvv3 kY ox' (Jer.33:5 / o¥3vw

AKX NPpRL ONAwW OO°pn  onbw K2 pIKY 8°DY NAPR

vow 1n13 ‘o ank a3 (1bid31:35°3v nava nxy oowa

124,

Bnaw RIpm 'A%’ 1KY 023131 M7 npn oapY’ iKY
" " Rrov 5:99)‘ :

1pn 8% pty RS EXeVro XD R0 Nk hppn

Qo \Jop.5:22/ “g3w binn PX ChpPR 8a3® RIpIN

oIANA NX CAPPR @aav 2°pan B°Y Y13 Yan dnow

! T " Rrov.3:27) "
panm oaIan 233 by 3In pInl APQV.OS Kiw
. LA 2ERRE P Y ARRE B

M™he idea is that the Torah is the embodiment of law and
order in the moral universe, even as God based the physi-
cal universe upon law and order.™ Soncino edition note 5,
p. 448.

In addition to the passages cited in Chapter II footnote
3b, cf. also Tanhuma (Buber ed.) Gen. 6a.
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125. Mishna Aboth 548: j,pppn {72 nav 27y2 1X733 a°927 1wy

Nu,21 glb axan *81 g3z / paka °p 10 VKD

@St-lﬁ)wm GenQ:1% nupa Wuez:29. 1inxn 51
nanabna anopal 1n3a 7REan Ex9:17 nwony
: . LR wgﬁlsr
Jpb.%v 10T12pY (7pYTRA MK B IDIX v et

nrapa% w1 13°2K DANAK P¥ Wpoxy Poublns

S mererapers”

a»wy nRiza nar AK

Cf. also Sifre Deut. (Friedmann ed.) par. 355 pp. l47a-
T47b. (with variations) and Pirke d'Rabbi Eliezer ch.l18.
Also similar are Gen. R. 5.5 and Ex. R. 21.6q

126. E. B. 50.3.

. R LEL alpn 222 172k 1"%x o>vawon nb§1 x"z
abx" 2105w opp 511 03 wRIN Py R°0ID hkd 3
“ya%ny 0°pwa n1Than abx" 727> 0°31wK7 nx 0d

7% 0°p¥ X713 a’aw P08 D EEE?:M/ "oxq2na
§>7°1RD A%aY 1%y 0027y 1°A k%Y on2 ®onon a°an
1:;55 29y %K 7IX1 ©°D@ AXI@ 17D 12N 1nan®
7I%7Y 0°dEA NI1IPIn APK 75°8% niiban 1Pk DK

NYITYIA 1°0 ®Y B3 wRIa Pax

Cf. also Gen. Re 3.7; 9.2, Becces R

L R . 3.11l.1 and Midrash
Tehillim (Buber ed,) Psalm 34 p.

123a.

127. Gene Re 1el3: 1a33ne pyed 1733 2392 071 w3 100K 1;:1
san 1KY OXY n°?23¥) Jopap KIm 173 123
aunbn 2°n 1 1 o i
nepwn Nk KPK 13 137K n apn Yax aoyneDd N
awa X317 27 naenda anb ey {Ixd nx\ n:wn?: 1,yv
» % *%2%3n 201 D g 133 11y’ 7327
LRI AL Y2 NPT me avnov
"gegen B°BY X113 Y330 *3 S : ; oY
-~ 9 g 1
a>n7 X0 KA RPORII sp> " nuwd 1 %1;?QL£.22)
~"agTnn ypaxan plwInd BO°D¥WN WK D s :
aginn XPX JED 2°A2 1°% awan 7IXRA
-




128. Sifre Deut. (Friedmann ed.) par. 307, pp. 132b-133a.,

abaya 4 ke °zn PDeut3d:)favys ocnn qza”
Mpexa AR 0°a%K ‘A qr™I* f3p 0IXD DX 12 %1 AP An
obiyn txa Y5 by Ap*bw 1nviys "ivys ovon" §en2:7 )
oap TINK ]°KY 0390 Pw ‘BK 1°h1ID INK Tnaab 1P K

¢3 %% mon 15K B°3°y ‘3 % v 1%K DK’ °dN0°w
»gxa by JPan *nva bk 0P ‘3 P aca 1»x a°31°
5oft LWp g3 %7 DD %NIMKY 022197 23D 177 1K
7°72 ARy IOk P> Py 2w 292316:1) "pppn 17277 ¥
abyya 7 °praw "asiox Px" 1% IRIw Ab 1% 1hn
asypa n1°a% 07x *32 12 xPw "Pay 1Uxat X9

A 0o AbKn AUy PR DIX KIT 121 0?PIT nAvab xoX
pr1g" (Bce7:29 ) "o®an ni3awn wpl ADAY 07 IR
ob1y Yxa2 %O Oy n1w 1 33nD KIAw X0 @)

-

Cf. also Gen. R. 12.1,

nK 1°3p OHTSK IAX (3P A7 0 23 abxy by
1230 77N YR ]3P WIPDA N°1 INK %3P PxI9°
"rxp 1°%yB2 STp 1077 nowxs 233p ‘a" 2’037

(Prov3:22)

130. E.go, Sifre Deuteronomy (Friedmann ed.) par. 37, p. 76a.

X171 9°2an X10w °b Bow QIpDA 20772 K2IbD aOnK 121
0Ip NX723 POD N2°2an KA °2% 771N 17°2n DX QTP
Provi:24rxp 1°2y92 07p 1577 ncwxk *33p ‘a" Toxiv Yob

cf. also Gen. R. 1.4 and 1l.8.

131, Yalkut Shimeoni par. 943 citing the Sifre,

" » N cg3p pODWA NN ANCA AP RM
190% 1°3R A7AKD %3
a3n3Y yakd 727y avd aby 75 MK jgov.B:BO
Qibid) "i3zIx Pan2 npnwn" DK *32%
132. Abongd'Rabbi Nathen, (Schechter ed.) A Version ch. 31,
p' 3 T ————

yon TDIK 252230 °01° °37 YT 131 TR °29
~Anca 0%y 1237 DTIP NINE YR D°y20Y NIKkD
"y n7°w napakl a"apna Yw o 1pcna nnmaspy 3303 A73I0
“poyipyw HOakY (pIk %3k acaxa’ ‘x3v nawn *oxb%D
npnwn'" IDIKI (Prov8:§oL1’:sb npnonl) BI1° 01
(ib1d30r ) Tk »32 nx “ywywil 1xax Pand




133.

134,

135.

136.

163.

cf. also, Ecce Re 1lel5.2 and 4.3.1; Seder Eliyahu Rabba
(Friedmann ed.) ch. 6. Ps 33; ch. 15, P. 68; ch. 26,

p. 130; Seder Eliyahu Zuta (Friedmann ed.) ch. 10, p. 139.
For 980 generations, cf. Tanhuma (Warsaw 1875 ed.). Gen.
2la. For 2000 years, cf. Gen. R. 8.,2; Lev. R. 19.1; Cant.
Re 5.11.1; Pesikta Rabbati lF?ledmann ed.). B6a; Tanhuma
TWarsaw 1875 ed.) Deut. 22a.,

Midrash Aggadah on Gen. l3l: ;ﬁx A"apn X932 AN DIDTa

1997 NOwKRT *33IPp ‘a" TDXIW NPUXY NXIPIT IBPY
(Prov3:22 ) "r1xp 1°%y¥5D OIP

ef, also Lev. R. 23.3 X% %5 obiyan 72 Yo
- - 49903 Yrawa xbx X923

There are other references to this notion which we shall
cite when we consider the identification of Torah = jp'0iKy =
Wisdom,

E.g. b. Shabbath 88a, 59y »559" 35037 ‘xp wopb_w>1 90x

nannw pbp °% ap% aane xMa "cewn o1 q9pa 'hv
n>%apn YXT@® Ok 0a% IDXKY NO°YRIA="wydD ay a"apn

. AnIn% 0anx 9P IND IR Ik DX Q°DYPND QDK AN
MERFE

cf. also Tenhuma (Warsaw 1875 ed.) Genesis 3b; Ex. R. 47.4;
Deut. R. 8.5; Pesikta Rabbati TFriedmann ed.) 99b-100a;
Midrash Aggadah to Leviticus 25.1.

*

E.ge. Do Nedarim 328, ,..n xbpbxe nvan a%173 97y°5% ¢ qDxT
‘A% %y op1® n®92 XY OR"YKIP 7IXY D°DW ID™Phl XD
(Jer.33:25) ““131 snpw X% yaxy 0°bw npan

cf. also b. Pegahim 68b.

Mishna Aboth 3.14. ,4py s%3 mn% ynv3e 2x7v> (72730
k923 2@ n1on °%3 @a% jnaw aab Nyl nan® nan
hyayyn bk A0 0d% AR 3w np? °a” ‘%iv obIgn
(Prov.l:2)

s




139, Cf. Chapter I above. OCf. also Abelson op. cits p. 201, ¥

140, B.ge. Tanhuma (Buber Edition) Genesis 2b

137. E.g. Tanhuma (Warsaw 1875 ed.) Genesis 3a, L

Jo0° apona ‘a" ainsa pRE ar RN RS xw? nrwxia"
aaina yy°n3 apbi1y nx atapa x7aws) Frov3:1G ) nyax
»b n3%3 23K n°wany axy WM o fxaw ob1yn nK X921
(Prove. O:li) . "a919 2

cf. also Pirke d'Rabbl Eliszer ch. 3.

138. Pirke d4'Babbl Eliezer ch. 11.

a%apa X 10D

q71n7 A2°00 13010751 13pb¥3 DIK AUyl AN

qnEw ATH QT%n JYv oayn ovpRaya ©o 11317 a7DRY
sq%b% x3°1 1317 ¥apl 0°0° TP XIT INKI2Y A319 N
X3 X5% 1% iK% DY JOK J UKD ANK ]°R DRI KOO 1

Gopx 7% NKIpI Dam By ‘21 avapa a7 ok obiy®

Y2IKD JIUKIA 0K Y@ 17DY DK IpP Ssnnn von 1Y
' TIXN nIvad

Friedlander, in his edition, notes that "The idea was used
by the author of the Epistle of Barnabas v. 5, v 1.12,

where God 1s represented as consulting with the Christ. |
- According to other traditions of the Church and Synagogue, I
God consulted the minlistering angels at the creation of ﬂ
man;...." (p. 76)0 ‘

"Wisdom in Proverbs viil reaches to the 1imits of personi- I
fication. A quality through which God acts and through ;)
which He is known, is objectified. It dwells and rinds .

1ts speclal delight among men. This brings us to the very e

doors of the Immanence doctrine. The Rabbinlical doctrine
of the ™Holy Spirit® 1s compounded of these teachings,
with the admixture of many new elements which these old
sages drew elther from their own imdependent exegesis of
the Scriptures, or from their own personal observations
and experliences of the Splritual life, or again, as a re-
sult of thelr Intermingling with extraneous notions and
the consequent addl tlions to, and transformations of,

their original views." ’

- * "prabx x93 nowxma"
¢35 9px pinx 1np Erovié:3p "yigrx 1bzx avaxa" aer
77103 weap avapa Ava a%Im {§]n1x"xybx 12 aTwe

2 a*no ap "pipk abzx avaxitdan avayn nk x9mr

¢a" ‘x3p AN kYK nCwxa 10X "ovabR k72 neexmat
%72 nowxta" $an (1bid8:22)"4131 1397 nlwxn v33p
. ' S B - R
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Cf. also Tanhuma (Warsaw 1875 ed.) Genesis 3a; b. Shabbat,
116a, Sifre (Friedmann ed.) Deut. par. 309, p. 134a and
par. 317, p. 135b, and Seder Rabba d'Bereshith 5.

141, E.g. Tanhuma (Warsaw 1875 ed.), Deuteronomy 122a,

k%% anon 1 kv (Prov3:lO'yax 7To° anona ‘a" 2°n>
GbiaS-p2 1ok AbTR A Ak ‘XIv JIDK ADw apY 37N
T nazoa 7°30 ¥ 23°02 A3N3W TY 371N NRIPI kP

ceeoTIN NRRIPI

142, E.g. Tanhuma (Warsaw 1875 ed.) Genesls 46b.

n¥91 x%0 3y y"waq a"apa 357 DIX DK J3 Ak
110X TPrx A0 An»a 23w 0°BYK 237 0Tp Jn2y
01° ‘D yIwye RPAXY 1IDK IR A°aK1" 2°nd (o0
7iw 0°abx ¢3 Frovl:30) “"as

143. E.g. Midrash Mishle (Buber ed.) 31la,

AWNAGY T ,\A.IP% MDY qc ) 1S (Prove 9:1) WN'P 0Whap anon,
cf. also’Lev. R. 11.3, the last part of which = b. Shabbat

Ti6a.

144, E.g. Tanhuma (Buber ed.) Exodus 7a: After a discussion of
the omnipresence of FHe voice of God at Sinai, the text
concludes _JcN 2NN, 34 05 PIINNC flf)?‘ L'
(Job. 28:20 ) P PipN ) !

Cf. also, Tanhuma (Warsaw 1875 ed.) Exodus 69b,

145. Knox, oOp. cit. p. 66f. He notes the similarity to Stoic
thought, and suggests that,as a result of contact with it,
"Wisdom" became more personified and, at the same time,
less concrete in Jewish thought.

146, Cf. Abelson op. cit., p. 199f. "Now what distingulshes
this conception of Wisdom 1s the fact, that here Wisdom
1s, as 1t were temporarily detached from 1ts Divine
source and treated as a Personality - a Personality which
1s related to the whole universe, controlling the life
of the human race. This thought undoubtedly makes a
great advance upon anything previously written in Jewish
circles. Its effect upon the Apocrypha Wisdom of Solomon
and upon much of the speculative philosophy of Philo is
without question. But what 1s of importance to point out
is, that 1ts detachment from its Divine source was not
meant by the writer to imply ‘'any theory of permanent
distinctions within the Divine nature each indowed with
its own separate self-consciousness.! Wisdom has no per-
sonal life of 1ts own and points to no profound mystery




i

147,

148.

149,

150.

166.

in the Being of God. Right through the passage viii.22-36
it is "God's™ wisdom. The allusions to the Divine owner-
ship of wisdom are frequent. 'The Lord possessed me!;
'When He established the heavens, I was there'; 'Re joicing
in His habitable earth'; all these passages clearly imply
that wisdom is a gquality belonging to God, one of His at-
tributes by which He makes Himself known and felt in the
world of men and in the human heart, one of the elements
in the Divine nature which is most in sympathy with the
innate tendency in man to go on striving ever upward and
omward. Wisdom is, after all, only God!'s wisdom, no
matter how near an approach to personality there may be

in the various descriptions of the term; and in the same
way 'Spiritt' is 'God's Spirit! and 'Holy Spirit' is

'God's Holy Spirit'; and similarly right through the Rab-
binical literature, however near an approach to a dis-
tinct personality there may be in the Rabbinical handling
of these expressions, there is always the underlying as-
sumption that the personification is only used for the
purpose of a particular doctrine, and not for the teaching
of any metaphysical divisions in the Godhead.™

Aboth d'Rabbi Nathan (Schechter ed.) A Version ch. 37. p. 55b.

73°32 a¥’74 14 YK Iobiy nx a"apa %72 8027 ‘Tl
n9¥3 2% 1°72 ©°bRha oM A3
o

In the B Version ch., 43 p. 60a, the list, with variations,
is expanded to 10 and proof texts are given. The reading
then is very similar to b. Hagigah 12a.

Ibid. A Version ch. 37 p. 55b. , . riuice natn ‘1

ABX O°DRT 70N vAED PIT ADIE I3 1:: 9312950 XD
pI3a °% J2NUIR nbay% °% J NEIKI DRIV nabw
nYT*1 A3IDK2 % JINPAKY B°BRT3Y TOR2 oY DI

(zog2:21g) "*0 n¥

E.g. Tanhuma (Buber ed.) Numbers 49a = (@arsaw 1875 ed, 75a.)

150 %o 1ow 7128 (ul9:2l ) "avnn npn nxr'
7373019 Apona b1y nx K9aw atapia o°o%pn 2 0%p

L1908 17K N9V PR 1°K 1°nKPnaT

E.ge Ex. R. 48.4,

[ §
px3w oRIyn K721 1555 02927 ‘za
w3y3na oD@ 1312 YIK 7p°® fapopa A ~
napann any1a Ml . @>ov3-1@ 2 s |
1owma Awyl a55n 02127 ‘3271 \Prd ng1" 1
"pyTay A37202 ADOM2 goabx nI7 ANIK K

(Ex 35:3)




cf. also b. Berakoth 55a; Midragsh Tehillim (Buber ed.) on

Psalms 50 p. 140a; Tanhuma (Buber ed.) Bxodus 61b-52a;
and Pirke d'Rabbl Eliezer ch. 3.

151. E.g. Tanhuma (Buber ed.) Genesis 6a°‘zusu§$ n1aban A"

V3 L npy Meaxin
anx (Prov3:1l9) "yax 70> apdna faT @ v "
) TR 0°DV n"apn X712 ADON2 K3

cf. also Pesikta d'Rav Kahana (Buber ed.) 36a; and Seder
Bliyahu Rabba (Friedmann ed.) ch. 6 p. 21.

152. J. Sanhedrin (Zhitomir ed.) ch. 4. Halacha 9, p. 17b.

a%iyn nx a3ae avapn At @Provo:l "an®a an3a ninon"
nazn" PRov3:ly) "pax T0° anoma ‘a" k3w apona
‘"pap" nowxkaa D ‘T 1boR (ibidggi) "ayaw 7710y
91 nvaasy o°p° 1% x (Ibid9:P na» ason nnav
ibidg:& 7MY 0IK AT “a3a 10 Cns °p" obaya *>5°n%

153, E.g. Lev. R. 11,1,
- in"13131 XTp o ‘xyvx 3 a'pv ‘9

a"apa A7 Krovo:l ) “an®a an3a napon" 0P iArw
n*790y nagn® Abid3:19 ) *yax 70 andma*a" 21°nd3
nUw *>"¢x3w n°wxaa °p> ‘7 bk (ibid9:l) "avavw
"sys3pn 01° NK @vabx (a2 @x20:1h)" a1y oo

o abx maxv1® (Brovo:2 )wapav anawpt (Gend:3 )
(Prov(:2 ) "a3» noon® (Genl:2l )"yaxa xxam
‘"asnbw nony wx* Genl:9 ) "oonn mp> poabx qpx2"
¥>91D 2Py K®T YIKA XUIn Doabr nx21" (Provg:2 )
g1x 5t (Provo:3 "xapn n*niys anvet Genl:Tl vyas
atapa jevopw (1b1d )"onap vpian var Ly" avna

...@en3:5 J"ovabxd onaa" I"aa nvabR INIX KAP

cf. the Soncino edition p. 136, for some attractive emenda-
tlons which eliminate some of the difficulties in the
present text. (f, also b. Sanhedrin 38a,

1540 E.x.;o B_o 15022. o°oi DI?'IYH ng 1D1P ni*na .'IW‘?W

779 a0 eRa nhoR 175%% Yan o°pa vRAY 0N

a%ayn Y%K N1?I2 wwan abon AT A0 nYa K
inann




155.

156.

157.

i68.

J. Yehamot (Krotochin ed.) 9c. (2N AN IJ}HS
N IC'2N 1D %\ﬁ;)n Vs lerl N ?f))l

Their consideration, of course, lies beyond the scope of
this paper. For an index to such passages, cf. Hyman, A

Torah Ha K'tuvah V'hamsurah, D'vir, Tel Aviv, 1940 and
Kasher, M.M. Torah Sh'lemah, Jerusalem, 1927.

Dr. Frank Baxter on the Bell Telephone Television Series
on Man in the Universe - November, 1958.

SLALL M SN
N

Wisdom in Creation, a paper delivered by Professor R.B.Y.
Scott at the December 1958 meeting of the Socilety of
Biblical Literature and Exegesis, was recelved too late
for consideration in thils paper. His paper deals with
the exegesis of Proverbs 8:30 and is germane to Chapter I
of the present work.
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